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A pamophone record, the musical idea, the written 
notes, and the sound-waves, all stand to one another 
in the same internal relation of depicting that holds 
between language and the world. They are all con- 
structed according to a common logical pattern. 

Wittgenstein, Tractatus, 4.014. 

Foreword 

This book is an attempt to  conduct a comprehensive examina- 
tion of Kant's metaphysic of Transcendental Idealism, which 
is everywhere presupposed by his critical theory of knowledge, 
his theory of the moral and the aesthetic judgement, and his 
rational approach to religion. It will attempt to show that this 
metaphysic is profoundly cohcrent, despite frequent incon- 
sistencies of expression, and that it throws an indispensable 
light on his critical enquiries. Kant's philosophy throughout 
draws a deep distinction between knowing and thinking, the 
former of which, in the human case, involves conceptions 
which find their fulfilment in Anschauung, or intuitive en- 
counter, and which lead to what is called experience, whereas 
the latter is empty, and involves conception alone. That con- 
ception may be empty does not, however, deprive it of interest 
or profit, since it sets before us the formal structure of what 
in our case often transcends knowledge, but which must, for 
the purposes of knowledge, and of enterprises more important 
than knowledge, none the less be thought. Kant's philosophy 
is throughout concerned to illuminate the region where know- 
ledge is possible, and to  sct forth its conditions, principles, 
and limits, but he is only able to  illuminate it by bringing in 
agencies and acts, both subjective and objective, which tran- 
scend knowledge altogether, and of which we can only think 
in unfulfilled, formal fashion. 

It is widely held that these Kantian procedures are unreason- 
able, and that it is absurd, both in itself and o n  Kant's principles, 
to make assertions, intended to produce conviction, regarding 
acts and agencies which are held to be unknowable. This vicw 
is, however, mistaken, since Kant conceivcs of knowledge in 
especially narrow terms, and there is nothing absurd in the 
vicw that thinkables must, in his sense, extend far more widely 
than knowables. Kant also goes further than most who have 
thought in his fashion in holding that, not only the qualities 

.- . 
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of the senses, but also the space and time in w h i c h . ~ p l a c e  
them, have non-sensuous, non-spatial, and non-tempord founda- 
tions in relations among thinkables which transcend empirical 
knowledge. This contention Jso rcposes on important argu- 
ments, and can be given a sense that will rendcr it interesting 
and consistent. 

It will be the task of this book to explore this sense, and 
also to  connect it with the thought of Kant's immediate pre- 
decessors in the great German scholastic movement which 
began with Leibniz: this scholasticism, it will be held, is 
throughout preserved as the unspoken background of Kant's 
critical developments, whose great innovation really consisted 
in pushing it out of the region of the knowable, into the region 
of what is permissively or, in some cases, obligatorily, thinkable. 
Kant further spoke of himself as if he had been the author 
of  a thought-revolution in which the subject suddenly assumed 
the place of the Copernican sun. This book will ar<gue that he 
was in fact rather the author of a thought-revolution in which 
the subject assumed the place of the humblc earth, from which, 
however, everything had to be viewed, while heliocentric 
pictures, admirable in themselves, could only be sketched in 
firm but formal outline, without the detail inserted by the 
speculative metaphysicians. 

The content and development of Kant's thought also displays 
many interesting analogies with the content and development 
of the thought of Wittgenstein, though it proceeded in an 
opposite direction. For while Wittgenstein progressed from 
earlier views of thought and language in which nun-empirical 
objects, a non-empirical subject, and non-empirical relations 
among these, still had a place, to later views in which there 
were no objects and no subjects but the ones recognized in 
ordinary language-performances; Kant, in his critical phase, 
progressed rather from views in which non-empiricd thinkables 
practically only enjoyed a marginal, limiting role, to positions 
in which their governing role became more and more prominent. 
The relation of Kant to  Wittgenstein and to other contemporary 
thinkers will be considered in the last chapter of this book. 

My own thought-relations t o  Kant have continued through- 
out my philosophical life. While I began by interpreting Kant 
in terms of an idealism which saw all knowledge as springing 
from the spontaneous thought-acts of the pure subject into 
which there could be no external intrusion - the Thing-in-itself 
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being merely a senseless survival - I was led to see and feel 
the many absurdities of trying to accormt for the content 
of  knowledge, and for agreement among knowers, o n  such 
a purely constructive basis, and was also deeply influenced 
by Prichard's book, Kant's Theory of Knowledge (191 I ) ,  
in my perception of profound error in any opinions which 
assimilated knowledge to making. I see moral as well as in- 
tellectual error in such opinions, since they tend to destroy 
the deep respect for existent fact and being without which 
men cannot be decent or courageous. And I also saw much 
that seemed both incredible and reprehensible in the reported 
proceedings o f  the Productive Imagination in Kantian theory. 

Deeper study o f  Kant has, however, convinced me that the 
Productive Imagination is, for him, an innocuous faculty, 
which operates altogether out of time, and which works hand- 
in-glove with Things-in-themselves to  produce a translation 
of their unknowable order into the symbolism and syntax 
of sense, time, and space. I am now in fact happily persuaded 
that not only Kant, but none of the philosophers I greatly 
admire, for example, Hegel, deserves to he called an idealist 
in the epistemological sense, at least not in the more significant 
phases of their thought. Genuine epistemological idealism 
could flourish only in the cushioned comfort of late nineteenth- 
century Bismarckian Germany or  imperial Britain. 

I wish in conclusion to thank my friends Professor Klaus 
Hartmann of Tiibingen University and Dr Arend Kulenkampff 
of Frankfurt University for reading my manuscript, and for 
making many helpful comments on it. They do not, of course, 
agree with many of my opinions. I owe a similar debt to 
Professor W. H. Walsh of Edinburgh University. 

J. N. FINDLAY 
Boston University, 

1980 

PS 1 have profited greatly from the writings of Professor Erich 
Adickes, who died in 1929, on the Kantian Thing-in-itself. Since 
his monumental analysis of Kant's Opus Posturnurn, in a 1920 
Supplementary Volume of Kant-Studien, is not widely known 
in England, I have summarized much of its content in the 
eighth chapter of this work. 
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NOTE 

My references to Kant's works in the present work are in- 
corporated in the text and not put in footnotes, and have 
involved little abbreviation beyond CPR for the Critique of 
Pure Rearon and CPrR for the Critique of Practical Reason. 
1 have distinguished Kant's two importantly different works 
on the Metaphysic of Morals, of 1785 and 1797 respectively, 
by  using the term Grundlegung, Groundwork or Foundation, 
which occurs in its title, for the former work, and have men- 
tioned the date, when not clear by context, in the case of the 
latter. 1 have not for the rest worried with Kant's immensely 
long titles, especially in the case of his earlier and minor pub- 
lications, as these can readily be found in standard histories, 
which it is not my purpose to write. I have also made no attempt 
to  refer to all that Kant wrote on all the matters with which 
1 was concerned, and the same applies to my treatments of 
Kant's predecessors and successors. The translations of passages 
from Kant given in the text are always my own, though not 
at all novel and controversial, and my references are either 
t o  the numbered paragraphs given in all editions, or to the 
pagination of the early editions which is always printed in 
the margin of all good Kantian translations and editions, in- 
cluding the standard German Academy Edition, which I have 
mainly used. 

Analytical Table of Contents 

Note: The compression necessary in the following Analytical Table has led 
to some inaccuracies of statement'. The full text should be consulted 
where necessary. 

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTORY 
i. Discussion of the Kantian concept of the Transcen- 

dental Object, and of its relation to that of the Noumenon 
and the Thing-in-itself. 

1 . . 
11. Kant's theory of knowledge cannot be positivisti- 

cally interpreted, but requires underlying unities which 
hold appearances together, and which, by their identity, 
give the latter constancy of character. 

4 . . . 
111. Kant's theory of knowledge cannot b e  idealistically 

interpreted, since it accepts the reality of a Transcendental 
Subject and of transcendental acts which exist beyond 
experience and knowledge, and are constitutive of it. I t  
also accepts the reality of many Transcendental Objects 
which affect our subjectivity, and which have characters 
and relations not given to the latter, and at best corre- 
sponding to phenomenal characters and relations. 

9 
iv. Kant's phenomenalism is more radical than other 

phenomenalisms in that it accepts space and time only as 
ordering forms for phenomena. But it advances important 
arguments, based mainly on ontological criteria, for re- 
stricting them to  what is thus phenomenal. 

16 
v. The regular connection among the appearances of 

objects is the necessary empirical surrogate for the unity of 
the objects from which they spring. Kant therefore makes 
use of  his metempirical presuppositions t o  illuminate 
phenomenal data. 
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CHAPTER 11. THE IfISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
OF KANT'S CRITICAL TEAClIING 

2 9 

i. The metaphysical principles of Lcibniz and Wolff 
form the abiding background of Kant's thought, even when 
they are only used to prove certain characters of ex- 
perienced objects to be phenomenal. 

29 
Q Q 

ii. Main points in Wolff's ontology. 
J u 

iii. Main points in Wolff's cosmology and rational 46 
psychology. 

iv. Main points in Wolff's rational theology. 

v. Main points in the ontology of Crusius. 

vi. Main points in the theology of Crusius. 

vii. Kant did not dissolve the old German metaphysics 
but relegated its findings to a region open to thought but 
not to knowledze. Things-in-themselves, if known, would 
be seen to satisfy Wolffian standards, and phenomena are 
phenomena since they fail to satisfy such standards. 

CHAPTER 111. KANT'S PRE-CRITICAL WRITINGS 
AND THE TRANSCENDENTAL AESTHETIC 

i. Brief exposition of Kant's early writings on physical 
topics such as force and motion, the nature of matter, 
and the natural history of the heavens (1755). His attempt 
to prove the existence of God as the ground of all possibili- 
ties (1763) is important and original, and so is his criticism, 
in Dreams ofa Spirit-seer (1766), of the concept of a spirit- 
world, resting on the clairvoyant claims of Swedenborg, as 
lacking testable intersubjectivity , and as requiring a cerebral 
rather than a paranormal psychic explanation. Important 
also for his later phenomenalism are the 'Attempt to intro- 
duce Negative Quantities into Philosophy' (1765), and his 
raising of the important problem of incongruous counter- 
parts (right and left hands) in a paper (1768) on 'The 
Ground of the Distinction of Regions of Space'. 

ii. Consideration of the 1770 Dissertation on the 
Form and Principles of the Sensible and the Intelligible 
Worlds. This contains many points made in the Transcen- 
dental Aesthetic and in the Critique, but more lucidly 

expounded. It  distinguishes the sensible world, consisting 
of everything as it affects our senses, from the intelligible 
world consisting of everything as it is, or would be for an 
understanding capable in principle of representing things as 
they are. Both worlds have a matter consisting of all things 
that are their parts, and a form consisting in the relational 
organization which binds those parts into a world. The 
form of the intelligible world consists of  certain pure 
concepts (later called categories), e.g. substance, cause, 
possibility, etc., used to bind sense-based and other con- 
cepts together: the forms of the sensible world are its time 
and its space. Time and space are universal forms in which 
everything must be sensed by us, but which are indepen- 
dent of particular sensible content. The forms of the 
sensible and the intelligible worlds must not  be confused 
(error of subreption). What is intelligible need not be 
sensible, e.g. simple substances, infinite totalities, etc., 
while what is sensible need not be intelligible, e.g. forms 
which correspond to no logical category, relations without 
relata, diversities without differences, etc. But we must 
posit inherent laws of the mind in virtue of which real and 
intelligible patterns (species) are systematically represented 
by sensible ones. The Dissertation makes plain that -- 

-~~ LA-  perience is never a free improvisation, but a controlled 
translation. 8 0  

iii. Examination of Kant's arguments in the Aesthetic 
for the a prion' and the intuitive character of the space and 
time of our experience. It  was a mistake to regard time as 
primarily a form of inner experience, and only derivatively 
of phenomena in space. The notion of intuition must be 
taken as covering much that is a matter of readiness, or 
that is obscurely 'felt in our bones', e.g. space as an infinite 
whole. The basic arguments for the phenomenal status of 
space and time are ontological rather than epistemological. 
The doctrine is best interpreted as affirming the parasitism 
of what is spatial and temporal on deeper structures which 

8 .  
are neither. 

95 

CHAPTER IV. THE ANALYTIC OF CONCEPTS 

i. Complementarity of thought and intuition in 
human knowledge, relation of concepts t o  rules and the 
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judgements and inferences. The judgement given too 
central a place in Kantian theory: other conceptual 
structures, e.g. the set, are ignored. 

115 

ii. A priori concepts, judgements, and ideas. Analytic 
and synthetic judgements, a priori and a posteriori. Coper- 
nican explanation for a priori synthetic judgements. Kant 
strangely exaggerates the degree to  which, being ourselves, 
we can have non-analytic knowledge of the principles 
which govern our thinking. 

120 

iii. Brief examination of the metaphysical Deduction of 
the Categories. 

13 1 

iv. Kant's two Transcendental Deductions are most 
illuminating if read in conjunction with the Analytic of 
Principles. Alone, they are highly misleading. The basic 
activities of the Transcendental Imagination must be under- 
stood as metempirical generative acts, which do not occur 
in time, and which are not accessible to inner sense. The 
self which performs them also is, in this capacity at least, 
metempirical. Things-in-themselves must also be presumed 
to  control, not only the matter, but the organizing form of 
experience, while not sharing that form. 

135 

v. Examination of the First Edition Deduction. The 
three empirical syntheses and their transcendental proto- 
types. Puzzling abandonment of the Transcendental Object 
as underlying necessary syntheses, and concentration on 
the equally obscure Transcendental Subject. Kant correctly 
asserts that a unifying consciousness, of which there can 
be a further self-consciousness, is' a necessary condition of 
the consciousness of objective unity and interconnection. 
He passes, however, with no trace of argument, from 
trcating this unifying consciousness and self-consciousness 
as a necessary condition of objective unity to  treating it 
as a sufficient condition of the latter. This would, however, 
prove too much. For it would make all our thought have 
to conform to  necessary, categorial connections and 
leave no place for arbitrary or inconsequent syntheses of 
various sorts, e.g. those which arbitrarily construct certain 
sets. Why has Kant appealed to the 'Transcendental Unity 
of Apperception' in this totally irrelevant manner? Possibly 
because he rightly holds subjectivity to  imply a necessary 

contrast with objectivity, as an inbuilt property of itself. 
A relation of contrast is not, however, a relation of co- 
incidence or identity, and there must be a place for b o t h  
arbitrarily subjective, and objectively necessitated syn- 
theses. These are both in fact recognized in the Analytic 
of Principles. The unity of self-consciousness is not there- 
fore a sufficient condition for the applicability of the 
categories, but requires co-operation from another source. 
The requirement is intrinsic, but also involves what is 
extrinsic. 1 4 0  

vi. The Transcendental Deduction of the Second 
Edition is a vastly confused document involving most of 
the logical faults of the First Edition Deduction, without 
its illuminating excursions into transcendental psychology. 
It  is the source of all the purely idealistic interpretations 
of Kantianism. 156 

CHAPTER V. THE ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES 

i. Nature of the transcendental schemata. Stress on 
their dispositional aspect. Kant over-emphasizes their time- - 

aspect at the expense of their space-aspect. 158  
ii. The Axioms of Intuition: there are no indivisible 

simples in the realm of spatio-temporal phenomena, and 
they are phenomena for that reason. The Anticipations 
of Perception: need of intensive, qualitative magnitude to  
differentiate occupied space-time from void. Kant's 
vacillating attitude to the void. 162 

iii. The Analogies of Experience. These stress the 
necessity of being able to distinguish such syntheses as are 
arbitrary and subjective, from such as are necessary and 
objective, and so bring out the contrast between self- 
ascription and object-ascription, which the Transcendental 
Deduction obscures. Interesting doctrine of the three 
modes of time: permanence, succession, and simultaneity. 
Question: in what sense is time held to be permanent? 163 

iv. First Analogy of substantial permanence. Is substance 
in this principle something phenomenally given or transcen- 
dentally thought? Answer: it represents a transcendent 
thought-identity pinned down by a phenomenal constancy. 166 
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v. Second Analogy of causal regularity. Need to be 
able to distinguish a variable, arbitrary, subjective succes- 
sion from one that is invariant, necessary, and objective. 
The Second Analogy is the fundamental one, and expresses 
the authentic Transcendental Deduction. 170 

vi. Third Analogy of coexistence. Objective coexistence 
establishes itself by variability of route between states of 
coexistent substances. All such routes represent possible 
causal chains linking substances reciprocally. Reciprocity 
must not be too rigorously interpreted. 

175 

vii. The Postulates of Empirical Thought. The modal 
properties of the possible, the actual, and the necessary are 
here dealt with. Important to note that only empirical 
senses of these categories are here in question, not their 
metaphysical or transcendental senses. 178 

viii. The Refutation of Idealism. An unusually important 
section, since it abolishes the idealistic view of our own 
transcendental subjectivity as more perspicuously given 
than the transcendental objectivity which underlies ex- 
ternal phenomena. It  also makes plain that awareness 
of self is parasitic upon awareness of objects external to 
and other than self. Another more embracing idealism is 
not presupposed: the objects external to ourselves are 
both noumenally and phenomenally external. 

ix. Distinction between phenomena and Noumena. An 
interesting but curiously vacillating section, in which the 
problematic concept of Noumena is rescued by the equally 
problematic concept of intellectual intuition. The Nou- 
menon is treated as having value as a limiting concept, 
which, however, presupposes the possibility of thinking 
beyond those limits. Kant's final stance is simply that 
Noumena must be thought, but cannot be known. 

x. Amphiboly of Reflective Concepts. The extreme 
importance of this section is that it endorses Leibnizian 
views of Things-in-themselves: their necessary discernibility, 
their freedom from inner conflict, their non-relativity. 
and their simplicity, while rejecting these requirements 
for phenomena. 190 

CHAPTER VI. THE DIALECTIC OF THE SOUL 
AND THE WORLD 

i. Kant's use of the terms 'dialectic' and 'idea': the 
relation of the latter to the syllogism. Transcendental 
Ideas of the subject (might have been extended to  the 
object), of the finite or transfinite cosmos, and of the 
rational ideal of theology. Notion of transcendental 
illusion. 

195 
ii. Paralogisms of Pure Reason: these deal with the 

pure subject or thinking self, which for Kant transcends 
introspection. It can be emptily thought of as substantial, 
simple, persistent and having an absolutely certain ex- 
istence. Thinking of it in this manner is not, however, 
knowing anything, since the intuitive element is lacking. 
Kant hazards various strange hypotheses as to the nature 
of the psychic substrate, but it must not be imagined that 
he accords any credence to them. We must believe in the 
Wolffian soul, though we cannot know it. 

iii. The Antinomies arise, not in an attempt to tran- 
scend all phenomena, but to complete them. Antinomy 1 
opposes the Thesis of a finite empirical world to the 
Antithesis of an infinite one. Infinity in the timeless, 
noumenal order would present no problem, but the 
phenomenal world never achieves totality, and can always 
be further extended. Antinomy I1 opposes the Thesis of 
a world terminating in simples to  the Antithesis of a 
world infinitely divided. The noumenal world does termin- 
ate in simples, but spatio-temporal phenomena are in- 
finitely divisible. Antinomy 111 opposes the Thesis of a 
world including self-determining spontaneity to  the 
Antithesis of a world in which all causal determination 
is external. External necessitation must characterize 
everything phenomenal, while noumenal simples can act 
spontaneously out of time. Antinomy IV opposes in- 
trinsically necessary to purely contingent existence. The 
former can find no place in the phenomenal order. 

210 
iv. The Antinomies are resolved by Kant's doctrine 

of an unending Aufgabe or task. The unconditioned 
totalities demanded by reason are not gegeben, given, 
but aufgegeben, set as a task. Out of time, the transfinite 
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could be given: in time it can only be set as a task. An 
endless series of conditioned acts in time can likewise 
spring from a single decision out of time. Kant's resolution 
of the Antinomies shows the seriousness of his belief 
in transcendentals, and their use to  illuminate phenomena. 219 
CHAPTER VII. THE DIALECTIC OF DIVINITY 22 6 

i. Kant criticizes transcendental theology as an 
epistemic enterprise, not as a necessary and valid exercise 
of thought. The Ideal of Pure Reason is that of an omni- 
possible object characterized by all positive predicates. 
Such an object is well fitted to explain the existence of 
finite, contingent things, since it has all that they have. Its 
own existence requires no explanation, since, covering all 
possibilities, this existence is necessary. Self-explanatori- 
ness and all-explanatoriness are well-assorted concepts, 
but do they delineate anything really viable? Their natural 
congruence is exploited in three classical proofs. 

226 

iii. Kant here deals with the regulative use of the 
Transcendental Ideas. We can and must treat phenomena 
as if springing from noumenal unities beyond themselves 
which explain their systematic interconnections and 
intelligibility. That the objects corresponding to  such 
Ideas are beyond knowledge, demotes knowledge rather 
than such Ideas, which are essential to  practice and science. 241 

CHAPTER VIII. KANT'S METAPHYSIC O F  NATURE 246 
i. Kant believes in primary and secondary appearances, 

i.e. appearances, and appearances of appearances. The 
physical world as a pure system of moving forces in space 
and time is a primary appearance of which the perceived 
sense-world is a secondary appearance. The subject is 
doubly affected by Noumena and by primary appearances. 
Primary appearances are not a mere thought-construction, 
but a half-way house between the noumenal and the 
phenomenal. Hence Kant can play the materialist in regard 
* - -- - 

ii. The ontological argument simply argues from the 
total perfection involved in the concept of an omni- 
possible being to its necessary existence. Since its concept 
covers all possibilities, there is no possibility that it should 
not exist. Kant, however, sees a contradiction in the 
notion of necessary existence, if existence is to  be under- 
stood phenomenally. For, in the phenomenal sense, all 
existence-statements are synthetic and contingent, and so 
an omnipossible being cannot exist ~ h e n o m e n d y .  It  
therefore can only exist, if it can, noumenally. The cosmo- 
logical proof, which reasons from all-explanatoriness to  
omnipossibility, is held by Kant to be covertly parasitic 
on the ontological argument. This contention requires 
further expansion. It is not clear which argument is more 
basic. Arguments which base themselves on the beauty and 
order in the world, like the physico-theological can, 
however, never be cogent. Kant's final position is that the 
conception of an omnipossible source of all contingencies 
is a flawless, rational ideal, but completely empty for our 
sort of knowledge. But if it is flawless, then it is possible, 
and it is only possible if it covers all possibilities, i.e. is 
necessary. Kant is therefore committed to the noumenal 
validity of the ontological proof, a conclusion he does not 
draw, preferring to base himself on moral considerations. 

" 
LO many appearances. 

246 
ii. Kant's Metaphysical Foundations of  Natural Science 

makes matter, as primary phenomenon, consist of force- 
centres surrounded by attractive and repulsive forces. The 
perceived world is an epiphenomenon of this primary 
world, while it in its turn is a phenomenon of monad-like 
entities which are neither spatial nor temporal, 

249 
iii. Kant's incomplete Opus Postumum has been ex- 

haustively analysed by E. Adickes in a supplementary 
Volume of Kant-Studien (1920). Kant's work attempts 
to construct an apriori transition from the general Founda- 
tions of  Natural Science to the detail of physics. Char- 
acteristically it attempts to  give a Transcendental Deduction 
of  the existence of an all-pervasive aether, as giving un- 
broken continuity to space and time, and as explaining 
various types of physical influence. 

25 7 
iv. The latest stratum of the Opus Postumun makes 

considerable use of the Fichtean concept of positing 
(Setzen), which suggests that Kant had come to believe 
that the subject, the Thing-in-itself, and God had a merely 
as-if, posited reality. That such Transcendental Objects have 
an as-if reality for us, does not, however, entail that they 

232 have not an absolute reality in and for themselves. 268 
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v. Kant's Critique u f Teleoluyical Judgerllmt develops 
an as-if conception of the teleology we attribute to organic 
objects. From the phenomenal point of view there can, 
however, be no seemingly teleological pherwmcna which 
do not have a purely mechanistic, causal explanation. 
I f ,  however, we believe in a nournenill substructure of 
phenomena, teleological laws may be basic there, while we 
merely experience a mechanistic translation of the same 
into phenomenal relationships. 276 

CHAPTER 1X. KANT'S METAPHYSIC OF MORALS 
AND RELIGION 

i. Kant's notion of the reasonable will is that of a 
special case of desire, which has its source, not in patho- 
logical inclinations, but in pure concepts. It is, however, 
Janus-faced, and has a purely legislative aspect (Wille 
proper), and an elective aspect (Willkur), which may or 
may not implement rational policies. Rational policies of 
action are called maxims, and may base themselves on 
inclinations: they are, however, essentially subject to  
universal moral laws, which stem from the legislative 
aspect of the will (i.e. from practical reason). Freedom 
is a property both of the legislative and the elective aspect 
of the will, and has two distinct but related senses: in 
the former sense, it legislates without deference to  in- 
clinations, in the latter, it has the power to overrule 
inclinations, a power it does not always exercise. 28 5 

ii. Goodness of the will is not the only form of good, 
but its presence is the necessary condition of any other 
form of good. Goodness of will must not only accord 
with the moral law, but must be done out of respect 
for the moral law. The moral law is wholly a prior;, and 
does not presuppose particular inclinations as a prior con- 
dition, not even the general desire for happiness, which 
amounts to the maximum satisfaction of all interests 
and inclinations. (It is a pity that Kant was not acquainted 
with Butler's all-important distinction between self-love, 
as a higher-order co-ordinator of the particular passions, 
and the particular passions themselves.) 29 1 

iii. Kant's three formulations of the moral law. Formula 
I demands that whatever ont: dces, to o r  for anyone, 
should be open to be done by anyone, to  or for anyone. I t  
is not a formula for logically possible beings, but for beings 
who share interests of some sort with other beings of the 
same kind. It attempts to organize the actions of interact- 
ing, social beings, just as the categories are there t o  organize 
the data of  sense. The Second Formula inculcates respect 
for the rational legislators who represent the moral law in 
person, while the third formula inculcates respect for their 
necessary consensus. The three formulae are not tauto- 
logically equivalent, but stress different aspects of the 
rational will. 
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iv. The three formulae require a deduction from some 
property of the rational will. This property for Kant is 
freedom, with its two aspects. Legislative freedom makes 
it impossible for a man to align himself with one set of 
persons or interests rather than another, and necessarily 
approves of its own presence in the whole society of free 
legislators. But a law is senseless unless it can be imple- 
mented, which brings in the freedom of the elective will. 
Beings endowed with a will cannot but think of  themselves 
as able to implement its policies, and also by default, 
not to  do so. The possibility of such freedom cannot, 
however, be illustrated phenomenally, and hence not  
known by us to  exist. 302 

v. The Critique of Practical Reason adds comparatively 
little to  the earlier Grundlegung. But it analyses the emotion 
of respect, and its necessary genesis, in an interesting 
manner. It  endorses the use of the category of  cause 
beyond the limits of time-experience. And it constructs 
the notion of a summum bonum in which happiness will 
be apportioned to virtue. 307 

vi. It  further postulates the reality of freedom, im- 
mortality, and the existence of God, as needed for the 

' achievement of moral perfection, and for the enjoyment ' 

of perfect happiness. These postulates are not conceived 
in a merely as-if manner, but are positively to  be believed 
in, though not illustrated or  known. 

312 
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vii. Kant in his treatise on religion further postulates the 
reality of a timeless Fall from righteousness, which is 
manifest in all our moral declensions in time. Since we 
choose our whole life timelessly, noumenal freedom is not 
incompatible, with temporal determinism. The nature of 
this timeless Fall is phenomenally unintelligible, as is also 
the power of the will, aided by divine grace, to be restored 
to  its original righteousnesr Such doctrines, though 
mysterious, accord with the Kantian notion of freedom. 
They avoid making wickedness phenomenal and superficial. 3 17 

viii. Kant's further treatment of religion is deeply 
moralistic and rational, yet also deeply religious. He rejects 
all factual, historical, dogmatic, and ritualistic sides of 
religion, as irrelevant to  its purely moral essence. His 
Church Universal is universal in its essentials, pure from 
superstition and enthusiasm, free in the relations of its 
members, and unchangeable in its moral requirements 

321 

ix. Kant's Metaphysic o f  Morals of 1797 shows how 
concrete and detailed are his ideas of our duties of right, 
whose violation involves demerit, and our duties of virtue, 
whose fulfilment is meritorious. 

324 

CHAPTER X. KANT'S METAPHYSIC OF BEAUTY 
326 

i. The aesthetic judgement is for Kant a case of the 
reflective judgement, in which it is as if we were ranging 
a presented object under a concept, though there is in fact 
no definite concept under which we are ranging it. What 
is being referred to  the object is in reality a titillation of 
our cognitive faculties, a felt harmony between the work- 
ing of our imaginative and our conceptual powers, so that 
it is as if some luminous concept were about to emerge 
which would exactly fit an imagined object, though in 
fact no such concept emerges. The judgement of taste 
is at once singular in its reference - it is this object given 
now to me that is judged to  be beautiful - but it is also 
given as the object of a universal satisfaction. Such a 
judgement obviously gestures towards s.omething that 
transcends illustration and conception. 
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ii. Four moments of the judgement of taste: (1) It is 
essentially subjective and a matter of feeling-response in 

the subject. But it is a peculiar feeling-response, since it 
involves no desire, and is not concerned with the object's 
existence or non-existence; (2) It does not, qua aesthetic, 
conceive the object in any definite manner, yet, being free 
from personal interest, it seems to  feel what everyone 
else might also feel about it. 

329 

iii. The judgement of taste involves (3) a seeming or 
felt teleology. It  is as if the object had been specially 
constructed to promote a harmonious interplay of irn- 
agination and conception. This harmonious interplay 
seems, further, to be connected with the object's structure 
or form, the way it is put together. 
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iv. The judgement of taste is (4) experienced as neces- 
sary in an exemplary sense: it is a judgement that everyone 
ought to share. Such a judgement presupposes some sort 
of a harmonization of the imaginative and conceptual 
faculties, which, pertaining to these faculties as such, 
must be what everyone could share. The capacity for such 
a harmonization can fitly be called an aesthetic sense, 
though it is not a sense like sight or hearing. We cannot, 
however, form any clear concept of the nature of the 
harmonization o r  sense in question, and therefore become 
involved in an antinomy, both demanding that there should 
be a common conceptual standard of beauty, and rejecting 
any offered one. The assumption of a common super- 
sensible substrate to all human beings would resolve this 
antinomy. 33 7 

v. The reference to the transcendent becomes more 
emphatic in the case of the sublime, where an object, very 
great in extent or power, seems to embody the actual 
infinity thought of in ideas of reawn. Our inability to 
harmonize imagination and conception makes us feel as 
if we were achieving a higher sort of harmonization poss- 
ible to  an intuitive intelligence, which can sum up the 
infinite non-successively. The sense of the sublime has for 
Kant moral overtones: it is analogous to our  respect for 
the moral law. Kant seems correct in holding that tran- 
scendental objectivity is in some manner concerned in 
our feeling for the beautiful. 

341 
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Introductory 
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The aim of this book is to  interpret and criticize the thought 
contained in the major writings of Kant from the special stand- 
point of three centrally important, sometimes divergent, but 
also often coincident concepts: that of the Transcendental 
Object, that of the Noumenon, and that of the Thing-in-itself. 
The philosophy of  Kant lays central stress on what appears 
to the senses, and is seen in the embracing frames of space and 
time, and also on the formation and use of concepts which 
enable us, through the continued synthesis of appearances, 
to arrive at knowledge of what thus appears. But it is also 
teased by the thought of something which lies beyond or 
beneath such appearances and their syntheses, and which is, 
by its underlying presence, somehow able t o  impart content 
and necessity to  their interconnections, and t o  prevent us 
from putting them together in a wholly arbitrary and fanciful, 

-- manner (see, e.g., CPR, A. 104). This object is not for Kant 
different from the object or objects which appear to  the senses 
and which we can judge about and know - innumerable refer- 
ences can be cited to attest such non-difference (see, e.g., 
CPR, A. 538-9) - but it is the same object or objects con- 
ceived in respect of certain intrinsically unapparent features, 
and which is in such respects incapable of being judged about 
or known. It is, in the terminology of Kant, an object of which: 
in these respects, we can form only an empty or sensuously 
unfulfilled conception: it has to be thought of as an X, a 
something-or-other, of whose unapparent character, or make-up, 
or relationships we can know nothing, since knowledge, on the 
Kantian account, always involves the actual or possible marriage 

D I of _conceptions with intuitively sensuous presentatipns. 
- -  -- - 

But though th i s  conceived emptily, and without the sort 
of meaning that looks to the possible presence to sense of 

. * 
something we can see or intuit, it is not, in a broader sense, 
devoid of significance or even of cognitive import. For we 
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must, in Kant's view, conceive of there being something that 
appears, and whose being is not exhausted in such appearance, 
if the appearance of anything is to be conceivable at all (see, 
e.g., Prolegomena, 832, p. 314). And we must also conceive 
o f  what is thus non-apparent as so affecting us that it can 
appear before us, or be variously given in experience; it being 
absurd t o  conceive of things as apparent o r  experienced if they 
are not also, in their non-apparent aspect, thus affecting us 
(see CPR, A. 19). And Kant speaks of this our affection by 
unapparent objects with so little argumentative preamble, 
that he plainly does not regard it as involving any difficult, 
problematic step: it is rather, if one so likes t o  call it, a pri- 
mordial certainty which stands in no  need of justification, 
even if its lack of empirical content means that it can never 
be ranked as knowledge. And, as we have said, the whole 
compulsive, non-arbitrary content-element in appearances and 
experiences has t o  be attributed t o  the action of what thus 
affects us from without, even if it also fits in with our own 
deep need for such imposed regularity; and the object which 
is thus appearing to us, and affecting us, could certainly, we 
conceive, have been there, at least in its non-apparent aspects, 
even if it were not  thus appearing t o  us, or affecting us at all. 
But our knowledge and judgement, though no t  of objects 
in their non-apparent capacity, none the less presupposes the 
latter: we cannot but conceive of, and believe in, such non- 
apparent objects or aspects of objects, even though we can 
have no knowledge of them. It  is here important t o  stress 
that, while Kant insists that our concepts and categories can 
only contribute t o  knowledge where they have a connection 
with appearances t o  the senses; he also insists, in a great number 
o f  places, that as empty thoughts they are no t  thus restricted, 
and can range with complete freedom far beyond the bounds - 
of -. sensible intuitidli Gee, e.g., cPR, 8: 167 n.). It must be in 
some such empty but profound way, which Kant certainly 
does not elucidate, that we can be primordially aware of objects 
a affecting our sensibility, though retaining aspects that are 

of which no intuitive, sensuous presentation is possible, and 
which are accordingly, in their non-apparent aspects, wholly 
beyond knowledge (CPR, B. 157-8). It is only of the inwardly 
sensed thoughts, feelings, desires, and so on,  with which this 
unknowable object or subject affects itself, and in which it 
consciously appears t o  itself, that we can be said t o  have know- 
ledge. And this unknowable, thinking subject must further 
be credited, in virtue of certain moral demands which will 
be examined in a later chapter, with the power t o  initiate 
changes in itself and the world, t o  which n o  adequately deter- 
mining, previously existent causal factor can be assigned. 
Such a power is not  only not illustrated by anything given 
to sensible intuition: it is also, in Kant's view, incapable o f  
being thus illustrated. And similar demands of morality lead 
Kant to  postulate the  unending temporal existence of the  
unknown subject responsible for our thoughts and volitions, 
as well as its performance of some such acts out of time alto- 
gether. And they also lead him to  postulate the existence of  an 
all-possible, all-real, &perfect God, who exists of necessity, 
and who makes possible endless moral progress and its ultimate 
reward: all of these postulations employ concepts going beyond 
all limits of possible sensible fulfilment, and so beyond all 
knowledge. 

Kant iherefore regularly operates with the conception of 
objects which transcend knowledge, and which are none the  
less necessary t o  the understanding of morality and also o f  
knowledge; and he may, in respect o f  such objects, be termed 
a problematic realist, since there is nothing in respect of such 
objects that is not also a problem for him, o r  regarding which 
he can intuitively fulfil his conceptions. And he mainly uses 
the term 'Transcendental Object' when he conceives of such 
objects -( the Transcendental Subject, of course, is merely 
one of them> as being what we have t o  conceive as being the  
underlying, unknown ground of appearance and experience; 
while the term 'Thing-in-itself' is mainly employed when he 
conceives of them as existing independently of whatever we 
may conceive or believe (see, e.g., CPR, A. 190-1). And in 
very many contexts the two concepts are interchangeable, 
the former merely stressing a relation t o  our  own subjectivity 
which the latter prefers t o  ignore. The term 'Noumenon', 
or object o f  pure thought, is also employed in both contexts, 
though, at times, with the additional feature that it is the  

not capabl; of affecting us. 
It is also important t o  stress here that, for Kant, our own 

thinking selves, as the agents who perform all our perceptual 
and conceptual syntheses, and who present us with our picture 
of a coherent, real world, and of whose regular action we are 
~t all times capable of being conscious, are themselves objects 
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appropriate object of a type of awareness not called into action 
by sensuous affections, but in some manner directly constitu- 
tive o f  its object, or  at least directly apprehending i t ,  in the 
very act of conceiving it (see, e.g., CPR, A. 251-2; B. 306). 
The Thing-in-itself, the Nournenon, and the Transcendental 
Object therefore all point t o  the same sort of unapparent source 
of all that is apparent, in which Kant profoundly believes, 
and our task in this book will be to  interpret the Kantian 
writings in terms of these three conceptions, and particularly of 
the last. I t  will be our contention that these conceptions admit 
o f  a significant and valuable interpretation, and that they are, 
moreover, essential t o  the structure of Kantian theory, and of 
theories of the same type as Kant's. And i t  will also be our 
contention that there is indeed a noble and profitable use of 
such essentially empty concepts as Kant employs in his theory, 
and that no full understanding of our knowledge or  our practice 
will be possible without them. 

That Kant regarded the Transcendental Object as essential t o  
his teaching admits of no doubt: that  he was right t o  do so 
has been widely questioned. There have been interpretations 
o f  Kant that have emphasized his severe restriction, only 
rarely lifted, of knowledge t o  what can be experienced through 
outer or  inner sensibility, and his not infrequent denial even 
o f  meaning (Bedeutung) t o  judgements which go beyond the 
possibility of experience, or  which try t o  make use of categories 
like number, causation, substance, necessity, and so on,  in 
regard to things that could never appear sensibly (see, e-g., 
CPR, A. 242). These interpretations, which certainly do  justice 
t o  a great deal that Kant says, and at times thinks, may be 
broadly covered by the name 'positivist', and have certainly 
been vastly influential in recent times. And they have also 
certainly dwelt on a vastly important and illuminating side 
of Kant's teaching. They all, however, forget that Kant's limita- 
tion of knowledge t o  what can be given in sensible experience 
itself rests on arguments involving a vast amount of what we 
may call transcendental machinery, which certainly go far 
beyond the limits of possible exper ience. r~or  Kant's theory 
holds to the presence, in all our intuitively fulfilled or intui- 
tively based experience, of an element contributed by the 
thinking self which is necessary t o  its counting as 'experience' 

at all, and that this element, and its necessity, and its source 
in the thinking self-itself - a Transcendental Object - are all 
matters which, since they make experience and learning from 
experience possible, are not themselves matters that can be  
given in experience, o r  that can be learned from it Our examina- 
tion of the  feelings and conceptually slnnte symbols that  d process unceasingly through our thoughts can indeed provide 
us with instances of this universally present, necessary, categorial 
thought-element, but they cannot distinguish it from o ther  
thought-elements and connections which are merely arbitrary 
and personal. They are unable t o  show that this element must 
be present in all our experience and thought-life, and that  it 
must spring from the activity of a unifying agent which is not  
itself given t o  us in them. And there must further, Kant holds, 
have been certain 'transcendental acts', acts mainly ranged 
under the  rubric of the 'Productive' or 'Transcendental Imagina- 
tion' (see, c.g., CPR, A. 123), which must have been performed 
unconsciously, o r  in some manner prior t o  experience, o r  
perhaps out  o f  time altogether, in order that  the well-arranged 
world should stand before us as it does, and should be amenable 
to our judgements and our inferences. And of course, as we 
have said, Transcendental Objects other than our  transcendental 
selves must, by affecting our sensibility, have somehow helped 
to determine the  character and arrangement of what is given 
to us in experience, though in ways that transcend experience 
and are necessarily beyond knowledge. Kant's account o f  
experience and knowledge therefore presupposes the  existence 
o f  agents and acts that cannot be empirically known, since they 
are the preconditions o f  empirical knowledge, and it also 
presumes that we can form just notions of such agents and 
acts even though we can never have expericncc o r  knowledge 
of them. If Kant's theory o f  knowledge and meaningful judge- 
ment thus has aspects that can with justice be called 'positivist', 
it is not at all positivist in its account of the  necessary under- 
pinnings of such knowledge and judgement. These underpinnings 
have to  be conceived if we are to understand how knowledge 
and empirically based judgement are possible, but they are 
not themselves matters of knowledge o r  empirically based 
judgement. 

It may, however, be argued that all Kant's transcendental 
underpinnings are unnecessary to  his theory, and that h e  was 
deeply confused in introducing them. It may also be held that  
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they can be excised from Kant's theories without damage t o  
its essential structures. For the existencc of empirical know- 
ledge as a series of successful syntheses of appearances, falling 
within a limited number o f  types of synthesis, is arguably 
a plain fact, i f  taken, that is, within thc limits o f  what has 
actually appeared. We have certainly achieved the awareness 
o f  a large number of enduring, classifiable things interacting 
regularly with one another around us, and o f  ourselves as 
manifest in a series of  'inner' states in time, which are regularly 
related t o  one another, and t o  the appearances o f  other things. 
And it has been possible for us, through extensions from 
phenomenal cases, to  frame conjectures regarding things and 
states of things which have never appeared t o  us, some of 
which conjectures have been afterwards confirmed by what 
did appear t o  us, and so came to count as knowledge. It is 
legitimate, it may be argued, t o  ask how such phenomenal 
knowledge is possible, if our enquiry is confined to  what 
such knowledge actually and phenomenally is, to  an analysis 
of it qua phenomenon; and this, it may be argued, is what 
Kant brilliantly did in many o f  his treatments in such sections 
as the Analogies o f  Experience. But it is neither legitimate nor 
necessary to  establish the possibility o f  such phenomenal 
knowledge by assembling non-phenomenal machinery t o  
account for it, nor by attributing what thus unmysteriously 
appears to  mysterious and unknowable subjects and objects, 
and to  unknowable encounters among them. All this non- 
phenomenal machinery must be dropped: this will not affect 
the well-demarcated, well-ordered world o f  phenomenal things, 
whether objective or  subjective. Moreover, Kant's theory will 
profit by such a transcendental excision, becoming thereby 
the sort of theory that our own recent, highly enlightened 
phenomenalists might have propounded. 

Kant would not, however, have tolerated such an excision, 
and it is clear that a view which seeks to  tolerate it cannot 
claim to be Kantian. And there are further good reasons why 
Kant would, and should, have found it hard t o  accept such a 
case of Hume without scepticism. For, as in the doctrine of 
Hume, it would offer us no guarantee that the vanishing appear- 
ances will continue to deliver the epistemological goods, that 
they will not at any moment degenerate into the disorderly 
phantasmagoria which seems to have filled Kant with peculiar 
terror. For Kant's approach to  phenomenally based knowledge 
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is not  hypothetical, but categorical. He does not merely say 
that, if phenomenally based knowledge is to  be possible, such 
and such conditions must obtain. He, on  the contrary, says 
that, since phenomenally based knowledge is possible, such 
and such conditions d o  obtain, and among these conditions 
there are many going beyond the bounds of possible appear- 
ance. For it is only, he holds, if there is a unitary subject, 
who never appears, nor is known to  himself, but can none 
the less conceive himself, and who belongs t o  a whole class 
of similar subjects - for Kant always presupposes community 
- and if this subject is such as to  harbour certain highly general 
expectations as to  how things will appear t o  him, and is ready 
to  fit appearances together into a picture o f  enduring things 
regularly interacting in the world, that  there can be such 
phenomenal knowledge. And he also of course holds, though 
he emphasizes it less, that it is only if there are things, also 
not in their intrinsic character apparent or  known to  us, which 
are such as to be capable of appearing to  us in manners which 
meet our cognitive expectations and enable us t o  perform 
the required syntheses, that phenomenal knowledge is possible. 
Kant certainly uses the word 'knowledge' eccentrically in 
holding that what we regard as a necessary condition of a 
certain sort of knowledge is not itself capable o f  being known;  
but for Kant we can never be said t o  know what we only 
conceive emptily and without fulfilling intuition. We cannot 
therefore be said to  know that there is a Transcendental Subject 
o r  that there are Transcendental Objects, though both are 
necessary to  the existence of empirical knowledge. 

What is important in both these types o f  postulated entity 
is their unitary character, that they are single and simple. They 
can thus be thought of as holding appearances together, and 
also, by being the same in a large number o f  succcssive situa- 
tions, giving them cottstancy of character. Kant is, of course, 
in all this, harking back t o  the monadic simples of the 
Leibnizian-Wolffian tradition, from which we shall see reason 
to  hold that he never really departed. But what distinguishes 
Kant from this tradition is that he does no t  believe that  we 
can have knowledge of any such simple entities, even in the 
case of ourselves, since such a non-phenomenal unity cannot 
reveal itself intuitively. In the appearances, of course, there is 
only synthetic multiplicity, never simple unity. We shall, 
however, argue that Kant is profoundly right in recognizing 
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that our thought simply cannot do without such pervasive, 
underlying unities, which are the required complement to the 
externality and the vanishingness of appearances. 

If we now ask what we are to  do about the many passages 
(see, e.g., CPR, A. 242) where Kant plainly says that we cannot 
even intelligibly mean objects which are confessedly non- 
intuitable, the answer is that Kant operates throughout with 
two conceptions of meaning. The one is epistemological, and 
applies only where intuitive verification and fulfilment is 
possible. The other, wider kind of significance, applies even in 
the case of the necessarily empty reference, for we can certainly 
think of something as qualified in some way or other, or as 
being related in some (if Quine forbids such quantification, so 
much the worse for Quine) way to something else, or being 
such that its existence is a necessary condition of certain other 
existences, and so on. And what is referred to in such an emptily 
formal or  logical way can also, in Kant's view, be truly con- 
nected with something that appears to intuition. But in such 
cases we do not, according to Kant's usage, have knowledge, 
only a rational presupposition of knowledge. There is no reason 
to reform Kant's usage, provided we clearly understand it. 

That there are objects that appear to us in various ways, 
and that so affect us that we experience them as thus appearing, 
while having intrinsic natures which are not thereby made 
apparent; and that we ourselves are such objects, and affect 
ourselves as being thus affected, while having an intrinsic nature 
which does not thereby become apparent: all these are pro- 
positions necessary to the Kantian account of empirical know- 
ledge, while yet transcending the knowledge and' experience 
which their postulation helps us to explain. And to attempt 
to dispense with them in an interpretation of Kantianism is 
certainly to modify it so vastly that the name 'interpretation' 
scarcely would apply to it at all. Kant admittedly says in many 
places that we ought not t o  apply such categories as those of 
number, underlying substance, causation, possibility, existence, 
and necessity to matters that transcend possible experience, 
and this might seem to  destroy the meaning of all talk of  
Things-in-themselves (or, for that matter, of selves-in-themselves) 
in the plural, or talk about them as affecting or as being affected 
by one another, and so on. It is, however, best to interpret 
such statements as implying only that such a use of categories 
is in a valuable sense empty, and cannot in any circumstances 
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amount t o  what Kant calls 'knowledge'. Kant's theory of 
knowledge cannot, therefore, be called positivistic, though 
it is quite right to see something like positivism in his account 
of what we can effectively know. 

. . . 
111 

If Kant's theory of knowledge is not, therefore, rightly regarded 
as positivistic (with a few shards of metaphysic left clinging 
to it from an earlier dispensation), it is also wrong to regard it 
as basically idealistic, with a few realistic vestiges similarly 
clinging to it. I t  is true that Kant describes his theory as an 
empirical realism which is also a transcendental idealism (see, 
e.g., CPR, A. 28, 36), but this transcendental idealism is not 
idealistic in the sense of Berkeley or Husserl, for whom only 
our conscious selves and their conscious acts exist absolutely, 
while all other things exist only in so far as they are perceived 
or conceived, or as they are 'posited' or  'intended', by such 
selves. Much less does it hold to any solipsistic idealism which 
conceives that selves, other than a single one, exist only in 
being conceived by that one self. Nor is it idealistic in the 
even stronger sense of Fichte, who believes that even such a 
single self only exists in the act of being 'posited' or given 
to  consciousness. Now Kant does indeed believe that our own 
thinking self must, at all times, at least be capable of being 
consciously thought of, or made present t o  consciousness, 
whether as a pure subject, or in respect of its concrete, inner 
states. And he also does believe that the phenomenal objects 
that appear before us when our senses seem t o  be affected 
from without, and our understandings seem stimulated to 
perceive such objects around us, that all such apparent objects 
have, qua apparent, no being apart from the sensations aroused 
in us, or from the ways in which these are actively interrelated 
and connected by our interpretative intelligences; and that 
even the great frameworks of space and time in which they 
are all located are themselves intuitive projections of the native 
machinery of our minds. The empirically real world - whether 
we consider the objects we perceive in space around us, or  that 
we would perceive if we were better placed o r  more sensitive, 
or the feelings, stirrings, images, presentations, and so on that 
we are aware of as going on in ourselves - is, therefore, in all 
its immense variety and indefinite extension, no more than a 
show called into being before consciousness by the acts and 
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undergoings of the sensitive, perceptive, cogitative subject; 
of which acts and undergoings, and o f  the subject that has 
them, there is often a perception or  at least a consciousness. 
If this is not absolute idealism, what else is? 

I t  is, however, all-important to stress that Kant believes 
that there absolutely is such a sensitive, perceptive, thinking 
subject, before which objects display themselves in experience, 
and that it is present and active even when we are much too  
object-absorbed to  be conscious of it, and that there are pro- 
perties that it has 'in itself', with which we are necessarily 
unacquainted. I t  may even, as far as we can tell, be the very 
same being that appears t o  us as the brain or the nerves in the 
body (see, e.g., CPR, B. 72). We attribute, and must attribute, 
our objectively oriented, as well as our disorderly, personal 
thoughts t o  it, and must see in it the source of the immense 
symphonic unity, mixed with discords, that orchestrates all 
our experience, but it remains, and always must remain, an 
e'minence grise behind all such orchestration; something we must 
conceive of and believe in, but of which we cannot know 
who or  what it is. The idealism o f  Kant, therefore, believes in a 
Transcendental Subject, which is itself a Transcendental Object, 
posited indeed, but not constituted o r  given being by such an 
act of positing, and which must be correctly thought of as 
transcending experience and knowledge. Kant's transcendental 
self, unlike Fichte's ego, does not confer being on itself by 
positing itself: it is only able to  posit itself because it already 
exists. Such a transcendental idealism is plainly, in some re- 
spects, a transcendent realism, even if Kant prefers to call it 
'problematic'. And it is plain, further, that Kant accepts with- 
out question the existence o f  countless other subjects, all 
constituting phenomena around them in much the same way 
as this subject does: he does not doubt that what he says 
about the structure and content of a single, conscious ex- 
perience can be generalized t o  cover countless others (see, 
e.g., CPR, B. 72). Almost, we may say, he makes a presumption 
of the existence of  other subjects an a prion' condition of the 
possibility of experience, though he seems not t o  be fully 
aware of this very modern issue. Altogether, however, it is 
plain that here too he is a realist rather than an idealist. 

It is plain, further, that Kant thinks that there are many 
acts and proceedings, through which appearances are con- 
stituted by and for the Transcendental Subject, of which there 

is either no consciousness, or  only a very dim consciousness. 
The subject must have located, or must have helped to locate, 
phenomenal qualities in particular regions of space or periods 
of time, yet of such location it can have no  consciousness 
whatever, since phenomenal experience is never of empty 
space or  time, nor of unlocated qualities. Once phenomenal 
objects are given as located in space and time, it will no  doubt 
be possible for the Transcendental Subject t o  extend and 
enrich the phenomenal picture, and of such proceedings it 
may no doubt be dimly conscious; but of the  original con- 
stitution of spatio-temporal appearances, whatever this may 
have involved, there can have been no conscious experiences. 
Such a pre-empirical constitution of appearances, necessarily 
thought of but not knowable, is what Kant seems t o  have 
covered in his all too obscure concept of the Productive Imagina- 
tion. And even in the case of such acts and undergoings as are 
fully conscious, it may be doubted whether their spontaneous 
agency or  their contrasting passivity, can, in Kant's view, be 
intuitively given t o  consciousness. We have, Kant holds, some 
sort of immediate sense of our own spontaneous causality in 
acts of free choice, particularly in those of moral decision, . but  . 

the sort of freedom'of which h e  are then conscious is nothing 
that we can clearly understand (e.g., CPR, B. xxix), and of 
which he only once or  twice dares to say that we can have 
knowledge. And such transcendence o f  knowledge will a fortiori 
obtain in the case of the spontaneity attributed by Kant to  
certain syntheses which occur in knowledge (CPR, B. 130). 
And it must be by the failure of this non-epistemic sense o t  
spontaneity that we are non-epistemically made aware of 
being passively affected in sensation. Feelings, stirrings, glimpses, 
visions certainly parade in a constant phantasmagoria before 
our internal self-awareness, and can become materials for 
knowledge, but the dynamism which informs them can . .  be - - .  
phenomenally represented only by the same sort of empirical 
regularities that are given in the case of external things. As 

~ . .  - - " - 
Hume said. association plavs the same role in the  inner world . , 

that gravitation plays in the outer, and can in both cases be 
reduced to  phenomenal regularity. The true agency and pas- 
sivity that we attribute t o  ourselves, must therefore, for Kant, 
be thought of as something which transcends experience and 
knowledge. Here too,  then, we have a case of a problematic 
realism: something exists, and must be thought of as existing, 
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even though we can know nothing about it, and need not 
have been thinking of it. 

It is clear, further, that, despite all the spontaneous efficacy 
and energy that Kant attributes to the Transcendental Subject, 
there are yet other functions which he attributes to tran- 
scendental entities other than the subject in question. For 
Transcendental Objects, not ourselves, are definitely said to 
be responsible for the material or content of experiences or 
appearances (CPR, A. and B. 1-2), however much we may 
carry about with us the space-time frameworks into which 
we project them, and the categories and thought-principles 
to which we make them conform. And Transcendental Objects 
beyond ourselves are also said by Kant in a crucial passage 
(CPR, A. 104, 109) to be what we have to think of as respon- 

! sible for the element of necessity in all our experiences, the 
necessity which forces us to put sensory elements together 
in one way and not in another, and that prevents us from 
synthesizing them in a fashion which is in any degree arbitrary. 
(It is important to realize that there might be many ways of 
putting appearances together so as to satisfy the structure of 
space and time, and likewise the demands of the categories.) 
The general style in which such elements are put together 
is of course our own, and involves our own active spontaneity: 
it is we who schematize the categories in a temporal and spatial 
fashion, and who, therefore, must give to phenomenal objects 
their precise distances, positions, configurations, orderly succes- 
sions, and so forth. But the transcendental sources beneath 
such phenomenal objects must certainly also be thought of as 
having their own characteristic Zusammenhang or mode of 
interconnection, even if we can form no intuitively fulfilled 
conception of the same, and it is to the unknown and un- 
knowable character of  their interconnection, as a crucial passage 
in the First Critique teaches (CPR, A. 494-5), that the inter- 
connection of empirical objects must be in some measure 
ascribed. We must, in short, in some manner translate the 
structure of what does not, and cannot, appear into the 
phenomenal structure of experienced spatio-temporality. And 
while, in such translations, we moderns would say that we 
at least knew the formal, logical structure of Things-in-them- 
selves, we do not, in Kant's sense of knowledge, know anything 
about this structure at all, since we are not acquainted with 
the actual elements or the relations which enter into it. In 
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Kant's view, general conceptions which we cannot apply to 
sensibly intuited instances are empty, and cannot by them- 
selves yield us knowledge of anything (CPR, A. 51). How 
much more will this be the case when such concepts are purely 
formal, and merely inform us that a manifold of unspecified 
entities are ordered in a certain number of unspecified dimen- 
sions by relations having certain abstract logical properties? 

Kant's failure to insist that his ascription of an 'affective' 
role to the transcendental elements behind our perceptions 
involves at least some parallelism of structure between objects- 
in-themselves and objects as perceived, has made sad havoc 
of his expositions. For they have been taken to  mean that his 
objects-in-themselves only contribute a disjoined congeries 
of elements to  experience, and that the subject has then com- 
plete liberty to  locate them or to assemble them as and where 
it likes, provided only that it respects the exigencies of space- 
time structure, and the requirements of substantial permanence 
and causal regularity which are, in Kant's view, built into its 
subjectivity. This bizarre view is part of the bad heritage of 
Lockean empiricism, modified but still retained by Leibniz, 
according to  which whatever the senses admit, they admit 
'simple and unmixed', and their data can only become part 
of a complex, relational unity through an activity that Locke 
calls 'compounding', and that Kant speaks of as 'synthesis'. 
A modern empiricist would concede the central importance 
of perceptual and conceptual synthesis in knowledge, without 
accepting the unstructured character of what enters into it: 
synthesis would for him merely extend the structure found in 
unsynthesized parts, practise interpolation and extrapolation 
upon them, not impose a structure on unstructured simples. 
It is plain, however, that objects-in-themselves could only be 
said to 'affect' us in our sensations if we supposed that there 
was some correlation between the differences and relations 
in the former and those in the latter. It would at least be 
necessary to credit the transcendent sources of experiences 
with as many distinct and independent powers as there are 
distinctions within experience, and with degrees of difference 
and resemblance among such powers corresponding to the 
degrees of difference and resemblance found among phenomena, 
and with dependences and collocations corresponding to 
phenomenal dependences and collocations, and so on. To 
speak of anything as affecting anything in manners ABCDE 
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must be at least to  credit it with as many distinct 'moving 
forces', to  use Kant's term, as there are distinctions met with 
in phenomena. We must not, of course, fail to  say that the 
original 'affections' and synthetic projections which led to  the 
presence of phenomena in the frameworks of space and time, 
cannot themselves have occurred in space and time at all, 
since it was precisely their task to  render the non-spatial spati- 
ally, and the non-temporal temporally. In so far, therefore, as 
Kant speaks of 'affections' and 'syntheses' in such ultimate 
contexts, he is at best using such terms analogically, and in 
respect of a parallelism of logical structure which transcends 
knowledge. He of  course often talks as if there were 'pure 
syntheses' in time by which time and space were themselves 
constituted (see, e.g., CPR, A. 99-loo), and such slips into 
nonsense have deluded many interpreters. 

It is clear, further, that if there were no correlation between 
the phenomenal relations of sensible objects, and the non- 
phenomenal relations of their sources, there would necessarily 
be much arbitrary variation in the former, and not the non- 
arbitrariness and restrictive necessity which we attribute to 
the action of transcendental objects. I t  is baseless to  believe 
that conformity to  geo-chronometrical and categorial restric- 
tions would be sufficient to  limit such variety. Given a 'rnani- 
fold' of disordered, atomistic sense-elements, and a demand 
that they be distributed through space and time in a manner 
which satisfied the requirements of phenomenal permanence 
and causal regularity, there would still be indefinitely many 
ways in which such a distribution and regularization might be 
carried out. Different subjects might inhabit considerably 
different phenomenal worlds, and there might have been 
no single, common world such as Kant unquestionably believes 
in (see, e.g., Prolegomena, $3 19). These difficulties were met 
in the case of a genuinely idealistic thinker like Fichte by 
'positing' the existence of  a single pure ego common to  all 
of  us, whose imaginative 'positing' covers all objects and all 
subjects. This view is not, however, entertained by Kant, 
who at best comes close to  it by at times supposing that all 
spiritual substances depend on God, and may in some manner 
be said to see all things in God (Dissertation, 522, Scholium). 
Without such a supposition, which altogether goes beyond 
the appearances, there is no reason why the phenomenal worlds 
of different transcendental selves might not be vastly diverse, 
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and out of rapport with one another, though all might be 
applying the same conceptual and spatio-temporal programme 
to a like manifold of disordered data. Kant does not entertain 
any of these possibilities, though they were often enough 
raised by his early critics. He at most entertains the possibility 
of a systematic divergence among subjects in the general way 
in which they structure appearances (see, e.g., CPR, B. 72),  
and not in the manner in which they distribute and assemble 
its contents. 

Kant's whole procedure is, therefore, such as to  suggest, 
and at one or two crucial points to  assert, a thoroughgoing 
correlation between the structures of phenomenal givens and 
those of their transcendent sources. Only he is unwilling to  
allow that such correlations can ever lead to  knowledge. We 
can only form an empty, logical picture of them, and of their 
relation to  appearances, and such an empty, logical picture 
has no use in knowledge. It is clear, therefore, that the Tran- 
scendental Object or Thing-in-itself plays an essential role in 
Kantian theory, both in the case of the Transcendental Subject, 
which is only one Transcendental Object among others, and 
in the case of other Transcendental Objects. It has also been 
shown that the Transcendental Subject, though all-important 
for us because it is ourselves, is not always accorded the superior 
importance for conception and knowledge that would seem 
to be its prerogative. For, Kant is disposed, in the difficult 
Refutation of Idealism in Edition I1 of the First Critique 
(CPR, B. 274-9), to accord such a prerogative to  the Tran- 
scendental Object and its phenomenal representative. For it 
is only, he holds, in so far as our Transcendental Subject is 
affected by other objects which appear to  it as in space, that 
it can also be affected by itself as so affected, and can accord- 
ingly become aware of itself as having ideas, beliefs, desires, 
and feelings directed to the outward, sensible objects which 
are its main concern. And it is only in relation to  such acts 
and objects that it can have the thought of itself as the active 
centre of them all. There is, therefore, no consciousness o f  
ourselves, or of anything else, except in so far as independently 
real Things-in-themselves act upon us, and by so acting evoke 
those conscious orientations in which our whole phenomenal 
being consists. All these points confirm the problematically 
realistic character of Kantianism, and its remoteness from 
complete idealism. 
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The introduction of  a transcendent, and to a degree unknow- 
able, object into what is none the less a theory of knowledge, is 
not of course a Kantian innovation. For, the doctrine of the 
primary and secondary qualities, with its roots in ancient 
atomism, and its espousal by Descartes and Locke, certainly 
offers us a world which underlies and grounds the world with 
which we are acquainted, and with which, in its stripped, 
disqualified form, we can never hope to be acquainted. If we 
could only be said to know what could sensibly appear to us, 
and what could thus be an object of possible experience, this 
stripped, disqualified world could certainly not be known. It 
is, however, thought of  as having characters of extension, figure, 
motion, duration, and so on, which are met with in appearance 
and experience, and so is not stripped down to the empirically 
empty, logically skeletal status of the Kantian Thing-in-itself. 
Kant, in fact, elaborated a theory of nature as reduced to  purely 
spatial and temporal determinations which is to be found in 
his Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science (see chapter 
VIII of this book). Only, this world, though inferred by argu- 
ment from the world of  our common experience, is still char- 
acterized by him as phenomenal. It is, for him, a world of 
primary appearances, first fruit perhaps of the commerce of 
the Transcendental Subject with Things-in-themselves, and 
inferred by us as lying beneath the secondary appearances, or 
appearances of appearances, that we encounter in ordinary life. 
Ordinary sensuous appearances are appearances of these pri- 
mary appearances, which, in their turn, refer us back to  the 
unknown characters and structures of Things-in-themselves 
(Kant's Opus Postumum has a great deal to  say on these 
matters). But that Things-in-themselves are not spatio-temporal 
is a point on which Kant strongly insists, and for which he 
offers a large number of weighty arguments, which will be 
considered in their place. Only a dynamic structure sufficient 
to produce the actual structure of appearance and experience 
need be postulated, but such a postulation will remairl emptily 
analytic: it will only parallel the arithmetical multiplicity and 
the relational connectivity of what appears. 

Unapparent objects behind appearances and experience are 
also part of the Leibnizian tradition, which, as modified by 
Christian Wolff and his school, provided the true background 
against which all Kant's teaching must be understood. To  
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Leibniz, as to Kant, space was only a well-founded phenomenon, 
the expression of parallelisms and affinities among monadic 
substances, some apperceptive and rational, some irrationally 
conscious, and some dizzily confused, which make up the true 
world. To this view Kant always shows deference: it tells us, 
he says, what Things-in-themselves would have to  be like if 
we could have any knowledge of them (see CPR, A. 267; 
MFNS, 507-8). Leibniz, however, thought that we did have 
such knowledge: that our conscious and self-conscious Moi 
or Ego was at least perfectly known to us, and that it was in 
fact the model on  which we might conceive the 'true unities' 
which underlie the spatially extended and spatially distant 
appearances in the world. And though the Leibnizian monad, 
in its interior economy, is programmed to press on to  all that 
it will do and experience in the whole of its history, and so in 
a sense transcends succession, it must still carry out this internal 
programme in time, which is thus not regarded as something 
wholly phenomenal. For Kant, however, the phases of the inner 
life which appear in time are not the true acts of the tran- 
scendental self, but are only appearances of those true acts to 
itself; having set various objeci; before itself in varying lights 
and manners, and having had various active responses t o  such 
objects, it then sets these acts, responses, and objects before 
itself in a fashion which none the less leaves much of their 
deep structure unapparent. Kant's phenomenalism is therefore 
an infinitely more radical theory than the phenomenalism of 
primary and secondary qualities, or the panpsychistic Leibnizian 
metaphysics. It empties the Transcendental Subject and Tran- 
scendental Object, not only of all sensory and affective content,  
but also of the basic spatio-temporality which we surrender 
far more reluctantly. We are left, in the end, with an empty 
array of logical variables, linked with similar terms by wholly 
variable relations, for which no constant meaning can be sub- 
stituted, and of which, accordingly, no knowledge can be 
consummated. 

It may be asked, however, though the question cannot be 
fully answered at this stage, whether there is not something 
absurd about a phenomenalism as radical as the Kantian. 
Prichard and Ryle and others have made such an objection, 
and there seems at first sight to be substance in it. In  ordinary - 
usage appearances may at least in some cases coincide with 
what is real: an object may, in certain standard circumstances, 
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seem to be just as it is. Thus an object in space may appear to  
be just as far away as it actually is, and it may seem to have 
the very shape that it actually has, and it is often taken as 
axiomatic that our own thoughts, feelings, mental images, and 
so on must appear to us, if they do appear to us, as they truly 
are. There are appearances which deviate from the real, but it 
only makes sense to talk of them as thus deviant, since there 
are also cases in which such deviations can be made to vanish. 
No one, for example, would think that the sight of a knife and 
a fork on a table could be a false appearance of a decanter 
and a piece of cheese, and it is to some such wild supposition 
that Kant's phenomenalism seems committed. It  seems to 
want to make use of a concept of 'appearance' in which the 
appearances are so widely deviant from the reality that it 
makes no sense to connect them with one another. 

Kant does, however, connect his transcendental 'appearances' 
with an irremovable feature of the human predicament, which 
gives them an analogy to the removable 'appearances' of 
ordinary discourse. This irremovable feature is our passive 
subjection to affections stemming from things outside of us 
and so giving rise to an experience which is as much an expres- 
sion - Kant would hold it to be even more of an expression - 
of our own inherent nature than of the nature of the things 
thus acting upon us. This sort of extension of the ordinary use 
of 'appearance' to irremovable features of the human predica- 
ment, has, as we have said, been less radically used in the 
doctrine of the secondary qualities. Kant does, however, con- 
ceive of a situation in which the appearances, irremovable 
in the human condition, might none the less drop away, and 
in which what was before the subject would coincide with what 
a thing was in itself. Such a situation would be one in which 
an intuitive understanding was not trying to fit its concepts 
to data compulsively imposed on it from without, but was 
itself in some way spontaneously generating such data, living 
through conceptions which were in some fashion self-fulfilling, 
and constitutive of what they conceived (see, e.g., CPR, 
B. 138-9). It would be an archetypal, primal understanding, 
and not, like ours, an ectypal, derivative one, and it would 
belong properly to an archetypal being, whose nature com- 
prehended all positive possibilities, and which could not be 
separated from its own existence or  the existence of anything. 
Of such a being Kant believes that we have a flawless conception, 
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in terms of which everything in our moral or intellectual life 
can best be understood, but of which we can have no intuitive 
or demonstrative knowledge, since it transcends possible ex- 
perience. Ectypal understandings like our own, entirely de- 
pendent on external, sensuous intrusions, cannot form more 
than the most empty conception of the archetypal under- 
standing in question: we must, however, frame the problematic 
concept of a Noumenon, the object of such an archetypal 
understanding (see, e.g., CPR, A. 254-5), to cover what we 
cannot but think, but cannot hope to know. And we can 
certainly think of ourselves as able, in some problematic state, 
whether projected into the future or the past, but properly 
placed out of time altogether, to achieve some sort of participa- 
tion in such intellectual vision. We should then perhaps experi- 
ence the dynamic agencies which underlie and are responsible 
for all appearances, though this is not possible for us as things 
are. Kant, however, also says, in not a few places, that in our 
sense of our own free spontaneity we have some sort of an 
access, once or twice spoken of as 'knowledge', to a kind of 
causality which differs essentially from the Humean causality 
which governs experience. And he also holds that we must 
have exercised such causality in the free choice of the whole 
life that we are now laboriously living out in time, which 
free choice must have taken place, or must be taking place, 
out of time altogether (see CPR, A. 539-40). Kant, therefore, 
does try to give sense, even in the case of his transcendental 
appearances, to the same sort of ultimate coincidence of appear- 
ance with reality which obtains in the case of ordinary appear- 
ances. The coincidence in question is, however, eschatological 
and theological, though dimly prefigured in our present ex- 
perience, and we shall certainly have to wait for its full real- 
ization. 

Kant does not, however, simply reject a full coincidence 
between ordinary appearances and noumenal realities. He 
offers a vast number of arguments to prove it, some resting 
on ~eibnizian, Wolffian, and Platonic grounds, others on 
highly original grounds of his own. We can in the present 
chapter only indicate the general scope and nature of these 
arguments. The principle of these arguments is that what 
appears before us in experience is in certain respects incon- 
ceivable, and may even violate basic logical laws: things cannot 
really be as they are given in experience as being. There is in 
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these arguments always the secret reference to the conception 
of things as they would be revealed to be, if  we could have 
access to them as they in themselves are. What they appear 
to be is condemned as appearance because it fails to square 
with such a conception, and a guiding notion of the Nournenon 
or Thing-in-itself is always the unasscrted ground for asserting 
the phenomenal character of whatever is held to be phenomenal. 
Without such a positive notion of what Things-in-themselves 
would or could be like, Kant would have no reason to regard 
certain features of experience as phenomenal. 

Kant's arguments for the phenomenal character of all ex- 
perience are based, first of all, on the continuous flux of con- 
tent which is a prime feature of conscious experience, and 
which spills over from conscious experience to the external 
things which appear in it, and which are all given as in motion, 
or in perpetual change of state. Kant, like Plato, thinks that 
there is something inconceivable, illogical about such flux. 
We can in fact only conceive of it by projecting it on to a line 
which is not imagined as being in flux, and on which all 
the instants of the flux are imagined together (CPR, A. 33; 
B. 154-5). All conscious synthesis is in fact an attempt to over- 
come the sheer supersessiveness of such flux (CPR, A. 99). 
Since we cannot understand how what is the case suddenly 
should not be the case and vice versa, we overcome these 
difficulties by thinking of all these phases together, and pro- 
jecting them on to imaginary lines, in which each of these 
otherwise contradictory conditions can without contradiction 
find a place. The sheer succession which lies at the root of the 
projection known as time, cannot therefore characterize things 
as they in themselves are, but only things as they appear. 
There is nothing self-contradictory in supposing that the same 
things should appear to be A and also not A if we can posit 
non-apparent distinctions which enable them to be both. Kant 
therefore supposes, with Spinoza, that behind the appearance 
of things as in time, there is always their intrinsic reality 
sub quadam specie aeternitatis, and many of the most mysterious 
passages in his moral philosophy rest on this transcendent 
assumption. And it is, moreover, because phenomena are in 
supersessive flux, that they also are phenomenal. They are 
only appearances because they fail to live up to a prime require- 
ment of intrinsic being: that they should be what they are, not 
piecemeal, but together. And it is because Kant believes in the 
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illogical, essentially phenomenal character of flux, that he 
even goes beyond Leibniz, that he sees our inner life in time 
as being as much phenomenal as outer appearances in space. 
It is in fact more phenomenal, since it has absolutely no last- 
ingness o f  character, and only conjures up some semblance 
of lastingness by concerning itself with the more durable 
appearances of objects in space (CPR, B. 275-6). 

We may here speak up briefly in support of such a Platonic 
and Spinozistic and Kantian doctrine of the phenomenal 
character of supersessive time. Time is, qua supersession, 
phenomenal, not in the sense that it does not characterize 
the world and ourselves as we experience them, but rather 
in the sense that it requires to be supplemented by something 
else, which has the antithetical property of eternity or  non- 
passage, and which is rightly held to be what we think of and 
believe in, rather than what we actually can experience. Such 
supplementation of passage by non-passage is to be found in 
the modern theories of the physicists who incorporate all the 
patterns of supersessive local and empirical times in a single, 
inclusive space-time order, in which all time's local, ordinal 
properties are preserved, but their local supersessiveness done 
away with. And it is ,also present in Husserl's marvellous de- 
lineation of the time-consciousness, where the form of time- 
experience is as invariant as its contents are always shifting. 
Time certainly has its Bergsonian aspects, of which no  one 
was more clearly conscious than Kant, but he rightly held 
that these had to be supplemented by Eleatic-Platonic aspects 
of permanence, which yield the 'reality' of which the Bergsonian 
aspects are only the appearance. 

Space is for Kant as essentially phenomenal as time, but for 
somewhat other reasons. It can only be an appearance, since 
its logico-metaphysical status is obscure. It is not a predicate, 
nor a relation of the things found in it, since its contents can 
be indefinitely varied and attenuated (CPR, A. 24). It  is not, 
however, a substance or an underlying subject of predicates, 
since, when emptied of contents, it does not seem to differ 
from nothing (CPR, B. 70). It is also complex, without per- 
mitting resolution into simple parts, as each complex Thing- 
in-itself must of necessity do (CPR, A. 441). For the points 
we imagine as in space are rather its limits than its elements 
(CPR, A. 438, 440). And it is essentially continuous, infinite, 
and total, so that spaces are rather limitations carved out in it, 



22 Introductory 

than elements from which it is composed (CPR, A. 25); but 
yet, though thus continuous and total, we can never imagine 
the whole of it,  but only more and more of it (CPR, A. 432). 
Such things are indeed possible if space is only how objects 
appear to  us: they are not possible if space is either a Thing- 
in-itself, or  a feature o f  Things-in-themselves. Space has furthir 
thc Iogir-ally queer property of differentiating things in svhich 
no intrin5ic differcncc is discoverable: an indefinite number 
of quite similar things can be imagined, but not conceived, 
as existing outside of one another in space (CPR, A. 272). 
And there are, further, some sophisticated absurdities con- 
cerning the difference without difference of left-handed and 
right-handed symmetry, which, in Yant 's view, establish the 
~henomena l  character of space and also of time, since we 
saw that time must, to be conceived at all, be projected on 
t o  a line in space. These arguments, too, are more respectable 
than many moderns would allow. For space, with its mutual 
externality and distances of parts, obviously requires supple- 
mentation by  unapparent factors that bridge its distances 
and that give it genuine continuity. In the equations of modern 
field-theory and the theorems of  Gestalt psychology we are 
perhaps reaching towards the something more of which phe- 
nomena in space are the mere appearances. 

And t o  all these impressive reasons for holding space and 
time to be phenomenal, Kant adds the further reason that 
there are a great many axiomatic principles which govern 
things in space and time, which are not logically necessary, 
since there is no plain contradiction in supposing them un- 
satisfied, but of which we can none the less not imagine an 
empirical counter-example. We cannot, for example, imagine 
a case of two straight lines enclosing a space, o r  of a number 
of lines ~a r a l l e l  to a given straight line intersecting in a point, 
or of an event which came both before and after another 
event, and so on. If these are principles governing Things- 
in-themselves, it is not, Kant holds, understandable how we 
can be sure of them in advance of exhaustive experience o f  
their cases; whereas if they rest only on the manner in which 
things appear t o  us, it is understandable how we can establish 
them by conducting imaginative experiments on our imagina- 
tions, which, since they are our own, can exhaustively assure 
us of the purely subjective necessity of such axioms. This 
argument, by far the feeblest in the Kantian armoury, but 
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the most insisted on in the Introduction t o  the  Critique of 
Pure Reason, has been found defective by  many critics, and 
even Kant's contemporary, Crusius, saw tha t  our imaginations 
might well have been so preformed by God or nature as 
to conform to  the  pre-existent patterns of reality (CPR, 
B. 167-8). And it is indeed strange that the  thinker who held 
that we could never learn anything from experience without 
bringing to  it general principles that were not  learned from 
experience, should also have found it strange that  such principles 
were not, after all, learned from experience, which would, 
on his own showing, have been unable t o  establish them. 
There is no presumption of subjectivity in the  fact that  we 
have t o  establish things in the only way in which they could 
have been established by  us. An intuitive understanding, which 
could range over all the possible cases of certain concepts, 
would o f  course have done better, but there is n o  reason why 
our unlearned presumptions should not dimly prefigure its 
insights. 

A stronger argument shows that the type of explanation, 
the causal, which we above all use with vast success in inter- 
preting natural phenomena, is also such as to  presuppose the 
existence of something which it is unable t o  offer us. For, 
explanations are nothing if they cannot be completed, if they 
do  not terminate in something which is self-explanatory, and 
which points to the existence of nothing beyond itself. The 
self-explanatory is, however, such that it can never be given 
empirically. To achieve it, we should either have t o  have a 
total awareness of a single condition which, without prior 
conditions, existed o f  necessity, or  the  awareness of a con- 
dition which could spontaneously initiate a whole causal 
series, and which required no prior condition to  provoke 
such initiation (CPR, A. 446). Causal explanation, as practised 
on phenomena, therefore demands a completion which tran- 
scends phenomena: if we are to  dispense with such a completion, 
we can only be sure how things seem. I t  is because we live 
in a sphere where there are no phenomenal sum-totals, and 
no absolutely necessary o r  spontaneous phenomenal first 
conditions, that we necessarily inhabit a world of appearances, 
of which we can never know the real roots. Again we find 
the concept of the transcendentally real being used t o  show 
that the  world about us is not thus real. The  concept of the 
Transcendental Object is therefore negatively at work in all 
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Kant's characterizations of the experienced world as phenom- 
enal. Without some definite idea of the logical character 
of what could be independently real, we should not be able to 
characterize our experienced world as being merely phenomenal. 
And if a phenomenal world is one whose essential presupposi- 
tions are necessarily unrepresented in it, then Kant has given 
quite good grounds for calling our empirical world merely 
phenomenal. It has to be thought of by us as containing much 
that it cannot in principle show us. 

We now come to a final point in which Kant's philosophical 
genius is supremely apparent: his use of the unknowability of 
the Transcendental Object to explain how we can and do 
know what we know regarding the phenomenal realm. For, 
since the Transcendental Object can never, qua transcendent, 
be directly given to us, and since we can at best have a proble- 
matic concept of it, which will only enable us to treat it as if 
existent, and as if responsible for the compulsive, connective 
element in our experience, it has to be represented in ex- 
perience by a number of purely phenomenal criteria, whose use 
is a built-in property of our own subjectivity, and which can 
perfectly do duty for it in an experience like our own. For 
something can only be as if something else existed, if it involves 
definite marks which link it logically to what is spoken of in 
this as-if fashion. And since temporal flux, and its irremediably 
supersessive, piecemeal character, is the main stigma of our 
phenomenal condition, it follows that the criteria which do 
duty for a noumenal presence in experience will all be connected 
with the piecemeal, supersessive character of time. Such is, 
indeed, the lesson of the Transcendental Deduction, of the 
Schematism of the Categories, and of the Analytic of Principles, 
all of which offer us phenomenal substitutes for the absent, 
but as-if, presence of the Transcendental Object. We shall 
deal with these Kantian treatments in a later chapter of the 
present book: here we can only expound their conclusions 
in a general manner. 

Space, we may first say, with its lack of intrinsic succession, 
and the comprehensive togetherness of all it contains, may be 
regarded as the phenomenal stand-in for the interconnection 
and interdependence of noumenal entities, for their constitut- 
ing a world at all, and this is why we have to imagine even 
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temporal succession as a sort of fourth dimension to space. 
But, since we have no contact with the individual noumenal 
substances behind phenomena in space, they have to be re- 
presented to us by permanences of phenomenal character, 
associated with the only phenomenal substrate for such per- 
manences, that is, definite regions in space. Such permanences 
of phenomenal character must in some cases be wholly generic 
and common to  all phenomenal substances, for example, the 
laws of motion, in other cases more specific, and perhaps 
involving the lasting collocation of a great number of distinct 
characters. These regular associations, originally given in the 
instant 'translations' of the Productive Imagination from 
unknown noumenal texts, must be carried yet further by the 
Reproductive Imagination. It  must acquire habits of perceptual 
and imaginative synthesis, which the understanding must carry 
yet further in its concepts, and their synthetic products will 
then do duty for the noumenal substrates which lie for ever 
beyond our knowledge. Phenomenally, we seem to  do every- 
thing, simply because it is only what we do that we know. 

The changing states of a phenomenal substance will, further, 
be attached to  its permanent phenomenal characters in no 
random manner. They will have to develop in definite phe- 
nomenal circumstances according to a rule characteristic of 
the phenomenal substance in question, which rule is one of 
the phenomenal criteria for its being the sort o f  substance 
that it is. It will further be necessary that we shall be able to 
disentangle the changes in appearance due to different sub- 
stantial agents, and in particular the omnipresent changes due 
to our own agency as experiencing subjects. This will only 
be possible if we can distinguish the rules followed by one 
phenomenal substance from those followed by another, and 
above all if we can distinguish the empirical sequences due 
to  our own bodily movements, our own wishes, feelings, and 
imaginative habits, from those determined by the nature of 
phenomenal objects outside of us in space. If the sequence 
of states in the phenomenal environment were not determined 
by rules, such and such a state following uniformly upon 
such and such a state in the same or another phenomenal 
object, we should not be able t o  distinguish phenomenal objects 
from one another, nor from our own phenomenal subjectivity. 
We should not be able to say that this or  that phenomenal 
change was merely due to  the order in which we chose to 
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consider, or had to consider, objects or parts of objects one 
after the other, but that in other cases the order of a sequence 
of phenomenal states was based on a relation in the objects 
themselves (see CPR, A. 201-2). 

Phenomenal substances can, accordingly, only be discovered 
to  have their own history in time, according as there are rules, 
distinct from those governing our own changes of interest, 
attention, and so on, which govern the sequence of their states, 
and gear them in with the similar changes of other substances. 
The phenomenal world is like some immense cocktail party, 
at which we and others are making our own contributions t o  
the deafening clamour: it is only by qualities of voice, and 
coherence in what is said, that we can sort out distinct speakers 
and conversations, and give each its appropriate due. It is 
therefore only by a set of fixed rules of phenomenal per- 
sistence and succession that we can give time a filling of 
phenomenal substances, a succession of phenomenal states in 
each, and a relation of the states of one phenomenal substance 
to  those'of another. Without such a filling, phenomenal time 
would vanish into a mere flux of states in which nothing 
phenomenally objective or subjective could be discerned. There 
would, in fact, be no such thing as phenomenal time at all. 

We must say, further, that phenomenal space likewise depends 
on something more than the glimpses of pattern which percep- 
tion and imagination offer us: it depends on the rules which 
govern the phenomenal commerce of one phenomenal sub- 
stance with another, and on our own subjective rules which 
enable us to vary the way in which phenomenal data are surveyed 
one after the other, thus revealing what is objectively coexistent 
about them. Rules in the collocation and succession of plie- 
nomenal characters are, therefore, the criteria through which 
we distinguish phenomenal substances - including ourselves 
qua phenomenal - from one another, and also determine such 
of their coexistences and successions as do not depend on 
ourselves or on what we do. It is further by considering the 
rules that we look for and follow in finding our own way about 
in the world, that we become aware of the higher activities 
of our own subjectivity, activities which Kant sums up in the 
word 'synthesis'. We become aware of our own activity in 
bringing phenomenal data to apprehension in a rule-obedient 
manner, in the extended bringing of them thus together in 
imagination, and in the conceptual unities which are the 
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outcomes of all such syntheses (see CPR, A. 98-103). And we 
become aware of our own activity in trying to subordinate 
such conccptual outcomes to one another in the great edifice 
of reason. In such a consciousness we also learn to  distinguish 
between the rules which are logical and aim at knowledge, and 
those which are merely personal and associative. Our own 
phepomenal subjectivity, and also our own transcendental 
subjectivity, are therefore only known to, or thought of, by 
us, to the extent that they are seen as at work in the structuring 
and arrangement of our concepts, and they are therefore 
throughout dependent on the phenomena and the rules which 
constitute and integrate them. 

It might be thought at this point that transcendental ob- 
jectivity and transcendental subjectivity could be altogether 
dispensed with, and that all that are required are their phe- 
nomenal surrogates, and particularly the synthetic activities 
through which objects are pinned down and identified. This 
is in fact the line taken by the many forms of Neo-Kantianism 
and Neo-Hegelianism that have held the Thing-in-itself to  be 
superfluous. But, as we have seen, the Transcendental Object 
expresses the element in experience which makes it compulsive 
and non-arbitrary, and which is not exhausted by the subjective 
forms postulated by Kant: it is the element of control in all 
our experience. To believe in unities, not themselves in flux, 
which underlie the flux of phenomena, and are revealed in its 
regularities, is really the same thing as believing that future 
phenomena will continue the pattern of previous ones, and 
expresses precisely the same confidence; for a chance regularity 
that might be interrupted at any moment is really no regularity 
at all. 

We have so far merely attemptcd to gather together the 
various strands of Kantian doctrine and t o  consider them all 
from the standpoint of a single conception: that of the Trans- 
cendental Object, or Noumenon, or Thing-in-itself. It is our 
view that, considered in the light of this conception, the strands 
of Kant's doctrine form a coherent fabric, and that only a very 
few of his utterances have to be treated as ill knit or aberrant. 
There is a great deal of brash writing in the Critique of Pure 
Reason, and an exaggerated repudiation of the magnificent 
metaphysical tradition in which Kant grew up, and which is 
really always in the background of his thought. But this brash 
writing has been greatly admired by many, particularly in recent 
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times, and has been given a false importance which a careful 
study of Kant will dispel. We shall seek to dispel it in the 
chapter-and-verse examination of Kant's doctrine which will 
follow: we have avoided this in an introduction. It is our 
concern to show that Kant's radical form of phenomenalism 
has much more to be said for it than has been usually supposed: 
it is a uniquely illuminating, inspiring form of problematic 
realism. But it is not our concern to argue that there are not 
serious objections, and many interesting alternatives, to  an 
approach so radical. Kant's reasons for holding being in space 
and time to involve many profound inconceivabilities, which 
demand their relegation to appearance, are far from cogent; 
possibly we must follow the moderns and try to see what is 
wrong with some of our conceptual approaches rather than 

I with spatio-temporal appearances. But possibly also Kant's 
basic mistake was in drawing too firm a line between how 
things are and how they appear. Perhaps, as some of his utter- 
ances suggest, there is a continuous spectrum from appearances 
which depart far from the reality of Things-in-themselves to 
appearances in which Things-in-themselves declare themselves 
more adequately. If the deliverances of sense and their spatio- 
temporal framework lie at the one end of this spectrum, the 
awareness of ourselves as agents, and of our own practical and 
intellectual spontaneity, may lie near the other. And though 
we can have no knowledge of the kingdom of ends in which 
all our moral endeavours terminate, nor of the architectonic 
reason which presides over it and holds it together, our faith 
in it may not be so remote from being an intuitive vision of 
it as Kant takes it to be. These points will, however, concern 
us later, and then only marginally. Our main concern will be 
to interpret a great philosopher in terms of his own central 
conceptions. 

Chapter I1 

The Historical Background of Kant's 
Critical Teaching 

We shall, in the present chapter, which is not concerned with 
details of history, give a brief account of three major influences 
which shaped Kant's opinions, which provided the background 
from which he dissented, and which he in great part transposed 
and restructured. The influences we shall consider are those of 
Leibniz, of Christian Wolff, and of Christian August Crusius. 
(We shall not consider Baumgarten, a very compressed, deriva- 
tive writer, even though Kant, limited by the prescriptions of 
the Prussian Ministry of Education, regularly based his meta- 
physical lectures on his dull treatises.) Wolff and Crusius were 
only two among the large number of contributors to the steady 
stream of metaphysical thought, all originating in Leibniz, 
that flowed through the German universities in the eighteenth 
century, and which was, in its way, as valuable and as interesting 
a scholasticism as any that had its source in Aristotle. Christian 
Wolff, now vastly neglected, can in fact be regarded as an 
eighteenth-century German Aquinas, of much the same stature 
and originality as his great predecessor. This eighteenth-century 
scholasticism was, however, short-lived, and Kant himself, with 
his intemperate criticisms of the 'old metaphysics', was largely 
responsible for its early demise. But it was, as a scholasticism, 
immensely respectable, and an age which values formalism and 
formalization should not conceive too meanly of it. There is 
often as much profundity in the would-be exactitudes and 
trivializing demonstrations of Christian Wolff as in the argu- 
mentations of such moderns as have set up axioms for 'tense- 
logic', or for 'possible worlds', or suchlike. Kant himself 
disowned all that he had written prior to  his major critical 
writings, but this very disowning shows the extent of his debt to  
the thinkers that had shaped his thought. It  was in fact because 
spatio-temporal experience, now central in the new critical 
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dispensation, failed t o  live up to the conceptual demands 
of the old metaphysics, that such experience had to  be re- 
garded as merely phenomenal: the concepts of elementary 
simplicity, of substantial unity, of  absolute necessity, of suf- 
ficient ground, and so on, that the old metaphysicians had 
used so confidently, had no application to such expericnce, 
and it was the sheer impossibility of such application that 
forced Kant t o  relegate our experience and knowledge to  
the merely phenomenal, and to  seek phenomenal replace- 
ments for the old metaphysical categories. The old metaphysics, 
with its characteristic presumptions and methods, therefore 
retained its dominance over the new phenomenal picture: 
it told us what things would be like if we could only know 
them as they were in themselves, and it therefore also estab- 
lished that we cannot so know them, and that we must there- 
fore rest content with such phenomenal surrogates as we 
can and do  actually apply empirically. 

It is usual to  suppose that the British empiricists, and particu- 
larly Hume, were very great influences in the development 
of Kant's thought, and that he in a sense reconciled their 
empiricism with the rationalism of the continental tradition. 
Such at least is the well-established story regarding these 
matters. It is clear, however, that Kant's acquaintance with 
the British empiricists was at many points indirect and inaccurate, 
and that, in the case of some such as Berkeley, it was wholly 
wide of the mark. The voice of Hume, whether original or 
quoted, was said by Kant to have awakened him from his 
dogmatic slumbers, but it seems reasonable to  hold that he 
was already well on the way to  such an awakening when that 
voice was distantly heard. What the voice communicated to 
Kant was not, further, the psychologistic view of causal con- 
nection as due to mental habit, but the fact that this was all 
that could be laid hold of  at the phenomenal level, and that 
to understand why we had to  think causally we should have 
to  penetrate to  deep structures that underlie appearances, 
whether in ourselves or beyond ourselves, and which make 
certain connections among appearances unavoidable. In the 
same way, the immensely persuasive voice of Newton, which 
Kant had listened to attentively when he wrote the General 
Natural History and Theory of the Heavens in 1755, and later 
the Metaphysical Fundamentals of Natural Science in 1786, 
was not t o  convince him of  the absoluteness of space and 
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time, or of  the mechanistic determinism which governed events 
in them, but rather to make him seek out  the deep grounds for 
such absoluteness and rigorous determinism at  one level, while 
also finding grounds for reinterpreting these deep grounds at 
a deeper level. Kant's attitude t o  both philosophical and scientific 
empiricism was thus anything but deferential: it urged him to 
show how such learning from experience was possible, but  in 
terms of structures that transcended experience - that, for 
example, of the transcendental, self-referring subject - and 
whose existence and manner of working could not therefore 
be learned from experience. Kant cannot, therefore, be said 
to  have been influenced by empiricism as he was influenced 
by metaphysical rationalism. But he so developed the latter 
that it wholly transformed and absorbed whatever was empirical, 
while transforming itself in the process. 

The influence of Leibniz on Kant, mainly mediated by 
Christian Wolff, was of course immense: all of Kant's dis- 
tinctions - that of the a priori and the a posteriori, that of 
the a priori analytic and the a priori synthetic, that of the 
phenemenal and the noumenal, that of the true unity of the 
subject and the merely derivative unity of other things, that 
of what ineluctably must be and that of what, less ineluctably, 
only ought to  be, o r  is morally necessary - all these distinctions 
are to  be found less clearly in Leibniz, though Kant has given 
them other names and somewhat sharper, more extreme de- 
lineations. Leibniz was, of course, one of the supreme, con- 
structive geniuses of philosophy, even if he chose t o  hide his 
light under a bushel of courtly charm, in the writing of a large 
number of letters and special treatises for private individuals, 
or in producing treatises of an edifying or  relatively superficial 
sort for second-rate intelligences. For our  purposes, which also 
involve the impact of his brilliant persona on the thought of 
Kant, one of Leibniz's most important contributions was his 
illumination of modal concepts, and his view of possibilities 
as being, in their exhaustiveness and their permanence, in a 
sense more actual than actualities. What they arc thc pos- 
sibilities of, may not be actual, but, qua possibilities, they are 
actual, and more so than their inconstant actualizations. No 
one before him had made God do  a preliminary survey of all 
logically possible worlds, before deciding on  which, among all 
of them, he would realize. He was also original in his extension 
of possibilities to  the whole nature of concrete substances, each 
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of which would include everything that it would do or suffer 
in the whole of its history, so that time merely spelled out 
what was contained in the comprehensive possibility which 
was that individual's idea or essence, and we should, in his 
view, have a totally different individual if he, or the world 
to which he was related, were different. All these views are 
reflected in the constructions which Kant used to compass 
the all-reality and all-possibility of God, and also of the timeless 
being of the noumenal self, which, in one act, determines the 
whole life which it has to live out  phenomenally in time. The 
Leibnizian stress on the possible is also mirrored in Kant's 
perennial enquiries into the possibility of this or that, of ex- 
perience in general, of geometrical certainties, of applying 
categories to  sensibilia, of moral freedom, and so forth. In 
all such cases he thinks in terms of permanent structures in 
which inconstant items are to be given a place, or in terms 
of which they are to be understood. 

Original and important was also Ixibniz's view that an 
individual substantial essence must be a true unity, profoundly 
simple despite a vast number of predicates and relational 
properties. Such an essence cannot have parts alongside of 
parts in the manner of extended unities: its true complexity 
must all be internal to it. This means that all relations that 
are really parts of its nature are relational properties: they do 
not import theirrelata into the unity of what has such relational 
properties, as this would involve breaking up and destroying 
the latter. We are, Leibniz thinks, directly acquainted with 
one such case of relativity without relata in the representations 
of conscious life: we can represent extended and divisible 
things to  ourselves without thereby becoming extended and 
divisible, or in any way sacrificing or reducing our conscious 
simplicity. This will further enable us to  conceive analogically 
not only of other fully conscious beings like ourselves, but also 
of  beings having perhaps only a reduced form of the clear 
consciousness and self-consciousness that we enjoy. There may 
be simple substances other than ourselves which, after a fashion, 
represent divisible and extended things, without such representa- 
tion being clearly conscious or self-conscious: a multiplicity 
of matters may be there for such simple substances in some 
dim or analogical fashion which does not amount to conscious 
recognition. The logical essence of what we call 'representation' 
is in fact, we may suggest, no more than the specific relationality 
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without necessarily existent relata of which representation is 
a specific form, and there well may be other cases of such 
relationality which are quite unlike the case that we call 'con- 
sciously representative'. From the Leibnizian point of view of  
substantial simplicity, it at once follows that, since the many 
things represented in a simple substance cannot literally be 
parts of it, their representation can amount to no more than 
their appearance to, or for, the substance in question. And 
any relational rapports among such simple substances must be 
essentially phenomenal or ideal; it is only for the simple sub- 
stances that they and other simple substances are given as 
together or are thought of together. It is plain further that, 
in these basic conceptions of Leibniz, we have the plain founda- 
tions of the view of space as phenomenal, since space does 
in fact make all its parts coexist or exist together, and since 
space nowhere affords us a specimen of the true unities in 
regard to  which division is unimaginable: everything in space 
falls apart from everything else, without leading us to  truly sep- 
arable unities incapable of falling apart, since points have no  such 
separability, nor any representation of the areas around them. 

It is plain, therefore, that Kant, brought up in a Leibnizian 
school, could not fail to come to believe in the phenomenal 
character of space, and, by a natural extension, of time also, 
since time's phenomenal vanishingness made it necessary for 
him to  represent it spatially. And he could not fail to  see 
interpretative syntheses, which give intelligibility and structure 
to the phenomenal world, as an exercise of our own intrinsic 
subjectivity, and not of anything external. And all this without 
thereby excluding the unknowable possibility or truth that such 
syntheses might in some unknowable fashion be the translation 
into a phenomenal, spatio-temporal idiom of  rapports among 
their non-phenomenal sources that could be known only to  
their transcendent harmonizer, God. Leibniz further credited 
his simple substances with inherent powers or forces which 
led them to pass on from one representative condition to  
another, and which led to a phenomenal law that force, as a 
measurable, active phenomenon, was always conserved. Kant's 
later theory of matter as consisting of simple force-centres, 
holding each other off through repulsion, and holding together 
through a countervailing attraction, is thoroughly Leibnizian, 
and one might ask whether Leibniz and Kant had not truly 
dug down to the deep essence of matter, that it compels, that 
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it pushes and pulls, that it is nothing more than the hard ele- 
ment, the stiffening in or behind phenomena. 

The influence of Leibniz is also betrayed by the magisterial 
centrality of the thinking and apperceiving self in the doctrine 
of Kant, the self which carries about both the categories and 
the forms of intuition as its own structuring principles, of 
which it cannot but be certain, and which can only be con- 
scious of itself as a unitary and unitive principle, in so far 
as it uses these forms and categories in phenomenal projections. 
Leibniz also, in the Avant-propos to  his Nouveaux Essais, 
says that we are so to speak innate to  ourselves, and that 
we find in ourselves being, unity, substance, duration, change, 
action, perception, and countless other objects of our  in- 
tellectual ideas. And he compares our minds to a block of 
marble in which there are already a large number of 'veins' 
or virtual lines of rupture, which naturally and inevitably 
give rise to  arrangements and alignments in which these 
categorial notions will have application. The mind is not mono- 
lithically uniform and void of original structure, as the em- 
piricistic metaphor of the tabula rasa would suggest. And 
Leibniz also asserts, in the first chapter of the second book 
of the same work, that we must add to the dictum Nihil est 
in intellectu quod non fuerit in sensu the qualifying words 
nisi ipse intellectus. The mind brings itself, and its canons of 
intelligibility, to the empirical table, and is not entirely de- 
pendent on such pabulum as the table offers. This is of course 
precisely the doctrine of the Kantian a priori. It may in fact 
be argued that Leibniz had perhaps too great an influence 
on Kant in his attribution of functions to the Transcendental 
Subject, as is particularly evident in what are, by general con- 
sent, Kant's two worst-written treatments: the Transcendental 
Deductions of the Categories in Editions One and Two of the 
Critique of Pure Reason. For there it is almost forgotten by 
Kant that Transcendental Objects also have a hand in the 
possibility of experience, as well as the Transcendental Subject, 
that experience is not a free composition, but rather a transla- 
tion into the diction of space and time of a text framed in 
another idiom: the fact that we know nothing of this original 
text, apart perhaps from its empty logical structure, nor of the 
manner in which it was translated, makes no difference to this 
fact. It is, in these treatments, also largely forgotten by Kant, 
that the transcendental self can on his own view be as little 
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known to us as the Transcendental Object, and that there is 
therefore no reason why he should follow Leibniz in according 
any special prerogatives to  it. These are, however, points which 
will concern us later when we.examine the twisted arguments 
of the two Transcendental Deductions. The distinction of  the 
A Priori Analytic and the A Priori Synthetic, so central in 
Kant's theory, also has its roots in the teaching of Leibniz, 
who regards the law of contradiction as the governing principle 
of all logical axioms and all analytic truths, whereas the prin- 
ciple of sufficient reason - that wherever there are alternative 
possibilities, there is always a sufficient reason why one such 
possibility is realized rather than any other - is the governing 
principle of all contingent truths of existence and circumstance. 
For God, who always has a good reason for everything that He 
creates or permits, and who no doubt sees this principle as 
involved in His own essence, the two principles may perhaps 
come into coincidence: for the human intelligence, however, 
they must always remain distinct. Plainly, the Kantian view 
on these points is a direct descendant of the Leibnizian, and 
both sorts of principles are by both thinkers made part o f  the 
structure of the thinking subject. And the possibility of  ex- 
perience which Kant makes so central in his validation of 
synthetic principles is also plainly rather more of a justifying 
reason than a compelling axiom or cause. 

Leibniz further taught a large number of doctrines which 
are faithfully taken over by Kant, except that, for Kant, they 
are not anything that we can know about, only something 
that we can conceive of, and must believe in. Like Leibniz 
he believes in the existence of a supreme substance or  God, 
who is simply the omnipossibility, dynamic and not merely 
quiescent, from which all finite, contingent existences are 
mere extracts. But while for Leibniz this ordered, dynamic 
omnipossibility is necessarily an actuality, since its concept 
involves no contradiction, and also covers all possibilities, 
and cannot therefore in any circumstance be conceived as 
unrealized, Kant in effect discovers an inner contradiction 
in it, in so far, at least, as phenomenal knowledge is concerned. 
For possibility, as a phenomenally relevant category, is essen- 
tially bound up with the empirically discoverable ways of things, 
and cannot be extended, or only in an empty manner, t o  cover 
everything that is logically conceivable. That something exists 
or  is possible is always, in the epistemic sense, a synthetic truth, 
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and cannot without absurdity be made to follow from a mere 
definition. Kant, however, believes, like Leibniz, that the con- 
cept of the all-possible, and so necessarily existent, being is 
without an internal logical flaw, and that it therefore corre- 
sponds to an object, though not to one of which we can have 
knowledge. And moral considerations also buttress this per- 
suasion. These points will concern us later when we consider 
the relevant tracts in the Critique of Pure Reason. 

The realization of one definite possibility of existence 
rather than another depends, however, for Leibniz, on con- 
siderations of goodness or value: he adopts from the Phaedo 
the axiom that the ultimate reason why anything exists or is 
the case must be that it is best for it to be so. The omnipossible, 
necessary being must therefore have chosen, out of all systems 
of existence and fact that are possible, the one that is also the 
best: Leibniz takes no trouble to establish, as he has taken 
trouble in the case of the omnipossible being, that there is no 
self-contradiction in such a requirement. Kant likewise believes 
in an order of ends as the unknown backing of the whole 
phenomenal world, and for him this order culminates in what 
he calls a 'kingdom of ends' consisting of all the rational, self- 
conscious members of the transcendental order, presided over 
by the divine reason itself: this kingdom is of course not dif- 
ferent from the Leibnizian realm of grace. And, like Leibniz, 
Kant believes both in a mechanistic phenomenal world, governed 
at all points by rigorous natural laws, and a teleological, nou- 
menal order among free subjects, who have, by their common 
source in the divine reason, been put into a pre-established 
harmony with one another. Whatever a man does is, according 
to both views, a consequence of internal and external laws 
and circumstances; but according to both views the man, 
through being just what he essentially is, also freely decides 
on each and all of his acts that he performs in time. The only 
difference between Leibniz and Kant, if there is a difference, 
is that Leibniz conceives, somewhat Calvinistically, that the 
Creator has programmed finite, contingent beings to have the 
nature and history that they have, whereas Kant rather holds 
that they have in some sense spontaneously programmed 
themselves in this timeless fashion, the Creator being only 
responsible for their existence. 

Kant also frequently makes use of the principle of sufficient 
reason in a thoroughly Leibnizian manner. Thus he repudiates 
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the possibility of there having been a wholly empty space and 
time before the beginning of the world, since this would afford 
no reason for expecting the world to begin at one point in 
space and time rather than another. But he also repudiates the 
principle in certain phenomenal cases. Thus there are, he holds, 
possible existences in space and time which differ solo numero, 
and are quite indiscernible in respect of their intrinsic properties. 
This piece of profound perception leads however to the Leib- 
nizian conclusion that this fact is only yet another proof of 
the phenomenal character of space and time. 

It  will, however, astonish the critical reader to find how 
Leibnizian Kant is and remains even in discussions directed 
mainly to  the criticism of Leibniz. Thus, in the important 
Appendix to the Transcendental Analytic (CPR, A. 260-89), 
which Kant calls The Amphiboly of Concepts of Reflection, 
he repeatedly rejects Leibnizian conclusions as applied to  
empirical phenomena, while affirming that they would have 
a correct application to Things-in-themselves, if only we had 
some acquaintance with the latter. Thus, he says (A. 264): 
'Leibniz took the appearances for Things-in-themselves, and 
so for intelligibilia, i.e. objects of the understanding (although 
on account of the confused character of our representations 
of them, he still gave them the name of phenom-ena), and on 
that assumption his principle of the identity of indiscernibles 
(Principium identitatis indiscernibilium) certainly could not 
be disputed.' He likewise says (A. 265-6): 'In an object of 
the pure understanding, that only is inward which has no 
relation to anything different from itself. I t  is quite different 
with a substantia phaenomenon in space: its inner determina- 
tions are nothing but relations . . . As object of pure under- 
standing, on the other hand, every substance must have inner 
determinations and powers which pertain to its inner reality. 
But what inner accidents can I entertain in thought save only 
those which my inner sense presents to me? They must be I 

something which is either itself a thinking or something ana- 
logous to a thinking.' He also says (A. 267): 'Consequently, 
in the concept of the pure understanding, matter is prior to 
form, and for this reason Leibniz first assumed things (monads), 
and within them a power of representation, in order afterwards 
to found on this their outer relations, and the community 
of their states . . . This in fact is how it would necessarily be 
if the pure understanding could be directed immediately to 
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objects, and if space and time were determinations of Things- 
in-themselves.' He likewise says (A. 441): 'Though it may be 
true that when a whole made up of substances is thought by 
the pure understanding alone, we must, prior to  all composition 
of it, have what is simple, this does not hold of the total substan- 
tial phenomenon as an empirical intuition in space.' And he says 
in the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science (p. 507) 
that this priority of simplicity does not at all belong to  the 
explication of natural appearances, but 'is a correct concept 
in so far as the world is regarded not as an object of the senses, 
but as a Thing-in-itself, as an object o f  the understanding which 
underlies the appearances of  the senses'. From all these passages 
it is plain that Kant accepts the Leibnizian principles that 
composites presuppose simples, that relations presuppose 
intrinsic properties, that form presupposes material, and that 
distinct simple substances must differ in their intrinsic proper- 
ties. Space and time, and things in space and time, d o  not,  
however, conform to  these ontological rules, and it is for 
this reason, among others (for example, our strange prescience 
regarding their ungiven cases) that they are t o  be regarded 
as phenomenal. 

We now turn,  in more detailed fashion, t o  the work of Christian 
Wolff. This we shall shamelessly summarize, since it is so 
little known and so much deserves t o  be known, and since long 
hours spent reading it up in the  British Museum Library deserve 
t o  be made useful to  others. In Christian Wolff we have a 
Leibniz purged of poetry, but also purged of some exaggerated 
conceptions, for example, the drowsy o r  slumbering monads, 
and the phenomenal character of space. All is built into an 
immense, systematic exposition, magnificent in its formal 
rigour and clarity, and building on,  though also improving, 
the ontological, cosmological, and theological doctrines of 
the Aristotelian schoolmen and, in particular, of Suarez. 
(The improvements are possibly due t o  Platonizing influences, 
which modified the ingrained love of the individual instance 
so characteristic of the Aristotelians.) Christian Wolff ex- 
pounded his systematization both in a German version ( the  
Logic, Metaphysics, Ethics, Politics, Natural Theology, etc.), 
and also in a Latin version (a Logic ( 1  728), an Ontology (1 730), 
a Cosmology (1731), a Psychology ( 1  732 and 1734), a Natural 

Theology ( 1  736-7), and a Universal Practical Philosophy 
( 1  738-9)). There are also many political writings of interest. T o  
this vast system, with its innumerable Epigonoi - Bilfinger, 
Meier, Riidiger, Baumgarten, Tetens, Crusius, and so o n  - 
Kant made his great emendations, which have been exaggerated 
into the idealisms, and later the positivisms, by which the 
thought and even the public policy of Europe has been be- 
mused. What is, however, amazing is the immense volume and 
solid merit o f  Wolff's works, and the almost total misunder- 
standing and neglect that has since enshrouded them, so that  
copies of Wolffian books are hardly t o  be found in libraries 
outside of Germany. Wolff, it is true, is heavy, repetitive, 
over-exact, and dull, but  so are the works of such a latter-day 
compatriot as Rudolf Carnap: both formalized an embracing 
philosophical outlook, in the  one case metaphysical, and in 
the other linguistic and semantic. We have reached a stage 
where formalization of talk about necessary beings, simple 
substances, sufficient reasons, and so forth presents itself as  
n o  less respectable than formalizations of talk about basic 
propositions, logical content, metalanguages, material modes 
of speech, and so on. I t ,  in fact, presents itself as in some 
ways more respectable than the latter, since, whilc obsessive 
simplifications characterize both sorts of formalization, the  
obsessive element is more honestly revealed in the procedures 
of Wolff than in the  poorly-stated arguments of Carnap. (Many 
later formalists than Carnap might of course be mentioned 
here, but we have no  wish t o  be needlessly odious.) The logical 
form through which Wolff worked was of course the  syllogism, 
but  nothing has shown that  any immense philosophical advant- 
age has gone with the use of more elaborate symbolic tech- 
niques. (Without the  latter we should at least have been spared 
one supreme piece of symbolic arrogance, that  to  be is n o  
more than t o  be the  value of a variable.) This chapter will not ,  
however, attempt t o  rehabiljtate Wolff in detail, but  merely t o  
make plain that his thought, like the thoughts of Leibniz, was 
very estimable, and that Kant's great innovations, though they 
may have illuminated the Wolffian structures from many new 
angles - like the Son e t  Lumigre playing over Heidelberg 
castle - have not  demolished them in the  way that they are 
commonly thought t o  have done. 

Wolff's Ontology begins ($27) with the  assertion of the t w o  
laws o f  contradiction and sufficient reason, both  fundamental 



40  The Historical Background 

to  the assertion that something is, or  that it is not. The former 
requires that  what is must be free from inner conflict, the  
latter that ,  if it does not, like a necessary being, have a reason 
for being in its own nature, it must depend on  such a reason 
in something other than itself. The law of causation, as we 
ordinarily understand it, is for Wolff only a special form of  
the law of sufficient reason, pertinent t o  temporal, changeable 
things and their states ($71). From these principles Wolff 
proceeds t o  the consideration of the metaphysical modalities, 
of  which the most fundamental is the possible, the negation 
of the self-contradictory, o r  logically impossible. Everything 
actual, he holds, is by the law of contradiction possible, but  
he here embraces some invalid theorems, for instance, that  a 
possible consequence can only have possible premisses. 
Obviously, modal logic is still insecure, though Wolff's treat- 
ment of apagogic proof in $98 is of some interest. From Wolffian 
principles it follows that the  notion of an entity not wholly 
determinate is 'imaginary', and that the indeterminate is only 
what is for us determinable, and that it will have t o  be deter- 
mined by a sufficient reason ( $ $ l  11, 11 7). There is no room 
in Wolffianism, any more than in Leibnizianism, for radical 
alternativity: Kant, however, will diverge from this position 
under the  influence of Crusius. 

All this leads, however, t o  Wolff's treatment of what he calls 
an entity: an entity is defined as any thing which can exist, 
t o  which existence is not repugnant. Thus warmth in this stone 
is a something, an entity, since a stone certainly can be warm 
or  a warm stone can exist. There does not need to  be any 
actual stone-warmth for us to have an entity before us. An 
entity is, however, rightly called fictitious o r  imaginary, if it 
lacks existence, which does not,  however, make it less of an 
entity. These near-Meinongian positions are of great contemp- 
orary interest, and form the spring-board for much of Kant's 
later criticisms of the ontological proof, which is Wolffian 
enough t o  treat 100 possible dollars as if they certainly were 
something. Wolff goes on t o  draw the distinctions of essential 
features and attributes, o n  the one hand, which always must 
belong t o  an entity, and its modes, o n  the other hand, which 
are merely the characters that it can have and also can not  
have. Obviously, however, something must be added t o  possi- 
bility to  raise it t o  full existence, and this Wolff is simply 
content t o  call the possibility-complement ($174). I t  rather 
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resembles the modal moment of Meinong. He proposes t o  deal 
with this possibility-complement separately in his discussions 
o f  different spheres, for example, theology, cosmology, and 
psychology, since the intrinsically sufficient reason which 
makes God an actual existent is not at all like the extrinsically 
sufficient reason which underlies existence in the cosmological 
sphere. It is deeply characteristic, and deeply interesting, that  
Wolff should make actuality a mere enrichment of the  possible, 
not  the  latter an impoverished abstraction from the  former. 
The efforts of Wittgenstein, Carnap, Ryle, Quine, and so o n  
have shown the  hopelessness of trying t o  elucidate the possible 
in terms of the actual: the traditional priority may well prove 
more successful. Both tendencies are of course manifest in 
Kant's treatments of possibility, the 'modern' in, for example, 
the Postulates of Empirical Thought, and the Wolffian in many 
'transcendental' contexts. Individuation does not,  for Wolff, 
represent a going beyond the possible. I t  merely occurs where 
we have the complete determination which the logico-ontological 
laws require, and there are, accordingly, imaginary and fictitious 
as well as real ones. The latter may be far more determinate 
than any characters in fiction, but they will still lack a final 
nuance o f  determination. There are, likewise, incompletely 
determinate specific and generic properties o f  individuals, 
all of which must rank among imaginary entities, though 
some, connected with actual instances, will obviously be less 
imaginary than others. Wolff has here developed points which 
Meinong was later t o  develop in his doctrine of complete and 
incomplete objects, and there are also many anticipations o f  
the modern theory of possible worlds. 

Modal differences have their apex in t h e  necessary, the 
possibility which represents the only possibility, whose con- 
trary is accordingly impossible, and which contrasts with the 
contingent, which always involves the two-pronged possibility 
of being when one is not,  and not being when one is. Wolff 
has the  insight t o  hold that the  possible is also the  necessarily 
possible, and the impossible the  necessarily impossible 
($8286-7): he implies, but does not  clearly say, that  the neces- 
sary is also the necessarily necessary. Certain confusions also 
lead him to  hold that whatever is, as long as it is, necessarily 
is ($280),  though hypothetical necessity, which is dependent 
o n  the possibilities of sufficient reasons, is suitably distinguished 
from absolute necessity ($302). Contingent entities can never 
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by their existence provide a sufficient reason for the existence 
of any of their members, nor is any series of contingent entities 
anything but a huge contingency. Spinoza might have read this 
with profit. The pathway to theology is therefore correctly 
prepared by Wolff in the very structuring of our modal notions, 
and is highly relevant to Kant's later treatments. At the end 
Wolff modestly claims that his notion of the necessary and the 
contingent conforms to ordinary usage - communi usui 
loguendi conformis - as well as to the received notions of 
philosophers ( $8326-7). 

The notion of order, so essential in abstract and empirical 
thought, is connected with a notion very prominent in Kantian- 
ism: the rule ($487). Dreams in which a person changes into 
someone else as one looks at him or vanishes altogether, 
or in which a hall in which people are assembled suddenly 
changes into a garden, are given as examples of disordered 
presentations: Wolff holds, as Kant was to hold later, that all 
experience cannot possibly be of this character. Truth then 
emerges as an intrinsic order among entities: Vei-itas adeo 
quae rebus ipsis intelligitur, est ordo in varietate eorum quae 
enti conveniunt (8495). The treatments of Suarez are here 
treated as fumbling and redundant. And perfection emerges 
when order takes the form of a consensus, when a great number 
of separate features or devices tend to a single outcome ($503). 
Perfection is in fact a higher-order regularity which presides 
over rules: it is much the same as the embracing hierarchy of 
genera and species which Kant was later to elaborate in his 
Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic, and to see as the 
phenomenal expression of God's absolute perfection. 

In the second half of Wolff's Ontology we deal with the 
notions of simple and composite entities which are so funda- 
mental in Leibnizian thought. Wolff begins, somewhat sur- 
prisingly, with complex entities, whose essence consists in the 
manner in which their parts are put together: to have knowledge 
of such an essence is to  know what sort of parts it consists 
of and how they are mutually conjoined ($534). We move in 
the territory of Russell's Princ@les and Wittgenstein's Tractutus. 
Complex entities permit of a coming into being when their 
elements are conjoined, and a passing away when their elements 
are disjoined, a sort of intelligible origin and extinction that 
is  quite impossible for simples. Diversity of entities is however 
held to  be impossible without that mutual externality that we 

call spatial: Wolff seems not to follow Leibniz in regarding 
space as merely confused or phenomenal. The notion of exten- 
sion is that of a complex unity of numerous entities external 
t o  one another ($548): anything which is a complex of parts 
external to  one another is necessarily extended ($550). In such 
extended entities, the parts have no differences except those of 
number: qualitative distinctions are irrelevant ($551). The 
continuity of the extended is explained in terms of the impos- 
sibility of inserting alien elements between their parts: in an 
interrupted entity, for example, a meditation, such insertions 
may be made ($555). Distance is defined in terms of a rnini- 
mum possibility of intercalation, that is, it is the shortest line 
between two separated parts (8561). Wolff takes great pains 
to show that his conceptions of the extended, the continuous, 
and the distant do not differ from those in ordinary usage, and 
involve no horror of the distinct as such (85567-8). Equally, 
we may add, they avoid the horror of the unified, which is 
characteristic of some modern analyses. 

After space we have time, as the order of such determinations 
of entities as are essentially and continuously successive: 
apart from the entities whose essence deploys itself in this 
successive manner there would be no such thing as time 
(8s522-4), though an imaginary time, abstracted from actual 
entities, may be a useful conception (8577). Duration is a sort 
of extent of the continuously successive, and has, like spatial 
extent, its measure (8580): simple existence defines the present, 
while past and future are defined by the having been or  being 
about to be of actual existence. Wolff solemnly tells us that 
Nullum ne fingiquidem potest tempus quod non fit vel praesens, 
vel praeteritum, vel futurum ($584), but he has no theory 
regarding the systematic, higher-order change in these modali- 
ties, so that what has been present becomes past, and what has 
been future present, nor has he a theory of absolutely initial 
states which never have been future, nor of absolutely terminal 
states which never will be past. Space and time are for him 
alike abstracted imaginary orders, a truth well understood 
by Leibniz, but hidden, Wolff holds, from the profoundly un- 
metaphysical mind (rzgonk metaphysicae minime tenax) of  a 
certain English writer on the Principles of Natural Philosophy 
whose name Wolff does not deign to mention, and who wrote, 
Wolff wrongly thinks, in his own tongue ($607). 

Complex entities have so far been accepted by Wolff without 
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a Leibnizian reduction to appearances; their existence is, 
however, held to be impossible without that of partlessly 
simple entities, their ultimate components ($686), on which 
Leibnizian theory is also built, and which Kant will acknowledge 
as unknowably peopling the noumenal sphere. Of simple 
entities none of the properties of extended things can be 
predicated: they are indivisible, without figure or magnitude, 
incapable of occupying space, or of being in external or internal 
motion. They cannot arise out of composite things, and must 
therefore either exist immutably, and of necessity, or have 
the ultimate reason for their existence in something else which 
exists of necessity, that is, God ($689). If they arise or pass 
away, they must do so in an instant, and out of, or into, nothing 
($$91-9). Simple entities are not, however, incapable of a 
number of distinct determinations, some coexistent and others 
successive, and some intrinsic while others involve extrinsic 
relationships (3706). Wolff gives the name of subject (not 
substance) to an entity conceived as having an essence, and as 
capable of internal and external modifications: to  everything 
that can be attributed to such a subject he gives the name of 
an adjunct ($71 1). He claims that his definition is quite free 
from imaginary elements, for example, that of conceiving of a 
subject as some sort of receptacle in which predicates can 
be deposited ($712), such as have haunted the Aristotelian 
tradition. 

Acting and suffering exist, in so far as the sufficient reasons 
for such changes are to be found in the essence of a subject- 
entity, or in that of some other subject-entity. But, behind 
all changeable, sufficient reasons must always lie certain more 
enduring, sufficient reasons, which will consist in the potencies 
of certain sorts of subject to act or suffer in certain ways 
( $57 15-16). All this leads to a centrally important concept, 
that of a vis or active force. Such a vis, Wolff holds, was 
never properly understood by the Aristotelians, who failed 
to distinguish it from the merely potential ($761). But just 
as there is a possibility-complement necessary to  raise the 
possible to the actual, so there has t o  be a dynamic-complement 
necessary to raise a mere potency for action to active power. 
This complement is covered by the name of vis or active force 
(@721-2). We experience such a vis inwardly when we try 
to push something that resists our efforts: remove such re- 
sistance, and the vis in our effort would result in appropriate 
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action, which would not result were the active force absent 
($724). Active forces, unimpeded, will result in continuous 
changes (§729), which seems to mean that they may also 
continuously change their expression. At a given time, however, 
a single active force will produce only one single action. Pro- 
positions follow which concern the measurement of active 
forces, and their amenability to mathematical treatment: the 
imaginary, yet useful, character of an abstraction which reduces 
a single, intense active force to a number of equal, yet less 
intense, components is fully recognized. 

All this leads up to  the Wolffian conception of a substance, 
an entity which is both perdurable and modifiable. It  has 
enduring sides to its active-passive nature, and sides which 
are essentially modifiable, and it is thereby distinguished from 
an accident, which is not modifiable, but can at best arise, last, 
and perish ($768). This conception of a substance as something 
inherently modifiable is held to accord better with ordinary 
notions, and to  be freer from obscurities, than the Aristotelian 
notion of an underlying subsistence and the support of accidents 
($771), which do not in any case differentiate between what is 
modifiable and what is not. The modifiable nature of a sub- 
stance involves, however, that it is always the seat of active 
forces which, whether remaining within one substance or  
passing from one substance to another, will continuously 
change the states of substances, unless resistances prevent 
($778). Composite substances can, however, have no essences 
and no inherent forces, but such as rest on those of their simple 
parts, which are, accordingly, the only genuine substances, 
so-called composite substances being merely aggregates 
($5793-4). Simple substances are then either finite or infinite, 
and, in the former case, dispose of only a limited amount of 
active force, which, determined by present factors, whether 
intrinsic or  extrinsic, and meeting with no  resistances, will 
push the substance on through the whole repertoire of modi- 
fications of which it is capable ($849). Infinite simple sub- 
stances, however, of which there can only be one, that is, 
God, dispose of an unlimited amount of active force; they are 
not pushed on from one realization to another, but are all that 
they can be, tout d'un coup ($838). But the unlimited power 
and freedom of God does not prevent us from speaking of 
Him analogically, as of one substance among others. We are 
obviously moving over Leibnizian territory, and over territory 
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that will in later discussions be traversed by Kant. Leibnizian, 
too, is the treatment of the relations of simple substances as 
in some manner imaginary, mirroring in part, certainly, the 
impact of the active powers of substances on one another, 
but also our  own conscious references of the one to the other 
($5856-7). The intricacies of joint causation, proximate and 
remote causation, instrumental and auxiliary causation, and 
so forth, are all treated exhaustively. 

Final causes are then held to  be a species of causes which 
depend on the active nature of intelligent substances, and which 
operate through common causes as their efficient means. There 
is, he holds, an indissoluble logical nexus between willing an 
end and willing its efficient means ($941). And in the web of 
efficient and final causation, linguistic and other artificial 
signs are shown to play an important part ($8958-67). What 
Wolff's remarkable ontology shows is the immense explanatory 
value of the conception of a limited number of wholly simple 
substantial units, characterized by fixed dynamic natures in 
terms of which their interactions can be predicted. He has 
successfully substituted a dynamic monadology for the con- 
scious monadology of Leibniz. Kant does not, in fact, in any 
way seek t o  modify this Wolffian machinery. He merely re- 
moves it from the purview of knowledge, and replaces it with 
phenomenal substitutes which work as if the unknowable 
machinery were operating behind them, and were in gear with 
the deep machinery of our own intuitive, conceptual, and 
explanatory subjectivity. 

iii 

We shall not attempt to follow Wolff through the applications 
of his ontology to  cosmology: the latter had, of course, a 
profound influence on Kant's dynamic theory of the founda- 
tions of physics. The arguments by which Wolff arrives at the 
measure of active force, as the product of a body's mass and 
the square of its velocity, are of interest for the history of 
science, not for philosophy. What is of philosophical interest 
is his view that, not only are extension, and all the secondary 
qualities necessarily connected with it, purely phenomenal, 
but also the empirical forces and resistances used to  explain 
them (Cosmology, $145). The nature of the forces present in 
the simple substances underlying empirical appearances, eludes 
us entirely; and whether they truly act, or only appear to  act on 
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one another, is something that we can never hope to  say. But in 
natural philosophy, Wolff holds, it is not essential t o  be able 
t o  answer ultimate questions, nor would a knowledge of their 
answers change our phenomenal explanations one whit, only 
provide a more adequate basis for them (Cosmology, $294). 
Obviously Wolff is not far from the Kantian doctrine of  the 
unknowable, necessarily thinkable, Nournenon or  Object- 
in-itself. 

There are also doctrines profoundly important for the 
understanding of Kant in Wolff's Rational Psychology. His 
definition of rational psychology as covering the essential 
possibilities ($84-5), as we11 as the empirical actualities, of 
psychic life also ranges him among the predecessors of Husserl's 
phenomenology, as does his recognition of the intentional 
character of psychic activity, inasmuch as in all perceptions 
the psyche must distinguish what it perceives from itself qua 
perceiving subject. He also stresses that apperception o f  self- 
consciousness can only arise where there is a consciousness 
of  change in our mental activity ($12), a very Kantian point, 
and when this consciousness is not obscure, bu t  clear. Obscure 
perceptions, which fail to  present their objects lucidly, also 
fail t o  present themselves lucidly ($19). Wolff therefore holds, 
as Kant was later to  hold, that all clear consciousness of objects, 
and of their distinctions and relations, is also clear conscious- 
ness of subjective activity, and of  the distinction of the former 
from the latter (8821-2). The retention of past states of  ob- 
jectivity and of concurrent subjective acts is also essential 
t o  self-consciousness, as in the Kantian doctrine of synthesis 
($924-5). 

Since all bodies are complex aggregates of simple substances, 
and since a psychic entity has nothing of aggregation about 
it, it is a simple substance and necessarily incorporeal ($848-9); 
materialistic monisms which hold all substances t o  be corporeal 
are therefore refuted ($50). Psychic substances must, however, 
have this in common with the simple substances underlying 
material aggregates, that they are endowed with a force 
which enables them to  change their state continuously: they 
will at one time feel, at another time imagine, at another time 
attend to  their perceptions, a t  another time abstract, o r  reason, 
or desire, o r  wish ($61),  and will represent the whole universe 
t o  themselves from the standpoint of their organized bodies 
($862-3), the sensations from which provide the necessary 
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foundation for all their other psychic changes ($562-8). All 
the possible modifications of the psyche have, therefore, 
their essence in a representative force directed upon the whole 
universe from a definite bodily centre ($69): whatever does 
not have its point of origin in such bodily representation 
must be miraculous or supernatural ($$70-1). But, despite 
its close involvement with the composite body, the psyche 
as a simple, representative substance is quite different from any- 
thing composite, and obeys its own essential and peculiar laws. 

From the vastly ramifying Wolffian treatments of sensation, 
imagination, memory, attention, and intellect a few extracts 
will suffice. Sensations represent the composite in the simplicity 
of the representing subject, but Wolff is happily free from the 
Lockean and Kantian mistake which attributes all composition 
to that subject. Sensuous composition stems from the bodily 
composition that is being represented, not from the subject, 
which only brings it to a focus ($84). Representation, however, 
proceeds only to a certain point, and beyond that there is only 
confused representation of minute bodily structure: such con- 
fused representation may, however, be, as such, clear, as witness 
our clear awareness of distinctions of colour ($96). The sensuous 
idea of continuous extension, clear as it is for geometrical 
purposes, none the less represents relations of simples which 
altogether transcend sense-experience ( $1 03). The geometrical 
properties of space are all imaginary representations of the 
underlying coexistences of basic simples ( $51 06-7). Inertia 
and resistance are based on the passive properties of elementary 
simples, but we have a confused representation of them in the 
sensuous experience of resistance ($108). The motor force 
of elementary simples reveals itself confusedly, on the other 
hand, in the awareness of  trends which our own body resists, 
as when we hold a heavy body in our hand ($109). Wolff 
then traces perceived structures back to other structures dis- 
coverable in such bodily organs as the retina, and says much 
that is well observed and to the point, but no longer interesting. 

From sensation Wolff proceeds to imagination and memory, 
the former being regarded, in Leibnizian fashion, as a very 
confused representation, arising according to fixed laws, of all 
the previous states of the psyche's bodily aggregate, and 
through this of the whole past of the universe ($5182-4). 
But he also extends the range of the imagination, more con- 
fusedly, to all the future states of the psyche's body and the 
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concurrent states of the whole universe ($5185-93). We dispose, 
in fact, in confused form, of an infinitely extended awareness 
of all past arid future states of the world, thereby revealing 
ourselves to be an image, though infinitely confused, of God's 
clear awareness of everything ($186). In these Leibnizian 
doctrines Wolff is believing, as the modern phenomenologists 
believe, that our experience is always of a single, total world, 
extending as a horizon beyond whatever local fragments 
sensation and perception manage to pick out. He does not 
proceed, in a desperate empirical fashion, to construct the 
whole experienced world out of sensational fragments. Kant, 
we may say, shows a confusedly divided allegiance, in his 
doctrine of the Productive and the Reproductive Imagination, 
to both Locke and Leibniz-Wolff: would that he had clung 
whole-heartedly to the latter. The theory of imagination is 
further buttressed by a theory of cerebral 'images', similar 
to those produced by actual sense-impacts in the past ($206); 
and the presence of imagination, as a supplement to sensation, 
is, in Kantian fashion, everywhere acknowledged ( $232). 
Memory is seen as a particular exercise of imagination, in- 
volving either a clear or a confused recognition of something 
as having been previously experienced ( $5279-8 1) : the latter 
is immensely aided by the use of words. The syntheses of  
successive acts of meaning into a single, total, but indistinct, 
memory-act are admirably sketched, and Wolff stresses that 
such meaning-synthesis of words is far clearer than any visual 
o r  other non-verbal synthesis ($8287-8). He also holds that 
syntheses must have a neural representation ( $29 I ) ,  concerning 
which he makes interesting suggestions. 

The higher mental processes are all based by Wolff on the 
special activity of attention, which has the power t o  give 
clarity and prominence to  parts of what is presented and to 
keep them longer in such clarity and existence ($374). Such 
selective clarity has, of course, its neural representation, and is 
also connected with the movements and positions of the sense- 
organs ($375). But attention, which raises anything to special 
clarity, will necessarily also turn away from other parts and 
aspects of what is presented ($377). The intellect, a power 
essential to the human psyche, begins to function when singulars 
are compared, and when their universal sorts or  kinds are 
brought to clarity by attention, and are given fixity by means 
of names ($392). The consciousness of the universal is not 
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directly represented by anything corporeal, but  the  words 
which accompany it must have a neural representation ($395). 
The coverage of a universal term will be fixed by definition, 
but a real as opposed t o  a nominal definition will select the 
real essence and attributes o f  some sort of entity. This real 
essence is of course not t o  be confused with that of the 
individual essences of the simples underlying what is thus 
defined: it is only a confused, general representation of their 
organized outcome ($401). Next, as regards syllogistic and 
other types of reasoning, Wolff does not  hesitate to  give them 
a neural representation which anticipates a computer-type 
mechanism ( $8415-16), but will of course avoid materialism 
through his acceptance of the pre-established harmony. In all 
reasoning about the world, the principle of sufficient reason 
will play a central role, everywhere discovering the general 
reasons in virtue of which what happens t o  one entity chimes 
in with what happens t o  others. The justification for assuming 
that reasons are general, rather than wholly individual, is 
nowhere discussed by Wolff, but the simplicity of substances 
perhaps guarantees their uniformity of operation, while their 
derivation from a single, supreme substance will likewise 
guarantee the ordered affinity of their essences. 

The conative-affective side of psychic life is rather summarily 
dealt with by Wolff ($5480-529), and will be the foundation 
of his moral theory. His doctrine is predominantly hedonistic: 
the psyche is by nature such as t o  tend towards what is clearly 
discerned as pleasurable, that is, good, and away from what is 
clearly discerned as unpleasurable, that is, evil ( $52 1). Freedom 
of  will is simply determination by clear ideas which seem t o  
correspond t o  what will truly give pleasure or displeasure, and 
is therefore always determined by a sufficient reason. Such a 
reason may, however, differ from one psyche to  another, owing 
t o  the differing individuality of its inclinations and satisfactions 
($528). Freedom, in the sense of being able to  decide without 
an overriding reason, has no place in the Wolffian theory. 

Wolff's Rational Psychology must, however, be completed 
by a consideration of the possible relation between the psyche, 
or simple representative substance, and the aggregated mass 
of non-representative units which amount phenomenally t o  
its body. Is the relation between psyche and its phenomenal 
bodily aggregate to  be interpreted as involving a direct physical 
influx, in which a change of state in the one is a sufficient 

reason for a change of state in the other? Or does the relation 
demand a circuit through the infinite agency of God, and is it 
then a case of an ever recurring, occasionalist miracle on  God's 
part, or of  a harmony pre-established by God for all possible 
occasions ($553)? Wolff is clear that these hypotheses are only 
acceptable if their consequences agree with observation, but he 
also asserts that, whichever o f  such hypotheses we adopt, the 
phenomenal facts will always be as if the psyche and the bodily 
aggregate regularly influenced one another. Phenomenal cor- 
relation of psyche with bodily aggregate is a given matter of  
fact, and a necessary presupposition of any metaphysical 
hypothesis. The hypothesis of a direct physical influx will, 
however, involve something like a transfer of force from one 
substance or  set of substances t o  another, and of such a transfer 
we can frame no notion whatever, not even a confused one, 
since all that we can ever observe is psychic change following 
upon a bodily change o r  vice versa ($573). Wolff, we may note, 
has not needed t o  read Hume to  arrive at this essentially 
Humean position. But from a hypothesis which involves some- 
thing of which we can form no notion we can proceed neither 
t o  a confident assertion nor a rejection (58574-5). We are 
dealing with an 'occult quality', a thing abhorred since the time 
of Descartes ($582). And, quite apart from this surd element, 
the hypothesis will involve an addition to ,  o r  a subtraction 
from, the  total amount of active force in the  universe; which is 
contrary t o  the order of physical nature, since it treats a force, 
not as a necessary apanage of some substance, but  as itself a 
quasi-substantial packet which can be passed from one substance 
t o  another (55578-81). T o  speak of a physical influx between 
soul and body is, in fact, t o  employ empty expressions, without 
intelligible sense or  use ($5554-5), and without empirical 
testability (§587), and hence devoid of even a vestige o f  prob- 
ability ($588). 

The system of occasional causes is more favourably con- 
sidered, since the operation of an omnipotent deity is not 
something of which it can be said that we can form no  concept 
whatever. Difficulty, however, arises if divine interference 
increases the amount of active force in the universe: it has been 
argued that it can, at most, be able to  alter its direction, but 
even this, as has been shown by Huyghens, requires an incre- 
ment of active force (595-7). And, even so, the  theory violates 
the principle of sufficient reason, since there is nothing, whether 
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in the soul or the bodily aggregate, which can justify such divine 
interference ($606). The hypothesis, while not empty, involves 
a set of perpetually repeated, inadequately motivated miracles. 
All these difficulties are however avoided, Wolff holds, by the 
Leibnizian theory of pre-established harmony. Active forces 
are accidents chained to the substances which they characterize, 
and cannot migrate from one substance to another ($613). 
But bodily mechanisms and mental purposes may accord with 
one another without mutual influence, and everything in either 
could have happened just as it does, independently of what 
happened in the other ($618). Everything, in fact, will then 
happen naturally and not supernaturally ($5622-3). The 
hypothesis depcnds, of course, on acceptance of an omniscient, 
omnipotent God, and is therefore not available to atheists or 
sceptics ($$626-8). But it is not to be regarded, as Newton 
and Clarke thought, as involving a perpetual miracle, since 
a perpetual miracle would be really no miracle at all. 

iv 

We may turn finally to Christian Wolff's remarkable Natural 
Theology, in which will be found the foundations of many 
of the positions which Kant criticized, yet with his own reserva- 
tions, also accepted. The work consists of two parts, the first 
a posteriori, the second a pn'ori: the former corresponds to 
Kant's cosmoIogical approach to  the divine existence, the latter 
to  his ontological approach. In the a posteriori treatment 
Wolff, like Descartes in one of his arguments, begins by assum- 
ing the existence of the human psyche. This existence requires 
a sufficient reason, which must ultimately reside in a being 
which carries its own reason for existing in itself, and is ac- 
cordingly a necessary being, one that has aseity or self-existence. 
The psyche must then either itself be such a self-existent being, 
or must depend on one ($524-8). The existence of such a 
necessary being could only be ruled out if it were inherently 
impossible: it involves, however, no inner contradiction, and 
so, being possible, and also the only possibility, is also actual 
and necessary ($34). (Wolff does not, of course, consider 
the Kantian argument that existence, being extrinsically attached 
t o  essence, can never be necessarily connected with it.) The 
self-existent is then proved to be without origin or termination 
(5835-43), and also to be essentially incomposite and un- 
extended: from this it is clear that the mundus adspectabilis or 

given world cannot be self-cxistent ($50). But even the simple 
elements which underlie this world cannot be self-existent, for, 
since such .a  world is wholly dctermined by their inherent 
forces, it would itself then be self-existcnt, which has been 
shown to be absurd ($52). But the soul itself cannot be held 
to be an ens a se ($59), since it is essentially representative 
of  the existent world, and shares in its essential contingency. 
The ens a se is therefore wholly other than this adspectable 
world or its non-adspectable constituents ($62). None the less 
it must be by considering what is required to explain the 
existence of the adspectable world and its constituents that 
the properties o f  the ens a se can be ascertained ($65). 

The very important proposition ($66) is then proved that, 
since one self-existent being suffices to explain the contingent 
existence of the adspectable world and its non-adspectable 
constituents, there can be no sufficient reason for the existence 
of  more than one such being, who accordingly must be given 
the religious name of God ($67). A plurality of independent, 
adspectable worlds springing from such a being can next be 
rejected, because there could be no sufficient reason for making 
them wholly alike, and, if not wholly alike, no sufficient 
reason for giving them such unlikeness when they have nothing 
to do with one another. But, since,God must have had some- 
thing like an intellectual vision of all possible worlds, and a 
free will to realize one of them rather than another, He must 
without doubt be describable as having something analogous to 
an intelligence and a will, and so being something analogous 
to  a spiritual being ($$121-5). 

The intelligence, power, and goodness of God are then argued 
for in several long sections, and their deep difference from our 
intelligence, power, and goodness fully emphasized. The divine 
intelligence surveys the existent world in all its plenitude of  
systematic detail, and it surveys every other possible world in 
the same plenitude o f  detail as our own ($5146-9). But though 
thus exhaustively visionary, God's simplicity will prevent Him 
from having anything like a body, and hence anything like 
sense or imagination ($8164, 157-8). Such an intelligence 
must be wholly incomprehensible to such as ourselves (5172). 
Its ideas will be wholly necessary and unconfused, but it will 
understand all forms and degrees of confusion in its ideas of 
human and other possible souls ($198). Its cognition will 
extend over both the intelligible and the sensible worlds, the 
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former being the whole ordered aggregation of simple sub- 
stances which constitute the world as it re Vera is, the latter 
the complex of appearances proceeding from the former, and 
represented in the confused perceptions of souls ($203). Of 
all such intelligible and sensible possibilities the divine intel- 
ligence will have a simultaneous, distinct, and self-conscious 
awareness which Christian Wolff describes as 'intuitive'. He will, 
of course, in these doctrines be faintly echoed by Kant. And 
the divine intelligence will further be aware of a whole a priori 
world of rational conceptions which will apply in every possible 
world: God will in short, among cther things, be the supreme 
philosopher ($268). And His knowledge will further embrace 
all the possibilities of rational or irrational error of which 
fallible men have been, o r  might be, capable ($8307-10). 

From the divine intelligence Wolff then proceeds to  the 
divine power and will. God can only will the possible, but since 
every possibility stands opposed to  a counter-possibility, mere 
possibility can never be a sufficient reason for being willed by 
God ($315). What alone can serve as a sufficient reason for 
willing the realization of one world rather than another, can 
only be its superior degree of perfection, which is defined as 
its resolution of all particular reasons for this or that case of 
succession or  coexistence into one comprehensive, unitary 
reason ($324). God accordingly, we may say, has chosen t o  
realize the most intricately coherent of worlds rather than 
any other: such maximal perfection is unaffected by the im- 
perfections of countless of its parts ($8326-7). And God has 
chosen to  realize this best of all possible worlds because He 
ought to  have done so ($334), but it is also the world which 
pleases Him best ($330), and which He has freely willed with- 
ou t  outer or inner compulsion ($$323, 351). Wolff is bound 
to  admit that this most perfect of all worlds is also necessarily 
the  seat o f  much physical, metaphysical, and moral evil 
($5373-6). The absence of such evil would, however, make a 
world less intrinsically eligible than ours, and hence God could 
have had no sufficient reason to  realize it ($5377-8). But the 
limitation of human vision and understanding necessarily 
imparts an element of the inscrutable to  God's choice of the 
best ($398). 

In the second part of Christian Wolff's Natural Theology, 
the being and attributes of God receive a purely a prion' demon- 
stration. This treatment corresponds to  what Kant called an 

ontological, as the previous a posteriori treatment corresponds 
to  his cosmological, approach. Wolff begins with a definition 
of the Lxibnizian concept of compossibility, compossibles 
being properties which can belong together to  a single subject 
($1). The essentials, the attributes, and modes of every sub- 
stance are necessarily compossible (582, 3), and a most perfect 
being is defined as one in which all real compossibilia, that  is, 
not merely confused, phenomenal properties such as colour, , 

I are present in the highest degree ($6). Reality is, however, 

I itself something which admits of distinct degrees: either it is 

I contingent, and could itself possibly not exist, or it is necessary, 
1 and could not possibly not exist. The latter sort of reality has 

also a higher degree of existence than the former ($20).  A 
perfect being will, however, combine all compossible real 
attributes in their very highest degree, and will therefore also 

I exist necessarily. There is, however, nothing impossible in the  
I notion of  a being thus comprehensively real ($812-13, 19),  
I which will therefore include the higher grade of being, that  is, 

necessary being, among its perfections ($$20-1). Such a being 
is therefore in the unique position of being actual and neces- 
sarily actual if it is merely possible. Wolff correctly sees that it 
is only if there is some internal logical flaw in the conception 

I of an all-perfect, necessary being - a flaw such as Kant was 

1 later to  try t o  establish, at least as regards the  phenomenal sense 
I of existence - that its reality would not follow from its mere 
I possibility: it could not be possible if it were not also real, 

since there is no possibility that its reality does not cover. God, 
therefore, an all-perfect, necessary being, necessarily exists 

f ($21), and exists in virtue of His sheer essence and possibility 
($827-8). Granted its premisses, this conclusion is valid: if 
necessity of existence is possible, then necessity of existence 
obtains. 

The eternity, simplicity, immateriality, eminent substantia- 
lity, and supercosmic status of God are then demonstrated in 
a manner that we need not go into, and so also is His eminent 
representation of all possible worlds, of which Wol ff now gives 
a second, alternative treatment. The point is made that God's 
knowledge of all the primary possibilities of being is simply 
part of His own self-knowledge ($89), and that the  secondary 
possibilities realized in finite things are merely limitations o f  

1 what is contained in that self-knowledge (§$91, 102). This is 
I the sort of reconciliation of transcendent theism with immanent 
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antheism which is also to be found in Aquinas. The essences 
of finite things are then all the compossible combinations of P 
the limitations of the unlimited possibilities comprised in God's 
nature and self-knowledge ($94). To this, however, the prin- 
ciple of sufficient reason adds the demand that all such finite 
essences must be linked, as regards their possibility, with the 
possible realization of other finite essences which will serve 
as their hypothetically necessary pre-conditions ($95). What 
God can realize is therefore not only an internally self-consistent, 
but also a positively coherent and profoundly interdependent 
world of finite essences, whose unlimited forms all enter as 
aspects into His own essence ($96). 

The eminent peculiarities of  God's intelligence are then 
considered at vast length, and not very differently from what 
we had before. It  is not very interesting to consider the ana- 
logical manner in which God can be said to have eyes, ears, a 
memory, and so forth. A long consideration is also given to 
the peculiarities of divine volition, which repeats most of what 
was previously established. We learn, among other things, 
that God is supremely pleased with Himself (§203), that He 
is never troubled or bored (§205), is only affected by the 
unconfused notion of the good ( 52 13),  and is deeply concerned 
for the felicity of finite beings such as men ($234), and that 
compassion, hatred, anger, and so on can in an analogical 
manner be attributed to Him, but not vacillation, shame, 
terror, hilarity, and so on. 

We then pass on to consider creation, the bringing into 
being of contingent existences, whose properties are all limita- 
tions of the divine properties. Such creation is necessarily limited 
to simples, since, given simples, everything aggregated and 
derivative follows ($313); a different world would only be 
possible, if all its constituent simples were different ($322). 
There are no trans-world existences in the Wolffian unlike the 
Kripkean ontology. The intelligible world is simply the idea 
of all these simple essences as contained in the infinite in- 
tellect of God, and all consistent by virtue of the principle 
of contradiction, and all interlocking by virtue of the prin- 
ciple of sufficient reason. God was logically capable of not 
creating the simple substances underlying our present world 
(§355), but such creation had its sufficient reason in God's 
essence and attributes ($362). It  was a good thing, in fact 
the best thing, to do, and so it behoved  id to do it ($361). 

The Historical Background 57 

Christian Wolff in fact reaches the Spinozistic conclusion 
that God could not have created the world otherwise than 
He has in fact created it, nor had He any wish to do so ( $376). 

v 

We have dealt inadequately with the valuable, vastly under- 
valued scholastic system of Christian Wolff as providing the 
framework within which Kant developed his critical opinions. 
The doctrine of simple substances behind phenomena, of  
whose character and energies knowledge is impossible, the 
doctrine of the phenomenal character of space, and in some 
aspects of time, the reference of all contingently existent 
substances to an all-real, necessary being, of whom nothing 
like phenomena1 knowledge and existence can be predicated: 
these and many other doctrinal points are part of the heritage 
within which Kant matured his critical doctrine, and which he 
continued to use in his quest for phenomenal substitutes and 
representatives of what he no longer believed we could know. 

We now pass from Christian Wolff to his more profoundly 
neglected but brilliant successor, Christian August Crusius, 
whose criticism of the Wolffian foundations had a great in- 
fluence on Kant. Kant described him, in a public dissertation 
given in 1755, as acutissimus Crusius,' quem inter Germaniae 
non dicam philosophos, sed philosophiae promotores profiteer 
vix cuiquam secundum, and from whom he certainly took 
over certain important positions. The notion of certainties 
that were universal and necessary without being analytic, the 
connection of these with the structure and make-up of the 
investigating mind, the criticism of the principle of sufficient 
reason as providing a complete answer to  most philosophical 
questions: all these and other points influenced Kant's thought 
profoundly, and it would have been well if at certain points, 
for example, the preformation epistemology, he had followed 
the lead of  Crusius, instead of moving in directions that some- 
times savour of gratuitously constructive subjectivism. The 
most important works of Crusius are the Entwurf der not- 
wendigen Vernunftwahrheiten (Sketch of the ~ e c e s & r ~  Truths 
of Reason) of 1745, and the Weg zur Gewissheit und Zuver- 
lassigkeit der menschlichen Erkenntnis (Way to the Certainty 
and Reliability of Human Knowledge) of 1747. We shall briefly 
sketch the main points made in the former. 

The Entwurf consists of  four subordinate treatises, one on 
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ontology, one on natural theology, one on cosmology, and one 
on pneumatology (Crusius's name for rational psychology). 
The ontology begins with the assertion that there are two 
species of  truths, necessary and contingent, and that metaphysics 
is entirely concerned with the necessary species ($1). Such 
necessity is to  be conceived not relatively to  anyone's know- 
ledge, but absolutely: the necessary truths of metaphysics must 
be truths in any possible world ($2). The concepts to  which 
metaphysics must dig down, and which it must seek to combine 
in necessary truths, must, further, be the simple, absolutely 
basic concepts which are involved in any dealing with anything 
whatsoever, and must be as much present in utterly familiar 
and common material as in what is most elaborate and rare ($9). 

From these reflections Crusius proceeds to consider the 
nature of a thing (Ding) as such, and distinguishes between 
things in a wide sense, as being anything of which we can think 
at all, and things in a narrower sense as being only such things 
in the wider sense as also have a being outside of our thought, 
and are such as we think them ( $1 1). Things in the wide sense, 
however, assert themselves into the two species of possible 
and impossible things, the latter being frequently called unthings 
(Undinge). The criterion of  the possible thing is that it can 
on some reflection be thought, whereas the unthing or  impos- 
sible thing cannot on reflection be thought ($12). A thing 
invoIving a contradiction cannot be thought, but there are also 
things which involve no contradiction, and yet cannot be 
thought of or be, and there are things which combine properties 
which can, without contradiction, be separated, though their 
separation can neither be thought of nor be. The law of con- 
tradiction is not therefore the sole arbiter of the possible and 
the impossible: there are impossibilia which are not self- 
contradictory, and there are necessities whose negations are 
not self-contradictory ($14). In this important section Crusius 
is recognizing the existence of what Kant was later to  call 
a priori synthetic truths. But in all such cases it is, for Crusius, 
our ability or inability to think certain propositions which 
determines their modal status ($15). Crusius further gives a 
psychologistic account of reality (Wirklichkeit) and connects 
it with sensation: the real is what some sensation, whether 
external or internal, compels us to think. This doctrine has 
left its trace in Kant, for example, in his Postulates of Empirical 
Thought. Crusius further distinguishes between complete things 

The Historical Background 59 

which require nothing beyond themselves in order to  be, and 
incomplete, that is, abstracted things, which, though they may 
be real, require something beyond themselves in order t o  be, 
and which can only exist as properties, o r  in the setting, of 
something else ( $1 8). 

From the general notion of things, Crusius passes to  consider 
their essence and their existence. The former consists, in a wide, 
metaphysical sense, of everything that has to  be thought in the 
case o f a  thing, and that distinguishes it from other things (519). 
In this wide sense of essence, many determinations are included, 
for which others might have been substituted, and a complete 
thing is of course fully determined in every respect, positive 
or negative. All positive determinations involve, however, an 
aspect of power which may be that of the thing itself, o r  which 
may spring from other things ($29). This leads on to a Crusian 
version of the principle of sufficient reason: that everything 
that at some time begins to  have a property it did no t  have 
before, must necessarily owe this to the operative power of 
some other thing ($31), which is the real ground of this pro- 
perty. This principle is justified, not by any appeal to  the prin- 
ciple of contradiction, which Crusius regards as empty, bu t  by 
our inability to  dispense with it in our thinking, though we 
may no  doubt try to  do so. But he refuses to  hold that such a 
real ground is t o  be identified with an ideal o r  epistemic ground 
which will enable us to know what a thing will be like deter- 
minately. Crusius further holds that real grounds may be to  
some extent indeterminate in their working ( §38), a conception 
that Kant was later to  adopt in his notion of noumenal spon- 
taneity. The necessary and contingent properties of a thing 
are distinguished by Crusius in the usual manner, and the 
former called the Grundwesen or basic essence of the thing: 
this is a narrower concept than its metaphysical essence, which, 
in Leibnizian fashion, includes all its accidental and relational 
properties. 

From essence Crusius passes to  existence, which he connects 
with position in space and time: a thing thought of, o r  essentially 
possible, will exist if it has a place somewhere and occurs 
a t  a definite time ( $47). Crusius resists the objection that  there 
is a covert circle in this definition, in that a thing which exists 
must be acknowledged to  be somewhere or somewhen: he 
argues that being is a wider concept than existence, and that 
it includes essential o r  possible being and being for thought. To 
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these, existence only adds a definite location in space and 
time. Crusius does not consider the difficulties raised by things 
which have only a fictitious position in space and time, for 
example, some characters in Sir Walter Scott's novels. But his 
view of the connection of space and time with all we can know 
or think to be phenomenally real or existent, is, of course, 
also the doctrine of  Kant. Space, Crusius further argues, is 
not a property or  relation inhering in existing things or sub- 
stances: it is rather a basic something in which things or 
substances must inhere in order to  exist at all ($49). The 
connection between real existence and spatial location is, 
moreover, not a trivial matter of definition: we can indeed 
distinguish existence from spatial location, but we cannot 
seriously think of the former without connecting it with the 
latter ($50). Crusius rejects the Leibnizian objection to space, 
as being neither a substance nor a property: his answer is 
that it exists in the sense of being an abstract aspect of exis- 
tence, of which the substantial and the attributive are neces- 
sary aspects. Space is indeed no separate, complete thing, 
but it necessarily enters into every separate, complete thing, 
and God must everywhere occupy it, whether finite substances 
occupy it or not. Such divine occupation need not imply 
extension in the occupier, since extension only applies to 
divisible, complex substances ($51). Crusius's doctrine of 
time resembles his doctrine of space: time is not a substance; 
it is only an incomplete, but necessary, ingredient in whatever 
really exists ($54), and a substance can only really have pro- 
perties if it has them at some time or other. But God, an 
eternal substance, must exist invariantly at all times, as He 
must at all places ($55). 

After thus connecting existence with space and time, Crusius 
goes on to consider the conception of a real or  causal ground, 
which he refuses to confuse with an epistemic or  ideal ground 
which has no necessary connection with causation. If a thing 
begins at some time to  manifest a property that it did not 
previously manifest, we have to connect this in thought with 
the active power of some other thing. Such a power can be 
either actually operative or living, or merely potential and 
inoperative. All this has to be thought, not by virtue of the 
empty principle of contradiction, but by virtue of a necessity 
of thought which compels us to connect ideas in a certain 
manner, even though it would not be self-contradictory not to  

connect them thus ($31). What is here extremely interesting is 
Crusius's view that a real ground may not serve us as a predic- 
tive, epistemic ground, because it may be such as to be capable 
of operating in alternative directions, without requiring any 
additional factor to determine in which of these it will operate. 
This particular sort of real ground is only t o  be found in exer- 
cises of rational freedom, and not in those of unconscious 
nature. But it remains perfectly intelligible and possible none 
the less, and we have a sufficient ground when we attribute a 
man's choice of A rather than B to  his use of freedom, even 
though we then have no determining or  epistemic ground. 
When we know that a man freely chose to  do  A rather than 
B, though he could have chosen either, we have an entirely 
adequate explanation of his action, which imports lucidity, 
not confusion, into our view of the world (see $338, 82-3). 
This very illuminating conception of the spontaneous as a 
species, and not a violation, of causality, is of course one 
that Kant employed in his conception of noumenal freedom, 
even though the conceptual terror inspired in him by Newtonian 
physics made it impossible for him t o  hold t o  it in his con- 
ceptions of phenomenal nature. 

After an interesting treatment (ch. VI), of unity, combination, 
diversity, and identity, Crusius goes on to  the concept so 
important in the Leibnizian tradition, that of simplicity. 
Simplicity is defined, not as the absence of parts distinguishable 
in thought, which everything has and must have, but  o f  parts 
separable in reality ($105). It is held to  be evident that separ- 
ability of parts goes together with extension, and vice versa 
($108). And it is also taken as axiomatic that, wherever there 
are complex things, there necessarily are simple things which 
are their ultimate parts, and from whose powers all the powers 
of the complex things must be derived ($1 11). Such ultimate 
simples are not, however, to  be identified with mathematical 
points, which are unreal abstractions: their simplicity is rather 
to be seen in the indivisibility of their powers ($1  16), which 
is not incompatible with their pervasion of a finite region, or 
their possession of distinct sides ($117). Obviously, Crusius 
is working towards the idea of dynamic atoms, each holding 
sway over a definite territory, a notion to  which many other 
philosophers, including Kant, have argued. 

Chapter VIII of Crusius's Ontology deals with the concepts 
of the necessary and the contingent, as applying to  existence 
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and to the possession of properties. Something is held to be 
necessary when it is, or  is the case, and when there could not 
be anything that could make it not be, or not be the case, 
whereas it is contingent if it depends on causes that might have 
operated differently ($1 21). This account does not of course 
escape circularity. But we can also define the necessary and the 
contingent psychologically, and say that something is necessary 
if its negation cannot be thought, and contingent if its negation 
can be thought. (The circularity is here very evident.) It is 
held to be important to distinguish unconditional necessity 
from conditioned or hypothetical necessity ($125), and Crusius, 
like Kant, applies the concept of the hypothetically necessary 
where the absolute freedom o f  an initial decision still leaves 
all its hypothetically necessary consequences quite open ($126). 
He holds it to be axiomatically true, as Kant was to argue 
in the Thesis of his Third Antinomy, that states of affairs which 
have a merely hypothetical necessity must go back to acts of 
freedom which are without absolute necessity, though they 
are exercises of  causality, and so provide sufficient reasons 
for what issues from them (5129). The simplicity of God, 
taken as a being that exists with absolute necessity, is held 
to be evident, since only a simple being can be independent of 
any coming together of prior parts (51 30). 

The Ontology ends with a discussion of perfection, which 
is measured dynamically by the sum total of the effects which 
a thing can produce, or, what is the same, by the sum total 
of the positive reality that can be ascribed to it ($180). This 
sum total may be finite or infinite, and it may or may not 
be relative to the thing's essential capacities. A thing may 
be perfect of its kind, and yet imperfect relatively to a larger 
or to an infinite capacity ($142). Crusius is well aware of the 
difficulties involved in determining what the essential capacities 
of a thing are, and when it can be said to be exercising them 
perfectly: he holds, however, that we can, by a careful study 
of the observable structure and behaviour of things, frame 
reliable judgements as to the degree to which they are being 
perfectly or  imperfectly actual or active ($183). And he be- 
lieves that rational theology and ethics are sufficiently clear 
to enable us to state the ends in terms of which human and 
divine perfection can be determined. 

The Historical Background 6 3  

G +  
The Ontology leads on to a Theology which is not of particular 
originality or interest: the most important sections are those 
dealing with arguments in support of the divine existence. 
Crusius is here somewhat inconsistent, for, while he has been 
willing at one point ($137), to deduce the divine existence 
ontologically from the mere notion of a perfect being, he at 
a later point turns his back on  all such approaches, and holds 
it t o  be impossible to argue to  the divine existence from any- 
thing but God's putative works (5235). The  ontological proof, 
he holds, confuses a being merely entertained in thought with 
a real being independent of thinking,, and tries to  argue from 
the former to the latter. Of theistic arguments based o n  putative 
works an endless number are possible, some demonstrative, 
some practically demonstrative, some only of finite probability. 
All of these arguments should be canvassed, since even a strict 
demonstration need not always be experienced as cogent, 
and since there are apparent as well as genuine cogencies ( $207). 
Of such arguments Crusius gives as an instance one that argues 
from the contingent existence of the vastly many simple sub- 
stances, which must underlie all natural being, to  the existence 
of a sufficient cause, which will have to  be both simple and 
also necessary, that is, God (5209). A similar argument bases 
itself on the whole series of changes of which the world consists, 
and which necessarily point to a first, spontaneously active 

' 

cause without whose freedom there would be no sufficient 
cause for the total series (5213). Crusius rings the changes 
on  similar arguments from the contingency of the cosmos 
as a whole ($217), from the preservation of species ($218), 
and from the continued existence of individuals, of which 
we ourselves are the most poignant instance. In all these cases 
Crusius appeals to necessities of thought which are not guar- 
anteed by the law of contradiction. Tacitly he assumes the 
pre-Reformation principle which Kant is later to question: that 
what we are unable to  think is also what cannot be, o r  that the 
structure of our minds must be accommodated to the structure 
of the real. 

From Theology Crusius proceeds to  Cosmology, the doctrine 
of the essential properties of Worlds (5347). He admits the 
basic difficulties of the enterprise, since we cannot be sure that 
certain things found in our world belong to  its necessary or to  
its contingent structure, for example, the presence of light and 
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colours, of animals, and so on; and so will, or will not be 
found, in every possible world ($348). The law of contradiction 
alone will not decide such questions: we have also to determine 
carefully what we can and cannot think. Modern possible- 
worlds logic experiences similar difficulties. Crusius thinks that 
the following are at least some necessary properties of any and 
every world: (a) that the existence of a world is contingent, and 
not, like that of God, necessary; (b) that a world cannot consist 
of a single individual creature; (c) that a world must necessarily 
combine and unify the things that are in it, and do so in a real, 
and not merely ideal, manner; (d) that a world must be com- 
prehensive, and not merely part of some more comprehensive 
unity. This does not, he argues, exclude the possibility that 
there might be a plurality of real worlds, whose contents would 
have only an ideal relation to one another in the thinking of 
God ($349). 

Crusius's principle of contingency excludes the possibility 
that a world, being contingent, could always have existed. 
Every world must therefore have had its beginning in an act 
of creation, before which there was no such world at all ($351). 
The notion of an eternal, but contingent world, is regarded 
by Crusius as self-contradictory. Every world must likewise 
be kept in being at all times by an act of divine preservation 
($352). Every world must also comprehend a finite number 
of simple components and be spatially finite: the mathematic- 
ally infinite and infinitesmal can have only an ideal, not a 
real being ($353). Every world must also have a final end, to 
which everything else is svbsidiary, and this must be the exis- 
tence, in a real space and time, of a class of free, rational 
creatures ($354). The identity of a world depends, further, 
on the essences of the substances that enter into it, and on 
the character of their reciprocal relations, since it is on these 
that its capacity to fulfil its end depends: the same world 
could accordingly have been in many respects different, a 
point particularly important, in that every world must contain 
rational beings, whose causality is disjunctive, and might have 
taken other directions than those it did ($835-8). Crusius 
has therefore criteria for world-identity different from those 
of Leibniz, and not the same as those of modern possible- 
world theorists. 

A world must, further, be a system in which the real relations 
among things include the possibility of their acting on one 

another ($369), a demand preserved in Kant's principle of 
community or  reciprocal interaction. Crusius goes on t o  hold 
that this interaction of natural substances must involve motion, 

, and that it presupposes the impenetrability of one finite natural 
substance by another: two such substances cannot occupy the 
same territory. But some simple substances are active in ways 
besides those which involve motion: they are spiritual sub- 
stances, capable of thoughts and volitions, as well as motions. 
There are therefore in every world both spiritual and material 
substances, the latter energetic and mobile, but destitute of 
thought. Crusius is, however, not quite clear whether a world 
of purely thinking substances may not be possible ( $362). 
But he is clear that there must be interaction between thinking 
and material substances, if they are to  belong to  a common 
world ($363): merely ideal relations among them such as are 
postulated in the doctrine of pre-established harmony do  not 
suffice. He holds, therefore, that there have t o  be three different 
sorts of causal laws: physical laws concerned solely with 
sequences of motion, pneumatic laws concerned solely with 
sequences of thought and volition, and physico-pneumatic 
laws which concern both ($365). For all this to  be possible, 
every world must involve empty space which will allow sub- 
stances, including such as are spiritual, to move about without 
hindrance, and the occupation of such space must be capable 
of being enlarged or reduced, and of being heterogeneous as 
well as homogeneous. A world cannot be quite unvariegated. 
Certain organized aggregations of heterogeneous materials 
constitute natural machines, such as are the bodies of rational 
spirits, which those spirits both regularly act upon and by 
which they are acted upon ($372). The purely mechanical 
is, however, limited to purely corporeal aggregates, and the 
world cannot, as a whole, be regarded as a machine ($382). 

Crusius rounds off these treatments by courageously re- 
jecting certain Leibnizian dogmas. He rejects the dogma of the 
identity of indiscernibles, for he holds that the dogma rests 
on a confusion of the true principle of sufficient reason with 
the false principle of a completely determining reason. God 
as a perfectly free being may elect to locate, without any 
completely determining motive, precisely similar simples or 
aggregates of simples in different regions of space or periods 
of time. The simple substances of which the world consists 
may in fact be wholly similar; only the way in which they are 
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organized, and the consequent unfolding of their dynamic 
powers, may differ ($383). Crusius also questions the Leibnizian 
dogma that our world is necessarily the best of all possible 
worlds ($385). He holds that a world, being finite, is neces- 
sarily limited in its achievement of perfection: other existences, 
performances, and so on could always be added to  it, which 
would raise its perfection to higher degrees. There is no way 
in which what is finite can rise t o  a perfection which transcends 
all finitude ($387). Since therefore there can be no best of all 
possible worlds, there is no determining reason why God should 
have chosen this world in preference to  all others: there can 
only be a sufficient reason for His choice, which must be 
sought in His complete freedom, on the one hand, and in the 
entire goodness (not bestness) of what He chooses, on the 
other ($389). Crusius's treatments of  motion further lead him 
to a spirited rejection of what would in later times be called 
the dogma of internal relations: there are, he holds, many 
changes in the state of  certain things in the world which make 
no real difference to the state of  other things ($423). For the 
comparing mind there will of course be an ideal difference. 
Crusian cosmology is replete with plain common sense, and 
with a refusal to  be bulldozed by a pnori principles: some of 
this common sense penetrated t o  Kant, but one would perhaps 
wish that more had done so. 

The Crusian Sketch of the Necessary Truths of Reason ends 
up with a Pneumatology or Rational Psychology, which deals 
with the necessary properties of the rational spirits, which have 
been shown to be necessary to any world ($8281, 334, 425). 
We are, Crusius asserts, aware of  the fact that we think, and 
that in some of  these thoughts we also have sensations of 
things other than such thoughts, some being of states of our- 
selves as thinkers (inner sensations), others of things other 
than our thinking selves (outer sensations). We also have 
thoughts which bring before us previously enjoyed thoughts 
and their objects, and which are called cases of memory. We 
are also aware of  certain other, non-sensational thoughts, 
which count as cases of imagining or dreaming, or as cases of 
judgement with its attendant assertibilia. In all these cases we 
are aware of doing something called thinking that is very 
distinctive, and that demands a distinctive inquiry we may 
call noology. But we are also conscious in ourselves of states 
that we call desires and aversions and decisions and acts of will, 

states which, though bound up with thoughts, reveal themselves 
as being of a wholly different, dynamic sort, and which must 
therefore be made the theme of another discipline called 
thelematology ($427). Crusius argues that the themes of both 
these disciplines are essentially irreducible t o  the mere motions 
we observe in outer things, however much motion may enter , 

into their essence, and that the substances which have powers 
of thought and volition must therefore be quite different from 
substances which merely have powers of motion ($432). Such 
thinking-willing substances are arguably present in animals 
as well as in men ($433), and there must be a supremely perfect 
thinking-willing substance, whose infinity, however, forbids 
it to  move or be moved. 

Crusius discusses the two ground-powers of understanding 
and volition at great length. His treatment of freedom, and of 
the extent to  which it presupposes partial determination by 
the understanding and by pre-existent desires, and of its pos- 
sible triumph over, or its defeat by, the collective strength of 
the latter, is valuable and intelligent ($5450-1). So also is 
his doctrine of the priority of the practical (§454), and his 

I frank confession that he does not understand how the will 
produces motions ($456). 

vii 
1 

We have now completed our summary sketch of two of the 
major influences on Kant's pre-critical and critical thinking, 
Christian Wolff, whom he always mentions with immense 
respect, and Christian August Crusius, whom, as a promoter 
of philosophy, he thinks second to  none. These two men 
are also philosophical thinkers of the highest originality and 
performance, the former being perhaps rateable as an eighteenth- 
century Germanic Aquinas, and the latter as an eighteenth- 
century Germanic G. E. Moore. There are many other thinkers 
in the great forest o f  eighteenth-century German metaphysics 
who influenced Kant considerably - Baumgarten and Tetens 
are such - but it would not be profitable for us to penetrate 
further into that forest and its many Holzwege. An exemplary 
penetration was, however, essential in order to  combat a major 
delusion, for which Kant himself is largely responsible: the 
delusion of  the great light which dawned with the advent of 
the critical philosophy, a light which dispelled the vain shadows 
of all previous thought, and made them irrelevant for subsequent 
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philosophizing. The words of  Dilthey, in the Introduction to 
the 1902 Academy Edition of Kant's works, are good expressions 
of this notion: T h e  mighty genius of  Kant dissolved the old 
German metaphysics, founded the critical standpoint, and 
sought in the self-active, pure ego unshakeable foundations for 
the empirical sciences, and for the unconditional validity of 
basic moral propositions.' Certainly a great light dawned when 
Kant began to formulate his critical philosophy, but it was 
not a light that dissolved the old German metaphysics, nor one 
that based all certainties on the self-active, pure ego. It was 
rather a light that relegated the structures of the old German 
metaphysics to regions where they could only be thought but 
not known, and where one had to find a directly experienced, 
phenomenal surrogate for what so transcended experience and ! 
knowledge. Thus the simple soul-substance believed in by 
Wolff and Crusius had as its surrogate merely various forms of 
objective and subjective synthesis; the simple objects behind 
phenomena had their representation only in the steady invari- 
ances of their phenomenal manifestations, their inherent 
forces only the regularities of  phenomenal succession; the 
source of all things in God only their ever-expanding scientific 
arrangement in genera and species, and so on. What Kant was 
to do in the critical philosophy was therefore very much what 
Husserl was to do in his phenomenology, though neither fully 
understood what he was doing: to suspend transcendent affirma- 
tions in order fully to understand the complex experiential 
and cogitative mechanisms which alone give them a working 
reality. The transcendental note of the 'as if' can, however, 
not be eliminated in either type of thought, for, in default 
of it, the whole structure of intentional reference will crumble 
and the self-active subject will become a plant torn from the 
rude soil in which alone it can flourish and burgeon. All this 
will, however, be argued in detail as we comment on the detail 
of Kant's critical system. It was, however, necessary t o  explain 
why we saw fit to linger in its pronaos and its propylaea, 
before plunging into its sometimes overdark interior. 

Chapter I11 

Kant's Pre-Critical Writings and the 
Transcendental Aesthetic 

1 

We shall, in the present chapter, attempt to sketch the philo- 
sophical content of Kant's more important writings from 
1747, when, at the age of twenty-three, he wrote his first 
essay on the nature of vis viva or active force, up to  1770 
when, on taking up his Chair of Philosophy at Kiinigsberg, he 
produced his great inaugural Dissertation, O n  the Form and 
PrincQles o f  the Sensible and Intelligible World. The Dissertation 
anticipates many points in the Transcendental Aesthetic, the 
first part of the Critique of Pure Reason; and, since this 
'Aesthetic'-doctrine - the term 'Aesthetic' has not here the 
modern meaning - has more links with the Dissertation-doctrine 
than with many later parts of the Critique, we shall deal with 
the two writings together. Kant's pre-critical writings perhaps 
include nothing of the first philosophical importance, but 
they everywhere move in novel and exciting directions, re- 
maining well within the bounds set by the Leibnizian and 
Wolffian metaphysic, on the one hand, and by Newtonian 
physics, on the other, but everywhere making suggestions that 
will later transform this matrix of origin. In comparison with 
the exhaustive care of an exponent like Wolff, they can perhaps 
be described as slapdash - all Kant's writings can be called 
such - but their most hasty passages betray a penetrative 
insight to which Wolffian scholasticism never rises. 

'The 1747 essay deals with the True Estimation of Vis Viva or 
Active Force, and boldly passes judgement on the arguments 
of Leibniz and other philosophical physicists, including 
Descartes, regarding it. (The German title of this essay is 
Gedanken von der wahren Schatrung der lebendigen Krafte und 
Beurtheilung der BeweLe deren sich Herr von Leibniz und 
andere Mechaniker in dieser Streitsache bedient haben.) Leibniz, 
Kant tells us, to  whom human reason owes so much, thinks 
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that bodies are tenanted by an essential power, more funda- 
mental to them even than their extension ($1). This active 
force reveals itself in the motions which bodies impart to 
other bodies: it is also revealed in the changes in conscious 
representations which either lead up to, or are led up to by 
such motions. A world only exists to the extent that there 
are such active forces connecting bodies and souls with other 
bodies and souls; to the extent that such active forces are 
absent, we do not have one world, even if the divine under- 
standing were to institute bonds of comparison between the 
contents of such separated systems ($8). (This point was 
also made by Crusius in 1745.) Even more interestingly, 
Kant maintains that space itself depends on these dynamic 
interactions, a point later taken up in the Third Analogy of 
Experience in the Critique of  Pure Reason. That space has 
three, and only three dimensions has no foundation in logic 
or mathematics: it is based entirely on the dynamic properties 
of bodies, which through divine appointment also obey 
the law of the inverse square. Were these dynamic properties 
different, there might be spaces of four or five or any number 
of dimensions ( $ 5  10-1 1). Space, he holds, is entirely a 
phenomenal order in which dynamic relations make them- 
selves manifest: we therefore already have the unknown struc- 
ture of Things-in-themselves in some manner translated into 
spatial relationships. Kant further objects interestingly to 
the Cartesian attempt to connect vis viva with actual motion: 
this would lead to its vanishing or its reduction in many 
cases of impact. An active force must be a constant behind 
appearances, in its manifestations by a complex 
rule, but not to be identified with anything apparent. He 
takes the Crusian view that to have a location in space proves 
that one is a substance exerting force upon other sub- 
stances, and the soul, being located in space, therefore neces- 
sarily acts on bodies, and is acted on by them ($6). The 
article contains many other points of interest, many too tech- 
nical for our purposes. 

The very important Natural History and Theory o f  the 
Heavens belongs to 1755, and is interesting as involving a 
completely mechanical theory of  the origins of the solar system, 
based on original forces of attraction and repulsion, and ex- 
tending to a theory of the Milky Way and of more compre- 
hensive galaxies. What is philosophically interesting is the view 

that it accords better with divine teleology to have let the solar 
system construct itself, as a consequence of general laws of 
gravitation and so on, than to have constructed it by special 
acts of shaping and intervention, such as the piety of Newton 
had found quite acceptable. God did not have to construct 
a cosmos out of materials whose natures pre-existed, and which 
therefore required further manipulation: He was able to give 
His materials natures that were obedient to laws that would 
lead mechanically to the ends that He proposed (see the Preface 
to the article). This was, in fact, a far greater exhibition of 
divine providence and creativity than any arrangement which 
required constant tampering. Kant's magnificent cosmology of 
course anticipated the even more celebrated cosmology of 
Laplace: it successfully extended even to such details as the 
rings of Saturn. In the third part of the article, Kant deals 
perspicaciously with problems concerning the habitation of 
other planets, and hazards speculations regarding transmigrations 
to other planets in the everlasting progress of men's souls 
towards intellectual and moral perfection. These speculative 
beliefs remain, though only as beliefs, even in Kant's latest 
writings. 

A Public Dissertation of 1755, written in Kant's inimitably 
unreadable Latin, was called A New Elucidation of  the First 
Principles ofMetaphysica1 Cognition. It adheres to  the Leibnizian 
doctrine of the laws of contradiction and sufficient reason, 
as being the first principles of all reasoning. But for the former 
Kant prefers to substitute two formulae of identity, that 
whatever is, is and that whatever is not, is not;  while, in regard 
to the latter, he follows Crusius in distinguishing a determining 
from a sufficient reason, but, unlike Crusius, holds the former 
to be necessary as well as the latter: there must always be some- 
thing which determines something to be A, by excluding the 
possibility that it should be not-A. This leads on to a Theorem 
(VII) that there must be something, that is, God, whose real 
existence underlies the possibility of all possibilitics, and so is 
a necessary, and not a contingent existence, an argument 
further developed in a full-fledged, theistic Demonstration in 
1763. From these premisses Kant proceeds to prove, in opposi- 
tion to Crusius, that there must be determining reasons even 
for our free actions, and that God, having foreknowledge of 
them, also knows what we shall freely do. He also argues for 
the Leibnizian view (XIII) that no relations between finite 
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substances hold between them directly, but only by way of 
God. I t  cannot be said that there is anything of great con- 
sequence in this curious me'lange of theorems and proofs, 
but they reveal the directions in which Kant's thoughts were 
then moving. 

In 1756 Kant gave another Public Dissertation in Latin on  
the topic of a Physical Monadology. Since the Leibnizian 
monad was always the model for Kant's Thing-in-itself, this 
Dissertation is of some interest. Kant defines a monad as a 
simple substance not consisting of many parts, and capable 
o f  existing apart from all other similar substances. Bodies, it 
is affirmed, must consist of such monads. Space, however, is 
infinitely divisible, and has no simple, ultimate parts. The 
monads, therefore, must fill whole regions of space, without 
being divided. A given region of space may accordingly be 
the sphere of action of one monad, which is a Crusian doc- 
trine (VI), and the impenetrability of a lump of matter is the 
phenomenal sign of such a monadic presence (VIII). But the 
territorial occupancy of a monad is not only shown by keeping 
other monads out  of its territory, but by an internal, attractive 
force (X). All matter is therefore the seat of repulsive forces, 
which hold its parts asunder, and attractive forces, which 
bring and keep them together, forces revealed more remotely 
in gravity, more intimately in cohesion. All portions of matter, 
endued with the same repulsive and attractive forces, will, 
whatever their phenomenal qualities, swell out t o  occupy the 
same volume (X Corollary). The force of inertia, added t o  
these two primal forces, is needed to  account for differences 
of bodily mass (XI Cor.) and density ( X I ) .  All in all, we see 
the phenomenal world underlaid by a vast number of dynamic 
centres, most of them objects rather than subjects, of which 
extension and motion are the phenomenal expression. This 
picture is still at work in the later critical theory, which will 
not make sense without it. 

Further treatments of inertia and impact occur in a paper 
on A New Doctrinal Conception (Lehrbegrifn of  Motion and 
Rest (1 758), and are dealt with in terms of the Leibnizian con- 
ception of the absolute continuity of all change and motion. The 
1762 paper on The Misleading Subtlety o f  the Four Syllogistic 
figures also makes several logical and episteinological points 
important to the understanding of the Critique o f  Pure 
Reason. These may be summarized as: (1) All mediate inference 

really reduces t o  the first figure: the other figures merely 
supplement i t  with immediate transformations. (2) I t  is in 
mediate inference alone that the full sense of our judgements 
reveals itself, that is, a judgement essentially ranges particulars 
under ever more generic headings. (3) I t  is in judgements 
alone that the full sense of our concepts rcveals itself: a judgc- 
ment, Kant says, is the act through which a concept becomes 
actual. This opinion is of course central to  Kant's later Meta- 
physical and 'Transcendental Deduction o f  the  Categories, b u t  
it is also responsible for some of their basic mistakes. For  it 
is obvious that there are thought-syntheses which merely run 
through items in an enumerative and listing manner - this 
and that and that - ships and shoes and sealing-wax and so  o n  
- and pronounce no  judgement upon them. I t  is even arguable 
that enumerative syntheses are more basic than judgemental 
ones: our eycs and minds wander idly from item to  item, 
before we proceed t o  sort them out and t o  say things about  
them. Hence a great deal of our thought, though synthetically 
unified, owes no allegiance to  thc catcgories, a point which 
Kant himself not infrequently recognizes, but  not for a moment  
in his two infinitely ill-written Transcendental Deductions, 
where all synthetic unity goes hand in hand with the applica- 
tion of the categories in judgements. (A similar over-exaltation 
of the judgement and proposition is present in the transition 
from Platonic science, which is arguably a mere matter of the 
division of concepts, t o  Aristotelian science, which is all a 
matter o f  deducing propositions from other propositions.) 
Propositions and judgements are not all that important: concepts 
can surely be contemplated and enjoyed as well as used in 
assertions and rcasoning. 

In 1763 Kant produced a full-length trcatise on The only 
possible Ground o n  which a Proof of God's Existence can be 
based (Drr einzig moglichc Beweisgrund des Daseins G o t t e s ) .  
This expands some theological points in thc Nova Dilwcidatio 
of 1755, and anticipates some of thc arguments in the 'Tran- 
scendental Dialectic. Kant repudiates an ontological or Cartesian 
proof of the divine existence, which reasons from the possible 
existence of a perfcct being t o  the necessary and actual existence 
of the samc being. Real existence, Kant argues, is not a genuine 
predicate, and can add nothing to  the perfect round of prc- 
dicates through which God is conceived (I. i. 1,  2;  I. iii. 2). But 
he also repudiates a cosmological proof from the existence of 
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contingent things t o  the existence of a God as their necessary 
foundation. For, while the principle of sufficient reason suffices 
to  prove the existence of some sort of necessary being, as the 
ground of all contingent existences, it does not suffice t o  equate 
such a being with the perfect being of theology, unless we 
assume existence to  be part of perfection, which we have 
refused t o  allow. This subtle but questionable argument, which 
reads the ontological proof back into the cosmological, is 
of -course repeated in the Transcendental Dialectic, and will 
concern us later. From these unsatisfactory lines of proof, 
Kant proceeds t o  his own more satisfactory line: that the 
existence of a God is necessary, not in order t o  account for 
the existence of contingent things, but for their possibility. 
The possible, Kant argues, must be grounded in the actual: 
there must be something or  other which can be such and 
such, or could be responsible for something's being such and 
such, if there is t o  be any such possibility at all (I. ii. 2-4). 
In this argument Kant characteristically recognizes the empty 
meaninglessness of mere logical possibilities, so much beloved 
in our own modern scholasticism: there must be a realm of 
things, and sorts of things, if any possibility is t o  be asserted. 
For p t o  assert a possibility, it is not enough that  i t  should 
involve no inner contradiction: it must assert something of 
something, and this is only possible in a context where there 
are predicable contents, and instances of which they could 
be predicated. But, Kant argues, we cannot without absurdity 
try to conceive of a situation in which all existence, and with 
it all possibility, wi\l be liquidated: that there should be no 
possibilities is itself impossible..It follows that, since contingent 
existence is not sufficient t o  guarantee the being of possibilities, 
necessary existence is needed to  guarantee that being. There 
must, therefore, be a being in whose description, whether 
attributively or consequentially, 'all possibilities are included. 
Only a unique, simple, eternal, intelligent, and therefore 
spiritual, being is capable of ranging over every possibility, 
and there is therefore no possibility that such a being should 
not  exist. This extraordinary argument, half-ontological and 
resting on cosmo-possibility rather than cosmo-actuality, has 
not, to  my knowledge been carefully examined by anyone, 
though it certainly deserves close consideration. If not  quite 
nonsensical, it is perhaps one of those very simple arguments, 
which, under an appearance of fallacy, conceals the ultimate 

truth about the world. I t  is not, however, a truth that  will 
ever recommend itself t o  those who believe, with Aristotle, 
that actuality is in all respects prior to  possibility. Kant himself, 
however, grew away from it, and does not  resuscitate it in his 
treatment of theistic proofs in the Critique of Pure Reason. T h e  
view of God as an intelligence presupposed by the  whole 
ordered realm of essence, and guaranteeing its structure, is, 
however, retained in Kant's view of God as a necessary, regula- 
tive Ideal of Pure Reason (see the Appendix t o  the Transcen- 
dental Dialectic). God, in fact, becomes, for theoretical purposes 
not so much the guarantor of the well-ordered realm of pos- 
sibilities, as rather that very realm itself. He is, in short, t h e  
omnitude of possibility, the logical space within which we 
have at all times t o  conduct our conceiving, our judging, and  
our reasoning. Kant goes on to  show the advantages of his 
proof in that it makes God the Creator of the laws and patterns 
of being as well as of their instances. Such a God can shape 
nature to  suit His purposes, and has no occasion t o  interfere 
miraculously with it. 

In the same year, 1763, Kant wrote his very interesting 
Attempt to introduce the Notion of Negative Quantities into 
Philosophy. If the previous treatise subordinated empty logical 
possibilities to  the real, comprehensive realm of the possible, so 
the present essay subordinates empty logical negations to  nega- 
tions which involve content, and genuine opposition. Logical 
contradictions produce nothing by their combination, bu t  real 
opposites either cancel each other out completely, o r  reduce 
each other's force: they are, in a real sense, capable of combina- 
tion. And a real opposite is as positive as what it cancels out .  
Kant shows how pain is in this sense the real opposite of pleasure, 
aversion of love, vice of virtue, and how polar opposites in 
physics are never merely the logical negations of one another. 
Philosophy, however, he holds, has insufficiently recognized the  
difference, and has often tried to  reduce opposition t o  contra- 
diction. Kant suggests various cosmic principles guaranteeing 
both the constancy and the equality of all cosmic opposites, 
and their capacity t o  cancel out in an algebraic sum which 
always amounts to  zero (Section 111). The negations of formal 
logic must in some way ultimately depend on such non-formal, 
real negations. Obviously we are moving in the conceptual 
ambience of some of the pre-Socratic philosophers, as well as in 
that  o f  Schelling and Hegel and of modern physics. 
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Ignoring the disappointing, superficial, anecdotal Observa- 
tions on the Feeling for the Beautiful and Sublime (1764), 
we pass on to the very important, Dreams of a Spirit-Seer 
seen in the light of the Dreams o f  Metaphysics of 1766. This 
is one of the first critical considerations of supernormal o r  
'psychic' phenomena, both from a metaphysical and an episte- 
mological standpoint. The work was touched off by the writings 
o f  Emmanuel Swedenborg, a theosophical Swede of great 
charisma, who had managed to  convince many that he enjoyed 
visiting rights into an incorporeal, spiritual world, and that he 
also exercised clairvoyant powers in regard t o  much that was 
happening in this one. His obvious personal integrity was 
such as to recommend itself t o  Kant, and so was the mystical 
rationalism of his religious teachings, his spiritual world being 
perhaps the original of Kant's 'kingdom of ends', and there 
are passages in Kant, particularly in his last writings, which 
are somewhat Swedenborgian. Kant's rational mysticism was, 
however, a matter o f  moral faith, and disdained the aid of 
clairvoyance: he desired there to  be a high wall between what 
we could see now and what we could know hereafter. And 
he had also obviously been incited to  write the treatise by 
sceptical friends, and wrote in a much more scoffing, polemical 
style than really accorded with his feelings (Academy Edition, 
vol. IT, pp. 367-8). No one who reads the treatise carefully 
can doubt that Kant felt the same, wistful half-sympathy for 
Swedenborg's dreams that he also felt for the dreams of meta- 
physics. He regretted his certainty that one could frame no 
reliable judgement on  what transcended the deliverances of 
the senses. 

The treatise begins by sketching the hypothetical structure 
of a spiritual world, in which, however, we have no reason at 
all to believe. Kant acknowledges that there is an ultimate 
mystery in the way in which the simple elements, of which 
matter must consist, occupy extended territories and repel 
other elements from them: we do, however, know that they 
somehow manage to  d o  this, but  we have no analogous know- 
ledge in regard to  the spiritual simples which must underlie 
thoughts, reasonings, and so on. It is not clear how they can 
find room for their action in a space seemingly pre-empted by 
the elements of matter, and while it seems natural to  locate 
them in the whole organized body, the empirical evidence 
tends to restrict them, if they exist at all, to some obscure 

region of the brain, where their role must be similar to  that of 
the elementary substances underlying matter. Kant confesses 
at this point (Academy Edition, vol. TI, p. 327) that he  is 
strongly inclined to  believe that there are such immaterial 
natures, mixed up with the material elements in the cosmos, 
hut that hc has great difficulty in accepting such a piebald 
conception. It constructs the world out  of two ratlically clif- 
ferent sorts of interacting agents, some underlying the activities 
of thought and perhaps life, while the others only underlie 
the phcnomcnal behaviour o f  inert matter. We have in fact  
two worlds, one material and one immaterial. Oncc this con- 
ception is tolerated, however, we easily slide over into holding 
that immaterial substances may not only influence one another 
by way o f  their bodies, but also directly, a conception which 
can be used to  account for our deep concern for another's 
weal and woe, from which all morality develops. This moral 
feeling will then play the same sort of pervasive role in t h e  
spiritual world that Newtonian gravitation plays in the material, 
and we may expect that, when our association with our  bodies 
ends, we may enter into a realm dominated by this moral 
gravitation, which will no doubt bring about the happiness of' 
the unselfishly good and the pain of the selfishly wicked. T h e  
problem o f  reconciling the divine goodness with the way of 
the world will not  arise in that other world (ibid.). We are 
obviously here anticipating the kingdom of ends of which 
so much is made in the Metaphysic ofMorals, and i t  is pleasing 
to  know that this conception, though rational, is also mystical 
and Swedenborgian. The conception of a spiritual world further 
involves, according to  Swedenborg, that material likenesses 
can be made use of by disembodied spirits in a symbolic manner: 
they will communicate with each other through bodily images 
(pp. 339-40). Similar bodily images and visions occur also in 
the case of embodied spirits, and especially in the case of those, 
like Swedenborg, who are abnormally sensitive t o  spiritual 
influences. The phenomena o f  clairvoyance, telepathy, and so 
on therefore involve many quasi-sensible appearances, b u t  
these, like normal sensible appearances, will often be well- 
founded and informative. 

Kant expounds the Swedenborgian doctrine with so much 
understanding that he obviously feels deep sympathy for it. 
But his objections to  it are that there is nothing intersubjective 
about its visions, nothing that can be tested by others, nothing, 
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therefore, involving the essential parallax o f  objectivity (see 
p. 349). The Swedenborgian visionary is a waking dreamer, 
who projects his dreams and fantasies into the intersubjective 
world revealed to  us in normal sensation. He should with more 
justice project them into some region of his brain, as we normally 
d o  when we recognize certain appearances to  be delusive. 
Once such projection is freely practised,. anything whatcver can 
be envisaged and asserted, and the adepts of the spirit-world 
will lose all credit with us. Such adepts should not be burnt, 
but thcy should be got rid of (p. 348). Their reports are, how- 
ever, of greater interest than the speculations of many meta- 
physicians, since profound disturbances of the senses are much 
rarer and much harder to explain than the abcrrations of 
reason. It will be noted that Kant nowhere accuses Sweden- 
borg of confabulation or  simulation: he believes in his abnormal 
experiences. And he is deeply interested in the alleged quasi- 
publicity of other-world images, the alleged entry into the 
mental pictures of other spirits, the translation of their thoughts 
into languages better understood by the subject, and the 
gathering together of spirits into societies dominated by the 
thoughts and images o f  a single, great spirit, and so forth 
(pp. 365-6). If all this material is fictional, it has enough 
coherent detail to  be factual. The role of philosophy is not, 
however, to  encourage such uncontrolled, visionary excursions 
into regions beyond intersubjective testing, but  rather to  
remain within the bounds o f  the latter. We d o  not understand 
how our will moves our members, o r  how anything causes 
anything, but this does not mean that we do not know what 
to expect, and that we are free to fabricate any sort of force 
or  connection of which we have absolutely no experience. 
Kant believes that the hope of a future life has its roots in our 
moral experience and practice, but that our moral practice 
does not depend on such hopes, much less require the help 
of insights like the Swedenborgian. As regards the life to come, 
it will be best to  wait till it comes. All this does not prevent 
Kant in his later work from having many definite thoughts 
with regard to the life that will be lived in the communion of 
rational spirits and in fellowship with the divine reason, even 
though he does not regard such thoughts as forming a part 
of knowledge. 

The last pre-critical writing that we shall consider, before 
going on to the 1770 Dissertation, is the very illuminating 
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On the Prime Ground of the Distinction of the Regions in 
Space (1768). This is concerned with the problems raised b y  
incongruous counterparts, of which the right hand and the  
left hand, or a man's body and its mirror-imagc, are salient 
examples. Obviously there is a thoroughgoing analogy, yet 
also a systematic difference, between cases like those just 
mcntior~ctl: thcy arc in a sense exactly alike, and yct so differcnt 
that one could not be fitted into the place occupied b y  the  
other. This differencc in some manner eludes conception: 
we cannot tell ourselves exactly what it is, in general terms, 
but have to  have rccourse to  ostensive methods. It is similar 
to the fundamental differencc between the  here and the there 
which is also interesting to  Kant: obviously what is here can 
be exactly like what is there, and, if a pattcrn is repeated 
indefinitely, there can be indefinitely many distinct cases of 
precisely the same properties m d  relationships. (The funda- 
mental diffcrence between thc I and the Thou prcscnts the  
same teasing obscurity, but has had t o  wait till quite reccnt 
times to be tlecply experienced.) The Leibnizian identity of 
indiscernibles is by all such examples strained: only an appeal 
to  the principle o f  sufficient rcason can prevent God o r  the 
world from being thus repetitive. 

Kant's strategy a t  this stage of his development is to maintain 
the inadequacy of our conceptions t o  the intuitively given 
structures of space, rather than thc other way round. Space 
is not merely some general manncr in which extcndcd parts 
and their limiting points are related to  onc another: if it were, 
there would be no such differcncc as that betwcen the  lcft 
hand and thc right hand. Space has to bc an actual structurc 
of regions even in the absence of mattcr; i t  is the  prime ground 
of the possibility of combining matcrial parts. This fact shows 
itself in innumerable physical and biological differences: thc  
differencc betwcen screws which turn to  the right and screws 
which turn to the left, betwcen hops which wind t o  the right 
and beans which wind to the lcft, and so on. Obviously Kant  
has herc chosen a strategy of subortlinating conception t o  
intuition: intuition reveals diffcrcnces of which conception 
knows mthing.  Hcgcl and Bergson will follow him on this 
path, particularly in regard to the continuous and the develop- 
ing. But 11c could equally well have chosen the striltegy of 
subordinating intuition t o  conception, after the fashion of 
Leibniz and Wolff, and hc does in fact do so in the Dissertation 
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and in the critical writings. For there, space and time, on 
account of their inconceivable properties, are firmly relegated 
t o  the status of mere appearances. 

. . 
11 

The 1770 Dissertation On the Form and Principles of the 
Sensible and  Intelligible World is one o f  Kant's most weighty 
writings, though written in a German-styled Latin which it 
is a sustained agony to read. Its arguments for the phenomenal 
character of space and time are repeated with little change in 
the Transcendental Aesthetic, the first part of the Critique of 
Pure Reason, which is very imperfectly adjusted to what is 
later said in that work. The Dissertation-treatment is, however, 
clearer and better than the Aesthetic-treatment, and gives 
time the priority which space has in the Aesthetic. For, it is 
plainly the most basic property of our thinking minds that 
we have always to  run through items in succession, and then 
piece o r  weave them together. The Dissertation does not  ad- 
vance to the critical standpoint, which limits knowledge, as 
well as sensibility, to phenomena in space and time: it still 
presumes it possible, though it does not itself attempt much 
of the sort, to  advance on  the wings of thought to  the con- 
templation of Things-in-themselves. But it implicitly involves 
the whole critical standpoint, inasmuch as the critical limitation 
of knowledge t o  phenomena does not rest, at least in Kant's 
more considered utterances, on  anything presumed wrong in 
our concepts as such, but solely in their necessary involvement 
with sensuous intuition, and with the time and space which 
arc its pervasive forms. In default o f  such sensibility, our 
concepts, however well-framed and coherent, will be epistemo- 
logically empty and senseless, and unable t o  provide more 
than vague scientific regulation or moral inspiration. In the 
doctrine of the Dissertation the whole teaching of the Critique 
is, therefore, implicit, though the consequences for conception 
and knowledge of all we see around us or within us are not 
drawn out at all. 

The Dtssertation begins in its first section by establishing two 
limiting notions, that of a world, o r  a whole which is not a real 
part of anything larger, and that of a simple, or  a part which 
is not a whole t o  anything smaller: 'In a substantial composite, 
just as analysis does not end except in a part which is not a 
whole, i.e. a simple, so synthesis only ends in a whole which 

is not  a part, i.e. a world.' The understanding, o r  the reason, o r  
the mind, has not, Kant thinks, the slightest difficulty in 
framing either concept, or  in grasping its possibility: the forma- 
tion of both concepts involves no more than the mind's native 
capacity t o  distinguish parts within wholes and its capacity 
t o  fit parts together so as to form wholes. (That the parts 
and wholes must be substantial and real, and no t  merely ideal, 
will be emphasized later.) But when, however, the mind tries 
to  intuit or  envisage an actual instance of either concept, it 
comes up against an absolute barrier, in the form of an infinite 
series of divisions o r  augmentations which can never be com- 
pleted in time, and which also characterizes space. For time 
and space are alike such that their division can be continued 
indefinitely without yielding us simple elements - points and 
instants are not isolable elements, but  merely boundaries - 
while augmentation by successive addition can likewise be 
carried on  indefinitely, without yielding us the cosmic whole 
that we are trying t o  compass: 'For since in a continuum 
there is no term to the regress from a whole to its giveable 
parts, and in the infinite no term t o  the progress from the 
parts to a given whole, a complete analysis is in the former 
case impossible, and a complete synthesis in the latter case, 
nor can the whole be completely thought o u t  in conformity 
with the laws of intuition, whether as regards its composition, 
in the former case, or as regards its totality, in the latter.' 
This intuitive barrier is not, however, a conceptual barrier, 
and it is quite mistaken to confuse the intuitively unillustrable 
o r  unimaginable with the conceptually unthinkable, a doctrine 
from which Kant never deviates: 'For whatever violates the 
laws of the understanding and the reason is certainly impossible, 
but  not so when, being an object of pure reason, i t  simply is 
not  subject to  the laws of intuitive cognition.' A footnote 
further informs us that the infinite has only been wrongly 
held to  be unintelligible because it has been misdefined as 
the greatest of numbers, rather than as something that surpasses 
all number. And such an infinite would be accessible to  the 
intuition of a being like God, who did not  estimate multitude 
by successive counting of items, but could take it all in, in a 
single glance (uno obtutu, N. 2, p. 388 - Prussian Academy 
Edition). Kant plainly grasps all that Cantor later worked 
out  in his theory of transfinite numbers, and his definition of 
infinity as transcending all number is merely another way 
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of hiving it off from the finite, inductive cardinals. He has 
also, in God's timeless intuition, given something like a veri- 
fiable content to the whole conception. 

Kant then says, in 52 of  the first section, that there are 
three essential aspects to  what we understand by a world. The 
first is its matter, which consists of all the distinct substances 
that enter into it as parts, not, however, their attributes, suc- 
cessive states, and so on. For, if we included the latter, even 
the most simple substance might, in respect o f  its attributes, 
be rated a world, as a man's egoistic or  private world of 
thoughts, feelings, images, and so on often is. The second 
essential aspect o f  a world is its form, which consists in the 
real manner in which its constituent substances are co- 
ordinated or  brought together, so as t o  make of them a single, 
total world. The reality o f  this manner of co-ordination is 
important: substances do not make up a world merely because 
they are arbitrarily put together in someone's thought, as 
Leibniz imagined that the diamond of the Grand Duke might 
in someone's thought be put together with the diamond of 
the Great Mogul. The connection o f  the substances in a world, 
must in some sense be objective, and not merely based on 
external reflection or comparison: 'This co-ordination is con- 
ceived as real and objective, not as ideal and based on the 
mere whim of the subject, according to  which, by enumerating 
any plurality one would at will generate a whole. For by com- 
prehending many things together, you without difficulty 
produce the totality of  a representation, but not therefore 
the representation gf a totality.' It is also essential that the 
form of a world should be a co-ordination, and not a subordina- 
tion: the constituents o f  the world must all be on a like footing, 
not some one-sidedly dependent on others. It is for this reason 
that actual causal connections between substances will not 
suffice to cement them into a common world, since causal 
connections do  not run symmetrically from all world-substances 
to all, but only from some to some. What we require is rather 
a principle which will condition the possibility of causal inter- 
action among substances, whether they are actually interacting 
or not. Kant holds further that a world only can be a world 
if it has a permanent nature, which, in its turn, depends on 
the permanent existence of its substantial parts and on their 
permanent natures: it cannot, therefore, be held together by 
actual causaI interactions, which are essentially impermanent, 

and in many cases non-existent. Space and time are by most 
thinkers thought to constitute the universal form which binds 
all substances together, and makes interaction among them 
possible: Kant can only allow them to  provide a phenomenal 
connection among all mundane substances, which may indeed 
point to  some common conncctivc principle, but cannot itself 
constitute it. And, in the third place, the substances in one 
world must have the third necessary property of exhaustive 
omnitudc (universitas), of being all the substances that are 
brought together by the form in question, and so constituting 
its total world. Such exhaustive omnitude can quite readily 
be conceived, not however intuited or imagined through the 
sort of piecemeal synthesis we are able to  perform in time. 
Only a being like God, who can embrace an infinity of items 
in a singlc glance, could carry out such a synthesis intuitively, 
but Kant objects to our using even the temporal notion of 
simultaneity in the case of such a divine oversight. 

Section I1 o f  the Dissertation goes on  t o  deal with the dif- 
ferences between sensibility and understanding and their 
objects. Sensibility is said (53)  to  be an essentially receptive 
mode of representation, in which the subject is passively affected 
by thc actual presence of its object. Understanding, o n  the 
other hand, goes beyond all such passive affections, t o  such 
matters as are not of such quality as t o  enter its sensitive life. 
The object of sensibility is thus a phenomenon, of intelligence 
or  reason a Noumcnon. 'To this he adds ($4) that sensibility 
always dcpcnds on some special subjective condition (indoles) 
which may differ from one subject to another, and so can only 
represent objects as they appcar to a subject, whereas intel- 
ligence, being free from any such special subjective condition, 
can rcprcsent objects as they are (sicuti sunt) .  The freedom of 
intelligence from such a subjective condition seems for Kant 
practically a matter of definition. Kant then goes on t o  make an 
all-important distinction of matter and form, both in the case 
of what is sensible and what is intelligible. The matter of 
scnsc is what is qualitative about our sensitive representations, 
and it differs according to  the sensitive disposition of the 
subjcct: the form, however, is the species, the configuration 
or pattern of what is sensed, and this depends on  a certain law 
of co-ordination which is natural to the mind. (Repraesentationi 
autenz sensus primo inest quiddam, quod diceres materiam 
nempe sensatio, praeterea autem aliquid, quod vocari p o t a t  
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forma, quae animi lege coordinantur.) In other words, there is 
an inner law of the mind which results in the spatial and 
temporal patterning of what is thus sensed, in the species or  
resultant look which the various sense-qualities thus assume. 
But Kant goes on  to say in the next sentence, that just as a 
sensible quality bears witness to  the presence of something 
sensible, though not of the same quality as our subjective 
modification, so the form or  pattern of our sensible representa- 
tion bears witness to some relation or  respect among the things 
sensed, that is, among their noumenal sources, but is not,  
however, an adumbration or  schema of the object, but only 
of an internal law in the mind which governs its co-ordination 
of whatever is sensed as a result o f  the presence of the object. 
(Porro, quemadmodum sensatio, quae sensualis repraesenta- 
tionis materiam constituit, praesentiam quidem sensibilis 
alicuius arguit, sed quoad qualitatem pendet a natura subiecti, 
quatenus ab isto obiecto est modijicabilis; ita etiam eiusdem 
repraesentationzi forma testatur utique quendam sensorum 
respectum aut relationem, verum proprie non est adumbratio 
aut schema quoddamc obiecti, sed nonnisi lex quaedam menti  
insita, sensa ab obiecti praesentia orta sibimet coordinandi.) 
This passage (which involves many obscurities on account of 
its use of the ambiguous term sensa, which may mean either 
things qua given to  sense, or  the non-sensuous, real things 
which are sensuously thus given) can none the less be held 
to  teach us that, just as the subject translates noumenal char- 
acters into the quite different qualities of his own sense- 
experiences, so he also translates noumenal relations, which 
are neither spatial nor temporal, into the spatio-temporal 
relations which are what are seen to  hold among objects qua 
apparent. The next sentence may appear to  refute this inter- 
pretation, for Kant there says that objects do not strike the 
senses in virtue of their form or pattern (species), and that 
the mind therefore has need o f  its own stable, innate laws 
to make the varied things affecting the senses coalesce into 
a representational whole or pattern. (Nam per formam seu 
speciem obiecta sensus non feriunt: ideoque, u t  varia obiecti 
sensum afficientia in totum aliquod repraesentationis coalescant, 
opus est interno mentis principio, per quod varia illa secundum 
stabiles et innatas legesspeciem quandam induant.) This sentence 
seems to suggest that the species or  pattern of arrangement of 
objects as appearing to sense, bears no relation whatever to  the 

species or  pattern of arrangement among those objects as they 
really are. If this were Kant's view, then it would certainly 
involve dl the ~ u r e l y  productive constructivism of Fichtean 
and other idealistic interpretations, in which Things-in- 
themselves really play no  meaningful role. It seems clear, 
however, that all that Kant is here saying is that objects as 
they are in themselves do not communicate thcir actual re- 
lational pattern to thcir appearances, and that  the mind there- 
fore has need of its own relational patterns in order to  organize 
its sensations into a patterned whole. All this does not exclude 
the presumption that the relations among Things-in-themselves 
are the transcendental sources of the relations among things 
as they appear to  the senses, and that the law of the mind 
is one that in some sense 'translates' the former into the latter. 
There could, in fact, be no law about the whole proceeding 
if this were not the case. That the process of such 'translation' 
is logically prior to all experience, is, o f  course, only the general 
presumption o f  all Kantianism. 

Just, however, as sensuous cognition has a matter and a 
form, so intellectud or  conceptual cognition has the same. 
Its matter consists of empirical concepts, all of which have 
their ultimate origin in intuitive encounters with sense-given 
individuals (in space and time): the intellect o r  understanding 
has, however, a power or a use which enables it by reflection 
t o  abstract common conceptual marks from such sense-given 
individuals, and to  range such individuals under such common 
conceptual marks. I t  has also the power to  range such common 
concepts under other more widely generic concepts. Both 
these powers o r  uses are called by Kant cases of the logical 
use of the intellect, and are common to  all the sciences, But, 
however far the generalizing intellect may depart from in- 
tuitively given individuals in its logical use, the concepts that 
it elaborates are still t o  be reckoned as intuitively based or 
empirical: they have resulted from the action of external 
objects on the intelligence, and are not the intelligence's own, 
spontaneous product: 

For when a cognition has been given in some manner or other, it is either 
seen as falling under some mark common to many cases, or as opposed 
to such a mark, and that either quite immediately, as happens in judge- 
ments leading to a distinct cognition, or mediately, as in reasonings leading 
to adequate knowledge. For when sensitive cognitions are given, they are 
subordinated through the logical use of the intellect to other sensitive 
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cognitions as their common concepts, and phenomena are subordinated 
to more general laws of phenomena. It is all-important to note, however, 
that cognitions are always to  be regarded as sensitive, no  matter how much 
there has been a logical use of the intellect in regard to them. For they 
are called 'sensitive' on account of their origin, and not in respect of 
comparisons which establish identity or opposition (55 ) .  

There are, however, other concepts which are not abstracted 
from sense-given individuals or  cognitions of any sort, but in 
which it is rather the case that, in framing them, it is we who 
abstract from, o r  turn our backs on, sensuously given materials 
of every sort. They are not isolated within what is sensuously 
given, but are given when we ignore all that is sensuously given. 
'Hence', as Kant says, 'the intellectual concept abstracts from 
all that is sensitive, and is not abstracted from what is sensitive, 
and should perhaps rather be called abstracting (abstrahens) 
than abstract (abstractus)' ( $6) .  

Such pure concepts are isolated by what Kant calls the real 
use of the understanding o r  intellect: they arise when the 
intellect reflects, not on  the sense-given material that it organ- 
izes, but on  the manner in which it organizes that sense-given 
material, whether by subsuming one sense-given concept under 
another in judgement, or  one judgement under another in 
reasoning. I t  is thus that all the pure concepts of metaphysics 
arise, and o f  these Kant gives as examples: possibility, existence, 
necessity, substance, cause ($8). These are the pure concepts 
of the understanding, which give judgements their Form with- 
out entering into their empirical material, and to  these Kant 
was later, in the Critique of  Pure Rcpason, to give the name o f  
categories. 'Since, therefore, empirical principles arc not to  be 
found in metaphysics, the concepts which confront us in 
rnetaphysics are not to be sought in the senses, but in the very 
nature o f  the pure intellect, not, however, as innate notions, 
but as notions abstracted from the inherent laws of the mind, 
by paying attention to its actions on empirical occasions, and 
therefore acquired (Non tanquam conceptus connati, sed e 
legibtts menti  insitis, attendendo ad eius actiones abstracti, 
adeoque acquisiti). Of this kind are possibility, existence, 
necessity, substance, cause etc. with their opposites and cor- 
relates' ( $ 8 ) .  Kant further makes the important point that 
such concepts, though pure, require much clarification: he 
rejects the view of  Leibniz and Wolff that a pure concept is 
necessarily a clear one, as a sensuously based concept must 
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be confused. Geometrical concepts, though sensuously based, 
are paradigms of clarity, while a pure concept like substance 
is desperately obscure ( $7) .  

Among such pure concepts, Kant however also lists certain 
concepts of absolute perfection, that we now call Ideals, though 
Plato gave then1 the name of Ideas, and that Kant himself was 
later to  call Transcendental Ideas. Such Ideals are either theo- 
retical or  practical. The former Ideal is that of a God who has, 
in the highest degree, all the perfections that  occur in lesser, 
limited degrees in all lesser things: such an Ideal is moreover 
not  merely an Ideal for knowledge, but is also conceived as 
the source of the becoming (principium fiendi) of all such 
lesser things. The second Ideal, on the other hand, is that  o f  
purely moral perfection. This is an Ideal framed by pure 
practical reason and is in no manner derived from the sensuous 
notion of the voluptuous or the tedious, as in the misguidetl, 
empiricistic ethical systems of such as Epicurus and Shaftcsbury 
($9). Kant says that, of such Ideals of ontological or  moral 
perfection, we can have only a symbolic cognition, one by 
way of general concepts in the abstract, and not by way o f  
a singular concept in the concrete. Our intuitions are passive, 
and depend o n  the way things affect our senses: we can, there- 
fore, never have intuitions of the things thcmsclves that are 
thus affecting us. A divine intuition, which is the independent 
archetype of our  dependent intuitions, and which is also the 
activc principle behind objects, and not merely soinething 
deriving from such a principle, can be purely and perfectly 
intellectual, as our sort of intuition and intcllcct cannot ( $ 1  0). 
Kant's position here is exactly the same as in the later, critical 
writings, with the sole distinction that the symbolic cognition 
he is here describing still counts as a form of knowledge, where- 
as in the later critical writings it is only a legitimate exercise 
of conception, which cannot count as knowledge. The change 
is more trivial than it is usi~ally thought to have been. 

Kant ends up section I1 by stressing that phenomenal know- 
ledge is not false and delusive because it is phenomenal: we 
can truly discover how things regularly appear to  us, and the 
things thus appearing to us are moreover really present and 
really acting upon us ( $ 1 1 ) .  And he divides sensibility into 
the outer senses which receive the impact of real objects external 
to  us, that appear before us as in space, and the inner o r  intro- 
spective sense, in which we are affected by ourselves, and by 
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I our  own subjective acts, in so far as they appear t o  us as in 1 
time. Our own selves, and their noumenal acts are, of course, . 

8:: not  given to  us introspectively. And because space and time 
are forms of appearance, they further give rise to  two pure 
sciences which are independent of detailed empirical content: 
geometry and pure mechanics are the sciences in question. 
But arithmetic, though it has a purely conceptual content, 
only acquires concreteness when countable phenomena come 
before us in space and time ($12). The position here is superior 
t o  that of the Critique, where number is unacceptably tied 
down to the empirical activity of counting, and to  the tem- 
porality of the activity in question. 

Section 111 o f  the Dissertation then deals with the principles 
of the sensible, phenomenal world. These principles, we learn 
in $13, apply to everything as it appears to us, but not to 
matters that transcend d l  appearance, for example, our own 
selves as spiritual substances, o r  God as universal, noumenal 
cause of all. Then, $14 deals with time, and attempts to  prove 
that time can be nothing but a universal form of appearance. 
Kant says that (1) seeing things after one another, or  as simul- 
taneous with one another, presupposes an idea of the time 
in which things are thus seen. Unless we already had this idea, 
we could not see the things that we successively sense as suc- 
cessive: our experience would then presumably be no more 
than an unimaginable flux, if indeed it could be anything. 
Kant presumes that we have to  have an idea, o r  the readiness 
to  form an idea, of  something that spills over beyond the 
immediate present, in the vague direction of thc 'past' and 
the 'future', in order to  be able to  fit what we thus experience 
successively into a definite time-order. We cannot come by 
the idea o f  succession through experience, because we have 
to have it in order to have experience. It is possible to  teach 
people the use of tenses and temporal expressions b y  showing 
them things that happen one after the other, as is picturesquely 
set forth in $549-51 of Wittgenstein's Brown Book, but the 
teaching will only be effective, on Kantian principles, if the 
pupils already dispose of a vague vision of the indefinitely 
extended temporal order into which such teaching can be  
fitted. And who can doubt ( to  use Wittgenstein's technique 
of the rhetorical question) that Kant has really illuminated a 
question that Wittgenstein, with a wonderful appearance o f  
illuminating it,  has altogether begged? 

Kant then tells us in (2) that time is given to us in a single 
overview, as a single, infinite, individual whole in which all 
limited time-lapses must find their places, and not as some 
generic relational structure abstractable from many distinct 
time-lapses. In  other words, it is only because there is some- 
thing like a primordial And So On attaching to  all experienced 
successions, that we can be taught to  extend the map of the 
past and the future indefinitely. This leads o n  t o  the important 
point (3)  that time, though it precedes all sensation, is intui- 
tively, not conceptually presented, and that  its presentation 
is a pure, not a sensuous intuition. In other words, time, as 
extending vaguely into the past and future, is so absolutely 
integrated with the sensible contents beyond which it is felt 
to  extend, that it must be said to  share their individuality, and 
to  be intuitively 'there' in the same way that they are, and yet, 
since it is certainly felt as a horizon extending beyond them, 
it has also t o  be said t o  be thc object of a pure intuition, one 
that needs to  be complemented by sensory content, but which 
does not wholly depend upon the latter. Our awareness of 
time is certainly something intermediate between our aware- 
ness of some highly generic feature and the manner in which 
a sensuous quality like redness seems to  strike upon our  senses. 

Kant then tells us in (4) that time raises difficulties for con- 
ception in virtue of its absolute continuity: we cannot break 
it up into simple parts, moments being merely limits to  pro- 
cesses in time. Kant thinks with 1,eibniz that this continuity 
also conditions processes in time, which can therefore ncver 
involve wholly abrupt transitions. But all this leads on t o  (5) ,  
where he says that time cannot be anything absolutely real 
in the noumcnal order, since it is neither a substance, nor an 
attribute, nor a relation. I t  is, in short, for logical and meta- 
physical reasons that Kant rejects the absolute reality of time; 
and the later critical system, while making great play with 
the notion of synthetic a priori knowledge, really rests on the 
samc logico-metaphysical grounds as the Uirsc~rtatio~t, which arc 
those that Kant inherited from Leibniz and Wolff. Time is 
therefore held to  be only a way in which what is real makes 
itself sensible t o  such as ourselves: it is 'a subjective condition 
necessary by the nature of the haman mind in its co-ordination 
of any sensibles to  itself according to a fixed law, and a pure 
intuition'. And though this pure intuition may not exist rcatly- 
made in us as an innate idea, it represents the response t o  
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external, sensory prodding of an inner law of the mind, through 
which all that we see comes t o  be arranged in a definite time- 
order, and to  occupy differing lengths of time, and so becomes 
for us either a motion outside o f  us or a sequence of thoughts 
within us. So pervasive is the influence of this law, that even 
the pure laws of logic only acquire concrete significance 
through it. The not-A which A excludes must be moored to  the 
concrete situation by the temporal relation of simultaneity: 
there is no incompatibility o f  A and not-A if they are not 
predicated simultaneously. Then (6) adds the codicil that time, 
despite its conceptual difficulties, is truly the form ~ f ' ~ h e n o m -  
ena, and cannot be argued ou t  of existence by so-called 
contradictions which themselves presuppose it. T o  which ( 7 )  
adds that time is therefore the ineliminable form of the whole 
sensible world. 

It is clear from these passages that Kant's conception of a 
pure intuition does not exclude many obscure and dispositional 
elements. He makes unoccupied time live o n  the fringes of 
occupied time, into which the latter can and does constantly 
extrude itself, rather than be something that we can envisage 
as totally empty. Of totally empty time there can obviously 
be no intuitive envisagements, as the Critique will later argue: 
it is on the fringes of movements and changes that we also 
envisage the empty medium in which they take place. And 
the endlessness of time obviously involves only the conscious 
experience o f  being able to go on indefinitely: Kant does not 
however, like Wittgenstein, banish the dispositional from the 
concrete stuff of  experience. Dispositions are for him arguably 
more 'real' than vanishing sense-contents. Kant's treatment 
o f  the imagination and its schemata in the Critique involves 
the same sort of 'ontologization' of the dispositional, an accor- 
dance o f  actuality to  our readiness t o  form images rather than 
to actual image-formations, and it is in this sense that we must 
understand Kant's intuitive envisagement of the infinitely 
lasting, divisible, and all-compassing time. It is something whose 
possibility we feel 'in our bones' rather than in what is actually 
seen or  seeable. 

Having dealt with time under seven heads in $14, Kant pro- 
ceeds to  deal with space in $15 under five more or  less similar 
heads. He argues (A) that seeing things outside of ourselves, 
and outside of one another, presupposes the comprehensive 
spatial order in which things are cast or seen. (B) says that 

space is unique and singular, and given us in a single over- 
view as the whole in which everything finds its place. Plainly 
i f  we had not the idea of this unique, singular order we should 
not locate what we see at this definite point in space, and we 
should not locate what we d o  not as yet see, or  what we no 
longer see, as some other point in space. There is no empiricist 
build-up to a comprehensive space from the fragments offered 
us by sensory intuition. (C) adds that space is, therefore, in 
virtue of its individuality, a part of our intuitions, but of its 
pure, formal or  non-sensuous part: it is not an object of abstrac- 
tive conception. Kant must here not be taken to mean that  we 
dispose of a completely worked out intuition of the whole of 
infinite, empty spacc, but that whatever we sensibly intuit has 
to  be seen in a spatial horizon which could be explored in- 
definitely. Here again the dispositional element is quite as real 
as the content-clement which variegates i t ,  and cannot be 
simply asalys(>d in terms of the latter. The whole science o f  
geometry, Kimt further tells us, involves intuitive construction 
as well as conception, and also many odd features such as the 
incongruity of exact counterparts, and the three-dimensionality 
of space, which cannot be conceptually explained. (The in- 
tuition here involved cannot of coursc be limited by the accuracy 
of the circles, triangles, and so on that we actually see or  
draw, but by an imagination which brises itself on  what we 
thus see, and which movcs towards an indefinitely enhanced, 
limiting accuracy.) (D) the11 tells us that space is not a substance, 
nor an attribute, nor a rclation, and hence not anything objcc- 
tivcly real, but  that it is something subjective and ideal which 
flow ~unc-h:~ln~e;~l~ly from the nature ol' the mind, thereby 
providing a schema in whicln a11 external phenomena can be 
viewed. An empty, substantial space, as believed in by the 
English, is plainly a fiction, whereas an empirical, relational 
space, as believed in by the Germans, violates the certainty 
o f  insights, and opens up the possibility that we 
may one day meet with a bilineal rectangle. Kant assumes 
throughout that we can be quite sure of whatever flows from 
our mind's permanent nature, and can be sure that it does 
flow from that nature, an axiom that is, o f  course, opcn to  
question. (E) then argues that, since space is a structuring 
form of our sensitivity, we can be sure that its structuring 
principles will apply to everything which that sensitivity can 
ever expcricnce. Kant ends thc section by c o i n ~ n e n t i n ~  on  the 
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manner in which we tend t o  construct linear, spatial images 
of time, a device that the Critique will argue is unavoidable. 
He also points out ,  however, that time has this priority over 
space: that it applies to all phenomena whatsoever, whether 
external or  internal, whereas space only applies to  what is 
external. Of the later doctrine that time is primarily the form 
of inner sense, and is only derivatively the form of outer 
sensibility, which would give motion a strange position in the 
material world, there is here happily no trace. Time further 
has the superior importance of conditioning the application 
of the law of  contradiction, of the conceptions of cause and 
effect, and, through the procedure o f  counting, of the concepts 
o f  number. The forms of  time and space, not bcing abstracted 
from sensory data, are for that reason not empirically acquired, 
yet without being innate. They spring rather from the activity 
of mind itself, which binds its sensations together according 
t o  laws of its own, which action can itself be cognized in- 
tuitively. 'Without doubt', Kant remarks at the end of section 
111, 'either concept (i.e. o f  time and space) is acquired, but not  
abstracted from our sensing of objects, for sensation only 
provides the material, not the form of human cognition. It is 
abstracted from the mind's own action, in co-ordinating what- 
ever it senses according to  perpetual laws. Each concept is 
therefore an immutable type which for that reason can be 
intuitively known.' It is o f  course clear that Kant does not 
here clearly distinguish between the spatializing and temporal- 
izing 'actions' of 'the mind', and the resultant order they 
impart to phenomena, nor does he clearly recognize that the 
actions in question cannot have taken place in time at all, 
since temporal order is their outcome. 

Section IV of the Dissertation then deals somewhat sketchily 
with the formal principles of the intelligible world. Once space 
and time have been removed from the connective tissue o f  
this world, we are a t  once faced with the problem as to  how 
its component substances are joined together so as to form a 
world which appears to us in a spatio-temporal guise. As Kant 
puts it: 'Manet quaestio, non nisi intellectui solubilis, quonam 
principio ipsa haec relatio omnium substantiarum nitatur, 
quae intuitive spectata vocatur spatium' (The question re- 
mains, solublc only by the understanding, on what principle 
does this relation o,f all substances rest, a relation which, in- 
tuitively regarded, we call space [my italics] ). This brief 

4 
f passiige is of immense importance, since it shows that  Kant  

1 believed that there were relations among Things-in-themselvcs 
that corresponded one for onc, m d  in their logical properties, 

h; t o  the spatio-temporal order of phenomena, and that the  law 
of the mind, whereby it spatialized and temporalized its sen- 
suous impacts, was in a sense a law of translation o r  tmnsposi- 
tion which enabled it to  project the noumenal order o n  t o  the 
surface of appearance, and that it was not  the  free improvisation 
that it has often been conceived to  be - an improvisation, of 
course, insufficiently restrained by geometry and causality, 
and so o n  - and which assorts ill with the very notion of a 
law. Here, as in the later Critique, we arc simply unacquainted 
with Things-in-themselves, whether in their individuality, their 
characters, or  their relations, but the unknown differences and 
relations of these unknown things none the less carry over 
into the manners in which the mind orders and relates its da ta  
in space and time, and which are a logical picture of the forrncr. 
Time and timc again we find Kant anticipating the Wittgen- 
stcin of the Tractatus, whether in his unknowablc simplc 
objects, to  which we none the less in some way unknowingly 
refer, or, as here, in the unknowable concatenations which 
are somehow reflected in the structure o f  our scntences. The 
statement or  aphorism 4.014 in the Tractatus is thoroughly 
Kantian: 'A gramophone record, the musical idea, the written 
notes, and the sound-waves, all stand to  one another in the 
same internal relation of depicting that holds bctween language 
and the world. They are all constructed according to  a common 
logical pattern. (Like the two youths in the fairy-tale, thcir 
two horses, and thcir lilies. They are all in a certain sense one.)' 

Kant rcfuses, howcver, to  base the unity of the intelligible 
world on the mere fact that its substantial components interact 
causally. Causality is a relation of subordination, of one-sided 
dependence, while what we require is a co-ordinating relation 
which brings substances together, which makes interaction 
among them possible ( $1 7). Kant finds this co-ordinating 
relation in the common depcndence of all contingently existing 
substances on a single, nccessarily existent substance, that  is, 
God. They form the created, the contingent world, and their 
necessarily existent Creator must be external to  this world 
($818-20). (Kant toys with the notion of a plurality of sclf- 
existent Creators, each responsible for a singlc world, but  
does not proceed far with its refutation.) The accommodations 
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of the states of one created substance to  those of another 
must then all stem from their common derivation from a 
divine source. Kant does not, however, decide whether such an 
accommodation is generic and ideal, as in the Leibnizian pre- 
established harmony, o r  whether it depends on countless divine 
interferences as in occasionalist theories, or  whether, lastly, 
it is generic but real, in which case created substances can be 
held to have been so created as to  be able directly to  influence 
one another. This last theory of direct physical influence is 
the one that commends itself most strongly to Kant, though he 
concedes that God is always the remote artificer of all such 
interactions. He prefers also t o  attribute our knowledge of the 
things which appear around us in space t o  the direct action 
upon us of those things themselves, rather than to  hold mystic- 
ally with Malebranche, that we see all things in God ($22, 
Scholion). What has emerged from Kant's discussion of the 
intelligible world is simply a very radical form of the Leibnizian 
doctrine, in which time and the psyche have gone the way of 
space. The intelligible world can only be known in and through 
the sensible order which is its appearance. The critical writings 
will simply carry these conclusions a little further, though 
at a few points much too far. 

The remainder of the Dissertation is wholly occupied with 
warding off the metaphysical errors which arise out of com- 
bining and confusing the intuitive and sensible, on the one 
hand, with the noumenal and intelligible on the other. Such 
errors are said by Kant t o  involve subreption, stealthy con- 
version. The logical use of concepts in subsuming particulars 
under concepts, and concepts under more general concepts, 
gives rise to no such subreptic errors. It is only when we con- 
sider conceptual contents by themselves, that is, make a real 
or hypostatic use of them, that such subreption becomes 
possible, and has to be guarded against by a special docimastic 
art, whose first principle is that nothing spatio-temporal must 
be predicated o f  Things-in-themselves, but only of things as 
they appear to  us ($924-5). Here we have a perfect meta- 
physical licence to think of things which do not conform t o  
the axioms of space and time ($25). It is not metaphysically 
necessary to  hold, with Crusius, that whatever exists must exist 
somewhere and at some time: this need not be true of im- 
material substances, nor o f  the supreme cause of all such 
substances, God. God is not literally everywhere, nor is there 
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any problem in His awareness of what is fo r  us future ($27). 
It is likewise subreptic to argue that all quanta must be finite 
in number and measure: this only applies to  such as appear t o  
us in time. And it is subreptic to  assume that whatever is 
without conceptual contradiction is phenomenally possible, 
or that what is phenomenally inconceivable may not b e  nou- 
menally possible ($28). Nor should we regard what always 
exists in time as having an absolute necessity: the world, for 
example, is a contingent whole, even though it may be phenom- 
enally everlasting ($29). Kant, lastly, thinks that there are 
principles of convenience which we, as working intelligences, 
must hypothetically act upon, though they are without 
any absolute, noumenal warrant, for example, that  everything 
in the universe takes place according to  the  order of nature, that 
principles are not to  be multiplied beyond necessity, that 
matter neither comes into being nor passes away, and so forth. 
We could not find our way among the intricate confusion of 
phenomena if we did not accept these as pragmatic principles, 
but it would be wrong to assume that the working of Things- 
in-themselves may not be more intricate and devious than 
would admit of any phenomenal sorting out. 

I t  will be seen how most of the basic positions of Kant's 
critical writings have been worked out  in the Dissertation, 
sometimes with much greater clarity. What has not been clearly 
worked o u t  there is the limitation of verifiable certainty t o  
what is phenomenal, and the consideration o f  the phenomenal 
criteria which will have to  do duty for unreachable noumerlal 
differences. And the importance of Transcendental Objects, 
as regulative Ideals of thought and practice, will, of course, 
only be raised once the phenomenal restriction has been 
accepted. We now turn to  the consideration of space and time 
in the Transcendental Aesthetic, the first part of the Critique of 
Reason. This in all essential points follows the lead of the 
Dissertation. 

... 
111 

The opening paragraphs of the Transcendental Aesthetic inform 
us that Anschauung, intuition, direct envisagement, is the 
means whereby knowledge directs itself immediately to objects, 
and that it is also the preferred means t o  its goal. Intuition can, 
however, only arise in so far as an object is actually givcn t o  
us, and this, in its turn, can only happen, a t  least in the case o f  
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us men, in so far as the object affects our minds in a given 
manncr. Sensibility (Sinnlichkeit) is thc name we give to  the 
rcceptivc faculty which enables us t o  have presentations (Vor- 
stellungen) as the result of being thus affectcd, and it alone 
yields us intuitions. These, however, have to  be thought by 
the understanding (Verstand), and from this faculty concepts 
(BegnTfe) will arise. All thinking must, however, relate, whether 
directly o r  indirectly - in the latter case through general 
marks - t o  intuitions, which are in our case sensible, since 
sensibility is the one manner in which objects can be given t o  
us. Sensation (Empfindung) is the operation of an object 
on  our capacity for presentations, which lattcr is thereby 
affected, and the intuition which thus relates t o  the object 
through sensation is said to be empirical. The undetermined 
object o f  an empirical intuition is called by Kant an appearance 
(Erschcinung). (A. 19-20, B. 33-4.) 

The hermeneutic difficulties of these opening paragraphs 
are considerable, but we may confidently assert that sensation 
for Kant is not only an expcrienced affection, but also, in some 
primitive fashion, the 'referellce' o f  that affection to  an affect- 
ing object, the latter being thereby given to  us, and given to  
11s as being o f  a certain quality. Such a quality can then, in its 
turn, become the basis o f  an empirical concept, empirical, since 
it arises o ~ ~ t  o f  sensation, but able thereafter to  be applied t o  
many objects, or  be kept in rcadiness for such a use. The kind 
of causality expressed by the word 'affection' cannot be the 
sophisticated causality afterwards analysed in terms of regular 

Y succession: \ye cannot, in sensation, be making elaborate causal 
inferences. 'It can only be a primitively cxpericnced impact 
of a thing not ourselves upon ourselves, having a character 
which at once reflects ourselves and the thing which is thus 
affccting us& is important t o  realize that Kant never thinks 
in terms o f  substantialized sensations or sense-data as British 
empiricists have become traincd to  do: always he deals with 
things acting upon, and affecting other things, and sensations 
can never be more for him than the products of such commerce. 
The thing-analysis, we may say, forms the basis of his con- 
ceptions both o f  the phenomenal and the noumenal order: in 
neither case does he think in terms o f  discrcte fragments or  a 
messy continuum. 

Kant goes on to say, in the next paragraphs, that what 
corresponds to  scnsation in an appearance will be called its 
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matter, whereas what is responsible for the relational ordering 
of the many items in such an appearance, will be called its 
form. This form, he maintains, being the manner in which 
sensational materials are ordered, cannot itself be sensational, 
but must lie ready t o  hand in the mind, in advance o f  all sensa- 
tion, and so must permit of'being treated independently. (We, 
of course, who have read William James and the Gestalt- 
psychologists, will not  here be impressed by this too  confident, 
Lockean relegation of all relations t o  the 'work of the mind'.) 
Kant calls presentati~ns 'pure', or  describes them as pure 
intuitions, when they have been purged from anything which 
belongs t o  sensation, when they retain only the forms, the 
general relational patterns, in which the 'manifold' of sensa- 
tional material has been or can be envisaged. Transcendental 
Aesthetic will be the name given by Kant to  the  s t ~ t d y  which 
will isolate these ordering forms or  patterns in which whatever 
we directly intuit or  envisage will be viewed. I t  will be 'tran- 
sccndental', in that it will abstract from whatever is due to  
the affection of thc knowing mind from without, and from 
what is not part of its inherent modc of action, and it will 
be 'aesthetic' in that it will abstract from the purely cogitative 
o r  conceptual side of this action, and will consider only the 
function of' direct, intuitive cnvisagemcnt. ( A i o 9 q o i ~  is Grcck 
for sensation or perception, and Kant is here using the term 
in the original Grcck manncr, and not connecting it with our 
fccling for the beautiful, as was the new fashio~i set by 
Baumgartcn in 1750, and followed ever since.) And Kant 
will of course argue that space and time arc the two ordering 
forms reprcscnting the itihcrcnt modc of action of the intuiting 
mind on thc manifold material offered to  it by scnsation. 

Before we considcr the arguments set forth in the Aesthetic, 
we must, however, criticize certain general suggestions in this 
prclirninary account, which arc not acceptable even from a 
point of view sympathetic to  Kant's, and which will be pro- 
foundly revised in thc course of Kant's later expositions. Kant 
here talks as if the life of thc knowing mind is a three-stage 
process: first we receive a manifold of disordered sensations, 
which are the direct outcome of impacts from Things-in- 
themselves, ncxt we order such sensations in the empty rc- 
lational cadrcs of space and time, which exist ready t o  hand in 
our conscious apparatus, a ~ i d  then, lastly, we proceed t o  interpret 
o r  think the sensations that we have thus envisaged, and to  



98 Kant 's Pre-critical Writings 

apply certain general concepts t o  them, for example, by re- 
cognizing them to be substances o f  a certain sort, having states 
of this o r  that sort, and so forth. It is plain that this three-stage 
story is profoundly absurd, and it is afterwards clearly realized 
t o  be such by Kant. For, since space and time are confessedly C the pervasive forms in which, by an inherent law of the mind, 
all sensuous content must be cast, if it is t o  be intuited o r  
viewed by us at all, it is nonsense t o  suppose that we were 
first confronted by detached sensory contents and then found 
a place for them somewhere in space and t i m 9 0 u r  sensations 
must indeed spring from the impacts of Transcendental Objects 
on  our own transcendental subjectivity, but the outcome of 
such encounters must have been spatialized and temporalized 
from the start, even if such a spatialization and temporalization 
is thereafter an ever-developing activity, and is always adding 
new ranges o f  vision to  what was originally given. The act of 
accommodating the impacts of objects-in-themselves t o  the 
forms of vision lying ready t o  hand in the subject himself, 
and so generating appearances in space and time, must there- 
fore have been a pre-conscious, rather than a conscious accom- 
modation, and must have been a single package-deal rather 
than a two-stage process. (The use of the term 'presonscious', 
and all other terms suggestive of proceedings in time, must of 
course be interpreted as pointing t o  logical pre-conditions out  
of time altogether.)Fnce appearances have been given, they 
can, no  doubt, be extended indefinitely by inferences, but there 
can be no untemporalized, unspatialized, conscious items on 
which spatiality and temporality are afterwards imposeTJ It 
is just as clearly the case that there can be no intuitive envis- 
agements in which no interpretative concepts are present. We 
must see whatever we d o  see, as being something o r  other, 
however vaguely or indefinitely we d o  so, if we are t o  see it 
at all. A restricted accommodation o f  conception t o  intuitive 
envisagement must therefore be present in the very origins o f  
such envisagement, together with an unlimited possibility of 
extending this later, and the accommodation of the pre- 
conscious impacts of objects to  our own intuitive requirements 
and though t-requiremen ts must have been present from the very 
start. One could not have been faced by a disordered intuitive 
manifold on  which one then imposed conceptual order. All 
this is in fact conceded by Kant in his difficult and obscure 
doctrine of the Productive Imagination, which will concern 
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us later. The whole perceived world, with its indefinite pos- 
sibilities of imaginative extension and conceptual interpretation, 
must be the product of what may be called b y  analogy an 'act', 
but which never in truth took place in time a t  all. I t  may be 
called 'imaginative', since the  appearances it generates are 
quite unlike any of the real sources from which they spring, 
and 'productive', since it7reproduces nothing previously 
apparent. Its phenomenal products and their phenomenal 
relations may have one-to-one correspondence, and similarity 
o f  logical properties, with their nournend originals, but  by and 
large they are a( new, productive, imaginative creation. This 
creation is the outcome of a single creative act in which sensible 
content, spatio-temporal order, and conceptual amenability 
are all present, though they of course require, and permit of, 
indefinite enlargement and refinement. The Aesthetic is there- 
fore not so much the study of a stage in our  conscious orienta- 
tion to  knowable objectivity, as the study of one pervasive 
aspect of such orientation. Kant's contention is that this aspect 
is entirely rooted in the necessary relations of ourselves as 
envisaging subjects t o  the objects that we envisage, and not 
at all in what we ourselves, o r  our objects themselves, inde- 
pendently are. The arguments for this difficult form of per- 
ceptual relativism will now be considered. 

We shall, in the following exposition, conflate Kant's 
arguments lor the transcendental ideality of space and time, 
though they are not completely parallel in the text; we shall 
also follow the treatment of the Second Edition, which does 
not,  however, depart fundamentally from the  First. Kant 
divides his treatment into a Metaphysical and a Transcendental 
Exposition o f  space and time, the former setting forth what 
the concepts of space and time themselves involve, the latter 
the consequences for knowledge that result from the nature 
of these concepts. There are four heads t o  the Metaphysical 
Exposition, which may be summarized and briefly commented 
upon as follows: 

(1) tells us that space, with its mutually external regions, is 
presupposed by any location of perceived objects outside of 

body or  outside and alongside of other perceived 
is not an empirical concept garnered from the re- 

in, or  between, bodies, but is presupposed by 
all such relations and first renders them possible. And time 
is, in precisely the same way, not an empirical concept abstracted 
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from what we see as existing simultaneously or  successively 
around us or  within us, nor from their relations, but is pre- 
supposed by all such relations and first renders them possible. 
In other words, to borrow the language o f  the Dissertation, 
there must be an i h e r  law of the mind which regularly trans- 
lates the mind's affections by Things-in-thcmsclves, ordcred 
in manners of which we know nothing, into instances of sensible 
qualities spatially and temporally arranged; such an ordering 
being the manner in which what is extern 2 o,  and other than 
the self, o r  what is internal t o  it and proper t o  it, must appear 
to  it. The internally based, presuppositional character of such 
an ordering is further shown by its absolutely pervasive character 
- absolutely all objects appear to  us either in space and in 
time or  in time alone - and also by the fact that it is always 
seen or  felt to extend beyond the definite contents that it 
orders, o r  to fill in their interstices, and so to  act, in somc 
sort, as a connective tissue between them. Kant is, in short, 
recognizing the plain phenomenological fact that space and 
time are always vaguely given as the embracing horizons and 
media of all that we perceive, and not merely as patterned 
structures among or within the latter. And he is very arguably 
giving this priority a metaphysical foundation in the unknow- 
able relations of the subject to objects-in-themselves. 

(2) tells us that space differs from the contents seen in it 
by having an absolute irremovability, a necessity for the direct 
intuition of whatever is other than, and outside of, ourselves, 
which is absent from all such contents. Even if we move towards 
a point where all sensible content vanishes from space - Kant 
does not believe that we can absolutely reach such a point - we 
still d o  not think or feel that space itself would then also cease 
t o  be. Space is therefore an advance or  a priori presupposition, 
built into our possible perception of whatever will act on our 
senses by an internal law of the mind, and so remains, as a 
presupposition or  predisposition, even when actual sensations 
are not present. In much the same way, time is a necessary 
background idea, always generated by an inner law of the mind, 
which conditions the possibility of all our perceptions, whether 
internal or external, and which is therefore not removed even 
if we move in imagination to  the unreachable point where all 
temporal appearances would vanish. Kant in these assertions 
shows the profoundest phenomenological penetration. Plainly 
we d o  feel, in some inexpugnable, if obscure, fashion, that even 

if all spatial appearanccs wcrc to  vanish there would still remain 
the bare room for them, and that, similarly, if all temporal 
appearances were to  vanish, there would still remain the t ime 
for them. Empty space and time, given a's a background t o  what 
is grossly given, are in fact as solid a datum, phenomenologically 
speaking, as thcy arc in the axioms o f  Newton. We have them 
before us, we expcriencc their immensity, in a manner indeed 
less palpable than the manner in which we experience their 
contents, but which remains most definite and compulsive, 
whether or  not we yield-fo it philosophically. And while to 
yield to  it would be by many condemned as 'picture-thinking', 
it remains questionab\e whether our thought is not much more 
pictorial if we believe only in vanishing sense-contents. Kant 
recognizes all these plain phenomenological facts in his doctrine 
of pure o r  a priori intuition, but this in no wise commits him to  
the view that we could have this deep scnse of the two great 
media in the absence of all contrasting contents, much less 
that they could cxist in the total absence o f  all such material. 

(3 )  tells us that space is not some general concept of the 
relationships of things based on our noting what is common 
to  many separate spaces. Space is always before us as a unitary, 
individual whole of which all separate spaces are merely the 
limited extracts (Einschrankungen). Time likewise is not  some 
mere abstraction from definite, finite times, b u t  is presupposed 
by them all as thc individual whole of which they are only 
partial excerpts. Kant infcrs from this that, since space and 
time share the individuality of their contents, and are not  given 
as generic features of them, our awareness of them must be 
intuitive and not merely conceptual. They are, we may say, the 
single, unique instances of the structures they embody, and so 
are not strictly separable from those structures, or se rom &p - 1  
them. This means, in effect, that the intuition e re said to 
have of space and time will always range an indefinite, impalp- 
able penumbra about its palpable, definite core-elements, and 
that not all of it can be palpably given in the  manner in which 
limited extracts from it certainly are. 

(4) tells us that space and also time come before us as un- 
limited or  infinite wholes: they are given as going on endlessly 
beyond the limited contents that palpably appear in them. 
This too shows that they are intuitively, not  conceptually, 
given, since no concept, even if it may have application t o  an 
unlimitcd number of instances, can have an unlimited inner 



I 

102 Kant 's Pre-critical Writings 

articulation of content. But space and time in some sense set 
a whole, fully realized infinity before us, as the analysis of no 

1 
concept could ever involve. Kant here again shows his phenom- 
enological penetration: he does not, like a dogmatic empiri- 1 cist, for example, Berkeley, hold that whatever is given, whether ' 
to  sense or  imagination, must in every respect be definite 
and clear. Kant plainly does not believe that we can see the 

, 
whole of infinite space and time as we can see some limited 
datum in it. Kantian intuition includes much that is marginal 
and half-lit and only ready to  become clear. For Kant, we I may say, the possibility of what is not actually given is an 1 
actual element in what is given, without which the latter would 
be nothing at all. 1 

In the Transcendental Exposition which follows Kant argues 
that @e acceptance of space and time as the ineliminable, C 
structuring forms of all our experiences, and so of all direct 
appearances to us, very readily explains how we can assert ! 

and prove all sorts of necessary axioms and theorems about ! 
what can appear to us as in space and time. Kant here instances - 
such geo-chronometrical o r  theorems as that space t 
has three and only three =?% dimen ns, and time only one; that 4 

! 
in a triangle two sides taken together are always greater than I 
the third; and that, while many distinct events can happen ! 
at the same time and not successively, distinct times are ndces- 
sarily successive, and so on. There would, Kant holds, be no 
self-contradiction in denying these axioms and principles, but 
we are sure none the less that they hold, not only of the in- 
stances that we have examined or  experienced, but also of 
all the instances that will ever be examined o r  experienced, 
or  that are or  can be.& the way things appeared to  us depended 
solely on what they intrinsically were, we should not expect I 
them to appear so uniformly, o r  for us to be so confident 
of their structuring laws as we in fact are. Whereas, if the way 
things appear to us as spatially and temporally structured rests I 
not on  their intrinsic nature or  structuring alone, but also on  3 . 
some inner law of  the mind which systematically translates 1 

their intrinsic differences and arrangements into spatio-temporal 
differences and arrangements, then we can well explain how 
we can have such an absolute confidence in regard t o  such i 
things qua apparent, and how such a confidence can very well 
be justified. i 

I t  has not, to my knowledge, been observed that this famous i 
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argument is covertly inductive and scientific, and in no sense 
depends on  transcendental insight. For Kant does not here 
argue that we can know the ways of our  intuiting minds in 
some vastly superior way to  the manner in which we apprehend 
the ways of the things that they reveal to  us, and which we 
distinguish from ourselves. He does not argue that it is intrinsi- 
cally clearer that we cannot imagine a bilineal figure than 
that there cannot be ,  as a given phenomenon, such a bilineal 
figure: the two certainties are precisely on the  same level, and 
are in fact two aspects of the same certainty. And if we can 
think, without contradiction, of a bilineal figure, then we 
can also think, without contradictsn,  of someone imagining 
o r  perceiving i t . p h e  strength of the argument rests o n  the ' 
strange unifbrmzty of our  spatio-temporal certainties: we 
bring them ready-made to experience, and are never disappointed 
in our  confidence in them, even if there is nothing analytically 
necessary about them. This uniformity points to  their certainly 
having their roots in ourselves as intuiting subjects, whether 
o r  not they may not also have their roots in the  intrinsic natures 
of the things that may appear to  u s > ~ n d  it is arguable that  
beings constituted as we are, who depend for their knowledge 
of objects, including themselves, on the way that  those objects 
affect them, must of necessity envisage those objects in the  
systematic externality of space o r  in the piecemeal progressive- 
ness of time. Kant's view on these points is an explanatory, 
scientific hypothesis rather than an a priori certainty, and rests 
o n  a presumed substructure of things affecting other things, 
and so becoming apparent to  one another, while their intrinsic 
natures are not thereby rendered apparent. 

Two general conclusions are then held t o  arise from the 
Metaphysical and Transcendental Expositions that have just 
been rehearsed: (a) that space and time are no t  t o  be regarded 
as properties o r  idations if things as they exist in the se ve 
independently of the manner in which they appear t&us,f <PI r i 
is not understandable that we should have definite and certain 
general intimations of such properties and relations prior t o  an 
exhaustive encounter with their actual cases; (b) space and 
time are t o  be regarded as the manners in which things appear 
t o  us, o r  are intuitively given to  us; for, on this assumption, it 
is understandable that we should have general advance intima- 
tions as t o  the laws limiting what can be the case in space and 
time, prior t o  exhaustive encounter with the  cases of such 
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laws. Kant furthei;holds, in the case o f  time, that it is primarily 
the structuring form of inner appearances, that is, of our own 
conscious states as given to  introspection o r  inner sense. These 
states, he takes it, are themselves never spatial nor extended, 
though they may present objects and states of objects in space. 
Since, however, all objects and states of objects in space are 
presented to  states o f  mind which are in time, time is indirectly 
a universal structuring form of external as well as internal 
phenomena (A. 34-5; B. 50-2). This view represents a regrettable 
departure from the Dissertation position, and would make it 
difficult for Kant to  distinguish changes in objects that we 
judge to  be objective, and changes in objects that we judge 
merely to depend on the order in which we apprehend them: 
in the Analogies o f  Experience in the Critique of Pure Reason, 
these distinctions play an all-important role. Motion is further 
for Kant one of the most centrally important features in phenom- 
enal nature, as witnessed in the Metaphysical Foundations o f  
Natural Science of 1786, and motion can only be understood 
if time is regarded as being as much a form o f  external, spatial 
phenomena as of internal, psychic ones. 

Kant further holds that, though space, the form of outer 
appearance, has to  borrow something from time for its motions, 
time likewise has to borrow something from space in order t o  
have anything like a figure or  a position (A. 33). I t  is only by 
projecting successive temporal states on to  an imaginary line 
that we can be clearly aware o f  their sequence, and of thq 
varying lengths of time that they occupy. This view is on the 
surface false, since it is certainly possible t o  be aware of dura- 
tion, rhythm, and so on  without representing it spatially, and 
the need to  frame spatial pictures of time-patterns would seem 
to  be peculiar t o  certain psychological types. Kant, however, 
also lays great stress at varying points in the Critique (e.g. in 
B. 75-6) on the vanishing, supersessive character of phenomena 
in time, and the need t o  give them a measure of permanence by 
connecting them with phenomena in space. I t  is arguable, 
however, that evanescence is as much a character of appearances 
in space as of appearances in time, and that constancy can - 
sometimes be a character o f  phenomena in time as much as of 
those in space. Witness, for example, a continuous state of 
profound depression. What seems, however, to be the case is 
that time, in a most enigmatic fashion, combines ordinal pro- - 
perties, which do not alter, with supersessive properties, which 

- 
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are always in flux: its restless shuttle is always weaving a fabric 
that endures. How this is possible we cannot hope to  under- 
stand: it is one of the places where Kantian or Bergsonian 
intuition outsoars the nimble understanding, and can perhaps 
only hope t o  be captured in such a C-series as that  of McTaggart, 
which is not very different from Kant's own final solution for 
Noumena. The ordinal properties of time are, however, such 
as t o  lend themselves to representation in space, whereas its 
supersessive properties do not, and this perhaps is the reason 
that Kant thinks that time's permanent, ordinal structure has 
t o  borrow a non-supersessive representation from space. ---7 

The outcome of Kant's- two conclusions is that space and / 
time are empirically and phenomenally myl, bu t  transcendentally 
ideal: they are genuinely the manners in which things, with , 
their characters and relations, whether within or  without 1 
ourselves, must appear to  beings like ourselves, and their laws 
must apply to  whatever such beings have before them in ex- 
perience; but  it would none the less be a subreption, an invalid 
conversion, t o  treat them as the forms of Things-in-themselves 
(A. 27-30, 35-6). They translate, we may say metaphorically, 
the differences and other relations of Things-as-they-are-in- 
themselves into the special language of appearances in space 
and time, but such a translation yields only an empty concep- 
tion, and no true knowledge, of the original. I t  would even be 
subreptive t o  apply them with certainty t o  the  way that  things 
might appear to  other sorts of finite being (A. 27, 42), though 
it is quite conceivable that all finite beings perceive things as 
we do (B. 72). God, however, being conceived as perfect, and 
inclusive o f  all possibility, must assuredly bc able to  intuit 
things as they in themselves are, and no t  as they affect Him, 
o r  appear to  Him. His intuition must therefore be of an arche- 
typal and active sort, which puts things there, rather than 
receives impressions of them once they are there, and must 
therefore be quite different from our own derivative, ectypal 
intuition. But, though thus wholly phenomenal, time and 
space are not to  be thought of as delusive o r  illusory, in the 
manner of certain sensuous shows which depend y n  (ot  t er, 
more basic, phenomenal conditions. Thus a rainbbw is ta  en 
to  be illusory, since it is a special phenomenon which has its 
basis in sunlight, a more permanent phenomenon, when this 
shines upon rain. In such a situation we rightly take the rain 
and the sunlight to  be the underlying realities of which the 
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rainbow is only the appearance. To the transcendental philo- 
sopher this distinction remains a valid one, even though for 
him the sunlight and rain, since given in space and time, are 
in a deeper sense ideal and phenomenal, and not to be treateA 
as belonging to Things;in-themselves (A. 6). The same applies 
to all the secondary qualities of colour, warmth, sound, and 
so on, which are limited to the perceptions of those having 
sense-organs constituted in certain ways, such as need not, and 
do not, obtain in the case of  all sensitive beings. These secondary 
qualities are, therefore, rightly to be regarded as the appearances 
of movements, special spatio-temporal configurations, and so 
on, which for this purpose count as realities. For the tran- 
scendentalist, however, the latter are also merely phenomenal, 
and a mere half-way house towards the properties and re- 
lations of genuine Things-in-themselves (A. 29-30). In the 
Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, and also in 
Kant's Opus Postumum, the nature of this phenomenal half- 
way house is richly canvassed, and in the latter writing Kant 
puts forward the fascinating theory of a double affection, 
the mind or Gemut being first confronted by aprimary phenom- 
enal world of pure spatio-temporality, as a result of its primary 
affection by Things-in-themselves, and then, at a second gasp, 
being confronted by a secondary phenomenal world decked 
out in all the sensory qualities, as the result of the mind's 
affection by its own primary creation, very much as in ortho- 
dox physical theories of perception. Transcendental phenod- 
enalism, therefore, leaves all ordinary distinctions between 
reality and appearance intact, whether these be those of the 
scientist or the prdinary percipient. The 'appearances' recog- 
nized by the latter are then rightly to be regarded as appear- 
ances of appearances; a designation actually used by Kant 
in the last period of his theorizing. 

Kant notes that, while many are willing to accept tran- 
scendental phenomenalism in regard to the objects and states 
of outer sense, they experience the greatest difficulty in accept- 
ing it in regard to the mental states revealed by inner sense, 
and in regard to the time which counts as the form of inner) 
sense. The things that I perceive as in space may not really 
be in space at all, there may not really be any spatial things, 
only things which appear to be in space; but it cannot be 
doubted, the objection runs, that I do so perceive them, and 
that my perceptions of things as in space are therefore real. Those 
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perceptions are, however, certainly given as following upon one 
another in time, and succession is therefore a real character or 
relation of real things, so that time at least cannot be the 
merely phenomenal form that the transcendental philosopher 
holds it to be. Kant's reply to this widely felt objection, first 
formulated in a letter from J. H. Lambert in 1770, is char- 
acteristically paradoxical, but it is also logically unassailable. 
He accepts the general Cartesian position that, when I doubt 
whether what I perceive or think is real, I cannot really doubt 
that my perception or thought of it (or, we may add, my 
doubt regarding what I thus perceive (sr think, or my own 
existence as percipient, thinker, an& doubter) are all of them 
real. What I can doubt, however, is whether my perception, 
or thought, or doubt, or my own self as percipient, thinker, 
and doubter, are in all respects as I perceive or think them to  
be. If it can be contended that, while I certainly perceive 
real objects as in space, though absolutely they are not  in 
space at all, then it can with equal justice be contended that, 
while my real perceptions of objects as in space are certainly 

they may none the less absolutely not be 
It is a mistake, in Kant's view, to  confuse the 

act, and of the subject that performs it, 
of that act on the stage of reflection or 

introspection, and to imagine that the two must necessarily 
coincide in their content. States of mind as they are intro- 
spected, or are given to inner sense, may not be quite as they 
are in themselves. Only in the case of a God, who is in all 
ways perfect, will the intellectual intuition of objects as they 
are in themselves necessarily go together with an intellectual 
intuition of that intellectual intuition as it is in itself; they 
may in fact merely be aspects of one and the same intuition. 
In our case, however, this may not be so at all. 

Kant's views on these points have often been regarded as 
absurd. There cannot, it has been held, be misleading appear- 
ances of misleading appearances; this would, among other 
things, lead to an infinite regress. But if there can be such 
things as misleading appearances at all, then there is nothing 
to stop them from being misleading appearances 
appearances, and so on indefinitely: the logical 
an infinite regress will not, however, point to its actuality. 
And there can be little doubt that introspection, whatever 
it covers, is not an incorrigible process. It has, in fact, been 
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argued, by Wittgenstein, Titchener, and others, that many of 
the mental acts of believing, intending, expecting, and so on, 
which some claim to  observe inwardly, are not, on a m o F  
careful examination, really there a t  all: what are really there 
are only a paltry set of images, feelings, and so on,  not at all 
relevant to  public discourse, plus a readiness to  react o r  to  use 
signs in certain characterizab3 ways. But equally well, it may 
be contended, there may be an infinite number of subjective 
actions which do not as such reveal themselves to  introspection 
at all, though their outcome is written large on the world as 
we see it, and as it comes before us, which are responsible, 
in short, for the world's phenomenology without themselves 
forming part of the latter. Thus we may be continuously 
projecting causal relations, valuations, significant interpreta- 
tions, and so on into the phenomenal world, without having 
the least awareness of the projective activities in question. I t  
is the second point of view that Kant subscribes to  in his 
transcendental psychology, and it is arguably the better way 
t o  deal with such matters. For, if the physical world is nothing 
without its 'deep structures', the same may arguably be true 
of the life of the mind. And it is perfectly possible to  hold that, 
at a sufficiently deep level, the life of the mind no longer 
involves the supersessively progressive, piecemeal character 
inseparable from time, and that a whole life-career may be 
projected and decided upon in a single, comprehensive adt 
of vision and free decision, which is neither before nor after 
anything else, but out  of time altogether. Kant's whole moral 
philosophy is built on  this difficult, seemingly mystical con- 
ception; and we 'may hold that, if the exigencies of modern 
physics demand revision of some of the most fundamental 
of our temporal intuitions, for example, those regarding simul- 
taneity, there is no reason why the exigencies of our moral 
imperatives should not also demand such revisions. If decisions 
can only be free on the assumption that we have also decided 
freely on  the whole course of our practical life out  of time 
altogether, so that causal conditions are irrelevant to  such - ,  
noumenal choices, then it may well be reasonable to  believe --' 
with Kant that decisions, even if taken out  of time altogether, 
have a definite, if not intuitively illustrable, sense. We can 
mean and think them, even if we can neither know them 
nor know anything about them (see A. 37-8; B. 67-9). 

Kant's defence of phenomenalism in the Aesthetic mainly 
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rests on epistemological or, as he styles it, transcendental 
grounds; on  the difficulty of understanding how we can know 
so much about the whole of space and time and their possible 
contents, and be so unshakeably confident regarding them, 
if they are forms of things as they exist independently of 
ourselvcs and of our mcntal constitution, arid arc not  mercly 
the ways in which, by that very constitution, we must neces- 
sarily perceive or envisage things. But t o  these transcendental 
difficulties Kant adds metaphysical o r  ontological difficulties, 
though he does not develop these at all as fully as he  did in 
the Dissertation. Space and time, he 6rgues, must be merely 
phenomenal, since it would be absurd tb  believe in the real 
existence o f  two such eternal, infinite, self-existent nothings 
(Undinge), which are believed t o  exist even in the absence of 
real contents, only in order to  perform the function of con- 
taining (befassen) all real contents in themselves (A. 39). He 
also points to  the fact that all that we see in space and time 
are relations, and that we cannot intuit the terms, presumably 
Leibnizian simples, between which such relations hold, nor 
pronounce on  their inner character (B. 66-7). Tiine and space 
exhibit the basic difficulty, more fully canvassed in the 
Dissertation, of being neither substantial things, nor characters 

, nor relations among substantial things. 
o r  logical category, they can 

appearance. Things can appear 
cannot simply be in space and 

time, nor can space and time themselves simply be. 
Kant's belief in thc merely phcnornenal character of space 

and time is SO central to his whole transcendental theory, and 
so puzzling in many of its contentions, that it will be well t o  
examine it more fully, and to  explore the basic reasons which 
led him to  such conclusions. We may a t  first briefly contend 
that Kant has not been successful in proving the purely phenom- 
enal character of space and time, whether by his transcendental 
or  his metaphysical lines o f  agrument. That we can only per- 
ceive or  imagine things other than ourselves as in space and 
time, and ourselves and our own states as in time, and that  
there are definite laws limiting what can be thus perceived 
o r  imagined, certainly proves, or is the  same as saying, that  
space and time are built-in ways in which objects appear to  
us or  are intuitively given to  us: it does not,  however, prove, -, 
as a long line of critics from Eberhard and Trendelenburq \ rq ( 
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Bcrtrand Russell have argued, that they are not also the ways 
in which objects are ordered quite independently of our ways 
o f  knowing and perceiving them. For the grammar of the verb 
appearance is such that, while a thing may appear to be other 
than it is, it may also appear exactly as it is: how and what 
it is may, in short, simply ,appear. Perhaps we cannot certainly 
know that how things appCar to  us is also how they are, that 
their relational structures correspond or  coincide, but it is 
not absurd or  self-contradictory to  suppose this, and it may 
in fact be quite reasonable to d o  so. And since Kant does hold 
that things other than ourselve~ d o  affect us, and give rise t o  
appearances in space and time, and that we ourselves d o  affect 
ourselves and give rise t o  appearances in time, it is clear that 
there must be some sort of regular correlation between the 
differences and relations of what thus affects us and the dif- 
ferences and relations in its spatial and temporal appearance 
t o  us, if the notion o f  'affection' is in fact t o  have any meaning 
at all. And what better correlation can there be than one in 
which the two structures are identical, at least in the main, 
so that things appear to us as ordered in space and time, when 
they are in fact actually so ordered? Things may in short 
appear to  us, at least in the main, or  in a special set of cases, 
to  be just as they independently are, and they may both appear 
to  us to  be spatio-temporally ordered and also be so. It ma$ 
in fact be argued that this is what it is rational to  suppose. 

Kant's motives for rejecting such a natural supposition are, 
however, threefbld, and it is a little hard to understand why 
certain prejudices should have remained so deeply ingrained 
in a mind so perceptive, when the whole trend of his philosophy 
was t o  eliminate or overcome them. We may say that Kant, 
despite his defiant, if problematic, realism, is a crypto-idealist, 
and that, despite his stress on certainties which are both non- 
analytic and non-empirical, he is also a crypto-logicist and a 
crypto-empiricist. For, to take up the first charge, while Kant 
thoroughly recognizes the intentional nature of all conscious 
reference, and its direction to objects which need in no sense - 
be parts of itself, and while for him the object par excellence ,' 
transcends all of our perception and conception; he, yet, 
oIten confuses the sensational effects through which we per- 
ceive objects with the objects perceived through their means, 
and the thought-acts through which we conceive and know 
objects with the objects that we thus conceive or  know. He 
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therefore sometimes feels it t o  be a problem, as he does, for 
example, in that popular treatise, Prolegomena to  Any Future  
Metaphysic (59), that a property of something external t o  us 
should literally have to  migrote (wandern) into our  presentative 
faculty, in order that we should be able t o  perceive o r  conceive 
it. Plainly, Kant recognizes this sort of facile idealistic argu- 
ment t o  be a ~ E T U ~ C I L C  E ~ C  ahho y i v o ~ ,  and his whole notion 
of appearance likewise refutes it,  since space and time are not 
held t o  be really present in the intuitions which undoubtedly 
present them. Kant also throughout makes confident assump- 
tions regarding other people's experiences, or about future 
o r  possible experiences, without thereby conceiving that such 
experiences have to  'migrate' into his own idea o f  them. There 
is, therefore, no reason why what we have t o  perceive o r  con- 
ceive, as belonging to  objects, should not also really belong 
t o  them, and the spatio-temporal order, in which we cannot 
help seeing whatever we d o  see, may thus very well be  an 
order which belongs to  them (with some dctailed modifications) 
as Things-in-themselves. 

The second deep prepossessio~l in Kant is what we call 
his crypto-logicism: his strayge persuasion that there is a mystery 
in our knowing something, n o  guaranteed by empirical en- \ f 
counters with individual ob~ects ,  when such knowledge is also 
not 'purely analytic', when it clearly merely elicits something 
already presupposed in son$ concept we are applying. There 
is, therefore, for the kryptologicist, a mystery in our  know- 
ledge o f  the three-dimensionality o I  whatever exists externally 
to  ourselves, since it is not self-contradictory t o  conceive o f  
it as having any number o f  dimensions. Kant has, however, 
done more than any philosopher to  lessen the exaltation of 
the law of contradiction so prominent in his predecessors, and 
t o  show that it requires to be s~~pplemented  by non-formal 
compatibilities and incompatibilities t o  have any concrete 
meaning. We have, for example, to  know such things as that 
X cannot move to the right and to the left at once, in order 
t o  give some concrete sense to the empty requirement that 
X cannot be both A and not A. And with this crypto-logicism, 
goes, as a third deep prepossession, Kant's crypto-empiricism, 
his belief that there is something puzzling about our  knowledge 
of things if, not being analytic, it goes beyond what is lpet 
with in the individual case, if wc know, for examplei  that ' 
movements to  the right and to  the left will alwayS canccl 
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each other out. This third prepossession is above all baseless, 
since Kant is certainly the philosopher who has shown that 
we cannot learn anything from the experience of particular 
instances, unless we bring to  ?such experience a knowledge 
that extends infinitely beyond such instances, unless we know, 
for example, as argued in the Transcendental Analytic, that all 
that happens is subject t o  rigorous causal laws. (The validity 
of the general principles to  which Kant appeals in order to 
justify our ability to  learn from experience will be considered 
in the next chapter.) Here it will only be contended that it is 
very strange to  see mystery in our ability to  know non-trivial 
general principles in advance o f  experience, if experience 
could never teach us non-trivial general truths without making 
covert use o f  such principles. If a posteriori knowledge that 
is not o f  particular immediate empirical fact always demands 
a priori knowledge of certain non-trivial general principles, 
then it is absurd to lament that we are unable to learn these 
from experience. It can also here be objected, as has been done 
by Russell and others, that non-trivial knowledge of the general 
ways of our minds raises precisely the same problems as non- 
trivial knowledge of the general ways of anything else, and . 
cannot therefore be used to make the latter more intelligible. 

But if we now turn from Kant's transcendental argument$ 
to his metaphysical arguments for the purely phenomenal 
status of spacc and time, it is again clear that, while in no 
way cogent, they have a much greater persuasive force. Kant 
has difficulty in believing in the independent reality o f  such 
empty 'nothings' as space and time, o r  in discovering the 
simple terms between which spatial and temporal relations 
ultimately hold, or in finding the logical 'category' to  which 
space and time belong, since they are plainly not self-subsistent 
substances, nor attributes, nor relations. But it is plain that 
we need not think of space and time as pure nothings, and 
that we may construct theories basing them on the simple 
force-centres that are operative in them, and that we may 
also readily assign them to a peculiar category of their own, , 
which is neither that of a concrete substance, nor that of a n  , 
attribute, nor that of a relation. There are, in fact, a vast variety 
of ways in which it is possible to believe in a real spatio- 
temporal world, and we are not compelled to  hold a subjectivist 
or phenomenalist view of it. And those theories of modern 
physics which resolve the occupying contents of space and 

, 
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time into mere unevennesses in space-time structure certainly 
deserve to  be carefully examined and reformulated, even if 
they have hitherto been so poorly conceived and set forth. 

On the other hand, Kant's view of space and time as purely 
phenomenal does arguably point to a certain ontological in- 
completeness in them. His basic objection to  spacc, which 
applies also to time, is the Leibnizian objection that it never 
offers us true unities of any sort, whether in the direction 
of the small or the great. We cannot get t o  such unities in 
the direction of the small, where we merely regress o n  and on  
towards an unreachable limit, and we never reach them in 
the direction of the great, which likewise always pushes us 
on to  an unreachable limit. And yet, we are not  satisfied with 
the intermediate positions, which are arbitrarily demarcated, 
and have nothing complete about them. These, we may note, 
are also the objections of Plato to  the Great and Small, the 
Pythagorean principle of th indefinite, which 
only can achieve sense or &l )when it is limited by the 
principle of unity or definite form. Kant, in regarding spacc 
and time as phenomenal, is thus, in effect, demanding that  
they should in some way be cc mpleted by true unities of some 
sort, that they should in s o y  manner be taken to  be 'ex- L 
pansions' or  'fluxions' cif G c h  unities, and that the latter 
should be indivisibly present in their divisibility, and unmani- 
fcstly active in their manifestations. And hc is ultimately 
demanding that all such unities should stem from a single 
supreme m i t y ,  which sums up the possibility of them all 
as well as of anything else: only so call they give rise t o  a 
concatenated world, and not to a mere phmtasmagoria. To 
rule that spacc and time are phenomenal is not,  therefore, 
t o  extrude them wholly from reality; but t o  make them parasitic 
upon deeper, real structures, to  relegate them to a manifest 
periphery beneath, or  within, which we must locate various 
unmanifest unities, whether psychic or  mcrcly dynamic, whose 
permanent natures explain all surface modification and varicga- 
tion. T o  talk thus is indeed to talk metaphorically, b a t  hot1 
all metaphors permit of an exact, literal reformulatibn. And, 
from the point of view of human knowledge and volition, the 
underlying unity of the greatest importance to  Kant is the 
unmanifcst transcendental sell' which must be thought of 
as active in all our conscious postures. 

Time, further, has metaphysical weaknesses which it does not 
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share with its sister medium, space, and so 'is, in a sense, more 
incontestably phenomenal than the latter. For while time has 
permanent, ordinal properties resembling those of space, it 
also has what may be called its supersessive properties, which 
involve that, even in its smallest Sracts, one content is always 
in process o f  replacing a n o t h k  Such supersession is only 
intelligible if supplemented by an unmanifest unity in which 
nothing ever replaces anything. The supersessive aspects of 
time are, thus, peripheral and phenomenal, whereas its ordinal 
aspects are invariant and noumenal; even physicists have been 
forced to  conceive o f  the latter when they locate all their 
variable local times in an invariant space-time, which is the 
same for all instruments and observers. There is then a good 
defence that can be put up for Kant's views of space and 
time as phenomenal. For, in and by themselves they offer us 
nothing that can be understood or  that can be: they are like 
a sentence that trails off in an aposiopesis. Supplemented by 
indivisible, permanent unities and natures, they can, however, 
very well be, and be understood. And if these hermeneutic 
statements do not conform to the exact letter of Kant's tex 
they are arguably true to its spirit. f 9  

Chapte r  IV 
1 

The Analytic of Concepts 

We have seen how Kant came to  hold that the ways in which 
objects appear to  us, and the ways in which we ourselves 
appear t o  ourselves, d o  not represent what such objects in 
themselves are, o r  what we ourselves absolutely are: there 
is an absolute and necessary divergence Between the forms 
o f  intuition, the guises in which things arAen$ountered by 
the senses or by introspection, and the wayiPin which they 
are qualified o r  structured as existing independently of 
sensory and introspective encounter. The Dissertation, how- 
ever, argued that our conceptions and tho  ghts could suc- 
cessfully penetrate to  things as they we; CJ in themselves, 
and that we could apply to them such pure concepts as sub- 
stance, existence, number, causation, possibility, and so on; 
and could at least formulate such basic truths as that the 
world in itself consists of simple substances, that its com- 
ponents form an interacting causal community, that  they 
all spring from a single, necessarily existent source, and so 
on. The Critique of Purc Rt~ason, however, while continu- 
ing t o  allow such exercises of thotlglzt beyond the bounds 
o f  appearance and experience (see, eg. ,  Note t o  B. xxvi), 
and allowing them to  be both unavoidable, and to  have im- 
portant inspirational and regulative uses, nevertheless be- 
lieves them t o  be incapable of achieving anything like a 
fulfilment of their meaning, much less anything that would . . 
desewc to  count as knowledge. Our thought, therefore, i 1s 
as mdch a part of the way in which objects appear t o  us, a& 
are represented by us, as are our more direct, intuitive en- 
counters, and as little revelatory of what things may be 'in 
themselves'. 

This phenomenal restriction o f  thought, as much as intuitive 
encounter, depends, moreover, on the necessary complcmrn- 
tarity of the two subjective functions, at least in the case of 
beings organized as we arc. The two cognitive functions may 
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both spring from a (to us unknown and unknowable) common 
root (A. 15),  and there may be forms of transcendent cognition 
in which such a common root functions alone; but, in beings 
like ourselves, the  two functions have to  work in harness, if 
they are to achieve anything like fulfillable reference or know- 
ledge. Intuitive encounter, moreover, represents the receptive, 
passive element in our experience, the side stemming from the 
impacts or impressions o f  things actually affecting us, in virtue 
of which something comes to  be g i v h  to us; while thought, 
on the other hand, represents the spontaneously active side 
o f  our experience, which interprets or  thinks whatever we 
have before us. Intuitive encounter, unilluminated by thought 
or  understanding, would be blind (A. 51;  3. 75): and would 
not amount to  the experience o r  knowledge o r  epistemically 
relevant reference to any object. I t  would at best contribute 
indirectly to  knowledge, in so far as what it offered could 
be thought, interpreted, or  understood. But, likewise, thought 
unrelated to  intuitive encounter, whether actual o r  possible, 
would have the opposed defect of emptiness: it would also 
not amount t o  the experience o r  knowledge of anything. Su&h 
a defect does not for Kant have the connotation of a sheer 
meaninglessness that it has for the posi tivistically oriented: 
Kant, like Iiusserl, assigns important functions to the unful- 
filled, or even unfulfillable, cognitive reference, for example 
a reference to God or to the transcendental self. He does 
npt, however, give it meaning in his special epistemological 
sense: it cannot contribute to  our knowledge of anything. 
All our knowledge, further, begins with experience, but such 
experience, Kant assures us, need not be taken t o  be an original 
passive givenness as some have regarded it. Experience must 
from the start involve rudimentary acts of combining, dis- 
tinguishing, comparing, and so on,  on which countless further 
acts o f  thought can be superimposed. (And, logically, prior to 
even such rudimentary acts, Kant, in his doctrine of the Tran- 
scendental Imagination, holds to the existence of a pre- 
experiential, pre-conscious preparation o f  the whole experiential 
field, which has rendered it as much amenable to  our thinking 
as it is to our intuition.) In the same way, all thoughts must 
at least seek to  fulfil themselves in intuitive encounter (A. 50-2; 
B. 1-2). Only in God might there be nothing of the antithesis 
between the thinking and the intuitive approaches to  objects, 
since God must be credited with originating objects through 

His clear thought of them, and with knowing them, no t  b y  
passively submitting t o  their impacts, but by being spontaneously 
responsible for their very existence and nature (A. 252-6; 
B. 71-2). But, in our knowledge and experience, objects are 
not originated, only derivatively reconceived, and such recon- 
ception is always geared, even if only remotely, t o  the impacts 
such objects did o r  might have on our senses, and so t o  the  
manner in which they appear to  us and not t o  what they may 
be in themselves. 

Kant's conception of thought, as opposed t o  intuition, is 
based throughout on logic: it distinguishes between the three 
categories of the concept (Begrifn, the judgement (Urteil), 
and the inference (Schluss). A concept, for Kant, arises ou t  
of an act or  function of assembling a number of di ' ct  pre- 
sentations, and ranging them all under a single pre&tibn, 
which is the common universal of which they are the specific 
or  the individual cases. 'All intuitions', he tells us, 'as sensible, 
rest upon affections, but concepts rest on functions. I under- 
stand by functions the unity of the act of ordering different 
presentations under a single common one' (A. 68). T h  s t o  
recognize something we see before us as a metal, is A ; n g e  
it under a concept, to  apply a notion to  it which,either has 
been, o r  could be, applied to  other sensible objects: the concept 
then applies mediately or indirectly t o  the object which is 
directly intuited o r  seen. But a concept can also be thought 
of as ranging over other concepts, as when we consider metals 
as cases of bodies, and bodies as substances: we then have 
a more remotely mediate relation of a concept, through other 
concepts, to the individual cases given in actual or  in possible 
sense-encounter. Kant assumes that, for a concept t o  play a 
part in knowledge, it must at least be capable of application, 
whether directly o r  by way of other concepts, to  individual 
cases given in intuition. Only by being so capable, can it avoid 
the stigma o f  being an empty, an epistemically useless, concept. 

A further character of a concept m ~ ~ s t  here be noted, though 
Kant leaves it\)imperfectly clarified: that a concept always 
conjoins a plurdlity of features, which are not,  however, a i '- 
mere aggregate, but a genuine unity involvins an organizing 

- 

rule. Thus, a triangle is conceived as consisting of three straight 
lines combined according to a definite rule which permits o f  
intuitive illustration (A. 105). The concept of a rule itself 
combines two features which Kant does not clearly separate: 
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that of  producing a unity among the items it combines, so 
1 that what we have before us counts as one thing, and our 

awareness of it as a single thought; and that of being readily 
repeatable, so that innumerable different things can be ranged 
under the same concept. This second feature depends on the 
first. For it is only because concepts are simplifying, integrating 
unities that they can readily be carried over from one case 
t o  another: a mere assemblage of features would not be so 

I 
transferable. This equation o f  concepts with rules 'is funda- 
mental for Kantian theory: it entails that a set of features o r  
items that obeyed no rules would never amount to  an object 
or set of objects that could be located in a real or  an imaginary 
world. The conception of a rule is, of course, infinitely obscure, 
but few have elucidated it any better than Kant. 

A judgement is now characterized by Kant as being precisely 
the act of ranging presentations under higher, more general 
presentations o r  concepts, whether as individual cases given 
directly in intuition, or  as general concepts which rank as 
specific cases of yet more general concepts (e.g. Every body is 
changeable). A judgement is therefore described as 'the mediate 
knowledge of an object, i.e. the presentation of a presentatiod 
of it', and it is held that 'in every judgement there is a concept 
applicable to many, among which a given presentation is in- 
cluded, which latter relates directly to the object. So, e.g., 
in the judgement "All bodies are changeable", the concept of 
the changeable relates to  various other concepts, and here 
specifically t o  the concept o f  body, and this in its turn to  
certain phenomena which come before us' (A. 68-9). A Schluss 
or  inference, on the other hand, is characterized, at a much 
later stage in the Critique, as a complex act of thinking, in 
which, by ranging a presented case, whether intuited or  con- 
ceived, under a given concept, and that under yet another, 
we proceed to range the first case under the last concept. 
(See, e.g., A. 321-2: Caius is a man, Men are mortal, so Caius 
is mortal.) 

We must, however, not attach too narrow a meaning to  these 
logical rubrics introduced by Kant. His concepts must be taken 
t o  include much that is very vaguely and confusedly conceived, 
and much that requires philosophical analysis and perhaps 
emendation (A. 7). A man who can see the meaning of 'there 
being people in the moon' in all that would be encountered 
in the 'empirical advance' involved in going there to  see 
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(A. 492-3), o r  who discovers deep difficulties in the concept 
of the soul as a simple substance (A. 355),  cannot be held t o  
have identified a concept with anything clearly definable. And 
by a 'judgement' Kant plainly covers all sorts of vague pre- 
sumptions, and takings for granted, as well as clearly formulated 
pronouncements, and something quietly at work in imagination 
and perception, as much as in self-conscious assessments. He 
also includes in it acts of entertainment and surmise as well 
as acts of assertion, as when he says that the hypothetical 
judgement includes two 'judgements', whose truth is, however, 
undetermined (A. 73). The whole activity of imagination, -'\ 
howcver remote from reality in its objects, and however little 
involving fully developed assertion o r  belief, would also involve 
'judgements' in the very wide Kantian sense. For in all its 
activities there is an application, or  intended application, of 
concepts t o  imagined instances: it is as i f  something o r  other 
exemplified a certain concept, or was of a certain sort. Plainly 
also Kant does not limit inferences (Schliisse) t o  syllogistic 
reasonings, precisely formulated or  rigorously deduced: Kant's - 

own work contains hardly any of the clear syllogisms of his , 
great predecessor, Christian Wolff. I t  may be held, therefore, 
that in his concepts, judgements, and inferences Kant included 
much that was penumbral and marginally vague, much that  was 
tentative and confused, and much that a modern sensualist 
would describe as 'dispositional'. It is a great point of strength 
in Kant that his inner acts and expcricnces are always living, 
burgeoning structures, not  reduced, strengthless appearances, 
2 la Hume, Titchener, or  Wittgenstein, trailing past in a blood- 
less masquerade o r  only given meaning by what we'outwardly 
d o  or  say. 

We must, however, note at this point that Kant gives t o  
judgement too central a place in the life of thought, and one  
that we shall show affects his arguments in the Transcendental 
Deduction. He assumes without question that 'the under- 
standing can make no other use of concepts but to  judge by 
them' and that 'All acts of the understanding can be reduced 
t o  judgements, so that the understanding can in general be 
presented as a faculty of judging' (A. 93-4). This view leads 
Kant to connect the very unity of consciousness with the 
connection of all items we are aware of through judgements, 
and so to  deduce the categories from this unity of conscious- 
ness, the main point of the Transcendental Deduction. I t  is 
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clear, however, that there are other uses of concepts than the 
judgemental, uses that Kant himself very often recognizes: 
there is the straying from concept to  cognate concept in 
wandering thought, there is the Platonic determination of the 
relations of concepts to  other concepts, which is certainly 
not oriented to  their application to instances, and there is 
lastly, and of central importance, the assembling of items, 
whether concepts or  individuals, in an enumeration or set, 
which need have nothing t o  do with their subsumption under 
higher concepts. It has often been contended, for example, ' 

by Frege, that such enumeration is always conceptual: we 
only have sets where there are common properties. It is c l e ~ r ,  
however, that there are arbitrary as well as conceptually limited 
enumerations: the Kohinoor diamond, chastity, and the number 
five form a triad; and ships, shoes, sealing-wax, cabbages, and 
kings form a pentad, though there need be no attempt to  judge 
about them or  through them. The unity of consciousness 
plainly extends t o  other operations besides judging, even though 
judging may have an all-important place in it. And it is mis- 
leading to  suggest that the thinking mind has no  other or better 
occupation than to apply its notions to specific cases or  
examples, that it is only there, in the last instance, to determink 
what happens t o  exist or  be the case. 

.. 
11 

Kant further makes the momentous assumption that our con- 
cepts, our judgements, and our inferences, like our intuitions, 
bring certain structuring forms to  experience and knowledge, 
by means of which all that is perceived or  imagined by us as 
in space or  time, whether in outer objects o r  in ourselves, and 
all that is more remotely conceived, believed, or  reasoned 
about, has t o  be ordered or  structured. Such subjectively 

I 

imported structuring features are said by Kant to  be a priori, 
ready for activation in qdvance of experience, as opposed 
t o  other elements which derive directly from our exposure 

i 
to the impacts of Things-in-themselves (ourselves included), 
and which are said by Kant t o  be a posteriori, o r  arising only 
after, or as a result of, empirical encounter. (The temporal 
implications of this 'afterness' are of course highly misleading, 

I since both what is a priori, and what is a posteriori only be- 
I come fully actual together, as parts o f  a fully actualized ex- 

perience, while the impacts of Things-in-themselves really fall 
I 
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outside of time altogether.) Kant further assumes that  these 
a priori elements in conception, judgement, and inference 
will reveal themselves, not so much when we reflect o n  what 
we are thinking about,  or  on  the subject-matters we are con- 
sidering; but rather when we reflect on the manner or  manners 
in which we think about such subject-matters, how we prize 
them apart, and put them together again; o r  on  what  the 
Dissertation described as the inner laws which the  mind follows 
in the ordering of its materials, though then we were only 
concerned with an intuitive ordering in space and time, whereas 
now we are concerned with their ordering in and for thought. 
Such an ordering can, however, become fully conscious, and 
will then reveal the higher-order, a priori concepts o r  ideas 
which the mind brings t o  experience and knowledge, and 
which are used and followed, rather than consciously thought 
of, in our ordinary thought-procedures. But though thus 
brought by us t o  experience, it is important t o  note that  the 
a priori concepts, judgements, and ideas in question are not 
for Kant merely subjective: they structure objects as under- 
stood o r  reasoned about, and so are, in an important sense, as 
much objective as subjective. There is nothing in Kant which 
excludes the thoroughgoing 'objectification' which we find, 
for example, in Husserl's Logical Investigations. 

We shall now !give a brief preliminary survey of the a priori 
conceptual, judgemental, and ideal elements which Kant will 
treat of in many places all over the Critiquc of Pure Reason. 
Among our a priori concepts there arc those that are derived, 
not from contentful, empirical intuition, but from pure intuition, 
that is, concepts of the purely spatial and temporal, such as 
contact, right, and left, the straight, succession, duration, 
the past, and the future, and so on. It is in constructing figures 
in space, o r  in representing time by linear diagrams, that such 
concepts arise. They are in an ambiguous position, not being 
a priori qua concepts, since they are based on intuitive con- 
structions, but bcing a priori, since their source is a priori, 
not empirical. More important, however, are the pure concepts 
which Kant listed in the Dissertation, and of which he is, 
in later parts of the Analytic, to offer a listing and an impressive 
deduction, and which will be known as 'categories'. For our 
purposes it will be sufficient, in this preliminary section, t o  list 
the categories of number and quantity, the  hategories of the 
positive and the negative, those of substance and causality, and 
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those, finally, of the possible, the actual, and the necessary. 
Kant's listing and deduction of these categories will shortly 
concern us. But, in addition t o  these categorial concepts, which 
the understanding can regularly apply to its material, there 
are also notions which Kant calls Transcendental Ideas, and 
which arise out o f  a need to extend our inferences to first 
grounds and unconditioned conditions. Here we may mention 
the Ideas of the soul or  Transcendental Subject, and of its 
unconditioned freedom o r  spontaneity, and its essential per- , 
durability in time. We may also mention the Idea of the omni- 
real, omnipossible, necessarily existent God, which Kant calls 
the Ideal of Pure Reason. These Transcendental Ideas, though 
indispensable, as the imaginary foci of all explanation, quite 
transcend possible experience. Their role will be considered, 
and be purged o f  mistakes, in Kant's Transcendental Dialectic. 

The most important a priori aspect of our thinking is, hpw- 
ever, Kant thinks, to be found in our judgements, and particu- 
larly in those which are both a priori and synthetic, and not 
merely analytic. Kant's treatment of these topics is mainly 
in the Second Edition Introduction to the Critique, and has 
given rise to a vast critical literature, whose outcome is, however 

'1 somewhat exiguous. Kant distinguishes three classes of judge- 
ment important for his purpose: (1) judgements which are 
synthetic and a posteriori, which are, that is, substantial, and 
not trivial, but which rest on expcrience; ( 2 )  judgements which 
are a priori but analytic, which arc not bawd on experience, 
but which also give us no substantial information about the 
empirical world; (3)  judgements which are both synthetic and 
a priori, which give us substantial information about the em- 
pirical world, but which are not based on our experience of it. 
These preliminary characterizations will be explained as we 
proceed. We may here point to an important class of judge- 
ments which Kant ignores, those which we learn a posteriori 
from our experience of particular cases, but which can never- 
theless be shown, on profounder conceptual examination, 
to be purely analytic. Thus, to  use an example which would 
not accord with Kant's synthetic views of arithmetic, a man 
might discover by experience and problematic induction that 
thc sum of the first n odd numbers was always a perfect square: 
he might then afterwards advance to  a proof of this remarkable 
proposition, which would, on  a modern view of arithmetic, 
be purely analytic. It is even arguable that Kant's whole theory 
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of knowledgc, as resting on deep-laid subjectivc structures, is 
a judgement of this sort: it starts by being an empirical hypo- 
thesis to account for certain rcmarkablc cases of prescience, 
and it ends by being an analytic consequence of the sort o f  
knowledge that we humans can possess. Perhaps most valuablc 
philosophy is a transformation o f  what seem rrmarkable con- 
tingent matters o f  fact into consequences that follow analyti- 
cally from the only right set of conccpts. There must, of course, 
be a material o f  brute facticity that n o  set o f  structuring con- 
cepts will ever reduce to order, but it is arguable that its rangc 
is much more dcfinitcly restricted than has been supposed. 

Kant bases his distinction between analytic and synthetic 
judgments  on a somcwhat clumsy conccpt o f  c o l ~ c e p t u d  
containment. Judgements arc analytic i f  the concepts connccted 
in thcm with a given concept can be regarded as perhaps ob- 
scurely (ucrstcchtcrzucisc) or confusedly (vcrworren) contained 
(cnthalten) in the conccpt in question, and as emerging when 
that concept is broken up into its constituent conccpts (durch 
%cq$icdcru~zg in scinc T.dbcgriffe); whcrcas they are synthetic 
if the conccpts connccted in thcm with a givcn concept add 
something that is not thought in the latter at all, and which 
could not havc been extracted from i t  b y  any process of analysis 
(wclchcs in jrncm gar nicht gedacht war, und durch k i n e  
Zcrgliederung dcssclbcn hatte konncn herausgezogen werden)  
(A.  7 ) .  Kant limits his treatment to  thc special casc of thc 
subject-predicate judgement, and gives 'All bodies arc extcnded' 
as a case of an analytic judgemcnt, sincc I need not ,  Kant 
thinks, go beyond what I think whcn I judge anything to  bc 
a body in order to think of it as extended; but he givcs 'All 
bodies are heavy' as a casc of a synthetic judgement, sincc I 
do havc to go beyond what I think in judging anything to be 
a body when I rcmark that bodies arc heavy (A. 7 ) .  Analytic 
judgements arc, thcrefore, judgements whcrc thc predicate- 
conccpt adds nothing to  what is thought in the subject-concept, 
whereas synthetic j i ~ d ~ c m e n t s  do amplify what is thought in the 
subject-conccpt with something that is not contained in it. 

Objection has, o f  coursc, been raised'to the subject-predicate 
restriction of this account, but Kant certainly does not  mean 
to  bc thus restrictive. Hc admits othcr forms of judgement 
than the subject-predicate form, and would ccrtainly wish to 
apply his distinction to them, for example, to  judgements 
stating a reciprocity o f  relations among a plurality of terms. 
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, Thus 'Everyone loves everyone' would plainly be a synthetic 
I judgement, since it is not part o f  what we understand by a 
i person that he should love any or all persons, whereas 'Every 
, magnitude is either equal o r  unequal t o  every magnitude' is 

quite as obviously analytic. And there are of course other 
distinctions based on the variability and marginal vagueness 
of the concepts connected with certain words, for example, 
body, experience, judgement, and so on,  o f  which Kant cer- 
tainly took full cognizance, even if he may not have taken 
great pains to  spell them out. The pctty problems of the exact 
analyst o r  logician, worried as to just what t o  say in a given 
situation, are not the problems that engaged so richly concrete 
a thinker as Kant. Of course it is true that what is, at one 
time or for one man, not part of the conceptual content of 
a term, can, at another time or for another man, be made 
part of it, or  vice versa, and that what is synthetic can thus. 
in a sense be made analytic, and vice versa. And of course 
we can so fatten a set o f  concepts with meaning as t o  make 
i t  hard for us to move them about in discourse, or  make them 
so lean and spare that the most preposterous alignments become 

I open to  us. There are, in fact, thought-contexts where a policy 
of emaciation and reduction seems best, and where 'logical 
possibilities' become rampant, and there are other thought- 
contexts where concrete enrichment seems the better policy. 
And it is a matter for philosophical insight to decide where 
abstractive emaciation really becomes senseless, o r  where 
concrete enrichment gives a false necessity to the merely 
factual. 

For Kant, any judgement which rests on the concrete arrange- 
ments met with in empirical encounter, and which is capable, 
therefore, o f  being true o r  untrue according to what we thus 
encounter, is both synthetic and a posteriori. It is synthetic 
because the concepts which it brings together are not such, 
qua concepts, that they have to  be brought together, and it is 
a posteriori since we are only in fact able to connect them 
in our judgements after they have been offered t o  us together 
in a given empirical case or  set o f  cases. And the synthetic 
a posteriori will be certain only in respect of the cases on  
which i t  has thus been founded, and will be highly problematic 
in regard to  all further cases. A posteriori judgements therefore 
never have necessity and strict universality, that is, application 
to all possible cases, since they depend for their truth on actual 
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cases, and not merely on concepts. A priori judgements, o n  the 
other hand, have their foundation in concepts and not  in cases, 
and they are therefore such that they can be known in advance 
of particular cases: the concepts they involve are such that 
thev must be connected wherever they apply, and so must -.. - 

apply in all possible cases. But of such a priori judgements 
there are the two sorts we have mentioned: the analytic sort, 
where a concept connects with other concepts simply because - . .  
it is part of their content, and so only serves to  e luc~date  
that content; and the synthetic sort wherc a concept is con- 
nected with other concepts, not  merely becaust: it is part of 
their content. and not merely because we have encountered ..- -.- 

them together in particular cases, but  because the  concepts 
concerned, though distinct in their content, must none the 
less be judged to belong together, and to belong together in 
all possible cases, by myone who is acquainted with them. 
Such non-trivial, non-case-based insight certainly is remarkable, 
and Kant recognizes its importance by making it the  central 
problem of the Critique (see particularly the  Second Edition 
~ntroduct ion) .  

Kant gives several examples o f  the sort of non-trivial, non- 
case-based conceptual connections in question, all of which 
are highly controversial. Arithmetic is held by him unquestion- 
ably to involve such connections in all the specific relations 
it establishes among numbers, for example, 7 + 5 = 12. . -  . . 
Amounting t o  12 is not part of what we understand by belng 
the sum of 7 and 5,  and it is only by imaginatively constructing, 
or  being ready t o  construct, aggregates instantiating the separate 
numbers concerned and their sum, and also recognizing the 
universal possibility of such aggregation, involved in our con- 
sciousness of items in time, and also perhaps in space, that  the 
resultant connection establishes itself. In  the  same way, many 
of the axiomatic principles o f  geometry can only be established 
by our willingness to play about with the intuitively given , 

medium of mace and to  see that it connects invariance of ... . - 

direction, that is, straightness, with maximum brevity, and 
that  it also only permits lines t o  lie in three wholly independent 
directions, and so on. Natural science, likewise, involves the 
regular application of principles whose universality is not  
triviallv analvtic: that there must, for example, . . be something - .  
permanent in space whose amount admits neither of lncfease 
nor decrease, that every alteration must have a cause (B. 5);  as 
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well as more detailed principles, such as that action and reaction 
must be equal and opposite, and all the Leibnizian-Newtonian 
laws later elaborated in the Metaphysical Fou,ldations o f  
Natural Science o f  1787 (see A. xxi; B. 18). Metaphysics, also, 
as a science of non-phenomenal being, at least aspires to non- 
trivial a priori truths: that all composition must terminate in 
the absolutely simple, that the contingencies of existence 
must depend on an existence which embraces all possibilities, 
and hence is absolutely necessary, and so forth. There is then, 
for Kant, no field of knowledge, or would-be knowledge, that 
can be purely empirical. We can only learn from experience 
by invoking principles which make such learning possible, 
which give us an advance, general intimation of what we may 
hope to  find, and so enable us to  put the right questions t 

S nature. As Kant puts it in a well-known passage: 'Reason only 
has insight into what it itself projects and produces . . . and 
must compel nature to  answer reason's own questions, and 
not, as it were, dangle along tied to nature's leading-strings' 
(B. xiii). 

We Ehall not, in the present work, add to the immende 
volume of  detailed criticism of  Kant's examples of the synthetic 
a priori. It is obvious that, if arithmetical concepts are built 
up in a formalized deductive system like that of Russell, Frege, 
or  Peano, a proposition like 7 + 5 = 12 can have no claim 
to  state a synthetic truth. Even Hegel held all arithmetic to  
be analytic. Thcre are also, on the other side, eccentric arith- 
met ic~ ,  such as those worked out by Wittgenstein in his 1939 
Lectures, in which some arithmetical concepts behave differently 
from the way they' do in orthodox arithmetic. I t  is likewise 
clear that certain geometrical axioms and theorems hold only 
in certain sorts of space, and that other sorts of space are 
not only conceivable, but also, with a little difficulty, imagin- 
able. (The optical phenomenology of  a finite, spherical space 
can, for example, be successfully worked out.) And as regards 
the a priori synthetic principles underlying natural science, it 
is highly arguable that Kant has been too rigorous, too Newton- 
ian, and that he has been blind to  many laxer, more probabilistic 
views of the rules connecting natural phenomena with one 
another. All this does not affect his general insight that one 
must have some advance intimation of regional structures, in 
order to ask detailed questions regarding a given region, and t o  
receive empirical answers to one's questions. And though such 
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advance intimations are corrigible by further cxpcricncc, it 
may yet be the case that some part of thcm survives uncor- 
rected, and becomes less and less opcn to correction. Thcre 
may, for example, be a geometry which will cover every pos- 
sible geometry. And such a consilicncc of the inductive with 
the a priori approach might affect even the august science of 
logic: Kant himself suggests as much in his bringing in of ques- 
tions of succession, and of the cancellation o f  opposites, i f  
one is to give concrete sense to  the logical notion of negation. 
'The logic that is wholly formal, and that applies to all subject- 
matters whatever, is then, arguably, something that will only 
emerge when one has explored the regional a priori of every 
subject-matter, and has become clear as to  the universally 
structuring principles which obtain in them all. I t  may then 
havc many of the features that are now thought of as extra- 
logical. 

Husscrl and others havc sought to show that  every field of 
empirical investigation must have its own regional a priori, its 
pverning body of concepts and principles which make it the 
field that it is, and that make it possible for us to  locate em- 
pirical details in such a scheme, and t o  learn something from 
them. The formal a priori, which applies t o  material from 
all rcgions, is then also, from such a point of view, merely one 
very abstract, regional a priori among others less abstract. But 
what Husserl did riot see, and what Kant only imperfectly 
grasped in his practice, is that one can only arrive at the  prc- 
suppositional a priori which enables one to learn from cx- 
pericnce by oneself learning from cxpcriencc how one learns 
from cxpcriencc, and what the principles are which quietly 
guide one's investigations in a variety of fields. One's pro- 
nouncements on such principles arc therefore opcn to  cor- 
rection by careful reflection upon one's actual investigative 
procedures, and one's resourceful changes in strategy when 
faced by new problems; and have, therefore, always a ccrtain 
note of the presumptive or probable about thcm. And what 
Kant and Husserl have alike never considcrcd is that even the 
emergent a priori which distinguishes itself in a ccrtain field, 
may in some cases remain irreducibly probabilistic. I t  would, 
in fact, appear that the transcendental a priori of the mind 
is itself in this case, and that we can only hope t o  establish 
laws of tendency in this field, not laws that  are absolutely 
apodictic. Thus, desire for an end must necessarily determine 
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desire for what is seen to  be a means to that end, but may not 
necessarily succeed in determining action. 

Leaving aside these questions, which range far beyond the 
explicit thought of Kant, we may notice how, in his own 
transcendental theory, he first adopts, as a quasi-scientific 
hypothesis, the 'Copernican' view that objects, as we know 
them, must be such as to conform to the requirements of oar  
intuitive faculty, and to  those of the understanding, which 
interprets the materials offered by that faculty; rather than 
that our intuitive faculty and our understanding must have to 
conform themselves to independently real objects. Copernicus 
found it hard to explain apparent stellar motions on the 
hypothesis that all the stars revolved around us, and around,) 
the earth beneath us: he found it simpler to suppose that we 
ourselves, and the earth beneath us, revolved uniformly in a 
certain direction, which made all the stars seem to  move to- 
gether in a contrary manner. This argument, we may note, 
was guided by parsimony: it was simpler to suppose that one; 
body was moving in a certain manner, than that a congeries o f  
independent bodies were all doing so. Kant, following Coper- 
nicus, will explain our advance knowledge of many non-trivial 
principles, governing all we shall afterwards have to  intuit or  
interpret, by supposing, not that we thereby accommodate 
ourselves to  countless independently real objects, but  that 
they, in so far as they appear before us, have to  accommodate 
themselves to  our own intuitive and conceptud requirements. 
'If intuition', Kant says, 'must conform itself to  the character 
o f  its objects, I cannot see how one could have any a priori 
knowledge of this character, but if the object (qua object 
o f  the senses) conforms itself to the character of my intuitive 
faculty, I can very well conceive this possibility. But . . . since 
I cannot rest with such intuitions, which must be made into 
acts of knowing, and be referred as presentations to  something 
or  other as the object that they determine, I cam either assume 
that the concepts through which I manage to arrange such a 
reference conform themselves to  their object . . . or I can 
assume that the objects, or, what is the same, the experience 
in which alone, as given objects, they can be known, conforms 
itself to these concepts' (B. xvii). The second hypothesis is 
again preferred, since it is harder to see how I should have 
an advance accommodation to countless independent objects, 
than it is to  see how all objects that affect me intuitively, 
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and that provoke my interpretations, should be accommodated 
t o  my own intuitive and conceptual requirements. Kant claims, 
however, in an important Note to page xxii of the Second 
Edition Preface, that, though his transcendental theory may 
start very much as an explanatory scientific hypothesis, exactly 
on  a level with the Copernican theory, it will end by being 
established apodictically from the nature of our  sort o f  under- 
standing, experience, and knowledge, in which all thought has 
to  refer itself to affectively received intuitions. That Kant 
really succeeded in this apodictic establishment may well be 
questioned, but he certainly did construct a set of very funda- 
mental, well-integrated concepts which range far beyond 
those of a scientific hypothesis. 

We may, however, further note that Kant,  in his tran- 
scendental theorizing, has forgotten the fact that, in his view, 
we know as little of ourselves in ourselves, as the ultimate 
dynamic sources of all our mental workings, as we know of the 
Things-in-themselves which underlie all external, phenomenal 
manifestations. We are indeed almost always being affected by 
ourselves through inner sense, as we are not  always being 
affected by given external things through outer sense, and 
we can accordingly acquire more familiarity with our own 
phenomenal workings than with those of extcrnal substances. 
But all this will not justify Kant's almost Cartesian exaggeration 
of the degree to  which we can know ourselves, which at times 
almost amounts to holding that we know oursclvcs as we 
in oursclvcs truly arc. 'L'his Cartesiarl exaggeration expresses 
itself in utterances like the following: 'Nothing in the systematic 
inventory of all our possessions through pure reason can escape 
us, for what reason brings forth entirely from itself, cannot be 
hidden from reason, but must itself be brought to  light by 
reason' (A. xx). Or again: 'This critical science of reason cannot 
be of terrifically wide range, since it has not t o  do with objects 
of reason, whose variety is infinite, but only with itself, with 
tasks that spring from its own bosom, and are not prescribed 
to  it by the nature of things other than itself, but by its own 
nature' (B. 23). Such utterances plainly represent a rclapsc into 
a kind of thought which Kant himself has repudiated: the old 
Cartesian approach to  consciousness as presenting us with 
acts and agents more indubitably real than anything in thc  
non-subjcctivc sphere. And it also represents a relapse, since 
it unhesitatingly accepts a synthetic a priori in the subjective 
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field, while finding this hard to  understand in other fields. 
Obviously such utterances are profoundly un-Kantian, since 
the phenomenal laws of our own subjectivity are as empirical, 
as incapable of strict universality and necessity, as are the 
phenomenal laws governing external objects. We can indeed 
argue conceptually that, if there is to be such a thing as -ex- 
perience and knowledge in beings o f  a certain intuitive- 
conceptual organization, then it follows analytically that such 
and such conditions must prevail, for example, regularities 
of succession must be discoverable. But a proof from the 
mere possibility of knowledge and experience, in beings of 
a certain constitution, does not guarantee the continued actuq5 
ization of such a possibility, nor of the unknown conditions 
that render it possible. But if, however, Kant really wishes to  
maintain that we can have a non-empirical knowledge of our- 
selves, and of our inbuilt ways of working, which does not rest 
on  the manner in which we affect ourselves inwardly; then, a 
similar possibility is plainly open in the case of objects in spade 
and time, which may, by the combined efforts of the geometer 
and the physical scientist, come to  be laid bare just as they are 
in themselves. Geometry and space-time physics are certainly 
disciplines that achieve a higher degree of lucidity and cogency 
than does transcendental psychology. 

It is also important to note that Kant's 'Copernican' explana- 
tion o f  a priori synthetic knowledge really applies primarily 
to our intuitive faculties, and only secondarily to  our  faculties 
of conception. It is only because our conceptual faculties have 
to  complete their objective references through intuitions 
which are in some sort external and alien to  themselves, that 
they are incapable of envisaging objects as they are in them- 
selves. Space and time, and the pure intuition which presents 
them, are always the nigger in the woodpile in Kantian episte- 
mology, and conception is only prejudicially infected through 
its association with them. Could we, like God, complete our 
references without being externally affected, there would be 
nothing subjective or phenomenal about them. There are, 
indeed, a few ill-considered passages in which Kant does suggest 
that conception may suffer from inherent distortions as much 
as does intuition - B. 145 may be such a passage - but, by and 
large, this is not presumed, and the use of the word 'Noumenon', 
as a thought-object which is also an independently real object, 
establishes this fact. The position of the Dinertalion is therefore 
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fundamentally sustained. And space and time are held t o  be  
subjectively grounded, not because they obey a priori synthetic 
principles which are also built into the nature of our minds, 
but because they fail to reveal the true logical subjects o r  
substrates for thcir manifestations and structures which our  
understanding requires. Space only offers us relations with- 
out relata, and a confused phenomenal milange in which we 
can only problematically disentangle the substantial agencies 
operative in the latter. And time only offers us sequences 
infected with vanishingness, which cannot best suggest the 
presence of permanent underlying agencies. Since we are only 
ectypal and not archetypal intelligences, we must, however, 
make do with phenomenal substitutes for the explanatory 
unities which for us must remain inaccessible. 

Kant has accordingly, in the Prefaces and Introductions to  
the Critique, shown that our knowledge of things through 
empirical encounter always involves a mixture of sensuous 
intuition and cogitative interpretation, but also a tacit accep- 
tance in both of principles ranging infinitely beyond empirical 
encounter, and which alone make learning from the latter 
possible. And he has made the use of such principles a built-in 
character of intelligences organized as ours are, though it 
requires a careful rctlection on our actual imaginative pro- 
cedures and thought-procedures to lay them bare. And he has 
argued that, while our purely cogitative procedures are not  
unfitted to mediate an empty losical skctch o f  things quite 
indcpendcnt of ourselves, they are unable to give concrete 
application to such a sketch, and, in their commerce with 
objects, have to have recourse to sensuous and imaginative 
encounters or constructions, which latter, in virtue of certain 
inherent defects, can be seen to be incapable of introducing 
us to  things as they themselves are. The consequences of these 
assumptions will now be worked out  in the Analytic of 
Concepts, which will be dealt with in this chapter, and in the 
Analytic of Principles, which will be dealt with in the next. 

iii 

The Analytic of Conccpts undertakes two tasks: (a) to  establish 
an exhaustive list of all the basic a priori concepts involved 
in the interpretation o f  phenomena by our understandings o r  
thinking minds - the hletaphysical Deduction of the Categories; 
(b) a proof that this list can and must have a valid application t o  
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what comes before us phenomenally, and cannot ever fail of 
such application - the Transcendental Deduction of the Cate- 
gories, of which there are two different versions. These tasks 
will then lead o n  to  an Analytic of Principles, which will argue 
for a series of axiomatic principles relating the categories to 
the forms and materials of intuition. The  portions of the 
Critique that we are now about to  consider, though at many 
points confusedly and at times absurdly written, are admittedly 
the most important and fascinatingly profound parts of Kant's 
whole phenomenology of reason. 

The Metaphysical Deduction of the Categories or  Pure 
Concepts of the Understanding makes the assumption that 
these will reveal themselves in the connective forms of oD 
judgements, rather than in any objective or  conceptual contents 
that enter into such judgements. The work of the understanding 
does not lie in any immediate relation to objects - intuition 
alone can effect this - but in bringing whatcver is, o r  could be, 
intuitively presented, under suitable concepts, ranging those 
concepts under higher concepts in an indefinite hierarchy, 
and then also connecting the connections thus established 
in higher judgemental complexes. (This last function o f  the 
understanding is understressed in Kant: there are, e.g., said 
t o  be two  connected judgemental members in a hypothetical 
judgement (see A. 73).) It will not therefore be in our intui- 
tions of objects, nor in concepts stemming from such intuitions, 
that the pure concepts of the understanding will reveal them- 
selves, but in the connective acts o f  the understanding itself, 
the acts which connect intuitions with concepts, o r  conccpts 
with other concepts, or  which connect connections of these 
elements with other similar connections (A. 68-9). Judgement, 
in a very wide sense, which includes entertainment, surmise, 
supposition, presumption, and so on,  is therefore for Kant the 
typical act o f  the understanding in which all its a priori con- 
cepts will reveal themselves, but they will only d o  so in a sort 
of mctaconsidcration of their form. We shall have to see, for 
example, that our judgements in a sense implicitly presume 
that what we judge about will meet certain conceptual require- 
ments, will consist of distinguishable, denumerable items, 
will be bound together by certain comprehensive forms of 
togetherness, and so forth. There is nothing to  be criticized 
in this judgemental approach t o  the categories: Husserl's Phenom- 
enology and other related theories of mind and its objects 
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(those, e.g., of Brentano and Mcinong) have laid a similar 
stress o n  judgemental synthesis. It is only a little regrettable 
that Kant has not sufficiently strcsscd the distinct existence 
of syntheses other than the judgemental, for example, the  
purely enumcrative, and that he has not achieved the  fine 
sense of the difference between intentional acts and the  in- 
tentional objects that they constitute for us, that these later 
thinkers have led one to cxpcct. 

We shall not  involve ourselves in any elaborate discussion 
of the list of twelve categories set forth in Kant's Metaphysical 
Deduction, and in the many difficult questions as t o  their 
derivation, detailed interpretation, and so on. For, the founda- 
tions of Kant's would-be irrefragable architectonic evcrywherc 
abound in quaint anomalies and obscurities which have been 
sufficiently exposed in the past. By and large, however, there 
is little to object to in his list, though it requires, as the  study 
of modern logic would show, some reordering and considerable 
supplementation. There can, in the first place, obviously be no  
such thing as thinking, unless, through our conccpts, we can 
refer t o  their cases, which in the privileged case will confront 
us in intuition. And reference can obviously be to  some single 
instance of a concept, or  t o  an indeterminate number of such 
instances, or  to all the instances of the concept in question. 
These judgemental differences correspond t o  Kant's three 
categories of quantity: singolarity, plurality, and totality. T h e  
conccptioa of a class, a set, covering all the cases o f  a single 
concept, lies ready t o  hand: we cannot blame Kant for having 
failed to  explore it further. And obviously, in the second place, 
reference t o  objects may or  may not involve the presence of 
negation, that most mysterious, all-pervasive character of our  
thinking, of which Kant here distinguishes two  variet'es, t h e  
kind which simply cancels or  eliminates a thought-determination. 
and the kind which then makes a vaguely 'infinite' reference 
t o  all other, i~ncancellcd possibilities. (The Soul, for example, 
belongs t o  the infinite remainder-class of nun-mortal things.) It 
is a pity that Kant does not here find a place for his own con- 
ception (and Hegel's) of the negation of internal conflict, where 
the negation is not thought of as eliminating its opposing 
positive, but as merely struggling against it. Obviously, we may 
say, conccpts must be capable o f  having a strictly limited 
coverage, and this involves the possibility of counter-concepts 
which cover whatcver they exclude o r  tend to exclude. Kant's 



threc categories o f  thc  positively x a l ,  its sheer negation,  a n d  
its l imitation h y  :In infinite cnvironing field o f  positive pos- 
sibilitics, are  therefore q u i t e  necessary to though t .  

And,  if ~ v c  turn t o  t h e  categories of relation,  the  posit ion 
is similar. 'I'o the catcgor-ical judgement ,  for  e s ; ~ m p l e ,  "This 
1~1rilp of  gold is heavy' ,  corresponds  the  funct ion o f  applying 
citlicr otw o r  more cunccpts  o r  char:~cters to  a given logical 
subject ,  \vhich,  in the  paradigm case, is o n e  o f  tlic sitbstantial 
things -- this hand ,  this l u m p  of s o l d ,  auld s o  o n  -- recognized 
by c o m m o n  sense. In  this ca tegory thcrc  also lurks,  though  
Kanr ignores i t  here ,  the  conjunctive funct ion ~vl l ich  niakcs 
:I singlc conccp t  o u t  o f  :I v i~r ic ty  of distilict ;rtt~.ibittcs; and  
it illso involves the dist inction I ~ c t w c c n  the  permanent ly  iclcnti- 
fying o r  essential properties,  which R a n t  will later refer t o  as  
subslri,~tin pkriozonzel~on and  the  variable, cont ingent  propel-lies 
which arc predicated of it as its states.  Plainly all these func- 
t ions are csscntial t o  what wc call ' thinking' ,  and  arc  carried 
over f rom subst i~nt ia l  things t o  almost anything,  l io~vcvcr  
tcliuously a l~s t rac t ,  rllat ivc choose  t o  speak of. In  tlic same 
w i ~ y ,  t l l o ~ ~ g h t  cc r t ;~ i~ i Iy  involves the  cons tan t  use of conditional 
o r  h y p o t l i c t i c ~ ~ l  assertions, of which causi~l  assertions represent 
the  rnost collcrc'tc, p;u';~tligrn casc. For ,  hilving tlctcrminccl 
what  ill o r  \\~oulc! happelt t o  things in certain concrete  cir- 
C L I I ~ S ~ ; I I ~ C C S ,  IVC C ; I ~  carry over this m o d e  o f  thinking t o  the  
most al)stract ;uid mc tcmpi r i cd  con tes t s .  K a n t ,  for cxamplc ,  
in llis nloral thco ly ,  applies t h e  category of causat ion t o  sitila- 
t ions d t o g e t h c r  o u t  o f  t ime:  it is plain that  h e  is licrc dealing 
iv i t l~  a I'orni of  tlc~pcnclencc of ~\dlicIl ordinar),  C;ILIS;I~ condi t ion-  
ing r c l x a c n t s  a plwnoriwn;~I cs;rmplc. Xlodcrn scm:~ntic and 
logical c l i s c ~ ~ s s i o l ~  has tlistinguisliccl many  varieties o f  conditional 
tlcpcnclclice th;lt Kant  has n o t  consitfcrcd: this does  no t  affect  
the  i tnportance of i v h ~ ~ t  hc  has consicicrcd, n o r  its pr ime con-  
nection tvitll C;ILISJI C ~ C ~ C I I ~ C I I C C .  And  tlicre is o b v i o ~ ~ s l ~ l  deep  
insight in Kant 's  conncctiori o f  thc  t l isj i~nctive judgement  ~vi t l i  
t he  spclling o u t  of ;I generic concept ion in to  a varicty o f  m i r t i ~ -  
ally cxclusivc d tc~mat ivcs ,  in the  t l u t i n g  o f  it 21s const ruct ing 
;I sort ol' Splc,lraum in which m a n y  forms o f  possible, o r  actual ,  
being cocsis t ,  and perhaps  interact .  Plainly this is o n e  o f  tlie 
nobler,  more  intclligcnt uses of disjunction,  cvcn if a large 
nirnll)cr of its i i~orc  11-ivid L I S ~ S  iIrC o f  greater interest  t o  t11c 
format logicixn. 

Tlicre is, finall!., an inimcnsc importance fo r  though t  in the  

moda l  dist inctions o f  thc  possible, t h e  actiral, and  t h e  ricccs- 
sary  ( together  wi th  their contraries):  t h e w  plainly lie rcatly 
t o  h a n d  w h e n  w e  asscrt something tenta t ively  o r  l iypothct ica l ly ,  
o r  w h e n  we asscrt it s imply and wi thou t  clir;dil'icatioli, o r  wlrcrl 
wc  asscrt it w i t h  an implicit refusal t o  cn tc r t a in  i~rlythirrg clsc. 
A n d  Kan t  seems right in looking I'or tllc p r ime  ilsc 01' suc:li 
moclals in si tuations whcrc cxl~ericrzcc has  t ~ ~ ~ r g l i t  11s w l l ; ~ t  is 
likely t o  happen  o r  n o t  t o  happen,  wha t  certainly is tlic c ; ~ s c  
o r  is n o t  thc  casc, o r  wliat shoirltl be asserted o r  tlcnictl i r i  ; i l l  

c ircumstances cvhatcvcr. A n d  orice in t rod i~ccc l  i l l  this erril)ir.ic.;rl 
fashion, thc  use of t h c  modals  is e x t e n d e d  by  dccpcr  ilrsiglit 
t o  the  analytically j)ossiblc, contitigerit, ;uid ricccssirry, ; I I I ( I  
tlicir contrar ies ;  t o  wha t  is a possibility, :I mere  I'act, o r .  ;L 

necessity,  o r  their  contrarics,  f rom t h e  ri priori, s y l r t h c ~ i ( :  
s t a n d p o i n t ;  a n d  t o  what  is a possibility, a I'act, o r  a t icccssity,  
o r  thei r  contraries,  f rom the  s t andpo in t  ol' tralisccntlcri~al 
psychology;  o r  what ,  lastly, is a possibil i ty,  a fact ,  o r  :I ~icc:c.s- 
sity f rom the  subjective s tandpoint  of a c c r t a i r ~  i ~ l c l i v i t l ~ ~ d ' s  
a c t ~ l a l  knocvledgc. All these senses ol' t he  motl:~ls m.c t o  I)c 
found  in different places in Kan t ,  a n d  t h c r c  arc even sotirc 
rcfcrcnces to  probabili ty.  I t  woilld no t  be  fair IO ol).jcct th;rt 
K m t  has not  systcrn:~~icidly ordered this c o l n p l c s  tltoiigllt- 
n i :~ter id ,  which is still only  imperfectly ordcrct l  b y  o11r better.  
con tempora ry  logicians and  wickedly ~icglcctc t l  I)y otlrcrs.  
Kant 's  'Sable of Categories, with its four  t l imcnsions 01' tlrc 
quan t i f i ca t iond ,  t h e  positive-negative, t h c  connect ive ,  atid 
tlie moda l ,  has thcreforc  estublishccl itself sufficiclirly, cvc-11 
i f  there  are  s o m e  dimensions,  fo r  c x a m p l c ,  tllc intcli t ioll ;~l  
a n d  thc  intensional,  which lie tias no t  clc;~rly t l i ~ t i n ~ u i s l i c t l .  

We mus t  n o w  t u r n  t o  Kant ' s  t w o  Transcendental l ) c t l ~ i c ~ i o l ~ s  01' 
t h e  Categories, thc  most difficult ant1 controversial  0 1 '  all Iiis 
t rea tments .  It cvill be  con tcndcd  in this section ~ I i i l r  sornc  01' 
t h e  mos t  astonishing and  m u c h  admired tlicscs i l l  tlicsc 1)c- 
d ~ i c t i o n s ,  it1 particu1;~r those connecting tlic catcgorics with 
t h e  un i ty  of self-consciousness, arc q i l i te  ~ l n a c c c p t ~ ~ l ~ l c  i l '  rcatl 
in isolation,  as thcy  vcry of ten have been  re id .  'I'licy ~?c r l l i i t ,  
however ,  o f  a vcry i l lumin;~ting ilitcrpl-ctatiori i l '  r c x l  in  tlic 
c o n t e x t  of later u t terances  in the  Analyt ic  ol' 1'1-iriciplcs, :~n t l  
wi th  d u e  respect t o  w h a ~  Kant  takes for  grantctl t.cg;rr.tling 
t h e  indispensable background role o f  t h e  '1'ransccritlcrit;rl 
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some sort o f  en~pirically familiar, but  semi-son~nolent faculty, 
which merely tidies up,  and fills in, the gaps left by  t he  senses. 
And K m t  has hi~nself  sometimes encouraged snch interpreters 
by such ;I passage as we meet with in A. 78 (B. 103) ,  where 
he says that a certain synthesis 'is the mere effect of the 
im;~gination, n blind hut indispensable function of the  soul, 
without ~v l i i c l~  we should have no  knowletlgc whatever, but  o f  
which we are seldom conscious'. It is ;ilso more than probable 
that Kant s t i i ~ ~ e d  in Lockcan fashion, by conceiving of tlie 
Ix . imo~di ;~ l  im ;~g i~~a t ivc  synthesis, wliicli occLirs even in sensc- 
p e r c e l ~ t i o ~ ~  (see A. 121, Note),  as some sort of a conscious 
process of compounding simple ideas together so as to  form 
complex ones; :old that only the force of his principles forced 
liinl to abandon h i s  i~npossiblc view, as is shown by his intro- 
duct ion of the  new terms 'productive' and 'transcendental'. 
r l l lere is even a very perplexing passage (A. 102)  where a 
rcprodlrctive synthesis is treated as among the 'transcendental 
acts of the mind', though perhaps this only means that there 
arc ~~nt le r ly ing  transcendentid acts o f  the mind even beneath 
ou r  reprocfuctivc activities. T h e  salne noumenal self which 
pn),jects phrnomen;~  in~is t  ;ilso extend them, and C ~ I ,  qzru 
p l ~ c n o ~ n c n a l ,  be pllcno~nenally g i v c ~ ~  as doing so.  

13). and large i t  cannot,  ho\vcver, be doubted that the acts 
which coost i i~i tc  experience arc h r  Kant metempiricill acts, 
just as the self which p e r f o r ~ ~ l s  them is, in its re1ev;int character, 
;I ~ n c t e ~ n p i r i c d  entity. It is on  account of these ~~lc tempir ica l  
acts,  \vhich combine conception, and a use of the categories, 
\vith sensuous intuition in space :unti time, that tve can be 
surc, even in atlvance o f  cxpericnce, that ivhatever we will 
experiencr \v i l l  also confor~l i  to the catcgc)rics. \Vc aye szrrc, 
in atlv;incc 01' experience, that the phenomenal ivorld tvill be 
i~itelligible to us, b e c a ~ ~ s e  ivc presu~ne  and know 'in our  bo l~es ' ,  
though we cannot in the strict sense k n o ~ v  at all, that \vc 
ourschrs ,  i l l  our  ~ ~ ~ p l a p h c ~ l o m e n ; ~ l  cilpacily, and by  supra- 
plicnornen;il acts, n i ~ ~ s t  lli~vc ~ n a d c  this bc so (see, e.g., A. 114 ,  
125) .  It is, in l'act, t o  quote a very well-worn, but remark;~ble, 
; h o s t  mystical passage (A.  79) ,  Kant's view that ' the same 
function which gives unity to  the different presentations in 
o?1c j~rd~qerr~crlt dso  gives onity to the mere synthesis of pre- 
sentations in onc i~ i t u i t i o~ i  . . . The smne u ~ l d c r s i a n d i n ~ ,  tliere- 
fore, ;mil through the very same acts t l i l u ~ ~ g h  which, by w;~y 
of ;In analytical unity among concepts, i t  gives rise t o  the 
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lo!:ical form of a judgement, also imports a transccndent:~l 
content  into its presentations, owing t o  the synthetic un i ty  ol' 
the manifold in intuition.' T h e  Productive Imagination is 
therefore simply the understanding operating under an alias, 
and by acts ou t  of time, appearances in space ilnd 
time, which can then be patiently unravelled in its judgcnic~i ts .  

We must not ,  however, let the suggestions of ;I term like 
'production'  intoxicate us. It must no t  be corlceivcd th:~t  the 
arrangcn~cnts  of phenomenal data  to  suit catcgol.i:~l rccluirc- 

r l  1011, mcnts lack an element of cxternal control and ncccssit  I '  
which can be attributed t o  nothing bu t  t he  'I'ransccntlcntid 
Object o r  'L'hing-in-itself. This loo  has ' lo  I)e conccivctl ol', 
though not known, if the phenomenal p i c t ~ ~ r c  is t o  be 1111(Ier- 
stood. For  t h o ~ ~ g h  the spatio-temporality and  categorial cull- 
formity o f  whatever we cxpericnce reflects tlic frcc sponlmlcity 
o f  our  intuitive and thinking nature, cxpcricncc is :11w:1~s ;I 
translution o f  metempirical characterizations and ortleriligs, 
and ncvcr a frcc composition. It call only be tllc u ~ l k ~ i o w n  
and unknowable aggregate of 'l'ransccntlcnt;ll Objects, gcarctl 
into one ;inother, and also with ourselves, in  111ik1low11 ;111(1 

unknowable ways, that c:un give rise, o r  assist ill givi~lg rise., 
t o  intuitive materials which will Sit in with ou r  cognitive clc- 
mands, and that will continue to provide such materials as 
long as ou r  conscious experience persists. And,  i f  'L'llings-ill- 
themselves ceased to act on us in such a way as t o  p l ' o t l~~cc  
such materials, then there could, on Kantian p r i~~c ip l c s ,  bc  n o  
t h o ~ ~ g l l t  and no experience at all. We can i l l  fact be as surch 
that we shall never cxpcricncc a discrepancy bctwccn cx- 
pcricncc ;ind our  categories, as tvc call 1)c sure th:~t we s l ~ d l  
ncvcr cxpcricncc our  own tlei~ths: we c o ~ ~ l d  n o t ,  qlra cxl)cricuts, 
be there lo  experience either. 

Such, we shall try to contend,  :Ire tlic central c o ~ i t c n t i o l ~ s  
of Kan 1's '1'1.iunscentlcntaI l)eductio~ls,  tl1ough i t  ~ n u s i  I>c, con-  
fessed that hc has not  spelled all tllcse p i n t s  o u t  satisl'actorily. 
But i f  the imaginative ordering ol' p h c n o m c ~ ~ a  i l l  S ~ L I W  ant1 
time tvere as unilaterally free as some c o m ~ n c n t a l o r s  Iii~vc 
imagined, it w o ~ d d  lack the elenlent of necessitation wliicli 
Kant regards as essential to  objectivity. Mere categories \villi 
disordered matcrials tend to n o  single, dcl ' i~iitc,  necessary 
outcome. And it w o ~ ~ l d  also necessarily lack t he  i~ltcrs~~l)jcc:tivity 
which Kant rcgards ;u essential to all that is objective. LVc 
shoultl then have to  have recourse to thc t r a n s c c ~ ~ d c n t a l  cxcrciscs 
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of ;I l:ichtc, where ;I sirzyie, unique ego first posits i~ 11011-ego 
which seems lo conl'ront i t  imaginatively, ;md t l ~ e n  also pr;lctises 
a \vide range o f  tliscrcpanl impersonations in orclcr, i n  the cntl, 
t o  I)c a l )k  to  consumm;llc its own complex s e l f - consc io~~sncs~ .  
The  constructions o f  a Ficlite ;Ire not  to  bc despised - tlley arc 
p ~ l l l i l p ~  the 0 1 1 1 ~  C O I I I P I C ~ C I Y  C O ~ I C S C I I ~  ~lilbol-illtion of >I l h o r o ~ ~ g h -  
~ o i n g  aubjectivis~n -bu t  lhcy iverc rejected by Kant ;IS 'spooky ', 
antl certainly d o  not i 1 ~ l . e ~  with his profountl, i f  problematic, 
rci~lisnl. \\'c s l i d  n o w  attclnpl to colnmcnt on tlie main points 
in Knnt's t ~ v o  'l 'ra~isccntlc~itaj l )c ( !~~(- t io l~s ,  

Kant's First IYition 'I'rluisccndcn~al Dcd~rction involves a 
brief preliminary transition in tlrc paragraphs (A. 94-5) \vhel.e 
i t  is saicl that tlzrcc f o r m  o f  ~lnification o r  synthesis arc ncces- 
sary lor the possibility of experience. These are (;I) a synoplic 
viewing o f  whatever is i n t~~ i t i vc ly  given, (b)  a11 imaginative 
synthesis of all its details, (c)  a unification o f  thc synthesis 
through 'originid itpperception'. 'l'he term hppcrccl)tion ' is 
Lcibnizian: in a C L I ~ ~ O L I S  fashion its se~lse combines a con-  
ccp t~ ld i ra t ion  o f  the given ~ v i t h  a self-conscio~~sness in respect 
of such coi lcept i~; i l i ra t io~~.  'The thinking self, Ki~llt  is saying, 
must be ablc, in a single vic\v, to sum up whatever it has in- 
t ~ ~ i t c d  and imilgined, to register its whole character conceptudly,  
and to be fully conscious o f  having done  both. Kant then adds 

thal there must be :I transcendent;~l, as well as enlpil-icd, 
clnployrncnt o f  these thrcc f o r m  of synthesis. 'This must be 
taken to mean, on our  previous showing, that there m ~ l s t  have 
been, o r  must timelessly be, an act projecting a onified spatio- 
t c~n lx ) r i~ l  I'ril~ncwork l~e lo re  tlic sclf, an ; ~ c t  I'illi~ig t l~ i s  L I ~ I  willl 
sc~~s i l ) lc  contcllt corresponding in some unknoivn manner 
t o  the unkno\v11 impacts o f  Things-in-themselves, and an act 
which ;Irr;lnges this content so as t o  salisfy ciltcgori;~l ; ~ ~ , ~ ~ l i ~ ; ~ -  
tions. 'l 'l~csc three 'opcralions', h c i ~ ~ g  o ~ ~ t  o f  time, really coa\cscc 
11110 2 single opcri~tiun: il is only in time that th ry  split up 
into three distinct operations. The  transcendental ope]-ations 
In clucsl~on must, o f  course, ~ransccnd cxlxricnce and know- 
ledge: ~ l i c  t110~1glit of them as hauLlg been inel-ely capresses, by 
;In .~n;~logic;~l L I S ~  o f  the pas1 tense, thc necessary prcsuppoSi- 
t i o~ l s  o I  the fact that ~ I I  intelligible, contcntful, sp i~ t i o -~empor ;~ l  
ivorltl is i~ppc;~ring before LIS. 

Kant no\v 1)rowcds to  \vork ou t  it p~.climin;~r\~, tentative 

Subjective U e d ~ ~ c t i o n ,  which reaches ou t  to  t l ~ c  t r a~~sccndc r l l i~ l  
through n ~ ~ l c h  that is empirical (A. 95) .  Kant  confesses i l l  t h e  
Firs( Edition Preface (A. xvii-xviii) that  there is 11n11ch tli:tt is 
I iypo~hct ica]  and dcba tddc  in this section. 1:or t h e  t111.cc I 'or~ns 
of unification briefly mentioned in A. 94-5 K a n ~  will sub-  
sti tutc a threefold synthesis: this, it 1n11st be cnipliasizctl, will 
cover an empirical series o f  acts, acts that  can bc inlrospcctivcly 
given, bu t  which will point,  Kant hopus, t o  ~ m c ~ e ~ ~ i p i r i c : ~ l ,  
transcendental acts o f  the purc subject which l ~ a v c  rcndcrccl 
them possible. 'l'hc I'irsl for111 of syntlicsis is tliat of :~pprclicti- 
sion in i n t ~ ~ i t i o n  (A. 98-100): intuition presents LIS  wit11 a 
manifold of impressions, but  such a rnmil'old can only be 
consciously given in so Sar as we break it u p  '11to e l c ~ j ~ c n l s  
t h t  \ve can run through singly, and thcn grasp tl1c111 id1 t o -  
gether. The  possibility ol' such an empirical sy~ l l l~c s i s  ol' 
apprehension points, however, t o  a transcendcnlal,  t i~nclcss  
act o f  synthesis, which, responding conjointly t o  a number  
of impacts from Things-in-thcmselvcs, trarlslatcs them illlo 
a unified, spatio-temporal picture, which can thcn I,c co11- 
sciously run through, analyscd, and synthesizccl. In this trail- 
scendental act of synthesis, Kant  tells LIS, spacc antl t i ~ n c  are 
also themsclvcs made into possible objects of conscious apprc- 
hcnsion: they then exhibit that  form of parts outside ol' p a r ~ s ,  
and o f  parts coming af ter  parts, which arc a prc-contlit io~i o f  
successive synthesis. Kant's purc synthesis of ;~pprchcnsiotl 
docs not  mean, as has bccn supposed I,y some w h o  have I';tilctl 
t o  grasp Kant's consistent use of timclcssncss, tliat t11c ~ O I I -  

scious subjccl has to  put space and time togcthcr,  in I ,ockc:~~l  
Fashion, like a set of stage-llats, in a series of sl1~1Sfling c x l c ~ ~ -  
s i o ~ ~ s  from I)crccivcd f r u y n c ~ ~ l s .  Kit111 k ~ ~ o w s  L I I ~ I L  sl)ac.r a t~ t l  
tinw are u h y s  given i ~ s  unital.y, total, and of inl'initc c x t c ~ ~ t :  
the transcendental sclf has seen to that.  

Kanl's second forln o f  syri~hesis is t l i a ~  of ~11c l tcpro t l~~c .~ iv t '  
1maginatio11 (A. 100-2). In  order to Iiavc cxpcric~lcc,  we I I I I I S ~  

no t  only be able to  apprehend brief successions ol' itcnis in :I 

single vie~v,  but  must also be ablc t o  rcconstitulc 11;1st succes- 
sions in imagination, and Lo recur Lo olhcr  cases ol' t l ~ c  S ; I I I I ~  

o r  sinlilar things o r  happenings, and tt) the s c t t i~ lg  witli wli ic l~ 
they were associated. The  whole mcch i~n i s~n  ol' ;~ssocii~tivc 
r c c d  is, in fact, ncccssary t o  the c o n s t i t ~ ~ l i o ~ ~  ol' cxl)cric~it:c. 
Kant then suggests that there is a transccntlcntal , . acl ncccss:~ry 
Tor the  success o f  imagitlutivc r cp ro t l uc t i o~~ .  I hc ~ ) l i c ~ ~ o ~ i l c ~ l : ~  
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which parade thcmsclvcs bcforc 11s must display a ccrtain 
regularity, a ccrtain aflinity, o r  conlmunity, o r  continuity, 
of nature, i f  the apprehension o f  one of them is t o  lead our  
imagination o n  to that of mo the r .  They must bc inherently 
associal>le, i f  tllcy are to  be associated. There must tlicreforc 
bc a t rmsccndc~ital  act which gives thcm their affinity or  
associability, on which the Kcproductivc Imagination merely 
cashes in; and this act must,  o f  course, have occurred, o r  be 
occurring, o u t  of tirnc: plainly wc nevcr in timc drcamt up a 
complcs scenario for  the apl)curanccs t o  follow. 'Z'hc tran- 
sccntlc~ital I'aculty which pcrfornls the t r a~~sccndcn ta l  act in 
qucstion is by Kant usually callccl the Productive Imagination, 
tho~lgh  even the reprotluctivc synthesis of t l ~ e  imagination 
ciunnot succcctl without its backgrou~ld prodding. ('l'his is 
perhi~ps the explanation of thc puzzling reference to  a tran- 
scendental, rcproductivc synthesis at thc end o r  A. 102.) And 
it would be un-Kantian to  think that  Things-in-tl~cinsclvcs 
play no  part in such associability. though we know nothing 
of thcir secret links o f  affinity which nlake ou r  phcnomcnal 
affinities possible. \Vc may, and we must,  emptily conceive 
of them as no i~n~cna l ly  linkcd, but wc cannot give Flesh and 
blood to this conception. For 11s it must sulficc that,  sincc 
cxpcricncc and knowlcdgc and thoilght exist, thcse unknowable 
linkages must have bccn propitious: had thcy not  bccn, thcrc 
could have bccn n o  espcricncc antl no  knowledgc ant1 11" 

thought at all, :I situation whicll blessedly transccncls our  
significant consitlcration. 

Knnt's third synthcsis is that o f  recognition in a concept 
(A.  103-6).  lVc must bc aware o f  somc unifying pattcrn, somc 
rule, linkirlg iq~prellcntlctl o r  in~aginctl items o r  features to- 
gctl~c*r, :uld cnihling 11s to grasp t h c ~ u  as a wliolc; wliethcr 
t11csc patterns be c s t ~ u n c l y  simpit. like the r ~ l c  wllicll cn- 
gcndcrs a straight line o r  a triangle, o r  a complex rule such as 
t l ~ i i t  s l ~ o ~ v ~ i  fortll in ;I l)otly, or  i l l  a p ; ~ r t i c ~ ~ l a r  sort of I,otly, 
or i l l  s0111c i11t1ivitlu;d botly bcforc 11s. ( L i n t  docs not consiclcr 
qucstio~is as t o  the I ~ L ~ ~ I . C C  o f  ;lffinity or conncctivity ;lnlong 
distinct fc,~turcs o r  items which entitles us to  speak o f  a I-11lc 
in t l~c i r  c x c :  1.11lcs arc o1)viously vcry open-textured co~>ccpts . )  
'Ilicrc ~ i l i ~ s t ,  accortlingl y, be somc transcendental act which 
has made i t  possiblc for us to abstract concepts from empirical 
instances: such concepts must,  as i t  were, have bccn lying rcatly 
in them from tlw start .  In  ~ v h a t  follows only onc  transccndcntal 

faculty will suffice to  pcrform all these syntlicscs, ;11lt1 t I1 ;1 t  

faculty is the  Productive Imaginatiotl, which is mcrcly t l ~ c  
understanding acting out  of t ime, antl conditioning wliitt will 
ap lxar  to it in timc. Mctcrnpiricxlly i t  i~l jects  illto t l ~ c  t iss~~c:  
of expcricncc what w i l l  aftcrwards have to  I)c tcasccl o i ~ t  01' 
experience through conception and judgcmcnt.  

Kant,  howcvcr, passcs at this point t o  a vcry clil'ficult cxr .u~ .s i~s  
involving botlt thc Transccndcntal Object,  o r  cxl~,rrtal ' l ' h i ~ ~ g -  
in-itself, and thc Transccndcntal Subject,  o r  intor71nl 'I'lli~lg-ill- 
itself. Ncitllcr of t l~csc  entities c m  l)c intuited o r  k~lowr l ,  I ) L I ~  
the  empty thoziylzt of them, and of thcir existence, ~ l o r l c  t l ~ c  
less undcrlics the possibility of cxpcriencc (A. 104-10). '1'11~ 
Transccndental Object must be t l ioi~ght  of' ;IS wllat I ) I . C V C ~ I I I S  

us from thinking of an  objcct just as \vc please, a ~ ~ t l  w11icl1 
brings into our  thought an clement ol' necessitation, wllicll 
compels us t o  synthcsizc what wc think of in a given n ~ i ~ r l n c r .  
'For  we find that ou r  thought of the relation of all knowlc*tlgc 
to  its objcct carrics an element of necessity witli i t ,  s i ~ i c c  
this rclation is what prcvcnts our  acts of k~iowlctlgc I'ro~li 
being haphazard o r  arbitrary, and which dctcrmi~ics  tllcnl 
a priori  in a dcfinite manner. For,  in s o  far as they a rc  t o  
11c rcfcrrcd to  an object,  tlicy 1r111st also ~~cccssuri ly  i ~ c c o t ~ l  
with one anothcl., i.c. have the particular unity wllicli ~ i ~ a k c s  
LIP the concept of an objcct '  (A. 104-5). TIILIS ;I l r i i ~ n ~ l c  is an 
object of thought sincc in it certain spatial possibilities arc  
combincd according to a dcfinitc rule, a body is an objcct 
sincc in it extension, shapc, impcnctral)ility, and so 0 1 1  ;lrc 
synthct icdly combined. 'The Transccnclcntal Object wliicli 
neccssitatcs such synlhcscs is, of course, not  given lo us, h11t 
rcmains a11 cnlpty X o n  ivhicli our  synthesis is titken t o  I)c 
tlcpcndcnt. 

All this might appear very clear and sell'-si~l'ficicnt, 1,111 

l h n t  immediately passes to  several vcry unclear thcscs rcga~.tliug 
tllc '~ri11iscc1l(1ctlti~1 Sz~bjvct.  11c l ixi  :1Irc:1(1y ;1rgl1(~1 ( A .  l 0 3 - a l )  
that in all synthetic consc ious~~css  ol' a11 ol).jcct, ;IS r .onll)i~lit~g 
scvcr:d features successively co~lsitlcretl, thcrc rnust :11so I)( :  ;I 

conci~rrcnt  C ~ I I S C ~ ~ L I S I I C S S ,  which 11i;ly Oe c x t r c ~ i ~ ~ ~ l y  I'c.cl)l(. ;111(1 

dim, of the subjuctivc activities by which s l~cl i  a sy~rtllclic. 
consciousness is gcneratccl. 'This thesis is, of coc~rsc, clo~~l)tl 'uI,  
and is later rcplaccd by  the weaker assertion t11:tt suc11 ;I c o ~ l -  
current ;Lw;ircncss o f  ou r  own synthetic activity 11lust ;~l \v;~ys 
be possible (A. 11  6 ;  B. 134) .  He now argucs that  the si11)jcctivc 
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; ~ c t s  ;untl agclicy in cluestion could ncvcr reveal tlicmsclvcs t o  
introspection o r  ilincr sense, since this can only reveal oclr 
contingent,  cxperientii~l states in time, \vhcrcas the acts :lnd 
agency in cl~lcstion ;ire uccessury to ;dl a\varcncss o r  objects, 
antl such necessity ncccssarily points to a transcendental con-  
dition (A. 106) .  It must ,  that is, be possible for us t o  attrihiltc 
the syl~t l ie t ic  activities constitutive o f  objects to  a subject 
\vliicli cannot  I J ~  itsel f given in temporal cxpcricncc ( though 
it may no  doub t  appear  temporally), m c l  \vhosc c o n s t i t ~ ~ t i v c  
acts must idso I)c located o u t  of timc. 

l i ;~l i t  no\v ~ ; L S  recourse 1 0  ;I VCI-Y ol(1 ;111~1 rcspc~t ; lble  ; L ~ ~ L I -  

ment \vhich goes back t o  Plato, bu t  \vhich was also often 
canv;~ssetl in the Ixibnizian-\Volffi:111 mctaphysic, ant1 which 
I(a11t hilnsclf I ~ t c r  criticizes ;IS involving a paralogism. 'l'his is 
an ;q11nlclit w11icIi b ; w s  itself 011 the ~111it) l  of C ~ I I S C ~ ~ L I S I ~ ~ S S ,  
o n  the ncctl that  dl our  sensations, im;lgcs, t h o ~ ~ ~ l ~ t s ,  anrl so 
011 should bc 111-ought togctlicr in ;I common consciot~s Focus, 
i f  the \vholc they form is to  be ; u n  object of c o n ~ ~ i o ~ ~ ~ n c s s  
at ;ill; :und i f  they u c  to be comparctl \vith one  another,  and 
the relations thxt lloltl bet\vcen thcm b r o ~ ~ g l i t  to  consc io~~sncss .  
'l'his ; ~ r g u ~ n c n t  led thc mctapliysicii~ns of  the pcriotl to posit 
tlic csistcncc ol' a single, sitnplc, su1)stantial SOLII, \vIiicI~ can 
I K  prcsent s i n l i ~ I t ; ~ n c o ~ ~ s I y  in ;I \l;~ricty of acts tlirectetl to  a 
varicty (>I' objects,  and \vhich can d s o  persist from one  con- 
scious i~c t  to  :~liotlicr, so thitt il si11111nation o f  then1 all beconlcs 
lx)ssil)lc. 'l'liis ;irgllnicnt is, :IS \vc s ~ y ,  liigl~ly rcsl~cctablc and 
thcrc can bc little d o ~ l l ~ t  that I(;l~it Iliti~sclf ; L I \ \ ~ ; L ~ s  c o n t i n ~ ~ c d  
to  tliirik i l l  tcrnis of it (see, c.g., A.  267, U .  323, :1nd e[sc\vI~crc),  
c \ ~ t l  \ \ - l ic .~i  hc  came to  hold that the csistetlcc of an 
c ~ i t l i ~ r i ~ i g ,  siniplc sou l - s~~ l ) s t a~ l cc  co111tL  lot I1c l i ~ t o w , ~  o r  provLjd. 
IIcrc, Ilo\vcvcr, he docs 1\01 l m c  hi~usell '  on its unpt-ovitblc 
csistc.ricc., 1)i1t oil our  incxl1ugn:tI)lc ~icctl  to  tlli~zk in terms 
01'  i t .  IVc IIOZ~L, t o  rcl'cr ~ 1 1 1  our  perceptions, tliouglits, iuntl so un 
to ;l single., co-or t l ini l t i~~g self;  2nd: since s i~cl l  ;L r e f c r e ~ ~ c e  is 
t ~ c ~ c c ~ s s ( ~ t . ~ ~ ,  tlris scll' C A I ~ I N ) ~  1)c 111crc.1y t l ~ c  c I ~ ; ~ ~ l ~ c ; ~ l ) l c ,  c111piric;~I 
scll' 0 1 '  i1111cr i l~ tu i t ion ,  I ) ~ I L  Inilst iLso havc mctcmpi~- icd  o r  
transccnc!cnt:ll xpcc t s .  As Kant ~ L I ~ S  i t :  'TI~crc c o ~ t l d  be no 
s t ;~ tcs  01' k~lo\vlctlgc in US, . t l i c l  no co l~ncc t ion  ant1 unity among 
the sa~i ic ,  \ \ , i ~ I i o l ~ ~  this t ~ n i l y  of' C ~ I ~ S ~ ~ ~ L I S I I C S S  \ V I I ~ C I I  precctles 
; i l l  t l , ~ t ; ~  of i n t~~ i t i o r l ,  mid i l l  relation to \vliicli il l1 rcprcsclitation 
0 1 .  ~ l > . j c c ~ s  i b  :iIo~tc ~)ossil)lc. '1'0 this I ) L I ~ C ,  or igi~l i~l ,  ~ ~ ~ ~ c l i ~ ~ ~ g e a l ~ l c  
cotiscioi~slic.ss I give thc name ol' 'l'r;msccntlcnt~~l Appcl.ccption' 

(A. 107).  Let 11s n o t  argue against Kant 's  argument. l'l;~inly 
a unity of  consciousncss is csscntial t o  any awareness ol' objec-  
tivc uni ty  and interconnection, antl i f  we like to c d l  it tlic 
'Transccnclcntnl Unity of Appcrccl)tion, m d  to  conllcct i t  with 
some unclcarly conceived Lcibnizian sirnplc, thcrc is no th ing  
unreasonable about  such :I stcp. 

K m t  is no t ,  however, contcnl to  regard 11is 'l'l-al~sccllclcut,~I 
Unity of Apperception as a necessary condi t ion for the xwarc- 
ness of rule-govcrncd, conccp t~ t a l i~ab l c ,  phenomenal ol?jcctivity: 
he  also wants t o  regard it as a s ~ i j f i i ~ n t  condition 01' tlic I ; ~ t t c ~ .  
He wants to  argue that,  if we call say, 'I a m  aware ol' a11 Llicse 
things', wc can also always say, 'All these things ;[re 11011licl 
togcthcr by objcctivc laws'. l l c  cvcli wishes t o  go I ' ~~ r t l~c . r ,  . I I I ( ~  

t o  argue that:  

the original and necessary consciousness of ttrc identity of  Sell' is ul lhc ,  
sonre time (zligleich) a consciousness of just as necessary a unity in  the 
synthesis of all phenomena according to concepts,  i.c. rules, wlrich does  
not mercly makc phenomcna ncccssarily rep~oducible ,  but also tliercby 
determines an object for their intuition, i .e.  the conccpt o f  s o ~ n c t l ~ i n g  
In whlch they cohere necessarily. I:or the mind could not possibly con-  
ceive of its own identity in thc multitude o f  its presentations, ~ n d  d o  so 
4 priori, were i t  not awarc of  the identity o f  its actiorl i n  suborclinatitr~ 
all empirical synthesis of apprchcnsion to a transcendental unity, which 
is the 4 priori basis of thcir possible interconnection tllrough rules ( A .  108). 

'I'lic unity o f  consciousncss is thcrcl'orc the  sumc as the ilitcr- 
connect ion of pllcnvmcna according to  riilcs, o r  ~ h c y  ;ire ;I[ 

most two sides of the same transccntlcnt;~l s ta te  0 1  a1l'ait.s. Kalit 
cven says in the next  paragraph (A. 109 )  t l ~ a t  t l ~ c  r ~ l ' c ~ c ~ i c c  
of all appearances t o  the S of t r ;~nsccl~dcl l ta l  o l> jcc t~vi ty  is - ? 

'nothing else' than the necessary unity of  consciousncss, ant1 so  
also of the synthesis of' ~nultiplicity,  t h r o i ~ g h  tlie mi~icl's colii- 
Inon function, into one  presentation. Antl, Iiavinx tlrus S I I O -  

poscdly shown the idcntity of t l ~ c  unity 01' consciouslicss will1 
tlic ~~ni l ' i ca t ion  o f  phcnomcn ;~  ;~ccort l i~ig t o  ~.ulcs,  1<;111t is ; I [  

oncc i l l  a position t o  take tlic ticxt s tcp:  t o  iclcntil'y tlic ciit- 
cgorics, o r  pure forms of c o n c c p t ~ ~ a l  ~ l l i i ty ,  with L I I C  sol.( 01' 
~ l l i i ty  involvctl in self-conscio~~sncss.  'The (1 /)riori c : o~ l c l i~ io l~s  
of a possible cxpcricncc as s i~ch  arc', he rcnlarks,  ';tt (I\(. SLII I IC 

titile, the conditions o f  tlic possil~ility ol' etupirici~l ol),jcc.ts. 
No\v I assert that t l ~ c  catcgorics L Ii;~vc i~itt.o(lr~cc.cl ; I I .C  ~ ~ o l l r i l t ~  

beyond the conditions of  thought in a possible cxpcricncc:, jrlst 
as space antl timc arc thc conditions of illtuition i t i  111c S ; I I I I~ . .  
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'These categories arc thcreforc the  fundamental concepts t h r o ~ ~ g h  
which objects arc at all thinkable in relation t o  appearances, 
~untl so have an a /)riori, objective validity, \vhich is just what  
\vc wanted to  knolv' (A. 1 1  1). I f  Kant 's  simple identification 
o f  the  necessary unity of c o n s c i o ~ ~ s n c s s  \vith the  intcrconnec- 
tion o f  phenomena  according to  pure concepts o r  rules were 
valitl, hc \ v o ~ ~ l t l  indeed have s ~ ~ c c c c d c t l  in his Transccndcntal 
D c t l ~ ~ c t i o n  of t h e  Categories and of  the  a priori synthetic 
I ~ i n c i l ~ l c s  \vhich their use will be sho\vn t o  involve. 

'l'llc i ~ r g ~ ~ ~ n c n t ~ v c  II;L\JC just e x a n ~ i n e d  have impressed many,  
but  it is 1)lain that ,  as thcy s t a ~ l d ,  they \vi l l  no t  do .  They  are, 
in fact ,  s c a n t l i ~ l o ~ ~ s  argmncnts, paralogisms far \vorsc than 'my 
\vhich Kant  al'tcr\vards c?cposcs. For  \vcrc they valid, they  
\ v o ~ ~ l d  ccrt;~inly prove too  much. It is, in fact,  plain tha t  the  
~ ~ n i t y  of conscioi~sncss,  the  integral togetherness of all tha t  
\vc arc a\vare o f ,  i n c l ~ ~ d i n g  o u r  a\vnrcncss of o u r  o\vn aware- 
ness, in o n e  single, embracing state o r  cxpcriencc, is (howcvcr 
\vc may choose to  analysc i t)  q ~ ~ i t c  necessary to  all states 
that form part  of a nncntal history; und not merely to  those 
in \vhich objects arc being constituted according t o  nccccsary 
~ . ~ l l c s ,  o r  i l l  \vhich ol~jccl i \ ,c  pcrnl;Inctlccs x l t l  tlcpctltlct~ccs 
arc I~cing tliscriminatetl. K m t  has simply been t l c l ~ ~ t l e d  by  
the o f t e n  c o n c ~ ~ r r c n t  presence of two quite different neces- 
sities, o n e  of \vllich has a \vitlcr applici~tiun than ~ l ~ c  o ther :  
the s ~ ~ b j c c t i v c  necessity of c o n s c i o ~ ~ s  ~ ~ n i t y ,  \vhich applies to  
all states o f  mind, and the necessity of categorial inter- 
connection, \vhich applies only to such states of mind as are 
attempting to  know so~nc th ing ,  o r  t o  co~lccivc of something 
by :unalogy \vith \vhat is known. Kant  is indeed fully aware 
o f  the distinction: it is central and crucial to  his Analogies 
o f  l<spcr ie~lcc,  \vhich \\dl be dealt \vith in o ~ ~ r  next chapter.  
'There is, he pcrcei\;es, a c o n s c i o ~ ~ s  unity \vhich reflects only 
our  o\vn s~tbjectivcly g r o t ~ n d c d  integrations and o u r  of ten 
;lrbilral-y ~llcmltlcrings, whicll absolutely contrasts,  and must 
contrast, \vith the objectivc ~ ~ n i t y  \\~lnich involves an applica- 
tion of the  categories. Kant ,  ho\vcvcr, seems to  think that  
he can clis~niss this former sorl  of conscious unity as applying 
only \vilhin the realm of empirical apperception o r  inner 
sense; that it is as empirically contingent as the  contents  it 
cmbraccs. 'This is, ho\vcvcr, not  the case. It  is qui tc  as jlecessary 
to I ) L I ~  a ~nan i fo ld  of terms together and to contemplate  them 
;lII t ~ g c t h c r ,  i l '  one is to Ila\,c m y  a\varcncss of them all, \vhcn 

The  Analyt ic  o f  Conccpts  147 

the  items thus  unified are wildly incoheren t ,  a ~ l d  Ilavc n o  
rhyme or  reason governing their jo int  presentation, as w h c ~ l  
thcy arc duly integrated aspects of objects.  T h e r e  is as a ~ ~ t l ~ c n l i c  
antl necessary a ~ ~ n i t y  of c o n s c i o ~ ~ s n c s s  in contcmplatirlg ~ l l c  
s c q ~ ~ e n c c  represented by  the words, ships and  shoes and  sca l i~ lg-  
wax  and cabbages and kings, as therc is i n  considering t h e  c r i ~ n c -  
rate o r  the structllrc of DNA. And t h e  transcendental scll', we 
may add,  for all its august inaccessibility, is as much implicated 
in the  cxistencc of the  former as in tha t  o f  the  1~1t tcr .  I L  is 
certainly possible for LIS Lo c o m l ~ i n c  fcaturcs o r  i lcms i l l  a n  
~ ~ n p r i n c i p l e d  manner,  and to  be aware 01' oi~rsclvcs as c l o i ~ ~ g  
so,  and of the  irregular, sometimes self-contradiclory, o1)jccls 
which s i ~ c h  syntllcscs w o ~ ~ l d  involve: w e  ncctl only citc. IL~t l l ' s  
own cxamplcs (A. 100 ,  101)  of :I s i t ~ ~ a t i o n  in which c innabar  
\vcrc somctimcs red, sometimes black; o r  in which nlcll c o ~ ~ l t l  
change over into  animal forms; o r  in which o n  [he l o ~ l g c s t  clay 
in summer \vc somctimcs had fruil, somctimcs ice antl s n o w ,  
and so on.  A n d  it is indeed possible t o  argue that  s ~ ~ c l l  i l l -  

cohercnces \vould not  be possible were there  no t  also tlis- 
c o v c r h l e ,  objective regularities o n  which thcy were par ;~si t ic :  
~11is is o n e  01' the  central mcss;Igcs 01' ICa~lt. A ~ l d  i t  is ~ I s o  
p)ss iblc  to  argue thal therc arc h i t l t l c ~ ~  sul)jcctivc rcgi~lar i l ics  
~lndcr lying the most incoherent t l n o ~ ~ g l n t - s c q ~ ~ c ~ l c c s .  ULIL nci~1lc.r 
01' lhcsc co~ls i t lcra t io~ls  idlers the f ~ ~ c l  that ,  whatcvcr ~llc.ir 
conditions,  s i ~ c h  ~ ~ n ~ ) r i n c i p l c t l  svn l l~cscs  d o  exist ,  ancl as milcll 
evince the  action o f  the tr~unscc~ltlcntal scll' ;IS o u r  m o s l  ~ L I I C -  
governed syntheses. If Kant's arguments  were valid, ~ l l c r c  
\voi~ld sinnply be n o  room for the  ~~rb i l l -a ry ,  nnl)rincil)Ictl 
sector  in hunni~n experience ant1 thought :  we S I I O L I I ~  ;dw;~ys 
be trying t o  make o u t  something objective, antl, il' wc  rcli~xctl  
for a moment  and simply ~ncantlcrctl ,  we would fall ;II) ; I I 'L 

i n to  t l i s j o h d  fragments, antl ccasc lo  b e  c o n s c i o ~ ~ s  01' a ~ l y l l l i n g  
a t  all. \Vhcrcas it is arguable that o u r  sense 01' self is c n l ~ m ~ c e t l ,  
not  abated,  when we inlegrate tnatlcrs s~~l> jcc t ivc ly ,  i11lt1 ; I C C O I X -  

ing to o u r  own sweet will, ratlncr than  when we tlcl'cr 10 ~ l l c  
c o m p ~ ~ l s i o n s  01' o l~jcct ivc categories. ' l ' l~c  idle associxt io~l ,  lllc 
playfit1 xncl 1)crIlaps nonse~ls icd  con lpar i so~l ,  tllc 1l;q)py ~xtlgit tg 
over things in general: all these give 11s a prol'oi~ntlcl- s c ~ l s c  01'  
self than any  application of the  v c n e r d ~ l c  categories. A ~ l t l  we 
d o  not  have t o  identify o ~ ~ r s c l v c s  by  applying ;I conccp l  o r  ~ L I I C  
t o  oi~rsclvcs,  as \ve do have t o  in the case o f  cxlcrr ld  ol,jecls. 

\Vhy, then,  \vc may ~ s k ,  has Kant s c c ~ n i ~ l g l y  s u l ) o ~ . ( l i t ~ ; ~ ~ ( - ( l  0111. 
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consciousness ol' objects to  our  consciousness 01' the subject? 
Both,  in Icant's vic\v, have it substrate \vhich transccnJs plienom- 
e11a1 e s ~ ) c r i e l ~ c e ,  ;111d 110t11 ~ 1 1 I ) ~ t r ; l t ~ ~  i1l.C c ~ s c l l t i ; ~ ~  to thc con- 
s t i t~rt ion ol' such cspcricnccs. And both have to be thought 
~ l ' ,  though not  known to exist, whenever wc seek to  understand 
how cxpcricncc is possible. is a subject-object 
~ i ~ ; ~ t t c r ,  iund the metempirical source o f  cxpcricncc must likc- 
wise be thought u f  as a subject-object niattcr. \Vhy thcn docs 
K;ult exalt one transcendentid substr:~tc at tlic cost of another,  
; ~ l t l  c s l ) l ;~ i~ i  cxpcricncc in terms 01' wI1ilt our ~ l ~ o l l y  L I I ~ ~ I ~ O \ V I I  

sclvcs have put  into it, rather tllun in tcrms of what e q i ~ d l y  
unkno\vn substr;~tcs otlicr 1Il;tn o~~r sc lvcs  have p ~ t l  into it, 
tlicrcby giving ~ L I I I ~ C S ~ I ~ V C ~  con11'01.t to a11 ; I ~ ) S O I L I ~ C  idealism 
which hc hin~sclf  rejects? 'The ansivcr t o  this question is not 
easy t o  give, I I L I ~ ,  when it is given, i t  will not be such as t o  
satisfy, bu t  rather to  disappoint, the absolute idealism that has 
built itsclf o n  K m t .  It is natural t o  attribute the structure 
o f  cxlxricncc t o  oi~rsclvcs as substratcs, rather than to the 
substrates of otllcr objccts, since we, and not objects, have 
cxlxricnces, and :lrc witnesses o f  phcnomcn;~, and the structures 
which milkc cxpcricncc possible arc tl~crcforc Inore i~npor t i u~ t ly  
in oursclvcs, than in the objects that provoke them. This peculiar 
thing that we call mind, consciousness, and thouglnt, may 
dcpcntl on cxtcrnal as well as intcrnal si~bstratc-conditions, 
but its salient pcculiaritics make i t  nlorc corrcct to  attribute 
i t  t o  internal substrates than to anything external. Even if,  
contrary to Kant's t h c o ~ y ,  time and spi~cc and spat io- tcmpord 
substance and c:u~s;l tion Lvcre present in metempirical objccti- 
vity, i t  would still be ncccssary to attribute to us iun u priori 
rcatlincss to intuit A I K ~  interpret things in tcrms o f  them; sillcc 
this ~-c;~diness tra~islatcs a structure ol' bring into a structure 
of conscious u t ~ d ~ ~ r s t n n d i t ~ g ,  and since i t  always goes infiriitcly 
bcyontl tlic limited intuitive detail that fits in with i t ,  and that 
stems Srom the actual impacts of Things-in-tlic~nscl\~cs. Sp~ttiality, 
tcrnpor;~lity, sc~I~st :~~it ial i ty ,  c;~us;~lity, :11lt1 so o n  :u-e ccrtaillly 
I)uilt-i~\ ~ ~ e ~ l ~ ~ i r c n i c n t s  for our  sort of  intilitivcly geared i~ntlcr- 
st;undi~~g, \vl~cthcr 01' llot ~ h c y  are objective, structuring forlns 
clsc\vhcrc. And il' the impacts of external substrates could not  
yield ~natc~ . i ;~ ls  t h ~ t  could be fitted into si~cli fonns, tllcn the 
life 01' the co~~sc ious  sul~jcct  c o ~ ~ l t l  not arise at all, any more 
t l ~ m  organic life coulrl i~risc o n  a p l i ~ ~ l c t  where there Lvas ncithcr 
a i r  nor  watcr. 

'l'hcrc is, howcvcr, a deeper gso~rntl why  the catcgori;~l 
forms o f  objectivity must be connected with the 'l'l-;msccn- 
dental Sihjcct  rathcr than with the 'Tra~lsccndc~ital O l ~ j c c t .  
For, as Kant will try to show, subjectivity rcquircs ol)jcctivity 
in order t o  be awarc oC its own subjectivity, and even LO bc 
;l subject, whcrcus objectivity docs not  so obviously rcquirc 
subjectivity in order to be as, ant1 what, i t  is. 'l'hc ;10sol11tc 
idcal is~ makes objectivity wholly parasitic up011 subjectivity, 
and, from such a point of' vicw, it is seemingly concciv;d)lc 
t11at the conscious sul)jcct S I I O L I I ~  si1111)1y livc ;I life o f  1)1;1yl'11l 
fantasy, and not troublc to set any law-governed objccts before 
it at ;dl. But the Ka~l t ian  tr:unsccntlcntulist rather makes sul)- 
jcctivity I,itrasitic upon objectivity, antl it is only i l '  t he  ' I ' I X I I -  
sccndental Object awakens the lifc ol' the conscious su l~ jcc t  
through impacts which it can thcn translate into ii spatio- 
temporal order govcrncd by  ca tepr ics ,  that  the conscious 
subject can become awarc of itsclf and the  phc~ iomcna  ol' its 
conscious lifc at all, that it can in fact bc  the conscious bc- 
ing it is. For it is only by translating, or  by liaving timclcssly 
transliltcd, the impacts of 'I'lnings-in-thcn~selvcs into its o w n  
phcnomcnal diction, tli;~t i t  can tlicn bccomc a w ~ c ,  ~ i o t  o ~ i l y  01' 
the catcgorially governed acts ncccssary f o r  the c o ~ ~ s c i o i ~ s ~ ~ c s s  
of objects, but  also of the arbitrarily subjective antl pcrson;~l  
acts which arc just as ncccssary to its I~cing a conscious I)crson, 
and Lvlnich, by their contrast with what is objectively ncccssary, 
cnablc us to be aware of citlrcr. Wc arc perhaps firs1 s in~p ly  
aware of objects; thcn of our  own arbitrary, sul)jcctivc ;~c t iv i ty  
in its opposition to  given objccts; thcn of our  own tlccpcr, 
transcendental activities that have made both sorts of ;lw:lrcncss 
possiiblc; then, in a quite derivative lnalincr, 01' the :tctiol~ 
o n  US of ' ~ h i 1 i ~ ~ - i l ~ - t I ~ e 1 n ~ c 1 v c s  witht)ut wlnicln we s l l o~~I ( I  II ; IVC 
n o  thinki~ig lifc at all. 'The most I'undamcntal c o ~ l d i t i o ~ i i i l ~  
stratum is thcrcl'orc the onc of which \vc it1.c 1c;tst :~ t lcc~~~:~tc t ly  
conscious. \.Vhcthcr o r  no1 this is a correct s l x l l i ~ ~ ~  o r ~ t  01' 
ivh:tt Kant prcsupposcs, the T ~ m s c c ~ l d c ~ i t a j  l>ctluctio~l is t o  I)c 
f;~ultccl; in that,  11y its failure to stress the ~lcccss:~ry c o r ~ l ~ c ~ s l  I)c- 
twccn ; ~ n  ol>jcctivc and a s~tbjectivc synt\lcsis - -  tvl ict l~c~.  o r  tiot 
the existence of the one entails the cxistcncc ol' llic other  - ; ~ n d  
by its a t tempt simply to identify the two types of sy~ i t l~cs i s ,  o r  
to  regard them as but t ~ o  sidcsol' the same n~ull tal  activity, i t  I I ; I S  
cnco~~ragccl  the drvelopmc~it  ol' d l  that idealistic c o ~ ~ s t c u c t i v i s ~ ~ ~  
which involves in Kant's vicw, a deep miscunderstaut l i~~ ol' tlic 



ni~tul-e ol' knowledge. In the divine understanding somc- 
thing likc that  cons t r~~ct iv i sm may indeed takc thc placc o f  
ou r  contrast I)ct\vccn a s~~bjcc t ivc ly  \vanton and an objcctivcly 
necessitated order - God in kno\ving xnd being 1HimseIF mily 
also kno\v all otllcr things, ;IS .Aq~i inas  tcaclics - but ,  in the 
1ium;ln contlition, 60th arc essential, and subjectivity has 
its inbuilt need for \vhat is comp~~ls ivc ly  objcctive, only b c c a ~ ~ s c  
i t  dclxncls upon and grows o ~ ~ t  of the latter. 

'l'hc so-cdlctl  Objcctivc Dcduct io~i ,  \vhich follo\vs in Edi- 
tion I (A. 115-30), travcrscs much the same territory as the 
Subjective l)etli~ction just considerctl. It starts, ho\vevcr, \vitIi 
the ' l ' rmmmdcntal Unity o f  Apperception, arguirlg that \vlint- 
cvcr we conceive or  intuit must be unified in a single con-  
scious~lcss, i l l  which thcrc can ~ d s o  al\vays be a conscio~isness 
of such unfication. 'rhc long Note t o  1). 117 spells this o11t 
in detail. L l i i t  S L I C ~  ;I possible r ~ f e ~ ~ n c e  t o  one's 01~11, con-  
scious, ~ ~ n i f y i n g  activitics has a transccndcntal condition. 
There must have been an a priori or  t rx~sccndcnta l  synthesis 
wllich prccctlctl ( n o  do~11)t only in an analogically temporal sensc) 
all thc a~lalyt ic  activitics and  subscqucnt synthcscs of con-  
scious~lcss. 'l'llis t ranscc~it lc~l t ;~I  sy~ltllcsis Inust 1)e attributctl 
to  t1lc l ' r o d ~ ~ c t i \ ~ c  Inlagi~l;itio~l (1'1. 1 18) ;  the rcprotlucti\~c 
synthesis o f  the i~nagin;~t ion depends o n  this prior producti\lc 
synthesis, Kant then s:i).s (A.  1 19)  that \vhat \vc call tlic under- 
st;intling is simply the unifying self-co~iscio~~sncss  \vhicli makes 
;111 O L I I .  c o ~ ~ s c i o u s  ~ c t s  belong to )is, mtl that the categories 
; I I . ~  simply the v a r i o ~ ~ s  \ \ , ~ y s  in \vliich the ~indcrsta~i t l ing o r  
1)ure s e l l ' - co~ i sc io~~s~~css  has made such app ro l~ - i i~ t i on  pos- 
sil)lc, \v l l c r l ,  acti~lg ;IS tllc l'ro(1~1ctivc lrn;~ginatio~l,  i t  ~ ~ ~ l i t c d  
tllc items ol' scnsc. 

I<;int tllcrl goes o ~ l  (:'I. 12 1-2)  to  tl\vcll 011 the ncccssa~-y 
al'l'inity o f  ;il)pcar;inccs \vliicll ~ ~ ~ l t l c r l i c s  tllcir associability, 
autl to ascribe this iif'l'inity iintl associabilit), t o  the tran- 
sccndent;d self. lie q a i n  stresses the strangeness of his con-  
clusion, that is, that tllc order and rcji~11;irit)~ in the appearances 
\vc call nature has reall!, been in t ro t l~~cc t l  by o~~r sc lvcs .  '\\'c 
c o ~ ~ l t l  ~lcvcr  find them in Lippearanccs, had \ve not  o u r s c l \ ~ s ,  
o r  tllc nature o f  our mind, originall>, put them thcrc.' 'lf the 
o1)jccts \vIiicli our kno\vlcdgc has to  deal \ v i t I i  \verc Things- 
in-thcrnscl\lcs, \vc cou1tl h ~ \ l c  no u priori conccpts of thcm'  
(A. 128) .  But if, in God,  a b s o l ~ ~ t c  subjectivity and objcctivity 
1i;ive a comrnon root, Things-in-thcmscI\lcs may \ ~ c r ) ~  \yell !~a\le 

as much t o  d o  with the structure of' ap1)earallccs ils tlrc 
b~iilt-in forms of intuition and categories of o u r  ~~~ltlcrst;lrltlirlg. 

vi 

' rhc  Transcendental 1)eduction ol' the Second l<tlit io~l o l'l'crs 
no  fundamental novcltics. But its condensation of c o ~ l t c ~ l t  
and smoothness of stylc rcndcr it far more  mislcxling t l l ;u r  
thc First Edition Dcduction. ' I l k  Transcc~lclcntal U t ~ i t y  ol' 
Apperception is by i t ,  not  by merit, raiscd to the 1)mI cnlirl- 
cncc that it has cvcr since occupictl i l l  itledistic t l l o i ~ ~ l ~ t .  
We shall commcnt  o n  its carcS~11ly styled ~)aragr:q)lls orlc 
by one.  

I t  is arguctl in 515  that a togcthcrncss ol' items for  corl- 
S C ~ O L I S ~ C S S  can ncvcr come about through passive in tu i t io~l ,  
whcthcr scnsuous o r  pure, bu t  only through a 'spont:meoi~s'  
act of conscioi~sncss. Things cannot bc prescntctl t o  us as 
bound togcthcr ~ ~ n l c s s  wc oursclvcs have l ~ o ~ ~ n t l  t l ~ c ~ n  togctllcr. 
This doctrinc, acceptablc il' applicd t o  the prc-co~lscious 
structuring of plicnomcna in the wake of  trarlscc~ltlcr~tid i l l ) -  

piicts, of C O L I ~ S C  makes nonscnsc i S  applictl t o  the worlcl o l ' o t~ r .  
primitive scnsc-aw;irc~icss, m t l  it did  lot require tlrc ol)scrv;~-  
t i011  oS a Kiilllcr o r  a Kol'fka to  p o i ~ l t  tllis o ~ t .  I t  \ v x  ~ll(:r('ly 
the non-empirical dogmatism ol' ;I 1,ockc wllicli coultl Iloltl 
that cach idea must cntcr tlic mind simplc :ind unrnixcrl, ant1 
be only aCtcrwards compo~ l~ i t l cd  a ~ i t l  1.clatct1 tlrroygll 0 1 1 1 .  

mcntal activities. Kant's l'roductivc Imagination \vlricll, t i~rlc- 
lcssly antl nictcmpiricdly, has conjured up t he  whole cllcclucrctl, 
phcnomcnal sccne o u t  of wllat mny have been ;I set 01' cll~itc 
different,  tlifl'crcntly related jerks l'ronl 'L'Ili~l~s-i~l-tllu~rsrIv~~s, 
is prcciscly c q ~ ~ a l  to  projecting sucll a cont inuous,  corrll)lcx 
sccne beSorc LIS; O I ~ C  involving ncitllcr e ~ ~ ~ p i r i c ; ~ I  :unalysis I ~ O I .  

synthesis, bu t  permitting the dcvclopmcnt ol' cit1lr:r. OOviously 
the phenomena set bcfore us by the Productive 1111;1gi1r;ltioi1 
lvcrc honcycombctl with built-in relations I'ronl tlrc start ,  
relations which invited our  j udgc~ncn td ,  fully self-c~orrscio~~s 
analyses antl syntheses, but p r e s u p p o s ~ l  ncitller. CVc rrcvcr 
consciously built LIP ou r  roses ou t  ol' a scent,  a hut, ; ~ r ~ t l  ;I 

s o f t  touch, bu t  we certainly can b ~ ~ i l d  L I ~  O L L ~  lucid k~lo\vlctlgc 
ol' roses in something likc this manner, and  l<ant c;irlrlot Il;ivr 
bccn so dccply muddled as to  have thought  anytlling clse. 
And of coursc, as hc maintains, thc un i ty  of conscious~lcss 
is a necessary condition botll o f  our  I'irst, as yet ~~r r~r l :dysc~t l  
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imaginative projec t ion,  as \veil as o f  o u r  s u b s c q ~ ~ e n t  conccp tu -  
:illy an:ilysctl a n d  resyntlrcsizcd a\v;irencss. 

In $16 Irc t h e n  gocs o n  lo rnaint i~in  the  necessary exis tence  
o f  this  pu re ,  original :~ppcrccp t ion ,  \vlrich involvcs n o  in tu i t ion ,  
a n d  is accordingly n o t  a case o f  knowing, I I L I ~  which is spon-  
taneous  2nd 11ot pxs ivc ly  I-eccptivc, m d  \vIricl~ ( o r  its possibil i ty)  
accompanies  ;dl 0111. c o n s c i o ~ l s  prescnt;itions (B. 134). If it could  
n o t  t l ~ l l s  accompany  t h e m  d l ,  we slroultl, per absurdurn, havc as 
many-co lourcd  a 'scll' A S  \VC have prcscntations:  it is thcrcforc  
an  analytic t ru th  tha t  it shoulcl b e  ablc to  a c c o m p a n y  all o u r  
prcscnt ;~t ions ,  i l '  t hey  are to be  ours .  K ; ~ n t  believes, however,  
thiit his analytic principle will be  rich in consequcnccs ,  antl, 
in $1 7 ,  Ire goes o n  to  assert t ha t  thc  possibility of  such a 
syntl lct ic se l l ' -conscio~~sncss  is :I ~ ~ c c c s s n r y  cond i t ion  of  :III  
~ in t l e r s t an l ing  m t l  knowledge.  Consc io i~s  rcl'crcncc to objects  
involves bo th  tllc d is t inc t ion and  the  ~ in i f i ca t ion  ol' thcir  par ts  
iintl : ISIICC~S, i111d o f  ~ I I C S C  i t  is ~ c I I ' - c v i d c n ~  that  tlre~.c C U H  be  an 
a c c o m p m y i n g  consciousness.  \l 'hat Kan t  docs  n o t  s h o w  is tha t  
sucli ;I possible synthesis is a s u f f i c i c ~ ~ t  cond i t ion  of ~ ~ n d e r -  
standin[i. ;rnd kno\vlcdgc,  since the  ulli ty o f  c o n s c i o ~ ~ s ~ l e s s ,  
~ n d  tlrc ;l\v:Ircncss ol' such ;I un i ty ,  must  be  possible even in 
tlrc c;isc ol' tllc most  ; ~ r b i t l x y  listings ;1nd tr;insitions. l im l  
I'urthcr observes t l r ~ ~ t ,  in an intuit ive ~ ~ n d c r s t a n d i n g  like God 's ,  
there  \ v o l l l t l  no1 nccd to be  t l ~ a t  possible pu t t ing  together  
of t l i s t inc~  ;~s l )cc ts  01. c lcnlcnts \vli icl~ is ncccss:iry t o  ;I rcccptivc 
i ~ ~ t c l l i ~ c n c c  likc o ~ i r  o \ v 1 1  (U. 138-9).  

In $ 1 8  he m i k e s  lllc l'lll.tllcr point  that  t h e  TrmscenclentaI  
Uni ty  0 1 '  A p p c r c c p t i o ~ ~  I ~ ~ L I S ~  I'e d i s t i ~ l ~ ~ ~ i s l i c t l  f r o m  t h c  silb- 
jc,clir~c  nit!^ 01'  consc~io~lsncss :  lllc 1;i t~cr is ~ n c r c l y  a ~ n ~ ~ t t c r  o f  
illncr scllsc, m t l  dcl)cllds o n  cont ingent  personal pcculiaritics 
; I I I ( I  cn~piric;d c i r c ~ ~ t n s l x ~ r c c s .  On ly  the  original, (i priori un i ty  
is ol).ic.crivcly vdit l :  tllc cml)iricxl unil!, oI' ; ~ p l ) c r c c p l i o ~ l ,  \vllicll 
I i ; ~ n t  says merely derives f r o m  it in given c i r c ~ ~ n l s t a n c c s  (B. 1 4 0 ) ,  
Ilas nicrel?. su1)jcctivc vdi(1ity. '1'11~ t l i s t inc t io~l  tlra\vn in tllis 
1);11~1~r;q)lr  c;innot, h o ~ v c ~ ~ c r ,  be  s ~ ~ s t i i i ~ l c d .  F o r  (lie 'l'ransccn- 
denta l  S u l ~ j e c t ,  the unkno \va l~ lc  source  o f  all o u r  conscious  
o r i c n t ~ ~ l i o n s ,  is plainly as much  at ivork in ivlrat Kan t  c;~lls 
;I s i ~ l ~ j c c ~ i \ , c  ;IS in \ \ ~ J L  Ire calls a n  objcctivc synrllcsis. A n d  
it must I'c at \vork in I>olh ol' them mctclnpiric;dly, o r  o ~ i t  
ol' t ime,  sincr (111 0 1 '  o u r  subjccti \ ,c  life in t ime expresses it 
c q t ~ ; ~ l l y ,  a l t l  ; ~ l so ,  since b o t h  o u r  objecti \fcly vdi t l  syntheses  
a l ~ t l  o ~ i r  arI)i l l- ;~r\~ ~ )c r so l l ;~ l  s y n l l ~ c s c s  call b e  c q ~ l a l l y  rcvc>;,lcrl 
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In  $21  Kant  suggests that thc categories, since thcy apply 
ollly in tllc case o f  judgements which synthesize a prc-existent 
manifold, \ v o ~ ~ l d  not  apply t o  thc divinc ~ ~ n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  which 
clocs not o rder  and unify prc-existent intuitions. Plainly, i f  
something likc the categories s~tbsists in the divine intelligence, 
it must tlo so in a sublimated version. God  through His own 
simple, infinitely creative essence, must ,  aftcr a fashion, 'con- 
ceive' all that \ve tlerivatively think, bu t  \vithout thc affectivc 
ballast \ v l ~ i c l ~  is ncccssary in o u r  casc. 

In 922 k t n t  sit)'s t l i ; l t  ;I c ~ t c g o r y  has n o  o t h e r  xpplic;ttion 
in l i t t o ~ l ~ ( l ~ e  t h n  t o  objects o f  expcricncc. 'I'his cloes not  
entail, xi some havc supposed, that we cannot  emptily think 
o f  o l~ jcc t s  that  transccllcl cxl)cricncc, and can even Dc sllrc 
o f  their possil~ili ty o r  their reality, t110~1gll \ve CUI never kltozu 
tltis. And,  in $23 ,  he says that we d o  not k n o w  ~ v h e t h e r  tllc 
category o f  substance has a possible application t o  'Things-in- 
tlrernsclvcs. I t  may again be strcssetl that only o u r  k?~owleclge 
is limitccl in this fashion. T11c transccntlcntal sclf must ,  fo r  
cxunplc ,  IIe conceivctl as a subject o f  various t l~ougl~ t -p red ica tes ,  
and so corrcspontls, with at1n1ir:tblc emptiness,  to  the con-  
ception of  a sul~starlcc,  even i f  to a ncccssarily unkno\vablc 
one. Our  tho~lgl l t  01' i t ,  tho~1g11 e m p t y ,  is also, in Kant's v ie~v ,  
obligatory, ant1 thc same amounts  to  o u r  t h o ~ l g h t  of tllc 'T~.an- 
sccntlcnti~l Object.  K m t ' s  fine distinction be t \ \ ccn  k n o ~ v l e d ~ c  
;und ob1ig:ttory conception is :trguably a littlc hair-splitting. 

In $24 Kant points to  the possil~ility of :I specious o r  figural 
synthesis in which thc categories arc applied to  thc  pure forms 
o f  timc and spacc in the abscncc of sensuous material: this 
specious synthesis must obviously be a stage in the  \vork o f  thc  
'I'ransccntlcntal Irn+$nalion, wllich docs no t ,  in reality, occur  
6cf i ) re  tlle o t l ~ c r  S~XJCS. In an added excursus (B. 152-G) he  
csplxins h o ~ v  the transccndcntal sclf acts o n  itself, and so 
generates the apparent o r  phenomenal self, \vhosc life is given 
as strctchcd o u t  in timc. Obviously all thc acts o f  the  pure  
s~tbjcct ,  wllicll o c c w  m c t c m p i r i c i l y  l u ~ d  timelcssly, \vill also 
occur I ) l~enomenal ly ,  and \,ice versa: there is n o  place in Kantian 
theory for tllc so1.t of bifurcation of the noumcnal ilntl the  
1)llcnornenal sell' wllich the Second Icdition Deduct ion has 
s ~ ~ ~ ~ e s t c t l .  (Kant  will sho\v later, in his treatments of morality 
m t l  rcligiori, tliat the clmice of the bad, as I ~ L I C I I  as thc clioicc 
o f  the good, must  takc placc o l ~ t  o f  t imc, as much as it also 
s e e m  to takc place in timc.) 'Mo\v the  I that thinks', Kant  says, 

'can be distinct from the I that intuits itsclf, and y e t ,  a s  being 
t11c same subject,  can be identical wi th  the  latter,  is a c l l ~ c s t i o ~ l  
which raises n o  greater nor  less difficulty than  h o w  I c an  I)c 
an object t o  myself at all' (B. 155).  Kant  arglles at  th is  poill t ,  
as he also does  later, that otctcr phenomena  x c  t l lc 1)r.c- 
condi t ions  of inner phenomena,  and t h ~ t  t h e  latter have t o  I)c 
p i c t ~ ~ r c d  as i f  along a line strung o u t  in spacc (U. 15G). A ~ l t l  he  
qocs o n ,  in $25,  t o  argue that  trnnsccndcntal se l f -consc io~~sncss  
allows LIS t o  think of o ~ ~ r s c l v c s  as existents,  as centres o f  syn-  
thesis, no t  t o  know zultnt we ; I I ~  in out-sclvcs, rlor cvc.rl t o  
lrrtozu tltnt we exist, since we can have n o  intuition ol' oltr 
t rnnsccndcnt a1 being. 

111 $26  Kant a r g ~ ~ c s  that nature,  in its matcrial concl.ctc~icss 
of con ten t ,  has no  basic laws o f  conncctioll  ~ L I I  tliosc \vIiicIl 
the  Transcendental Imagination, tha t  is, the  ~ ~ n d c r s  tantlirtg 
in its primordial, timeless syntheses, has imposed o n  it .  ' l 'hi~lgs- 
in-thcmsclves, Kant  informs us, must  ncccssarily b e  b o ~ ~ n t l  
togcthcr by laws o f  tlteir own  ( U .  1 6 4 ,  1. l o ) ,  g r o u ~ i t l e d  in 
tllcir unknown essences. Uut, as mere presentations,  t h c y  will 
11;tve to  b e  subordinated to  the laws which o u r  connec t ive  
faculty prcscril~cs. This faculty is the (Productive) Itnagillation, 
\vhich depends o n  the  understanding for the  u ~ l i t y  ol' its in- 
t e l l e c t ~ ~ d  syntheses, and o n  sensation for the  mldt ipl ic i ty  o f  
da ta  that  it apprchcncls. Special laws arc t ~ o t ,  of course, tlc- 
ducible from thc c;ttegorics: thcy rest o n  cxpcricncc, a ~ l t l  I I I I I S L  

fur ther  rest, t11o~1g11 Kant does  not here specially stl.css tllc 
point ,  o n  the ~ l n k n o w n  natures and laws of  c o n n c c t i o l ~  ;miollg 
Things-in-tl~cmsclvcs,  which must all s o ~ n c l ~ o w  b e  t ~ ~ ; ~ ~ i s l a t c ( l  
in to  O L I ~  p h e n o n ~ e n a l  arr;~ingc~ncnts. 

In  $27 Kant  makes two  poinls tlial merit a l t c r l t io~ l :  tllc 
first very clearly, in an important f o o t n o t e  to 11. lG(ia, t l l ~ t  

the use o f  the  c;~tcgorics c;m be ex tended  witltout l i n~ i t  1)cyond 
the intuitive field, and that  this use has t rue  and v a l ~ ~ a l ~ l c  con-  
s e q ~ ~ e n c c s .  It is only the knozulcdg~, 01' what we thlls tllillk, 
the precise determination ol' its object ,  lhal  r c q ~ ~ i r c s  in t~ l i t io l l .  
'The scconcl, is a somewhat  hasty rejection o f  the I,cil)~riziatl 
v ic~v  of C r u s i ~ ~ s ,  that there is a sort of I)rc-cstal)lisllctl hal.lnolly, 
a divine prcl'ortnation, of the  principles necessary to o u r  ~ ~ ~ l t l c r -  
standing of the  n a t ~ ~ r a l  world, and the  principles govcrn i~ lg  thxt 
world itsclf. O t ~ r  Creator has, :tccortling to tllis view, I'rom 1 1 1 c .  
very first moment  of o u r  creation, i~nl) lantct l  d i s ~ ~ o s i t i o ~ l s  i l l  

LIS, dispositions having neither an empirical nor a pcrsollal 
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as t o  conform t o  them, o r  we and our  inlclligcnccs wo111tl ~ i o t  
be therc a t  all. Kant,  we may argue, is more Crus i i~~ i  th:un h e  
thinks. We often hate theories when we feel that  our  theories  
arc rcally very likc them. 

In concludilig our  exalnination ol' the Second l < d i t i o ~ ~  'I 'I . ;II~- 
sccndcn~al  Deduction we cannot help stl.cssing its qui te  pailil 'l~l 
unsatisfactoriness. While both Deductions involve t he  s ame  
unwarranted identification of categorial with self-conscious 
synthesis, which plainly proves too much,  and simply tlocs 
not tvork; the Second Edition Deduction procl i~ims tl~csc. Inis- 
takes more overtly, and is responsible l'or all t l ~ a t  epistclno- 
logical constructivism which simply fails t o  ~ ~ n d c r s t a n t l  t he  
I) l ;~cc of k~io\vlctlgc ;lmong our  r;~tiolial cl~tcrpriscs.  I<riocv- 
ing is not  making, Prichard said, ant1 Kant  would n o t  rcally 
want t o  dcny this. But, here as elsewl~ere, Kilnt is really Iiis 
o w n  bcst critic, and the Analytic of Principles, Lo whicli we 
ncxt turn,  builds t l ~ r o ~ ~ g l ~ o ~ t t  L I I ~ I I  t h e  necessary contr;tst 
betwecn our  s ~ ~ b j c c t i v c l ~  motivated and o u r  objectively oricntctl  
syntheses, and so avoids the subjectivistic cx;iggcrations ol' 
Kant's two 'Transcendental Deductions. 



C h a p t e r  V 

T h e  Analytic of Principles 

readiness a real factor in cxpcriencc, no t  something tha t  ;L 

mind-tllcorist merely pos t~~ la t c s .  And h e  believes that s11c11 
schctnatism opcratcs both at an empir icd and  at tratl- 
sccntlcntal Icvcl. Wit11 the concept of a dog o r  a triangle goes 
the reatlincss to L'ull'il it in appropriate i n t ~ ~ i t i o n s ,  w l l c ~ l ~ c r  
pure o r  scnsuoL1s: i t  is the scllcral rule ~ ~ n t l c r  whicll s i ~ c l ~  
imagining opcratcs. As Kant has put  it: 

I t  is schemata, no t  images, which underlie our  pure sensible cone-cpts. 
No image of a triangle would be adequate to the  concep t  of a triangle. 
For it would not  rise to  the universality of the  concep t  wl~icli  ~ i i a k e s  
it hold of all right-angled, o r  acutc-angled, triangles, ctc., b u ~  woulcl a lways 
be restricted to some part of the field . . . Much less can an cnrpirical 
object o r  image rise to the empirical concept . . . the  concept  ol' a d o g  
stands for a rule, according to which m y  imagination can in general del,ict 
a four-footed animal, without being restricted to  m y  particular shaljc 
offercd by  experience, nor to any possible image 1 can concretely p i c t ~ ~ ~ . ~ .  
This schematism of our  understanding in respect o f  apprarariccs a~lcl  
their rnerc form, is an art  hidden in the  depths  of the  11um;ui soul, wllosc 
true knacks we shall probably never extor t  f rom na lu r r ,  nor  lay ~ I I C I I I  
bare before our  gaze (A .  141). 

The  schcmata in which Kant is now interested arc tlot, 1)ocv- 
cvcr, specifically intuitive o r  empirical, bu t  s ~ ~ c h  as cor rcs l )o~) t l  
t o  the purc conccpts of the ~lndcrstant l i~lg tllat Ilc Itus 1)cet) 
t l ed~~c ing .  And the intuitions with wllicll he is trying t o  I I ~ L I I Y Y  

thcsc pure concepts ;ire simply the ,hire intuitions ol' titnr. 
;mtl spacc. 

I n  the trcatmcnt that follows I<iunt gives a rather s t t . ; i~~gc 
prcfcrcncc to tillnc, pcrhaps l ~ c c a ~ ~ s c ,  being t hc  formal co~lc l i t io~l  
of inner sense, i t  is also ;I I'ormal conditioll I'or al l  ~ I I C I I O I I I C I I ; L ,  
whcthcr these Ilc motiuns in spacc o r  emotions in tlle s o ~ ~ l  
(A.  38-9). This one-sided cmphasis is mislcadi~lg, sitlcc spati;d 
cocxistencc, ;is well as temporal s~~cccs s ion ,  I ' ig~~rcs later i l l  

his schctnatizing principles, and since time ~~111,  in any case, 
only Ilc p i c t ~ ~ r c d  b y  projecting it on  t o  a line in sl)acc (13. 292) .  
But perh;ips the o11c-sided st~.css on  time is clue to tlle I'act 
that time presupposes atltl involves s p ~ c  in iLs ~ ) r c s c n ~ ; ~ t i o ~ l ,  
just ;is the onc-sided stress on  the 'l 'r;~nscendcnt:~l S~~l ) . j cc t  is 
due prcciscly t o  tlle I'act th;lt i t  I)resill)lx)ws ' . ~ I ' C I V I I C ~ S  t o  
the Tr;unsccntlental Object as that from which iL t l istingi~isl~cs 
itself. Howcvcr tllis way be ,  Kant has the insight t o  scc t I \ ;~t  t l ~ c  
ttvo s t r u c t ~ ~ r i n g  fornls of cxpcricncc necessarily work i l l  I l ;~~mcss,  
ant1 cvo~~l t l  be rncaninglcss apart from each o ther .  

The  scllemata oI' thc categories arc t l lc~l  o ~ ~ t l i ~ l e c l  i l l  s o n l c w h a ~  
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'The m~llt iplicativc activities through \vhich the imagination 
sclie~natizcs the  c l~~ant i f i ca t ive  categories give rise to  what  
Kant calls the  f l s i o m s  of In t~ l i t ion ,  \v l~ose general principle 
is stated in the formula:  All phenomena arc,  qlln i n t ~ ~ i t e t l ,  
cxtcnsivc magnitutlcs. 'l'hc import of this principle is really 
to  c x c l ~ ~ d e  the ;~bso lu te  simples \vhich Ixibniz  and \Volff 
believe are the necessary components  of dl things c o ~ n p l c x ,  
2nd in w h i c l ~  Kant  is willing to believe ns the necessary com-  
~ ) o ~ i c n t s  of 'I'hings-in-themsclvcs (A .  274) .  But in the spatio- 
temporal media of intuition \vc cncoulitcr no simples, except  
as limits (A. 1G9). \Vhatc\w \ve encounter  is a l \ \~ays capable 
of rcsol~l t ion into  parts, and into parts o f  part" \v i t l lo~l t  encl; 
antl in to  parts, rnol-co\*cr, \vhich can be equalized \vitll o n e  
unotlier, so that measurement in terms of ~ l n i t s  is a l~vays  pos- 
sible. Even in the case u f  intensive magnitudes such mcasure- 
mcnt may be itulircctly possil)lc: t h ~ l s  the intensity o f  the  
illumination o f  sunshinc can be equated \vith 200  0 0 0  illumina- 
tions l)!~ moonlight (A.  179) .  All this means that quantitative 
science has unlinlitetl scope fo r  its operations,  ancl that there 
can I)c n o  suhst;lnce t o  \,ic\vs \vhich tlcny tllc infinite divisi- 
bility o f  spiicc ar~t l  timc. It is plain, in this case as in others ,  
th;lt I i i~n t ' s  a /)n'ori assertions arc a little too strong: science 
I I ; I S  1c;lrncd t o  live with the actuality of quanta  iuntl ~11nits o f  
\vhich I'llrther cli\fision is impossible. 

'I'lic Asiotns ol' I l i t l~ i t io~ l  arc S L I C C C C ~ C ~ I  I)y tlie i ln t i c ipa t io~ ls  
ot' I'crccption, ivl~ich make a principle o u t  o f  the  schc~na t izcd  
concept ot' the sensi1)lv real. I<~npt)l  space ant1 t ime arc no t  
~ ) ~ s s i l ) l c  ol)jccts 01' cspcricncc: the statcmelIts in the  Aestlletic 
that \vc call think o f  them void o f  ilppearilllccs (A. 2 4 ,  31)  
must no i t '  bc takcn t o  Incan t l i i ~ t  \vc cmn go o n  as far as ive 
likc in thinning ou t  their contents ,  o r  pcrhaps in leaving g;~ps 
;lmong them, but  that \vc cannot  empty  them of all contents  
\ \h ; l tc \~c~. .  Kant goes further,  and holds that i t  is not  even 
Icgitimatc to i t ~ / ~ ' r  the c ~ i ~ t c n c c  of \\.holly cmpt), space o r  
tinic from all!, empirical d a t u m  (A.  172) ,  an  a prion' assertion 
tli:~t c c r t a i ~ ~ l y  sccms mllch t o o  s t ro~ lg .  Kant  holtls t l l ~ ~ t  reality, 
qrin pl~cnomenon ,  mllst al\ \xys have a contcnt  as ivell as a 
form, antl that even \\.hen o u r  scnses fail to cliscover con tcn t  
in L I I , ~  tritct of space and timc, we still have to  p o s t ~ ~ l i ~ t e  that ,  
~vcre  our  senses 111ore refilled, we shoulcl be able to  sense 
occ~11)ants o f  s p ~ c  that now \vliolly elude us. 'I 'h~ls, f r o m  the 

perceived at t ract ion among iron filings, we arc forced t o  p o s t u -  
late the existence of a pervasive magnetic medium,  whicli o t ~ r  
senses are incapable of perceiving (A. 226) .  Kant  thcrcl'ot-c 
lays it down as an a priori anticipation o f  perception tha t  all 
phenomenal realities will have intensive magni tude,  a ~ n a g ~ l i t u c l c  
which is given whole and entire at  a given t imc,  and is n o t  
assembled o u t  of parts (A. 168) ,  b u t  which none t h e  less 
varies continuously from an  upper limit t o  a n  unattainal)lc 
lower limit of emptiness. 'l'hat intensive magni tude c o ~ l t a i ~ i s  
n o  parts does not mean,  however, that it c a n n o t  be mcasurct l  
indirectly, as we saw in the case ol' sunlight.  I b n t  is L ) o ~ ~ n t l  
t o  reject the  v i e w  of all those physicists who  cxplain tlensitics 
and otlicr cituses of v;iriablc pervasion b y  all a ss~ lmpt ion  ol' 
~ l n i f o r m  pervasion plus differing amounts  of void (A. 173-4) .  
I t  is certainly not  easy t o  see why such an explanatory use ol' 
the  void is t o  be excluded, o r  how K a n t  would taltc, fo r  
example,  modern reductions o f  material o c c ~ ~ p a ~ l c y  to  siniplc 
differences in e m p t y  space-curvature. l'lainly Kant 's  views o n  
these mat ters  are archaically narrow, ant1 n o  longer lncr i t  
profound at tent ion.  

'She Axioms of Intui t ion and Anticipations o f  Perception a rc  
cullccl by  Kant  matkenluticul principles (A. 1G2), antl arc also 
said to  be directly constitzitive o r  our  intui t ions  (A. lGO, 1 8 0 ) .  
'I'llcy arc, t h ~ t  is, clu:ultitativc principles, a n d  tllcy arc c ~ l w c ~ y s  
t o  be found in whatever comes bcrorc LIS in sp i~cc  i1nl t ime.  
'I'he principlcs to which wc now turn, the  A n a l o ~ i c s  o f  I<x- 
pcr ic~icc and the Postulates o f  l~rnpi~.icid ' l ' l io~~gl i t ,  \v l i ic l~ 
corrcspontl to the relational antl the nlodal categories rcs1)cc- 
tively, arc said by contrast  t o  be dy t~u t t i i c ,  and also t o  b c  
discursive and merely rcgulatiuc. 'l'hcy arc also s ~ ~ i t l  t o  L)c 
concerned ivith the e s i s t e t ~ c c  (A. 1GO) o f  wllat is intuitc(1, 
rather than presumn1)ly with its intuited c o n t e n t  (A. 1 7!)-8O). 
'I'hcsc characterizations appear t o  mean t11at the princil)lcs 
in q ~ l c s t i o n  arc concerned wit11 the condi t ioning ( 1 1 '  1)Ilcnoni- 
cna by otlicr p l ~ e ~ ~ o r n c ~ l a ,  and so direct 11s t o  f o o h  1'01. t lic 
p l~enomcnal  conditions o f  certain phcno~ncr la ,  wi t l lo t~ t  c ~ i i ~ l ) l i ~ i s  
us to say in adviuncc what  they arc. Th is  contras ts  witli t l ~ c  
sor t  of advance cer ta inty  possible in matllcmatical c x c s .  \Vc 

not  only know that  there is a number  which s tmtls  to  8 ir i  

the  ratio of 3 : 4: we can also calculate tha t  tliis n n l n l ) c ~  is 6 .  



ill csper ic~lcc  perceptions only occur accidentally,  so that n o  necessity 
ill their corlnectiorr is, 01 C 3 I 1  be,  cvident frorn thc  perceptions tllern- 
selves, since ~pl) rehension only assembles a manifold of empirical in- 
tuition, willlout providing an idea of the necessity which binds such 
pl~enorncr~a togetllcr in space and tirnc. But since espcr iencc  is know- 
ledge of objects through perceptions,  and s o  must conceive of the inter- 
related existence o f  the manifold,  not  as it is pu t  together Iby us) in 
time, bu t  as it objectively is in t ime, and since tirnc itself canno t  be  per- 
ceived, the d e ~ c r r n i n ~ ~ i o n  of t11c esistence of obiects in t i ~ n e  can only 
occur through lhcir conrlcction in time as such, and so  only through 

concepts  that  connect  them a priori. Since these,  howcver ,  a lways  in- 
volve necessity, experience is only possible th rough  t h e  idea of a neces -  
sary connect ion among perceptions (B. 219). 

In this passage we have thc plain recognition oF the two ~ n o c l c s  
of synthetic togetherncss, one of which is colltillgcnt a ~ l d  
subjective, and thc other  invariant and ob~ec t ivc .  It is o n l y  i l l  

so  far as both are present, and bring out  onc  anotllcr b y  c o n -  
trast, that thcre can be either a rendering unto tlle ob j ec t  
of what is objective, o r  to  the subject o f  w h ; ~ t  is si~l)jcctivc. 
'l'llc obscuritics o f  the Transccndcntal 1)ctluctions tllc~.cI'orc 
vanish in this better,  fuller account. 

'The necessary connections to  be studied  nus st, Ilowcvcl., 
bc differentiated by  tlzree modcs, which Kant  n o w  distingilishcs, 
in pure time. Purc time has a modc of pernlallcncc o r  cotl- 
tinuous duration (Beharrlicl~kcit); it has a modc  o f  s~ tccess ion  
o r  supersession ( F o l p ) ;  and it has, lastly, a m o d e  of cocxistcrlt  
simultaneity (Zuylcicltsein). Silice tirnc is, as an emp ty  s t r u c t i ~ r c ,  
neither intuitable o r  knowable, there must be  necessary c o n -  
nections among the phenomenal contents of tirnc which c n a l ~ l c  

t o  $vc an objective scnsc t o  each of these modes (B.  219 ) .  
'The meaning of these thrcc temporal modcs is, however, cllig- 
matic. 'fhat time involvcs a perpetual s ~ ~ c c c s s i o n  o f  p h ~ c s  b y  
phases is certainly part of its ordinary not ion,  and so also 
is the notion that  thcre is room, in one phase of time, for  a 
large numbcr of things t o  coexist, pcrhaps in cliffcrcnt regiolls 
of spacc, and so give time ;I certain lateral spread. t3111 wllal  
o n  carth docs Kant  mean by saying tha t  t ime has at1 aspcct  
of permanence, that  it involves something tha t  docs  lot cliallgc 
;kt d l ?  Is this permanence of time 110 more  t h m  tllc fact tllitt 
the supersession o f  temporal phases by phases will go 0 1 1  in- 
dcfinitcly? Or is it thc  fact that  we always project tilnc's 
succcssive phases into a vast, space-like map,  in which all arc 
dcpictcd together, and so a c q ~ ~ i r c  unchanging relatiolls o f  
precedence and s i ~ b s c q u c ~ ~ c c ,  rcht ions w h i c l ~  tlcrivc I'rolll, 
but  which ;ire not the same as, tllc viu~ishing si~pel~session of 
one phase by anothcr? For, in bare succession, Kant tells 11s 
in A. 183,  cxistcncc is always vanishing and  rccolnnlc~lcing, 
and ncver llas the Icast magnitude. Or, is the pcrlnallcllt :~sl)cct 
o f  time the fact that  it always seems to  involve a cc~l t ra l  I 'oci~s 
of the prcscnt, the enduring now of Aristotlc,  as well as i l l -  

dcfinitc,  ortlcrccl rmgcs of the past and the filturc surroi[ntling 
this, while cvcnts in tinlc merely hurry t h r o ~ ~ g l l  this I )CI . I I I ;L I ICI~~  
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framc\vork, and always occupy different positions in it? 
i\.Ic'l'aggart, in his analyses o f  timc, has disting~tished two 
permanent temporal series, one,  the B-series, in \vhich cver.ts 
occ~ tpy  unchanging positions, and the other ,  the A-series, 
in ~vhich they arc :tl\vays changing thcir positions. \Vhich o f  
these t(vo pcrrnancnt f~-arncwor-ks had Kant in mind ~ v h e n  
he talked of the pcrlnancncc o f  pure timc, o r  Lvas he perhaps 
confusedly thinking o f  both? 'I'hc ansLvcr that Lve shall 
is that the permancncc o f  time is basicall\, none of these: i t  is 
that of the '1'r:unsccndcntal Objects (including the 'I'ransccn- 
dental Sttbjcct) ~vhicll ,  being intri~lsically o ~ t t  of timc, but 
mmifcst in timc, itre able to  exist invariantly throughout 
time, and c m  accordingly hold time's vanishing phases to- 
gether, and so give :L unity and an order to  those phases. This 
unity and order arc given both to sensibly filled timc and to 
the pure time which \W conceive as ~mdcrlying i t .  Pure time 
is therefore only the nirdiatc silbstralc of filled time, tile 
ultimntc substrate bcing the ~tnchangcablc system o f  Things- 
in-thelnsclves, which arc ou t  o f  timc altogcthcr. For  both 
this mediate and this u l t i m t c  substrate ~ v c  have to  find a 
I)licnonlc~l:tl s ~ t b s t i t ~ t t e  which can be 21 real object of e s -  
~x r i cnce .  'I'his p lwwmcnal  s~ tbs t i tu te  can only consist i n  
certain basic constancies o f '  charactcr in phenomenal objects, 
for csiunple, mass, inertia, conscious ~ tn i l y ,  and so on ,  ~ v i t h  
which all their variable characters itrc in~rariably associated, 
and L I ~ O I I  ~vhicli they xc fo11nd to depend. Thcsc phenomenal 
constancics in time arc therefore the necessary phcnomcnaI 
stand-ins for ))on-phcnomcn:d unities o~~ l s i c l c  o f  time. 
t h o ~ t ~ h t  of subst:tnccs which arc 'I'I~ings-in-tl~c1nsc1vcs, ;ultI 
which, bcing out  of timc, operate invari~tntly in timc, is there- 
f o r ~  necessary both 1.01. the persistent identity of phenomenal 
things, ancl o f  timc itscll' as more t h m  a mere fl~ts of phases. 

i v 

In Kant's IJirst Analogy (A. 182-9;  U. 225-32) we arc offered 
it transccntlcntd proof ,  based o n  the possibility of espcricncc, 
of llic ncctl Lo ~)ostitl;ltc the csislcllcc of solilclhing phcnom- 
enally const:mt i l l  that csperiencc, that ~ v i l l  scrvc as the 
phcnomcnal s~tbstratc  for id1 that is empirically variablc and 
succcssivc, and so f~trnish an empirical stand-in for the aspect 
of  ~ ~ r ~ n ; t n c n c c  in 11~11.c time. 'The First I-Yition stiltes ~ h c  prin- 
ciple of this mnalogy in the words: 'All appearances contain the 

permanent (substance) as the object itself, and the  variable as its 
mere determination, i.c. as a manner in which t he  object  exists ' ;  
a statement which leaves it a little unclear whcthcr  this per- 
manent  is something phenomenal, o r  a merely postul i~tct l  thing 
o f  thought.  The Second Edition formulation is morc sl)cc:il'ic, 
b ~ t t  not  morc lucid as to  what is meant by  ' s ~ ~ b s h n c c ' :  '11) a11 
change o f  appearances substance is constant :  its quiunt~Ln1 i l l  

nature is neither augmentcd nor  diminishcd.' 'l'hc Sccontl  
Edition (B. 225)  begins the proof by  a paragraph in whicll i l  

is argued that  timc, as the pcrmancnt form ol' inttrition, 11cccs- 
sarily ~tndcrlics all change in appcariuncc: i t  is ~ l l c  s ~ ~ l , s l ~ ~ ~ c  
in which all relations o f  succession and s i m ~ ~ l t a n c i t y  Ilavc l o  
find thcir place. This substrate cannot,  however, 1)c intlcpcn- 
dcntly perceived. We m ~ ~ s t  ~hcreforc  tliscovcr a sc ,co~~rl  s t ~ l ) s l ~ . ; ~ l ( .  
in the da ta  of pcrccption, which will scrvc as a p h c n o ~ n c ~ l i ~ l  
surrogate for  the purc substrate which is t ime itself. ' l ' l~is 
p l~cnomcnal  representative of purc timc is s~ tbs tancc ,  wllicll 
is 'thc substrate of everything rcal that pertains to tllc cxis- 
tence o f  things', and which is such th:tt 'everything cvhic:ll 
pcrtains t o  this existence can only be t h o ~ ~ g h t  ol' as a dc tc r -  
mination of S~tbstancc' .  'This again docs no t  make it c r y s l d  
clear whcthcr substance is a c t ~ ~ a l l y  t o  be f o t i ~ t d  in the sensibly 
rcal, o r  is mcrcly thozi,y/~t of as bcing in it. T h c  solution sccuns 
t o  be  that  substancc is thought of as a timeless 1111ity Ijc- 
hind phenomena in timc, which is necessary to  hold s ~ ~ c l l  
phenomena and t he  phases of timc together, bu t  cvhicln is xlso 
manifest in timc in the form of certain p l ~ e n o ~ n c ~ ~ x l  con -  
stancies o f  character. It is then argued tllat, since s~ tb s t ancc  is 
the ~tnchangcablc s~tbstratc  of all change, its amount  i l l  I I L L ~ L I I T  

can neither be increased nor diminished. 
'l'his sorncwhat obscure paragraph is I'ollowccl b y  c i g l l ~  

paragraphs which are common to  bo th  Editions, bu t  wllich, 
t o  yield full clarity, must be s ~ ~ ~ p l c m c n t c d  wit11 things saitl 
in later parts ol' the Analytic. O L I ~  ; ~ ~ ) ~ ) r e I ~ e ~ ~ s i o n  of' ~ I I C ' I I O I I I C I I ; I ~  
multiplicity, Kant tells us in the first of these p i t r ag~xp l~s ,  is 
a l~vays changing, and will no t  sul'ficc t o  tell LIS whether  c v l i i ~ ~  
is cspcricnccd is objectively s~~cccss ivc  o r  s imt t l t anco~~s .  '1'0 
determine this, ~ v c  must find something which is n1way.s ~ l ~ c ~ . c ,  
and which will serve as the permanent s~ tbs t ra tc  o f  all c l lx~lgc.  
able appearances, of which change and simultiuneity arc merely 
different nlotlcs of existence. 'l'llis co1tst:t11t c lcmc~t l  I ~ I L I S ~  

exprcss (azisdriiclteft) timc itself, which (as a formal map) ciu1nol 
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thc cxistcnce of a wholly cmpty timc. Plainly I<aut hcrc m a n s  
that ,  whcrc things arc pcrccivcd as simply arising o r  vanishing, we 
are sure that  such absolutc origin o r  cessation is irnpossil,lc, and 
can therefore look for the enduring sourccs of s ~ c h  dcccptive 
appearances. As it stands, however, his s t a t c n l c ~ ~ t  sccms a little 
t oo  strong. 

Somc statcmcnts made in the Scco~lt l  Analogy throw f ~ ~ r t h c r  
light on  Kant's tloctrinc o f  thc pcrmancncc o f  substance. I Ic  there 
mnkcs it plain that  the critcria for substantial pcrmancncc con- 
sist in ~~n i fo rmi t i c s  of action and c a ~ ~ s a l  inllucncc, ~ .a thcr  than in 
any simple pllcno~ncnal constancy, forcxa~nl ) lc ,  o I ' s l l ;~~)c ,  colour, 
and so on. Hc says in A. 204-5: 'Whcrc there is action, : ~ l ~ t l  so 
activity and power, wc also havc substance, and in this alollc 
must  seek for the scat o f  thc fruitful sourcc of appearances . . . 
Action is asufficicnt criterion t o  establish substantiality witllo~ct 
thc  nccd t o  establish thc pcrmancncc of such a subjwt  I)y 
comparing pcrccptions, a procctlure which c o ~ ~ l d  ncvcr achieve 
the  exhn~tstivcncss ncccssary for so weighty antl universally valid 
a conccpt. ' And to  this passagc wc may add  a passage from the  
Kefutation o f  Idealism (13. 277-8),  wllicll makes i t  plain tllat 
phcnomcnal permanence involves c o n t i n ~ ~ o o s  presence lit spuce, 
and changing rclatio~ls t o  other permanents in space; and tha t  it 
is the absence o f  spatial position in the da ta  of our inner li lc 
which prcvcnts us from cliscovcring anything empirically pcr-  
mancnt  tllerc: 'Not only is it the case that wc can only ~ ~ ~ i d c r t a k c  
thc tlctcrmination of timc t h r o ~ ~ g h  ~ l l i t ~ l ~ ~ ' ~  in external r c l a t i o ~ ~ s ,  
i.c. motions, relative t o  what is cons ta~l t  in space -- t h c  movc-  
mcnt of the sun in rclation Lo objects o n  cart11 - b ~ t t  w e  have 
nothing pcrm;lncnt t11;lt can serve as all intuitive ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ( l i t t i o l l  1'01. 

thc conccpt of substance, but  only matter,  and cvcn its ~)( . I . I I I ; I -  
ncncc is not  tlcrivctl from external cxpcricncc, but  l ' ro~n  I~cillg 
the o priori and necessary condition o l  all t i~nc-dc tc l . ln i l~ i l t io~~. '  
'Sllesc t\vo passages cna l~ lc  us to say th;~t ,  I'or l(a111, t l ~ c  csis- 
tcnce of sul)stanccs, y ~ i u  cml)irical, is rc t l~~cib lc  to  tllc c.xis~c.l~cc 
of indefinitely lasting, spatially tlistributccl ccl~tr.cs (11' i t c t i o ~ ~ ,  
\vhicll we pin do\vn, not so r n ~ ~ c h  by their surface look,  as 
by the regular tvays in which they bchuue, whcthcr  o n  tl~eir 
01~71, 01- in conjunction \v i~11 otllcr silnilar ccntrcs.  'l'llc ful l  
criteria for the identification of phenomenal sul~stallccs will 
thcrcforc only cmcrgc when the principle of tllc l)c~'m:ulcncc 
of s~tl)stancc is taken togctllcr with the o t h e r  t w o  principles of 
c x ~ ~ s a l  regularity and reciprocal interaction. 
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Kant's difficult treatment o f  phcnornenal substantiality is 
much more intclligiblc when ~ v c  see its roots in the 1,eibnizian- 
\Volffian ~vorltl  o f  dynamic simples, \vlnose intrractions o r  
prc-estublishctl harmonizations ~ ~ n d c r l i c  the spatio-temporal 
order  of natllrc. In this ~vorltl  Kant never ceased t o  believe, 
t h o ~ ~ g l i  lie held that i t  could only be thought, ncver k n o ~ v n .  Wc 
could only hope to  discover plienomcnal interrelations that 
~ v o ~ i l t l ,  after a fashion, serve to represent the ~ t n k n o \ v a b l ~  
intcrrclations o f  these n~n-phenomenal substmccs, and their 
inclivitlual ;und sprcific diffcrenccs. But pure spacc and pure 
timc tlicmsclvcs, in so far as thcy arc given an objective mealling, 
can also only tlistinguish thcmselves by systelnatic interrelations 
a~ i iong  p l i c~~omena .  Time, in pa- t ic~l lar ,  iv i t l i  its per lnment  
structure of possiblc cvents on  cithcr side of the prcsent, and 
~ v i t l n  its permanent focus of the 131-csent through which phenom- 
enal contents pass, can only be cnvisagcd i f  Lve c:ui discover 
cnduring phcnon1cn:d centres, tvith constant rulcs of behaviour, 
\vliicli \v i l l  cn;hle us to  project the contents of timc bcyond 
the vanishing prcscnt. The  samc \ v o ~ ~ l t l  apply to  spacc, as ~ v i l l  
I)c estal~lisliccl in the Second Analogy. P~ l r c  time ant1 p ~ ~ r e  
s p ; ~ ~ e  ;ITC LIICI.CI'OI.C half-way Iiouscs oil tlnc roatl t o  tlic Lln- 
knotvablc r c l~~ t ions  of Things-in-tlnemscl\~cs, and they too,  
like those 'Things- in- then~scl~~cs ,  rcquirc specific plncnonlenal 
interrelations to makc themselves phcnomcn~~ l ly  evident. 

v 
Kant I I X  thcl-cforc shown that c o n t i n ~ t o ~ ~ s  presence in space, 
togctlicr with tqu la r i ty  of manifest bclnaviour, is essential 
to tlic substantial units which arc the subjects of phenomenal 
d i s co~~r sc .   IS t l l ~ ~ e f ~ r c  given a prime place in phenomenal 
I)cit~g t o  c.iu[s;d ~.cg~rlarity,  ivhich is the t lnct~~c o f  Iiis sccond 
Analogy of Experience (4. 189-2 11) .  'This is called the principle 
of  gcncr;ttion (Erzc~llglo~g) in Edition I ,  ant1 is f o r r n ~ t l ~ t c d  as: 
'Ilvcrytlling that h ~ p l ) c n s  (Ix-gills t o  bc) presupposes somctliing 
I'rorn \vlnicln it follo~vs according t o  a rule.' In  Edition I1 it is 
callctl 'principle of temporid succcssion according t o  the laiv 
of ca~lsidity', iund is form~ll ;~tct l  as: 'All c1i;unges take lllace 
;~ccortling to  tlic l a ~ v  o f  the connection of c iu~sc and effcct. '  
\\'In~t l'ollo~vs is common to  tlic t\vo Editions, ~ v i t h  thc excep- 
[ion of tlic first two paragraphs, wlnicln arc Seconcl Edition 
;~t l~l i t ions.  'Tllc complcs, wordy treatment of the proof  t l c ; ~ l ~  
q a i n  m t l  again with much the s u n e  consitlcrations, regartlctl 
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from slightly different points of view. T o o  m ~ ~ c h  has been rnatle 
of its many confusions, and of the s ~ ~ p p o s e d l y  distinct proofs  
which it involves. We shall, following Vaihinger and I<eml)- 
Smith,  divide it into six substantial sections, o f  which the t w o  
introductory paragraphs o f  the Sccontl Edition will count  as 
the last, followed by three passages which deal with sitlc-issues. 

In thc first o f  these sections (A. 189-94) Kant  argues t ha t ,  
cvhile thc  apprehension o f  many-sirlcd~lcss arid 

n~ult ipl ic i ty  is always successivc, this does 1101 meall tI1:1t 
there will always be an objective succession in what is t hus  
: ~ p ~ e h c n d c t l .  In  a very wide sense anything apprchcntled is 
objective, but in the scnsc relevant for cxpcricncc and knuw-  
lcdgc this is no t  the case. I f  appearances coincided with Things- 
in-thcmsclves, and wcrc no t  merely referred t o  such objects,  
thcy co~lltl  throw no  light on any order o thc r  than their own .  
B L I ~ ,  since appearances d o  not  coincide with 'Tllings-in-tl~cnlselvcs, 
ant1 nonc the less havc t o  Ije referred t o  t h c  latter, we c:ui 
only distinguish what can properly be so referred I'roln wllat 
cannot properly bc so refcrrcd on  some basis inhcrcnt in t he  
:~l'pcarxnms thcmscIve~,  and particul:~rly in thcir order. S L I ~ I I  
a basis is to  bc S C ) L I ~ ~ I ~  i l l  the T IL 'CCSSU~~ ,  that is, the i ~ ~ v ; ~ r i ; ~ l ) I c  
time-order of ccrtain appearances, as opposccl t o  thc cubitrclry 
(beliebig) time-order o f  others; s ~ ~ c h  invariability and ncccssity 
in a sequence being taken to be the mark of an ol>jcctivc ortlcr- 
ing, ~vhcrcas variability and arbitri~rincss in a sequence arc secn 
as marks o f  a subjective ortlcring. Kant thcn goes 011 t o  give 
his lightly sketched, infinitely discussed, example of a />oat 
seen as objectively moving downst rca~n ,  and  a house secn as 
only subjectively ordcrctl, as my eyes walidcr ovcr its par ts  i l l  

v~irious clircctions. The  former typc of succession is t:ikctl as 
necessary - 1 d o  not think i t  would be possible for nic t o  
pcrccivc the boat in ;I downs t rca~n  ~)os i t ion ,  and then i l l  : I I I  

~ ~ p s t r c a m  position - \vhcrcas in the casc of thc IIOLISC I ill11 

not  constrained to look i t  ovcr from top  t o  basement ratllcr 
thxn tlic other  way round, I I L I ~  look it ovcr as I pIc:~se. ' 1 ' 1 1 ~  
forlncr typc o f  succession illustrates a rulc of succession -- 

K:mt does no t  o f  c o ~ ~ r s c  think that this rule lies on  tlle surl':~cc, 
and has nut  t o  be cxcavatctl from the highly sl)ccil'ic ~ll; l tcri;~l 
on hand - whereas tlic lattcr i l l~~s t r :~ tcs  110 such rule, I ) L I ~  C ; ~ I I  

bc varied at will. (If there arc psychological rules illvolvctl i l l  

tile sequence, thcy arc not  relevant t o  t he  object, i.c. tllc 
h o ~ ~ s c . )  '111 the former casc, therefore', that  is, tllc casc ol' tltc 



boat ,  Kant says, 'I rnust make tllc sul~jcctivc ordcr o f  apprc- 
11c11sion tlcl~cnd o n  the objective ordcr o f  aF)pcaranccs, fol- 

the  former \ v o ~ ~ l t l  othcr\visc be cntircly ~ l n d c t c r r n i ~ c d ,  and  
\voultl not distinguish any aplxxrnncc from anothcr.  The sub-  
,jccti\;c or t1~1- I - C V C ~ I S  m t h i ~ i g  o f  111c coml1inatiol1 o f  n l L l l t i l , l i c i ~ y  
i l l  tllc object, s i~ lcc  i t  is cntircly iu.l)itrar):. 'l'lle objcclivc ort]cr 
\ v i l l  lhcrcl'orc consist in :III ortlcr of p l i c ~ r t , t n ~ ~ l ~ l  mul t ip l ic i~y  
\vhicll tlictatcs t l u l  tllc apl)rchc11sior1 of' o ~ l c  I ~ a p l l e l l i ~ ~ g  tvil l  
f ' o l lo \~  lrpon lhc iil)prchc~lsion o f  allotllcr t l l a t  prcceclcs i t ,  
according l o  fl nllc. ]:or in this \\lay o11ly am I justified i n  
saying of the p h c n o ~ n c n o ~ l  itsell, anel no t  mercl~t  of 1n)l appre- 
hension of it, that tllcrc is a sequence lo be met \\,illl i n  i t '  
(A.  193) .  

It \vill be seen ho\v c lear l~ ,  Kant,  in this passage, sho\vs both 
:I I lCCCSSi l rY atid :I I I O I I - I I C C C S S ~ ~ ~  synthesis to  be ncccssary Tol- 
all rel'crencc to  objects, anel to  thc consciousness of myself 
as subject. And i t  is ~ I I -~LIAI IC  that,  in his conception of 06jcctivc 
succession, thcrc is i~lvolvctl the implicit tlto~cyht, though not ,  
of course, the kitst k~lo\vIcdpe, of the simple, i n c l c s t r ~ ~ c t i b l ~ ,  
~1ncIc1.1ying unities \vhosc intcrrclations makc t l ~ r m s c l v c ~  phenorn- 
er~ally ~na~~i l ' c - s l  i l l  the sll:~l)c 0 1 '  r ~ l c s .  'l'llcsc 1 . ~ 1 1 ~ ~  are t l l c  
only possihlc phcnomen:d manifestation of the simple ~ ~ n i t i c ~  
I~chind t h c ~ n ,  and of  their unmanifcst accord. Tha t  this is 
dimly in L m t ' s  mind reveals itself \vhcn he says (A. 190-1) 
that appearances arc not  T l i i ~ l g s - i n - t h c ~ ~ ~ s e I v c s ,  but  point to  
thc X of transccnclcntal objectivity through their sys tc~nat ic  
intcr~.elat ion~ (cf. also \vhal he says in A. 104-5). 

In A. 194-6, K m t  approaches his point from a slightly 
tl i l~f 'crc~~t ;inglc. Ilc im :~g i~~es  a silu:~tion in \vhich no th i~ lg  in 
our  pcrccplio~l I'ollo\vs tlpon \vhat prcccclcs i t  accorcling t o  a 
rule. In  sucll a s i lual io~l  there \voultl bc n o ~ h i l ~ g  to distinguish 
o ~ ~ r  sul)jcc~ivc order o f  apprchcnsion from an)! objective order 
in the ol)jrcts tilclllsclvcs. '\Vc s h o ~ ~ l t l  then' ,  K:unt says (A.  191), 
'havc nothing bcyoncl ;I play of presentations that rclatctl to  
nothing objective.' Kulcs governing the sequcncc of phenomena 
;\re thcrcl'orc ncccssary to there being anything objectivc that  
call be k~lotvn through phcnomcna; \\thicIi contratlicts [he 
cmpiricistic assu~nption that rulcs of sequence arc \vholly based 
upo11 an intluclivc cs lcns io~i  of experienced ~lnifol-mities. The 

prcscncc of rules c:11111ot, Kitnt argues, havc such a 
c l u l ~ i o ~ ~ s  I'ounda~ion, I ~ u t  must h;tvc an a priori  \lalidity. This is 
only possil)le ~ C C : I I I S C  w e ,  or  rathcr our  I'rocluctivc Imaginations, 
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necessary presence in phenomena of something abiding, to  
which c1i;ungeal)lc st;ltcs must attil~I1: ;LI I  c o l l l i ~ l ~  into being 
and passing a\v;~y really pertains only to  s ~ ~ c l l  changeable statcs, i and not to  their abiding substrates. The  imagination can, 
lno\vC\.cr, con~ icc t  such states in t\vo ol)lx)sccl ways, one  i l l  I 

wllicl~ A c o n ~ c s  hcforc D ,  and one  in wllicll 
c-nlcs bc.l'orc A. 

'I'o achieve objectivity, \vc have tlnercfore t o  r\ccirle i n  I.avour 
o f  unc o l  these incompatible orders. This involves tllc applica- 
tion ol' the transccntlenta1 concc l~ t  ol' c;u~sc and cf'l.ect, wl l ic l ,  I 

i ~ ~ n o u n t s  to  tlic c lctcrmin~~tion o f  s~lccession i ~ c c o r ~ l i ~ ~  to  
fixed ;und irreversible rules. 

is a little too Newtonian in the strictncss with which he believes 
in the rcign of causal law. Considerable openness to  ;~ l tc rna t ivcs  
in the behaviour o f  phcnomcnnl substances would no t  rc(lucc 
them, o r  their behaviour, t o  a mere dream. If ~nourncnill o p t i o n s  
arc admitted by  Kant,  occasioning great difficulty in llis 
phcnolncn;ll cxpl;m;~tions, it is 1101 clear ~ 1 1 y  I I C  s11o111(1 I I O ~  I I : ~ v ( -  
a dn~ i t t ed  a limited range o f  phenorncnal o p t i o ~ l s  as well,  ;IS 

men of sciencc now contentedly do.  
Second A~lalogy is really the funda~ncnta l  o n e :  tllc 

assertion that  i t  is the l a ~ - ~ o v c r n c t l  cllaractcr o!' c c r l a i ~ l  
sequences in timc which enables us t o  distinguisll whn t  is 
objective from what is arbitrary and subjective. ('1'h;it tlic 
latter, quo  p~-esc~ltatiorls,  may obey rcgu1;lritics ol' their O W I ,  
is not relevant to  their character as presc~l tat ivc 0 1 '  ol)jcc[s.)  
I t  is this governance by rules which has lo d o  ( 1 ~ 1 ~  I'or an 
acquaintance with those simple, dynamic i ~ n i t s  which undcrl ic  
and are manifest in phcnonlcnal connections, a ~ l d  wllic11, b y  
their simple invariance, rcnder them necessary. In s u c l ~  L I I I ~ C I . -  

lying monadic entitics Rant  nevcr ccascd t o  bclicvc, t ) ~ l t  l ~ c  ;11so 
assumed that  they were forever beyond knowlctlgc, cxccl) t  
~1s the target of empty  logical rcl'crenccs. 



' INincil)lc o f  cocs i s t cnce  in accostlance \vith t h e  laws oC rc- 
c:il)roe;~I L L C L ~ O I I  o r  comni l l l~ i ty ' ,  ; L I I ( ~  its Sormlll;~ runs:  'A11 
sul,st:rnccs, t o  t h e  c x t c n l  t h a ~  they  c a n  all b e  perccivcd as 
cocs is t ing  in s l ~ a c c ,  are in t l~orouglngoing reciprocal in terac t ion. '  

'I'llc Second lC(lition version starts  \vith a paragraph peculiar  
t o  itself, \vlnicll is I'ollo\vetl b y  paragraplis c o m m o n  t o  b o t h  
l.:(litiotls. 'l'his ne\v par; igrapl~ tells LIS t11;it subs tant ia l  things 
(:ocxisl, i t '  m y  pcscc1)tion can p~ l s s  f rom o n c  to the  o t h e r  in 
~ i t l ~ o r  c l i r c c ~ i o ~ i  i l l  l i tnc,  ;IS is I I O L  ~)ossil) lc i l l  ~ l l c  c ;~sc  o f  c i~uscs  
:lntl tllcir c f f cc t s .  'l'he m o o n  a n d  t h e  ea r th  are in  his posi t ion:  
I c;un ~.c;ltlily p ;~ss  f ' ro~n e i ther  t o  the  perception of t h e  o the r .  
'l'llc c o c s i s ~ c l ~ c c  01'  s1ll)sl;lnccs I I ~ C ; L I I S ,  I I O \ V ~ \ ~ C ~ ,  t l ~ c i r  jo in t  
cxistcnce a t  o n e  and  the  same  t imc. (Since  l i an t i an  substances  

Ix ra l~ l i ; l l ,  thcy exis1 ~ I n r o ~ ~ g l n o ~ ~ t  t h e  \vhole of  t ime ,  a n d  
illso ~ l l r o ~ l g l l o l l t  cvcr lesser phases ol' t imc:  llicy ol' course  also 
cocsisl in space ,  and  K\;anl sho\vs A s t s a l ~ g c ,  doub le  ~ e n d e n c y ,  
sonlctimcs t o  c sc l~ r t l c  cocsistel lcc f rom t ime,  a n d  m a k c  it 
Illcrcly sp ;{~ i ;~ l ,  tvllilc l ime is str ict ly il one - t r ac l  ;lfl'air (A. 183),  
sonlcti l~ncs t o  rc$;~'.d i t  ;IS ;I s01.t of  eStSi\, 1;~teriil d imc~i s io l i  of 
l ime ,  i l l  ~ l ~ c  1)rcscrll An;~log!~.) Since  11~1rc t ime is unobscrv- 
; l l~ l c ,  only  the  rcvc.rsil~lc passage fro111 o n e  subs~;uncc lo anol l icr  
ill I)crc 'cl) l iol  '.CVC;L~S C ~ ) C S ~ S ~ C I ~ C C ,  ;111(1 l l l i ~  IjilSSilgC i l l \ ' O l \ T ~  

llic. ; ~ c l i o n  01'  I ) O L I I  subs t ;~nccs  0 1 1  ~ h c .  perceiving subjccl ,  a n d  
so ,  Icss tliscctly, o n  o n e  ; ~ l ~ o t l i c r .  

I:I-OIII tllis S ; ~ L ~ I C S  Lcnuous csmnl)lc, ,  IianL proceeds  t o  pos tu -  
l i l t c  tllc llcccssit). 0 1 '  rtrlirlcrsrrf rc:ciproc;~l i l c ~ i o n  x n o n g  p h c n o m -  

. . 
e n ~ l l  s l ~ l ) s ~ , l ~ l c c s ,  1 1  ~ 1 1 1  arc 10 I)c ol~scl-vcd and  kno\vn 21s cxisl-  
illt: at lllc siltnc l ime,  xnd ~ c n ; l l l l i l ~ g  ~ l l c  same empirical ,  spalial  
lt~ol.ltl.  I lc s ~ ~ p l ) o s c s  (X. 2 1 2 )  111c c o c s i s ~ c l l c e  o f  a n u m b e r  
o f  totall\! isol;ltcd subslanccs,  scpara led  b), empt) .  spaces,  n o n e  
0 1 '  tvl1ic.11 in ; ~ I I ! ~  i\.ay ac ls  u p o n ,  o r  is 11ctcd u p o n  b y  a n y  o thc r .  
!jLlc.l~ ;l cocsislcl l l  \vorlcl \voulcl not :  11c ;lrgitcs, b e  a possible 
ol)jccl ol '  csper icnce .  \\'c m i g l ~ l  i~lt lcctl  Ilasll f rom o n e  sub-  
s lancc  t o  1l1c otl icr ,  a l ~ d  s o  e spe r i cncc  a t ime-order  a m o n g  
lllcir sl;llcs, I)ut  his \vo~l l t l  no t  tell 11s \vhctllcr  his t imc-o rde r  
1vcl.c I I O L  ~ n c r c l y  s ~ ~ l ) j c c l i v c ,  o r  in\~ol\ .e(l  o l~ jcc t ive  c o c s i s t e i ~ c c  
;1mong sucll sl;ilcs. Otlly il'111cl.c \\.ere scgu1;~r r o ~ l t c s  o f  inf luence  
I ~ ~ ; I ( I ~ I ~ ~  c o ~ ~ t i t l l ~ o ~ ~ s l y  S S O I I I  otlc S ~ I ~ J S L ; I I ~ ~ ~  L O  ~ l l c  o ~ l l c r ,  t l l ~ i t  

c ~ ) ~ ~ l t l  I)c ~s ;~vc l l c t l  in I)otll cl irccliot~s,  cc)ultl \ve c s ~ ; i l ~ l i s I ~  ~ i n i c -  
col.rcl;~tions ilnlollj: s ~ a l c s ,  ~ ~ n t l  cocs i s t cncc  a m o n g  substanccs .  
"1'11(.1x. I I ~ I I S L  t l l c ' ~ . ( . I ' o ~ ~ '  I)c sorn(-~l l ing  Ix)'o11(1 nicrc c s i s t ence  
\ t , l l i c . l ~  s i \cs  ,,I i ~ s  I)~:IC:C 111 L I I I I ~  in 1.cIiitio11 L o  Ii, o r  1i i l l  L I I C  
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vii 
Kant's foi~rtll  sct o f  principles arc called the Postulates o f  
Empirical 'I'hought in Gencral, and arc conccrncd with the 
pllolome)ial meaning o f  the 1not1;d categories of the possible, 
tlic actual, and the nccessary. Thcsc Postulates set forth the 
i ~ s c  of' thcsc catcgorics in relation to empirical knowletlgc: 
they d o   lot seek to dcfinc any LISC they tuiglit have in relation 
to tl~inlrablc objccts which transcend cxpcrience, o r  which 
h a w  no  specifiitble links with what we have hitherto expcri- 
cncctl. Sucll t r a~ i scc~ ldc~ l t  uses of the ~iiotl;d categories will 
conlc 111) for discussion ill the Transcendental Dialectic, \vl~ich 
\v i l l  follo\v upon h e  Analytic: somc of si~clt  uscs will be held 
to be rcguli~tivcly profitable, others unprofitable. But tllc 
i~scs o f  the possil)lc and the ncccssary, ~vhich occur in Kant's 
o\vn t rnnscende~~ta l  expositions, including the present, are 
also not  here in question, for  example, Kant's talk about thc 
possil~ility oS cspcriencc, or about the necessity o f  referring 
presentations t o  the 'Tr:uiscendcntal Subject. Such uses o f  
the possible m d  the necessary help t o  statc basic principles 
involved in the very possibility of  expcriencc, and of the 
cmpirical uses o f  concepts, iultl do  not t l~crcforc thc~nselvcs 
for111 part of thcir empiricd usc. 'Thcrc are, Kant latcr tnakcs 
plain, Inany ~nctempir icd and transccndcntal uses of thc  nodal 
categories \vhich arc )lot here in question at all (scc A. 232).  
The postulates rlow to be stated arc called postulates, not  
becausc K m t  thi~iks lie can offer no justification of thcln, 
I)ut bccai~sc h c y  arc o f  thc sanle arbitrary sort that occurs 
in ccrt;tin geometrical constructions, for csarnplc, thc treat- 
m c ~ t  of ;I circIe ;IS 'gcnc~.;~tcd'  11y the rot ;~t ion of ;I str;light 
line itl)out a 1)oint. \Ye can, in thc s;Inlc way, ' gcne r~~ tc '  the 
tllrcc principles \vc arc about to st:11e by consitlcring the rc- 
1;ttioll o f  the objects of cxpcricncc antl kno\vlctlgc to our  
cognitive ~ O \ V U S ,  the p~ssil)lt .  then being what \vc arc c~npi r i -  
c;tIIy elltitled t o  c n t c r t ~ ~ i n ,  t l ~ c  a c t u d  \vllat \vc arc c~iipiric;tII~ 
cntitlctl to bclievc, and the necessary \vhat we are not cm- 
piric;~lly cntitlcd to doitbt. 

'I'hc I'ortnul:~tion 01' the postuI:ites is intcrcsting, 1111t tlocs 
not ~ ~ l t o ~ e l h c l -  ;iccorrI with the long cxpliuiatio~is that lol lo~v.  
'I'l~is for~nulat ion runs as follo\vs (A.  218): 

1. \\'lialcvcr agrccs \vith thc f o r m d  conditions of cxpcricncc 
(i.c. of intilition and concepts) ispmsible. 
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2. Whatcvcr accords with thc  material conditic)~ls 01' cx- 
pcricncc, i.c. of sensation, is actual. 

3. Whatcvcr is conncctcd with what is actual, according t o  
thc universal conditions o f  experience, is, o r  exists, necessarily. 

TIlc definition o f  thc possible just given would allow any-  
thing to be possible i f  i t  were not  self-contratlictory, ;uld 
accordcd with the axioms definitory of spacc and time, antl 
also with thc extremely loosc and gencral r cqu i r c rne~~ t s  rc- 
prescntcd by the catcsorics. In the following cxpliuli~tiotl ,  
howcvcr, Kant goes much furthcr in requiring tlial wllat is 
possiblc should havc a definitc foundation, not  merely i l l  

thc gcncral possibili~y of experience, but also in actual spccil'ic, 
cmpirical findings. 'Thus lnc rules that:  

if one should seek to  construct quite new concepts o f  substances, of 
powers, and of interactions from the stuff which perception offers, with- 
out borrowing an instance of 'their connection from cxpcricncc itsell',. 
one would be wcaving fantasies for whose possibility there are absolutely 
no  criteria, since one would not in them have consulted experience as 
one's instructress, nor borrowed one's notions from her . . . A substance 
\vhich was enduringly present in space, but without filling it (like the 
thing intcrmediate between matter and thinking being which sornc have 
tried to introduce), or a special, fundamental powcr o f  seeing into the 
future, independent of inferences, or, finally, a power to  enter into corn- 
munion with the thoughts of others, however distant: these are concepts 
jvhose possibility is quite groundless, since they cannot bc bascd on 
experience and its known laws. Without these, they arc idle thouglrt- 
combinations which, though involving no  contradiction, cat1 make no 
claim to objective reality, and so not to the possibility of thc sort of 
thing they are conceiving ( A .  222-3) .  

It is obvious that Kant is hcrc making possibility not  merely 
dcpc~ \dcn t  o n  a~i ;~ ly t ic  a11t1 t r a r ~ s c e ~ ~ t l c ~ t t ~ ~ l  co~lclitiolls, \ ) u t  0 1 1  

the acccptctl co rp i~s  ol' scicntil'ic I'act :uncl law. l lc  is tlrercl'orc 
~tnwarrantably restricting the l~oldness and creativity o f  tllc 
scientist, ; t l ~ t l  ;tlso ol' the I~liilosol)l~cr,  cvliicl~ has ~ ~ c v c r  atlv;~tlcc(l 
esccpt  by t ryi~lg out  ~.;~tlically new conccl) t iot~s,  01' w l ~ i t , l ~  
current cspcricncc m ~ d  theory al'l'ord only t h c  mcrcsl sitggcstio~l.  
I'l;~inly Kant is here tllc victim of the  cig1ltccnth-century be- 
tlazzlcmcnt by Ncwtvnia~l  physics, bu t  he is pe~.Ilaj)s V C ~ I I L ~ I I . ~ I I ~  

itnccrtainly in thc clircction of a l'oppcria~n rcl ' i~tability, wl~iclt  
is certainly a rcquircmcnt of the empirically possible. 

As regards what is actual, K m t  is careful to  say that  we 
nccd not actually have observed it. Kcliablc c o ~ ~ r ~ e c t i o t l  wit11 
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~vh;tt has been acti~ally observed, according t o  the precccling 
Analogies ol' I<sl)cricllcc, Ivill be sufficient. Kant's o \vn  elabo- 
r ;~ t c  tllcory 01'  tile ~ ~ ~ l t l c r l y i n g  s t ruct l~rcs  of nature, as ~vorkctl  
ottt in the ~lletnpllysical Fozindatiom of N(itzira1 Science, is 
certainly meant t o  deal ~ v i t h  wllat is empirically actual, though 
~~nobsc rvab l e .  And he docs not hesitate, in tlle section under 
exun i~ lu t i on ,  t o  spc~tk of the existence ol' a magnetic matter 
pervading all bodies, which the grossness of our  senses will 
11ot c~ lah lc  11s to observe, but  of \vhicO the ;~t t ract ion of iron 
filings al'l'orcls ~.cliablc evidence (A. 22G). One \volldcrs kvhy 
Kant thinks that there coulcl not be rciiahle evidence of pre- 
cognition ;mtl telepathy, \vhich, ;IS in his earlier discussions 
ol' S\vetlcnborg, he tlismisscs out  o f  ha~l t l .  

As I-cgards the empirical scnsc of necessity, Kant makes 
it \vholly hypotl~ct ical  anel conditional. Something is empiri- 
cally nccess;iry i f  i t  follo\vs from wli-cstablislled causal la\vs 
;uncl kvell-attested fringe-conclitions. Ncccssitics of substantial 
existcnce, and h n t ' s  oivn transccntlcntd necessities, are not 
here in question. ' lhc clctcrminism o r  Newtotlian science also 
1ll;ikcs 1L111t rcjcct thc cxistcncc of a realm of'possibilin ex- 
tending far beyond tllc actual, and,  a fortiori, b ryond the 
necessary. Such a ~ u l ~ n  can indeed be tllonght kvithout Fallacy, 
alltl somct i~ncs  tvith cognitive o r  ~ n o r a i  profit, bu t  it can never 
mxke plwnon1en;d sense. The possible, wl~ich is wider than 
the actual,  can only be admitted in the sense that we may not  
as yet be ;~pprisecl oi' all the empirical facts and la~vs  necessary 
t o  establish the existence or  non-csistcncc of somc connection. 
It tllereforc ~ n c r c l ) ~  expresses the relation of such a connection 
to  our  cognitive f'aculties. '\\'hat is only possible on conditions 
that arc thcmselvcs merely possible is not in all respects pos- 
sible' ( A .  232).  \\'hat is, in the ul t imi~tc,  possible, must wholly 
coincide with the act~tal  antl the necessary. But Kant immctli- 
ittcly points ou t ,  as noted before, that there are metempirical 
uses of' the ~noclal categories, \vhich are not hcrc in question, 
and which \\ , i l l  be discussed later (A.  232). Kant is not  the 
n;~tiil-;~l fxtllcr of logical positivism: he is merely its adoptive 
fatllcr by I~oltling something that faintly anticipates i t .  

. . a  

\'I11 

Right in the mitltllc o f  his treatment o f  the Post ulates of Elnpiri- 
cxl Knuwlctlgc, I h n t ,  in the Second E d i t i o ~ ~  of the Critique, in- 
scrtccl 'I sllort scctiorl crltitlctl I<cfi~t ;~t ion of Idcalisn~ (B.  274-9). 

This passage must be read in close connection wit11 t he  N o t e  
on  pi). xxxix-xliii o f  the Vorrede t o  the  Second I<dition, antl 
also kvith the passage U .  291-4 in t h ; ~ ~  I':tlition, and wit11 tllc 
wllolc trcatrncnt of the psychological p:~raiogisnls ill tile ' I ' I . ; I I~-  
scendcntal Dialectic, which will IK disci~ssccl later. Tllc Rc-  
fzitatiorr of Idealism is of crucial impor tmcc ,  as wcll as being 
perhaps the only added scctiou oi' c ruc id  importance i l l  tllc 
whole Second Edition. In this scction K ; I I I ~  refutes the o p i ~ l i o n  
that wc ;Ire in somc way more certainly apprised of o u r  ow11 
cxistcncc, as percipient and thinking sul)jccts, a~ l t l  ol' o u r  ow11 
perceptions and thoughts in time, than of  the  existence allcl 
properties of substances external to ourselves, and p l ~ c n o m e ~ l -  
ally l o c a ~ e d  in space. I'l~cnomenally, Ilc argllcs, botl1 SOIIS 01'  
substances and ,tjleir stat& il-c..in l i k ~  Sase, and t l ~ o s e  wllich . .----______._F-.--. 

are -. - - - - external - - .. - . and spatial have even a certain priority,  as l ~ c i ~ l g  
the necessary conditions of an apprehension of those t11at are 
ini-ernaI--iind-non-spatial. c-, ll .  And,  transcendentally a l~ t l  mcte111l)iri- 
a y ,  both are in like casc: we have t o  posit ~ h c  exis tence o f  

a timeless subst;lnce underlying ou r  mental acts in t ime ,  a l ~ l  
we havc t o  posit the existence of other  timeless su l , s t ;~~~cc-s  
provocative of those mental activities. In  neither casc, Ilowcvcr, 
arc we acquainted ~ v i t h  what underlies the relevant ;lppcaranccs, 
though we are, no  doubt ,  in some sense closer t o  o u r  own 
transcendental selves than to the Transccndcnt;~l Objects,  ~vl1ic:ll 
can only generate appearances by acting upon  us. 'l'hc Cartcsi;~rl 
belief that there is someth i~ lg  int1ut)itable about  0111. owl 
cxistencc, and Ilighly t l ~ h i o u s   bout the  cxistcncc o f  ou t e r  
things, and the Ucrkelcian belief tllat ou t e r  things exist o111y 
as perceived by oursclvcs, arc alike devoid of f o ~ ~ n t l a t i o n .  

Kant 's Refutation of Idealism rests o n  his acccl) t ;~~lcc*,  i l l  

the First Analogy, of the need for somctlling p l i c ~ l o ~ n c n ; ~ l l y  
permanent as representing the unknown and unknow;~l ) lc  
substrate of changeable states, as the logical s ~ h j c c t  0 1 '  wl1ic11 
all changcablc prcclications n111st ~ ~ I ~ i ~ n i ~ t c l y  I)c 111;1(Ic. ' l ' l~is  
phenomenal permanent cannot ,  Kant argues, be I ' O L I I I ~  i l l  

oi~rsclvcs as intuited in time, for ou r  o w l  nlental st;ites C.;III 

only havc a content  ancl a chaructcr to t l ~ e  cxtcnt  tllat tlley 
are  oriented t o  objects other than tllcmselvcs. 'l'lley are ,  as 
Brcntano would say, 'intentionid', and  can only sccontlarily 
be concerned with themselves, i f  tllcre is so~nct l l ing  n o t  t l l ( ' ~ l l -  

selves which has given a content to  thcir ~ ) r imary  concer11. I t  
follows that it is only i f  thcrc is permanence in the ol) jccts ,  not 
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ourselves, that ivc represent t o  ourselves, that  there can also 
be  permanence in ourselves, as again and again representing 
such permanent objects. 'l'liis objective permanence, o n  \vhich 
any sl~bjectivc permmencc  depends, mllst accordingly be the 
phenorncnal pcsmanence o f  somcthing that appears 'out  there' 
in sp i~cc ,  and not the sccontlary constancy of a scrics of mental 
rcprcscntations directed t o  ivhat is 'out there'  in space. 'The 
perception o f  this permanent element is only possible', Kant  
S ; L ~ S ,  ' t l ~ r o ~ ~ g h  so~nct l l ing o i ~ ~ s i d c  of ~ n c ,  1111t1 not  t l l r o ~ ~ g l i  the 
mere ~.eprcscl>t~ltion of' a h i n g  o~~ t s i c l e  ol' me. I t  fo l lo~vs t l ~ a t  
tlle detesminalion 01' my cxistcnce in timc is only possiblc 
t l ~ r o i l ~ l i  the e ~ i s t e n c ~  o f  (rct71~11 things [ m y  ilalics] that I 
lxrccivc outsitlc o f  me. Consciousncss in t ime is, I~o\vever ,  
nccessi~rily bound LIP with the conscio~rsncss o f  the  possibility 
ot' sucll time-cletcrnni~iation. It is therefore also n ~ c e s s a r i l ~  
I ~ o ~ l n d  111' with the cxislcnce o f  t l~ings o ~ ~ t s i d c  of me ,  21s a 
conclition of t i ~~ rc - c i c t c r l n in~~ t io~ l .  Consc ious~~css ,  i.e., of my 
oivn existence is thercforc also an i~nmcdia te  consc io~~sncs s  
of  the csistcncc (?f o ther  things outsitlc o r  me'  (B. 275-6).  

'1.1 11s ' 'ug~llncnt . . is v c ~ ) ~  momentous.  N o t  only has Kan t  s h o w ~ l  
(hat  it is only by minding something, not oi~rsclves,  that is 
lasting that our  own minding scl\,es can acquire any approach 
t o  s ~ ~ c h  lastingness, bill, fur ther ,  that the lastingness that  it 
minds must, in somc cascs at least, be ;I rcnl I;~stillgness, sen- 
sx~ional ly  given i~ncl referred t o  what is beyond ,  and not  onc  
that is ~ilcrely imagined o r  conccivecl. The  principle that  Kant  
is here b d t l i n g  upon is thc profound  ol!c that it is only because 
ou r  sitbjcctive oricntations sometimes rail of their target that 
\ve can ever bc aware o f  them at all. It is only when I have 
juclgcd "I'hat WIS  an  A',  and have had t o  corrcct myself 
:~ncl say 'No, it wasn't really ;In A',  that I also become ilivare 
oC the mere b c i y  o f  an A Tor me,  in which imagination o r  
~~nfulf i l lc t l  presc~ltation consists. It is only because there 211-e 
some iticol-rigiblc, sclisirtion;~l prcscnti~tions of  the real, t o  
~vllich other corrigible presentations can be opposetl, that 
\vc can I)e aware o f  p rcsen ta~ions  2;. all, ;IS being approachcs 
~v l~ i c l l  at timcs hit their target, iund at otlier timcs miss it. 
\Yere n o  Ixewnt ;~ t ions  o f  objects corrigible, we s h o ~ ~ l d  only 
be  aware o f  objects, antl never of presentations. It  is there- 
fore, ;IS p ~ ~ t  in Kant's first Notc t o  tile Refutation (B. 276-7), 
not correct to  s i~y  that ~ v c  only i n f i r  thc uncertain existencc 
of t l ~ i ~ l g s  cxtcrn;ll to o u r  conscious approachcs from the cert~rin 

cxistcnce of those approaches. I t  is rather the  case that  w c  i t~ /c ,r  ' 
the  existence of  ou r  conscious approaches rroni the  ce r t x i t~  
existence in some cascs - and  non-existence u r  uncertainly in 
others - of objccts external t o  those approachcs; wlricl~ nca l ly  
turns the table o n  Descartcs. Kant  adds a No tc  to tllis N o t c ,  
in which he points ou t  that  we can only be  awarc of' irnxgiua- 
tion as imagination in so far as we also havc veridical pcrcco-  
t ions with which imaginary encounters  can be cont ras tc t f .  
As Kant  puts  the  point:  'It is, however, clear that ,  i l l  o rder  
ever t o  imagine something as being outside o f  LLS, ant1 t o  p1.csc111 
it in intuition t o  sense, we must already have an  c x ~ c r n a l  
sense, and so be  able t o  contrast thc mere receptivity 01'  ex te rna l  
intuition with thc spontaneity which cli:~ractcrizcs cvcry iulag- 
inative act. '  Imagination, in short ,  is parasitic upon on-largcl  
perception, antl w o i ~ l d  no t  be possible il' on-targct pe sce l ) t i o~ i  
did not  at times exist. But ,  as Note 3 ca r e f l~ l l y  p o i l i ~ s  o u t ,  
perception itsell' is occasionally ol'f-target, ant1 t11(;11 vcrgcs 
towards imagination o r  includes imaginary clclnents. ' I ' l ~ c l ~  

is a Reproductive Imagination which a t  times coun t c~ l ' c i t s  
thc  I'rodi~ctivc: only the  latter is the absolute s o ~ ~ r c c  01 '  
phcnontcnal ol~jcctivity.  Special critcri;~ will s l ~ o w  wlicrl ~ l ~ c  
imagination is dcpilrting from its primordial sources, l111t s i~c l l  
criteria would, o f  coursc, not  exist in t he  abscnce ol' tllosc 
absolute sources. 

To this linc of proof ,  based o n  the parasitic rcl;~tioll  01'  
sclf-consciousness t o  the  consciousness of ex tcr~lal  objectivity,  
K m t  adds a sccond line of proof ,  also 01 '  grcat impor tance .  
This is stated in his sccond Notc, anti argues thal ' ~ i o t  only 
can the determinat ion o f  t ime only be under takc~i  ~ l i r o l ~ g h  
change in external relations (i.c. movements)  rcliltivc t o  w l l a ~  
is permanent in spacc, c.g. movements ol' ~ h c  sun i t ,  r c l i ~ l i o ~ ~  
t o  objccts o n  ear th ,  hu t  we havc nothing pcrlnwlctil w l ~ i c l ~  
can be ~ ~ s c d  as an intuition t o  found t he  c o l ~ c c p t  0 1 '  a sub-  
stance, savc only mutter  which is an n prior i  m ~ t l  ~ic.cctss;ir-y 
condi t ion presupposed by all time-cletct-n-~ini~tiotl, and  sc) :llso 
of the  dcterminatiun of  ou r  inner sense in scg;~rtl to  o u r  owti 
existence ttlroilgll the e ~ i s t e n ~ e  o f  cxtcrnal  thitigs' (II. 278) .  
This argumcnt is more  fully dcvelol~ccl i l l  U .  291, wllcrc K;l111 
says tha t  'in ordcr  t o  find somctliing p e r m m c n t  in i ~ ~ t l l i t i o ~ l  

t o  corrcspond t o  the concept  of substance (ant1 so lo prove 
the  objcctivc reality ol' this concept) w c  rce1~1ire a11 i n t i ~ i ~ i o i l  
of mat te r  in spacc, since spacc alone is t lctermincd as p c r n i ; u ~ c ~ i t ,  
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whereas timc, and tvith i t  all that comcs before inner sense, 
is always in flus.  In order t o  exhibit change, as the intuition 
~vhich  correspontls t o  causality, we havc t o  take movement,  
c11;lngc in s p ; ~ w ,  as our  il l i~stration, and i t  is only thus that 
\vc can bring changes t o  intuition, whose possibility no  pure 
i~nderstanding can grasp. Change is the combination of contra- 
dictorily opposed determinations in thc cxistencc of one and 
the salne thing . . . so, in order t o  make our  own inner changes, 
and ou r  successivc cxistencc in diffcrcnt states undcrstandablc 
i l l  retrospect, tvc 11avc figuratively to ~ l lakc  time, the form of 
inner sense, graspable tllrough the external intuition of a Iinc, 
and inner chalngc by  the tlra\ving of this line, i.c. by motion'  
( U .  291-2).  111 other  \vords, spatial rcprcscntation ]>I-cscrvcs 
earlier phases o f  t i ~ n c  and kecps them together tvith later 
phases, as time itself docs no t ,  and for this reason space, though 
only ;L p l~enomenal  I-eprcscntative of what is timeless, repre- 
sents it better than timc. 

'I'here woi~ltl  iq)pcar to  be an obvious objection t o  this vietv; 
for s i~~ .c ly ,  i f  (111 co~lsciousness is in flus,  ou r  a\vareness of 
tllings in space is as much in flux as our  atvareness of our  
i l>~lcr  states i l l  tilnc. 'l'his cliff'iculty Kant ~ n c e t s  in his Notc 
on  1%. s s s ix - s l ,  tvhc~-c Ilc clistinguishcs between the rcprcsenta- 
tion o f  sonlcthing as pcrnlancnt ant1 a permanence of re- 
prcsent ;~t iol~.  'I 'l~c r c p ~ ~ c s c n t ; ~ t i o ~ ~  of something pcnnancnt  in 
spxcc, t11;1t is, rna~ttcr, 111a). be quite. as ch~ulgcablc and f'luctuating 
ils otller r c I ~ ~ ~ c s c ~ i t ~ c l i o ~ i s ,  I I L I I  i t  wfcrs to  sometlling pc r~nancn t  
tvhich is tlil'l'crcnt I'rom :dl Iny rcprcsentatio~ls,  and \vhicli must 

t o  anything beyond subjcctivc experience? 'l'his is uf course 
the line taken by a great deal of Nco-lcantian or t l lot loxy,  
barricading itself in the fortress of what  Kant  has said x b o ~ t t  
thc Transcendental Unity of Appcrccl>tion, and  only a t l~n i t t i ng  
the 'I'hing-in-itself as a limiting concept witllin tllosc I l ig l l  wi~l ls .  
' ro  be clear, however, as to how Kant  really L ~ I ~ C ~ C I ~ S ~ O O ~ I  llis 
'I'ranscendcntal Unity of Apperception, we must see tl lat  i t  
represents no more than an empty,  logical reference t o  sorllc- 
thing-or-other as active in a11 our  intuitive alld cogitative ex-  
pericncc, and as having a tlccp nalturc which Icatls it t o  t rans l i~ tc  
the impacts it rcccivcs from external sources into A set  o f  

space-time locations, in such a manner as also to  sxlisf'y ccrlairl 
rcqui rcn tc~~ts  o f  intelligil~ility. 'The entity wllich Ilas tllis IratL~re 
is not  given intuitively, 2nd we canllot say i l l  v i r t ~ ~ c  01'  cvllal 
intrinsic character it performs wllat it has Lo bc t a k c ~ ~  t o  1>c1'- 
form. It is, in fact, a Thing-in-itself, whosc cxistcncc Initst be 
thought and posited, but  whosc intrinsic character and r r ~ o t l ~ l . ~  
opcrnrzdi arc unknown.  And while this i t~ tknowa l~ l c  i1.;11)- 
scendental self may,  in Kant's view, have generated its owl 

experience, and in its own style, yet i t  Ilxi no1 done  so ~ ) a r t I ~ c ~ ~ o -  
it has bccn fccundatctl by  al ' fcc~ions I'ro~ll o t l ~ c l .  

t r ansccnde~ l~a l  entities, and their clif['erellccs ;uld c o ~ l ~ ~ c c t i o l ~ s  
must,  by an inner law of irs Ixing, have been translatctl illto 
phenomenal tli~fercnccs and relations. Without  the conll)l~lsivc 
impact of other  ~ransccndcntal  entities, tllc 'l'ra1lscc11tlc11t;11 
Subjcct would certainly not ,  in Kant's view, Ilavc gc~lcr ;~ tcc l  
appearances, nor have appeared to  itself and bee11 t11o11gI1t 
by itsclf in the process. There is thcrcforc the sanlc ( I C I I I ; L I I I I  
['or something oi~tsiclc 01' t11e si11)jcct to ac t  o n  tile su1,jcc.t i l l  

thc  case of transccndent;~I sell-consciousness, :IS in ~ l l c  c ; ~ s e  0 1 '  
empirical self-consciol~s~lcss.  K;ult, we nlay tllcrcl'ore s ; ~ y ,  I IM,  
in the Refutation o f  ldc;dism, s ~ u c l i o ~ ~ s l y  usctl tllc tcl.111~ 'out-  
side' and 'external' in an  aml)iguoi~s nlarlrlcr so as 10 c o v c ~   boll^ 
t l ~ c  p1lcnorncn;d outsidcness oI' 1)otlics i l l  space, i t t l t l  tllc- 111ct- 
clnpirical, triulsccnclcn~al oit~sidcncss ol' 'I'lli~lgs-i~~-tl~c~~~~s~Ives 
t o  that 'I'hing-in-itself wll ic l~ is o l ~ r  ow11 tr;c~~sccrltI(.lltal scll'. 
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s u m ~ n i n g  u p  Ka~l t ' s  total reaction to the topics under consitlera- 
tion. In  this Chapter ,  Kant constantly varies his at titutle t o  
Nouniena, that is, olljects tliought o f  as underlying appearances, 
~vi t l lout  any  fi~ll'illing intuition t o  back our  references to  them. 
A t  tilncs he  suggests that,  while they are unkno\vable, they 
none tlle less can and must be thought,  as part of all significant 
reference t o  phenomenal ob~ect ivi ty .  But at other times he  
suggests that t o  inclulge even in the t ho i~gh t  o f  them is merely 
to p1a1). with emp ty  conceptions, to  ~ v h i c h  no  genuine content  
o r  meaning ciun be givcn. It is not remarkable that ,  with so 
varicd an at t i tude to  these matters,  even in a short chapter,  
Kant should have been so clivcrscly interpreted. 

Kant,  in the first part of his trcatmcnt,  is unwilling t o  con-  
cede that there mtly be significant r e f e r e~~ccs  of  sucll a sort 
that ,  in some essential respect, they cannot be intuitively or  
cmpil-icatlly illustrated; and that there need bc n o  theoretic:l 
clcfcct, n o  lack of es1)lanatory v d t ~ e  or tlcfinitcness of  structure,  
because they are thus incapable of  illustration. I-Ic concecles, 
as ive s;liv, the  signific;~nce o f  ~ ~ e f c ~ e n c e s  to i~nob~e rvab l e s ,  
lor cxatnl)lc, a perva~sive rnagnCtic matter,  but  only o n  the 
; tssur l~p~ i o ~ ~  111;1t, n r r c  our  scnscs niorc acu tc, \vc slioi~ltl Ile 
;tblc to pcrccivc thcm (A.  22G). I-le I i ~ s  not realized, as modern 
struggles Lvitli positivist sophistry have made us realize, how 
thc \vholc of cxpcricnce and tllouglit is 11oncycomI)cd ~vi t l l  
what is intrinsicxlly unobscrvablc: tlle foreign mind,  the in- 
;~ccessil)le past ant1 future ,  transfinite aggregates, and so on.  
'l'hc cxtcrnal 'I'hing-in-itself, the tliing as i t  \vould be i l l  abstrac- 
tion fro111 i l l  the  ways in whicli it  appears to  sensuous or  to  
'purc'  intuition, is the only case of the  intrinsically unobserv- 
able that concerns Kant profoi~nclly.  11e permits himself,  
thcrcforc, to ~ n a k e  statements t o  tlie effect that concepts,  
inclutling 0.111 basic categorial concepts,  only have a feasible 
use in relation t o  possible espericnce, in a scnse in ~vh i ch  this 
1)ossii)ilit)r docs not itself range beyond what is empiric:lly 
fcasil~le. l l c  remarks in B. 298: 

'I'l~c transcrndrntal L I S ~  o f  a concept in any principle is this, that it can 
be applied to things in general and in themselves, the empirical use is 
its application nlerely to appearances, i.e. t o  objects of a possible ex- 
perience. Tha t  only the latter application is feasible, becomes clear when 
we r e a l i ~ e  that each concept ,  first o f  all, requires i ts logical fo rm as a 
concept,  a thought,  as such, and seconclly, the possibility of finding an 
object to whic l~  it can be referred. Without tliis latter it 11s n o  sense 

( S i t ~ n ) ,  and is completely void of content ,  however much  it may  have the  
logical function of framing a concept ou t  of certain d a t a  . . . A11 concep t s ,  
therefore, and with them all principles, howcvcr m u c h  t l ~ c y  have an 
a prior; possibility, will none the less refer to empirical i n t u i t i o ~ l s ,  i.c. 
data  for  a possible experience. Without this they have n o  validity,  b u t  
are a mere play with imaginative o r  conceptual presentations.  

'I'he limitation to possiblc experience applies also t o  the  
categories, and it was for  this reason tha t  the various categories 
were not  defined when first i n t r o d ~ ~ c c d  in the  Metaphysical  
Deduction: it would, Kant S;LYS, have been impossible t o  clcl'inc 
them, eve11 had he so wished ( A .  242) .  Only in their s c l ~ e ~ n a t i z e t l  
form, in relation t o  possil~le experiences of spatio-tcrn1)~)r;~I 
i~ppcarance,  did their clucitla~ion become possiblc. Q i ~ : ~ ~ l t i t y  
is tncaningless without the S L I C C ~ S S ~ V C  addi t ion ol' uni t  t o  ~ ~ u i t  
in sensuoi~sly occupied time; substance, i f  we ignore cn11)irical 
pcrmanences in t ime;  causation, i f  we ignore regular s ~ ~ c c c s s i o n  
in t ime; and  the modal catcgol,ics, i S  we regard them :IS Inore 
than extensions of cxpcrie!lce ( A .  242-4) .  

From all this it follows that,  while the piire categories I I ~ V C  
a purely transcendental meaning, they can have n o  trilnsccn- 
dental use (G'rOrtl~iclr): they rcprcscnt ~ n c r c l y  tlic pu re  Sor~n  
o f  the ~ [ndc r s t and i~ ig  i l l  ils c111pIoy11ie111 0 1 1  ol,jccls, ; I I I ( ]  i l  

can have n o  sucln cmp loy~ncn t  except  o n  tlic things ol t l ~ c  
senses, including the purified sensory tl i i~igs arrivcd a t  in ~ l l a l l ~ c -  
matical construct io~ls  (A.  246-8). 

Having thus categorically denied a meaningful use ol' the 
categories beyond sensuous, spatio-temporal exper ic~ lcc ,  I h l t  

weakens ;mcl qualifies this denial. In  tllc 1:irst Iklition lie ~ ) o i n t s  
ou t  that the declaration that spatio-tempola1 cx l )c r ie~ icc  ciul 
only give us o b ~ c c t s  ;IS they appear, and  n o t  as they arc ,  sccnls 
t o  imply t h t  o n e  could enJoy sonic so r t  of ~ l o ~ i - s c n s u o n s  
accluaintamcc with objccts as they arc;  and  i t  is t rue  t h ~ t  we 
alwi~ys refer appearances t o  ;I 'I'ransccnclental Ol?jcct, an X ,  
o f  \vhich ~ v c ,  ho\vcvcr, know ~ l o t l l i l i ~ ,  b u t  wliicll is I I O I I C  (11c 
less the ol~jcct ive corrclatc of the s y ~ ~ t l l c t i c  acts i~~sc.l);il.i~I)Ic. 
from thinking sell.-co~lscioi~sncss (A.  250). 'L'llc ' I ' r ; ~~ l s cc~ l t l c~ i l ;~ l  
Ohject,  thus conceived, ciui I)c c;~IIed ;I N U L I I ~ I C I I ~ I ~  o r  t11i11g 
o f  thought .  But tlie rel'crcncc to  such a thing of ~ l l o t ~ g l ~ t  clots 
no t ,  strictly speaking, usc tlie categories, b u t  is s ~ n l c ~ l i i l i g  like 
an cmp ty  syntlietic gesturc in which n o ~ l i i n g  objective is r ed ly  
pu t  before us. A Noumcnon thus conccivcd is, K a n t  says, ;I 

Noumcnon in the n c y ~ t i u c  sense: it is, tha t  is, no t  a n  ol) jcct  i l l  



t h e  sense in \vl~icli intuitively givcable things arc objects.  O L I ~  
rcfcl.cncc t o  ;I N o u m c n o n  is, in ;I sense, no t  a rcl'crcncc to 
an)vthing, since i t  can never be  c o n s u m ~ n ; ~ t c c \  in intuit ive con-  
l ' r o ~ l t ; ~ t i o ~ l .  'l'o \vI~ich l h n t  adds ,  some\vhat inconsistently,  
r l ~ a t  'it is intlcetl t he  case tha t  intelligible cnti t ics (Vcrs~tr , l-  
L /~SZ( . JLJSLV~)  C ~ ~ ~ C S ~ I O I I C ~  t o  se11si11Ie c ~ i t i t i c ~ ,  and there  m a y  also 
I)c inlelligiblc cnti t ics t o  \vhich o u r  S ~ I I S L I O L I S - i n t ~ ~ i t i v c  l'aculty 
has n o  rclation at  all, b u t  the  concepts  of o u r  ~ ~ n ~ i e r s t ; ~ n d i n p ,  
;ts nlcrc thought-1'01-ms for o u r  sensuous in tui t ion,  d o  n o t  in 
[ h c  least c s t cn t l  t o  such cnti t ics.  \ t ' l l ; ~ ~  we tl~ereI'or-c c;LII ;I 

Noulncnon milst only Ile unders tood to  be such in ;I I ~ C ' Y U L ~ U L ~  
sense of' the  \ \ fordJ  (B .  309). 

I-hrtlly has he s;titl this, ho\vcvcr, before he ;~tlcls t o  this 
llcgativc sensc of  the Noumcnon  ;I positivc, b u t  problemat ic  
scnsc,  ill ivhich it is though t  u f  as the  object  of XI in tui t ion 
otl tcr  than  t l ~ e  s c ~ l s u o u s ;  a p ~ ~ r c l y  intcllcctual in tui t ion,  such  
its ~ v c  certainly d o  not  possess, and have no t  cven t h e  right 
t o  regard as possible. T h e  concept  of s ~ ~ c h  an intcllect~~;Ll 
i n t l ~ i t i o n  is, however,  \vithout c o ~ ~ t r a d i c t i o n ,  a n d ,  in relation 
t o  s i ~ c h  a mcrcly possil,lc possibility, \vc Ilavc t h c  p rob l~ 'n1 ;~ t i c  
righr t o  cr~ter-t ;~in it positii'e c o ~ l c c p t  of  the  N o ~ ~ n i c n o n ,  as 
being t h e  sor t  ol 'ol)jccr t l u t  t l ~ i s  possil)ly possible faculty might  
r-cvcitl. This faculty ~ v o i ~ l t l ,  tha t  is, i f  it esistctl ,  reveal things 
;IS t l ~ e y  intrinsically \vcrc, ;und not  as they i~ppcured t o  those  
cntlo\t~ccl i v i t l ~  a ccrtitin sor t  of  receptivity. 'I'his problematically 
positivc conccpt  ol' t he  n 'oumrnon  has I ' ~ r t h c r ,  K a n t  holds,  
clcl'il~itc positivc adviunt ;~~cs .  I'or it m;tkcs plain that  there  arc  
Ii~~zi ' ts  I ( >  cmnccption a d  kno\vlctlgc, ; ~ n d  that  w e  c a n n o t  mukc  
vi~lid ;~sscrt ions about things not  givcablc t o  o u r  receptive 
s c n s u o ~ ~ s n c s s .  It forbids us t o  t ry  t o  vcnturc  in to  a ficld ~ v h i c h  
I'or 11s will ;Ll\vays rc~na in  closed,  hoivcvcr much  it m a y ,  in some  
~ ~ n v c ~ - i f i d ~ l e  scnsc, be csplor;tblc b y  o the r  sorts of intelligence 
(B.  3 1 l).'I';tkcn as a prol)lcmatic,  l imi t ins  concep t ion ,  t h e  n o t i o n  
o f  ;I N o u n ~ c n o n  is thcrcl'orc ~ ~ n ; ~ v o i t l a l ) l c  ( t ~ ~ ~ v c r ~ ~ l c . i d l i c / ~ ) .  ?'he 
~lntlcrstantl ing llns t o  set limits t o  itsell', and to th ink  o f  cer ta in  
ol,jccts ;IS bcing things o l  which it can k n o ~ v  no th ing ,  and t o  
\vhich i t  callnot kno\vingly app ly  its categories (U. 312). 

Kant 's  wigglings in this Chapter  arc highly ingenious,  b u t  
they  callnot be rcgaldctl as successful. For- if t h e  c o n c c p t  o f  a 

which n o  intuitive fulfilment is available. A n d  il' l h c r c  is sornc-  
th ing wholly senseless in thoug1~1-cxcur-sions r ang i~ lg  I )cyont l  
empirical  limits, then there are  in fact n o  use fu l  l i rn i t i~lg  con- 
cepts  which can set limits to what  canno t  b e  done :  t h e r e  ; ~ r c  
in f i ~ c t  n o  real limits, auld hence  n o  u s c f ~ t l  linliting c o n c c p l s .  
T h e r e  can a t  bes t  be  warnings which guard  against certain 
conceptual  muddlcs.  T h e  correct  and t ru ly  Kan t i an  s o l u t i o n  
t o  all thesc p u z z l e ~ n c n t s  is ~ n c r c l y  to a d m i t  that  a concclbt  
which lacks intuitive full 'ilmcnt, ;md which ,  for  i n t e l l i ~ e ~ ~ c e s  . . 
such as ours ,  ~~cccsscrrily lacks intuit ive l ' i~lfi l lncnt,  tnay u o n c  
t h e  less play an imporla111 m t l  an indispensable role in 1.c11ow- 
Icdgc, if the  la t ter  b c  viewed as geared lo intuit ive l ' t~lf ' i lr~~c;l t .  
T h e  t rue  impor t  of Kantimnism is t o  set  b o u n d s  t o  tile rallgc,  
a n d  also t o  the  in lpor tance of  S L I C I I  knowledge ,  by  a t  tile sa11c 
t ime making it obligatory lo r  us  t o  range iin t t w l i y h ~  beyol l t l  i t ,  
as is d o n c  in all Kant 's  transcendental  discussions.  For- we11 

the  mcrc  form or a j ~ ~ d g e r n c ~ ~ t ,  for example ,  tlrc I I I O L I ~ I I ~  o f  ; L I I  

X as being (b, is n o t ,  o n  Kant 's  submiss ion (see U. l i l-I-2),  
mercly thc  t h o u g h t  of  a subjectivc synthes is  aulotig difl 'crcnt 
i t cms ,  b u t  the  t h ~ ~ ~ g h t  of  their objective m u t u a l  Ix lonb '  J ' I I I ~ I ~ ~ S S .  

Even t h e  gco~ne t r i ca l  ce r t a in~ ics ,  whicli K a n ~  bases o n  pure 
in tu i t ion ,  necessarily involve an excurs ion i l l l o  i n l ' i~ l i t i c .~  01' 
c s t cns ion  a n d  division, and  i n t o  cxac t i tudcs  o f  measure  wl~ic l r  
t ranscend cxpcricncc.  S o  d o  a11 the  apot l ic t ic  j tct lgcn~cll ts  th;it 
K a n t  makes  regarding sensibility, j ~ ~ t l g e r n r n t ,  r c a s o ~ ~ ,  itntl s o  011, 
and  thcir manifold relations t o  o ~ l c  anothcr-,  as ~ v c l l  ;IS l l ~ r i r  
ex tens ion  t o  o t h e r  m e n  equally with ourselves.  'l'har we tlisposc 
o f  n j ~ r i o r i  concep t s  and  pr inci l~les  ol' various kilirls; t11;tt t l ~ c i r  
m o s t  I ' ru i~ful  use is in i l luminating cs l )cr- icr~cc b y  scci1)g wha l  
i t  really can a n d  does  impar t ,  and  b y  a t  t imes vicwillg i t  in 
t h c  light o f  wha t  is m o r e  generally ~ h i n k a b l c ;  ; ~ n d  t h a t  w e  call ,  
fu r the r ,  learn no th ing  f rom exper ience c x c c p t  b y  l ) a s i ~ l g  o u r -  
sclvcs, explicitly o r  implicit ly,  o n  thcsc wider  th i~ikal , i l i t ics ,  
a n d  so in a S C I ~ S C  ~ r ; ~ ~ ~ s c c n d i n g  e x p e r i ~ ~ ~ c e :  this, s i ~ r e l y ,  is t he  
t r u e  ~ncssage  of '  K ~ ~ n t i a n i s ~ n ,  a ~ d  n o t  t h e  exc1usio11 01 '  types 
o f  talk of  which t h e  whole  o f  Kant ian phi lusopl ly  is I'LIII, i t l ~ ( l  

o f  ivhich later positivisms have o r t cn  been m o r e  I'i111. 
\Vc m a y  here simply q u o t e  what K a n t  says  in ;I wise  N o t e  

t o  l3. 1 G G :  

My readers should not precipitately be offended by the delri1ne111.1l 
consequences of this proposition (That there can be 110 11 pr ior i  knowlrdgc 
cxccpt of objects of I)ossiblr cxpcricnce). I mus t  rcnliutl 111c1n 11l .11 thc 



categories are n o t  l imi ted  b y  the  conditions o f  sensuous in tu i t ion  in 
t hough t ,  b u t  have an  unlimited field, and  tha t  only knowledge o f  wha t  
we  th ink ,  t he  determinat ion  o f  its objec t ,  requires in tu i t ion .  In the  
absence of t he  la t te r ,  the t hough t  of an object  can  still have its t rue  
and  useful consequences  for  t he  subject's use o f  his reason, which,  in 
t ha t  it is n o t  d w a y s  concerned y i t h  t he  determinat ion  of t h e  objec t ,  
i.e. with knowledge, b u t  with t he  subject  and its volitions, c a n n o t  here 
be  deal t  wi th .  

'she extensions beyond sense-cxperiencc to ~vhich  Kant  here 
yefers arc, oI' c o ~ ~ r s e ,  mainly the postuI:~tional extensions 
\vl~ich arise ou t  01' the esige~lcies of moral practice, and tvil l  
collccrn 11s later. \Ve shall, ho~vcver ,  have abundant  cause 
to sho\v that tllcy :LIT also i nvo l~wl ,  on  Kant's ntlmission, 
in the ~vholc  of O L I I -  i ~~ t~ , l l c c t l i n l  practicc. 1Vc have to  transcend 
experience practicdly, even ivhen tliat practice is cogitative, 
and not ~ncre ly  moral o r  religious, a lesson that ~vill  emerge 
from latcr discussions in the Transcendental Dialectic. 

Transcentlcntal Objects. They are t o  be conceived its I x i b n i z  
and Wolff conceived them, and as Kant  conceived them in  11is 
early days, that  is, as dynamic, monadic simples u~lclcrlyillg 
complex spatio-temporal appearances. B L I ~  ol' tllcse s i ~ i ~ p l c s  
it is now impossible t o  havc knowledge. 

The  Appendix on  Amphiboly begirls by dealing wit11 tllc 
theme of transcendental reflection, by which Kant  means  tllc 
consideration o f  some matter in its relation t o  diffcrc~l t  sources 
o f  kno\vlcdgc. Are we investigating something :IS p r c sc~ l t cd  
to sensory intuition, o r  the s:ilnc merely as t h o ~ 1 ~ 1 1 t  I)y t l ~ c .  
pure understanding? The  investigatior~ nlay lead to  a di l ' fcrc~l t  
solution as wc relatc our  matter t o  onc so t~rce  o r  ; u ~ o l h c r .  
  the^-c arc, however, /our relations in regard to  wllicll c l t~c s t i o~ l s  
of relegation arc important:  (a) q ~ ~ e s t i o n s  ol' identity ol' ki~i t l  
(Etnerleiheit), o r  dif fcrencc of kind ( Verscl~ic~tlcnl~cit ) ; ( I ) )  
questions of inner coherence (Einstinlmziny), o r  conllict (I/Vidr,r- 
s t re i t ) ;  (c) qucstions of internality, o r  ex ternality ; ( d )  q ~ ~ c s t i o n s  
of  Matter, o r  Form. T h e  first pair of q ~ ~ c s t i o n s  sorts t l ~ i n g s  illto 
classcs o r  kinds, and is conncctcd with the  categories of c lna~lr i -  
fication. T h c  second pair sorts things positively o r  ncgativcly, 
and is conncctcd with the categories o f  reality and ~ l c g i ~ t i o ~ l .  
Kant docs no t  connect  the remaining sorts ol' c l l~cst io~ls  wit11 
the two remaining groups oI' categories, but  with his usual 
ingenuity could n o  doub t  have done so. 

As regards the first a~ntithesis, that ol' identity and clil'l'crencc 
of kind, it is plain that  the understanding cannot atlmit t11c 
possibility o f  t ~ v o  things which arc exact ly,  in ill1 rcspccts,  ol' 
the  same kind, since i t  would havc no  means of clisti~lguishi~ly, 
them: I t  adheres therefore to  the I ,c ib~~izian axiom ol' tllc 
identity of indisccrnibles: there cannot bc  two exactly sitnilxr 
things, differing only n~~mcr i ca l l y .  Our  spatial, a l t l  also 0111- 

temporal, intuitions, on  the other  hand,  allow for tllc pos- 
sibility of such n l e ~ l y  numerical difl'crcnccs: things m a y  I)c 
distinct, though there is no  general property tllat d i s t i ~ l ~ ~ ~ i s l ~ e s  
t h c ~ n .  A repetitive cosmos, as in a wallpaper, is i n t ~ ~ i t i v c l y  
possible. 

As regards the second antitl~esis,  the u ~ ~ t l c r s t a r l ( l i r ~ ~  c a ~ l ~ l o t  
admit the possibility o f  things which h a h o ~ ~ r  i n t c n ~ a l  colll'1ic.t~ 
o r  opl~osi t ions,  since such conflict is c les t~ .~~ct ivc  of ~)ossi l ) i l i ly .  
Phenomena, on the  other  hand, arc Iloncycombctl with i1lte1m;11 
conflicts, for cxnmple, that ol 'plcasurc allti pain in regard t o  tllc 
samc object,  ~vh i ch  d o  not  destroy their phcllomcnal ~)oss ib i l i ty .  



1 9 2  Thr Analytic ofh-inciplcs  

As regards tlie tliircl ;untithcsis, t he  un tlerstanding demands  
tha t  cvcrytliing must  be  somctli ing in mcl for itself; it must  have 
it11 inner c o r e - ~ i ; ~ t ~ ~ ~ e  ;IS ;I p recondi t ion 01' Ilaving relationships 
t o  o t h e r  things. One's \diok nature  canno t  consist in external  
1.clxtio11sllips. S i r ~ c c  :I r n i~ tc r i ;~ l  l~ocly rcvcds  itscll' t o  expcr ic~ icc  
;IS n o  m o r e  than  the  centre  of i~ t t r ac t ive  and repulsive l'orces, 
the  rationalistic i~n(lerst~undingng hxs t o  locxtc these in a cen t re  
in sounc \vxvs m a l o g o ~ ~ s  to tlle simple,  monadic  su l~ jcc t s  rc- 
s l x ) ~ i s i l ~ l c  for  o u r  acts o f  thought .  Lmpirical physics, o n  the  
o t h e r  li;~ntl, is qu i t e  satisl'iecl with bodies  \vliosc \vholc na tu re  
consists in tlicir t l y n c ~ n ~ i c  relations to  otl ler  bo(lics, an ( ]  col1tai11s 
11otIling i~itr i~lsic: .  

As r c y r d s  tllc I'c)urth ; ~ ~ l t i t l ~ c s i s ,  t11c I I I ~ C I ~ I - S ~ ; I I I C I ~ I I ~  tlcrna~ntls 
that  in;lttcr, o r  the  cons t i t~ rcn t  elcnlcnts o f  something,  s h o ~ ~ l c l  
exist as a I)rcsupposit ion 0 1 '  their bcing organized in s o m e  
~.clational manner .  I.cil,niz therefore  r c q ~ ~ i r e t l  t he  prior c s i s t encc  
ol' c l c m c ~ i t : ~ l  ~ n o n a t l i c  unities, reprt.scnt:~tiiie o r  non-rcpresenta- 
ti\lc, :IS tlic c l c ~ n c ~ l l s  o n  \\ 'hose interrelations all pllenomenal 
relations in t ime and s p x c  tlepcntlecl. O L I ~  sensitive, intuitive 
S ; I ( :LI~~V tlocs 1101, Iio\rc\*cr, rccl~~il-c tlie prior existence of  ~ l l t i -  

~ n a t c  i11tlivisihlc.s in order  tllat sp:~t io- temporid  s t r ~ t c t u r i n g  
slioultl I)c I ) o ~ ~ i l ~ l c :  s l j ;~ t io- tc~l l l )or ;~I  s t r l ~ c t u r i n g  itself rc~i t lcrs  
ill1 its O\\!II coll iponcnt p x t s  possible, anel dcn i ;~nds  ~ n o t l i i n ~  
indivisiI)lc. 

I<:r~lt L I I ~ I I  ;~(l ju(l ic;~tcs 11po11 the  I ' O I I ~  ;uiil)hil,olic conflicts 
just set I'ortli. 'l'llc Ix ibniz ian s o l ~ ~ t i o n ,  he  holcls, \voi~lil l ~ c  
c o r r c ~ t  i l '  tlic ol)jccts o f  kno\vlctlgc \vcrc Noumena  in t h e  
l)ositi\fc S(- I ISC,  \vhi~.li ( . o L I I ( I  l)e g ivc~ l  t o  tlic i ~ ~ i ( l c r s t : ~ ~ i c l i ~ ~ ~  
AS tlic!, i ~ ~ t r i ~ l s i c i ~ l l y  \vc.~.c. l .ci l)ni~. ,  llc si1brs, took  ~ I ~ ) ~ ) ~ J Y ~ I I I ~ ~ s  

t o  I)c ' l ' l l i ~ ~ ~ s - i ~ i - t l ~ c ~ ~ n s c l \ . e s ,  only c : o ~ ~ l ' ~ ~ s c t l l ! ~  ~~pprehc l l t l e t l ,  ~lncl 
cor~.c.ctl). i ~ r ~ l l c d  t l l ~ ~ t  tlicrc c o ~ ~ l t l  ~ i o t  l)c two s ~ ~ c l i  t l i i~igs c x ~ ~ c t l ~  
similar in cvcrlf  rcspcct. 11' tlic). I L ~ L ' ~ L '  X o i ~ ~ l l c ~ i a ,  g i \~cn as the): 
;rrc, cvcn i f '  c o ~ ~ f u s c d l y ,  this t v o ~ ~ l t l  I)c ;cn intlispiltably correct  
e o ~ l ~ d ~ ~ s i o t l  (:I. 26-1, 28 1 ). 111 t he  S L I I I I ~  \V;I)., i[ we were apprc -  
Ilcr~tlirlg r 1 0 1 1 n ~ n a 1  'l'l~irlgs-ill-tllc~liscl\'es, there  coultl 11c 110 

co~ll 'licts a m o n g  tlicil- j)ositivc c l c t c r ~ n i n ; ~ t i o ~ ~ s :  ~ i ~ c ~ . c l y  positive 
c lc tc~.nl i~l ;~t ions ,  Ino\vc\,cr coml)inctl, c;ulnot el'l'cct ;I ~ L I L L I L I I  
s ~ ~ s l x n s i t r n  ( / \ .  282). Ant1 ij' what i ~ p p c ~ ~ r c t l  confusedly  t o  o u r  
sc~lscs  1.c;111y \ \ .c~.c s o n l c t l n i ~ l ~  t l i ~ t  exisled in ~ i ( 1  1'01- itscll', \vc 
should I)e c~ l t i r c ly  rigllt in discerning in it s o ~ n c t l i i ~ i g  siml,le 
;m(I n io~i ;~( l ic ,  \villi ~ 1 1 1  in t r i~is ic  11;1t11rc consist ing rnc~.cl\: o f  
~ . c l ) r c s c r i t ; ~ t i o ~ ~ s ,  01. s ( ~ n ~ c t l l i ~ l ~  likc t l ~ c ~ i i ,  tvl~icll (lid I I O ~  titkc 

LIS bcyond  itself (A. 283). Finally, L,eib~liz's bas i~ig  of s p i ~ t i o -  
ternpural relations o n  tlie harmonizat ion o f  t h e  intrinsic s l a t c s  
of monad ic  substiunces is h o w  the  m a t t e r  would have t o  1)c - 
so wiirdc cs auch in dcr Tat scin miisscn - i f  t h e  p u r e  L I I I ~ C T -  
stantling wcrc  i ~ n ~ n c t l i a t c l y  rchtc t l  to its ol>jc!cts, ant1 sl)acc 
a n d  t ime s o ~ n c h o w  confusedly  tlctcrniinctl 'l'lii~lgs-ill-tllc~~sclvcs 
(A. 267).  Since,  however,  the  objects we have t o  dc;d wit11 i l l  

o rder  t o  give a concrete  scnsc t o  o u r  t l i o ~ ~ g I ~ t - c : ~ t e g o ~ ~ i c s ,  m d  
t o  achieve reliable knowledge, arc always o l ~ j c c t s  as t l lcy  i l l -  

tuitivcly appcxr  to  us in space a ~ l d  t ime ,  w c  have t o  a c c o ~ l l -  
moda te  o u r  conceptual  clcmancls to t h e  intuit ive n l ;~ tc r i a l  \ v l i i c l l  
; ~ l o ~ i c  l i~l f i l s  theni,  and  admit  the  I)ossil)ility ol' p l l e ~ ~ o ~ l l c ~ r ; l l  
objccts tlil'l'crcnt ~ o l o  71217)2cTO, o r  ;IS 1)cing able L o  ~~~~~~~~~ilct 
conll ict ing properties,  o r  as Iii~ving n o  11at~1rc  L ) c y o ~ ~ t l  tlicir 
I-elations to o the r  things, o r  as consist ing o f  ~ l o t h i ~ l x  t11;1t is 
absolute ly  e lementary .  'This a c c o m m o d a t i o ~ ~  consists i l l  r c l '~~s i r lg  
t o  press condi t ions  o f  intclligil~ility o n  a n d  o n  i~ldcl ' in i tc ly ,  
a n d  being willing t o  call a halt  somewhere .  

I f ,  howcvcr,  we cxwninc ILult's s o l u t i o ~ i  ol' t h e  i u i i l ~ l ~ i l ) o l i c  
s i tuat ion,  we shall see  illat it involves 21 pcrl'cclly rlcl ' i~li lc view 
ol' t he  noumena l  realm, rvliich docs n o t  a m o u ~ l t  t o  knowlct lgc  
on ly  bcc:~usc it is empt i ly  I 'or~nal.  'I'hcrc could  I)c 110 o t l lcr  
so r t  o f  noumcna l  rcaln1 than just this, a n d  Lxibniz h ; ~ t l  skc tc l l ed  
it pcrl'cctly. If Things- i l l - t l~c~nsclvcs  c o ~ ~ l t l  b e  given to 11s , j l ~ s t  
as they ;we, and  no t  in a dircmptivc. ~ ~ ) a t i o - t c ~ n p o l . : ~ I  l)crsl)cctivc,  
they  \voultl 11c given as wliolly si~nl,lc ~ ~ ~ l i t s ,  cacll c o ~ l c e ~ l t r i ~ t i ~ l g  
in its p ro found  simplicity conccntratctl  I'ornls 0 1 '  all tlrc c11a1.- 
actcrs which il regularly ~nanil 'estctl  t o ~ c t h e r  01. s ~ ~ c c c s s i v c ~ l y ,  
:IS ivcll as concc~ i t r a t c t l  I'ornis 01' ;111 t h c  va~ i id ) l c  cl~;cr;ictcr.s i t  
showed  I'ortli citlicr a l o ~ i c ,  o r  i l l  c o ~ l c c r t  ivitll otllcl. tl1i11g.s. ' 1 ' 1 1 ~  
s in~p l i c i ty  01' tlic uni ts  w o ~ ~ l t l  bc all iml )o r t ;~n t  I ' I . ~ I I I  tllc ~ I ~ o \ v -  

ledge point  o f  viciv, fo r  it a lone W O L I I C I  C X ~ I ; I ~ I I  tllc ~ ~ n i l ' o ~ ~ ~ n  
coes i s t encc  a n d  successions tllat we look  I'or i l l  ~ ) l i c ~ i o ~ l l c r i ~ ~ .  
A n d  tllcrc \voulcl, ol' course,  Iiavc to I)e o n e  c ~ . o w ~ l i ~ l g ,  ~lcc:cs- 
sarily c x i s t c ~ l t  s imple  0 1 1  which all c o n t i ~ l ~ c ~ ~ t l y  c s i s l c ~ l ~  
sinll)lcs \vcre in s o m c  nianncr d e p e n d e n t .  111 tllis c.rowrii~ig 
s imple  a11 t c m p o r ; ~ l  ;und spatial r c l a t io~ l s  w o ~ ~ l t l  h ~ v c  [llcil. 
t imeless,  spacclcss g round ,  m t l  i t  i v o ~ ~ l t l  I1avc t o  Iiavc S O I I I C -  

th ing likc t h e  onlnil,ossil,ility a11d ~ I ~ I I I ~ I I C I ~ C I ' ~ C ~ I ~ ~ : ~  wit11 \ v I ~ i c . l ~  
Lcibniz credi ted  Uci ty .  \Vc mily n o t e  tllxt limit, i l l  li111itirlg 
kno\vletlge t o  p h c n o m c ~ l a ,  a ~ l t l  t lcrlyi~ig i t  acccss t o  'l'llirigs-ill- 
thcmsclvcs,  in ef fect  also t l c~nons t ra tcd  tlic p l i c n o ~ n c ~ l : ~ l  I I ; L ~ L I I X .  



r ) f  all tllat we can know, Lhrough its failurc to live up to  the 
st;~ntlartls of what can bc, and bc understood. Only in a \vorld 
in \vIlicI~ ;\I1 diversity I~ccamc concentrated into  partless unity, 
lll~,clr as :I wcaltli o f  scnsuous clclail can bc cro~vdetl into one 
simple ~houg l l t ,  mt l  all partlcss unities bccainc concentrated 
illto ;I singlc crownins unity, could anything really bc or  be 
~ ~ ~ ~ t l c r s t o o t l .  l'crhaps, ho~vcvcr, IYC slio~ild bc  wrong to look 



Chapter  VIII 

Kant's Metaphysic of Nature 

1 

We shall, in the present chapter, deal with a very perplexing 
stratum of Kant's teaching: his philosophy of the natural world 
and of our knowledge of it. There are some works, for example, 
the Anthropology, in which Kant treats of natural phenomena 
in a wholly unproblematic manner: he applies his a priori 
categories and principles to empirical data, and takes no step 
whatever in the direction of the Transcendental Object, the 
Noumenon, or the Thing-in-itself. But there are other works, 
such as The Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, 
and his fragmentary last work on the Transition from Critical 
Philosophy to Physics, in which a distinction is drawn between 
secondary phenomena, or phenomena of phenomena - which 
are merely the coloured, sounding, tangible, odorous phenom- 
ena of the outer world, together with the sensible, cogita- 
tive, desiderative, and affective phenomena of our inner life - 
and primary phenomena, which represent a deeper phenomenal 
layer, full of mysterious moving forces which operate in a space 
and time stripped of sense-qualities and feeling-qualities, and 
which in some manner come closer to the underlying structures 
of Things-in-themselves, and of the transcendental thinking 
subject, than do the piebald phenomena of ordinary experience. 
What is also remarkable is the predominantly materialistic 
character of this primary phenomenal stratum: it is a spatio- 
temporal world stripped of  the secondary qualities, which 
in fact spring from the brain-motions which arc the internal 
reactions to external actions impinging on the senses. The 
life of the empirical psyche is, at this level, as much an epi- 
  hen omen on of these moving forces as is the structure and 
character of the externally perceived world. Only the reluctant 
admission, in the Opus Postumum, of the possibility of there 
being teleological as well as mechanistic moving forces working 
at this level would rescue it from complete subservience to 
bodily mechanism. Kant's strange doctrine of phenomena and 
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epiphenomena is, of course, of long standing: in a well-known 
passage in the First Critique (A. 45), he contrasts the rainbow 
a variable appearance dependent on the reflections of light 
from raindrops, with the reflected light and the raindrops 
which, relatively to  the rainbow, play the part of underlying 
Things-in-themselves. He also stresses that they in no sense 
represent authentic Things-in-themselves, since their spatio- 
temporality stamps them as pure appearances. Here, however, 
in these later writings, we are introduced to  a level of primary 
phenomena from which all the secondary qualities, due t o  
psycho-physical interaction, are removed, and only spatio- 
temporality and moving forces remain. And yet we are not,  
at this plainly non-empirical level, dealing with Things-in- 
themselves. What sort of phenomena are these non-empirical 
phenomena which Kant locates somewhere in a Zwischenraum 
between empirical phenomena and things as they are in them- 
selves? In the treatment of  this difficult question we shall not  
merely consider the treatise on the Metaphysical Foundations 
of Natural Science, but also the Opus Postumum, which tries 
tb bridge the gulf between the latter and empirical physics. 
This last is of course a set of fragments, hard to interpret, 
but in most cases stamped with Kant's uniquely penetrative 
genius, and certainly necessary to  the full understanding o f  
even his earlier views on physics. The possibility of making 
use of this last source depends, further, on  the exegetic genius 
of Erich Adickes, whose volume on the Opus Postumum, 
and whose later work (1929) on Kant 3 Doctrine of the Double 
Affection of our Self, has brought light and intelligibility 
into almost impenetrable darkness. On the work of Erich 
Adickes I have throughout relied: my treatment is an epi- 
phenomenon of the way things appeared t o  him. 

The notion of appearances of appearances gives rise t o  
many questions. Are the primary appearances beneath the 
secondary appearances, with which they are said t o  affect 
us, perhaps no more than conceptual constructs brought in 
to  explain the appearances of ordinary experience? In other 
words, are the primary appearances really those of ordinary 
experience, whereas the so-called primary appearances of 
natural science are merely the secondary appearances t o  con- 
ceptual thought? If we did not have the Opus Postumum 
before us, but merely the Critiques and the Metaphysical 
Foundations of Natural Science, this would perhaps be the 
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natural view to take, but it is clear that Kant did in some 
manner believe in a double, even manifold, affection of the 
empirical self, remotely by Things-in-themselves in concert 
with its own transcendental subjectivity, less remotely by the 
spatio-temporal dynamisms postulated by physics, and most 
directly by the coloured, resonant, fragrant, tangible sense- 
objects that we observe around us and by the vanishing thoughts 
and feelings that they excite in us. If Things-in-themselves 
are, in virtue of their independence of our subjective approaches, 
the ultimate paradigms of objectivity, while their affection 
of ourselves is likewise the ultimate paradigm of causal action, 
it may none the less be the case that something of this objec- 
tivity, and of this causal action, communicates itself to  us 
through a whole series of phenomenal representatives: through 
a basic level of spatio-temporal dynamism, through a level of 
ordinary, external phenomena, through a level of inner sense 
which presents our inner responses to these, and also through 
a level of constructive conception which presents our inter- 
pretative thought regarding all these previous levels. According 
to  this view, the basic level of spatio-temporal dynamism 
represents a phenomenal level, not for the empirical self which 
is consequent upon it, but for the Transcendental Subject 
itself: this sees the world as a stripped spatio-temporal stage 
on which the only actors are moving forces, but its vision gives 
rise to a secondary phenomenal level at which phenomenal 
objects confront the empirical self; the transcendental self 
and its attendant prime phenomena remaining active behind 
the empirical self and its secondary phenomena, and being 
in fact the same self and the same objects in a double overlaid 
condition. And many of Kant's utterances suggest that the 
deeper phenomenal levels not only underlie the more superficial 
ones, but also seep through into them qualitatively. Thus 
the pure intuition we are said to have of the whole of space 
and time (see, e.g., A. 2 5 ) ,  and the synthesis we are said to 
practise on its innumerable parts in order to achieve this in- 
tuition (see,e.g.,A. 99-loo), are certainly not given in ordinary, 
secondary experience, but perhaps in some manner dimly 
seep through into the latter: we feel such things as the infinity 
of space and time 'in our bones', and it is (in our bones) like- 
wise that we must recollect the synthetic activities that went 
to the making of these infinite synthetic outcomes. Strange 
as they may seem, these certainly are the sort of doctrines that 
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Kant in his own depth-persuasions espouses: they will not 
make much sense to his idealist and phenomenalist simplifiers. 
There would seem to  be for Kant not merely one phenomenal 
veil behind which transcendental objectivity lies hidden, but 
a whole series of veils, each of which only makes it possible 
for us to  think, but not to know, the next, less veiled appear- 
ance, but which, from the standpoint of more thickly veiled 
appearances, can be treated as introducing us t o  things as they 
are in themselves. We must, however, see how these suggestions 
develop in a more detailed study of the Metaphysical Founda- 
tions of Natural Science, and of the Opus Postumum, in which 
Kant tries to relate the Foundations to empirical physics. 

ii 
The metaphysics of nature is, according to  the Kantian view, of 
necessity mathematical (MFNS, 470-l),  since mathematics 
is the science of the spatial and the temporal as such, and 
since material bodies and thinking beings are essentially given 
as occupying space and time. A metaphysic of nature will 
attempt to  determine whatever can be asserted a priori o f  
such occupants, abstracting from all their further, detailed 
qualifications which can only be given empirically, or  a 
posteriori. Most of the detailed content of chemistry, of biology, 
of anthropology, and psychology will therefore, in Kant's 
view, fall outside the metaphysic of nature, since such con- 
tent involves much that is not merely spatio-temporal, and 
that does not admit of purely mathematical treatment. 
(In their contemporary form, the sciences mentioned by Kant 
will of course go far towards satisfying his requirements for 
a metaphysical treatment.) Kant further demands that his 
metaphysic of nature should be founded four-square on  his 
table of categories (474). It must therefore have a section 
which determines the quantity of the occupation of space 
and time, such quantity being understood as some form of  
extensive magnitude capable of being measured by denumer- 
able units. It must also have a section concerned with the 
quality of spatio-temporal occupation, with the intensive 
degree to which space and time can be occupied. And it must 
further have a section concerned with the permanent and 
the variable aspects of occupation, and with the relation of 
its variable aspects to one another, a section which will apply 
to  spatio-temporal occupation the three relational categories 
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of substantial permanence, of cause and effect, and of reciprocal 
interaction, o f  which so much has been said in the Analogies 
o f  Experience. And it must finally contain a section concerned 
with the conditions necessary, o r  possible, or  impossible for an 
experience o f  spatio-temporal occupancy, it being assumed 
that nothing is metaphysically allowable of which an empirical 
test is impossible. The headings dealing with these categorially 
predetermined sections are Phoronomy, o r  the pure theory 
of motion, Dynamics, or the pure theory of the fixed occupancy 
of space and time, Mechanics, or  the pure theory of the inter- 
play of motions and moving bodies, and Phenomenology, 
o r  the theory of the necessary relations of spatio-temporal 
occupancy to  the possibility or  impossibility of experience. 
It cannot be held that Kant's table of categories has much t o  
d o  with the categorizations here arrived at. 

In the Metaphysical Foundations of Phoronomy Kant defines 
matter as the movable in space (480): as such it serves as the 
necessary substrate of the secondary qualities given t o  the 
senses, Kant taking it for granted that, without motions ex- 
tending from sense-object to  sensitive organ, there could be 
no sense-experience. He thereby excludes any form of telegnosis 
that would dispense with such motion; and, certainly, a direct 
sensitivity to  what was spatially or  temporally remote would, 
in a sense, d o  away with space and time altogether, and would 
be more suitable to a noumenal than a phenomenal world. 
Kant further remarks that the movable in space can always 
be taken to be a point (480), or, as later remarks bring out,  
a set of points moving in concert. This stress on  points as 
the ultimate elements of mobile matter must not be taken 
to be an arbitrarily abstract way of looking at things: it is 
a residuum deliberately retained from the Leibnizian monado- 
logy, in which what is composite always presupposes the 
existence of the simple, a view which Kant affirms t o  be the 
only correct way t o  think of the unknowable world of Things- 
in-themselves (507). Obviously, however, these point-like 
elements will have a phenomenal ambiance that extends more 
widely: so much is implied by the discussions that follow. 
And, thirdly, we may note that bodies carry about with them 
relative spaces in which they can be regarded as either at rest 
or in motion, and such relative spaces can themselves be re- 
garded as moving in relation to  some more embracing relative 
space. The whole series o f  relative spaces boxed within wider 
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relative spaces tends, however, towards a limiting or  absolute 
space, which Kant regards as no more than a Transcendental 
Idea, unrealizable in appearance or  experience. 'Absolute 
space', Kant writes, 'is in itself nothing, and is no object a t  
all, but signifies merely every other relative space, that I can a t  
any time think of outside a given space, and that  I can extend 
beyond each given space t o  infinity, as being such a space as 
includes this given' (481). I t  is difficult t o  reconcile such state- 
ments with the doctrine of the Aesthetic, which makes all spaces 
in the plural mere limitations of a single, all-inclusive space. And  
it is odd that a thinker who has no difficulty in believing in 
mobile, relative spaces, which are certainly no t  given in ex- 
perience, should make a pother about an ultimate, absolute space. 

The movement of a bodily centre, o r  of an aggregate o f  
such centres, is said t o  lie in the change of its external relations 
to  a given relative space, which latter, presumably, is the  space 
of an aggregate of similar centres all mutually a t  rest (482-3). 
In all such movement, velocity and direction are the necessary 
descriptive moments: these, when uniform, determine a uni- 
form movement, when variable, a movement which changes 
in velocity, or direction, or  both. Circular movement is a 
peculiar movement in which direction is continuously changing, 
though we misleadingly speak of it as invariantly circular (483).  
Kant here recognizes the strange prerogative of the straight 
line, so essential, despite all relativistic complications, t o  t h e  
understanding of space. He also stresses the  conceptual mystery 
of the difference between movement towards the left and 
movement towards the right: that they are opposite and dif- 
ferent, and can be seen as such, is all that  we can say about  
them (484). Rest, as opposed t o  motion, is a perdurable pre- 
sence in the same part of a given relative space: a momentary 
presence at such a place, as in the case of a tossed ball a t  the  
top  of its flight, will not  count as rest, bu t  merely as a n  in- 
finitesimally reduced, limiting state of movement (485-6). 
In all such movement, it is open t o  us t o  view a body as being 
in motion in relation t o  a space which is a t  rest, o r  as a t  rest 
in relation t o  a space which is moving in an  opposite direction 
with the same velocity. (Such alternativity in viewing is no t ,  
however, permissible when non-rectilinear movements are 
in question, as here empirical dynamic effects arise, which 
are not, however, relevant to pure phoronomy (488, 561-Z).) 
A number of movements can further be  compounded, in 
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which case the relative space in which a body is moving is 
itself conceived as moving, with another velocity and direction, 
in a more embracing relative space, which, for the purposes 
of the exercise, counts as absolutely at rest. There are three 
manners in which such movements may be combined: according 
as the direction is the same, but the two velocities differ; 
or according as the direction is opposite, but the velocities 
differ, or are the same; or according, finally, as the directions 
are inclined to one another at some angle, while the two veloci- 
ties differ, or are the same (489-90). The additions, subtrac- 
tions, and angular accommodations which follow need not be 
considered, but are plainly the analytic consequences of the 
conceptual constructions involved. Kant points out, however, 
that, only if there are moving forces, will such compounded 
motions become realities, and such moving forces are not a 
mere matter of phoronomy (494-5). 

From the metaphysics which considers the quantitative 
aspects of bodily motion we pass to the metaphysics which 
considers its qualitative presuppositions. To move in space 
implies that one is able to fill space, and can resist the penetra- 
tion of that space by other mobile occupants. Such occupancy 
stands opposed to the negation of being totally unoccupied, 
and is accordingly, in terms of  the then current logical usage, 
a qualitative matter. The filling of space, involves, however, 
not the mere presence of matter in it, but the existence of a 
special moving force which keeps other matter out of an occu- 
pied region. Metaphysical structure at the physical level seems, 
in fact, to  be little beyond the existence of variously located 
centres of force, all concerned to keep other force-centres out 
of their territory. Hardness and solidity, Kant points out, do 
not by themselves prevent external penetration: they only do 
so as the manifest forms of repulsive moving forces. Matter 
fills space, we are informed (499), by the repulsive forces of  
all its parts: these have, however, a. definite degree, so that 
expansion to infinity is not possible. Matter can, however, be 
indefinitely compressed by external moving forces, though 
such compression can never amount to the total penetration 
of its space. At a later point in his theorizing, Kant does enter- 
tain the possibility of a sort of total penetration, which is, 
however, rather a case of  interpenetration than of the reduction 
of one bodily unit's extension to nothing. Heat-matter and 
magnetic matter may, he supposes, penetrate other matter in 
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this pervasive, non-compressive fashion (532). But where 
spatial occupancy is compressed, its expansive force will also 
be intensified: this will become manifest in the elastic ex- 
pansion of a compressed body when the compressing force 
is removed (50 1). 

Kant now passes to the somewhat surprising theorem that 
matter is divisible to infinity (503). It might have been thought 
that space could have been completely filled by the mutual 
repulsion of a finite number of ultimate force-centres. This is, 
however, rejected because Kant holds that the continuously 
present repulsive forces entail that every geometrically distinct 
part of a material substance could be physically separated from 
every other, and that therefore, since the geometrically distinct 
parts of every body are infinite in number, so are the dynamic 
units which repel one another in it. This leads Kant on t o  a 
half-hearted rejection of the monadism which his theory really 
presupposes. Monadism, he says, would allow the repulsive 
forces of one centre to  operate in places where they are not  
resisted by other countering repulsions, and this has just been 
proved to be impossible. All that Kant's argument proves is 
that the number of monadic centres is infinite, a view qui te  
orthodox from a Leibnizian standpoint, though difficult from 
his own. Kant, however, achieves an accommodation of his 
geometrical and Leibnizian persuasions by appealing t o  the 
distinction between phenomena and noumena. Phenomena may 
offer us an infinity of extended units, each embraced in the 
extensions of others, but noumena can and must be thought o f  
as meeting the Leibnizian requirements. 'The ground of this 
aberration', that is, the belief in a limited number of force- 
centres, lies, Kant says, 'in a badly understood monadology, 
which does not at all belong to the explication of natural 
appearances, but  is a Platonic concept of the world carried ou t  
by Leibniz. This concept is correct in itself in so far as the 
world is regarded, not as an object of the senses, but  as a 
Thing-in-itself, i.e, as merely an object of the understanding, 
which none the less lies at the basis of the appearances o f  the 
senses. Now the composite of Things-in-themselves must cer- 
tainly consist of the simple, for the parts must here be given 
before all composition. But the composite in the appearance 
does not consist of the simple, because in the appearance, which 
can never be given otherwise than as composite (extended), the 
parts can be given only through division, and thus not before 
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the composite, but only in it' (507-8). In other words, space 
is not analysable into a set of mutually exclusive, discrete, 
simple units, but is none the less the appearance of a set of 
discrete, mutually exclusive, monadically simple and essentially 
unknowable units, which have to be conceived in a non- 
sensuous, that is, Platonic, fashion. It cannot be said that 
Kant's treatment here achieves lucidity, and it is impossible 
to  see why the dynamic division of phenomenal matter into 
zones dominated each by a single force-centre should at all 
correspond to its indefinitely various geometric divisions, 
if that is indeed what he is contending. 

The repulsive moving forccs which keep bodily units out 
of each other's territories, require, however, to be supplemented 
by attractive moving forces which draw them towards one 
another. Without such attractive forces, matter would be 
dispersed to infinity: there could in fact be no such thing as 
matter at all. Nor would the mere compression of other re- 
pulsive units suffice to prevent such dispersion, for this would 
only work if there were an attractive moving force which 
drew the mutually repulsive units together, and so enabled 
them to exert compression on one another. Such attractive 
moving forces must, however, be as much dependent on re- 
pulsive forces as the latter depend on the former. For if, in 
the absence of attractive moving forces, all matter would 
vanish in indefinite dispersion, attractive forces, in the absence 
of repulsive moving forces, would concentrate all matter into 
a mathematical point, and so cause it to vanish in another 
manner (5 11). But, though these moving forces are thus mutually 
dependent, repulsive forces, as manifest in hardness, pressure, 
and impenetrability, they are far more obvious than attractive 
forces, which latter act at a distance, and are only inferred from 
the movements of bodies. Hence also the perpetual tendency 
to reduce or explain attractive forces by means of unobserved 
pressures. Attractive forces arc, however, as ultimate and 
inexplicable as are the forces of repulsion, and it is only the 
presence of surface contact in the latter which gives it greater 
obviousness. The tendencies of  bodily centres to fly apart, 
or to come together, are equally irreducible, and are also, 
in virtue of the point-like character of dynamic centres, as 
much cases of actio in distans. Newton was right in refusing 
to make hypotheses explanatory of gravitation; he was only 
wrong in refusing to regard it as an essential property of matter. 
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Repulsion, however, operates at a distance only through inter- 
mediate units, whereas attraction ignores intermediate units 
in its operation, and is therefore more completely an actio in 
distans. Attraction, therefore, holds the remotest parts of the 
universe together in unity, and would do so even across empty 
tracts of space, the possibility of which Kant refuses to reject, 
though it cannot derive the slightest support from experience 
(535). Through the balance between attraction and repulsion, 
the cxistence of matter is accordingly made possible, and 
Kant observes with satisfaction that he has also given fresh 
employment to his three categories: of reality (the impenetrable 
solidity due to repulsion); negation (the attractive force which 
would cause all matter to coalesce in unity); and limitation ( the 
compromise between repulsion and attraction which makes 
spatial occupancy possible). Such a falsely tidy result should 
not blind us to the originality of Kant's theory of matter, and 
of his reconstruction of the Leibnizian monadology. 

The third chapter of the Metaphysical Foundations deals 
with thc foundations of mechanics, where matter is always 
considered in its dynamic causal relations, as imparting its 
motion to other matter. Here the relational categories of 
permanence, causality, and reciprocal action are given due 
employment. Since matter is always divisible to infinity, its 
quantity can never be established by considering the number 
of  its parts: only the quantity of its motion measures its true 
quantity (538). This leads to the formulation of three laws of  
mechanics, which are Kant's restatement of Newton's three 
laws of motion. The first law is that of material or  mobile 
permanence: there must always be the same amount of matter, 
or, what is the same, the same amount of motion in the univcrse 
(541-2). Matter has a guarantee of substantial permanence, 
which is lacking in the case of the thinking ego or psychc, an 
old pcrsuasion of Kant's, which is here once again aired. The  
second law (543) is that all changes in matter, that is, in the 
velocity or direction of its motion, must be due to the action 
of an external cause, in the absence of which a body will 
continue indefinitely in its state of rest or uniform rectilinear 
motion. And the third law is that, in all communication of 
motion, action and reaction are equal and opposite (544) ,  
a theorem which simply follows from Kant's relativistic con- 
ception of motion, and involves no mysterious transference of 
motion from body to body (550). Kant has tried t o  make 
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philosophical sense of these basic mechanical theorems, but 
what he says is too frosted over with the rime of antiquity 
to be worth considering further. 

The last chapter of the Foundations gives employment to  
the modal categories of the possible, the actual, and the neces- 
sary, all of which concern the manners in which the spatio- 
temporal continuum with its moving forces will appear to the 
cognizing subject. It accordingly bears the title of the Meta- 
physical Foundations of Phenomenology, the consideration 
of the movable as an object of possible experience. Here three 
principles are stated. The first tells us that rectilinear motion 
in relation to no given set of external bodily units is a mere 
possibility, and, if thought of as absolute, is impossible. The 
second is that circular motion is always actual, and not merely 
possible, since it has specific empirical consequences. And 
the third is simply that if one body moves relatively to another, 
the second body will move in an equal and opposite manner 
relatively to the first. 

I t  cannot be held that Kant's working out of his metaphysical 
~hys ics  is either completely clear or completely cogent. I t  
contrives throughout to convey an impression of rather funny 
oddity. It  also leaves us with the problem which faced us at 
the beginning of this chapter: does Kant mean his space and 
time, peopled only with moving forces, to be merely a con- 
struct necessary for the explanation of ordinary phenomenal 
experience, or does it represent some deeper phenomenal 
level, which the Transcendental Subject constructs in concert 
with the Transcendental Objects which affect it? And is the 
ordinary empirical world a secondary product in which the 
Transcendental Subject is further affected by its original vision, 
and becomes an empirical subject facing a world full of empirical, 
secondary qualities? There can be little doubt that it is this 
second, bizarre doctrine of 'double affection' which Kant 
really accepts. The world of moving forces in space and time 
is the primal phenomenal world which, backed, of course, 
by the force of the Transcendental Objects behind it, again 
affects the subject which has constructed it, and leads to the 
construction of a secondary phenomenal world. This leads 
to the question: is a world consisting only of space, time, and 
moving forces really imaginable and conceivable? It is perhaps 
arguable that it is, and that this primal sort of imagination 
seeps through to the clear and definite level of our secondary 
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imagination of the things around us. We are at all times aware, 
in a dim way, of the great media of space and time extending 
indefinitely around us, and of vague forces hindering move- 
ments in certain directions and facilitating them in others. Pure 
kinaesthesis, which, as a sensation, is almost devoid of sensuous 
quality, is perhaps what represents the primary phenomenal 
level at the secondary phenomenal level. The world revealed 
by primal experience would then be, as it were, a purely kin- 
aesthetic world, with its phenomena sharpened t o  a degree of 
exactness unknown in our confused, secondary perceptions. 
This is perhaps the world that Kant is talking of in the Meta- 
physical Foundations of Natural Science. This suggestion will 
make the work even more of a painful puzzle t o  Kant's idealistic 
and positivistic interpreters than it now is. 

We shall now comment on some of the main points in Professor 
Erich Adickes's work entitled Kants Opus Postumum dargestellt 
und beurteilt, which was published in 1920 as a Supplementary 
Volume to  No. 50 of the journal Kant-Studien. This exhaustive, 
855-page work has to a large extent made it unnecessary for  
anyone to try to  decode the cryptic messages contained in the 
twelve Convolutes of loose pages of Notes, which are now 
assembled in the Academy Edition of Kant's works. The present 
writer is not a Detailforscher capable of  executing such an 
appalling task. And Adickes is so careful to distinguish exposi- 
tion from interpretation, and to cite relevant passages in full, 
that one is always quite able to evaluate his opinions, and to  
distinguish them from Kant's. It will therefore be through 
Adickes that we shall, in the next two sections, approach 
these last views of Kant. Adickes's work falls into four parts, 
each with several sections and chapters. The first part deals 
with the interesting history of the Opus Postumum, the second 
with the problematic dating of the various strata of its material 
between 1795 and 1798, the third with the predominantly 
natural-scientific material contained in Convolutes 11-VI and 
VIII-XII, while the fourth deals with the very significant 
metaphysical and epistemological material t o  be found in 
Convolutes VII and I. This last material has also been dealt 
with by Vaihingcr in his Philosophie des Als 0 6 ,  though Adickes 
has rejected his interpretation. 

As regards the history of Kant's posthumous work, we learn 
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from a letter of Kiesewetter to  Kant in 1795 that Kant had for 
some years ~ l a n n e d  to  produce 'some pages' which would 
provide a transition between the Metaphysical Foundations of 
Natural Science and empirical physics. This led to Kant's 
actual absorption in the preliminaries of the new work, which 
in his case took the form of a vast number of scribbled notes 
covering vastly more than 'some pages', and which created in 
him, we learn from a letter written in 1798, 'the anguish of 
Tantalus, in which despair and hope constantly alternated' 
(Adickes, pp. 1-2). After Kant's death in 1804 the manuscript 
passed through the hands of a series of nearer and remoter 
relatives, till it was handed over to one R. Reicke in 1865, 
who published an inadequate account of its contents, and 
later nine of its Convolutes, inadequately amended, in the 
Altpreussische Monatsschrift between 1882 and 1884. In 
1884 the manuscript was purchased by Albert Krause, an 
enthusiastic cleric from Hamburg, who published popular 
expositions of Kant - Gesetze des menschlichen Herzens 
(1876) and Populare Darstellung von Kants Kritik der reinen 
Vernunft (1881) - and who believed the Opus Postumum 
to be Kant's greatest work, and expounded it in semi-popular 
fashion in 1882 and 1902. The excessive enthusiasm of this 
admirer was confronted by the cold deprecation of Professor 
Kuno Fischer in 1884, who defended his idealistic simplifica- 
tions of Kantian teaching with all the arrogance then expected 
of an eminent Heidelberg professor. Kuno Fischer failed to 
see anything in the new Kantian material that did not accord 
with his own hermeneutic stances, which had for him, and for 
many others, become an unassailable orthodoxy. And he 
cast the same stigma of senility on the contents of the Opus 
Postumum that Zeller had likewise tried to throw over Plato's 
late, but deeply interesting, reduction of Ideas to Numbers. 
Vaihinger, the greatest of all Kantian commentators, had 
likewise recognized, in 1884, the importance of the doctrine 
of 'double affection' taught in the Opus Postumzlm, and of 
its necessity for the interpretation of the Refutation of Idealism. 
And, though he failed to find coherent sense in the physico- 
philosophical sections of  the work, he discovered a remarkable 
fictionalist approach in its metaphysical-epistemological sections. 
The history of Adickes necessarily stops at 1920, but he pro- 
duced two subsequent studies on the same material, Kant und 
das Ding an Sich, in 1924, and Kants Lehre von der doppelten 
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Affection unseres Ich, in 1929. Since Adickes's death in 1929, 
important work has been done on the Opus Posturnurn: we 
need here only mention Burkhard Tuschling's Metaphysiche 
und Transzendentale Dynamik in Kants Opus Posturnu m 
(1971). The Academy Edition of Kant's works now of  course 
includes a complete version of the manuscript material, which 
it can be no pleasure for anyone to read. 

Kant, when he wrote the Metaphysical Foundations of 
Natural Science in 1786, seems to have believed that it exhausted 
the a priori or pure part of the investigation. From that point 
on, everything was empirical application, and no a priori guide- 
lines could be hazarded. Towards the middle of the 1790s, he 
came, however, to believe that some sort of a transition must 
be constructed between the a priori, essentially mathematical 
doctrine of the Metaphysical Foundations and the empirical 
detail of physics. Adickes remarks (p. 162) that 'to the establish- 
ment of these necessities, and thus to the proof that the new 
transitional science made an indispensable contribution t o  
transcendental philosophy, Kant devoted much time and 
labour, but also wasted it, since the end he was striving for 
was a mere Fata morgana.' A vain effort it certainly was if 
Kant thought that one can so smooth the passage from general 
principles to brute facts that there is absolutely no jar or  
jolt in it: obviously, at a certain point, as Plato says in the 
Philebus, one must desist from eidetic specification, and descend 
into the indefinite variety of individual detail. But Kant may 
have felt that the necessary point of transition should be 
wisely and carefully judged, not stupidly anticipated or  pre- 
sumed, and that the Metaphysical Foundations had not judged 
the transition-point quite rightly. 

If one turns, however, to  the numerous notes treating of  
moving forces and the basic properties of matter examined by 
Adickes in Section 11 of his work on Kant's Opus Postumzim, 
it is hard to see that they represent much of an advance beyond 
the general principles of  the Metaphysical Foundations, or  that 
they arrive at any uniform and coherent conclusions. The  
fourfold scheme of the categories is again put to  work, and one 
is offered various fourfold lists of moving forces and material 
properties which have little beyond the vaguest plausibility t o  
recommend them. Sometimes the stress is on the various poss- 
ibilities permitted by movement as such, sometimes on sub- 
jective possibilities of experience, but nothing clicks, or makes 
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it worth while to devote much time to the headings listed. An 
innovation arises in the negative place left for the aether in 
each of the divisions, otherwise there is little to excite enquiry. 
We meet with grandiose programmatic statements such as: 

To arrive at physics as a system of empirical natural science, we must 
f ist  develop, as far as their form goes, a set of a pn'ori principles of the 
synthetic unity of the moving forces in natural science: this must be 
done completely in the transition to natural science. No aggregate of 
fragments can contain this totality of the possibility of physics, since, 
being a totality which is given a priori, it must necessarily be a system, 
to  which nothing can be added and from which nothing can be taken 
away. It must consist of regulative principles that are at the same time 
constitutive (Adickes, p. 169). 

After these stringent demands it is a little disappointing to 
be informed that the moving forces of corporeal nature must 
be divided in respect of (1) origin, (2) direction, (3) place, and 
(4) filling of space, and that, as so divided, they are either (1) 
intrinsic (congenitae) or imparted (impressae), (2) repulsive 
or attractive, (3) progressive or oscillatory, and (4) compressible 
(coercible) or incompressible. A considerable number of slightly 
differing lists follow, some including the distinction between 
'living', that is, active forces, and 'dead', that is, cancelled or  
potential ones. A typical list opposes the ponderable to  the 
imponderable, the compressible to  the incompressible, the 
cohesible to the incohesible and the exhaustible to the in- 
exhaustible: the mysterious aether is characterized by all the 
negations (p. 194). Obviously, a theory that is so unfruitful 
in mechanics will be even more helpless in dealing with the 
complexities of  magnetism, electricity, and chemical interaction. 
And particularly vexatious is the constant dragging in of the 
table of categories, which are quite unable to throw light on 
anything. It is interesting to  note, however, that, in this primal 
forest of moving forces, organic, teleological forces are in a 
number of passages given a distinct role. These work towards 
goals, operate according to Ideas and an immaterial principle, 
and operate from the whole to the parts, and not vice versa 
(p. 219). It is possible, Kant holds, that 'in the inner ground 
of nature, which is unknowable t o  us, physico-mechanical 
and purposive connections among the same things are joined 
together in a single principle' (p. 221), a view which he had 
also put forward in the Critique of  Teleological Judgement. 
But it is also maintained (p. 222) that 'the multiplicity whose 
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unified connection depends on the Idea of a purposively (arti- 
ficially) operative subject, cannot spring from the moving 
forces of nature, in which this unity of principle is lacking.' 

In the Third Section of his examination of the natural- 
scientific part of Kant's Opus Postumum Adickes deals with 
the 'new Transcendental Deduction' expounded in the Tenth 
and Eleventh Convolutes of the Manuscript, which Kant needs 
to cover the new a priori material brought in by his 'Transition' 
to Physics. An exhaustive, a priori account has to  be given and 
justified of the moving forces which affect our senses and 
arouse perceptual reactions in us, as well as an account of 
those moving forces as primary phenomena, that is, as posited 
by the transcendental self in its first responses to  Transcendental 
Objects, but as yet unqualified by any secondary, sensuous 
enrichments. As Adickes points out, this new Transcendental 
Deduction must deduce not merely the existence of the power- 
centres which are the primal occupants of space and time, but 
also their Sosein or qualitative character (p. 238). These occu- 
pants are, for metaphysics, appearances, but ,  for physics, 
Things-in-themselves which affect our senses (p. 239). Our self 
is accordingly doubly affected, both by Things-in-themselves, 
and by its own primal phenomenal rendering of these things, 
and these secondary affections will give rise t o  the secondary 
appearances, or appearances of appearances, of which mention 
was made at the beginning of this chapter. The  old Tran- 
scendental Deduction, Adickes points out, merely dealt with 
the synthetic unification of sense-data which, in the new 
Deduction, spring from the reactions of the brain and nerves 
to the moving forces of external objects in space. And the 
new Transcendental Deduction will then also have t o  deal 
with the metaphysically prior projections of moving forces 
into time and space, in response to  the interactions with Things- 
in-themselves. We must determine what such projections will 
have to  be like if experience is to  be possible (p. 240). Adickes 
points out that it is really a Geschmackssache, a matter of 
taste, whether we attribute all these systematic constructions 
to a transcendental self, or  to  a phenomenal self which emerges 
in the course of such constructions: the latter is in fact the 
same as the former, only qua apparent to  itself (pp. 243-4). 
And equally, of course, it is a Geschmackssache, though Adickes 
does not stress it, whether we choose to  stress the role of Things- 
in-themselves qua primally affecting us, o r  qua underlying 
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our  secondary affection by what we thus make of our primary 
affection, o r  qua underlying our tertiary affection by what we 
have thus secondarily made of  this, and so on, so that Things-in- 
themselves are also, at all stages, involved in the systematic of 
consciousness. Adickes says (footnote to p. 246) that: 

in so far as our self-in-itself, by way of its a ptiori sense-forms and syn- 
thetic functions, reconstructs the purely internal, timeless and spaceless 
relationships among Things-in-themselves (in virtue of its affection by 
the same) into the form of law-governed spatio-temporal relationships, 
it imposes on the world of force-complexes that thus emerges all the 
unity, order, systematic connection, affinity, regularity and legality of 
coexistence and succession that o m  empirical self can afterwards extract 
from its phenomenal world as the result of its affection by the moving 
forces of matter. 

What this statement leaves unstressed (though Adickes else- 
where stresses it) is that Things-in-themselves are likewise 
involved in the emergence of all the unity, order, affinity, 
and so on which can thus be empirically excogitated, since 
,it is their unknowable systematic unity which lies at  the root 
o f  the systematic unity which appears in consciousness, the 
latter being no more than a translation of the former into the 
special diction of space and time. 

Kant makes great use of the notion of self-affection in his 
account of the development o f  secondary out of primary 
appearances. 'The act', he says, 'through which the subject 
affects itself in perception, contains the principle of the poss- 
ibility of experience. Experience cannot be given, but  has t o  be 
made, and its principle of unity in the subject makes it possible 
that even empirical data, as materials through which the subject 
affects itself, can enter into the system of experience, and be 
counted and classified as moving forces in the system of nature' 
(PP. 248-9). In other words, our  own sensory affections by the 
force-complexes which we ourselves have projected into space 
and time can provoke secondary constructions of the phenomenal 
world as we ordinarily know it, and these secondary construc- 
tions can then themselves be regarded as resting upon, or 
identical with, movements in the set o f  force-complexes that we 
call the material brain. T h e  moving powers of matter', Kant says 
(P. 256), 'affect the subject, the man and his organs, since 
the former is a bodily thing. The inner changes produced in him 
are, with consciousness, perceptions: the reaction to  matter 
and its external movement is a movement.' In other words, 
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sense-perception is a sort of inner aspect t o  reactive movements, 
and the same external impact which produces the latter also 
produces the former, and renders it accessible to  inner sense 
(p. 261). On the precise nature of the reaction which underlies 
sense-perception we have further information: it consists of some 
sort of chemical alteration in the water which tenants the 
hollows of the brain (p. 267), a hypothesis no  sillier than con- 
temporary theories. That sense-perception is not the passive 
undergoing of sensory impacts, but  involves an active response 
t o  the latter, is o f  course a valuable insight. And Kant o f  course 
believes in a self-affection covering the acts of synthetic elabora- 
tion occurring in our various empirical judgements: though the  
transcendental self may be the ultimate framer of these judge- 
ments, it also sets itself before itself as their empirical framer, 
and so undergoes further affections at its own hands (p. 280, 
N. I) .  Kant further sees in the self-affection accompanying the  
self's active response to external pressures, and its own active 
modifications of brain-stuff and muscles, t he  paradigm for 
those moving forces which it projects everywhere into the  
physical world. He here furnishes another proof of the  mona- 
dological substructure of all his transcendental theorizing. And, 
as we have said, together with the concept of self-affection goes 
a rich use of the concept of second-order appearance, o r  appear- 
ance of appearance. Adickes distinguishes ( §§ 129 a-f, pp. 
292-304) six quite different uses of this concept, according as 
Things-in-themselves, or the Transcendental Subject ( or the  acts 
of either), o r  moving forces, o r  sense-data, o r  empirical objects, 
or the empirical subject, are chosen as starting-points. There is 
no  fundamental obscurity in all these Protean changes of 
standpoint, but  there would be no  point in discussing them in 
more detail. Kant was after all writing notes for a projected 
work, not coherently composing one. 

Adickes comments unfavourably on the success of Kant's 
new and enlarged Transcendental Deduction. Its use of the  
table of categories in establishing fundamental moving forces 
is quite without rigour, and it ignores the role of the Thing- 
in-itself in determining what varieties of fundamental force 
will be given in experience. He says (p. 352): 

Kant often speaks of the affection by Things-in-themselves and of the given- 
ness o f  the matter of appearances through such affection. But, in relation to  
such a givenness, the self-in-itself cannot act with complete autonomy, 
and, on the basis only of its own inner laws, determine the most general 
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properties and species of moving forces, since in these latter the inner 
differences of the content of Things-in-themselves come to light in the 
form of appearances . . . The self-in-itself does not preside autocratically 
over Things-in-themselves and cannot one-sidedly determine how they 
will appear to  it. Not only the self's own nature, but also their own nature, 
must fully come out in it. 

Adickes also objects to Kant's attempts to  connect his moving 
forces with various types of sensati~n: attraction, for example, 
is not uniformly presented by a 6eculiar sensation (p. 347), 
and there are moving forces such as the magnetic which are 
merely inferred from certain sensible effects and not sensibIy 
given (p. 350). He also argues that Kant will have to posit a 
pre-established harmony between moving forces and types of 
sensation of a sort that he elsewhere repudiates. All this is very 
true, but leaves one with the feeling that Kant was very right 
in seeking to move beyond the many sharp antitheses of his 
critical theory. He only erred in pushing this smoothing effort 
too far, in directions, in fact, which anticipate the nature- 
philosophy of a Schelling. 

Such Schellingian excursions are to  be found in Kant's 
treatments of the aether, and in its use in explaining the 
phenomena of heat, light, magnetism, electricity, crystallization, 
fusion, friction, and lustre. A few illustrations will suffice to  
show the directions in which his mind was moving, and the 
way in which he tackled his problems in the last phase of his 

effort. The aether, Kant holds, exists of necessity, 
if experience is to  be possible: transcendental proofs of this 

abound in the Opus Postumum. The Metaphysical 
Foundations had allowed the mere possibility of empty space, 
though held it not to be an object of possible experience. The 
mere absence of an experience of something could plainly 
never amount to an experience of that thing's absence. But, 
in the Opus Postumum, this impossibility of having an ex- 
perience of empty space has been changed into the illegitimacy 
o f  postdating its existence: it is not the sort of thing to which 
dynamic, material realities could stand in m y  real relation, 
or to which their dynamism could afford a positive inference. 
It is in fact not an existent object at all, but a mere form in 
which existent objects can be intuited, and which presents 
nothing at all when emptied of sensuous content (p. 364). 
Nor can it be saved by peopling it with material atoms, that is, 
indivisibles, since whatever occupies space must, like space, be 
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indefinitely divisible. Space therefore must, in order t o  be an 
object of possible experience, and to  have reality for us, be 
occupied throughout by an all-pervasive, all-penetrating world- 
stuff which is practically the same as space itself hypostatically 
conceived, as Kant candidly tells us (p. 365); a stuff which is 
the seat of its own moving forces, which will connect, and 
also separate, the moving forces of particular bodies: 

We can acquire no information as to what is near us, or far from us, 
without presupposing the occupation of the space between both points, 
whether we have a sensation of it or not [p. 3661 . . . In an occupied 
space there can be no change in position, only internal movement in 
the same spot. But experience none the less constantly shows us move- 
ments of bodies involving change of place. Body-building matter can 
therefore not be the stuff that fills space continuously. There must be, 
in addition to  bodies endowed with locomotive Dower. and which consist 

- . 
of  ordinary ponderable matter, separated by spaces void of such matter, 
a further sort of matter which fills space continuously, and is in perpetual 
agitation, to  be a medium for the progression of bodies. It is not some- 
thing hypothetically invented, but  a real stuff shown through its powers, 
and providing a ground for the movements of bodies, whose existence is 
known a priori, since without it not the slightest motion could be  given 
t o  us . . . The mere possibility of experience is quite sufficient, even by 
itself, to assure us of the reality of this stuff which pervades all space 
(p. 369). 

But not only is this universal aether necessary to  space: it 
is also necessary, in virtue of its perpetual agitation, t o  provide 
the pervasive filling of time. Kant says: 

The mobile is mechanically moved in so far as it only moves on account 
of something-else's motion, but, in so far as it originates movement through 
its own power, it is dynamically moved. Mechanically caused motion is 
not originative, and moved matter requires other moving matter t o  incite 
it. Since, however, matter could only originate motion if we credited it 
with a spontaneity at variance with the notion of the  moving powers of 
matter, and since to  derive movement from prior movement would involve 
an infinite regress, dynamic principles can only lead to motion if they 
postulate a matter endlessly and beginninglessly moved and moving, 
which, endlessly divided, keeps all matter in motion (pp. 370-1). 

The aether is thus postulated for Aristotelian reasons, as an eter- 
nal source of movement which makes temporal succession poss- 
ible: it is, however, at once a mobile and a movent, and points 
to  no unmoved first movent. We are therefore assured of the 
existence of 'an absolute, self-existent sum total of matter 
which, moved and moving by an intrinsic and original attraction 
and repulsion, is independent of mechanical moving forces, and 
must in consequence be thought of as the imponderable, 
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incompressible, incohesible, inexhaustible, and all-penetrating 
basis of the  elemental system of all dynamically moving forces. 
This, whether called thermal matter or  aether, is no  hypothetical 
stuff, used to  explain phenomena, and therefore empirically 
grounded and not given a priori' (p. 372). There are also pass- 
ages where Kant attempts to  establish the analytic character 
of the postulation o f  the aether as involved in the  very notion 
o f  moving matter. For, movement is self-contradictory in 
empty space, and is even impossible in occupied space, if 
there is not in the latter some perennially agitated and agitating 
matter. 

Adickes comments critically on the resemblance of Kant's 
arguments for the aether t o  the cosmological and ontological 
arguments for the existence of God, which an earlier Kant had 
subjected to such drastic criticism. For the aether is not merely 
a regulative, but a constitutive conception, and its object 
not merely generic, but concrete and individual. 

There is a certain resemblance: [Adickes says (p. 390)] between the 
aether-proofs and the cosmological and teleological theistic arguments 
that Kant attacked so energetically and victoriously, inasmuch as there 
is an inference from the general fact of motion as such, to a first mover 
(the aether), or from a qualitatively determinate fact (of the one, unified 
experience) to its external cause: the aether as a transsubjective stuff 
existing outside of the consciousness of the empirical self. But there are 
not a few twists in the aether-proofs which remind one of the ontological 
God-proof, especially when Kant operates with the law of identity and 
the principle of an omnimoda determinatio. In such places there is also 
an attempt in the aether-proof to build a bridge from pure thought to 
being, to deduce the necessary existence of an actual thing from pure 
concepts. And in the ontological as in the aether-proof, the things demon- 
strated are unique of their kind, the relevant concepts individual. 

The resemblances may be acknowledged, but they d o  not 
involve so devastating an exposure as Adickes thinks. For God, 
or the ens omnipossibile, remains for Kant something that we 
have to  conceive and believe in, even if we cannot, in Kant's 
special, technical sense, have knowledge of it. We may in fact 
say that the transcendental self, the system of Transcendental 
Objects, God, and the aether are alike in transcending what it 
has pleased Kant to call 'knowledge', yet are all alike necessary 
t o  the theory of the latter. The transcendental self no more 
guarantees the indefinite continuance of an ordered phenomenal 
world than do God, or  the system of Things-in-themselves, 
or  the aether, since all transcend ordinary, empirical discovery. 

The aether is perhaps in a weaker position than the  others,  
since it is little beyond an hypostatization of the possibility 
of motion in space, and the arguments for its existence are 
in many ways feeble. Had Kant been able t o  frame the  modern  
physical conception of a non-homogeneous space-time, h e  
would perhaps not have needed it. 

But, though it very much resembles a purely regulative, 
Transcendental Idea, Kant certainly uses his aether t o  explain 
many empirical properties and performances of matter. He 
imagines that it eases the problems of gravitational at traction 
(p. 417). He connects it closely with the  transmission of heat ,  
and with the expansive and liquefying force of the  lat ter  (p. 
453): aether and thermal matter (Warmestoffl are in m a n y  
passages not distinguished. It is also closely connected with 
the transmission of light, in regard t o  which Kant hovers be- 
tween the wave-theory of Euler and the  emission-theory o f  
Newton (p. 464). The aether also does routine duty in respect 
t o  both electricity and magnetism, as it did for Schelling, 
whose ideas seem t o  have influenced Kant a t  the turn of t h e  
century, through the  work of the physicist J. W. Ritter  
(p. 471). The table of categories is once more brought o u t  
t o  do duty in explaining 'the elemental system of the  moving 
forces of matter': this amounts merely t o  the  consideration 
o f  those forces from the four standpoints of quantity, quality, 
relation, and modality. As regards quantity, Kant tries t o  show 
that the variable ponderability of ordinary matter is through- 
out  made possible by the invariant imponderability of the  
aether (p. 482). As regards quality, matter  divides into the  
fluid and the solid, the  former opposing n o  resistance t o  an 
internal shift in its parts, whereas the latter opposes an  internal 
and a superficial shift (p. 484). The ever agitated, wholly 
fluid aether manages to  promote the agitation and fluidity 
of one set of bodies, while, in the case of others, it isolates 
a hard core that resists such agitation. The  spherical shape 
of tlrops o f  liquid, and the rise of fluids in capillary tubes,  
are unconvincingly explained by the action of the  aether,  
and crystallization and freezing are likewise attributed t o  
aetheric agitation. On all this theorizing Adickes remarks: 
'From whatever side one may consider the  matter, the  result 
is the same. We have, under the heading of quality, t o  deal 
with matters that belong entirely t o  the  region of natural 
science, to  which the  philosopher has nothing of his own t o  
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add, whether in concepts or deductions or methods' (p. 518). 
There was abundant empirical discussion of these matters 
in the time of Kant to which he seems to have been unfitted 
to  make the smallest contribution. And, under the heading 
of relation, Kant considers cohesion, friction, and lustre, the 
last with some irrelevant beauty. But, under the heading of 
modality, he covers nothing significant apart from the per- 
petuity of the aether, and the absolute universality of its 
agitating activity. 

iv 
We pass finally to the consideration of the latest stratum of 
the Opus Postumum, the metaphysical-epistemological material 
to be found in the Seventh and the First Convolutes. Though 
it is not strictly a part of the philosophy of nature, which is 
the concern of this chapter, it is of immense importance as 
revealing Kant's final opinions regarding his three 'Transcen- 
dental~': the Transcendental Subject or percipient, thinking 
self, the Transcendental Object or Thing-in-itself, and the 
Transcendental Ideal of Pure Reason, the God in whom all 
objectivity and all subjectivity must be thought of as grounded. 
These Transcendentals assume a new importance in the final 
phase of his thought, but they are not so much considered 
as metaphysical realities of which we can know nothing, though 
Kant never changes his views on this aspect of them, but rather 
as necessary parts of the economy of self-conscious subjectivity, 
things in whose ambience we necessarily live, and move, and 
have our being. (This scriptural phrase is several times repeated 
by Kant.) In the Notes strung together in the First Convolute, 
the last ones jotted down by Kant after 1800, there is even a 
project of passing from the transitional science, on which 
he had up to that point been working, to a new, comprehensive 
version of transcendental philosophy, in which the Ideas of 
the subject, of the ordered world of Transcendental Objects, 
and of the supreme, necessary, all-grounding God would be 
given pride of place. 

In Kant's last treatments of the transcendental self much 
use is made of Fichte's term 'positing' (setzen). The self is 
said to posit itself, and also to posit the not-self as set over 
against it. This term brings out the active role of the subject, 
its making of its objects, if not absolutely, then at least as 
bring objects for itself, and also in the process, making itself 
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its own object. These notions are not original to Fichte, but  
were garnered by him from many passages in Kant's critical 
writings. Kant was willing to take back his own concept of  
an essentially active 'putting there' of objects in the new cloth- 
ing of the Fichtean term setzen, even if he was not willing t o  
devote much time to  the whole 'pack' of writings that Fichte 
had sent him, and which he had left half-read on  the floor of  
his Vorstube (p. 606, N. 2). Kant takes the line, present in 
the Transcendental Deductions, where he had stressed that 
the thought of the 'I think' must be capable of accompanying 
all our presentations, that all awareness of anything, whether 
sensuous or conceptual, elemental or synthetic, must also 
be capable of mediating an awareness of the self which is the 
subject of such awareness. This self can itself be posited as 
an object, can be made its own object (pp. 629-30). This 
awareness is, as also taught in the first Critique, not to  be 
regarded as the empirical discovery of some novel object, but  
as a unique transformation of the act of awareness itself: 
to be aware of anything implies that one can be aware of 
being aware of it. 'The presentative faculty', Kant puts it, 
'proceeds from the consciousness of self (apperceptio), and 
this act is merely logical, an act of thinking by which no  object 
is actually given to me. In the proposition "I am thinking" 
we have merely a non-progressive identity, not a synthetic 
judgement: it is a tautology, and the would-be syllogism "I 
think, therefore I am" is no syllogism at all' (pp. 63 1-2). 

Kant goes on (Adickes points out) to  distinguish four dis- 
tinct ways in which the self can be conscious of itself as the 
owner and author (Inhaber und Urheber) of its own presenta- 
tions: (1) it can be aware of itself in a purely logical manner, 
in that it posits a subject wherever it posits an object; (2)  it 
can be aware of  itself in its purely formal role (2a) of being 
the source of the intuitive forms of space and time, o r  (2b) 
as being the source of the various categorial forms of syn- 
thesis; (3) it can be aware of itself as positing (3a) all the 
distinct contents of sense-experience or  (3b) as positing these 
contents systematically unified into empirical objects; (4) 
it can be aware of itself as positing a whole, ordered, empirical 
world (p. 633). We may here interject that it is more than 
odd that, in this enumeration of cases, neither Kant nor Adickes 
stress the activity which is most truly and absolutely subjective, 
the activity which is in an obvious sense personal and arbitrary, 
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as when I group a number of arbitrarily selected items and 
consider them together, o r  as when the manner in which things 
connect with other things depends on my personal interest, 
attitude, habits, predilections, and so forth. These subjective 
linkages do not merely come before us as passive observers, 
are not mere data of inner sense: they are given as most 
essentially active, and as the most essentially ours of  all our 
experiences. It is in Kant's blindness t o  the central impor- 
tance of our sense of this sort of subjectivity that, as we have 
seen, his two Transcendental Deductions are largely a failure. 
For while self-consciousness accompanies the use of the cate- 
gories, it equally accompanies the failure t o  use them or the 
abuse of them, and the transcendental self is as much impli- 
cated in either case as is the empirical self. 

Adickes illustrates all these forms of  self-consciousness 
with a variety of quotations, from which a few will suffice 
for our purposes. Most of  them are very strange, and all suggest 
that the self-conscious subject has been thoroughly indoctrinated 
with Kantian transcendentalism, and that it sees itself as the 
transcendental source of spatio-temporal order, of categorial 
synthesis, and so on. The undoctrinated, ordinary subject 
would certainly not describe itself as positing spatio-temporal 
order, categorial connection, and so on, but rather as acknow- 
ledging and accepting them. Thus we read that 'space and time 
are primitive intuitions through which the subject affects itself 
qua appearance.' 'The subject which makes for itself the sen- 
suous presentation of space and time becomes an object to 
itself in this act, is self-intuitive' (p. 635). 'The subject posits 
itself in pure space-relations and time-relations as pure (non- 
empirical) intuition' (p. 638). 'The subject posits itself through 
synthetic propositions a prion', through space and time, the 
forms of sensuous intuition, inasmuch as it exercises powers 
which affect itself and conditions itself to appearances' (p. 645). 
'Space as an object is not intuited, but is the synthesis of the 
manifold in the presenting subject itself. In this sort of  repre- 
sentation the subject constitutes itself' (p. 647). 'The receptivity 
of intuition in respect of  its form, i.e. in appearance, and the 
spontaneity of the consciousness of synthesis in a concept 
(apprehension), are the acts o f  the synthetic a priori proposi- 
tions of transcendental philosophy, through which the subject 
is given to itself as an appearance a p r i o ~ ,  while the object (= X) 
is the Thing-in-itse1f:The correlate of the thing in appearance 
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is the Thing-in-itself, i.e. the subject, which I turn into a n  
object' (p. 652). (The many unintelligibilities in the above 
passage are not the result of mistranslation.) 'The object-in- 
itself ( the Noumenon) is a mere thing of thought, in whole 
presentation the subject posits itself' (p. 654). In  all these 
remarkable passages, there is a sort of identification of the  
transcendental self with its work in setting objects before 
itself, and of intuiting and understanding them. In being aware 
o f  unified objects and a unified world and of an object beneath 
or beyond that world, it is, after a fashion, aware of  itself 
as unifier. This doctrine is also, as we have seen, the much- 
lauded 'message' of the Transcendental Deductions. And it 
is not a message t o  be  wholly rejected, provided we remember 
that the Transcendental Subject has other fish to fry besides 
recognizing objective connections - it may, for example, select 
and combine its materials in an entirely personal, arbitrary 
manner - and also that the subjection t o  rule which char- 
acterizes knowledge is as much the outcome of the humble, 
background operation of  Things-in-themselves as of the  act 
of the magisterial, synthesizing ego. Both factors render ex- 
perience and knowledge possible, and were their co-operation 
t o  cease, which is not an entertainable supposition, experience 
and knowledge would alike lapse into the impossible. 

The Thing-in-itself is then, in the Seventh Convolute, treated 
from a transcendental rather than a metaphysical point o f  
view, as something that we posit as the ultimate background 
of appearances, rather than as something indubitably real and 
thinkable, though also quite unknowable. This transccndental, 
fictive point of view probably represents the  influence of 
Fichte in the last phase o f  Kant's thought. I n  this phase t he  
Thing-in-itself becomes a mere alias for the  synthetic unity of 
apprehension: it amounts to  the form of objective unity with- 
out  any content to fill it, and is accordingly a mere ens rationis, 
rather than a genuine object. Kant says: 'The distinction be- 
tween the so-called object-in-itself, as opposed to  the  object-in- 
appearance @hacnornenon adverszis nournenon) does not mean 
an actual thing which stands over against the  object of the  
senses, but is, as = X, nothing beyond the  principle, that  the  
determining ground of the  possibility of experience is con- 
tained in nothing empirical' (p. 670). Or  again: 'Not empirical 
intuition with perceptual consciousness, but  the  pure intuition 
of  the formal side of the synthesis according t o  a principle or  
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rule, is the Thing-in-itself, an ens rationk, which precedes 
everything material in the object, and is subjectively the ground 
o f  its appearance. The object, = X, the dabile, presupposes the 
unity o f  the synthesis of the manifold in respect of its form 
(the cogitabile), as the formal principle of the phenomenal 
object that it underlies. The Thing-in-itself is an ens rationis' 
(PP. 671-2). 

The tendency of these jottings, and of countless like them, 
is not obscure. They emphasize, as Adickes says (pp. 676-7), 
that 'the Thing-in-itself must declare its bankruptcy in this 
purely epistemological problem from which everything tran- 
scendent has to  be excluded. Its place is taken by its epistemo- 
logical surrogate or Doppelganger, the Transcendental Object, 
which does not, however, come into question as a transcendent 
reality, but can only fill the role of a thought, and must immedi- 
ately hand over its synthetic functions to  the Transcendental 
Unity of Apperception . . . The X of the Transcendental Object 
only points out that the ground of unity of the possibility of 
experience must be sought in nothing empirical, but, for the 
rest, the transcendent must be wholly replaced by the tran- 
scendental.' Adickes, however, refuses to  accept the idealistic 
trend of the passages we have quoted, and attributes them to 
the epistemological orientation of  Kant's writings at this period: 
'For the theory o f  knowledge . . . Things-in-themselves are 
necessarily mere things o f  thought, regarding which it is wholly 
unclear whether any real existence-in-itself corresponds to  
them. And, especially in discussion of the transcendental pre- 
suppositions of experience, their function passes over entirely 
to the unity of pure apperception. But all such concessions 
leave the man Kant quite untouched, with his firm belief in 
the real being of a plurality of Things-in-themselves affecting 
us' (p. 679). I t  must, however, be conceded that the idealistic 
slide from the unknowable to  the merely supposititious has 
always been an Achilles' heel in Kantianism, and it is un- 
doubtedly possible that, in the decline of his originality, and 
in the face of  the innovations of Fichte, it may have made 
itself felt. Yet, it must be remembered that, even in these 
last slides, Kant never doubts the reality of the unknowable 
subject which affects itself through a variety of outer and 
inner appearances. This unknowable subject is itself a Thing- 
in-itself, and to be prepared to posit it, is also to be prepared 
to posit all the other Things-in-themselves which, by their 

unknowable affinity, render phenomena associable, and enable 
the subject-in-itself, and its phenomenal representative, t o  
conduct their synthetic activities. Kant himself sums up  his 
view at this time in the sentence: 'The Thing-in-itself which 
corresponds to  a thing-in-appearance is a mere thing of thought, 
but not for that reason a nonentity (Unding)' (p. 693). 

Adickes dwells at some length on the glee with which the 
idealists A. Drews and H. Vaihinger greeted the discovery o f  
these Fichtean declensions in the latest work of Kant. Drews 
interpreted the spontaneity of the subject as responsible for 
everything in experience, including its sensory content: nothing 
can come to the subject from without, but all must emerge 
from its interior depths. And Hans Vaihinger, the greatest 
of Kantian commentators, who had done so much to  stress 
the problematic realism of Kantianism, came, in his later 
interpretations, to see Kant's last utterances as an anticipation 
o f  the fictionalism or as-if philosophy into which he had 
himself advanced or declined: 'The division into appearances 
and Things-in-themselves is a mere standpoint, or point o f  
view, merely subjective, ideal, scientific - only therefore an 
heuristic fiction for purposes of treatment. The Thing-in- 
itself is clearly and unambiguously recognized and acknow- 
ledged by Kant to be a fiction, a useful and necessary way of 
treating things by our reason, a product of consciously fictitious 
abstraction' (p. 710). These statements are all plainly exagger- 
ated. The Thing-in-itself can be seen as a heuristic fiction, it 
does correspond to  the search for an objective source of the 
unity the mind seeks in experience, but nothing makes it in 
any way credible that Kant departed from his belief in a real 
source for the unity and affinity of appearances in the tran- 
scendent Thing-in-itself, as also in the transcendent subject 
whose essential nature it is to go in quest of such unity, and 
to  find it wherever it is to  be found. Nor need we deal with 
other fictionalistic interpretations o f  the 'Thing-in-itself that 
are t o  be found, for example, in the later phenomenology o f  
Husserl, or in the writings of those Anglo-Saxon interpreters 
of Kant who have identified his special use of the terms 'mean- 
ing' and 'sense', which docs not reject the reality of what lacks 
such sense or meaning, with the limited verificationistic and 
criteriological uses of the same terms. 

In the First Convolute, which there is reason to  hold contains 
the very last set of Kantian jottings, all produced after 1800, 
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there are few additions to the treatment of self-positing and 
object-positing in the  Seventh Convolute. What is novel is 
the stress on  a new transcendental science, concerned mainly 
with the relations of God and the world, and with man and 
his freedom as the connecting link between them. There is also 
great stress o n  the conclusions of the moral theology, which 
will concern us in the next chapter. The three Transcendental 
Ideas are not to  be treated as transcendental illusions, as they 
were in the Transcendental Dialectic, but  as necessarily posited 
by the thinking and willing subject, and posited as a systematic 
whole. 'God above me, the world outside me, and the free 
will in me, presented in one system' is the programme of 
C .  341 (p. 725). Many titles were devised for the new syste- 
matic work in which the Transition t o  Physics was to  be ab- 
sorbed, for example, Die reine Philosophie in der Vollstandigkeit 
ihres Systems dargestellt, and System der reinen Philosophie 
in d e m  Ganzen ihrer Prinzipien aufgestellt. One projected 
title even brought in the name of Zoroaster, which a work of 
Anquetil du Perron, translated by J. F. Kleuker, had made 
popular: Zoroaster or Philosophy in the  S u m  Total of its Content 
unified under a single Principle (p. 728). But, though God, 
the world, and the free individual person are to be treated 
as necessary structures in the new transcendental system, 
they are t o  be treated as structures necessary for the human 
spirit, and not in any sense in and for themselves. Tran- 
scendental philosophy, in fact, must concern itself solely 
with the human spirit (p. 743). Thus Kant tells us (p. 761) 
that 'Ideas are prime images (intuitions) created by reason 
which, as purely subjective things of thought, precede our 
knowledge of things and the elements of the latter: they are 
the prototypes according to which Spinoza thought that all 
things must be seen in God.' And again: 'The sum total of 
all beings (the universe) is God and the world. Neither are 
objects of possible experience, but are Ideas, self-created 
a priori things of thought (entia rationis), and include prin- 
ciples of the systematic unity of the thought of objects. We 
see all objects (according to  Spinoza) in God: we can just as 
well say that, as regards their reality, they must be encountered 
in the world' (p. 761). The attribution of these transcendental 
notions to  Spinoza is sometimes varied by an attribution to  
Malebranche: together with Zoroaster, they occupy a central 
place in the gathering mysticism of  this last period in Kant's 
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thought. Lichtenberg, a Professor of Physics at  Gottingen, 
who embraced many Spinozistic and Kantian opinions, is 
also often cited. And the humanistic emphasis is sometimes 
varied by a theistic emphasis: it is not merely the subject 
that constitutes itself in the system of Transcendental Ideas, 
but God, the  most basic of those Ideas, that gets constituted 
in them. God is declared t o  constitute Himself a priori and 
as a person, to  be the supreme being, supreme intelligence, 
and supreme good, and even interestingly, t o  be incompre- 
hensible to  Himself (p. 766). Man, in these perspectives, is 
seen predominantly in moral terms, in the free personality 
which makes him a moral agent. But God, in relation t o  man, 
becomes practically the same as the moral law within man: 
t o  recognize the moral imperatives and to affirm the  divine 
existence are, transcendentally speaking, the  same thing 
(p. 779). 'There is', Kant says, 'only one practically sufficient 
argument for belief in one God, which is theoretically in- 
sufficient: the knowledge of all human duties as if they were 
divine commands' (p. 780). Adickes rightly points o u t ,  however, 
that while, transcendentally speaking, belief in the divine 
existence does not differ from unconditional deference t o  
the  moral law, this does not affect the  fact that  there is such 
a transcendent existence, and that we cannot treat it as a mere 
fiction designed t o  give extra strength to the  demands of 
morality (p. 782). Kant was a very subtle thinker, not  unable 
t o  reconcile a transcendental as if with a transcendent being 
the case, which, being transcendent, also transcends knowledge. 
I t  is in fact only as if God were speaking t o  us in the  moral law, 
because He does exist, and is actually speaking to  us. Adickes 
further points out  how, for Kant, the  removal of God's existence 
beyond the pale of verifiable knowledge, represents a purifi- 
cation o f  morality. His existence is not the  sort of thing that  
can be proved by any intuition stemming from without, but  
solely through thc action of a will moving us f rom within. 

We may, in conclusion, say that, while many of the utter-  
ances of the Opus Postumum suggest some scepticism as t o  
the reality of objects which transcend possible experience, 
and have seemed to  justify some sort of conscious fictionalism, 
the main drift of even this latest work does no t  differ from 
that o f  Kant's earlier writings. We can only understand the 
possibility of  theoretical knowledge and moral  experience 
by postulating the  existence of entities which transcend the 
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possibility of knowledge and experience. We do not err in 
such postulations: we only err if we think them to  be cases 
of knowledge. 

Our treatment of Kant's philosophy of nature requires to be 
filled out by a consideration of his doctrine of organic teleology, 
a theme dealt with in the second part of the Critique o f  judge- 
ment.  In this work organic teleology is treated from the stand- 
point of a peculiar sort of judgement, the judgement of 
reflection. This is distinguished from the more ordinary judge- 
ment, which definitely determines an object by ranging it 
under a concept which it plainly satisfies. A determining judge- 
ment can be a case of knowledge or error according as some 
spatio-temporal intuition or sensuous experience verifies or 
refutes it, but a judgement of reflection can be neither: it is 
a way of looking at objects, of finding a concept which proble- 
matically makes sense of them, without excluding alternative 
ways of regarding them. It  is nothing that can be verified or 
refuted by a pure or empirical intuition, but which requires 
a quite different, more subjective sort of justification. Kant 
also sees a field for such reflective judgements in the realm 
of aesthetics, where it is as if some sensuously presented object 
had been specially constructed to  make our apprehension 
of its structure easy and delightful: the judgement of taste 
sees an object as fitting our cognitive faculties, and everyone's 
cognitive faculties, in this manner, without thereby claiming 
to know how this is so. We shall study Kant's doctrine re- 
garding this sort of reflective judgement in a later chapter. 
The reflective judgement of  teleology, a whit more objective 
in its orientation, sees an object as filling not our own cognitive 
purposes in apprehending it, but a set of purposes of its own, 
which in some fashion make it what it is, and behave as it 
does behave. Both kinds of reflective judgement are, however, 
quite without knowledge-status: the sort of connection which 
they predicate can at best find a place in the supersensible 
foundations of experience and knowledge. 

Judgement, Kant says, in a particularly involved passage 
(CrJ, IV (Introduction)) 

is the capacity to think of the particular as contained under the universal. 
If the universal (the rule, the principle, the law) is given, then the power 
of judgement which subsumes the particular under it, is a determining 
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one . . . But, if only the particular is given, for which a universal is to 
be found, the power of judgement is purely reflective. Determining 
judgement under universal, transcendental laws given by the understanding, 
is merely subsumptive. The law is prescribed to it a priori and it does not 
have to think out a law by itself, in order to subordinate what is particular 
in nature under what is universal. But there are many natural forms, 
many modifications, as it were, of universal, transcendental nature-concepts 
that are left undetermined by the laws which the pure understanding 
gives us a priori, since these laws only concern the general possibility of 
nature as an object of the senses. There must therefore also be laws which, 
though, qua empirical, they must seem contingent to the understanding's 
insight, must yet, being laws that the concept of  nature demands, be seen 
as deriving their necessity from some principle of the unity of the mani- 
fold of which we have no knowledge. 

In other words, while objects in nature necessarily obey such 
principles as the permanence of substance and the subordina- 
tion to causal law, which our understanding cannot question, 
they must also obey principles of a more specific character, 
that our understanding can indeed question, but  which it 
must none the less follow if it is to be able to  find its way 
through the rich variety of experience. Experience must, in 
short, be taken to  be accommodated to the degree of complex 
interdependence that our understanding finds tolerable, and 
'the particular empirical laws, in respect of  what in them is 
left undetermined by universal laws, must be regarded as 
conforming to such a unity as an understanding (not of course 
our own) could have given them so as t o  meet the needs 
of our cognitive faculties, and to  make an empirical system, 
governed by specific natural laws, possible for the latter' (IV). 
We must accordingly accept a transcendental, teleological 
principle of the accommodation of natural variety t o  our 
degree of intelligence (V), a principle irremediably vague, 
and lacking in a priori warrant, but which may none the less 
be backed up by experience in varying degrees. Under this 
general principle many subordinate principles will be ranged, 
among which that of organic teleology will be one. 

Kant points out, further, that every discovered accommoda- 
tion of empirical variety to the requirements of our under- 
standing must be accompanied by pleasure, the more so since 
there is felt to be something gratuitous, contingent about 
such an accommodation (VI). This occurs when the accommoda- 
tion is merely aesthetic, when something given in sense- 
experience only seems to  be well adjusted t o  our cognitive 
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powers, though there may actually be no definite concept to  
which it is thus well adjusted (VII). It also occurs when teleology 
is attributed to some object or arrangement in nature, when 
various parts or  functions o f  an object are conceived as adjusted 
to  one another, precisely as if their mutual adjustment had been 
designed or  planned by some intelligence, of which, however, 
there is no direct sign (VI). Kant points out, further, how the 
reflective judgement, with its tentative employment of ordering 
principles that are only imperfectly illustrated in experience, 
in a way mediates between the understanding, which confidently 
applies principles without which experience would be im- 
possible, and the pure reason whose Ideas necessarily transcend 
experience. 'The understanding can frame no determinate 
concepts o f  the noumenal realities which transcend experience; 
pure reason can only respond t o  them practically; but  the 
reflective judgement can grope towards them by looking for 
empirical harmonies and simplicities that seem to  betray their 
unifying presence. As Kant puts it: 'Understanding establishes, 
through the possibility o f  its a priori legislation for nature, 
that nature is only known to us as an appearance, pointing, 
however, to a supersensible substrate, which it leaves wholly 
indeterminate. The faculty o f  judgement, through the a priori 
principles by which it judges nature in tcrms of possible par- 
ticular laws, gives to nature's supersensible substrate, whether 
outside of us or within us, a certain determinubility through 
our intellectual capacities' ( I X ) .  This passage is interesting as 
showing the confidence with which Kant is willing t o  apply 
concepts to  the 'supersensible substrate' of phenomena, 
whether within us or  without us, even if he does not allow that 
such application can ever amount to knowledge. 

In his subsequent, more detailed treatments of teleology 
(§§61-91), Kant leads up to  true, organic teleology by a 
number cases that only foreshadow it. There is, he holds, 

curious, quasi-tclcology in a constructive discipline like 
geometry, where there seems to be a surprising fertility and 
felicity in a constructive concept such as that of the circle, 
which has a vast number of surprising properties, arld which 
i,ermits a vast number of remarkable inferences ($62).  But 
this adjustmellt o f  the circle to our intuitive and intellectual 
faculties is not a true case of teleology, since the nature of our 
intuition of space renders it wholly necessary, and removes 

surprise. 'There is likewise in nature a case of relative teleology 

Kant's Metaphysic o f  Nature 279 

which is a mere case of causality: we treat a consequence o f  
certain natural conditions as if it were a goal towards which 
they were tending. Thus, it is natural to treat the deposit 
of  silt by rivers as directed t o  the vegetable growth that  it 
favours, and the latter as directed towards the nourishment 
of animals, that in their turn nourish further animals, and 
ultimately man. This sort of nai've anthropocentricism is not ,  
however, in default of some metaphysical o r  transcendental 
proof of man's teleological centrality, a true case of teleology. 
It is merely an arbitrary, human way of looking at  things. 

A true case of teleology is only present when the organ- 
ization of some object does not seem possible, at  least prima 
facie, in terms of the working of ordinary causal rules, and 
so impels us to  think in terms of a rational, goal-directed 
will, or in tcrms of something which bears some analogy to 
the latter. The former would be the case if we found a neatly 
outlined geometrical figure on the sands of a seemingly un- 
peopled island, bu t  the latter arises in the case of living objects, 
for example, a growing tree. Such living objects seem to  obey 
other than ordinary causal rules in three remarkable respects. 
It seems true, in their case, that they are in a manner self- 
caused, since they spring from individuals of precisely the 
same specific form as they are. 'A tree begets another tree 
according t o  a well-known law of nature. But the tree that  it 
begets is o f  the samc kind, and so it b cgc~s  itself, gcnc-I-ically 
speaking, in thal it is contint~ally being I)rot~gllt I'ortlt its c.l'li-c.1 
from itscll' ;IS c:;tttsc, ; t n c l  so 1)tx:sc.rvc:s itsc.ll' gc:~lc.lic~tlly' (3li.l).  
B11t :I tree is also ;tIways r(:-(.rc;~ting i~scll '  i ~ l ( l i v i ( l ~ ~ ; t I l y ,  ; I  1 b 1 . 0 -  

ccctlinS wc call glx)wi~lg, b \ ~ t  wllicll (lil'Sc.l.s c.llrildy 1'1.01tt ; I I I ) ~  

other form oS incrcusc in s i x ,  sillcx: t I l c  s;ttltc. ( ( I I ; I I  1 ) ; r 1  I ( . I I I  is 
preserved in tllc inc:rc;tsc. Ant1 ;t Lrcc is, t l l i r . t l l  y ,  slcc.11 I 1 1 ; t I  1 It(: 
preservation of any onc of its 1);u.t~ tlepc~ltls 011 111( :  ~)l,c.sc.~.v;t- 
tion o f  all the others. 'I shall only rcl'cr in passing', Kaltt si~ys,  
'to the o f  nature when such creatures arc maimetl, 

the lack o f  ;I part ncccssary t o  t l l c :  prcscn":'~lion of ntrigll- 
b o r i n g  parts is made up for by tlte others, and also to  the 
abortions and malformations in growth due to  defects and 
hindrances, which lead certain parts to form themselves in 
quite new ways, so as t o  presenle what is there, and (not)  
give rise to  anomalous results: these are, however, among 
the most wonderful properties of organized creatures' ($6.1). 
Kant points out  that, in such organic phenomena, there is also 
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a curious reciprocity of cause and effect: the effect, a final 
outcome, is in a sense the cause of the whole development; 
the parts, which by their interaction produce the whole, are 
also in a sense produced and sustained by that whole; and 
each part is in a sense both the cause and the effect of every 
other ($65). This last property yields, in fact, a good definition 
of an organized product of nature: it is one in which every- 
thing is both end, and also means, to everything else ( 566). 

This defining concept, Kant points out, sharply differentiates 
organic structures from mechanically constituted things: they 
have to be thought of as springing from a single organizing prin- 
ciple, to which ordinary causation is subservient. But, Kant 
argues, to  admit such a unifying principle into the interpretation 
of nature leads to  the demand that it should apply universally, 
and not piecemeal. For there is no way of introducing piecemeal 
intrusions of teleology into a mechanical system of causation: 

This teleological concept leads reason to quite a different ordering of 
things from a mere mechanism of nature, which will no longer satisfy 
us. An Idea must underlie the possibility of a nature-product. But this 
involves the absolute unity of a presentation, while matter is a plurality 
o f  things, which will not provide us with a determinate unity for their 
coming together. If this unity of Idea is to serve as an a priori ground of 
determination for the causality of such a form of coming together, nature's 
teleology must extend to everything that she produces. For once we 
refer such a total effect to a supersensuous determining ground, beyond 
the blind mechanisms of nature, we must judge of all of them according 
to this principle. There is no occasion to make the form of such a thing 
only partially depend on such a principle, for the mixture of unlike 
principles would then leave us with no certain rules of judgement ($66). 

In other words, Kant is arguing that, i f  mechanism is ever 
subordinated to teleology, then it cannot be a chance matter 
that it is so subordinated, but that there must be a basic law 
which determines when, where, and how mechanical causation 
yields to teleological determination. To  hold this is to sub- 
ordinate the whole realm of mechanical causation to the higher 
realm of teleological causation, since a teleological system 
that was wholly subordinate to  mechanical causation would 
not really be teleological at all. We therefore pass to the uni- 
versal teleological maxim: 'Everything in the world is good 
for something, and nothing in the world occurs vainly: the 
example which nature gives us in her organic products justifies 
us, in fact compels us, to  expect nothing of her, and of her 
laws, but what is in its totality purposive' ($67). 
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The astonishing extension of teleology from organic products 
to  the whole of the natural world, leads, however, t o  a basic 
antinomy, which Kant deals with in the second, 'dialectical' 
section of the Critique of Teleological Judgement ($569-78). 
Here there is a first maxim, which asserts that all production 
of material things must be judged possible according to  purely 
mechanical laws, which is opposed by a second maxim, which 
asserts that some products of material nature cannot be judged 
possible according to purely mechanical laws: their possibility 
seems to  require quite another law of causality, that o f  final 
causes ($70). If these maxims are turned into objective, con- 
stitutive principles, their conflict becomes even more crass. 
And, as we have seen, Kant holds that we cannot hold some  
natural products to be subject to  teleological causation, without 
holding this to be true of all natural products, which makes 
the conflict yet more extreme. Kant resolves his antinomy 
by pointing out that a principle for reflective judgement is not 
a principle for constitutive, determining judgement: 

If I say that I must judge of the possibility of all events in material nature, 
and so of  all forms which are their product, according to purely mech- 
anical laws, I am not thereby saying that it is only on this basis, and 
exclusive of other forms of causality, that they are possible, bu t  only 
that I must always reflect on such forms according to a principle o f  
pure mechanism in nature, and investigate nature on this principle, as 
far as I can, since without it there can be no  genuine natural knowledge. 
This does not hinder my occasional use of the second maxim in the case 
of certain natural forms (and, on their suggestion, in regard to  the whole 
of  Nature), and my investigating them, and reflecting on  them, according 
to a principle which differs entirely from explanation through natural 
mechanisms, the principle namely of final causes (s70). 

This purely pragmatic solution is not, however, one that 
Kant is, in the end, able to  stomach, and he feels forced to  
accept a noumenal basis for the teleological view of the world, 
while giving the mechanical view universal application in the 
realm of phenomena. The same system of things which, in 
themselves, are teleologically ordered, and would be given 
as such to an intuitive intelligence, may also, qua appearances, 
be subject to a rigorous regime of mechanical causation. We 
can always discover the mechanical linkages which bind 
phenomenal things to  one another, but we cannot see, or  
divine, except in a few, privileged cases, the purposes which 
lie behind them. I t  may, from our phenomenally bound, yet 
nournenally thinking standpoint, Kant holds, 'be left undecided, 
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whether physical mechanism and teleological connection may 
not throughout inhere in the same things according t o  a single 
principle in the unknown inner ground of nature, even if our 
understanding cannot unite them under such a principle, and 
our power of judgement, acting reflectively and subjectively, 
and not in obedience to  an objective principle of ontological 
possibility, must accordingly employ a principle other than 
that of natural mechanism in explaining the possibility of 
certain natural forms' ( 570). It seems plain that, if occasionalistic 
interference is to be avoided, a teleological system can only 
be harmonized with a system of  rigorous mechanism, if either 
the former is a mere appearance or epiphenomenon of the 
latter, a possibility which Kant does not seriously consider, 
or if the latter is a mere ephiphenomenon or appearance of 
the former. But thoroughgoing teleology will have t o  operate 
out of time, or, metaphorically, before all time, if it is t o  be 
able to  use mechanism in time for the fulfilment of its purposes. 
It must, in short, have devised the whole mechanistic scenario, 
into which its special acts are cast, and so have no need to 
disarrange anything. We have, that is, all freely chosen roles 
in a drama whose developments are at all points predictable. 
But, that the world fails t o  reveal the sustaining purpose behind 
it will be yet another, conclusive proof o f  its purely phenomenal 
character. 

The Dialectic of Teleological Judgement is followed by a 
long, wordy, and very repetitive Appendix ($879-91), which 
explores the metaphysical, ethical, and theological consequences 
of envisaging natural teleology. The possibility of uniting 
teleology with mechanism, cannot be achieved at the phenom- 
enal level: we have to  think in terms of the supersensuous 
substrate of nature, where the same phenomena, superficially 
ordered by a system of mechanical laws, are also the expression 
of a deeper system of organizing purposes. Such a system of 
purposes must be woven around a single, unifying purpose, 
and no such unifying purpose is t o  be found in phenomenal 
nature, even though countless organized things make use of 
other organized things in the fulfilment of their purposes. 
It is here, however, that practical reason, with its unconditioned 
moral imperatives (that we shall consider in the next chapter) 
rescues us from the impasse: man as subject t o  the moral law 
has an unconditioned, absolute end in the fulfilment of that 
law; and it is, as directed to  such fulfilment, that, not only all 
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human existence and conduct, but also all natural existences 
and developments must be thought of by us. Such explana- 
tion necessarily takes us beyond everything phenomenal: 
it is at the moral perfection of homo noumenon that  every- 
thing in the natural world must be thought of as aiming. As 
Kant puts it ($84): 

We have only one sort of beings in the world whose causality must be 
thought of as teleological, i.e. as directed to ends, and which are such 
that the laws by which they have to fix their ends, are thought of  as 
determined unconditionally by themselves, and independently of all 
natural conditions, intrinsically and yet necessarily. A being of  this sort 
is man, treated, however, as a Noumenon, the only being in nature in 
which we can recognize, as part of its intrinsic character, the super- 
sensuous faculty of freedom, and, together with this, the law of  a causality, 
i.e. freedom, and the object which that causality is able to set before 
itself as its highest aim, and the highest good in the world. 

Man's moral willing is his supreme, necessary aim, bu t  it is also 
the aim of the whole of the rest of creation, which exists only, 
through varying means, to  make such moral willing possible. 
It is a judgement which the meanest understanding cannot 
avoid, when it reflects on  the existence of the things in the 
world, and on  the existence of the world itself: that  all its 
manifold creatures, however artfully put together, and with 
whatever multifarious, purposively interrelated contrivances, 
and even the whole which consists of so many sub-systems, 
which are wrongly called 'worlds', would exist t o  n o  purpose 
if it did not contain men (that is, rational beings as such). 
Without men the whole creation would be a mere desert, 
existing in vain and without a final goal. And t o  moral willing 
as the supreme goal of creation must be added the happiness 
o r  blessedness which men only deserve as a result of such 
moral willing. 

The possibility of achieving this morality, and this blessed- 
ness, depends, however, on  the existence of a being w h o  at 
once exemplifies the perfection of moral willing, which we 
imperfectly exemplify, and which has also the  power t o  ensure 
that both blessedness and moral progress are possible; the 
latter of course involving the  indefinitely continued existence 
of the rational person, through many worlds and states of 
being, until full perfection is achieved. We cannot of course 
know anything about the transcendent objects in which the 
absolutc tclcology o f  morality make us believe, and we cannot 
even form opinions (Meinungen) regarding them, in the  ordinary 
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sense of 'opinions'. We can only have faith or belief (Claube) 
regarding them, this being the moral mode of thought, which 
accepts as true what is inaccessible t o  theoretical knowledge. 
These passages make it very plain that Kant believes in a thought 
and a faith that are necessary to our understanding of the 
teleological aspects of the world, both in their moral and non- 
moral aspects, but which entirely transcend the possibility of 
this-world experience. 

We may, in conclusion, note that Kant's theory of teleology 
is to some extent more transcendental than it need be. For 
he assumes that teleology must stem from a Transcendental 
Subject, and must exemplify the transcendental concept of 
freedom. In our own times, however, teleology and teleonoiny 
have been given meanings that are purely phenomenalistic and 
naturalistic: we can define the teleological behaviour of rats 
in terms of varied effort till a given outcome is realized, of 
persistence in lines of behaviour that result in such an out- 
come, and abandonment of lines of behaviour that fail to  
achieve it, and so on. And such phenomenalistic teleology 
evinces itself in the inner life of the mind as well as in external 
behaviour. The integration of such teleology with mechanistic 
causation will, however, necessarily raise problems, and we 
shall arguably have to  choose between making teleology a 
mere epiphenomenon of certain complex cases of mechanism, 
or follow Kant in making all mechanism something merely 
instrumental in the working out of teleology. Kant is further 
right in holding that a thoroughgoing teleology will involve 
something like a Leibnizian pre-established harmony, the 
pre-establishment being placed out of time altogether. A provi- 
dential world-order - and this necessity applies to impersonal, 
oriental doctrines of Dharma and Karma, as much as to  the 
personalistic theism of the Judaeo-Christian-Islamic tradition - 
can only be comprehensive if it is imposed out of time al- 
together upon all the events that take place successively in 
time. A world in which time is fully real, is also necessarily 
a world in which external interference, the essence of the 
unpurposeful, is always possible. Only in a world whose deepest 
roots are timeless, can everything have a perfect teleological 
adjustment to everything else. 

Chapter IX 

Kant's Metaphysic of Morals and Religion 

1 

We now approach what is perhaps the most important part of 
Kant's thought from the standpoint of transcendental objec- 
tivity: his doctrine of practical reason, with its three postulates 
of freedom, God, and immortality, all of which absolutely 
assure us of the real existence of objects which transcend 
possible experience, and of which the first is even said, in a 
number of passages, to provide us with actual knowledge of such 
existence. It is in fact arguable that, in his doctrine of the will, 
Kant has moved some way towards the doctrine afterwards 
taught by Schopenhauer: that in the experience of volition we, 
as it were, break through the crust of phenomenal knowledge, 
and achieve some sort of a direct contact with noumenal 
activity, even though such a deliverance cannot be incorporated 
in the fabric of phenomenal knowledge. And it is further 
arguable that, in the direct experience of volitional spontaneity, 
and of the passive affection by objects that provides its necessary 
foil, we have the primeval experiences of causality for which 
regularity of succession is only the surrogate. The necessary 
being of God and the imperishable being of the soul, are, 
however, never taken by Kant t o  be cases of knowledge, only o f  
conception and practical belief. And, at an even less perspicuous 
level, we have the experience of the beautiful, where our 
distinterested joy in some appearance t o  the senses, is reflectively 
judged, though not necessarily believed, t o  stem from some 
transcendent adaptation of objectivity t o  ou r  cognitive faculties. 
We shall, in the present chapter and the next, consider the 
knowledge, the belief, and the reflective judgement which are 
the necessary expression of the volitional and affective side of 
our nature; the deep dynamism of that nature seems in a 
position to  throw more light on the other deep sources of 
phenomena than is available t o  purely speculative reason, 

The works in which these problematic extensions of phenom- 
enal knowledge are introduced by Kant are, in the first place, 
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the much studied in isolation, and so much misunderstood, 
Foundations of' the Metaphysic of Morals (Grundlegung zur 
Metaphysik der Sitten) o f  1785; the lengthier and wordier, 
but  much less penetrating Critique of Practical Reason of  1788; 
and the little considered Metaphysic of Morals of 179 7, which 
shows us how Kant actually applied his principles t o  the detail 
of practice, an application in regard to  which many commenta- 
tors have preferred to use their own imaginations. T o  these 
works must be added the Religion within the Bounds of Mere 
Reason of 1792-3, which is all-important in its emphasis on 
the elective side o f  the will, which enables it to  deviate from, 
as well as t o  obey, its own intrinsic moral laws. This aspect 
of the will is certainly presupposed in the earlier writings, but  
not half so clearly brought out. The treatment of beauty, 
and the as-if judgements it involves, were of course worked 
out in the Critique of Judgement of 1790, whose second 
part, the treatment of the as-if judgements of organic teleology, 
were a theme of our last chapter. 

Kant's Foundations (Grundlegung) of the hletaphysic of 
Morals (henceforth simply called Grundlegung) starts by arguing 
for the unconditioned goodness of good willing; all other forms 
of goodness, of which Kant admits many, having the  good 
will as their necessary precondition. Goodness of will is, how- 
ever, a concept greatly in need of  elucidation, and this requires 
that we should study the Kantian concept of the will, which 
the Grundlegung rather presupposes than circumscribes, and 
which has to be picccd together from what he says in many 
pl;lc-cs. I'c.~.haps Kanl's most carefully comprehensive attempt 
10 articul;~tc the factors which enter into the constitution of 
ii will is to  bc found in the Introduction t o  the Metaph~s ic  of 
Morals of 1797, where Kant places the will in relation to  
desire, feeling, inclination, motive, law, maxim, obligation, 
and so on, and also points to  various important aspects or 
functions that can be distinguished in it. What he says in this 
work is much clearer than what he has said in earlier writings, 
but,  once grasped, its distinctions can be readily seen to  be 
at work in his earlier writings also. 

Will, for Kant, is a very special case of desire (Begierde, 
Begehren) and desire is, qua faculty, defined as the power to  
be the cause o f  the object of a presentation (Vorstehng)  
through that very presentation (Metaphysic of Morals, 1797, 
p. 21 1). Desire is therefore bound up both with consciousness 
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and with causal efficacy: we are aware of what we desire, and 
our awareness is in some manner an exercise of an efficacy o r  
a productivity, which can result in the realization of what we 
desire, though of course it does not always d o  so. I t  seems 
plain that Kant - though he does not  spell the matter ou t  - 
does not wish the actively causal aspect of desire t o  be t he  mere 
outcome of  experienced regularity, of phenomenal succession 
d la Hume, though of course experience will reinforce it. And 
just as our primitive sense of being passively 'affected' by 
unknown things beyond ourselves is not,  for Kant, based on  
experiences or inferences; so our sense of ourselves actively 
bringing something about, o r  at least trying to  d o  so, is some- 
thing not based on  experiences o r  on inferences, but  is simply 
a character distinguishing conscious states which involve desire 
from such as are, by contrast, purely cognitive. Desire can, 
however, be o f  two sorts, according as it is, o n  the  one hand, an 
effect aroused b y  the purely contingent pleasure or displeasure 
which originally attends or attended upon some presentation 
of  sense; or according, on the  other hand, as it springs purely 
from some concept, without any source in a contingent, 
sensuous pleasure, though it might very well, if satisfied, give 
rise t o  a pure pleasure o f  its own. Desires of these two sorts 
are by Kant called sensible o r  pathological (on the  one  hand), 
and non-sensible (sinnenfreie) o r  rational (on the  other) ;  whilc 
the same terms may also be applied t o  the  corresponding 
habitual trends of consciousness, thc Ncigungen or  inclinations, 
and the interests in which those Ncigungen have been ~riiiclc 
subject to  a general rule. 'Thcrc arc thcn scnsi~ous, 1)atllologic:;d 
desires, inclinations, and interests, and non-scnarous, norl- 
pathological, rational desires, inclinations, and interests; the 
former having their origin in what, when prcscritcd 10 S C I ~ S ~ : ,  
we happen t o  find pleasing or  the reverse; whilc the latter Iliivc 
their origin in pure concepts o r  notions, whose satisfaction or  
dissatisfaction may of  course occasion   lea sure o r  displeasure. 

From desire o r  interest we proceed t o  the  will, a form of 
rational desire charactcrixcd both by an clcctivc o r  cxccutivc 
aspect, to  which Kant applies the  term Willkiir, and a legislative 
aspect, t o  which the general term Wdle is appropriate. The 
term Willkiir is prominent in Kant's later ethical writings, and 
is clearly distinguished from the legislative Wille, bu t  parallel 
distinctions are certainly t o  be found in earlier writings. The 
distinction is, briefly, that between the general principles or 
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policies involved in voluntary causation, which are the preserve 
of the general, legislative Wille, and the ability to decide either 
to implement, or not to implement, these in practice, which 
are the field of the elective, executive Willkur. Rationality, 
in practice as much as in theory, is a faculty of operating 
according to rules: if we determine the natures of substances 
or  the regularities of their interactions according to rules, 
so do we likewise determine what we shall do or not do in 
terms of rules. These rules may, in the practical case, be purely 
subjective and personal, and may depend on the desires, in- 
clinations, and interests of the individual person: they may 
be compared to the purely empirical rules of the natural scientist 
which adjust categories and analogies of experience to empirical 
material. Such personal, subjective rules are called by Kant 
'maxims', an unfelicitous term in English with its many sug- 
gestions of belles lettres. Thus a man's rational choices may be 
governed by the maxim that one should always break a promise 
if its keeping would damage one's own long-term interests. 
But, just as empirical laws are only particular applications of 
a priori principles, such as the permanence of substance, to 
the actual detail of experience, so our maxims should be sub- 
ordinated to a priori moral laws which apply whatever the 
special interests of the agents and patients involved, and which 
it is the business of the moral philosopher to excogitate. 

Kant emphasizes that these moral laws, analogously to their 
speculative counterparts, must have detailed application to 
the facts of the case and to the particularities of human interest: 
the metaphysic of morals is mainly concerned with such applica- 
tions. He also stresses that these moral laws must have a more 
general application to the empirical nature of man, without 
any detraction from their a priori purity: 

Just as, in a metaphysic of nature, there must be principles for the applica- 
tion of the supreme principles of a nature in general to the objects of 
experience, so a metaphysic of morals cannot omit such principles, and 
we shall often have to take as our object the particular nature of man 
that is only known through experience, to show in its case the consequences 
of universal moral principles, without thereby taking away from the 
purity of the latter, or casting doubt on their a priori origin. This means 
to say that, while a metaphysic of morals cannot be founded on an an- 
thropology, it can very well be applied to the latter (pp. 216-17). 

The a priori laws of practical reason therefore govern the 
actions and choices of all rational beings, whatever their natures, 
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however much it may be our task to apply them to the speci- 
ficities and individualities of human nature and interest. I t  is 
important, also, to stress at this point that practical reason is 
practical: it is not some sort of a theoretical faculty which 
determines by transcendental reflection what a purely rational 
being must will. Such a transcendental determination of the 
a priori direction of volition is the prerogative of the moral 
philosopher, not of the moral agent. Practical reason is pre- 
scriptive, not theoretically axiomatic or deductive: its utterances 
are framed in the imperative, and not in the declarative mood. 
It is, in fact, identical with the legislative will (see, for example, 
p. 213) and not with any intellectual discovery of the prin- 
ciples which actuate and govern it. 

The will has, however, another aspect beside the legislative: 
it is also elective, capable of Willkiir or arbitrium, capable, 
that is, of particularizing its essential laws so as to fit the 
detail of fact and interest. This Willkur or  arbitrium is for 
Kant of two fundamental sorts. It may, on  the one hand, be 
such that nothing external to itself determines it to act in a 
manner which in any way deviates from its fundamental legis- 
lative norms: it may, no doubt, particularize these creatively 
in various permitted directions, but it can have no tendency 
to transgress them. Such a Willkiir, which remains absolutely 
within the bounds of its own basic legislation, is the elective 
side of an entirely pure or holy will, such as God's will pre- 
sumably is. But there is also, plainly, a second sort of Willkiir, 
which we regretfully recognize as our own, which is subject 
to driving desires (Triebfeder), which impel it in directions 
falling outside of its own legislative principles; and it may, 
unlike entities in nature, fail to implement its own inherent 
laws, a situation that we cannot understand, but of which we 
have abundant empirical evidence, both in ourselves and others. 
Only the deepest penetration into the noumenal foundations 
of action could, in fact, show how such a deviation is possible; 
the decision, for example, to tell a malicious lie on a certain 
occasion in time, must have been taken out  of time altogether 
(see, e.g., CPR, A. 554). Kant is, however, unwilling t o  let us 
define the elective aspect of the will by its capacity t o  act 
indifferently for or against its own law, since not to implement 
that law is an incapacity (Unvermogen), rather than a capacity 
(Met. of Morals, p. 227). But calling it an incapacity does not 
mean that it is not a genuine, i f  defective, expression of our 
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Willkur or arbitrium; if it were not, and we were simply unable 
t o  follow the law, there would be no Zurechnung or  imputability 
in our  disobedience, and no consequent blame or  demerit. 
Our capacity t o  deviate from our own a priori laws is, however, 
the foundation for a profound difference between our relation 
t o  those laws and the relation t o  them of a pure and undeviating 
will. For us these Iaws often present an aspect of quasi-external 
necessitation o r  compulsion, which is what we know as obliga- 
tion (Verbindlichkeit) o r  duty (Pflicht): we are capable, when 
our contingent inclinations are involved, of kicking against 
the pricks of the law. For a holy will no such possibility obtains: 
the containment of its Willkur is necessary in another, non- 
practical sense (p. 223) .  The holy will necessarily implements 
the law, and is not constrained by duty t o  implement it. 

The distinction between the legislative and elective aspects 
o f  the will has a further relevance for Kant's concept of free- 
dom. For the legislative aspect of the will, freedom is its essen- 
tial immunity from any contingent, a posteriori interest. For 
the elective aspect, it is its essential power, not always for 
some mysterious reason exercised, t o  implement a priori laws 
in practice. The two senses of freedom obviously have the 
deepest mutual coherence, and represent the same basic power 
in two different contexts - in one case unaffected by external 
impulsions, in the other case, able to  triumph over all such 
impulsions - and are therefore rightly referred to  by a single 
word. The terms 'legislative freedom' and 'elective freedom' 
would, however, have helped to stress what distinguishes them. 

The remarkable Introduction to the Metaphysic of Morals 
( 1 7 9 7 )  contains a wealth o f  further distinctions and determina- 
tions, which we can here only indicate. There are distinctions 
betweens laws which prescribe, laws which prohibit, and Iaws 
which merely permit: that one may exercise one's lvillkiir in 
certain directions is as much part of our a priori moral legisla- 
tion as that we must exercise it in others. There is a distinction 
between laws of right (Hecht), on the one hand, which pre- 
scribe definite external actions, and which can be externally 
enforced, and whose violation involves demerit; and on the 
other hand, laws of virtue, which prescribe inner attitudes 
as well as actions, which cannot be externally enforced, and 
whose fulfilment involves merit (pp. 219-28) .  There is an 
interesting treatment of  the so-called conflict of duties, which 
Kant regards as a misnomer: he opts for a conflict of imperfect 
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grounds of obligation (p. 224). These last are practically the  
same as Ross's prima facie duties. All in all, the treatment is 
far from being the narrowly rigorous moralism with which 
Kant is ordinarily credited. We return, however, to the  prin- 
ciples of morality as set forth in the Grundlegung of 1785 
and in the Critique of Practical Reason of 1788.  

ii 
Kant's Foundations o f  the Metaphysic of Morals (Grundlegung) 
has no theme other than the investigation o f  the supreme 
principle of morality: all treatments of particular moral duties 
are only brought in as illustrations. It falls into three Sections; 
the first of  which effects a transition from the reasoned moral 
knowledge (sittliche Vernunfterkenntnis) a t  the level of common 
life t o  the philosophical world-wisdom achievable at that  level; 
the second passes from such popular, ethical world-wisdom 
t o  the philosophical metaphysic of morals; while the third, 
unique in its audacious originality, attempts to  deduce the  
whole content of morality from the single, emptily universal 
concept of self-determining spontaneity o r  freedom. 

The Grundlegung makes basic t o  morality, as commonly 
understood, the possession of something called goodness of 
will, which is not only unconditionally and absolutely good, 
bu t  is also a necessary condition of every other case o r  form 
o f  goodness. Kant does not deny that there are countless other 
cases of goodness besides that of the good will. He cites the  
goodness of intellectual powers, of understanding, wit, and 
good judgement; of t : 4 t s  of temperament such as courage, 
determination, and persistence; of gifts o f  fortune such as 
power, wealth, and honour; as well as the blanket goodness 
of Gliickscligkeit o r  happiness. But without goodness of will, 
which alone can render us worthy of all these other cases of 
goodness, they would not, Kant holds, in the  slightest degree 
deserve t o  be thought good at all. The same applies t o  various 
adjuncts to goodness of will, such as moderation of the passions, 
sclf-control, and sober deliberation: thcy can be very bad 
indccd if not accompanied by goodness of will. And, finally, 
goodncss of will remains absolutely good in the  total absence 
of  all such auxiliary excellences, and even in situations where 
execution of what is willed is irnpossiblc. T h e  good will, Kant 
holds, docs not  need them, and will continue to  shine with its 
own light, even if quite impotent or unrewarded. It is no t  hard 
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to  see that Kant in these utterances is somewhat exaggerating 
the axiology of the common man, who might very well see 
something tragically wasted, not sublime, in a good will that 
failed wholly of its purpose or  its fruits. And Kant himself 
sees the point of such an ordinary view in his subsequent 
doctrine of the summum bonum, in which happiness is t o  
be apportioned relatively t o  goodness of will. And the ordinary 
man would also see goodness of will as an empty concept 
unless there were other forms of good that such goodness 
could pursue or  could apportion, and which might be worth 
having even in cases where something so exalted as goodness 
o f  will was not achievable at all, for example, in the case of 
the happiness of infants and animals. None the less Kant is 
right in discerning something very remarkable, and challengingly 
transcendental, in the transcendence of a man's particularity 
of interest, which is part of what we understand by his moral 
goodness or  goodness of will, and in the seemingly unmotived 
ascription t o  it of a value that surpasses all others. 

Having argued for the view that goodness of will is the 
supreme case o f  goodness, and the necessary condition for 
the realization of any other case of goodness, Kant goes on, 
in the First Section of the Grundlegung, t o  establish a number 
of propositions whose sense will be clearer t o  us now that we 
have studied some of  his later pronouncements o n  these matters. 
The first is t o  the effect that goodness of will depends, not 
on the extent t o  which an action accords with duty or  is pflicht- 
massig, but to  the extent that it is done from duty or  aus 
Pflicht (Gmnd., p. 398). This proposition means that the 
legislative will, the source of all duty, must itself be a sufficient 
causal condition of the action in question, and must not require 
the assistance o f  some other desire or  interest, which may of 
course be quite legitimately present. Thus if I spread joy around 
me merely because such diffusion pleases me, my desire, spring- 
ing from a contingent personal pathos, may have goodness, 
but not the specific goodness of the good will. The latter it 
can only have if it springs directly from the  will's own legislative 
dynamism expressing itself in an elective choice. (Kant points 
up the issue by contrasting cases in which one or  the other 
form of causal conditioning obtains alone: there is of course 
no reason why both should not be present.) The second pro- 
position is that the goodness of an act of will does not derive 
from the specific intention (L4bsicht) that it involves, that is, 
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from the specific goal towards which it is directed, and certainly 
not from its success in realizing that goal, b u t  solely f rom the  
maxim o r  general policy which underlies this intention, and 
which, in Kant's view, is part of its causal explanatoriness. 
And the third proposition simply brings the first t w o  pro- 
positions together: that dutiful, morally good willing is simply 
willing in which the legislative will is sufficient t o  move us t o  
action without aid from contingent, pathological inclinations, 
which spring from personal pleasure o r  displeasure. In dutiful 
willing, in short, the determining maxim of the will will in fact 
coincide with its general, legislative direction. I t  is n o t  clear 
that Kant's three propositions say anything importantly dif- 
ferent, though the third adds that good willing may, without 
detraction from its goodness, be motivated by a respect 
(Achtung) for the laws of the pure will. The  nature of such 
respect will be considered more fully in the Critique of Practical 
Reason: here the point is only made (footnote t o  p. 401)  
that such a respect is not the pathological source of good 
willing, b u t  an effect produced on the pathological inclinations, 
which it overcomes and subordinates t o  itself. The legislative 
will must, in short, be able to  scare the pathological inclinations 
into conformity with itself, and is thus b y  itself a sufficient 
determinant of the action willed. 

In the Second Section of the Grundlegung Kant first argues 
for the  wholly a p n o r i  character of the moral law. The will, o r  
legislative reason, must bring such a law t o  the determination 
of its choices: it cannot garner it inductively from an experience 
of its own o r  other men's actions or  choices, whose determina- 
tion by given maxims is in fact always open t o  question (p. 407).  
And we must also be able t o  see how such legislation necessarily 
flows from the will's strictly rational character, and must 
therefore hold for all rational beings, whatever their generic 
or  specific make-up, and whatever their individual inclinations 
and circumstances. I t  cannot be derived from examples of m y  
sort, even from such as purport t o  be divine, since divinity 
can only be inferred from the fulfilment of the a pr ior i  Idea 
o f  the morally perfect will (pp. 408-9). What sort of a law can 
then be formulated for a being o r  beings no t  bound t o  any 
particular, empirical make-up, nor  with specific o r  individual 
interests and circumstances? 

Kant first dismisses as irrelevant t o  strictly moral legislation 
a set of laws which indeed hold for all rational beings, b u t  only 
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on the hypothesis that they are interested in the realization of 
certain objectives. Such laws are of the general form 'If p is 
to  be realized, d o  q', and are called by Kant 'hypothetical 
imperatives'. They are, in most cases, of little interest, for 
they depend for their applicability, not only on the contingent 
fact that someone wishes or wills the realization of p, but 
also on the fact that the doing of q will actually lead to the 
realization of p, a truth established empirically, and with no 
a priori warrant. These common-or-garden hypothetical im- 
peratives are called by Kant rules of skill or Geschicklichkeit: 
they are morally irrelevant, since they are obviously as much 
ancillary to  immorality as to  morality. There is, however, one 
class of hypothetical imperatives which Kant specially dis- 
tinguishes, as involving an end that all rational being must 
have, and these are what he calls counsels of prudence (Rat-  
schlage der Klugheit, p. 416). These tell us what must be 
done by someone if his own greatest well-being or happiness 
is to  be secured. Kant does not deny that such counsels involve 
necessity, since every man must wish t o  pursue what he thinks 
will conduce to  his own happiness; but he dismisses them, 
since they only hold under subjective and contingent conditions, 
that is, the conditions that a man reckons as part of his happi- 
ness (p. 416), which obviously vary indefinitely from person 
to person. Kant despairs of any rational determination of the 
sources and means to the satisfaction of human wants: the 
very circumstance that it is so difficult a task, and that we 
have no instinct which tells us where to look, points in fact 
to  the possibility that the aim of our existence may be some- 
thing higher than happiness (pp. 395-6). Kant, we may note, 
identijies happiness with the gratification of all our inclinations: 
'we have', he says, 'the most powerful and intimate inclination 
to  happiness, since in this Idea all inclinations are unified 
in one sum' (p. 399). Of such a vague sum total there can only 
be an indefinite, empirical concept. 'It is unfortunate', Kant 
writes, 'that the concept of happiness is so indefinite that, 
though every man wishes to achieve it, he can never definitely 
and consistently say what he really wishes and wants. The 
cause is that the elements belonging to the concept of happiness 
are all empirical . . . it is, however, impossible that even the 
most penetrating and universally endowed finite being should 
frame a definite concept of what he really wishes' (p. 418). 

The counsels of prudence having thus been dismissed, together 
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with the rules of skill, as being merely hypothetical imperatives, 
and so unfit to rank as a priori laws of the rational legislative 
will, we shall now have to  look in another direction for rational 
laws framed only in terms of categorical, not of hypothetical 
imperatives. These categorical imperatives are, Kant holds, the 
laws of pure morality, and to  these he now turns his attention. 
Kant must not, however, be misunderstood as denying that wc 
have a duty to pursue the happiness of others, and also under 
certain conditions, our own happiness. He will, in fact, try t o  
deduce the existence of such hedonistic duties, and also to  
make happiness a part of the highest good, and a complement 
t o  goodness of  the will. What he is holding is that such a place 
for happiness, as both object and also complement of the good 
will, is essentially a consequence of the unconditional, un- 
hypothetical moral law which is the direct expression of our  
legislative will. - 

Before we proceed to examine Kant's three famous and 
fascinating formulations of the categorical demands of  morality, 
we must first vastly regret that, though he had knowledge of  
practically all the eighteenth-century British moralists, he had 
never encountered the Sermons of Bishop Butler, possibly, 
together with his own, the greatest of all works in moral philo- 
sophy. (This widespread ignorance of Butler's ethical master- 
piece has, for some strange reason, persisted up to  the present 
day in Germany.) Bishop Butler, in the Sermons, draws an 
invaluable distinction between men's particular passions, all 
disinterestedly directed to specific objects, and the self-love 
which co-ordinates them all, and which takes thought for the 
over-all satisfaction of the man rather than for the satisfaction 
of some single, narrow want, or for the realization of its object. 
Kant does not in fact see that all our basic wants are dis- 
interested, that they aim at specific objects, and not at the 
satisfaction that such objects will yield. And he does not see 
that having what one wants, and what will most satisfy one 
on the whole, is quite a different object of endeavour from 
having food, or  sex, or flattering attentions on  a given occasion, 
o r  even from having them repeatedly, and over the whole of 
one's life. It is essentially a higher-order end, which is not 
to  be identified with the sum total of  particular things, o r  
states, or acts that will in fact satisfy one, and it has the same 
open universality, the same transcendence of empirical content, 
that Kant attributes to  the imperatives of morality. To  rise 
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from the demands for definite, empirical objects to  a compre- 
hensive demand for what will most satisfy or please one is 
also pre-eminently an exercise of practical reason, of a universal, 
legislative will. 

'This is even clearer when we pass from the interest in a man's 
own happiness, the only sort of happiness that Kant generally 
considers, t o  the benevolent interest in the happiness of anyone 
and everyone, the desire that everyone should, as far as is con- 
sistent with the happiness of others and his own happiness over 
the whole of life, and also the imperatives of morality, have 
as much of what he wants, and of what gives him satisfaction, 
as possible. Such universal benevolence is eminently an attitude 
involving rational co-ordination, and the substitution of generic 
form for empirical content. If self-love and benevolence are 
alike subordinated to Butler's conscience, which is the equiva- 
lent of Kant's legislative will, they none the less have much 
of the higher-order, co-ordinating character and the open 
universality of that conscience, and that will: they are not 
to be identified with a mere rabble of particular passions and 
interests. It is also obviously the case that, just as we do not 
always obey the a priori dictates of morality, we just as often, 
under the pressure of passion, fail to pursue our own general 
happiness: the same contrast between what we ought to do, 
and what we in fact do, obtains in the one case as in the other. 
And it is of course even more plain that we often fail to choose 
what we know will really benefit others, in our desire to grant 
them some immediate gratification. And rational self-love 
and benevolence can, of course, be further extended to cover, 
not merely the satisfaction of contingent personal interests, 
but also the satisfaction of universal, rational interests other 
than those of morality, the interest, for example, in truth or 
in beauty, which Kant likewise recognizes. Obviously there 
is rational legislation at a large number of levels, and not only 
at the supreme level which Butler makes a function of con- 
scicncc, and Kant of his categorical, legislative will. 

. .. 
111 

We now pass to  the consideration of the three distinct formulac 
in which Kant seeks to give expression to the single, ulti- 
mate, unconditional imperative of morality. He argues, first 
of all, that the mere conception of a law that will apply 
regardless of pathological inclinations and interests will of 

itself suffice to give content to its apparent emptiness (p. 420). 
I t  will be a law to the effect that we should only act on a 
maxim or practical rule that we can also will t o  be a general law 
(p. 421). This formula seems to have performed the improbable 
task of conjuring something out of nothing, a definite principle 
of action out of the mere requirement that one should have 
some such principle. An examination of Kant's formula, and of 
the four famous examples which he uses t o  illustrate it, will 
show, however, that it is not as vacuous as it at first seems. 
For it does not license us to set up anything as a law that is 
free from internal self-contradiction: it will not license us to  
prescribe the enslavement of any dark-haired by any fair-haired 
person, nor the assiduous chewing up of paper by anyone and 
everyone. What it does license us to set up as a law is something 
that we ourselves, having whatever general nature we do  have, 
and whatever specific wants we also have, have some interest 
in willing (not what it is analytically possible for us to  will); 
and it licenses us to do this on condition that also we simul- 
taneously will that everyone, whatever his general nature and 
specific interests, should have a licence to  will just as we will, 
and whatever the effect of such willing on  ourselves or on 
anyone else. The formula gains content because it is a formula 
for agents who are also possible patients, whose actions have 
effects that can be suffered by others who are also possible 
agents; and it also gains content because it presupposes widely 
shared generic, and stable, individual natures in those agents 
and patients, which are, in all practically relevant cases, com- 
mon human types of interest, or individual variants of these. 
The formula is not based on the peculiarities of human nature 
(p. 425), but would apply to fairies, or Houyhnhnms, or any 
sort of rational creature whatever; but it does apply t o  beings 
who have interests and inclinations of some sort, and, in regard 
to  all such, it legislates that they should will what they are 
prepared that everyone should will, whether or not they them- 
selves are, or were, the agents or patients of such willing. It 
thus has the same higher-order, co-ordinating character as the 
self-love, benevolence, and conscience of Butler; and what it 
co-ordinates are contingent, personal inclinations and interests, 
whether of men or other rational beings, while it itself, in its 
higher-order role, is wholly free from anything contingent and 
pathological. Like the categories and principles of the under- 
standing, it systematizes a contingent, empirical manifold: this 
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manifold consists, however, not of data that affect us intui- 
tively, but of the contingent impulses and interests that they 
call forth, which are as essential to action as intuitive data are 
to knowledge. The moral imperatives of Kant have, therefore, 
as essential a relation to contingent, empirical material as 
his categorial principles. It  is also important to  note, in this 
connection, that Kant's imperatives are really laws of per- 
mission, rather than of prescription or prohibition. They 
allow us to will anything whatever, provided we are also willing 
to  make whatever we will a possibility for everyone in relation 
to  everyone, including ourselves. As such, they 
generically human, as well as individually personal, inclinations 
and interests, without which they would be without any 
application. 

A careful consideration of Kant's four famous illustrations 
will confirm this analysis. The first illustration is that of a man 
contemplating suicide when reduced to despair by a series of 
disasters. Is it not possible for him, impelled by self-love, to 
accept as a maxim that life should be shortened whenever 
its prolongation promises more misery than pleasure? No: 
for there is an inner contradiction in willing that a principle of 
self-love, which has the function (Bestimmung) of tending 
towards the improvement (Beforderung) of life, should be 
instrumental in destroying that life. As the example is phrased, 
we might imagine that it is some merely logical contradiction 
that is here being invoked, which is of course not the case. 
There is no contradiction in a system of nature where, in 
given circumstances, an inbuilt impulse towards X is cancelled 
by another, conflicting impulse, or is itself diverted towards 
the prevention of X. The real point of the objection is that 
life is not merely the necessary condition for the many con- 
tingent, pathological satisfactions in which our body plays 
some part, but also for the many desirable, rational, and, in 
some cases, obligatory activities sometimes connected with 
the happiness of others, which involve much more than merely 
personal satisfactions and freedom from dissatisfactions. Life 
is not merely a source of satisfaction and dissatisfaction: it 
is the necessary basis for many rational and moral activities, 
and must share the respect that we accord to the latter. We 
are not free to dispense with it merely because it has ceased 
to provide entertainment. It can, of course, be objected, that, 
since Kant believes men to be immortal, a man need not imagine 
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that, by committing bodily suicide, he is terminating all his 
rational and moral activities, or even his personal satisfactions. 
But he does not, in Kant's view, have certain knowledge that 
he will be able to continue the life of reason and pleasure in 
some other form of life, and he certainly has no reason t o  expect 
this if he has lacked respect for the only sort of life of which 
he has knowledge, and for the activities and satisfactions it 
has provided. We are incarnate, not discarnate intelligences, 
and as such we cannot but set store by the activities and satis- 
factions of which we have knowledge, and by the bodily life 
which is their precondition. It is in some such way that we 
must interpret Kant's first illustration: it will not work without 
a consideration of the special facts of the human condition. 
and the special interests which this engenders. Were we freely 
floating, Swedenborgian spirits, perhaps plunging in and out 
of bodies at will, we might very well have decided differently 
and perhaps legitimately. 

Kant's next example is, however, much easier of interpreta- 
tion. Plainly a man who borrows money from someone, secretly 
intending not to repay it, would not desire to be treated by 
others as he is now treating someone, and would also not 
desire the destruction of the whole system of mutual credit 
of which he is now availing himself. But equally plainly, though 
Kant does not spell it out, if we were beings so circumstanced 
or constituted as not to need the institutions of borrowing 
or lending in the realization of our purposes, as can readily 
be imagined, we might preach and practise a doctrine of uni- 
versal self-help, or of gratuitous aid, or of the communism of 
the means of production, and so forth. As men, we are not, 
however, thus circumstanced or constituted, and stand in need 
of the financial assistance of others, to which concrete need 
Kant's general imperative has applied itself. And Kant's third 
example resembles his first. We are tempted, in our own case, 
to  avoid the labour and annoyance of cultivating our various 
talents, but are not prepared to will that their non-cultivation 
should be general, since both the products and performances 
which evince talent involve rational activities which are satis- 
factory to us as rational beings. If we were brutes or  gods, 
having no talents or only fully developed ones, the demand 
would not arise. Kant's fourth example also resembles his 
first: though we are tempted to deny others the support and 
sympathy that their distressed state calls for, we cannot will 



that such non-support and lack of sympathy should be universal. 
For we are not Epicurean gods, but men geared into society 
for our happiness and our survival. T o  beings so geared sym- 
pathy and support are essential, and must be freely given, 
even if we ourselves may not be so much in need of them as 
others. And, obviously, t o  exploit them, and yet not to  re- 
ciprocate them, would involve a graver departure from duty 
than neither t o  exploit nor reciprocate them. Kant's four 
examples therefore all involve natural or rational interests 
common to men, which provide the necessary material which 
his principle organizes. But perhaps Kant has not sufficiently 
stressed that our interest in life, in mutual trust, in the cultiva- 
tion of talent,and in mutual support are not merely pathological 
affections that we as men happen to feel. They have in some 
sense arguably as a priori a character as the moral law which 
builds itself upon them, and organizes them. A deduction o f  
rationally approvable ends is as necessary as a deduction o f  
moral imperatives. 

Kant passes, however, from his first, somewhat inadequate 
formulation of the moral law to  a more satisfactory formulation 
in which the disinterestedly legislative will, and the beings who 
are capable of exercising it legislatively and obeying it electively, 
are themselves the end o f  their own legislation. The will must 
direct itself to  sustaining the existence and the unimpeded 
activity of such legislators and moral subjects. As Kant puts it: 

Supposing there were something whose existence has in itself an absolute 
value, which, as an end in itself, could be the source of definite laws, then 
we should have in such a thing, and in it alone, the ground of a possible 
categorical imperative of practical law. I assert now that man, and any 
rational being at all, exists as an end in itself, and is not merely a means 
to be freely used by this or that will, but must in all actions, whether 
directed upon itself or upon other rational beings, always also be treated 
as an end. All the objects of inclination have only a conditional value. If 
they are non-rational beings, they have only a relative, instrumental value, 
and are therefore known as things. Rational beings, on the other hand, 
are called persons, since their nature distinguishes them as ends in them- 
selves (p. 428) .  

It is therefore a practical law that we should never use anyone's 
humanity (with its power t o  legislate rationally) as a mere 
means to  anything else, but also as a supreme end. We must 
respect legislative reason whether in ourselves o r  anyone else. 
I t  is not altogether clear whether Kant means us to take this 
principle as a mere restatement of the previous one,  but plainly 
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it involves something more. For i t  extends the awe which 
surrounds the moral law to  the subject which promulgates it. 
But, though thus extending the sense of the  previous principle, 
it also does so inevitably, since disinterested willing is insepar- 
able from the disinterested subject that wills it. 

Kant's four examples work better under the new formula 
than under the old one, which shows that  there has been a 
genuine deepening of sense. Suicide is illegitimate, since i t  
involves treating oneself, a moral legislator, as a mere means 
to  the avoidance of certain vanishing pains. Defaulting o n  
debt-repayment is illegitimate, since it involves manipulating 
a moral legislator in what cannot be t o  his pathological o r  
moral benefit. Failing to  cultivate one's talents is illegitimate, 
since it involves disrespect for all the rational capacities which 
necessarily cluster around that of rational legislation. And  
failure to  help others in distress is illegitimate, since it repre- 
sents a failure to accept the contingent needs of those others, 
which is plainly involved in accepting them, qua rational legis- 
lators, as ends in themselves (pp. 429-30). The  nimbus of a 
legislator must shed its light on his non-legislative aspects, 
since the same rational person is involved in both. 

From his two formulae of legislative generality and respect 
for legislators, Kant turns t o  his third formula, which we may 
call that of legislative consensus. Practical beings, for Kant ,  
qua rational, necessarily constitute a system in which all pre- 
scribe the same general rules t o  all: since the  rules are the  
same, everyone legislates as much for himself as for others, 
and is always autonomous, subject t o  his own rules, never 
heteronomous, subject to  rules which are no t  his own. And 
all the autonomous moral legislators accord t o  one another 
the same unconditional deference that  they accord t o  the  
moral law: all treat all as ends in themselves, and never as 
mere means. The rational legislators may of course differ in 
the elective implementation of their common legislation: 
without differing in their deference t o  it, the one may have 
interests that lead him t o  implement i t  in a given manner, 
while the other implements it quite differently. There are thus 
possibilities of non-accord among legislators, qua elective, 
which are not  in any sense cases o f  discord. There will, how- 
ever, also be cases of elective discord among legislators when, 
qua elective, they yield t o  pathological inclinations, and fail 
t o  implement the moral law in some respect. When this happens 
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they will no doubt  be as much condemned by themselves 
qua legislators, as they are also condemned by others. Despite 
all these possibilities o f  disharmony, the rational legislators, 
who are also the subjects, sometimes dissident, of their own 
common legislation, will all constitute a single legislative system, 
the constitution o f  which will be pre-eminently preserved in an 
inner core of holy wills, who have no temptation to  deviate 
from the laws which they all alike prescribe to  all alike. And 
this inner core will have its centre, though Kant does not 
mention him a t  this point, in a supremely holy moral legislator, 
whose existence is not contingent, and who has created all 
the other moral legislators who exist contingently. The holy 
members of the system do not, however, impose the moral 
law on the other, less holy members, for each member of 
the system, however deviant electively, is a sovereign, autono- 
mous moral legislator. 'Thus arises', Kant tells us, 'a systematic 
combination of rational beings through common, objective 
laws, i.e. a kingdom, no more than an ideal, which, since these 
laws aim at the relations o f  these beings, as means and ends, 
to  one another, may be called a kingdom of ends. A reasonable 
being belongs t o  this kingdom of ends as a member if it is 
itself subject to  these laws, which it also lays down as legislator. 
I t  belongs to  this kingdom as sovereign, since in its legislation 
it is not subject to  the will of another' (p. 433). 

iv 
The Third Section of the Crundlegung attempts the difficult 
task of showing that the three formulae that he has given are 
in fact the ways in which the rational, legislative will must 
declare itself. That it will thus declare itself is not  analytically 
evident: it is not, Kant holds, part of the concept of an un- 
conditionally good will that it must necessarily will universally, 
that it must have infinite respect for its own legislative func- 
tions, and that i t  must always achieve a harmonious consensus 
among all the individual wills in which it is embodied. There 
must, he holds, be some property of the unconditionally good 
will from which these maxims follow analytically as absolute 
laws, but it is not easy to see what such a property can be. 
Kant then makes the audacious assertion that it is simply in 
the concept or Idea of freedom (if indeed we have, or can have 
such a concept or Idea) that the notion which links goodness 
of will to  his three formulations of the moral law is t o  be found. 

If there can be a will, a positive source of causal determination, 
which is also Self-determined o r  autonomous, and so free from 
definite determination by external inclinations and interests 
(though it can of course associate itself with and endorse the 
latter), and which is also rational, in that  it necessarily guides 
itself by general rules o r  principles of action, unless diverted 
from the latter by particular, momentary impulses (as it can o f  
course be diverted); then it can be shown, Kant thinks, that 
such a will necessarily will guide itself by the three principles 
in question, and that what we call its goodness will consist 
in following such principles, whereas its weakness o r  badness 
will consist in its neglect to  follow them. As we have seen, 
the Kantian notion of freedom is Janus-faced, according as 
we consider it in relation to the legislative o r  elective aspect 
of the will. The will is free in its legislation according as it 
follows its own necessary line of absolute generality, un- 
deterred by the pulls of particular pathological interests; but  
it is free, in its elective aspect, according as it follows, o r ,  b y  
defect, fails t o  follow, its own legislative programme in this 
particular case, and in a context of particular solicitations. 

I t  seems plain that both these notions enter into the complex 
notion of freedom which is now in question: the will, as a 
rational power, must of necessity prescribc general principles 
which set it above the particularities of person and impulse, 
and which will enable it to  co-ordinate them all, and it must 
also have the ability to  implement its principles (or, b y  defect, 
not  to  implement them) in the particular case, whatever the  
impulses that tell for or  against this. And, o n  examining the 
various strands in the Kantian conception of freedom, it is 
highly arguable that they do entail something like the  three 
formulae he has put  forward, and that  it is reasonable t o  claim 
that  what we ordinarily call moral goodness consists in con- 
forming t o  such principles, while moral defect o r  badness 
consists in the failure t o  conform to  them. For  there is nothing 
rational in a principle which aligns itself with one person, o r  
one set o f  contingent interests, rather than with another person, 
o r  another set o f  interests, even if that  person happens to  be 
oneself, and the interests one's own. And there is an obvious 
rationality in an interest in rationality as such, and in an interest 
in the elimination of irrationality. Interests are as such self- 
endorsing and self-approving, and rationality in interest is not  
exempt from this principle, so that rational agents will respect 
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rational agency whether in themselves or anyone else. And 
rationality of interest, being without fear or favour towards 
persons or interests, will necessarily work towards a consensus 
in which all demand the same of all and for all. And it is also 
not in doubt that Kant's three formulae cover much that is 
fundamental in morals, certainly what he himself called duties 
of right, which are the same for all, and from which it would 
be wrong to depart, even if they do not so well cover what 
he called duties of virtue, which differ from person to person, 
and which are meritorious rather than obligatory. 

Kant has, however, defined freedom purely in negative 
terms: it is a form of causality in which there is no prior in- 
clination which precisely determines what is done or chosen, 
or determines whether there is an endorsement of a given 
inclination, or a contrary decision to abide by the moral law. 
To use such a notion in explanation demands, however, that 
we should give it a positive meaning, and this, in the sense 
of being able to illustrate it intuitively, is something that we 
cannot do. Logically, the notion of a condition which entails 
either of  two outcomes, and which requires no added deter- 
minant to decide which is realized, is perhaps emptily enter- 
tainable: it amounts to our being perfectly satisfied with 
the explanatory value of such a ground or cause. But, in 
intuitive illustration, we have nothing beyond the absence 
of an extra determining factor to go on, and this hardly suffices 
to establish the existence of the sort of positive causal deter- 
mination in question. Kant in fact refuses to offer more than 
a practical reason for believing in such a sort of causality. 
Freedom is not an ordinary concept of which plain illustrations 
can be given: it is rather a Transcendental Idea whose possible 
cases transcend illustration. If we ask why we should believe 
that we possess such an extraordinary power, whether in its 
necessary or its facultative aspect, Kant gives the remarkable 
answer that 'we must necessarily credit every rational being 
posscssed of will with the Idea of freedom, under which alone 
it can act', and also that 'every being that cannot act otherwise 
than under the Idca oj'freedom, is therefore, from a practical 
point of view, really free' (p. 448). In other words, to legislate 
to the effect that we shall comport ourselves in certain ways 
is to presume that we can comport ourselves in those ways, 
no matter what the force of opposing inclinations may be. To  
this Kant adds, in a footnote, that he has argued in this manner 

in order to avoid the necessity of proving in a theoretical 
manner that there really is or can be such a thing as freedom. 
For, even if this cannot be proved, the same laws will hold 
for the practice of beings that cannot act except under an Idea 
of their own freedom, as would govern them if they were 
actually free. Beings endowed with a will therefore necessarily 
think of themselves as free, and take themselves t o  be free, 
and this is so even if the Idea of freedom has nothing corre- 
sponding to it in intuition, and in fact transcends all possible 
experience. But, of course, that we must think in this manner, 
or  must proceed as if such thinking were valid, gives a definite 
fillip to such thinking: it gives to a transcendent power a 
definite place in the phenomenal order, even if only in the 
thought of rational agents. To  be obligatorily thinkable seems, 
in fact, to be the characteristic manner in which the tran- 
scendently real insinuates itself into phenomenal experience. 

Kant comments on the strange circle, which obliges us to  
believe in our freedom, that is, our non-pathological self- 
determination, in order to understand the possibility and the 
nccessity of moral laws; but which also obligcs us to  accept 
the possibility and necessity o f  unconditional moral laws 
in order to  understand the possibility and necessity of such 
freedom (p. 450). The two concepts are in fact equivalent: 
a will free to determine its direction without the pressures 
of particular interests must necessarily follow laws of the 
purest generality - it cannot dispense with all laws since it 
is a rational power - and a will governed by laws of the purest 
generality must necessarily be able to  resist determination by 
particular interests. Both these concepts are, however, products 
of pure reason rather than understanding. They are not thoughts 
which serve to bring sensuous presentations under rules, as the 
concepts of the understanding always are: they are rather 
thoughts springing from the spontaneity of the pure subject, 
in which it posits the existence of a supersensible order t o  
which it intrinsically belongs. 'As a reasonable being, belonging 
as such to the intelligible world', Kant tells us, 'a man can only 
think of the causality of his own will under the Idea o f  freedom. 
For independence of the determining causes of the sense-world, 
which reason always has to attribute to  itself, is freedom. And 
with the Idea of freedom the concept of autonomy is indis- 
solubly bound up, and with this the general principle of 
morality, which in Idea underlies all the actions of rational 



306 Kant !s Metaphysic of Morals and Religion 

beings, just as natural law underlies all appearances' (pp. 452-3). 
A being, in short, which transcends empirical particularity, as 
the rational self always does and must, cannot escape from the 
highest-order generalities of  morality. To this we may add that 
the sort of unity which is not drawn out in phenomenal phases 
outside o f  one another in space, or  coming after one another in 
time, necessarily has all its laws, and all its implementations 
(or non-implementations) of such laws, concentrated in its . 
own, single being, and has nothing that can depend o n  what 
is external. 

The concluding paragraphs of the Gmndlegung do much to 
show how vivid is Kant's belief in the transcendent world of 
the understanding, which we can spontaneously think but not 
know, but to which we none the less, as rational agents, in- 
defeasibly belong. It is said to  be the ground of the sense-world, 

is sentence and hence also of the laws of the latter (p. 453). Th' 
proves that the connections in the sense-world, and not merely 
the elements of the latter, reflect deeper, transcendental con- 
nections, involving teleological and moral, as well as causal 
links; and that the linkage of phenomenal causality is in some 
sense an inadequate translation, into a passively intuitive, 
spatio-temporal idiom, of these deeper interconnections and 
relations. The phenomenal order is a systematic rendering of 
the noumenal order (even though it may leave many features 
out): it is not, as many have thought, a free fabrication from 
disjoined impressions with which the noumenal order affects 
us. In what manner, or on what principles, the rendering pro- 
ceeds, or how precisely the richer noumenal order is cut down 
to its reduced, phenomenal surrogate, we are of course wholly 
ignorant. But in the practical consciousness, Kant tells us, of 
even the commonest and most errant man, we have, in the 
form of an 'ought', the awareness of patterns in the noumenal 
order that transcend all that he can, in the order of phenomenal 
causes, achieve. He is able to transcend himself in thought, and 
to take up the standpoint of a member of a non-phenomenal, 
rational order, to become in his thought a better person than 
he phenomenally is (p. 455). In that noumenal order, in fact, 
deviant, phenomenal man is represented only by acts of lenience 
or self-indulgence (Nachsicht), in which he freely gives way to 
influences and impulses external to  his own intrinsic legislation 
(p. 458). Such Nachsicht no doubt is as marginal in the 
noumenal order as acts of  moral heroism are marginal down 
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here. (The whole problem of Nachsicht, o r  the declension from 
morality, will concern us when we consider Kant's treatise on  
Religion within the Bounds of Mere Reason.) Kant does not, 
however, attempt to project the structure of one order from 
that of the other, nor suggest any principles on which such a 
projection might proceed. Where intuition ceases, systematic 
projection also ceases. He affirms, however, his general faith 
in the monadology which he inherited from Leibniz: 'The 
concept of a world of the understanding is therefore only a 
standpoint which reason feels itself impelled t o  take u p  beyond 
phenomena, in order to think of itself as practical. But this 
thought definitely involves the Idea of an order, and a legisla- 
tion, other than that of the nature-mechanism which applies 
t o  the sense-world, and makes the concept of an intelligible 
world, i.e. of the totality of rational beings as Things-in- 
themselves, a necessary one' (p. 458). There will, of course, 
also have to be a place for dynamic agents which are no t  rational 
agents in such a transcendent world. 

The Critique of Practical Reason, professedly the central 
treatment of morality in the critical philosophy, is less central 
than its name would lead us to  imagine. For, the whole first 
part, the Analytic of Pure Practical Reason, is in the  main 
merely a more elaborate setting forth of the points already 
made in the Grundlegung, while for richness of detailed applica- 
tion one has still t o  proceed to  the 1797 Metaphysic of Morals. 
There are, however, a few points made in the Analytic which 
merit special attention; while the Dialectic o f  Pure Practical 
Reason extends the account of the kingdom of ends given 
in the Grundlegung by considering the nature and content 
of the three postulates of freedom, God, and immortality, 
which are necessitated by the relation of that kingdom t o  the 
kingdom of nature. The nature of such postulates, which have 
only a cogitative and a practical, but not an epistemological 
use, is of course highly relevant to our central theme o f  Kant's 
notion of transcendental objectivity. 

The most significant of the new points raised in the  Analytic 
of Pure Practical Reason is the nature of the  Achtung, the 
respect which enters into the intrinsic dynamism of  the  moral 
law (see pp. 126-59). It is plain, Kant holds, 'that what is 
essential in all moral worth, is that the moral law should directly 
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determine the will. Should the determination of the will be 
in accord with the moral law, but only by way of a feeling, no 
matter  of what sort, that has t o  be presupposed so that  the law 
can become sufficient t o  condition the will, this determination 
is not  for the law's sake, and an action may have legality, 
but  not morality' (pp. 126-7). The operation of the moral 
law is therefore t o  this extent negative: its determination 
of the will must be wholly unassisted by pre-existent, affec- 
tive motives, and it must in fact dismiss (abweisen) all such 
motives as forces that can work against itself. This negative 
thwarting of all pre-existent feelings must, however, itself 
generate a feeling, which can only be one of pain: our par- 
ticular, contingent interests are not to be satisfied. And not 
only that, but it also must strike down that lower form of 
self-interest (Selbstsucht) which endorses our personal in- 
terests simply because they are ours, and which is called 
Eigendiinkel, arrogant self-complacency, rather than rational 
self-love. In striking down this affect, the moral law engenders 
a sense of humiliation (Demutkung) in the self-complacent, 
pathological self, and so removes a resistance to  itself, and 
makes its own fulfilment easier. This sense of humiliation 
is indeed an affect distinct from the moral law, but ,  since 
it is a product of the legislative will, we are moved by nothing 
but the dynamism of  the moral law itself, which is the source 
of the affect in question. The genesis of this affect is, more- 
over, no discovery o f  the empirical psychologist: though not 
an analytic truth, it can be foreseen a priori. The legislative 
aspect must thus affect its pathological aspect. Kant com- 
ments on the remarkable character of this insight: it indeed 
represents an anticipation o f  the a priori, synthetic phenom- 
enology of Husserl. 

Another important point in the Analytic is its unequivocal 
endorsement o f  the use o f  the category of causation beyond 
the limits of possible experience. There are so many passages 
in the epistemologically oriented Critique of Pure Reason 
where such a transcendent use is condemned, or  even said 
t o  lack meaning, that many have taken this to  be the authorita- 
tive stand of Kant, from which all deviations are t o  be re- 
garded as slips or errors. In the Analytic, however, he makes 
plain that, while phenomenally evident, causal connection 
is only possible through the regular, phenomenal successions 
which alone set objective time before us, and while we cannot 
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extend such a method of knowing beyond the limits of ex- 
perience; we can, none the less, make good, non-epistemic 
uses of the category of causation beyond empirical limits, 
in the case, for example, of free, voluntary decisions: 

How will it be in regard to an application (Anwendung) of this category 
of causation (and of all the other categories necessary to the knowledge 
of existence) to things which are not objects of possible experience, 
but lie beyond the bounds of such? For I have only been able to  deduce 
the objective reality of these concepts in relation t o  the objects of POSS- 

ible experience. But by this very fact, that I have rescued them (for 
knowledge) only in this case, that I have shown that they allow us to  
think objects, but not to determine them a pn'ori: this is the fact that 
gives them a place in the pure understanding which can then refer them 
to objects in general, whether sensible or non-sensible. If any condition 
is lacking for the application of these categories (e.g. causality) to objects, 
it is the lack of intuition which renders an application to the object 
qua Noumenon impossible for the purposes of theoretical knowledge . . . 
For that this concept involves no impossibility in relation to  an object, 
is proved by the fact that it has an assured place in the pure understanding 
in all references to sensible objects. And if it is thereafter immediately 
referred to Things-in-themselves which cannot be objects of experience, 
and is in this use incapable of any determinate presentation of an object 
for the purposes of theoretical knowledge, it may none the less be capable, 
perhaps for other practical purposes, of a determinate application, which 
would not be the case if, as Hume thought, causality were a concept 
incapable of being thought at all (pp. 94-5). 

What these syntactically deplorable sentences seem to be 
saying is that categories must permit o f  a wider cogitative 
application, where a narrower epistemic application is im- 
possible, and that, if they were not  capable of the former, 
they could not  be capable of the  latter. (Or, what is the same, 
if they are capable of the latter, they must be capable of the  
former.) 

And what they further seem to  be saying is that what we may 
call the agent-sense of causality is more fundamental than the 
phenomenally dependent, knowledge-sense, and that  the  
Mumean causality, which depends on  phenomenal antecedents, 
is an inadequate substitute for the former sense. That this is 
what Kant thinks is shown by a passage in which he says that  'in 
the concept of a will the concept of causality is already con- 
tained, and thus in the concept of a pure will the  concept of a 
causality of freedom is contained, i.e. of a causality no t  deter- 
minable through natural laws, and so incapable of empirical in- 
tuition as a proof of its reality. This causality fully justifies its 
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objective reality a prioriin the pure practical law, not indeed for 
the purposes of the theoretical use of reason, but for the purposes 
of its practical use' (pp. 96-7). And in a subsequent passage he 
also says: 'And so it happens that, since all the prescriptions 
of pure practical reason only concern the determinations of 
the will, not the natural conditions for the practical execution 
of  its intentions, practical concepts a priori immediately be- 
come, in relation to the supreme principle of freedom, matters 
of  knowledge (Erkenntnisse), and do not need to wait for 
intuitions to acquire meaning. This is so on account of the 
remarkable fact that they themselves engender the actuality 
of the voluntary intention at which they are directed, and 
which is not the case in regard to theoretical conceptions' 
(p. 116). In other words, our own free action involves the 
same category of causality or agency that we apply in the 
knowledge of the phenomenally given, only in its case we can 
dispense with the empirical criteria necessary in the case of 
the latter. Hume's empirical criteria for causation are thus 
criteria that we only apply when we are unable to probe be- 
neath the phenomenal surface. But volition is a mode of causa- 
tion which requires no verifying intuition. It  seems not far, 
we may say, from the intellectual intuition that God possesses. 

Another concept interestingly developed in the Analytic is 
that of the summum bonum or complete good. There Kant 
reluctantly recognizes that there can be something rational 
in the pursuit of happiness or Gluckseligkeit, of our own 
personal weal or woe (Wohl oder ~ b e l ) ,  even if he identifies 
the latter with the definite feelings which various objects 
or actions occasion. He acknowledges that our weal or woe 
is very important in the judgements of practical reason, and 
that our 'happiness' is what concerns our nature as sensuous 
beings, provided that this happiness is judged, not in terms 
of vanishing sensations, but in terms of the influence such 
things have on our whole existence, and on our satisfaction 
with the same (p. 107). But he also suggests that the rationality 
of such a pursuit is merely instrumental, since the end it seeks, 
that is, enjoyment, is not an a priori, rational good, but a 
wohl, a merely sensuous, personal good, the only thing rational 
about which is our deliberation as to how to obtain it (p. 110). 
And since Kant, ignorant of the arguments of Butler, fails to 
see that the pursuit of one's own over-all welfare is as indepen- 
dent of the concrete needs and satisfactions that it covers, 
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and hence as truly rational, as the moral law itself, and that 
it is as often as hard to pursue as that law, he necessarily ex- 
cludes it from the unconditional, supreme good, which consists 
in virtue (Tugend) or the good will alone. But, in the Dialectic 
of Pure Practical Reason, Kant assents to the proposition that 
virtue or the good will makes a man worthy of happiness, and 
worthy of a degree of happiness proportioned to  his virtue, 
and that virtue without its proportionate complement of  
happiness will therefore necessarily be an incomplete good, 
and one not to be desired for, or by, a rational being. 'Virtue', 
Kant says, 'is not the whole or perfect good as the object of 
desire for finite rational beings. For that, happiness is also 
demanded, and that not only in the partial eyes of the person 
who makes himself his end, but even in the judgement of an 
impartial reason, which treats such a person as an end in him- 
self. For to have need of happiness, and be worthy of  it, yet 
not to share in it, is not consistent with the will of an all- 
perfect rational being, if we allow ourselves to conceive of the 
latter for the sake of argument' (pp. 198-9). 

The connection of virtue with happiness is not, however, 
analytic, and Kant therefore requires a Transcendental De- 
duction for it. We have therefore to ask why a reasonable 
will should not simply be satisfied to conform to the moral 
law, but should further desire that such conformity should 
be rewarded with happiness. If this has to be shown, Kant 
has not succeeded in showing it. He has not even tried to  
show that it is rational to pursue happiness as well as virtue, 
but has only conceived of transcendental arrangements that 
might make the achievement of both possible. To show that 
happiness is a fitting complement to  virtue, we must be able 
to show that it is an independently rational goal when not 
definitely coupled with immorality; which is not the same 
as saying that it has to be a mere accompaniment to morality. 
Happy children and animals should be so, even if they are 
incapable of goodness of will. And positive goodness of will 
is not involved in the enjoyment of beauty, the love of persons, 
or the extension of knowledge; which are all goods that Kant 
acknowledges, even if moral badness may be capable of de- 
valuing all of them. These issues have, however, often been 
raised, and it is not profitable to dwell on the exaggerated 
moralism of Kant. 



Chapter  XI  

Last Comparisons and Assessments 

1 

We wish, in the present chapter, to gather together the threads 
of  our interpretation o f  Kantian transcendentalism, seeing 
what it amounts to, and how it compares with other related 
types of doctrine, especially to  such as came after it and built 
upon it. We must also consider to what extent it should be 
accepted or amended, laying our wonted stress on the Tran- 
scendental Object, which, in our view, plays an essential, if 
highly problematic role in Kantian theory. We have to inquire 
into the feasibility of a view which sees the world of our 
common experience as throughout dependent on objects and 
relationships, including those o f  the subject, which can and 
must be thought, in quite empty, formal fashion, if the world 
of our common experience is to be understood, and if we are 
to find empirical surrogates for what ultimately underlies it. 

It may, in the present context, be profitable to  compare 
Kant's account o f  our phenomenal predicament, forced to  
make do with appearances and relations among appearances 
- though such a 'making do' involves the conception of a 
'doing without' all that such a 'making do' represents - with 
Plato's myth of the life o f  men in the cave of the instantial and 
the phenomenal, with which it has a large number of analogies. 
There is, in fact, much in Kant that is profoundly Platonic, 
since his Things-in-themselves, like Leibniz's monads, are 
~ractically the same as their uniquely specified essences, which 
all depend upon a single supreme Thing-in-itself which is simply 
the united sum total o f  all positive predicates. The Platonic 
cave-dwellers, like the Kantian ones, are unable to  see the 
objects that cast the variously shaped and arranged shadows 
on their cave-wall, and have to  be content with noting how 
they accompany or follow one another, and with projecting 
such regularities into the imagined future, finding their sub- 
stitute for substantial things and causal relations in the syste- 
matic interrelations of the shadows, whether actual or possible. 
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But the Platonic cave-dwellers have the advantage, in that a 
turning of the head and the gaze from the ectype to the proto- 
type is not an impossible, though a difficult operation. And 
it is also not impossible, after suitable dialectical training of 
their limbs, to walk out of the phenomenal cave altogether, 
and to explore eidetic relations of various degrees of loftiness, 
with all the resources of a luminous, intuitive vision. The 
Kantian cave-dwellers enjoy no such privilege, at least not in 
this life, and the concepts they form of the real sources of 
their appearances, and of their relations t o  one another, are 
merely abstract structures of variables, quite devoid of in- 
tuitive content. The Platonic cave-dwellers are also acquainted 
with one another, and can bandy conjectures as to the course 
of the shadows on the walls of their common prison: the 
shadows also are as much a common show as are the cave 
walls. The Kantian cave-dwellers, on the other hand, live each 
confined in his private cave-cell, and may not be seeing exactly 
similar shows on exactly the same sort of walls, though there 
is some sort of vague rumour which establishes connection 
among them, and a rational presumption that they all see 
much the same. The Platonic cave-dwellers can, further, cer- 
tainly see themselves and take notice of their fettered state, 
whereas the Kantian cave-dwellers have their heads and eyes 
so fixed that they cannot directly see themselves at all. They 
can at best distinguish certain persistent shadows from the 
general mass o f  the shadows, and identify them as their own. 
And of themselves as subjects conscious of the whole phenom- 
enal scene they have only a floating, Transcendental Idea, 
which never acquires any definite phenomenal content. 
Obviously the Kantian cave-dwellers are much disadvantaged 
in comparison with the Platonic ones, and their intimations of 
a being-in-itself which transcends the vanishing and the bounded, 
and which is necessary rather than contingent, are much dimmer 
than those of the Platonic troglodytes. And their intimations 
of a moral law which transcends impulse, and of a freedom 
which promulgates and can carry out  that law, and of a secret 
teleology responsible for the beauty and order they see in 
appearances, are likewise much vaguer and more problematic 
than those of the Platonic prisoners. 

None the less, both accounts describe the human condition, 
with its immersion in circumscribed, vanishing, fortuitous 
details, which by themselves do  not hang together intelligibly, 
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and in practical and emotional problems which require, but 
cannot reach to  an axiology in terms of which they can be 
faced and dealt with. Certainly we feel ourselves to be the 
inhabitants of such a cave, with its flickering shows never 
capable of one, simple, unambiguous interpretation, and with 
its many dark and terrible shadows contrasting with all that 
is bright and clear and alluring. But the totally imprisoned 
character of  our ordinary condition also encourages some to  
induce in themselves a deliberate sort of cave-happiness, which 
takes comfort in the thought that we are not really prisoners 
at all, and that the in-itself of things may consist merely in 
the systematic parade of their external and internal shows. 
Kant, in the exquisite balance of his thought, has encouraged 
much cave-happiness in others, particularly in more recent 
times, though there is also a neglected side of his thought, 
which we have tried to bring out, which tells against such an 
accommodation. This would appear to have gained strength 
in very recent times, in view of the vanishing firework displays 
in which the parade-view of things seems to  have ended. 

The great objection to Kant's placing of the roots of things 
beyond possible experience and knowledge is, of course, that it 
is thought to import a hopeless surd, a mere Lockean something- 
we-know-not-what, into discourse, concerning which nothing 
significant can be said. This conception is what mainly en- 
courages cave-acquiescence. It rests, however, on a misunder- 
standing, since Kant does not hold that we cannot form 
significant conceptions, even quite specific ones, concerning 
what transcends possible experience and knowledge, nor even 
that we in some cases have to do so. What he denies is only 
that it is possible to know something by such means, a wholly 
empty statement, since knowledge has been technically defined 
as what arises when concepts are correctly applied to  what 
is intuitively given. 

The amphiboly passages we have cited (CPR, A. 263-6), 
and others, make plain that Kant never departed from the 
Leibnizian view that the noumenal substrates of appearance 
must be incomposite unities having inner natures peculiar to 
themselves, on which all their outer relationships are founded; 
that they cannot have parts external to one another in space 
or in time; and that they cannot be conceived except either as 
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thinking selves, or as something analogous to  thinking selves, 
whose concern with objects is intrinsic t o  themselves, and 
impairs neither their unity nor their simplicity. Noumena in 
this sense certainly transcend experience and knowledge; since 
they are not in space and time, the universal forms (respectively) 
of outer and inner sense, on which experience and knowledge 
base themselves; and since even their most intimate and personal 
instance, the self which performs all our thinking and imagina- 
tive syntheses, is itself supersensible, and beyond experience 
and knowledge. And, if our own conscious selves are beyond 
experience and knowledge, how much more will this be so, 
in the case of the noumenal substrates of external bodies, 
which we can only credit with something remotely analogous 
to  thought and imagination? Kant does not try t o  extend his 
thought and his diction in Whiteheadian fantasies as to  how 
Things-in-themselves 'prehend' one another, or have 'objective 
immortality' in one another, or  experience various remarkable 
'feelings' towards one another. (Not that Whitehead's speculative 
fantasies are not in many ways enlightening.) It is plain also 
that, since Kant's physical monads are not credited with the 
spontaneity which modern physics attributes to its electrons, 
their analogue of consciousness will be wholly receptive and 
passive; it will perhaps offer no more than a screen on which 
other entities will be, in some quasi-spatial and temporal 
manner, mapped, and to  which its own dynamic responses will 
be purely mechanical. And how much more obscure will be 
the non-sensuous, non-spatial, and non-temporal analogue of 
conscious thought and will which will have t o  be attributed to  
the ens realissimum or monad of monads, in whom all positive 
realities and possibilities are summed up, and whose creative 
thoughts are self-realizing and indistinguishable from their 
objects? But, though all these noumenal substrates transcend 
knowledge and experience, they still do  not transcend the 
criteria which give them their meaning: they are conceived 
at least as simple unities summing up  multiplicity in themselves, 
in a manner analogous to thinking beings; and as having a 
root-being which is neither sensuous, nor spatially extended, 
nor temporally piecemeal; and as manifest or quasi-manifest t o  
one another in a manner which is sensuous and spatial and 
temporal, or which bears some analogy t o  the sensuous, the 
spatial, and the temporal. 

The world of Things-in-themselves is therefore, as in Leibniz, 
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a higher order of points of view, which runs parallel to the 
qualitatively variegated spatio-temporal order given in ex- 
perience, but which is not itself spatial or temporal or sensuously 
variegated: something of its nature has perhaps been sketched 
by Bertrand Russell in his Lowell Lectures entitled Our Know- 
ledge of the External World. Obviously the system formed by 
many systematically varying fields of spatio-temporal phenom- 
ena, will not itself be spatio-temporal, nor at all like its 
members, since its members will be phenomenal systems, and 
itself a system of such systems. There will, however, be iso- 
morphisms in the two types of order, and the one will be 
capable of being fitted into the other rather as, in modern 
physical theory, the multiplicity of local times fits into one 
encompassing, higher-order space-time. One must not, of 
course, press such suggestions too far, nor venture into terri- 
tories where Kant could not venture. 

It  may also be pointed out that, though the Kantian system 
of Things-in-themselves thus transcends experience and know- 
ledge, Kant does discover, in experience and knowledge, many 
special features which point to  what is noumenal. Our ordinary 
experience may be said to  be taken by Kant to be always 
trying to transcend the limitations of time, space, and the 
sensuous. Thus our retention of the immediate past, in what 
Kant calls a synthesis of apprehension, certainly does violence 
to the supersessive character of time: the whole of a small 
span of time, without loss of its order, achieves the joint 
presence that all temporal phases would have for an intuitive, 
timeless intelligence. In the same way we have many experiences 
that abolish the mutual externality of spatial regions: since 
we are never aware of anything absolutely punctual, all our 
experience may be taken to  do so. And there are innumerable 
states of mind in which sensuous illustration lapses or is reduced 
to  a vestige, and in which, as Kant points out, we experience 
complex readinesses that could be intuitively realized in a vast 
variety of ways, but are not actually in any. And Kant, in his 
treatment of  the imagination and its art, does not, like Hume, 
Titchener, Wittgenstein, or Ryle, think that a disposition for 
sensuous experience cannot itself be an actual higher-order 
experience, in which an infinity of detail is perspicuously 
summed up. In the words of a poem innumerable meanings 
may be concentrated, and experienced as concentrated, that 
it would require pages of dull explication and protocolization 
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to  sum up. And, in the thought of an intuitive intelligence, all 
experience must be whofly of this sort; it is only our depend- 
ence on affections from without that make this impossible 
in our case. We therefore have a considerable inkling, on Kant's 
admission, as to the nature of a non-temporal, non-spatial, and 
non-sensuous experience which none the less embraces every- 
thing that is laboriously spelled out for us by sensibility in the 
media of space and time. And, in our experiences of moral 
obligation, and of the delights of taste, we certainly, as Kant 
says, achieve an understanding of a conceived end which is 
intrinsically capable of self-realization, and of an ideal simplicity 
which is also indefinitely complex, both of which possibilities 
are not fully given in what is before us. Kant is not, therefore, 
offering us a mere assortment of blank surds in speaking of 
realities which transcend experience and knowledge: those he 
brings in are approachable in various ways as well as being 
necessary for the understanding of appearances. 

iii 

We may now, somewhat impertinently, seek to  illuminate 
what we may call Kant's metaphysic of experience, or his 
fundamental ontology, by likening it to  a circle, with sensuous, 
spatio-temporal phenomena at its periphery, and with radii 
that run back to  the centre, and that end in a point of unity. 
On the periphery everything involves the supersessive order 
of time, which gives to  each nuance of being its separated 
status, however much it may pass over into other nuances, 
while the togetherness of all these nuances will appear in 
the external togetherness, real or imagined, of spatial co- 
existence. (The supersessive order of time has, in Kant's view 
and in actual fact, to be projected on t o  a line.) Space and 
time need not then be treated, though Kant does in fact so 
treat them, as the merely contingent forms of our subjectivity, 
since they, or something like them, are plainly necessary to 
give apartness and definiteness t o  all the distinct facets of 
whatever exists, as well as embodying the continuous together- 
ness which integrates them into a world. And sensibility, or 
something analogous to  sensibility, will necessarily arise in 
so far as the various nuances of being affect one another, or 
are in some manner present to  one another, thus giving an 
indefeasible proof of their derivation from a common centre. 
Something like the sensuous presence of one thing t o  another 
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must characterize the sleeping, mechanistic monads as much 
as the wakeful, spontaneous ones: if we like to be fanciful, 
we can imagine their phenomenal field to have something 
like kinaesthesis and organic sensation at its centre, as it is 
at  the centre of ours. 

At the centre of  the circle, which more and more resembles 
some Tibetan Mandala, is the common root of all phenomena, 
the ens realissimum which embraces all possibilities and there- 
fore exists of necessity, and which must also be credited with 
a spontaneity, in virtue of which it pushes some of these poss- 
ibilities into actuality. But it must embrace them all non- 
sensuously or in a purely thinking manner, in which alone 
conflict among positive possibilities, acknowledged by Kant, 
can be ruled out; and it must therefore embrace the infinitely 
spatial and temporal without needing to run through them in 
the piecemeal fashion necessary at the periphery. We have, 
as Kant allows, many feelings and apprehensions of the infinite 
totality of time and space. This central ens realissimum is, 
by Kant, analogically conceived in the language of Judaeo- 
Christian personalism, but it could equally well have been 
conceived after other analogies, for example, in the impersonal 
language of Plato or Plotinus, or in the purged diction of 
Aquinas or of many Oriental theologians. We could, in fact, 
follow the least metaphorical of religious traditions, and see 
in it simply the uncluttered emptiness and unruffled repose 
which is always to be found at the centre of the Whirling 
Wheel of Being, and which, by some strange magnetism, draws 
all things to itself. But, however we may choose to conceive 
of it, it will have to be as essentially related to  phenomena 
as they are to it: it is the possibility of all phenomena and 
they are merely defective excerpts from its riches, spelled out 
in spatio-temporal separateness, and with the sharp outlines 
of the sensibly affective. 

There will, however, have to  be countless lines running from 
the periphery to  the centre, as also in the reverse direction, 
and it will be along those lines that we shall have to place all 
the phenomena of our inner, subjective life, with their imperfect 
overcoming of the sensuous, the temporal, and the spatial, 
and, may we add, though Kant does not, of the distance from 
the other person. And where the lines draw near to the centre, 
they will, in a special, rational set of cases, become full of 
Transcendental Ideas of  the subject, the object, and the ens 
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realissimum, Ideas which will transcend peripheral experience 
and knowledge, though they cast infinite light on the latter. 
And the higher phenomena of the ethical and the aesthetic 
life will also emerge close to that centre: the rational lines will 
become gathered together into a kingdom of ends in which 
all will legislate impartially for all, and into an aesthetic con- 
fraternity in which all will rejoice in the presentation of any- 
thing at all, provided only that it is presented with a perspicuity 
and poignancy which make us feel it was specially constructed 
to  suit the needs of our cognitive faculties. The Mandala we 
have sketched is plainly an impertinence, horrible indeed t o  
all analytic thinkers; Kant may have toyed, in his latter years, 
with the mysteries of the Zend-Avesta, but he was certainly 
ignorant of the mysteries of the Mahayana. We have, however, 
sketched it in, since we wished to  bring out the thinkable 
continuity between the phenomenal and the noumenal, and 
the necessity of the latter to  the understanding of the former, 
which is implicit in all Kantianism, and which certainly makes 
of its various transcendentals more than the mere surds they 
are commonly taken to be. 

We shall, in the remaining sections of this chapter, give an 
account, schematic to the last degree, of the relation of Kantian- 
ism to various important philosophical movements that came 
after it. We have sketched the origins of Kantianism in Hellenic, 
Scholastic, Leibnizian, and Wolffian sources: we now wish t o  
see how its influence worked in the two centuries that came 
after it. This influence was predominantly one in which the 
Transcendental Object or Thing-in-itself was looked upon as 
a confusing surd in Kantian theory, and one inconsistent with 
basic Kantian principles. Since there could, according t o  Kant's 
view, be no knowledge of things as they are in themselves, 
he should not have talked about them so abundantly. The 
imputed inconsistency was, however, not there, since Kant 
throughout distinguished between what we must think, and 
can therefore talk about, and what we can know, giving to  the 
word 'know' a very special, restricted connotation. But the 
misinterpretation led to  the abandonment of the transcendent 
Thing-in-itself from a reconstructed Kantianism, and a trans- 
formation of the latter into a constructivism in which know- 
lege became some sort of an unassisted making of its objects. I t  
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is to do something towards demolishing this view, which not 
only distorts Kant, but also the very notion of knowledge, 
and which is thereby infinitely productive of intellectual 
and even practical hubris, that this book has been written. 

The three monumental idealists who immediately succeeded 
Kant, that is, Fichte (1 762-1814), Schelling (1 775-1854), 
and Hegel (1770-1831), were all highly critical of the Kantian 
concept of the Thing-in-itself. Fichte is, however, the only one 
of the three whose idealism can unreservedly be called con- 
structive, since he makes all objectivity, including the subject's 
own making of  itself into an object, into an active thought- 
performance (Tathandlung) in which something is simply 
posited (gesetrt) or put there by thought. The subject or ego 
puts itself there, by taking itself to be there, and it puts what 
is not itself there, by a precisely similar act of positing. The 
process of positing objects, and itself as subject, is, however, 
more complex than the previous sentence suggests, since it 
is only by contrast with what is not itself, but a mere object, 
that the subject can posit itself as a subject. The two acts of 
positing itself as subject, and of something not itself as object, 
therefore go nand in hand, and are interdependent, though 
Fichte takes many complicated steps before reaching this 
conclusion. The doctrine which is here presented draws its 
inspiration from the Kantian Refutation of Idealism and from 
the Analogies of Experience, where objective permanences 
and regularities depend, roughly speaking, for their recognition 
on a contrast with subjective impermanence and irregularity 
of approach. 

F& the content of what is objective Fichte depends on the 
activities of the Productive Imagination, now totally emanci- 
pated from the impacts of anything external and independently 
active. There is, however, what Fichte calls an objective activity 
of the subject which, by some strange misconception, seems 
to the subject to proceed from some objective source wholly 
beyond itself. In reality this objective activity is a part of the 
infinite positing activity of the subject, which has, as it were, 
gone forth from itself centrifugally, and now returns to itself 
centripetally, just as if it had been reflected back from some 
obstacle or resistance (Anstoss) beyond the subject, though 
there is not, and cannot be, any such thing. The reflected 
activity meets the outgoing activity of  the subject, just as a 
disturbance in a pond meets its own returning current from 
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the pond's edges, and, at the point of confluence of the two 
opposed currents, the Productive Imagination gets t o  work, 
generating a whole set of phenomenal shows on which the 
subject's understanding imposes categories and concepts. 
What Fichte is describing is precisely Kant's account of the 
work of the Productive Imagination, without the disciplining 
presence of the ordered system of Things-in-themselves which 
require to be phenomenally and subjectively translated. But 
the subject thus surrounded by an objective, sensuous world 
of its own construction, still retains a residue of its outgoing 
activity, and this it pours forth in its absolute or practical 
activity, in virtue of which it seeks to modify the imagined 
objectivity which it has built around itself, and which it seeks 
to  make more absolutely consonant with itself. The moral law 
is, as in Kant, the intrinsic legislation of this absolute o r  practical 
activity, and to give this its appropriate sense and content, 
it must put or  posit itself into a large number of diverse imper- 
sonations, into finite selves, for all of whom, and in relation to  
all of whom, it can proclaim its universal moral legislation. 
I t  is in the reality of the moral struggle, the eternal combat 
of itself, qua infinite subject, with the imagined obstacles with 
which it has surrounded itself, and with the varied impersona- 
tions into which it has projected itself, and which often come 
into conflict with one another, that it is able fully t o  posit 
itself us the infinite subject that it is, and t o  achieve a complete 
spiritual self-consciousness. In its finite impersonations i t  will, 
however, see its own infinite subjectivity as a goal of moral 
perfection that it can only approach asymptotically, and which 
it attributes to an imaginary moral legislator or moral world- 
order infinitely beyond itself, and which it also identifies with 
a Thing-in-itself beyond phenomena and the transcendent 
source of the latter. 

Nothine can exceed the brilliance of the Fichtean con- " 
struction, of which we have here given only the most inadequate 
of sketches. It  is a metaphysical and ontological exercise of the 
profoundest sort which, while it may have liquidated any 
objectivity not itself subjective, has none the less gone infinitely 
beyond surface appearances to a subjectivity and t o  tran- 
scendental acts that are certainly not given t o  experience or  
knowledge. In this sense it has not liquidated transcendental 
objectivity, since the positings that it posits are in some sense 
prior to phenomenal experience. What we may object to  in 
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Fichte is his deficient respect for the humbler objects of nature, 
which must in some obscure manner be there for themselves 
and not merely for us, and to whose ontological simplicity 
and integrity we cannot help turning with infinite relief: they 
are so free from any of our intellectual theorizing and our moral 
posturing. And the device of making the natural world common 
to us all simply because we are all merely the impersonations 
of  one and the same absolute subject surely fails to  do justice 
to  the infinite gulf between one conscious subject and another, 
and the gulf between all of them and the integrating tran- 
scendence which cannot be opposed as a subject to an object, 
or as one subject to another. All this, we may say, is less 
obscured by Kant. 

Turning from Fichte to the early transcendental idealism 
of Schelling (1800), we have an exposition in which the posi- 
tions of Fichte are carefully copied, but which, in a series of 
later works on the philosophy of nature and the philosophy of 
identity, admits of a curious dual reading. We can indeed, 
following Fichte, let all forms of objectivity be constituted 
by transcendental subjectivity, but we can equally well reverse 
the interpretative perspective, and see the forms of subjectivity 
as arising out of  and constituted by the unthinking objectivity 
of nature. The same forms and categories that exist in a fully 
conscious form in the subject, can then also exist, in an un- 
conscious or 'petrified' form in nature, and there is no absolute 
~r ior i ty  of the one over the other. What we thus advance 
to  is an absolute of Spinozistic two-sidedness, which preserves 
its absolute identity alike in the unconscious phenomena of  
nature and in the conscious phenomena of thought and feeling, 
and which has its supreme expression in the union of these 
two aspects in the creations and enjoyments of art and beauty. 
Kant also has thought in terms of an unknown, common root 
between various conscious activities, and of an u n k n o ~ m  
analogy and affinity between our transcendental selves and 
their objects, and some of his later philosophy of nature is 
likewise very Schellingian. 

And, turning from- Fichte to Hegel, we are introduced first 
to an absolute principle called the Idea which, in a threefold 
expression, is at once a Platonically subsistent system of abstract 
logical categories, which transcend the distinction of the sub- 
jective and the objective; then to an objectively natural embodi- 
ment consisting of sensuous forms of existence in space and 
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time; and, finally, to a subjective or spiritual order which 
emerges out of nature, and which re-enacts in itself all the forms 
spelled out in the abstract logical Idea and in external nature, 
and in itself as summing up and transcending both. And the 
whole series of  logical, physical, and spiritual 'shapes' are 
further ordered by a famous dialectic, vaguely prefigured 
in the various triadic tables of Kant, in which one-sided, often 
opposed, forms of thought and being are taken up into more 
comprehensive forms of thought and being, which overcome 
their seeming isolation and opposition, and transform them 
into inseparable aspects of themselves. This dialectic certainly 
does not proceed a ~ l y t i c a l l y  from one notion or ontological 
stage to another, which enters into the explicit content o r  mean- 
ing of the former, nor is it, in Kant's sense, a case of the a prion 
synthetic, which is held to be necessary for the intuitive- 
conceptual structure of experience and knowledge. I t  rather 
depends on a basic notion of conceptual and ontological com- 
pleteness, a notion obviously derived from Kant's Tran- 
scendental Ideas of pure reason. For these all proceed from 
the conditioned and incomplete to  the unconditioned and 
complete. Only, for Hegel, these ontologically complete and 
completely intelligible termini of the dialectic do  not proceed 
beyond experience and knowledge, but are rather its final 
consummations. They are to  be found in the three forms of 
absolute spirit, which are art, religion, and philosophy. Hegel 
is therefore infinitely far from Kant, in not  seeing the meaning 
of beauty, of ontological and moral perfection, and of the 
higher aspirations of metaphysical thought as reaching out to 
what is beyond the empirical, phenomenal realm. 

Hegel may be held to  be essentially a this-world thinker, who 
seeks to  transfigure the cave of human experience with all the 
transcendental lights and perspectives which other types of 
thought put entirely beyond it, and whose dialectic gives him 
the immense respect for time and history which is only faintly 
present in Kant. And, if, contrary to  Schelling, he gives a 
priority to  the subjective over the objective, it is not a priority 
which regards the subjective as the constructive, originative 
source of its objects, and particularly of phenomenal nature. 
The natural world, with its mutually external, phenomenal 
entities in space, and the succession of their states in time, 
represents for Hegel not a projection of the conscious subject, 
which is existentially posterior to it, but  an externalization 
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of the absolute Idea, the Platonically conceived blueprint 
o f  the absolutely thinkable and the absolutely good. The 
phenomenal, sensuous character of  the space-time, natural 
world is explicated in terms of its defective, alienated expres- 
sion of the absolute Idea rather than in terms of its dependence 
on an intuiting subject. The Productive Imagination, and its 
pre-conscious manoeuvres has therefore absolutely no role to  
 lay in the Hegelian transformation of Kantian transcen- 
dentalism. 'The things themselves', he tells us, 'are in reality 
spatial and temporal: that double form of mutual outsideness 
is not merely put on them one-sidedly by our intuition, but 
is provided for them from the very beginning by the infinite 
spirit which is in itself, by the creative, eternal Idea' (Encyclo- 
paedia, 8448, Zusatz, final paragraph). The 'infinite spirit' 
here mentioned is only the Platonically real category of spirit, 
not its actual carrying out in existence. 

Out of the self-externalization of the Idea in nature con- 
scious subjectivity painfully develops itself, shedding its natural- 
istic integuments as it proceeds, and creating a social and political 
order which develops in history, and ultimately rising to  an 
absolutely spiritual order of the aesthetic, the religious, and 
the philosophical, in which the absolute Idea, which was always 
'in itself' or  implicit, in all stages of the dialectical process, 
becomes 'for itself', fully explicit, and realizes its inner potential 
by seeing itself to be the inner potential and 'truth' of all being. 
Hegelianism was, in the later years of the nineteenth century, 
particularly in Britain, interpreted in a much more one-sidedly 
subjective, constructivist manner than was warranted, and was 
assimilated to a Kant interpreted in a similar manner, which 
left transcendental objectivity without a significant role. It is, 
however, clear that, if Hegel is to be reckoned an idealist, he 
is so in a teleological and not an epistemological sense, and 
that his thought involves powerful injections of a dynamic 
Platonism and a realistic naturalism. The absolute spirit into 
which everything is by him finally taken up is the complete 
expression and goal of everything notional and natural, rather 
than something which is existentially prior to these orders, 
and which in somc sense makes them through its thought and 
action. Hegel, we may say, is a Kant in whom a reconceived 
noumenal order completely transfigures the phenomenal 
order, and governs all its developments: in it all transcendences 
are superseded and bracketed. It is, however, arguable that 
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something very important is lost, both for thought and action, 
in such a thoroughgoing immanence. 

It is not feasible for us to attempt t o  sketch the indefinitely 
proliferating nineteenth-century and twentieth-century scene 
in its further relation to the thought of Kant. Nearer t o  Kant 
than any of the three major idealists we have mentioned is, 
of course, the thought of Schopenhauer, with its Thing- 
in-itself which he identifies with an infinitely unsatisfied, 
striving will, active behind all natural phenomena; and for 
whom the Transcendental Ideas of beauty and morality point, 
as in Kant, to  a consummation in which this will loses itself 
in an ultimate Nirvanic quiescence. The coming of these Asian 
metaphysical conceptions t o  Europe is, o f  course, o f  vast 
cultural and historical importance, bu t  not  for the under- 
standing of Kant. In the later neo-Kantianism of Cohen, Natorp, 
and many others, we have a Kantianism in which the Thing- 
in-itself becomes purely vestigial, a limiting concept without 
ontological significance: if anything transcendently objective 
remains, it does so in the thinking subject, which is, however, 
rather more of a presupposition than an object of knowledge. 
In the thought of British thinkers like Caird and Green a similar 
subjectivistic constructivism prevails, though thinkers like 
Bradley and Bosanquet enriched this constructivism with 
many Spinozistic and Hegelian additions. The constructivist 
view of knowledge met, however, with devastating criticism 
in the thought of Cook-Wilson; and in Prichard's very important 
work entitled Kant's Theory of Knowledge, published in 
191 1, which lays bare the many shifts and confusions in Kant's 
Transcendental Deductions, and stresses the basic point that 
knowing is not making, on which we in this book have likewise 
insisted. Kant, however, was not the sort of pure constructivist 
that Prichard believed him to  be, since the Productive Imagina- 
tion is not, as we have argued, rightly interpreted as a creative 
improviser, but as a translator of noumenal interrelations 
into a set of sensuously schematized, spatio-temporal arrange- 
ments according to  some unknown but inherent law of its 
own, and is dependent, for the continued success of its efforts, 
on  the continued feed-in of an appropriate pabulum by what 
is transcendently objective. The Transcendental Subject is 
onlv one of these transcendently objective sources, though 
the major one for us. 
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We may conclude this chapter by dwelling in the next three 
sections on the relation to Kant of three major thinkers nearer 
our time: many others clamour for honourable mention, but 
these three are for us the most important. They are Husserl, 
\Vittgenstein, and Strawson. Each has produced, in his own way, 
a complete re-working o f  basic Kantian principles in terms 
of  conceptions and ideas which have become prominent since 
the time of Kant. Edmund Husserl (1859-1938), whom we 
shall deal with first, was the creator of a new, infinitely rich 
philosophy of  mind to which he gave the name of phenom- 
enology; a name not closely related in meaning to the phenom- 
enology which occurs in the title of Hegel's early masterpiece, 
the Phenomenology of Spirit of 1807, which only contemplates 
the various shapes or forms assumed by consciousness until 
it achieves absolute knowledge, a form in which it sees every- 
thing in itself and itself in everything. Husserl's phenomenology 
is a much elaborated form of  the psychognosy or abstract 
mind-theory of Franz Brentano (1838-1917), who, in his 
Psychology from the Empirical Standpoint of 1876, saw the 
essential property of psychic (i.e. mental) as opposed to physical 
phenomena in the necessary direction of a psychic phenomenon 
to  an object, which is, in the paradigm case, wholly other than 
and beyond itself. To this direction to objects the scholastic 
name of 'intentionality' was given. All psychic states were said 
to intend objects; though they might intend such objects in a 
variety of ways, the basic types of intention being three: first, 
the mere presentation or VorsteNung, which only sets an 
object before consciousness, whether sensuously or  noetically, 
without taking any further attitude towards it; then, second, 
the judgement or Urteil, which brings in positive or negative 
conviction in relation to its object, either taking it to exist or 
be the case, or, contrariwise, rejecting it as non-existent or as 
not the case; and, thirdly, the love-hate pair of attitudes, which 
either, on the one hand, accept their object as pleasing or 
desirable, or, on the other hand, reject it as undesirable and 
unpleasant. It is plain that this trichotomous division of con- 
scious attitudes has much in common with Kant's presentations, 
whether intuitive or conceptual; with his judgements which 
always impart conviction, and a sense of the real; and with the 
feelings, desires, and acts of will dealt with in his aesthetic 
and moral theory. But it is clearer than Kant ever is, in making 

all normal, conscious references self-transcendent: the object 
I intend is, for Brentano, not part of my interior psychic life, 
but exists, if it does exist, utterly beyond it. There are, how- 
ever, in the intentionalist theory, reflexive intentions which 
correspond to Kant's inner sense, in which I do direct myself, 
in secondary fashion, to my own primary direction t o  objects. 
Brentano's theory of such inner perception is, however, difficult, 
and involves both the presence of a primary direction and a 
secondary, reflexive direction within one and the same conscious 
intention; a complication which Husserl is unable to  accept, 
holding, as against Brentmo, that an inner perception of an 
inner state is as essentially self-transcendent as any outer 
physical perception. 

Brentano also holds to the important position that, while 
the object to which my thought or perception is directed may 
exist independently of my thought, and may be conceived 
precisely as it is, and may even, in the ~rivileged case, be 
evidently seen to be just what it is, it may also not exist at all, 
or may lack many of the features which our judgements attri- 
bute to it. The objects of our intentions can be said to  have 
intentional inexistence in those intentions, but  it is important 
to  realize that, for Brentano, such 'inexistence' involves a 
dangerous metaphor: there need not be any entity, whether 
within or beyond the subject's intentional experience, which 
actually is what he is intending, or is as he is intending it. The 
grammar of intentional verbs is said by Brentano to  be relation- 
like (Relativliches) rather than relational: one cannot infer 
from the fact that A is conceiving or even perceiving a B that 
there is a B which A is conceiving or perceiving (see Appendix 
1 to Psychology from the Empirical Standpoint). We can only 
assert that a B is essential to  the description of the perception 
or conception in question, though not as anything actually 
contained in the latter. These elementary truisms, which it is 
not presumptuous or dogmatic to claim enter into the absolute 
definition of reality, truth, and knowledge, are throughout 
implicit in the doctrine of Kant, who does not hesitate to  
hold that there are empty conceptions which aim at objective 
targets which simply are not there at all, and that all our  sensory 
perceptions, whether exterior or interior, perceive their objects 
not as they are in themselves, but only as they seem t o  us to  
be. Kant has not, however, any perfectly clear and consistent 
grasp of the logic of the conception of intentional objectivity, 
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and sometimes nonsensically conceives 01 a thought-object 
as being some sort of a real interior structure or modii'ication 
in the conceiving mind itself. 

Husserl, however, in his phenomenology, develops the 
theory of intentionality in a fascinatingly intricate manner, 
distinguishing a vast number of intentional orientations, and 
aspects of intentional orientations, which Brentano did not 
distinguish, and also distinguishing a vast number of different 
sort of objects, of lower or higher order, to which intentional 
attitudes may be directed. In addition to real objects, or real 
aspects of such objects, which either are, or might be, present 
in the really existent natural world, which we at all times 
posit as surrounding us in space and in time; we can also set 
before ourselves irreal or  ideal objects, such as classes, numbers, 
properties, relations, and states of affairs, of various types 
and variously related to one another, all of which only have 
an ideal being, which does not lend them a definite position 
in space or in time. Plainly this conception of ideal objectivity 
represents an advance on the views of Kant, who does not 
always distinguish between the psychic processes which lead 
us to form conceptions of  such abstract objects, and the various 
abstract objects themselves. All this is a doctrine first worked 
out by Husserl in his Logical Investigations of 1899-1900, and 
more elaborately in later works. It was even more elaborately 
and carefully worked out by Alexius Meinong (1853-1920), 
Husserl's great contemporary, and also a distinguished pupil 
of Brentano. Husserl further makes a distinction, closely parallel 
to that of Kant, between intentional acts which are empty 
or partial1yempty;or which are, in other words, merely notional 
and symbolic, and other intentional acts which are erfullt or 
fulfilled, which have their objects before them leibhaft or in 
bodily form, an arresting metaphor, or which, as Kant would 
also say, involve Anschauung or intuition. And Husserl, very 
much like Kant, holds that knowledge is consummated when 
an empty intention is fulfilled by a matching intuition, when 
its object is not merely meant or referred to, but is 'present in 
person', or intuitively given. The whole Sixth Investigation of 
Husserl's Logical Investigations is concerned with the problems 
of such fulfilment. Thus, if I only know what it would be like 
to be cubical or pleased, without seeing or imagining an actual 
case of this, then I am living through an empty, conceptual 
intention to what is cubical or pleased, whereas if I see or 
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imagine a cubical structure, or actually experience pleasure 
in myself, then I have knowledge of something's cubic structure, 
or of an actual state of pleasure in something. (The doctrine is 
considerably more complex than I have suggested.) And there 
are also fulfilled and unfulfilled intentions in the ideal realm: 
there are, Husserl holds, 'categorial intuitions' which set ideal 
structures before us as they actually are, and as they actually 
stand related to one another. These would resemble the per- 
formances of an intuitive intelligence in the theory of Kant, 
though for Husserl there is nothing transcendent about them. 
All these notions involve the development and use of a vocabu- 
lary which Kant would have found very useful. He seems, 
for the most part, to be groping his way towards phenom- 
enolorrical distinctions which no one before Husserl, or Meinong, - 
had drawn satisfactorily. 

Husserl is, however, much more of a subjective constructivist 
than Kant, since he does not wish to conceive of any sort of 
ontological independence in the natural objects given as in 
space and time, or even in their substrates: they are in all 
respects dependent upon, and 'constituted' by, our intention- 
ality. Natural objects and states of affairs do indeed transcend 
the intentions which constitute them, in that they are not real 
parts or constituents of the latter, but  they only transcend our 
intentional, conscious life in that they are throughout posited, 
o r  believed in, as transcending it, a kind of positing which 
Husserl comprehensively sums up as the 'natural attitude'. 
Husserl repudiates Berkeleian positions, but  he is completely 
and absolutely Berkeleian in his teaching that it is only as a 
given transcendence, in and for our conscious references, 
whether empty or fulfilled, that natural objects have any 
ontological status at all (see, e.g., Ideas Towards a Pure Phenom- 
enology, 5553-4). And he reaches this quasi-Berkeleian 
position by what one can only regard as a sleight of words, or 
a confidence trick. For he starts by persuading us, quite legiti- 
mately, that we must practise a method of the suspension or 
withholding (ktrox~))  of our confidence in natural realities, 
in order to  become aware of the omnipresent psychic intentions 
which constitute them as objects for us; and then turns this 
purely methodological withholding into a paralytic stance, 
so that it is held t o  be utterly meaningless t o  conceive of such 
reality as existing otherwise than as our  complexly constituted 
intentional object. This sleight of  words is deftly carried out  in 
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5547-55 of Husserl's Ideas towards a Pure Phenomenology and 
Phenomenological Philosophy of  1913; which magnificent work 
need not be judged by the sections in question, which do not, 
in any case, point to  some sort of mental dishonesty, but only 
to  a deep confusion to  which all language renders us subject. 

According to the new, phenomenological view, objects in 
nature are inseparable from the infinite sensuous perspectives 
(Abschattungen) in which they are intuitively given to us, and 
the Thing-in-itself, for which Husserl does not hesitate to use 
the Kantian symbol X (see Ideas, 5131), is simply the un- 
reachable, sum total of  all the possible views of it. Husserl 
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and evaluated. A great number of these analyses, in fact, merely 
carry Kantian thoughts a little further. Heidegger's inter- 
pretations of Kant are also of interest, particularly in what he 

does not, however, use a similar, subjectivistic, constitution- 
approach, in regard to  the acts o f  the intending subject or  ego, 
and to  that subject or ego itself. The subject and its acts are 
not given by way of one-sided perspectives, but in a wholly 
iirect and adequate manner: we therefore have intuitive, 
tvident knowledge o f  our inner cogitations and of the thinking 
;elf which is their inner pole. There can, of course, hardly 
,e a wider gulf between Husserl and Kant than is to be found 
n these subjectivistic doctrines. Husserl, further, does not 
aegard his intuited ego-pole as something universal and eidetic, 
,f which there could be many distinct instances: it is essentially 
me's own ego-pole, which means that the ego-poles of others 
mequire the same sort of subjectivistic 'constitution' as do the 
~bjects of material nature. Husserl, on his death, left three 
last volumes of written material on the problems of inter- 
ubjectivity, which were also treated in the Cartesian Medita- 
ions of 1930. These posthumous studies are of immense 
ralue and profundity, as are also his writings on phenomeno- 
ogical time, a more essentially Kantian problem. But his 
reatment of intersubjectivity remains covertly solipsistic: the 
bther subjects are merely constituted by the on; and only 
ubjectivity which is my own. It is arguable that all consistent 
orms of  epistemological idealism or subjectivism are necessarily 
olipsistic, for, if an absolute ontological status can be given 
o other minds, why not to matter? All these idealistic defects 
;o not diminish the immense richness and depth of Husserl's 
henomenological analyses, and it is indeed only in the light 
f a full study of them that Kant can be fullv understood 
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says about the role of the Productive Imagination. I t  is, of  
course, impossible to provide a fully documented justification 
of all the controversial statements made in the present section. 

vi 

Turning from Husserl to  Wittgenstein (l889-1951), we en- 
counter a philosopher whose thought was in certain respects 
deeply Kantian, both in its earlier and its later phases: this 
Kantian influence probably sprang in the main from an early 
reading of Schopenhauer. Wittgenstein, it may be observed, 
combined an original philosophical genius of the highest order 
with a narrowness of  philosophical scholarship which in some 
cases amounted to illiteracy: he   rob ably knew little more than 
the names of Husserl's works and of his system of phenom- 
eno1ogy;and he certainly knew little or nothing of the important 
psychological school founded by Oswald Kulpe (1862-1917) at 
Wiirzburg, which was deeply influenced by  Husserlian inten- 
tionalism, and which discovered imageless elemcnts in experience 
in the psychological laboratory, both in the phenomena of 
thought and in those of volition. (That Wittgenstein knew 
little or nothing about this work, despite its relevance, even 
as a subject of criticism, to  the conclusions of his own later work, 
was to me evident from many conversations.) Wittgenstein's 
species of Kantianism was not, however, concerned with in- 
tentional thought-acts, which he held t o  be products of  a 
systematic misunderstanding of the language of so-called 
inner experience, but with the use of words to  refer to  ordinary 
mundane objects and to make statements about them, or t o  
serve many other infinitely varied, picturesquely described, 
purposes, for example, counting, naming, describing, narrating, 
ordering, and so on. If Kant was, in the main, a philosopher 
who tried to set bounds to the thought-acts that contribute 
to knowledge, and to place many of our important thought- 
concerns in metaphysics, morality, and aesthetics quite beyond 
such bounds; Wittgenstein was a philosopher who tried to  set 
bounds to the sort of speech-acts which have a genuine relevance 
to the relations of things and persons in the empirical world 
that we all inhabit together, and to  place the concerns of meta- 
physics, morality, and aesthetics securely beyond these, thereby 
tending gravely to  discountenance the concerns in question. 

In this Kantian endeavour, Wittgenstein found his work 
extraordinarily simplified by a constitutional personal solipsism, 
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a strange constituent of his unusually charming person and 
character. This solipsism, this belief that 'the world is my world' 
and that 'this is manifest in the fact that the limits of language 
(of that language which alone I understand) mean the limits of 
my world' is stated in his first book, the Tractatus Logico- 
philosophicus, $5.62; though it is also said, in the same para- 
graph, that while what the solipsist means is quite correct, it 
also cannot be said, but has simply to show itself. And the Blue 
Book, a set of Notes circulated among Wittgenstein's students 
twelve years after the publication of his first book, continues 
the plea in favour of a solipsistic way of talking, as at least 
providing a different notation from the one which we follow in 
ordinary language, and which brings out analogies or  dif- 
ferences among the matters we wish to speak of, to which 
ordinary speech fails to do justice (Blue Book, pp. 58-60). The 
solipsism of regarding the world as the speaker's world, and as 
somehow geared to what he alone can experience and talk of, is 
a profoundly interesting and unusual conscious stance, which 
many such as Descartes have nearly shared, but which none 
seems to have experienced so strongly as Wittgenstein. Very 
arguably, but also very controversially, in Wittgenstein's later 
work, despite his compensating stress on publicity, and his 
arguments against the possibility of a private language, linguistic 
solipsism always remains the explanatory background, un- 
mentioned and to a growing extent unmentionable, of all his 
opinions and writings. For this solipsism means that he does not 
have to contend, as other philosophers usually have to  contend, 
with a plurality of personal worlds, beyond which a single 
common world has to  be constructed or postulated: the world 
of his experience is the only world there is, though there are of 
course a great number of  behaving, talking persons in that 
world, of which he as a behaving talking person only is one, 
though occupying a curious central position in the system, that 
cannot very well be explained to the others. And the languages 
that he and his fellows speak are really all in a sense his langu- 
ages, since they are all geared to  the things and situations in his 
world, plus a fringe of private, personal feelings, evinced in 
highly special, highly derivative forms of speech and behaviour, 
and attributed both to himself, as a talking, behaving member 
of his world, and to others. 

Wittgenstein's main works are the Tractatus Logico- 
philosophicusof 1921 and the PhilosophicalInvestigations, which 
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was published posthumously. Between these are the very 
interesting Blue Book and Brown Book, both first circulated 
as Notes for students, and in some ways a more arresting 
and successful presentation of his later views than the long, 
unfinished, wandering, hesitant Philosophical Investigations, 
his Opus Postumum. Some of his Lectures on  the Philosophy 
of Mathematics given in 1939 are also of the highest interest 
and originality, and there is value in many of his posthumously 
published writings on mathematics, epistemology, ethics, and 
aesthetics. The doctrine of the Tractatus, his undoubted master- 
piece, whose interpretation is of course highly controversial, 
is Kantian, in that it postulates the existence of an array of 
ultimate objects of reference which are certainly not to  be 
found among the objects of ordinary encounter and experience. 
Like the substances of Leibniz and Kant's Dissertation, they 
are deeply simple and without any inner structure of parts, 
but, unlike those substances, they are without a distinct inner 
character of any sort - they are, roughly speaking, colo~~rless  
(Tractatus, $2.0232) - and are capable only of what must be 
considered uniform, wholly external, wholly contingent re- 
lationships to  other similar, wholly colourless units ($$2.01, 
2.03, 2.061). On the number of the simples thus involved, 
and on the bonds which bind them together, whether directly 
or indirectly, into various groupings and dimensional arrange- 
ments, all the shapes, sizes, relative positions, and arrangements 
that we discern in complex, empirical objects in some manner 
depend, though in what manner they do so depend we are 
unable to say. But Wittgenstein holds that statements about 
the complex objects of ordinary experience must all refer, 
in some obscure and indirect manner, to  the quite colourless 
arrangements among the quite colourless simples which in 
some manner underlie them, and that they depend for their 
truth and falsehood on the ultimate arrangements in question. 
Every statement about complexes, $2.0201 tells us, can be 
resolved into a statement about their constituents, and into 
the propositions which describe the complexes completely. 
Ordinary statements, with their many distinct but inseparable 
sides, must in fact be regarded as in some sense translations, 
into the language of complex, empirical macro-objectivity, 
of the micro-relationships which obtain among the ultimate 
simples which underlie them, and which could have been stated 
in an ultimate micro-language had there been any micro-speaker 
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t o  make use of it. Statements in ordinary diction further 
involve many seemingly internal relations: one quality or 
shape can or  cannot or must be combined with another, and 
so on. In the ultimate micro-language all such internalities 
would vanish: only the analytical truths of logic and mathe- 
matics would be irremovable, and these would merely connect 
one way of stating the ultimate facts with another. (These par- 
ticular interpretations would be contested by many, who 
do not think that Wittgenstein was, in his earliest phase, thus 
rigorously analytic.) 

According to Wittgenstein's view, all the macro-statements of 
ordinary life cover numberless bodies of alternative micro- 
statements that would make them true, and of which they are 
accordingly said to be the truth-functions, and there are like- 
wise countless other bodies of  alternative micro-statements 
that would make them false. They also entail, or  exclude, or  
stand in other logical relations to other macro-statements, 
according as bodies of the micro-statements of which they 
each are truth-functions include, or are included by, or overlap, 
or exhaust, or are otherwise logically related to one another. 
To have insight into these underlying bodies of micro-statements 
would dispose of all the mysteries of entailment, exclusion, 
exhaustion, and so on, which do not always seem to be purely 
analytic. But, over the whole field of macro-statements, will 
 reside a body of truths and falsehoods which are purely 
logical, the former being such that they are made true by all 
the possible, alternative groupings of micro-statements, and 
the latter by none of  them. Logical truths seem to say a lot, 
because they are incompletely analysed, and logical falsehoods 
also seem to point to significant possibilities: in reality both 
are merely limiting cases of  our macro-diction, to which no 
significantly limited assemblage of macro-alternatives can 
correspond. The penalty for employing macro-language is that 
it becomes possible to make statements that correspond to no 
micro-facts, and we are redeemed from this penalty by the 
logical truth of other macro-statements which are the precise 
negations of such macro-statements, and which are made true 
by all micro-facts. I f  we could have inhabited the paradise of 
micro-diction, we should never have been able to utter anything 
self-contradictory, and would have needed no redemptive 
logical tautologies to purge us from such utterances. 

The views that Wittgenstein is here putting forward are in 
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many respects profoundly analogous t o  those of Kant, in that 
he locates a whole realm of unknowable, simple unities beneath 
the complex objects which appear before us empirically, and 
takes it that their relations are in some unknowable manner 
translated into the relations of empirical things. In  referring 
to  ordinary empirical objects, and their relations, in the manner 
in which our ordinary talk does refer to them, we also, in an 
indirect manner, refer to the unknowable relations among 
unknowable simple things of which our  utterances are the 
truth-functions, and which must have, in their requisite group- 
ings, an identity of logical form with our utterances. Wittgenstein, 
however, would differ from Kant in that his basic solipsism 
makes the realism of his object-theory and fact-theory a little 
questionable; possibly the micro-relations of simples, of which 
all our macro-statements are the truth-functions, are merely 
postulated relations among postulated existents, as Kant's 
Noumena, and their noumenal Zusammenhange, certainly are 
not. The purely analytic character of the logical scaffolding 
which presides over our macro-diction, and which reflects 
an infinite contingency in its micro-structure, is likewise un- 
Kantian. The transcendental self of Wittgenstein passively 
reflects the macro-facts before it in its statements, and has 
not organized them by any prior exercise of the transcendental 
imagination. There are, further, no  necessary, non-analytic 
categories, such as those of causal law, involved in the Wittgen- 
steinian world-structure, though we, as scientific speakers 
and experimenters, always look for the most simple and uniform 
causal networks in which empirical material can be successfully 
cast, predicted, and controlled. That we have been successful 
so far in imposing certain interpretative networks on the 
empirical world certainly tells us something about that world, 
but it does not assure us that such success will always be poss- 
ible (886.3-6.361). Everything that will be will be, and is in 
that empty sense determinate, but belief in an objective, non- 
logical, causal nexus is, according t o  Wittgenstein's view, purely 
superstitious ($56.362-6.372; 5.1 36-5.136 1). There can be 
no other necessity than logical necessity, and this, Wittgenstein 
claims to  have shown, is wholly truistic and analytic. The 
profound gulf bctween Wittgenstein's radical contingency and 
inconsequent pragmatism, and Kant's a priori, synthetic neces- 
sity is here apparent. 

The Transcendental Subject (85.641) before whom the whole 
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empirical world makes its bow, is, as mentioned previously, 
a mere centre of co-ordination without empirical properties, 
like the self postulated in Kant's Transcendental Unity of 
Apperception, whose existence means little more than the 
existence of a unified world. But, since Wittgenstein's system 
is solipsistic, there are not for him a plurality of thinking 
selves with which a set of distinguishable empirical worlds 
can be correlated. Our transcendental self becomes, in fact, 
rather a redundancy, since there are no other selves to which 
it can be opposed: it therefore fades out in Wittgenstein's 
later theorizing, and becomes relegated to silence. There is 
also no need for inner, intentional acts by which the one 
phenomenal world is constituted by the subject: it is the 
most solid of givens, and requires no constitution by a con- 
scious self. And the power of men, as creatures in the one 
world, to refer in their talk to objects and situations in it, 
depends presumably, though Wittgenstein in the Tractatus 
does not spell this out, on the palpable, phenomenal relations 
which connect words with phenomenal things and situa- 
tions, and which then indirectly connect the latter, it must 
be supposed, with their ultimate basis in postulated simples, 
and the ultimate bonds among the latter. The inner thoughts 
of men then also become for Wittgenstein, at this early period, 
a mere set of more personal symbols, not fundamentally differ- 
ing from those which they write or utter, by which they refer, 
by correlation of terms and identity of form, to the same 
macro-facts and their micro-foundations as do the symbols 
of their written or spoken language (665.541-5.5421). (All 
these statements of ours involve interpretations of Wittgenstein's 
condensed utterances which some would query, and which 
cannot be fully argued for in the present context.) 

The profound obscurity of the relation of macro-statements 
to their inaccessible micro-equivalents leads, however, on the 
view of the Tractatus, to the construction of a large number 
of pseudo-statements which appear to  say something significant, 
though they really say nothing, since the syntax of their con- 
struction, if developed in the direction of their micro-equivalents, 
is such that they correspond to nothing in the micro-realm. 
Traditional philosophy is full o f  such statements, which have 
no interpretation at the micro-level, and the philosophy which 
Wittgenstein recommends is one that must criticize statements 
and questions, and make it clear when they cannot be discussed 
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or answered (see 363.324; 4.003-4.0031 ; 4.1 11-4.1 15; 6.53). 
The procedure of Kant, in trying to show up the futility of 
metaphysical discussions and positions that go beyond what 
is epistemologically meaningful, or what has a relation to 
possible experience, is parallel to that of Wittgenstein: the 
simplicity of the soul, the freedom of the will, and the beginning 
of time are dealt with by Kant in a precisely similar manner. 
Kant, like Wittgenstein, attempts t o  dissolve his problems 
rather than to solve them, by showing that they have no 
relation to the sort of discourse that is phenomenally mean- 
ingful, and that can lead to knowledge. 

Wittgenstein, however, like Kant, has his various tran- 
scendentals which, in the sort of speech that enables us to 
state the relations of ordinary empirical objects, cannot be 
spoken of at all, but which, since he does in fact speak of 
them, must be capable of being spoken of in some other manner. 
Kant's introduction of what can and must be thought of, but 
not known, is wholly The Wittgensteinian subject, or  
cosmic speaker, is such a transcendental; and so is the whole 
world conceived as a whole, whether in the abstract guise of 
logical space, the space of all possible micro-facts, or in the 
more concrete guise of 'everything that is the case', the totality 
of the macro-facts or micro-facts that there are ( $51-1.13; 
6.44-6.45). 

Wittgenstein, also, like Kant, places the roots of will and 
feeling, and the imperatives and values with which they enrich 
the world, beyond the realm of macro-facts, and micro-facts. 
If we know all that is the case, we know nothing about them. 
The freedom and invulnerability and deathlessness of the self 
are matters that cannot be spoken of in the sense in which 
empirical facts can be stated: in the world of fact everything 
is hemmed in and determinate, and we shall do whatever 
we shall do, and shall die and face ruin whenever we shall 
face them. Our freedom and deathlessness lie in another, 
non-factual dimension altogether. In the same way, the beauty 
of certain objects, and the excellence and blessedness of a 
certain way of life, and of the whole world seen in the light 
of these things, go beyond all the facts of the world, and 
belong to a mystical stratum that cannot be uttered as empirical 
facts are utterable ($66.4-6.522). Wittgenstein in all these 
utterances is providing a close analogue t o  the practical postu- 
lations of Kant. It  is an immense pity that those who have 
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commented o n  the highly metaphysical and mystical Tractatus 
have, in the main, been deep-dyed barbarians as far as meta- 
physics and mysticism are concerned. 

In Wittgenstein's later writings, on  which it is not our task 
t o  comment fully here, since they are much less relevant t o  
Kantianism, we have a more or  less complete abandonment 
of talk about what cannot, in the ordinary empirical manner 
of discourse, be talked about. The simples of the Tractatus 
are elaborately criticized, and simplicity is made into a con- 
textual and relativistic, not  an absolute and metaphysical 
concept (Investigations, $ 8 4 6 4 ) .  It is absurd to  say that we 
cannot understand a sentence like 'Bring me a broom' without 
bringing in a reference t o  the broom's handle, brush, and 
other parts, and much less d o  we have to  postulate the existence 
of countless unknowable simples which our sentence is sup- 
posed ultimately to mean ($60). The Transcendental Subject 
also goes by the board: though a solipsistic form of diction 
which relates everything to  the self may provide relief from 
certain notational cramps, it is none the less a wholly idle 
innovation. For the word 'I' is a peculiar instrument of speech, 
which does not refer to some unique and mysterious and 
all-pervasive object: it is merely a means by which a speaker 
attracts attention to himself, and its use may be compared 
t o  the act o f  holding up one's hand (see Blue Book, pp. 58-68). 
And there is no room, in Wittgenstein's later work, for interior 
acts o r  experiences o f  attending, understanding, meaning, 
seeing, abstracting, expecting, intending, and so on. They are 
not needed as contributing to  the whole look of the phenom- 
enal world, which is simply treated as unquestionably and 
publicly there. It is presumed that, only when we have palpable 
mental 'pictures' of something, o r  'feelings' which involve a 
noticeable disturbance, o r  queer quirks of association or  mental 
procedure, do we have anything that deserves t o  be called a 
'mental process' or an 'experience'. ('A pain's growing more 
and less; the hearing o f  a tune o r  a sentence: these are mental 
processes' (Inv., $154). ) Since such distinct images and feelings 
are not always noticeably present, and are almost always 
irrelevant t o  the intentional life o f  the mind, the latter is 
seen only in its vastly various outer public expressions, o r  
in the mere readinesses for such expressions, in what we d o  
o r  say, o r  are ready to  d o  o r  say in certain circumstances. 
Thus, expecting a man to  come to  tea may be only fussing 
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about in countless different ways and having some unimportant 
feelings (Blue Book, p. 20); attending t o  the  shape of a vase 
may only be letting our eyes wander over i t  in a certain manner 
(Inu., $33); understanding how t o  go on  with a certain series 
may involve countless different, trivial performances on  different 
occasions (Inv., $151), and so forth. 

Wittgenstein to  some extent becomes conscious of these 
defects in his mental analyses, when he treats, in the last sections 
of the Philosophical Investigations (11. xi), of  the  variable 
'aspects' in which things can be seen, but even there he tends 
t o  connect such aspects with rather queer cases from the 
psychological laboratory - ambiguous diagrams and such - and 
does not  recognize that all seeing o r  thinking of objects is a 
seeing o r  thinking of them in certain aspects or  conscious 
lights, as this or as that; and that our  subjectivity, with its 
variable predications, emphases, backgrounds, modalities, and 
so on, is at all times writ large lipon the phenomenal world, 
and does not require the assistance of language t o  make itself 
felt o r /  experienced, though language of course is infinitely 
importint  in sharpening and fixing it. Wittgenstein's philosophy 
of mind is built throughout o n  a dcnial of pre-linguistic 
meanings, for example, those of pastness, readiness, absence, 
and so forth, to which language gives expression, and which 
its learning always presupposes (see, e.g., Brown Book, 850). 
Kant's philosophy of mind is, o n  the o ther  hand, built on  a 
belief in such pre-linguistic meanings, in various basic imagina- 
tive and conceptual slantings, and so is Husserl's. We cannot 
in the present work argue for the entire correctness of this 
traditional approach, and for  the  to ta l  unacceptability o f  
Wittgenstein's, however much the latter may have illuminated 
the many secondary complications in which the use of language 
is basic. 

The later thought of Wittgenstein is further characterized 
by a continued onslaught on  the questions and answers o f  
traditional philosophy, all of which are held t o  ignore the 
manner in which words are actually used, and how such a use 
is actually taught. Philosophical problems arise when language 
goes on holiday, as Wittgenstein asserts in Philosophical Inuesti- 
gations, $38. Thus, Augustine wonders how any time can be 
long, since its parts never exist together, a puzzlement which 
would vanish if we simply concentrated o n  the procedures by 
which the length of time is estimated o r  measured, and b y  which 
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the use of duration-terms is taught (Blue Book, p. 26). It is 
because the length of time is pictured as being like the length 
of a piece of tape that puzzles and antinomies arise. To con- 
centrate on the actual situations in which we use temporal 
expressions, and were taught to use them, will lay all such 
difficulties to rest. We may likewise become puzzled by the 
use of the can-words and ability-words of ordinary diction, 
until we see how they are used, and how their use was taught: 
we then resist the view that an ability to  do something is like 
a ghostly performance, or  is a 'source' from which this 'springs'. 
All these issues are debated with great brilliance in the Brown 
Book, and in a more fatigued manner in the Philosophical 
Investigations. A set of 'language-games' is built up which 
attempts to cover any and every linguistic performance, for 
example, counting, greeting, narrating, describing, persuading, 

and so on, in a manner which tries to remove every- 
thing mysterious and unobservable from their use or their 
teaching. It  is the view of the present author that Wittgenstein's 
basic language-games are all covertly circular. Their teaching- 
situations presuppose an understanding of the meanings of, 
for example, duration, potency, number, and so on, that 
they are held to teach, and throw no light on them at all. 
The ultimate transcendentals involved in our understanding 
of ourselves, others, and the world remain as unassailably 
problematic, and as antinomic as ever. 

Kant, however, tried to do away with philosophical theses, 
controversies, and antinomies in much the same manner as 
Wittgenstein, though Wittgenstein performed the slaughter 
more thoroughly than Kant. For, if Plato placed men in a 
cave from which egress was with effort possible, Kant placed 
them in a cave from which escape was impossible in this life, 
though it remained thinkable and desirable. Wittgenstein, 
however, constructed a habitation for hermits (or for a single 
hermit) from which escape was not only impossible, but neither 
thinkable nor desirable, except owing to a confusion. The 
importance of so radical a form of thought, and of the whole 
policy of dissolving rather than solving philosophical problems, 
is, however, incontestable, no matter how little one may feel 
willing to have one's problems removed by so drastic a therapy. 
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vii 

From Wittgenstein we turn finally to consider Peter Strawson, 
whose Bounds of Sense (1966) is a most valuable critique of the 
Critique of Pure Reason, dealing at all times with the philo- 
sophical essentials of Kantian theory, and displaying throughout 
a much better understanding of its transcendently metaphysical 
ideas, which to Strawson are 'incoherent', than have many of 
those who have been more sympathetic t o  them. Here, in the 
Fourth Section of the book, we have a treatment entitled 'The 
Metaphysics of Transcendentalism', in which are arrayed, as in 
the glass bottles of a medical museum, all the organs which 
Strawson has excised from Kantian transcendentalism, as having 
no  coherent or relevant meaning for a thought that wants to  tie 
its concepts to  clear empirical criteria.' And he has provided 
these excised organs with new names, and has divided them, or 
otherwise modified them, so as to make them more remotely 
like what he considers viable concepts. He has obligingly posited 
an A-relation, which is an analogue of 'causally affecting' or  
'being causally affected': this A-relation holds among items 
known as Things-in-themselves without prejudice to  the partial 
or complete identity of its terms, that is, to the partial o r  
complete reflexivity of the A-relation. One term that is A-related, 
that is, the Transcendental Subject, is peculiar, in that it is at 
once A-affecting and A-affected. In the former capacity it is 
said to display understanding, a form-producingcharacter, in the 
latter capacity it displays sensibility, a form-yielding character. 
There are other terms which enter into A-relations which may 
be said to be 'matter-producing' elements. Something called 'ex- 
perience' is now held to  be the outcome of this complex, 
quasi-causal transaction among A-terms, and such experience 
consists of 'intuitions', all of which have an order called tem- 
porality derived from one form-yielding clement, whereas 
some also have a second order called spatiality derived from 
another form-yielding element. Intuitions further possess the 
character of being perceptions of a law-governed world of 
objects, due to the quasi-action of the form-producing element 
called understanding on the remaining form-yielding or matter- 
producing factors, and this law-governed world of objects is 
nothing apart from the perceptions which constitute it. 

' The remainder of this chapter is amodified version of a part of my paper entitled 
'Kant and Anglo-Saxon Criticism' given at the International Kant Conference in 
Rochester, NY, in 1970, and is printed here by kind permission of Professor Lewis 
Beck and the D. Reidel Publishing Company. 
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The contents o f  experience consist of two different sorts 
of appearances, which are also appearances in two totally 
different senses: the  first, the appearances of the common 
A-term which exercises sensibility and understanding, are 
truly existent but wholly attributive elements, whereas the 
second, the appearances of physical nature, only appear t o  
exist in the truly existent appearances just mentioned. Empirical 
knowledge is the outconle o f  all these factors, including those 
which are matter-producing. But there is also a knowledge 
of appearances which is independent o f  the matter-producing 
factors, and which is therefore said t o  be non-empirical or  
a priori. Such non-empirical knowledge is, however, restricted 
t o  possible appearances. 

This remarkable sketch thus set forth, and involving fully 
interpretable as well as only semi-interpretable elements, is 
then put to the test, and Strawson decides, after long con- 
sideration, that the semi-interpretable elements in the 'model' 
d o  little or  no significant work in it,  and that Kant fails t o  
provide a fully significant o r  even fully coherent account of 
the interplay of the various A-factors in the model with various 
empirical characters. And Kant, in his metaphysic of tran- 
scendental idealism has, Strawson holds, repeatedly violated 
one of his own most fundamental principles, a principle of 
which Strawson profoundly approves, and which he calls 
the principle of significance. This is the principle that there 
can be no legitimate or  even meaningful employment of Ideas 
and concepts which does not relate them t o  the empirical 
or experiential conditions of their application. The connection 
of this principle with those of modern positivism and verifica- 
tionism will o f  course be evident. It is, however, quite clear, 
as Strawson himself sometimes recognizes, that Kant's so- 
called principle o f  significance is really only a principle of 
cpiste~nological significance. Kant throughout recopizes 
the value, even the indispensability, o f  employing certain 
Ideas and concepts which are not tied to  any empirical con- 
ditions of application. He only refuses to  regard them as, in 
such cases, making a contribution t o  knowledge. 

After Strawson's careful excision of the mind's transcendental 
organs, it might be thought that Kant's critical philosophy 
would languish and die. The reverse is the case: the patient 
bounds from the operating table in an access of renewed vitality. 
The investigation of the limiting framework of Ideas and 
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principles, the use and application of which are essential t o  
empirical knowledge, and t o  any kind of being t o  which such 
knowledge is relevant, remains a supremely important task, 
to  which, Strawson holds, Kant made fundamental contribu- 
tions, and to  whose carrying forward the various theses of his 
metaphysical transcendentalism have absolutely no  relevance. 
(We reject the latter contention, holding, as we have argued, 
that meanings which are not epistemological are, for Kant,  
and also in truth, among the necessary background conditions 
of epistemological meanings.) 

Strawson sees the contribution of Kant as embracing the 
following theses, all o f  which he finds acceptable: (i) that 
experience is essentially temporal; (ii) that  there must be  
such unity among a temporally extended set of experiences 
as t o  make 'self-ascription'on the part of a subject o f  experience 
'possible'; ( i  that experience must include an awareness o f  
objects that can be judged about irrespective of the  actual 
occurrence of particular experiences of them; (iv) that  the 
objects thus judged about must be spatial; (v) that there must 
be one unified, spatio-temporal framework of empirical reality 
embracing all experience and its objects; and that  (vi) certain 
principles of permanence and causality must be satisfied in the 
physical or objective world of things in space (Bounds of  
Sense, p. 2 4 ) .  Strawson further points ou t  that Kant  rightly 
holds that all the other theses stand in the most intimate 
logical relation to  the thesis of the necessary unity o f  con- 
sciousness. Without objects, without things in space, without 
the principles of permanence and causality, there could be no  
such necessary unity:No one, he argues, could be conscious 
of a temporally extended series of experiences as his own, 
unless he could be aware of them as yielding knowledge of a 
unified objective world, through which his series of experiences 
forms just one subjective route. 

It will be noted how Strawson qualifies and improves upon 
the exa~gerations of the Transcendental Deductions. Like 
oursclvcs, he sees the unity of consciousness as a necessary 
condition o f  the presence to  consciousness of a unified objective 
world, not simply as a s l ~ f f i c i ~ n t  condition of the latter, and 
of the categories of objectivity. Kant's genius, he says, and I 
agree with him, is nowhere more clearly shown than in his 
connection of the possibility of experience with the poss- 
ibility of contrasting (not simply identifying) a subjectively 
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perceptual route with an order which the objects of such 
perceptions independently possess, and in his recognition 
that this distinction must be revealed in the content of ex- 
perience, since there can be no question of perceiving the 
pure framework of time itself. Strawson points out that it 
is not in the Transcendental Deductions alone, but only in 
their connection with the Aesthetic, the Analytic of Principles, 
and the Refutation of  Idealism, that a coherent body of 
Kantian principles can be worked out and justified. The subject, 
in short, must both have a universal, law-discovering side, 
in virtue of which it can build up (with suitable aid from 
~hin~s-in-themselves) an orderly picture of independent 
phenomenal reality in space and time; and also an element 
of selectivity within that reality, in part due to  its position 
within the latter, and in part due to its own spontaneity, 
in virtue of  which it carves out a specific route of appearances, 
both subjective and objective, within that total system. Strawson 
diverges from Kant in making the selection of a particular 
phenomenal route through the empirical world a more essential 
aspect in self-ascription than the constitution of the whole 
world through which this route runs. Both are, however, 
essential to  self-ascription, since they are essential to one 
another, and bring each other out by their contrast. We are in 
complete agreement with Strawson on all of these points. 

Some points in Strawson's treatment of the Kantian Analytic 
are particularly noteworthy. He points out that Kant does 
not simply write a reference to law-governed objectivity into 
his definition of experience, so that a phantasmagoria of impres- 
sions if such existed, would merely count as a non-experience. 
It would obviously be a very uninteresting proceeding simply 
to legislate verbally in this manner, and would moreover leave 
us open to the unremoved possibility of encountering dis- 
ordered nun-experiences at any moment for any length of 
time. The question, however, is whether there might not really 
be a consciousness which put disordered items together in a 
single confused picture, without there being a vestige of fixed 
rule in such a synthesis, a possibility which Kant at times 
seriously considers, and to which Strawson also gives an initial 
consideration. But Strawson here raises the difficulty that, in 
such a situation, it would be impossible to attach a sense 
to thc notion of  a single consciousness to which the successive 
 resenta at ions were supposed to belong: we seem, he says, to 
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add nothing but a form of words t o  the hypothesis of an 
essentially disconnected set of impressions by stipulating that 
they should all belong to  an identical consciousness. For such 
impressions to be truly connected and ascribable t o  a single 
consciousness, there would have to  be some general feature 
that picked them out, and distinguished them as our own. 
But the possibility of such self-ascription, Strawson points 
out, involves a contrast: it would not be possible in the case 
of a mere rush of impressions. There would have to be features 
in that rush that enabled one to  distinguish an objective sequence 
revealed by the impressions from the purely subjective sequence 
of the impressions themselves. This ground of distinction might 
not always be in evidence. There might be phantasmagoric 
'trips' of great length. But not all experience could be of this 
phantasmagoric character if self-ascription were to  be possible: 
there could be meaningful reference to  a subject only if there 
were also the possibility of a contrasting reference t o  an object. 
And I do not think that Strawson would wish to  deny that 
there could be a conscious series in which no actual self- 
ascription occurred, provided that such an ascription were 
possible. For the possibility of such a distinctive ascription 
must be there, if experience is to  have that peculiar duplicity 
of aspect which is part of what we mean by calling it an 
'experience'. 

Strawson, however, feels that one must go further than 
Kant in developing the implications of possible self-ascription. 
He thinks that it is not sufficient t o  be able to ascribe all our 
experience to an 'abiding self', if this self remains vacuous 
and transcendental. He thinks that we can only give a full 
sense to such self-ascription if there are empirically applicable 
criteria of identity, by means of which a given self can be 
pinned down, and given a firm place among other selves, and 
among other realities in the space-time world. The subjective 
unity of self-consciousness can only make full sense if it can 
be regarded as one experiential route through the complexities 
of the objective world, beside which other objective routes 
are also possible. This means, though Strawson only spells 
it out elsewhere, that self-ascription always involves the poss- 
ibility of other-ascription, that a social milieu, at least in 
possibility, is part and parcel of the possibility of experience. 
And he holds further, though again he only spells it out fully 
elsewhere, that self-ascription is only possible if there are 
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objective criteria which enable one t o  pin this o r  that subject 
down, and oppose him to others, and these will, of course, 
have t o  be intersubjective, bodily criteria, and not merely 
subjective ones. We do not, indeed, identify our own subjective 
route of experience and ascribe it to  ourselves, by making 
use of any criteria whatever, but we can only give full meaning 
t o  such an ascription if our self is also given a definite bodily 
location in the world, which renders it possible for both self 
and states t o  be given in other experiential routes, and for 
such other routes t o  appear in the route which is one's own. 
In  some sense, then, a plurality of minds, and a plurality of 
embodied minds, able t o  identify one another in the world, 
are part and parcel of the necessary framework of experience. 

Strawson has here extended Kant's transcendentalism in a 
manner that is at once deeply Kantian and also necessary. 
Kant's constant use of the pronoun 'We' instead of 'I' shows 
how, for him, sociality is built into the a priori structure of 
the world; and his criticism of the conception of a world of 
pure spirit:, as it occurs in the early Traume eines Ceistersehers, 
and in a passage in the Postulates of Empirical Knowledge, 
shows him t o  be well on  the way t o  agreeing with Strawson. 
I myself believe that the notion of a possible plurality of selves 
is in the deepest sense a priori, a part of the possibility of 
there being any consciousness o r  knowledge o r  being whatso- 
ever, and that all the modern difficulties regarding our know- 
ledge of other minds rest on  the simple ignoring of this fact. 
I also agree with Strawson that embodiment and bodily identifi- 
ability are part o f  the developed notion of a system of selves, 
though I also believe that the bodies by which such selves 
are mutually identifiable may come t o  be the spiritual bodies 
of Saint Paul rather than the natural bodies of ordinary ex- 
perience. 

Strawson has, therefore, given us an interpretation of the 
Kantian Analytic which 1 cannot but regard with admiration. 
I t  is, however, followed by a treatment of the Dialectic, which 
I find less admirable, precisely because it bases itself on a 
~r inciple  o f  significance which Strawson fails to  limit in the 
Kantian manner. Kant believed that we could not have know- 
ledge of the unitary conscious subject which underlies experience, 
and is responsible for its unity; nor of the intricately inter- 
related system of Things-in-themselves, each simple and en- 
dowed with a unique individual nature, which appear t o  us in 
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the space-time world; nor of the omnireal being which exists 
of necessity, since it covers all possibilities. Bu t  he also believed, 
as we have argued, that we can coherently think of these 
objects, and o f  certain of their essential features, and tha t  such 
conceptions are necessary to  the understanding of our scientific 
and practical life, and for its further extension and direction. 
There are, o f  course, great unclarities, and lapses into incon- 
sistency, in Kant's exposition o f  these transcendent thoughts, 
but  it is arguable that  attempts t o  d o  without them, o r  anything 
like them, also involve similar unclarities and lapses into in- 
consistency. The greatness of Kant lies in his balanced concern 
with all that is in the cave of experience, and also with whatever 
must be thought o f  as lending intelligibility to its baffling 
assembly o f  disparate, ambiguous surface-shows, and thereby 
making our  sojourn in it both  intellectually and morally en- 
durable. It is not t o  be conceived that  the  need for his ~ e c u l i a r  
sort of philosophical balance will ever become outmoded. 
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