This is the third in a senes of companions to major philoso-
phers that Cambridge will be issuing in the next few years.
Each volume will contain specially commissioned cssays by
an 1nternational team of scholars, together with a substan-
tial bibliography and will serve as a reference work for stu-
dents and nonspecialists. One aim of the series is to dispel
the intimidation such readers often feel when faced with the
work of a difficult and challenging thinker.

The fundamental task of philosophy since the seven-
teenth century has been to determine whether the essential
punciples of both knowledge and action can be discovered
by human beings unaided by an external agency. No one
philosopher has contributed more to this enterprise than
has Immanuel Kant, whose Critique of Pure Reason (1781)
shook the very foundations of the intellectual world. Kant
argued that the basic principles of natural science are im-
posed on reality by human sensibility and understanding,
and hence human bemngs can also impose their own free
and rational agency on the world.

This volume is the only available systematic and compre-
hensive account of the full range of Kant’s writings and the
first major overview of his work to be published in more
than a dozen years. An internationally recognized team of
Kant scholars explore Kant’s conceptual revolution in episte-
mology, metaphysics, philosophy of science, moral and po-
Iitical phuilosophy, aesthetics, and the philosophy of religion.
The volume also traces the historical origins and conse-
quences of Kant's work.

New readers and nonspecialists will find this the most
convenient, accessible guide to Kant currently in print. Ad-
vanced students and specialists will find a conspectus of
recent developments in the mnterpretation of Kant.
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METHOD OF CITATION

Citations to Kant’s texts are generally given parenthetically, although some
additional references are included m the notes to the essays Two forms of
citation are employed. Citations to the Critique of Pure Reason are located
1n the customary manner by reference to the pagination of Kant’s first {“A”}
and second {“B”} ehtions Where both A and B page numbers are provided,
the passage cited 1s mcluded 1n both editions; otherwise the passage occurs
only m the one edition cited. In most 1nstances reference to the title of the
Criuque of Pure Reason 1s omitted All other passages are located by vol-
ume and page number, given 1n arabic numerals separated by a colon, i the
standard critical edition of Kant’s works, Kant's gesamimelte Schnften, ed-
1ted by the Komghchen Preufaschen {later D: | Akaderme der Wis-
senschaften [Berhn Georg Reimer [later Walter de Gruyter], rg9oo— ), in
addinon, 1f Kant divided the work 1 question into numbered sections, hus
section number precedes the volume and page of the Akademie edition.
These references are preceded by a short tile for the work m guestion
unless the context obviates the need for that Several authors have followed
the Akadernie edinion citation with a citacion of an Enghsh translanon of
the work, although, because most modern Enghsh translations include the
Akademie edition pagination, it 1s not always necessary to do so. Each essay
provides information about the translations used 1 that essay

The following hists, 1n alphabetical ordet, the short utles of Kant’s works
{with date of onginal publ m which are emp d
throughout the volume. Note 8 to Chapter & includes a hst of additional
abbrevianions for Kant's lectures on metaphysics, which are aited only 1n
that chapter.

Confhict Confhct of the Faculties (1798)
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Rehigion Rehgion within the Lumnits of Reason Alone (1793}
Theodicy On the Farlure of all Phlosophical Attempts at a
Theodicy (1791)

Theory and Practice  On the Old Saying That May Be Right m Theory
But Does Not Work n Practice (1793)

Untversal History Ideas towards a Universal History from a Cosmo-
polttan Pomnt of View (1784)
Universal Narural Universal Natural History and Theory of the
History Heavens (1755}

PAUL GUYER

Introduction: The starry heavens
and the moral law

In what may be his single most famous passage, the first sentence of
which was even mscribed on his tombstone, Immanuel Kanr con-
cluded his Critique of Practical Reason (1788} thus:

Two things fill the mind with ever new and increasing adiniration and awe,
the more often and steacily we reflect upon them the starry heavens above
e and the moral law within me. 1do not seek or conecture ercher of them
as1if they were veiled obscunties or extravagances beyond the honzon of my
vision; I see them before me and connect them 1immedately wath the con-
sciousness of my exastence. The first starts at the place that Ioccupy 1n the
external world of the senses, and extends the connection 1 which T stand
mto the imutless magmeude of worlds upon worlds, systems upon systems,
as well as mnto the boundless tines of their peniodic motion, therr beginning
and continuation The second begins with my mvisible self, my personality,
and displays to me a world that has true infinity, but which can only be
detected through the understanding. and with which I know myself to
bein nor, as in the firse case, merely conungent, buc uriversal and necessary
The first persp of a less multitude of worlds as 1t

were anmhilates my importance as an animal creatute. which must give
the matter out of which st has grown back to the planet {a mere speck in the
cosmos) after 1t has been {one knows not how) furmshed with hfe-force for a
short ame. The second, on the contrary, mfintely elevates my worth, as an
1 , through my lity, in which the moral law reveals to me a

Irfe independent of animaliry and even of the cntire world of the senses, at
least so far as may be judged from the purposive determmnation of my exis-
tence through this law, which 1s not limited to the conditions and bound-
artes of this hife but reaches into the infinite  {Practical Reason, 5 161—2)

Like many philosophers from the ttme of René Descartes and
Thomas Hobbes onward, Kant tried to explam both the possibihry of
the new scientific knowledge, which had culminated 1n the mathe-

1



2 THE CAMBRIDGE COMPANION TO KANT

matical worldview of Isaac Newton, and the possibility of human
freedom. Unhke mechanists and empiricists from Hobbes to David
Hume, Kant did not try to reduce human freedom to merely one
more mechanism among those of a predictable nature, but, unlike
rationalists from Descartes to Gottfried Wilhelm Letbmz and Chris-
tian Wolff, Kant was not willing ¢to ground human freedom on an
alleged rational insight mnto some objecuvely perfect world only
confusedly grasped by the senses. Instead, Kant ultimately came to
see that the validity of both the laws of the starry skies above as well
as the moral law within had to be sought in the legislative power of
human intellect 1tself. It took Kant a long tume to transcend the
solutions of his predecessors, and perhaps he never fully clanfied the
nature of his own solution. Nonetheless, the idea to which he was
ultimately drawn was the recogmtron that we can be certain of the
foundations of physical science because we ourselves impose at least
the basic form of scientific laws upon the nature that 1s given to us
by our senses, yet that precisely because we ourselves impose the
basic laws of science upon our world we are also free to look at the
world from a standpoint 1n which we are rational agents whose
actions are chosen and not merely predicted in accordance with
determmistic laws of (as we would now say} biolugy, psychology, or
sociology. But m neither case, Kant ultimately came to recognize, 1s
our freedom complete Although we can legislate the basic forms of
laws of narure, and indeed bring those laws ever closer to the details
of nature through increasingly concrete conceptualizations, we can
do s0 only asymptotically and must wart upon nature itself to fill in
the last level of detail — which, because of the mfinite dvisibiliry
and extendability of matter in space and time, nature will never
quite do. And although we can autonomously legislate laws of rea-
son for our actions, we must ultimately also look to nature, not only
outside us but also within us, for cooperation 1n reahzing the ends of
those actions.

For Kant, then, his profound recognition ot our legislative power
1t both science and morals, 1n both theoretical and practical reason,
always had to be reconciled wath an equally deep sense of the contin-
gency of our success 1n both theory and practice. Even though he
was hardly a conventionally religious thinker, Kant retained a sense
of the lumits of human powers of mind that s often missing from the
wilder optimism of some of his rationalist predecessors as well as
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ideahst successors. In spite of his sense of human limits, however,
Kant radically and 1rreversibly transformed the nature of Western
thought. After he wrote, no one could ever again think of erther
science or morality as a matter of the passive reception of entirely
external truth or reality. In reflection upon the methods of science,
as well as 1n many particular areas of science 1tself, the recognition
of our own mput into the world we claim to know has become
inescapable. In the practical sphere, few can any longer take sen-
ously the idea that moral reasoming consists m the discovery of
external norms — for instance, objectve perfections in the world or
the will of God — as opposed to the construction for ourselves of the
most rational way to conduct our lives both severally and jointly. Of
course not even a Kant could have single-handedly transformed the
self-conception of an entire culture; but at least at the philosophical
level of the transformation of the Westem conception of a human
being from a mere spectator of the natural world and a mere subject
in the moral world to an active agent 1n the creation of both, no one
played a larger role than Immanuel Kant.

This extraordinary revolution was accomplished by a most un-
likely individual. Unlike those of his predecessors such as Leibniz or
fohn Locke who were men of means familiar with the corndors of
power 1n the great European capitals and acttve m the political and
religious struggles of their day, Kant was born mto narrow straits in a
small caty virtually at the outermost limuts of European civilizaton.
Although Komgsberg, where Kant was born 1nto an artisan family in
1724, was a Hanseatic trading city with English connections as well
as the admrnustrative center of East Prussia, 1t was hardly London or
Pans or Edinburgh or Amsterdam {the German city of Kdmigsberg no
longer exists, having been leveled 1n World War 11 and replaced with
the Russian naval base Kaliningrad). Its university, which Kant en-
tered at the age of sixteen after a preparatory education financially
supported by the family’s Pretist pastor and where he then spent
most of his Iife, was barely more than a glorified high school, and
even so Kant had to struggle m the poverty of a Privatdozent paid by
the head (he quickly learned how to make his lectures very popular,
however) until he was finally appointed to a proper charr 1n meta-
physics at the age of forty-six. And after the decade of frequent
publication which led to that appomtment 1n 1770, Kant fell into a
decade of silence which must have persuaded many that his long
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wait for a charr even at such a provincial umversity had been fully
deserved. Yet from this dreary background rhere erupted a philo-
sophical volcano the likes of which the world has rarely seen. Begm-
ning in 1781, when he was already fifty-seven years old, Kant pub-
hished a major work almost every year for more than a decade and a
half. Forernost, of course, are his three great Critiques, the Critique
of Pure Reason (1781, substanually revised 1n 1787), offering a new
foundation for human knowledge and demolishing virtually all of
traditional metaphysics; the Crtique of Practical Reasont (1788},
extricably linking human freedom to the moral law while attempt-
1ng to reconstruct the most cherished 1deas of traditional metaphysi-
cal behef on a practical rather than theoretical foundation; and the
Critique of Judgrment {1790), ostensibly bringing the seemngly dis-
parate topics of aesthetic and teleological judgment into Kant's sys-
tem but also strugghng to refine and even substantially revise some
of Kant’s most basic conceptions about theoreucal and practical
reason and the relation between them. But these works were accom-
panied by a flood of others: In the Prolegomena to Any Future Meta-
physics That Shall Come Forth as Scientific of 1783, Kant acempred
to make the ideas of the first Crtigue accessible to a broader public
while defending them from the first onslaught of criticism. He wrote
several essays on the nature of enlightenment and the role of reason
1n history, including Ideas towards a Universal History and What Is
Enhghtenment? 1 1784 and the Conjectural Beginmng of Human
History and What Does 1t Mean to Orient Oneself m Thought! of
1786. In the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals of 1785, he
made his boldest brief for the puniry of the moral law and the cer-
tainty of human freedom. In the Metaphysical Foundations of Natu-
ral Science of 1786, he arrempred to reconstruct Newtoman physics
on the a prior: basis offered by the principles of human knowledge
demonstrated in the Critique of Pure Reason. In Religion withmn the
Limits of Reason Alone of 1793 and Conflict of the Faculties of
1798, Kant argued firmly for the pnmacy of philosophy over religion
in both its theoretical and institutional forms. And finally, in 1797,
1n the work at which he had been aiming most of his life, the Meta-
physics of Morals, divided into a Theory of Right or political philoso-
phy and Theory of Virtue or normative ethics, Kant demonstrated
that his formal principle of morahty justifies the use of coercion m
the state yet simultaneously places stnict lmuts on the ends the
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state can justifiably pursue by coercive means He also demon-
strated that the same principle implies a detailed series of ethical
duties to ourselves and others that go beyond the limuts of positrve
legislation in such a state. Even after all this work had been done,
Kant continued to work at the foundations of scientific theory, try-
1ng to bring the basic principles of the Meraphysical Foundations of
Natural Science into closer contact with physical reality, as well as
with the latest advances 1n the sciences of chemistry as well as
physics. The book that was tw result from this work, however, re-
mained incomplete before the wane of his powers and his death a
few weeks short of his eightieth birthday in 1804. (The surviving
sketches of thrs work have been known as the Opus postumum
since thewr publication early in this century) Any one of these
works — produced in spite of a daily load of three or four hours lectur-
ing on subjects Like anthropology and geography as well as metaphys-
1cs, ethics, and rational theology — would have made Kant 2 figure of
note in the history of modem philosophy, together, they make him
the center of that history.

As the whole of the book that follows can serve as only an mtro-
duction to the great range of Kant’s work, 1t would certainly be
hopeless to attempt to introduce the reader to all of 1t here. What
follews will be only the briefest of sketches of the evolution of
Kant’s thought to help the reader situate what 1s offered 1n the es-
says of this collection.

Kant first came to attention with several scientific works: on gradua-
tion from the umversity 1n 1747 he published Thoughts on the True
Estination of Lwving Forces, a prece on the debate between Leib-
mzians and Cartestans on the proper measure of forces, and at the
time of his retum to the university as a Privatdozent i 175 s, after
eight years as a household tutor for several East Prussian landown-
ers, he published two more scientific works, the Universal Natural
History and Theory of the Heavens, m which he showed how a
system of heavenly bodies could have arisen out of an unformed
nebula by purely mechanical means {what later became known as
the Kant—Laplace cosmology), as well as a less mportant Latin dis-
sertation on fire. In that same year he also published his first philo-
sophical work, another Latin treatise, the Prnciprorum primorum
cogmtioms metaphysicae nova dilucidatio or New Exposition of the
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First Prmciples of Metaphystcal Knowledge. This treause, only
thirty pages in length, 1s pregnant with Kant’s pilosophical future,
for m 1t Kant revealed what was to become his hifelong preoccupa-
tion with the fundamental principles of natural science on the one
hand and the problem of human freedom on the other. The positions
for which the then thirty-one-year-old philosopher argued were far
from his mature positions, but of great sigmficance nonetheless. On
the theoretical side, Kant accepted the basic rationalist enterprise of
deriving the principle of sufficient reason from purely logical consid-
erations [although he departed from the details of the proofs offered
by Wolff and hus follower Alexander Gottlicb Baumgarten, on whose
textbooks of metaphysics and ethics Kant was to lecture for his
entire career), but he also tried to show that this principle led to
results precisely the opposite of those Leibmiz and his followers had
drawn from it. In particular, manfesting his future concern with the
justification of the concept and principle of causation long before he
had become famihar with Hume, Kant argued that the principle of
sufficient reason mmphed rather than excluded real causauon and
1nteracuon among substances, and that it even gave nise to a refuta-
tion of 1dealism. In this work Kant also introduced the first version
of hus critique of the ontological argument, that paradigmatic ratio-
nalist attempt to move directly from the structure of concepts to the
structure of reality itself. On the practical side, Kant took the side of
Leibnizian compatibilism between free will and determunism rather
than the radical incompaubilism of the anti-Wolffian Pretist philoso-
pher Christian August Crusius. {Kant’s mature work on freedom of
the will consists of a perhaps never quite completed attempt to
reconcile the Leibnizian insight that we can only be responsible for
actions produced in accordance with a law with the Crusian insight
that responsibility requires a radical freedom of choice not compati-
ble with the thoroughgoing predictability of human action.) Kant’s
major works of the 17508 were completed with another Latin scien-
tific treatise, the Physical Monadology, in which he introduced the
conception of attractive and repulsive forces that was to be essenual
to hus attempts to provide a foundation for physical theory for the
remainder of hus life.
The philosophical work of the 17505 pointed Kant 1n the direction
of a number of conclusions he subsequently wanted to establish. It
turned out, however, that this work could not serve as a foundation
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for the later version of those conclusions, because Kant came to
reject completely the rationalist methodology on which that work
was based. Much of the 1760s was devoted to the demohtion of
rationalism, partcularly of 1ts two assumptions that all philosophi-
cal principles could be discovered by essentially logical methods
alone and that the principles thus arrived at automatically give us
nsight into the ontology of objective reality. Kant’s search for an
alternative philosophical method 1n this decade was less successful
than his demolition of all previous methods, however. In a work
published in 1763, The Only Possible Basis for a Demonstration of
the Existence of God, Kant decpened the criuque of the ontological
already din 1755. He acco ied that critique
with an attack upon the two other forms of proof of the existence of
God that had still enjoyed currency in eighteenth-century debates,
the argument from the existence of a contingent creation to some
necessary cause of it (what he called the “cosmological” argument)
and the argument from design, the argument that the orderly form of
the world we observe around us can be explained only by the activity
of an intelligent designer (what he called the argument from “phy-
sicotheology”). Yet Kant sull argued that there was an a priori proof
for the exastence of God available, which had been overlooked by his
predecessors: God could be demonstrated as the necessary ground of
even the mere possibility of existence. Kant’s confidence in this
argument turned out to be a last gasp of rationalism. Later that same
year, in his Attempt to Introduce the Concept of Negative Quanti-
ties 1nto Philosophy, Kant mtroduced a fundamental distinction be-
tween logical and real opposition —a distmction of the kind that
exists between a proposition and 1ts negation on the one hand, and
wwo physical forces trying to push a single object m opposite direc-
tions on the other. He intimated not only that this could be exrended
1nto a general distinction between logical and real relations, but also
that all causal and exastential relations would have to be understood
as real rather than logical relations, so could never be demonstrated
by any purely logical means alone. But this result, remimscent of
Hume but more likely to have been infivenced by Crusius at this
point 1n tume, left room for the conclusion that philosophy could
have no distinctve nonanalytical yet not merely empirical method-
ology at all, a danger evident m Kant’s essay On the Clanty of the
Principles of Natural Theology and Ethics published the following
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year {1764). Here Kant argued that, contrary to the dream of all
rationalist philosophers since Descartes, philosophy could not use
the same method as mathematics. Mathematics could begin with
definitions and then prove indubitable results by constructing ob-
jects 1n accordance with those defininons and performing various
operations upon them; philosophy, however, could never begin with
definitions but only with “certain primary fundamental judgments”
the analysis of which could lead to definitions as its conclusion, not
1ts commencement. The origin and source of the certainty of these
fund. 1 jud, d obscure. In language reminiscent
of both Crusius as well as British moral sense philosophers such as
Francis Hutcheson {both of whom were influental for Kant at this
t1me), he could say only that metaphysics had to begin wath “certain
inner experience, that 1s, by means of an immediate evident con-
sciousness” that could give reliable information about the pature of
a reality without immediately yielding “the whole essence of the
thing” (2:286). At this poin, it seems fair to say, Kant had hardly
replaced the rejected method of the rationalists with a concrete pro-
posal of his own for grounding first principles of either theoretical or
practical reasoning.

This embarrassment remained evident 1n Kant’s peculiar Drearns
of a Spint-Seer of 1766, which engaged 1n a lengthy exammation of
the spiritualist fantasies of the Swedish mystic Emanuel Sweden-
borg for the polemical purpose of showing that rationalist arguments
for the simplicity, immateriality, and immortality of the soul offered
by such philosophers as Wolff and Baumgarten were not any better
grounded in empirical evidence. Like the essay Negative Quantities,
the Drearns of a Sprrit-Seer then concluded with the negative result
that only empirical claims about “relations of cause and effect, sub-
stance, and action” could serve as starting points for philosophy,
“but that when one finally comes to fundamental relations, then the
business of philosophy 1s at an end, and we can never understand
through reason how something can be a cause or have a force, but
these relations must merely be derved from expenence” {2:370}.
However, Kant completed this work with one point that was to
remain unchallenged in all kus subsequent thought about morality.
All the metaphysical attempts to prove the immortality of the soul
have been motivared by the need to allow for the reward of virtuous
deeds performed in ordinary hfe, he argued, but are entirely unmeces-
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sary because only a morahty that can mouvate us to perform our
duty wrthout either promise of reward or fear of pumshment 1s truly
virtuous. Kant asked,

Is 1t good to be virtuous only because there 1s another world, or are actions
rather not praised because they are good and virtuous in themselves? Does
not the heart of man contain immediate moral precepts, and must one n
order to his d; m d with all of these here always
set the machinery of another world to work? Can one properly be called
upnight and virtuous who would gladly yield to hus favorite vices 1f only he
were not ternfied of a future punishment, and would one not rather say that
he avoids the expression of evil but nounishes a vicious disposition 1n his
soul, that he loves the advantage of the sumulation of vartuous action but
hates virtue 1tself?

Obviously these questions needed no answer, so Kant could con-
clude that 1t 1s “more appropriate for human nature and the punty of
morals to ground the expectatton of a future world on the sensations
of a well-disposed soul than to ground its good behavior on the hope
of another world” {2:372—3). This insistence that virtue must move
us by 1tself and that faith in religious doctrines of immortality and
providence must not be the basis for morality but only a conse-
quence of it were to reverberate 1n Kant’s work for the rest of his life

The Dreams of a Spirit-Seer thus reduced the need for a new
method for metaphysics by freeing morality of the need for a posi-
tive metaphysical foundation altogether, although Kant was subse-
quently to recogmze that morality requires at least a metaphysical
proof that freedom 1s not impossible and that at least a “ground-
work” for the metaphysics of morality was required. And the task of
providing certain foundations for the Newtonian worldview without
appealing to the method of mathematics still remained. Kant took a
first step toward providing the latter if not the former 1n his next two
works, an essay On the Primary Ground of the Differentiation of
Regions m Space i 1768 and the Dissertation on the Forms and
Principles of the Sensible and Intelhgible Worlds, which he de-
fended on his mauguration, at long last, as Professor of Metaphysics
m 1770. In the first of these, Kant argued that the fact that two
objects such as nght- and lefe-handed gloves or screws could be
described by 1dentical conceptual relations but nevertheless be mn-
congruent demonstrated that their orientation toward the axes of an
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absolute space was an wrreducible fact about them, and thus proved
the validity of the Newtonian conception of absolute space rather
than the Leibnizian reduction of space to more primary and indepen-
dent properties of subatances. But the metaphysical possibihity as
well as the epistemology of Newtonian absolute space remained a
mystery until Kant solved 1t in the inaugural dissertation by arguing
that the human mind possesses two fundamentally distinct capaci-
ties of sensibiliry and mntellect, not the single faculty for more or less
clear and diatinct thought that Leibniz and Wolff and all their follow-
ers had supposed, and that the existence of a unique and absolute
space —and time — 1n which all the objects of our experience can be
ordered reflects the inherent form of our capacity for sensible expen-
ence itself. Thus Kant took the fateful first step of arguing that the
possibility and mndeed the certainty of the spatiotemporal frame-
work of Newtonian physics could be secured only by recognizing it
to be the form of our own experience, even though this meant that
the certainty of the foundations of Newtonian science could be pur-
chased only by confining them to objects as we experience them
through the senses — “appearances” or “phenomena” — rather than
those objects as they might be in themselves and known to be by a
pure intellect — “noumena.” Thus Kant argued that absolute space1s
“por some adumbration or schema of the object, but only a certain
law implanted in the mind by which 1t coordinates for itself the
sensa that arise from the presence of the object” (§4, 2:393). As for
the further principles of the scientific worldview as well as the meta-
physics of morality, however, the Dissertation did not merely fail to
demonstrate any progress, but in some ways even regressed from the
cntical position of the 1760s. A metaphysical insight that all of the
substances of the world constitute a single whole could be grounded,
Kant claimed, 1n intellectual insight into their dependence on a
common extramundane cause (God, of course}. More purely in-
tramundane or immanent foundations for science, such as the max-
ims that “All things 1n the universe take place m accordance with
the order of nature,” “Principles are not to be multiphed beyond
what is absolutely necessary,” and “No matter at all comes mto
bemg or passes away,” he could only introduce as mere “principles
of convenience” (§30, 2:419). Morality, finally, Kant was suddenly
prepared to treat as a matter requiring metaphysical, indeed “dog-
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matic” insight into “some exemplar only to be conceived by the
pure intellect and which 1s a common measure for all other things
insofar as they are realities.” Kant continued:

This exemplar 18 NOUMENAL PEREECTION. Thus perfection is what 1t is exther
1n a theoretic sense or 1n a practical sense. In the first sense it 15 the highest
being, cop, in the second sense 1t is MORAL PERFECTION. So moral philoso-
phy. 10 as much as st supplies the first prmciples of critical yjudgment, 18
cognized only by the pure ntellect and itself belongs to puze philosophy.
And the man who reduced 1ts crtena to the sense of pleasure or pam,
Eprcurus, 1s very nghtly blamed. . (89, 2:396)

Kant was certainly to retain the idea that morality could not be
grounded in empirical facts about what is pleasurable and what 1s
pamnful, and that its principle must come from pure reason instead;
bnt any sense that recognition of such a principle required meta-
physical cognition of a reality lying beyond ourselves, as knowledge
of God does, was nltimately to be banished from his thought. This
meant that the maugural dissertation had left entirely untouched all
the work of grounding foundational principles for scientific knowl-
edge beyond its abatract spatiotemporal framework, as well as the
task of explaining both the nature of moral knowledge and the possi-
bility of freedom in spate of the scientific worldview.

Kant struggled with these unresolved difficulties for a decade and
then adopted the extraordinary objective of eliminating the Linger-
ing noumenal metaphysics of the maugural dissertanon from the
foundations of both science and morality and showing how all of
the fundamental principles of both science and morality, like the
form of space and time, are products of our own thought alone,
although we cannot just ruthlessly impose these principles upon
the data of our senses but must engage in a never-ending task of
accommodating them to the particularity of experience. It would
be misleading to suppose, however, that Kant had clearly formu-
lated the idea of accomplishing this objective in his three great
Critiques before commencing their composition; 1n fact, the evr-
dence strongly suggests that Kant had no 1dea that a Critique of
Practical Reason would be required when he first finished the Cri-
tique of Pure Reason, and still had no idea thav a Critique of Judg-
ment would be needed even when the Critigue of Practical Reason
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had been finished. Each of the latter two Critiques revises as well
as extenda the insights of 1ts predecessors. Indeed, for all 1ts appear-
ance of systematicaty, Kant’s thought was in a state of constant
evolution throughout his life

The evolution of Kant’s mature thought obviously begins with the
Crtigue of Pure Reason as first published in 1781, which turned out
not to be the complete foundation for both science and morality that
Kant origmally intended 1t to be, but which certamly remained the
basis for all that followed. The agenda for thus work is enormous but
can be brought under the two headings suggested by our opening
quote. On the one hand, Kant aims to provide a general foundation
for the laws of science, a metaphysics of experience that will general-
1ze the approach taken to space and time alone in the Dissertation
by showing that there are also concepts of the understanding and
principles of judgment, including general forms of the laws of the
conservation of matter, universal causation, and universal interac-
tion, which can be shown to be certain by their ¢ prion origin in the
structure of human thought itself, although the cost of this certainry
is that we must also gl “that our rep ion of things, as
they are given to us, does not conform to these things as they are 1n
themselves, but racher that these objects, as appearances, conform to
our manner of representation” (B xx). On the other hand, the vety
fact that the universal validity of the foundational principles of the
scientific worldview, including that of universal causation, can be
proved only for the appearances of things means that we can at least
coherently consider the possibility that things as they are in them-
selves may not be governed by these laws, indeed may be governed
by other laws; 1n particular, we can coherently consider that at the
deepest level we ourselves are free agents bound only by the laws of
morality and not by the deterministic laws of nature. Kant sums up
this complex result thus:

On a hasty overview of this work one will behieve himself to percerve chat
1ts use 1s only negative, namely that we can never dare ¢0 exceed the bounds
of expenience with speculative reason, and that ts indeed 1ts first use. But
this then becomes positive if one becomes aware that the principles with
which speculative reason dares to exceed its bounds would not 1n face have
the inevitable result of extending but, more closely considered, that of re-
stricting our use of reason, in that they would really extend the bounds of
sensibility, to which they actually belong, to everything, and so threaten to
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obstruct the pure (practical) use of reason. Thus a critique, which limsts the
former, 18 so far to be sure negative, but, msofar as 1t also removes a hin-
drance that threatens to restrict or even destroy the latter use of reason, 1s
fact of positive and very important use, as soon as one 15 convinced that 1t
yields an entirely necessary practical use of pure reason {the moral use], 1n
which 1t 1s unavoidably extended beyond the lumits of sensibility, but
thereby requires no help from speculative reason, but must nevertheless be
secured from 1ts opposition 1n order not to land in contradiction with eself.

(B xx1v—xxv]

Or as Kant more succinctly but also more misleadingly puts 1t, “I
must therefore suspend knowledge in order to make room for be-
lief,” or, as 1t is often translated, “faith” (B xxx]. This is misleading if
it is taken to mean that Kant 1intends to argue that knowledge must
be Limuted 1n order to allow us some nonrational basis for belief
about 1mportant matters of morality. Rather, what Kant means is
that the Limitation of the foundational principles of the scientific
worldview to the way things appear to us is necessary not only in
order to explain its own certainty but also in order to allow us to
concetve of ourselves as rational agents who are not constrained by
the determnistic gnp of nature but can freely govern ourselves by
the moral law as practical reason {although certainly not all forms of
religious faith) requires.

The steps that Kant goes through in order to secure this result are
inrricate, and some of them will be treated in much more detail 1n
what follows. The barest sketch will have 1o suffice here. Kant be-
gms in the “Transcendental Aesthetic,” or theory of sensibility, by
reiterating the argument of r770 that all of our particnlar experi-
ences of objects, or empirical mtuitions, necessarily come to us i
spatiotemporal form, and also that we have a priori 1nsight into the
umgqueness and infinitude of space and time, bnth of which can be
explained only on the supposition that space and time are the pure
forms of our intwition of all objects originating i the structure of
our own sensibtliry, not anything denived from the independent prop-
erties of objects as they are mn ¢h lves. In the Prol of
1783 and second edition of the Critigue of 1787, Kant supplements
this with a specific argument that the propositions of mathematics,
especially geometry, are nontautologous and informauve, or syn-
thetic rather than analytic, yet are known a priori, which can also be

1 d only on the sup 1on that they describe the structure of
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subjective forms of intuition rather than mdependent properties of
objects [see especially A 47—8 / B 64—5).

In the “Transcendental Analytuc,” ortheory of understanding, Kant
extenda this argument by showing that in addition to a prior: forms of
intuition there are also a priori concepts of the pure understanding, or
categories, as well as a prior princip thacare y
conditions for our own thought of objects rather than principles de-
nved from any particular experience of those objects. Kant's argu-
ment for this result proceeds through several stages. Firse, he argues
that the fact that our knowledge of objects always takes the form of
judgment and that judgment has certain inherent forms, discovered
by logic, implies that there must be certamn basic correlative conceprs
necessary for thinking of the objects of those judgments {the “meta-
physical deduction”). Next, he tries to argue that our vety certamnty of
the numerical identity of our self throughout all our different exper-
ences implies that we must connect those experiences according to
rules furmshed by the understandingitself, which are none other than
the same categories required by the logical forms of judgment {the
#transcendental deduction”). Finally, and most convincingly, he tries
to show in detail that the ability to make objective judgments abnut
objects given in space and time [which are missing from most of the
transcendental deduction) requutes that we bring them under con-
cepts of extensive and intensive magnitude and under prineiples of
conservation, causation, and interaction (the “system of principles,”
especially the “analogies of experience”). And indeed, Kant finally
argues, the ability to make determinate temporal sense of our own
experiences considered even as merely subjective stares requres that
we see them as caused by such a law-governed realm of external
objects fthe “refutation of idealism”). Kane describes the underlying
of this ded thus:

However exaggerated, however absurd 1t may sound to say thae the under-
standing 15 1tself the source of the laws of nature, thus of the formal unity of
nature, such an assertion 15 nevertheless nght and appropriate to the object,
namely experience. To be sure, empirical laws as such can by no means
denve therr ongin from pure understanding, ,ust as litele as the immeasur-
able i y of can be ad: hended from the
pure form of sensible mruition. Bur all empirical laws are only particular
determinations of the pure laws of understanding, under which and n accor-
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dance with the norm of which they are first possible and the appearances
assume a lawful form, just as all appearances, m spite of the dwversity of
their empirical form, must nevertheless always be in accord wath the condi-
tions of the pure form of senstbiliry. (A 127-8}

In the longest part of the work, the “Transcendental Dialectic,”
Kant then argues that most of the doctrines of traditional metaphys-
icsarefallaciously derived by attempting to use concepts of theunder-
standing without corresponding evidence from sensibility. These are
fallacies, he adda, into which we do not just happen to fall but to
which we are pushed by reason’s natural inclination to discover a
kand of completeness in thought that the indefinitely extendahble
bounds of space and time can never yield. Thus we mistake the
logical simplicity of the thought of the self for knowledge of a sim-
ple, immaterial, and immortal soul {the “paralogisms of pure rea-
son”), and we think that the mere idea of a ground of all possibility
{the “ideal of pure reason”) is equivalent to knowledge of the neces-
sary existence of such a ground. {(Kant now brings his critique of the
ontological argument to bear on the one possible basis for a demon-
stration of the existence of God that he had spared mn his work of
that title of 1763.) Little can be salvaged from these misguided meta-
physical doctrines, but the case is somewhat different with the meta-
physical paradoxes that Kant describes under the title of “antino-
mies of pure reason.” Operating without any notice of the need for
evidence from the senses and thus of the limues of sensibility, pure
reason manages to convince itself both that the world must be finite
in space and time and that it must also be infinitely extended m both
dimensions, that the division of subatances must yield smallest pos-
sible particles yet that it cannot, that there must be a causality of
freedom in additron to the mechanism of nature yet that there can
be no such thing, and finally that there must be a necessary being at
the ground of the seres of contingent existences yet again that there
cannot be so. The first two paradoxes may simply be set aside by
recognizing that space and time are, again, nothing but the forms of
our own intuitions, and that things as they are in themselves, which
teason takes itself to know, are thus neither spatially nor temporally
finite nor infinite. But the case is different with the last two antino-
mies. Here, no longer dealing with quantitauve concepts that are
necessarily linked to the structure of sensibility, Kant argues that
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while we can conceive of the empirical or phenomenal world only as
a realm of contingent existences entirely governed by causal laws of
nature, we can at least coherently consider that the realm of things
1n themselves lying behind the appearances of the empirical world
not only contains a necessary being but, more important, contains
free and not merely determined actions. Thus, Kant clamms, the cri-
tique of traditional metaphysics at least leaves open the possibility
of freedom. Then he can conclude:

‘We require the princaple of the causality of appearances among themselves
1n order to seek and to be able to provide natural conditions for natural
occurrences, Le., causes in appearance. If this 1s conceded and 1s not weak-
ened through any exception, then the understanding, which in its empirical
employment sees 1n all events nothing but nature and 1s justified in so
dong, has everything that it can require, and physical explanations can
proceed unhindered on their way. Now it does not do the least violence to
this, if one assumes, even 1f 1t 1s otherwise only 1magined, that among
natural causes there are also some that have a faculty that is inteligible
only 1n that their determination to action never resrs on emprical condi-
tions, but on mere grounds of reason, though n such a way that the action
1n the appearance from this cause is in accord with all the laws of empirical
causality. A s45/Bs73)

Kant concludes, therefore, that we can at least consistently conceive
of events that fit into the seamless web of natural causality yet are
also the products of the free exercise of the rational agency of natural
agents d as they are in th 1ves. In thinking of oursel
as moral agents, we can think ot ourselves in precisely this twofold
way.

1t is not clear whether Kant thought it would be necessary to say
more about freedom when he finished the Critique of Pure Reason;
but he shortly realized that it was. A further proof, indeed a theoret1-
cal proof, that freedom is not just possible but actual 1s one of the
two main items on the agenda of the Groundwork of the Metaphys-
1cs of Morals of 1785, along with a clear formulation of the funda-
mental law of morality itself and a sketch of how such a principle
would give nise to the specific set of duties that Kant had always
intended to describe 1n a metaphysics of morals. Kant argued that
the concepts of good will and duty, winch could be derived from
ordinaty consciousness, and the concept of a categorical imperative,
which could be derived from popular moral philosophy, but also his
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own conception of humanity as an end in 1tself whose free agency
must always be preserved and when possible enhanced, all give nise
to the fundamental moral principle that one should act only on
maxims or polictes of action that could be made into a universal law
or assented to, made into an end of their own, by all agents who
might be affected by the action. Such a principle Kant characterizes
as the law of pure practical reason, reflecting the requirements that
are 1mposed on actions not from any external source but from the
nature of reason 1tself. But he also argued that 1n order to know that
we are actually bnund by such a moral principle, we must know that
we really are rational agents capable of freely acting in accordance
with the principle of pure reason regardless of what mught be pre-
dicted on the basis of our passions and inclinations, mdeed our en-
tire prior history and psychology. Kant thus now felt compelled to
prove that human freedom 1s not just possible but actual. Although
he imtially suggests that the very idea of ourselves as agents 1mphies
that we conceive of ourselves as acting under rules of our own
choice, he attempts to go beyond this in order to deliver a metaphysi-
cal proof of the actuality of freedom. He argues that in ourselves as
well as all other things we must distinguish between appearance and
reality. He then equates this distinction with one between that
which 1s passive and that which is active in ourselves, which he 1n
tum equates with the distinction between sensation and reason.
Thus Kant infers that we must assign to ourselves a faculty of reason
rooted m our nature as things in themselves and thus free to act
without constrant by the causal laws governing mere appearance,
Kant concludes:

A rationa) being must therefore regard itself as an mtelligence (therefore not
from the side of 1ts lower powers) as belonging to the world of understand-
ing, not of sense, thus 1t has two standpomnts from whuch 1t can consider
itself and know the laws of the use of 1ts powers, thus of all of 1ts actions,
first, msofar as 1t belongs to the world of senses, under natural laws
(heteronomy), second, as belonging to the mtelhgible world, under laws
v;hnch, independent from nature, are not empincal but grounded 1n reasou
alone (4 452)

Unfortunately, mn spite of his attempt to avord such a problem,
Kant’s argument 15 circular. It derves our possession of a spontane-
ous and efficacious faculty of reason from our membership n the
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world of things 1n themselves precisely by construing that world as
an ntelligible world — that 1s to say, nothing less than a world con-
ceived to be essentially ranonal and understood by reason itself. In
other words, Kant’s argument — not for the content but for the actual-
ity and efficacy of pure practical reason — violates one of the most
fundamental strictures of his own Critigue of Pure Reason. It de-
pends on interpreting our ultimate reality not as noumenon in a
merely “negative sense” but as noumenon in a “positive sense,”
that is, not just something that 1s not known through sensibility but
something that 1s known through pure reason {B 307).

Kant never doubted that he had correctly formulated the content
of pure practical reason through the requirement of the universal
acceptabulity of the maxims of intended actions, but he quickly rec-
ognized the madequacy of the Groundwork’s proof that we actually
have a pure practical reason. He thus radically revised his approach
to the problem of freedom in the Critique of Practical Reason, pub-
lished only three years later in 1788. Kant does not call this work a
critique of pure practical reason like the earlier critique of pure
theoretical reason, because whereas the peint of the former work
was to show that theoretical reason oversteps 1ts bounds when 1t
tries to do without application to empirical data, in the case of
practical reason the point 1s precisely to show that 1t is not hmited
to application to empinically given inclinations and intentions but
has a pure principle of its own. Kant now surrenders the ohjective of
giving a theoretical proof of the efficacy of pure practical reason,
however. While bnth the Groundwork and the new Critigue agree
that a will bound by the moral law must be a free will and that only a
free will can be brund by the moral law, what has come to be known
as his “reciprocity thesis” [5:28—9), Kant’s strategy is now not to
prove that we are bound by the moral law by offering a theoretical
proof that we possess a free will but rather simply to argue that we
must possess a free will because of our indubitable recognition that
we are in fact bound by the moral law. “The thing is strange enough
and has no parallel in the entire remainder of practical reason,” Kant
admits; nevertheless, he insists:

The a priori thought of a possible universal law-giving . . . without borrow-
1ng anything from expenence or any external will, 1s given as an uncondi-
tioned law. ... One can call the of this fund, 1 law a
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fact of reason, since one cannot speciously denve 1t from any antecedent
data of reason, e.g., the consciousness of freedom {since thus 1s not anteced-
ently given to us), rather since 1t presses ueself upon us as a synthetic a priori
proposition, which 15 not grounded 1n any intwition, whether pure or empiri-
cal, although 1t would be analytic 1f one presupposed the freedom of the
will. . . . Bue mn order to regard this law as given without misinterpretauon
one must well note that 1t 1s not an empirical fact but the sole fact of pure
reason. . . [s:31)

Theoretical philosophy can prove the possibility of freedom of the
will, Kant continues to believe, but not its actuality; this can follow
only from our firm consciousness — our conscience, one mght say —
of being bound by the moral law itself. If we have a pure practical
reason, there is no problem explaming how it binds us, precisely
because the law that binds us comes from within curselves and not
from anywhere else, not from any other will, not the will of a
Hobbesian sovereign nor even from the will of God; but our proof
that we have such a pure practical reason 1s precisely our recognition
that we bind ourselves by its law.

Although the proof of the actuahty of freedom can only appeal to
our conviction of our obligation under the moral law, Kant has no
hesitation about the power of our freedom. Kant 1s more convinced
than ever that the scope of our freedom is unlimited, that no matter
what might seem to be predicted by our prior history we always
retain the freedom to make the moraliy correct choice, even if the
very history of our empinical character itself must be revised in order
to make our freely chosen action compatihie with natural law:

The same subject, who 1s also conscious of himself as thing 1n himself,
considers his own existence, so far as it does not stand under condstions of
time, as itself determmable only through laws that he gives himself through
reason, and in this his nothing 15 dent to his d on
of his will, but every action and every determmation of his existence chang-
1ng 1n accord with s inner sense, even the entire course of his existence as
a sensible being is never to be regarded 1n his consciousness of his intellig1-
ble existence as anything but the consequence and never the determining
ground of his causality as noumenon. {5:97-8).

The Critique of Practical Reason also mcludes Kant’s attempt to
reconstruct two of the most chenished dactrines of traditional meta-
physics, the existence of God and the nnmortality of the soul. He
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argues that morality enjoins on us not just the effort to be motivated
by duty alone but also the end of attaining happiness 1n proportion
to our virtue. Moral motivation alone may be the sole uncondi-
tioned good, but it is not the complete or highest good until happ-
ness in proportion to our worthiness to be happy through our virtue
15 added to it. But we have no reason to believe that we can approach
purity of will 1n our terrestrial hife spans alone, or that our virtue
will be accompamied with proportionate happiness by natural mecha-
nisms alone. We must thus postulate, although always as a matter of
practical presupposition and never as a thearetical doctrine, that our
souls can reach punity in immortality and that there is a God to
redress the natural disproportion between virtue and happiness. But
Kant always insisted that these practical postulates could never en-
ter mto our motivation to be moral, and that they would undermine
the punty of that motivauon if they did; they rather fiesh out the
condutions presupposed by the rationahity of moral action and so
allow us to act on that pure motivation without threat of self-
congradiction.

Kant remaned content with this doctrine for the remainder of his
life, but the problem of freedom continued to gnaw at him; and as he
refined hus solution to the problem of freedom he refined his theoty
of the foundations of science as well. The evidence for this further
struggle 1s found 1n his last great critique, the Cntique of Judgment
of 1790. This work ostensibly deals wath the rational foundations of
two forms of judgment not considered in Kant’s previous work, aes-
thetic judgments of taste about natural or artistic beauty and sublim-
1ty and teleological judgments about the role of purpose 1n natural
orgamsms and systemns; but Kant’s refiections on these two species
of what he calls reflective judgment touch on larger 1ssues as well.

Kant begins the work with a reflection upon the role of the ideal
of sysrematicity in the atrempt to move from the abatract level of
the categones to concrete knowledge of empirical laws of nature.
Whereas the Critique of Pure Reason had assigned the search for
systematicity to the faculty of reason, suggesting that 1t 1s required
for the sake of completeness but has nothing to do with the truth
of empirical laws themselves, the Critique of Judgment assigns it
to the faculty of reflective judgment, suggesting that we can never
get from the categories to particular empinical laws excepe by tey-
ing to place individual hypotheses in the context of a system of
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such laws. Because such a system is always an ideal that is never
actually completed, however, this implies that the search for em-
puical law 1s necessanly open-ended, that we can approach buc
never actually reach certainty abnut any individual law of nature as
well as completeness in the whole system of such laws. This was a
perspective that Kant attempted to explore further m his Opus
postumum, which fittingly itself remained incomplete.

Kant then introduces the more specific subjects of aesthetic and
releological judgment with the claim that there 1s a “great abyss”
between the concepts of nature and of freedom that must yet be
bridged {s5:195). Since 1n the Critigue of Practical Reason he had
argued that the domunation of reason over the world of sense must
be complete, 1t 1s not immediately apparent what gulf Kant has in
mind, but lus meaning gradually emerges. In the first half of the
work, the Crtique of Aesthetic Judgment, Kant is concerned to
show that the existence and power of freedom are not just accessible
to philosophical theory but can be made palpable to us as embodied
and therefore feeling human beings as well. His argument in the case
of the expenence of the sublime 15 obvious. Vast and powerful ob-
jects in nature exceed the grasp of our mmagination and understand-
ing, but our ndifference to their threats of intellectual and even
physical injury is an exhilarating revelation of the power and pri-
macy of practical reason within ourselves. Kant's argument about
beauty is more complex, however. The experience of beauty is ini-
tially characterized as one m which sensibihiry or imaginatson and
understanding reach a state of harmony without the constraine of
any concept, moral concepts of the good included. But then it turns
out that mn virtue of 1ts very freedom from constraint by such con-
cepts the experience of beauty can serve as a symbol of our freedom
m morality 1tself and make this freedom palpable to us. In addition,
although as it were out first layer of plessure in natural beauty is free
of any antecedent interests, the very fact that nature offers us beauty
without intervention of our own is some evidence that it 15 hospita-
ble to our own 1nterests, those of morallty mcluded, and we take
additional pleasure in the reahzauon of this fact. Here Kant does not
treat us as sumply dominating nature by our reason, but rather more
contingently finding that our reason allows us to be at home mn
nature,

Kant’s argument about teleclogical judgment is even more compli-
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cated, and, although the force of Kant’s treatment of organisms has
certainly been undercut by the success of the Darwinian theory of
evolution, the Critigue of Teleological Judgment remains profoundly
revealing of Kant’s philosophical sensibulity. Kant argues that organ-
isms require us to see the parts as the cause of the whole but also the
whole as the cause of its parts. The latter requitement violates the
unidirectional nature of our conception of mecharnucal causation —
we cannot conceive how a whole that comes into being only gradually
from its parts can nevertheless be the cause of the properties of those
parts (here is where the theory of natural selection reruoves the diffi-
culty). And so, Kant argues, we can explain the relation only by sup-
posing that the nature of the parts is determined by an antecedent
conception of the whole employed by a designer of the organism,
although we can never have theoretical evidence of the existence of
such an intelhgence. Next Kant argues that we cannot suppose an
muxelligent designer to have acted without a purpose as well as a plan,
but that the only kind of nonarhitrary purpose that we can introduce
into natural systems and 1indeed 1nto nature as a system as a whole is
something that 1s an end 1n itself — which can be nothing other than
human freedom, the sole source of intrinsic and unconditioned value.

Besides all of humankind’s merely natural ends, deswes, and concep-
tions of happiness that are of no more value than any other creature’s
and to which nature 15 not in any case particularly hospitable, “there

remains as that which in respect to nature can be the final purpose

that lies beyond 1t and in which its ultimate purpose can be seen only

[mankind’s| formal, subjective condition, namely [our] capacity toset

our own ends 1n general” (§83, 5:431). Mankind 1s “the only natural

being 1n whom a super-sensible faculty {of freedom) can be known,”

and only as “the subject of morality” can humanity constituce a “fi-
nal purpose to which the whole of nature 1s teleclogically subords-
nated” [§84, 5:435—6). Again, Kant subtly revises his eatlier point of
view: Human freedom is not to be seen just as a force enurely extemal
to nature, but as the ultimate aim of nature tself.

Kant is still careful to insist that this is not a perspective that can
be justified by theoretical or scientific reasoning, but rather a point
of view that 1s at least compatible with scientific reasoning and
recommended for 1ts value to practical reason. But his expression of
this caution in the Critique of Judgment also suggests a subtle shuft
m his view of the status of scienufic law atself. In his first two
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cntiques, Kant had argued that the apphcation of the fundamental
principles of theoretical knowledge and thus the foundanions of sc1-
ence to the world of experience was without exception, indeed as he
called it “constitutive” of the phenomenal realm, and that there
could be room for a conception of human freedom only because we
could also regard ourselves as things m themselves whose nature 1s
not determined by the laws of appearance. Now, however, Kant sug-
gests another view, namely the idea that both the causal laws of
nature and the laws of reason that guide our freely chosen actions
are “regulative principles” that we bring to nature. He argues that an
antinomy can be avoided only by supposing that the “maxim of
reflection” that “All generation of material things and their forms
must be estimated as possible according to merely mechanical laws”
and the maxam that “Some products of matenal nature cannot be
estimated as possible according to merely mechanical laws,” that
they nstead require “an entirely different law of causahty, namely
that of final causes” are both “regulative principles for the investiga-
tion” of nature {§70, 5:387). He thus suggests that the determnistic
perspective of the mechanical worldview 15 not something that we
can simply impose on nature, but a perspective that we bring to bear
on it just as we do the perspective of freedom itself. The latter
perspective Kant now also explicitly describes as a regulative ideal:

Although an intelligible world, in winch everything would be actual solely
because 1¢ is {as something good) possible, and even freedom 1tself as the
formal condition of such a woild, 15 an excessive concept, which 1s not
suitable to determine any constituave principle, an object and 1ts objective
reality: Nevertheless 1n accordance with the constitution of our (parnally
sensible} nature and faculty 1t serves for us and all rational creatures stand-
ing mn connection with the sensible world, msofar as we can represent our-
selves 1n accordance with the constitution of our reason, as a umversal
regulative principle, which does not determme the constitunion of freedom
as the form of causality obyectively, but rather, and with no less validity
than if this were the case, makes the rule of actions 1n accordance with this
idea a command for everyone (§76, 5:404}

Here Kant not only suggests that we cannot give a theoretical proof
of the existence of freedom, but also that we do not even have to
regard it as a metaphysical fact abnut some purely noumenal aspect
of our being at all, and can 1nstead bring the principle of practical
reason as a rule for actions to bear on our natural existence, some-
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thing we can do precisely because the determimstic picture of natu-
1al causation necessary for scientific explanation and prediction 1s
also only a perspective that we ourselves bring to bear on nature.
Because the presuppositions of bnth science and morality are both
principles that we ourselves bring to bear on nature, Kant finally
recognizes, they must ultimately be compatible.

Having finally reached this recogmtion so lare 1n his career, Kant
never worked out the details, although that may have been the last
thing he was trying to do in the latest stage of his work on the Opus
postumum just before his death. Nor is 1t clear that any philosopher
since has taken up the challenge of fleshing out this suggestion.
Perhaps that 1s the most vital task Kant leaves for us.

For the benefit of the reader I will conclude this introduction with a
brief guide ¢o the essays that follow In the first one, Frederick Beiser
offers an account of Kant’s philosophical development up until the
publication of the Critigue of Pure Reason. The next seven essays are
primarily devoted to that work itself. Charles Parsons addresses
Kant’s theory of space and time and his conception of mathematics in
the “Transcendental Aesthetic”; Michael Young considers Kant’s at-
tempt to derive the categories from the forms of judgment 1n the
“metaphysical deduction”; and I assess Kant’s strategy and success in
the “transcendental deduction. ” Michael Friedman considers Kant’s
treatment of causation 1n the first Critzque and in later work as well.
Next, Gaty Hatfleld evaluates the role of psychology in Kant’s theory
of experience. Two essays then consider the topics in the “Transcen-
dental Dialectic”: Thomas Wartenberg considers Kant’s positive doc-
trine of reason as the source of regulative 1deals, and Karl Amenks
reviews Kant’s critique of tradirional meraphysics but also shows
how considerable aspects of that metaphysics remained central to
Kant’s thought. In the next essay, Onora O'Neill effects the transition
from the Cruique of Pure Reason to Kant’s practical philosophy by
examinng Kant’s conception that reason can vindicate itself without
falling nto erther Cartesian foundationalism or the kind of relativism
that now predomuinates so much of our intellectual scene; the analy-
15 18 based on passages from the final part of the first Cntigue, the
“Methodology,” but applies to practical reason as well 1f not indeed
primarily. The next two essays then address Kant’s practical philoso-
phy directly: J. B. Schneewind shows how the 1dea of autonomy, the
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1dea that moral law can anse only from our own reason, 15 central to
the development of Kant’s ethics; Wolfgang Kersting shows how
Kant’s conception of pohtical authority anses from the fundamental
1dea of human freedom and discusses the limits that places on the
proper scope of politics as well. Eva Schaper considers Kant’s theory
of aesthetic judgment, discussing Kant’s theones of the sublime and
of arustic genius as well as beauty. This 1s followed by Allen Wood's
analysis of Kant’s philosophy of religion, which 1s naturally focused
on Kant's complex view of the prospects for founding rehgion in
reason alone. Finally, George di Giovanni discusses some of the re-
sponses to Kant that were offered in Germany 1n the first two decades
after the publication of the Critigue of Pure Reason, showing how
such figures as Friedrich Jacobi, Karl Leonhard Remnhold, Gottlob
Emst Schulze {Aenesidemus), Johann G. Fichte, and Friednch Wil-
helm Schelling struggled to overcome the dualisms we will have seen
to be central to Kant’s philosophy, such as the distinction between
intuition and concept and between appeatance and thing n itself,
setting the stage for much of the nineteenth-century philosophy that
was to follow.



FREDERICK C. BEISER

1 Kant’s intellectual development:
1746—1781

1. THE PROBLEM OF METAPHYSICS IN EIGHTEENTH-
CENTURY GERMANY

Kant's early plulosophical career before the publication of the Cri-
tique of Pure Reason in May 1781 was dommated by an unhappy
love affair. “Thave had the fate to be in love with metaphysics,” Kant
wrote ruefully in 1766,* “al¢though I can hardly flatter myself to have
recerved favors from her.” This preoccupation with meraphysics pro-
vided the leitmouf, and indeed the underlying drama, behind Kant’s
early ntellectual development. We can divide hus career 1nto four
phases according to whether he accepted or rejected the blandish-
ments of his mustress. The first phase, from 1746 to 1759, is the
period of infatuation. During these years Kant’s chief aim was to
provide a foundation for metaphysics. Accordingly, he developed a
rationalist epistemology that could justify the possibility of knowl-
edge of God, providence, immortality, and the first causes of nature.
The second phase, from 1760 to 1766, 15 the period of disillusion-
ment. Kant broke with his earher rationalist epistemology and n-
chned toward skepticism, utterly rejecting the possibility of a meta-
physics that transcends the limats of experience. The third phase,
from 1766 to 1772, 18 a period of partial reconciliation. Kant returned
to metaphysics mn the belief that he could finally provide it with a
firm foundation; he then sketched hus plans for a modest ontology.
The fourth and final phase, from 1772 to 1780, 1s the period of
divorce. By 1772 Kant realized that hus renewed confidence in meta-
physics could not resolve one fundamental problem: How are syn-
thetic, a priori principles valid of experience 1if they are nor denived
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from 1t? From 1772 he began to tormulate ns mature cnuical doc-
trine about the possability of metaphysics.

In any intense and prolonged love affair we do not always see the
beloved 1n the same light. He or she takes on many different guises,
even 1dentities, according to our mood. Kant’s love affair with meta-
physics was no exception. There 15 no single specific meaning that
we can give to “metaphysics” 1n Kant‘s philosophical development.
Metaphysics had many meanings: It was a science of the imits of
human reason, an ontology of the first predicates of being, specula-
tion about God, providence, and immortality, or a study of the first
causes and most general laws of nature. We can give one general
meaning to all these different senses- It is the eighteenth-century
sense of metaphysics as the Haupt- or Grundwissenschaft, the sci-
ence of the first principles or most universal properties of things.>
Yet that 1s obviously much too vague. What rruly unites these van-
ous projects 1s more Kant’s abiding concern and interest in all of
them: to determine the ends and limits of human reason.

Kant's concern with metaphysics was neither new nor original,
but typical of philosophers i Germany in the muddle of the eigh-
teenth century. The possibiliry of meraphysics had been one of the
central problems of German philosophy ever since the end of the
seventeenth century, This problem arose when the old Aristotehan
metaphysics, which had d d German llectual hife in the
seventeenth century, was thrown back on the defensive by the
growth of the new sciences. The geometnical method of Cartesian
physics, and the inductive-mathematical method of Newton, had
undermined both the concepts and methods of the old Anstote-
hanism. The scholastic forms had been banished from physics as so
many occult qualities; and the deductive method of syllogistic rea-
somng was dismissed as fruitless. Meraphysics, 1t therefore seemed,
was doomed to extinction, the legacy of a monbund scholasticism.
Leibniz and Wolff attempted to respond to this crisis by demanding
thar meraphysics imitate the mathemarical method that had been
used with such success in the natural sciences. If metaphysics only
proceeded more geomeinico, beginming wath clearly defined terms
and then ngorously deducing theorems from them, they argued,
then t too would be able to walk down the road toward science. But,
beginming in the 1720s, the methodology of the Leibnizian-Wolffian
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school encountered suff opposition from such Pietist philosophers
as]. F. Budde, J. Lange, A. F. Hoffmann, A. Riidiger and A. C. Crusius.
According to the Pretists, the method of philosophy should be em-
pirical and inducave rather than mathematical and deductive; the
philosopher cannot construct concepts according to defimtions, ke
the mathematician, but must analyze concepts given to ham 1n expe-
nence. The dispute between the Wolffians and Pietists about the
proper method of metaphysics continued well mnto the late 1740s
and the early 1750s — the very period i which Kant began hus intel-
lectual career at the University of Kénigsberg.s The debate finally
came to a head 1 1761 when the Academy of Sciences in Berhn
posed a pnize competition dealing with the following question:
“Whether the metaphysical truthain general, and especially the frst
principles of natural theology and morals, are capable of the same
degree of proof as geometrical truths, and if they are not capable of
such proof, what 15 the nature of their certainty, and to what degree
can they achieve 1¢, and is such certamnty sufficienr for conviction?”
Some of the foremost minds of Germany wrote contributions for
this competition, among them Tetens, Mendelssohn, Lambert and,
of course, Kant himself .+

The problem of metaphysics became even more critical when some
apparentlv irresolvable conflicts arose between the new mathematics
and the meraphysics of the Leibnizian-Wolffian school. Alchough
Leibmiz and Wolff championed the mathematical method in philoso-
phy, their attempt to place metaphysics upon a firm foundation be-
came deeply embarrassed when they found themselves locked 1n
heated debates with Newtoman and Cartesian mathematicians.
There were three disputes between the mathematicians and metaphy-
sic1ans in eighteenth-century Germany.s The first was the notorious
debate between the Leibnizians and Cartesians concerning the proper
measure of force, which began at the close of the seventeenth century
and continued well into the eighteenth century until D’Alembert’s
Tratté de dynarmque of 1747. The new geometrical physics of Des-
cartes analyzed all physical properties 1n terms of extension; and
among these properties was force, which was measured strictly 1n
terms of the “quantity of motion,” the speed multiphed by the mass
{MV). The Leibnizians, however, insisted that there is something
more to a body than 1ts extension: namely 1ts inherent lving force,
which was the seriving of a body to reproduce from within itself the
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quantity of motion that 1t received from external causes (MV2). The
second dispute was the debate between the Leibnizians and Newto-
mans concermng the existence of monads, which becane official 1n
1747 with a prize competition of the Berhn Academy of Sciences. It
was a simple theorem of mathematics that space, and everything
within 1t, was infinitely divisible; but the Leibnizians contended ¢that
all bodies ultimately consisted in simple mdivisible parts ormonads.
‘The third dispute was the famous debate between the Letbmzians and
Newtomans on the nature of space, which began with Leibniz’s corre-
spondence with Clarke 1n 1715. While the mathematcians insisted
upon the absolute status of space to ensure a prior: certainty to rheir
theorems, the Leibnizians maintained that space consists only in the
assemblage of all real and possible distances between things. These
debates were widely knownin eighteenth-century Germany, so much
s0 that Euler said that everyone 1n court could talk about little else.
They were indeed notorious when they became the chief pant of
friction between the Newtonian Academy of Sciences in Bedin and
the Leibmizian-Wolffian school. Although these debates were ofren
technical, they raised fundsmental epistemological 1ssues about the
value of metaphysics and the himits of the mathematical method. The
meraphysicians accused the marhemaricians of extending theirmeth-
ods beyond their proper domain, and of treating fictions {for example,
absolute space] as if they were realities; the mathematicians, for their
part, charged the metaphysicians with reviving useless scholastic
subtleties and with interfering with the autonomy of science. These
debates were of the first importance for the formation of Kant’s phi-
losophy. Kant was constantly preoccupied with them from his first
published work 1n 1746 untl the publication of the Critique of Pure
Reason in 1781. They provided all the materials for his antinomues,
whose solution eventually led him to his transcendental 1dealism.”

‘We can undersrand rhe young Kant’s early devotion to metaphysics
only 1f we consider the general predicament of the Leibmzian-
Wolffian philosophy n the early decades of the eighteenth century.
Wolff's philosophy had a profound symbdlic significance n early
eighteenth-century Germany: It represented the very vanguard of the
Aufklérung, the attempt to establish the authoriry of reason in all
walks of life, whether in the state, the church, the umversities, or
society at large. Predictably, then, Wolff’s phulosophy would come
under severe criticism from Pretist quarters, which saw rationalism
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as a threat to the faith. And, sure enough, as early as the 1720s,
Lange, Budde, Riidiger and Hoffmann had mounted a concerted cam-
paign against the Wolffian philosophy. The essence of their polemic
was that the new mathematical method of the Wolffian philosophy
ends of necessity 1n atheism and fatahism.® Because that method
discovered mechanical causes for everything, they argued, 1t left no
room for freedom, the basis of morahiry, or for muracles, the founda-
tion of the faith. Although their campaign against Wolff had lost
steam n the 1730s, it teceived new imperus in the r740s and 17508
through the writings of C. A. Crusius. With a rigorous epistemology,
Crusius systematized and strengthened many of the Pietists’ objec-
tions against Wolff. The thrust of Crusius’s criticisms of Wolff's
rationalism was that the basic principles of our thought cannot be
demonstrated by reason, and that reason cannot provide us with any
knowledge beyond sense expeniences The net effect of the Pietists’
campaign was to present the Wolffians with a dilemma: either a
rational skepticism or an irrational fideism. We can explamn Kant’s
early devotion to metaphysics from his desite to escape this di-
lemma. Only metaphysics, the young Kant believed, could rescue
the Aufklarung’s faith in reason from the atracks of the Pietists.
Only 1t could provide a rational yustification for our moral and reh-
gous beliefs, and thus a mddle path between skepticism and
fideism. Yet Kant was all too keenly aware that 1t was necessary to
provide a new foundation for metaphysics, and that the old defenses
of the Wolffian school had begun to collapse after all the attacks
mounted upon them. The essential task of Kant’s phulosophy 1n the
17508 was therefore set: how to provide a new foundation for meta-
physics 1n rhe face of Crusius’s criticisms.

I1. KANT’S EARLY METAPHYSICS, 1746—1759

Despite their apparent divetsity, there 1s a sigle aim to all of Kant’s
major early wrnitings, those he wrote from 1746 to 1759, the penod
berween his doctoral dissertation and the onset of hus enticism of
rationahism n the early 1760s.% This aim was to provide a foundation
for the metaphysics of nature. Such was the goal not only of Kant’s
first exphcitly epistemological work, the Nova dilucidatio of 1755,
but also of his basic writings on natural philosophy, the Gedanken
von der wahren Schétzung der lebendigen Krifte {Thoughts on the

Kant’s intellectual development: 1746—1781 31

True Estimation of Living Forces, 1746-7), the Allgemeine Natur-
geschichte und Theorie des Himmels {Universal Natural History and
Theorv of the Heavens, 1755, and the Monadologica physica {Physi-
cal Monadology, 1756).

According to Kant, the task of the metaphysics of nature 15 o
discover the inner forces of things, the first causes of the laws of
motion and the ultimate consticuents of matter. Unlike empirical
physics, which determines by observation the mechanics of nature,
the laws of external motions, the metaphysics of nature determmnes
by reason the dynamics of nature, the laws of 1ts inner forces. This
program for a “metaphysics of nature” was first developed by Leib-
mz n his Specimen dynamicum. In his polemic agamnst the purely
mechanical physics of the Cartesians, Letbniz argued the need for a
more dynamic or “metaphysical” approach to nature.” The essence
of matter was not simply extension, he contended, but 1nner living
force. The aim of the young Kanr was to fulfill Leibniz’s program, to
put the dynanucs of nature upon a firm foundation.

Such was the goal of Kant’s first published work, his Gedanken
von der wahren Schétzung der lebendigen Krifte (Living Forces). In
the very beginning of this work Kant tells us exphcitly that his aim is
to make the doctrine of living forces “certain and decisive,” and that
to do so he intends to 1investigate “some of the metaphysical concep-
tions of the powers of bodies” {§1). Later on, he complains that meta-
physics has hitherto not been placed upon a firm foundation, and
that 1t remains only on “the threshhold of science” {§19). It has
suffered from those who are more ready to speculate and expand
knowledge than to place it upon a fitm foundation. To determme the
precise vahdity of Leibmz’s doctrine of living force, Kant had to
resolve the dispure berween the Cartesians and Leibmzians abour
the proper measurement of force. He attempted to do so by distin-
guishing between two kinds of motion, the free motion of a bodv thae
would continue to infiniry if it were not stopped by some resistance,
and the impressed motion of a body that would continue only as long
as some external force acted upon 1t {§15-18, 114-21). While the
Cartesian measurement was valid for impressed motions, where a
body had a power only proportionate to the cause of motion (hence
MV), the Letbutzian measurement was valid for free motions, where
a body’s inner force multiphed the power 1t received from the cause
of motion (hence MV (§119). In making this distinction, Kant be-



32 THE CAMBRIDGE COMPANION TO KANT

heved that he had provided a secure foundation for Leibmzian dy-
namics and a defimte place for the mathematical approach to nature
of the Cartesians. Kant then drew some important methodological
conclusions from his resolution of the debate. First, he insisted that
we should not overgenerahize from the evidence available to us, as1f
the measurement of one form of motion is true of motion 1n general
(§§87--9). We must always compare the prermses and conclusions of
our reasoning t0 make sure that the premses are sufficient to entail
the conclusion. Second, and most important, we must distinguish
between the mathematical (Cartesian) and the metaphysical {Leib-
mizisn) approaches to nature (§§114—15). Each1s valid for its respec-
tive kind of motion. The dispute between the Leibnizians and Carte-
sians arose only because they suffered from the common assumption
that mathematics alone could discover the living forces of nature,
when 1n truth it can determine only those forces anising from exter-
nal causes. So tmportant were these methodological points to the
young Kant that he regarded his whole treatise as little more than a
discourse on method (§88). The 1ssue between the Leibrizians and
Cartesians, he stressed, concerned not a matter of fact but only the
ratio cognoscend: (§50).

Kant’s early concern with the metaphysics of nature also appears
in the mayjor work of his early years, hus Allgememe Naturgeschichte
und Theorie des Hummels (Universal Natural History). It 1s 1n this
work that Kant expounds what later became known as the Kant—
Laplace hypothess of the ongm of the universe, Kant’s stated aim 1n
this work is to find a2 mechanical explanation ot the origin of the
universe, and in parucular of the systematic order of the solar sys-
tem (the facts that the orbits of the planets all fall 1n the same plane,
¢that they all move 1n the same direction, and so on) {1:221, 334). To
achieve this end, Kant had to take 1ssue with no less than Newton
himself. Newton had argued that the systematic order of the solar
system was the result of “the unmediate hand of God,” because the
space between the planets 15 empty and therefore cannot have a
material cause. Kant admits that we cannot avoid such a supernatu-
ral hypothesis 1f we assume that the present order of the universe 1s
eternal, for then no matenal cause could have produced it. It, how-
ever, we assume that the space was originally filled with some pri-
mal mass, then we can explain how the systematic order arose from
the forces of attraction and repulsion working upon ir. To avoid a
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supernaturalisuc hypothesis ke Newron’s, Kant argues that we
must add the dimension of natural history to cosmology (1.262—3,
339—41). We must recognize that what appears to be given and eter-
nal in nature, such as the systematic order of the solar system, 1s In
fact the product of a long history. Prima facie, Kant’s argument
seems to have hittle to do with his attempt to find a foundstion for
dynamics. He seems much more concerned simply to extend and
confirm the principles of Newtonian mechanics. Yet in lis very
attempt to extend the principles of mechanics Kant was returning to
his metaphysical program. For at the very heart of the natural his-
tory that must supplement mechanics hes his dynamic view of mat-
ter. The fact that the systematic order of the universe arises from the
laws governing matter shows that matter has within 1tself a stniving
to create order and harmony. It does not have this order and harmony
wmposed upon 1t by some extemal supernatural cause, but develops
1t from within according to 1ts own inherent laws. Hence Kant
stresses how matter consists 1n creative force, how 1t 1s a ventable
“phoenix of nature” that creates new order from its very decay
{x:314, 317, 321}. The nub of Kant’s argument in the Umversal Natu-
ral History, then, was that the mechanical conception of nature
could be extended to explain the universe only if 1t were supple-
mented with a dynamic view of matter; in other words, empincal
physics has for 1ts foundation a metaphysics of nature.

Kant’s preoccupation with the metaphysics of nature continued
with his Monadologica phystca {Physical Monadology), which ap-
peared 1n 1756. The aim of this tract is, agamn, to provide a founda-
tion for dynamics, and in particular to establish the existence and
fundamental laws of monads, the ultimate umts of force and basic
constituents of matter. In the preface, Kant expressly warns agamst
those who would bamish metaphysics from the sphere of natural
philosophy {1:475-6). If we confine ourselves only to the available
evidence, then we tail to discover the source and cause of the laws.
Metaphysics is indispensable to natural philosophy, for 1t alone deter-
mines the ultimate parts of matter and how they interact with one
another. Kant then proceeds to argue that all physical bodies consist
in monads, whose activity consists in their repulstve and attractive
forces. In virtue of their attractive forces bodies form sohid masses,
while in virtue of their repulsive forces they occupy space. The
€xternal occasion for this tract was the controversy concerming the
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existence of monads provoked by the Berhn Academy 1n 1747. For
the young Kant, this dispute was all the more reason to make an-
other careful disinction between the methods of mathematics and
those of metaphysics. He attempred to resolve this dispute by argu-
g that geometry deals with space, which 1s indeed infinitely divisi-
ble, whereas metaphysics deals with the substance that fills this
space, which 1s indivisible. Because space 1s not a substance but only
the appearance of 1ts external relations, the divisibulity of space does
not imply the divisibiliry of the substances that compose it (1:479—
80; Prop. IV, V).

Kant’s early concern with the foundation of metaphysics is most
explhicit in his Nova dilucidatio{New Exposition), an expressly episte-
mological rreause that attempts to clanfy the first principles of rea-
son. A thorough examination of the conditions and limits of knowl-
edge, Kant believed as early as 1755, was cructal if metaphysics were
to be provided with a proper foundstion. In this work Kant defends
some of the central tenets of Letbnizian-Wolffian rationalism, even if
he often criticizes some of the arguments of Leibmz and Wolff. Like
Leibmz and Wolff, Kant attempts to teduce the foundation of knowl-
edge down to a few self-evident first principles. He disagrees with
Wolff that there can be a single first principle of all knowledge, be-
cause the first princaple of all true affirmative propositions cannot be
the first principle of all true negative proposinions, and conversely
(Prop.I). Nevertheless, Kant does think that he can narrow the founda-
tions of knowledge down 1o two fundamental principles, ‘Everything
that 1s, 18’ for true affirmative propositions, and ‘Everythng that is
not, 1s not’ for true negative propositions {Prop. ). Nothing more
clearly reveals Kant’s early rationalism than his adherence to Leib-
niz’s “predicate-in-notion” principle, according to which a judgment
1s true 1f the predicate follows from, or 1s “contained in,” the notion of
the subject {Prop. IV). This principle means that all true judgments are
analyuc, so that we can, if only m principle, determne their truch
through reason alone by an analysis of the subject term. Following in
the footsteps of Wolff, though disagreeing with the details of hus argu-
ment, Kant then attempts to derive the principle of suffictent reason
from the princaple of 1dentity. Nothing 1s true withour a sufficient
reason, Kant argues, because thete must be something about a subject

that excludes the opposite predicate from being true of 1t {Prop. V}.
On thus basis Kant proceeds to derive the analogous principle that
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¢there must be some reason or cause for everything that exists {Prop
VIH). This deduction of the principle of sufficient reason was the
cornerstone of Kant’s early rationalism, for 1t meant that teason
could justify the main principle behind our knowledge of matter of
tact, the principle of causaliry. In other words, to use Kant's later
termunology, the principle of causahry was analyuc rather thaxjn syn-
thetc a priors. Kant was very far here from hus later recognition of
the problem of the synthetic a prrori. The Nova dilucxdano_repr&
sents the high noon of Kant’s early rationahsm, the very antithesis
of his later critical doctrines
Granted that the attempt to find a foundation for dynamics was
Kant’s dominant early ambition, we must ask ourselves why he
embarked on this search in the first place. What value did a meta-
physics of nature have for him? What purpose could 1t serve? To the
young Kant, a metaphysics of nature seemed to be the only rmddle
path between the occultism of Pietistic Naturphilosophie and the
mechanism of Cartesian physics. Kant clearly had little sympathy
for the Naturphilosophte of Thomasius and his followers, which saw
the working of the supernatural in the most ordinary events of na-
ture, and which rejected the use of the mathematical method. Never-
theless, for all its rigor and mathematical precision, he could not
entirely agree with the mechanical conception of nature of the Carte-
sians. Like Leibniz, Kant seemed to fear the moral and rehgious
cansequences of the Cartestan physics, which reduced all of nature
down to a machine, to an inert matter that consisted 1n nothing
more than extension. In such a view of nature there did not seem
to be any place for mind or spint. The mind was either a machine
inside nature or a ghost outside 1t. The young Kant, however, decid-
edly tejected bnth dualism and mechanism s He argued in the Liv-
ing Forces that a vatalistic conception of matter provided a means of
explaining the interaction between the mind and body, without pos-
tulating a mysterious preestablished harmony, and without reducing
the mind to a machine {§§5—6). The great attraction of a metaphys-
ics of nature, then, was that 1t provided for a monistic, naturalistic
Weltanschauung without the damaging moral and religious conse-
quences of a mechanical matenalism
Now that we have considered the firse phase of Kant’s develop-

ment, we are compelled to reject two of the most common opinions
concerning the young Kant. The first opinion 1s that Kant was a
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Wolffian 1n his early years.s Although Kant certainly sympathized
with the aims of Wolff’s metaphysics, and although he defended
some of the central tenets of 1ts rationalism, he was never a devoted
disciple of Wolff. As early as 1746 Kant 1nsisted upon the need for
independent thought, free from partisan disputes and the authority
of great names.s And, mndeed, his own independence from the
Wolffian school emerges time and again. Thus he was exuemely
critical of some of Wolff's arguments, such as his demonstration of a
vis motae, his version of the ontological proof of God’s existence,
and his deduction of the principle of sufficrent reason. Although
Kant agreed with Wolff that philosophy should follow a nigorous
demonstrative method, he argued that the Wolffians had taken their
mathematical method too far in applying 1t to the domans of natu-
ral philosophy; Kant’s distinction between the mathematical and
metaphysical method was indeed an umplied criticism of the Wolf-
fian school.® The second opinion 1s that the young Kant was a
“dogmatic” metaphysician. Kant himself seems to sanction this
view, given s famous phrase about his early “dogmatic slum-
bers.”'” Yet, in all hikelihood, these slumbers were only a short nap
that Kant took 1n 1770.% If by “dogmatism” we mean the procedure
by which pure reason makes claims to knowledge without a previ-
ous crimcism of 1ts powers, then 1t becomes highly misleading to
apply this term to the young Kant. As we have seen, from the very
beginning of his career Kant was concerned with the foundations
and limats of knowledge. Such epistemological concerns were a nec-
essary consequence of his attempt to provide a foundation for mera-
physics. Although the young Kant did believe that 1t was possible to
attain knowledge through pure reason, he did so only as a result of
his mvestigation 1nto its principles. We must be on our guard, then,
in making a distinction between a “precntical” and a “cntical”
Kant. This should be a distinction between Kant before and after the
first Critique, not a distinction berween a dogmatic and a critical
Kant, or a metaphysical and epistemological Kant.

1. KANT'S TURBULENT DECADE, I760—1769

Although Kant struggled to find a new foundation for metaphysics in
the 17505, he never doubted 1ts amms, its underlying rationalism. and
still less 1ts very possibility. The problem was only one of laying the
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foundation with sufficient cate, and then 1t would be able to cross
over the threshold of science. The wnitings of the 1760s mark a funda-
mental shift away from this attitude. The earhiest works of this de-
cade are much more cnitical of the whole enterprise of metaphysics.
They cast doubt upon its syllogistic logic, 1ts prospects of achieving
mathematical certainty, and 1ts use 1n supporting moraliry. Although
Kant continued to try to find a new foundation for metaphysics until
1764, he had become skeptical of 1ts rationalist methodology. His
attempt to replace its rationalist with a more empincist methodology
eventually gave way 1n 1765 to a complete skepticism abnut the very
possibility of metaphysics. By 1766 Kant had reformulated the very
task of metaphysics: Its aim was to provide not a knowledge of God,
providence, and immortality, but a science of the limrs of human
reason. Metaphysics was no longer the queen of the sciences, but only
the handmaiden to ethics.

The onset of Kant’s more critical attitude toward metaphysics was
his Die falsche Spitzfindigkeit der vier syllogistischen Figuren (The
False Subtlety of the Four Syllogistic Figures), which appeared 1n
1762. This short tract was a sharp critique of traditional scholasuc
logic, which had been the backbone of metaphysics for centumnes.
Kant had such a low opimon of the foundations of the traditional
logic that he called it “a colossus with its head in the clouds and feet
of clay.” He accused the older logacians of having engaged in point-
less subtleties that betrayed the very purpose of logic, which was not
o complicate but to simphfy the first pnnciples of knowledge (§s,
2:56). The main targer of Kant’s criticism was the tradinonal classifi-
cation of the syllogism into four chief fotms or “figures.” According
to Kant, this classification 1s completely specious, because there is
only one pure fotm, of which the others are only hybnd variauons.
The starting point of Kant’s argument 1s his analysis of syllogistic
reasoning into a form of mediate judgment, where we attribute a
characternstic to a thing in virtue of some charactenisuc ot rddle
term that is ach 1stic of a ch istic; for example, we can
attnbute spintuality to the human soul 1f we know that the human
soul 1s rational, and that everything rational 1s spinitual. Here the
characrensrtic of rationality — a charactenistic of spintuahity —1s the
mediating term that allows us to attnbute spirituality to the human
soul Proceeding from this premise, Kant mamntains that there are
only two fund 1 rules of nf : “The charactenstic of a
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charactenstic of a thing is a charactenistic of the thing wself” for
positive judgments; and “What contradicts the characteristic of a
thing contradicts the ¢hing 1tself” for negative judgments (§2; 2:49)
Borh of these rules are perfectly exemplified, Kant argues, in the firse
figure of the syllogism, that which takes the form ‘A is B; B 1s C,
therefore, A 1s C’ {§4; 2:51). The other forms are indeed correct
insofar as they produce valid conclusions; but they are not “pure
forms” insofar as they do not have two premises and a conclusion.
Rather these forms ate impure because they require a hidden third
premise, which 1s the inversion of the other two (§4; 2:51—55). What
concerns us here is neither the details nor the vahdity of Kanr's
argument but the central premise behind 1t, namely 1ts 1dentifica-
tion of reasoning with a form of judgment. This was part of Kant's
more general theory, announced at the close of his tract (§6; 2:57—
61), that the “hugher faculty of knowledge” can be analyzed wmto
forms of judgment. Rejecting the traditional classification of the
faculry of knowledge into concepts, judgments, and syllogisms, Kant
argued that concepts are only a form of immediate judgment as
syllogisms ate a form of mediate. This analysis clearly prepated the
ground for the later “metaphysical deduction” of the categones in
the first Critique. By considering the genesis of that view in the
False Subtlety, we can see that Kant arnved at his 1dentification of
the understanding with judgment not by uncritically accepung, but
by sharply attacking the tradittonal logic_

The critical attitude of the False Subtlety only grew in Kant’s next
wortk in the 1760s, Der einzig mogliche Bewisgrund zu emer Demon-
stration des Dasems Gottes {The Only Posstble Basts for a Dermon-
stration of the Existence of God), which appeared in late 1762. This
work continues Kant’s early attempts ro provide a foundation for
metaphysics. Kant intends to give a solid basis for rational theology
by laying down the materials for an urefutable proof of God's exis-
tence. But, 1n attempting to show that this is “the only possible
proof of God's existence,” Kant engages 1n a cntique of rational
theology, a critique so thoroughgoing that 1t betrays his increasing
lack of confidence m metaphysics. Kant's growing skepticism about
metaphysics emerges in the preface to thus work. Here he says that it
15 fortunate that providence has not made our happiness depend
upon the subtleties of a metaphysical demonstration of the exis-
tence of God {2:65—6). “The natural common understanding” {der
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natirhchen gemeinen Verstand) can find sufficient reasons for the
existence of God simply by contemplating the order, beauty, and
harmony of nature, for 1t 1s hughly 1mprobable that this could anse
without an mtelligent and beneficent creator. I, however, we wish
to have a demonstranve certainty of God's existence, then we have
to throw ourselves mto “the bottomless abyss of metaphysics,”
which is indeed ”a dark sea without shores and highthouses.” All the
later arguments agamnst rational theology in the first Critique are
cleadly lard down 1n the Only Possible Basis. Just as mn the first
Crtique, Kant crticizes the traditional ontological proof on the
grounds that existence 15 not a predicate. Because the same thing
with all 1ts properties can either exist or not exist, adding existence
to a thing does not give 1t any new properties. The Cartesian onto-
logical proof fails to recogmize this point, however, for if existence is
not a predicate it also cannot be the predicate of the mosr perfect
being {2:72-3, 156—7). Again anticipating the first Critique, Kant
attacks the traditional cosmological arguments on two grounds:
First, all the evidence from the order, beauty, and hatmony of nature
permits us to infer only a wise craftsmen who shaped matter, but not
acreator of matter itself (2:124—s); and, second, all that we can mfer
from such evidence 1s that there is a wise, powerful, and beneficent
creator, not that there 1s an infinite, ommscent, and omnipotent
God {160-1). The main thrust of Kant’s arguments against rational
theology in the Only Possible Basis was directed against its teleol-
ogy, 1ts behef that everything useful in nature gives evidence for
providence. Relying upon his conception of matter developed in the
Universal Natural History, Kant argues that all the order, beauty,
and harmony of nature cannot be evidence for 1ts direct creation by
God, because 1t 1s denvable from the inherent laws of matter 1tself
[96—103). All that does depend upon the direct will of God is the
creation of mattet atself, for its organization and structure 1s denv-
able from 1ts inner forces. With this argument Kant had virtually
abohished traditional natural theology, for he had effectively ban-
ished the supematural from the sphere of matenal nature and elim-
nated all need o 1nfer a supernatural cause. Although he still in-
s1sted that God creates the concept of matter itself, he had pushed
the acuvity of the divine even farther into the irrelevant beyond.
Unintentionally, he had supported the arguments of those matenal-
ists who had insisted upon the self-sufficiency of matter.®
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Kant’s major methodological work on metaphysics 1n the 1760s
was his so-called Prize Essay, Untersuchung uber he Deuthchken
der Grundsatze der naturlichen Theologie und der Moral {Invest-
gation of the Clarity of the Prnciples of Natural Theology and
Morals), which he compleved 1n rhe autumn of 1762, shortlv afrer
the Only Possible Basis In this work Kant abandons hus previous
hopes for a dogmatic or demonstrative certainty. Metaphysics, he
argues, must resign itself to not attaining the same degree of cer-
tainty and clarity as mathemaucs. The Prize Essay also marks a
major break wirh Kant's earlier rationalism, and 1 particular his
use of the geometrical method 1n metaphysics. Although 1n the
17505 Kant insisted upon distinguishing between the methods of
mathematics and metaphysics, he still argued more geometrico in
the Nova dilucidatio and Monadologica physica, beginning with
definttions and axioms and deducing specific theorems from them.
He beheved that the mathematical method, though of no use in
helping us to discover the ultimate forces and particles of nature,
still provided the model of demonstrative certainty for metaphys-
1cs. In the Prize Essay, however, Kant finally broke with his former
farth in the mathematical method. Rather than applying a deduc-
tive mathematical method, he now argued, metaphysics should do
the very opposite: It should follow the inductive empirical method
of the natural sciences. Kant came to this new conclusion by mak-
ing a sharper and broader distinction than hitherto between the
mathematical and metaphysical method ~ a disunction that he was
later to build upon in the first Critigue. According to this distinc-
tion, the method of mathematics is synthetic, beginming with um-
versal concepts formed according to defimtions and then denving
specific conclusions from them. The method of metaphysics, how-
ever, is analytic, srarung from the analysis of a concept into 1ts
specific components and then gradually forming universal conclu-
stons {§1; 2:276-8). The mathematician can follow a synthetic
method since he creates his concepts and then deduces only what
he has placed within them; the metaphysician, though, must fol-
low an analyuc method since his concepts are given to hun in

ordinary language. Because his concepts are so vague, they cannot
be represented in concreto; and because they are given and com-
plex, many features will escape his attention, hence the meraphysi-
c1an cannot attain the same degree of certainty as the mathemat:-
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cian {§§2—4; 2.278-83). Although Kant doubts that metaphysics
can attan the same degree of certanty as mathematics, he sull
beheves that it can attan a sufficient degree of certainty provided
that the metaphysician follows the proper method. In particular, he
sbould follow two gwdelines: (1) Rather than beginning with a
general definition, he should determine all the essential charactens-
tics of a concept that can be attributed to it with certainty; (1)_after
determuning that these charactetistics are indeed simple and inde-
pendent of one another, he should use them, and them alol?e, as the
basis for all further deductions {2:285—6). In thus beginning from
specific evidence and then gradually ascending to a more untversal
conclusion, the method of metaphysics should resemble that of
Newtonian science {286}

Kant’s critique of rationalism continued in his next published
work, Versuch den Begriff der negativen Grossen n chie Weltwmsh_elt
emzufiihren (An Attempt to Introduce the Concept of Negative
Quantities ito Philosophv). While the Prize Essay had citicized the
attempt to employ the mathemaucal method in philosophy, this
work pressed home the attack upon rationahsm by questioming one of
its most fundamental principles: that reason could express and ex-
plain the fundamental qualities and relations of our expenence. The
starting point of Kant’s critique was his attempt to ntroduce the
mathematical notion of a negative quantity into philosophy. A nega-
tive quantity expressed the concept of a real opposition, which was
distinct from that of logical opposition. Logical opposition consists 1n
contradiction, the affirmation and denial of one and the same predi-
cate of a thing, Here one predicate is the negation of the other; and the
result of affirming them both of the same thing is nothing. Real oppo-
sition, on the other hand, consists 1n two opposing forces, tendencies,
or quantities whose effects cancel each other; for example, the forces
making a body move 1n opposite directions, equal degrees of heat and
cold, equal amounts of attracuve and repulsive force. In these cases
both of the opposing terms are positive and can be predicated of the

same thing; and the result of their opposinon 1s not nothing but
something, namely that the body does not move but stays at rest.
Kant mamntamed that he could apply the concept of real opposition
throughout our experience. We could apply 1t to the realm of psyl:h.ol-
ogy [pamn 1s negative pleasure), moral philosophy {vice 1s negative
virtue), and physics (repulsion s negative attraction}{2:179—88). Kant



42 THE CAMBRIDGE COMPANION TO KANT

fully realized the important imphcations of such a broad application
of this concept. It meant that the entire range of our expetience could
not be expressed ot explamned 1n strictly rational terms according to
the principle of contradiction. We could no longer regard the realm of
our immediate expenence, as the Leibmzisns did, stmply as so many
confused representations of reason. Rather than differing only in de-
gree, the spheres of reason and experience would differ in kind. Here
then Kant had laid the foundation for hus later distinction between
reason and sensibihty 1n the first Critique But Kant saved his most
potent objection agamst rationalism until the close of his essay. Mock-
1ng those metaphysicians who claim to know so much through pure
reason, Kant asks them to explain according to the law of identiry
how one thing can produce another {2:201—4). He understands how
one thing follows another according to the law of 1denuity, smce then
1t is only a matter of analyzing one term to see that the other 1s
wnvolved in 1t. But he cannot understand how one thing gives rise to
something else as cause and effect where both terms are logically
distinct; for example, how God’s will can be the cause of the world, or
how the motion of one body produces the motion of another. If we
analyze God’s will we cannot find any reason for the creation of the
world; and 1f we analyze the notion of the one body we cannot find the
reason for the motion of the other. Hence the relanionship of cause
and effect, the fundamental constituent of our knowledge of matter of
fact, cannot be reduced to the principle of identity. Here Kant had
anticipated, though without possessing the terminology, the central
question of the first Critique: How are synthetic ¢ prion: judgments
possible?

Although the Prize Essay and Negative Quantities were sharply
critical of rationalism, they did not question the possibility of meta-
physics. On the contrary, Kant still believed that 1f only metaphysics
would follow the method of Newtonian physics, then 1t would be
sure to travel down the road to science. Yet, probably sometime 1n
lare 1764 or early 1765, Kant’s views underwent a very marked and
radical change. This emerges from Kant’s temarks to his copy of his
1764 treatise Beobachtungen tber das Gefiihl des Schénen und
Erhabenen (Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sub-
lime), which were wrnitten around this tme. If we closely examine
these remarks, then we find that Kant had come to a decidedly
negative view about not only the possibility but even the desirabil-

i
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1ty of metaphysics {20:181). His thought had undergone nothing less
than a complete revolurion, for he had now armved at a [ota_lly new
conception of the ends of reason. Rather than devoung itself to
speculanion about God, providence, iminortality, and the ultimate
forces and particles of nature, reason should concern atself first and
foremost with the ends of hife. The final end of all inquury, Kant tells
us, is 1o know “the vocation of man” {41, 45, 175). To ensure that
re;son fulfills 1ts proper end, Kant envisages a method of skeptical
doubt that will undermine the pretences of speculation and direct
enquiry into what 1s useful for human Life {175). Kant then tedefines
the task of metaphysics 1tself. It should be not speculation about
things transcending our sense experence, but “a science of the lim-
its of human reason” {181).

What brought abnut such a fundamental shift in attitnde? What
made Kant so drastically redefine the role of reason and his entire
conception of meraphysics? There can be lietle doubt that it was the
1nfluence of Rousseau. Throughout his remarks to the Observations
Kant struggles with Rousseau’s crtique of the arts and sciences n
the first and second Discours Rousseau had convinced him that, at
least in therr present state, the arts and sciences were 1ndeed doing
more to corrupt than promote morals, They could become a source
of good to humanity only 1f they were redirected 1n their ends. In a
famous passage Kant bluntly states hus debt to Rousseau and sndr-
cates how he made him rethink the ends of reason:

1am myself by inclination a seeker after truth. I feel a consuming thlfst for
knowledge and a restless desire to advance 1n it, as well as a satisfaction m
every step I take There was a time when 1 thought that this alone could
constitute the honor of mankind, and I despised the common man who
knows nothmg, Rousseau set me right. This pretended supenority vamshed
and 1 leamed to respect humamty. I should consider myself far more useless
than the common laborer 1f I did not beheve that one consideration alone
gives worth to all others, namely to establish the rights of man. {20.44)-

It is tmportant to see, however, that Kant did not simply accept
tout court Rousseau’s critique of culture. He also regarded 1t as a
challenge. Rousseau had maintained n ¢he first and second Discours
that the advantage of reason 1n modern soctety had not ennobled but
enslaved man, insofar as the arts and sciences had created aruaficial
and insatiable needs and desires that made one person dependent
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upon others.>* Kant agreed with Rousseau that, understood simply
w an mstrumental sense as a power of determining means to ends,
reason could indeed enslave man, but he countered that 1t was
wrIong to restrict reason to such a role. The essence of his reply o
Rousseau essentially consists in a new theory about the ends of
reason. Kant argues that 1f reason 15 not to be the source of the moral
corruption of man, then 1t should be redirected 1n two ways. First,
the end of reason should be pracucal rather than theoretical, so that
1t serves humanity rather than fostenng vain and 1dle speculations.
Second, reason should be not an insrrument of satisfying our desires,

but a faculty of moral ends, mndeed the source of universal moral
laws. Rousseau himself had suggested thus line of thought 1 rhe
Social Contract with hus ¢heory of the general will. Thus, partly in

reacuon to Rousseau, and partly under his wnfluence, Kant had devel-

oped the view of reason as a faculty of ends that is so charactensnic

of his later moral phulosophy. This new conception of reason allowed
him to say that 1t would not enslave but hiberate man. Indeed, 1t
would be the source of the very moral autonomy that Rousseau was
SO aNXIOUS tO protect.2:

What was so wrong with metaphysics that it had contributed to
the dechine of morals? It ts important to see that Kant’s cnticasm of
metaphysics 1n the remarks to the Observations 1s not only ad
hominem, directed agamnst the vanty of those metaphysicians who
think that they are better than the common man because they can
engage 1 sophisucated reasonmng. Rather, 1t undermines the vervy
purpose behind the traditional metaphysics. The motivation for
metaphysics was to provide a rational foundation for religion and
morality by giving demonstrations for the existence of God, provi-
dence, and immortality. Moraliey, 1n particular, was dependent upon
our knowledge of the universe as a whole. If we were to determine
the fundamental duties of man, the metaphysicians believed, then
we first had to know “the vocation of man” {die Besttmmung des
Menschen, his place in the creation, the role that God had assigned
hum on earth; and then we had to determine the basic pnnciples of
natural law, which had been laid down n the providendal order
created by God. In the remarks to the Observations, however, Kant

had come to doubt both the need for, and value of, such a foundation
of morality. The fundamental source of morality, he now believed,s
was freedom itself, the power of the will to prescnbe universal laws.
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The problem with metaphysics, then, was that i p}'n]e‘c):f:lot_::
source of morahty into the world outside us, rem;(unm:xg our own
freedom and alienatimg us from our ovlv]n :::J:lzr;.lze Z fs:)ﬂ [r:: e)'W]“Ch
arts and sciences, 1t made us agnore the oc of st (]-,'a( ek
Jay within ourselves. It had in 1ts own way corﬁr}ln uwmks- hae mal
aise Rousseau had so trenchantly exposed in all hus " s-u'musm
born free but everywhere he 1s in chains.” In making ths: crivciem
metaphysics, Kant already adumbrated a central theme of
Z‘nthui. :’hat metaphysics hypostasizes l?ur 3:;[?:::2;;?:2?::
e crowning work of the 1760s was Kan ‘s
le;?;hers (Dreaéns of a Sprrit-Seer), which appeafred.m :;fﬁ,:::;s
work represents the height of Kant’s growing dusaff fection nchmeta
physics. All the entical forces that had beien mounting ml e
writings of the 1760s now r‘esach lhfell c:llt;a;: ;::ch:;ll:l‘emmmem
it ward metaphysics. So profoun
:]l-nsal(nhteollkens met:physics to the dreams of the v1slonzryf02:§::v
seer. Both metaphysicians and spirt-seers are aCcuse ;Jd ; thei
imagmary will-of-the-wisps and living 1n a pnvat; W(:l’ nei, o
own magmation {2:342, 256}. The rfnil:(::lfizgg: ova hlacl}]t :n ewsher
an empiricist criterion of , K
:ll:;l::]ssl Sall speul;lauon that transcends the bounds of expeneilt]lceeS i;
so much 1llusion and self-deception. One of the saddes; casulaf oo
¢his ruthless skepticism 1s his earlier metaphysics of vatal oonl.
The postulate of immaterial forces within matter, :e sal):s,altstempyl
“the refuge of a lazy philosophy,” because 1t stops s ;n tt i o
to explain things through mechanical causes (331). | axl: no longer
has any hope that, 1f he only follows the nght method, the “der; ci
sictan wall be able to provide us w1;]h kng:cl:iie ‘i S::f{ E;(ihe PHZ‘;
ality. He now rejects the in e
;‘;‘gﬂl’:?z‘:c}] Zs the deductive method of his earlier worl;is (2 g ii{
If the attempt to move from universal prermises o speaific conch
sions succeeds only by smuggling empurical data, the atcemp! o
proceed from the specific facts of expenence to general pn}r,mg,s(
farls o answer the basic question why these facts exist 1o the =
place. Although the skepricism of the Drearns 1s sometimes :eelx: :
the fundamental break with Kant’s earher devotion to metapl y[sn
1cs,2¢ the truth of the matter 15 that it sumply completes thtl:1 prgira
Set’down 1n the remarks to the Observations. Here, as in the ser;
vations, Kant's skepticism 1s motivated by a moral end The aim of
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skepticism 1s to expose the vanity and concet of speculation, so thar
we direct our efforts to finding what 1s truly useful to man. Thig
skepticism shows us, Kant maintains, that metaphysics 1s not neces-
sary to the happiness of man (368—73). We do not need a demonstra-
tive knowledge of God, providence, and immortality to provide a
foundation for morahty. For morality should be an end m 1tself,
regardless of the prospects of etemal rewards, and regardless of
whether or not the soul 1s tmmortal. Rather than basing morality on
metaphysics, we should do the very reverse: base metaphysics on
morahty. For 1t 1s only our moral sentiments, Kant argues, that
sustains our inrerest 1n metaphysics. The moral skepticism of the
Dreams clearly anticipates many of the larer docerines of the mature
cnitical phl , TNOSt COnspi: ly the doctrine of pracucal
faith. It indeed helps us to explain one of the apparently paradoxical
features of the critical philosophy: s harsh empancist strictures
upon the limits of knowledge and 1ts sympathy toward moral and
rehigious belief. Both of these seemingly conflicting features of the
cntical philosophy are the necessary result of Kant’s earlier moral
skepticism in the Dreams.

IV. RETURN TO METAPHYSICS, I770—1772

Although Kant had sharply criticized metaphysics in the Drears of
a Spuit-Seer, he was far from abandoning 1t. On the contrary, his
interest in the method and aims of metaphysics only gained 1n inten-
sity after 1766. This is perfectly clear from the letters that Kant
wrote to Lambert, Mendelssohn, and Herder in the pertod immedi-
ately after the Dreams. In December 1765 Kant wrote to Lambert
that, “after many upheavals,” he had finally found the method to
resolve those problems in metaphysics that anse from not having a
umversally accepted criterion of knowledge. All hus recent work, he
assured Lambert, revolved around “the method of metaphysics.”
Such, indeed, was Kant’s devotion to this problem that he had
planned to wnite a book by Easter titled “Die Methode der Meta-

physik” {10:52—3). Then, in Apnl 1766, Kant told Mendelssohn that

so far was he from regarding metaphysics as tnvial or dispensable

that he behieved the well-being of the human race depended upon 1t.

He msisted, however, that skepticism was mndispensable, because it
was necessary to undermine the dogmatic pretensions of metaphys-
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jcs before anything constructive could be achueved. If a healltlhy u:s
derstanding needed only a doctrine of method, the COI}’upt’Il us?;) s
of metaphysics required something more, “a card-fartlco; (;o; 135
8). Finally, n May 1768, Kant wrote his former pupil Her ;rl tha 'lJ :
chief interest was still “to determne the proper ends ane l;m:fl
human powers and desires,” a preoccupation that was now tlaa ng
him to write “a metaphysics of morals” {10:70-1). In thesei] etters
Kant does not fully explain erther the aims or the method _of 15 neg
metaphysics. Nevertheless, the context and content of his re:—u:rhe
would suggest that he had m mind the fnetaphysncal prograr? :, a
outlined 1n the Dreams, namely a science of fhe Timuts of un;:(—;
reason. From 1766 to 1768, then, there is no indication rhat :ar;{ d
departed from the direction of his thought imparted to um by Rous
in 1765.
59;“ 1ls chr:fore surprising, ndeed extremely puzzling, ro find that,
in August 1770, Kant appears to revive a spt?c{:!atxve metapl;{s@bs Ilr;
tus 1naugural dissertation, De munds sensibilis atque mtedxgx ali
forma et principus dissertatio (Dissertation on the Form_an fPrmtm:
ples of the Sensible and Intelligible Worlds). The conception of mclﬂ. ta
physics that Kant outlines in this work seems to be ﬂ.'le compl elz
negation of that in the Dreams. The aim of metaphysics 15 nfot °
determune the limis of human reason, but to give us a rational
knowledge of the mntelligible world. Rather than limyung rc?::n u;
sense experience, the metaphysician should prevent the i fn(:
sensibility from trespassing mnto the doma_m of pure reason. The
basis of Kant’s new metaphysics was his dlStlanlOn between two
faculties of knowledge, sensibility and ratlonaht_y {intellectus). Sensi-
bility 1s the receptivity of a subject by which 1t is affected by :b]‘;.‘ctst
in expenence; rationality 1s the activity of the subject by wi lz 1t
creates representations not given to the senses_. Whgrea_s the objec
of sensibility 15 phenomena, the object of rationality is nou{ne:a
(§3). Sensihility consists i both matter and form: Tl?e ma_tter is the
content of sensation; the form is the specific manner in which sensa-
tions are organized according to a natural law of the n'fmdA The fom(;
of sensibility consists 1n two a priort forms of mtultmx;n: space an
tme. Reason, on the other hand, consists in certain g priori concepts
that are necessary conditions of thinking any object whatsoever;
namely existence, necessiry, subatance, and cause (§8): These con-
cepts are not acquired from experience; nor are they innate, how-
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ever, because they are acquired from thinking about the mherene
laws of our own mental activity (§8). Such a sharp distinction 1n
kind between reason and sensibiliry marked Kant’s final and de-
finttrve break with the rationahst tradition, which saw the dis-
unction between these facultes as only one of degree. Thar Kant
would eventually make this break was perfecely predictable from
the course of his thought n the 1760s. His distincuon between
reason and sensibulity 1s the final product of his distinction between
existence and essence n the Only Possible Basis, and hus distinction
between logical and real opposition in the Negative Quantities Yet
what 1s s0 surprising now is that Kant builds a new metaphysics
upon this distinction — a diastinction that undermines the ratronalise
epistemology behind his old metaphysics. Kant tells us explicitly m
the Dissertation that while sensibility gives us knowledge only of
how things appear to us, reason provides us with knowledge of
things as they are in themselves {§4). Moreover, he claims that, to
give us knowledge of noumena, the concepts of reason do not require
application or venfication 1n expenence (8526, 29). Metaphysics, as
Kant now defines it, 1s that philosophy which contains “the rst
principles of the use of the pure intellect” (§8). The use of the pure
intellect 1s said to be twofold: One 1s efenctic, preventing sensible
concepts from nterfering with mtellectual; and the other use 1s
dogmatic, providing some archetype or exemplar that serves as a
measure of all other things insofar as they are realities [§9). Allmn all,
1t seems difficult to imagine a more complete reversal of the skepti-
aism of the Dreams. After nidiculing a dogmatic metaphysics Kant
now seems to be n the grip of a Platomc fervor, which gives hum
msight mto a purely meelligible world transcending the world of
phenomena. Within the space of two years, from May 1765 t0 Au-
gust 1770, the moral skeptic has apparently become a metaphysical
enthusiast.

What had happened? How do we explain this sudden revival of
metaphysics after Kant's akepticism 1n the Dreams? These ques-
tions have been the cause of much gnashing of teeth and wringing of
hands among Kant scholars. Some regard 1t as a mystery better
passed over mn silence, while others have devised the most elaborate
hypotheses.>s It 15 mdeed difficult to explan the genesis of the Dis-
Sertation since we have so little matenal for the years 1768 to 1770.
Yet, if we carefully examine the Dissertation, and if we study the
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Reflexionen for the years mmmediately before and after 1t, then we
find that, contrary to all the appearances, there 15 really no break
with the program of 1766. Strange as 1t might seem, the Dissertation
was not the rejection but the frustion of the Dreams
In the first place, it 15 unportant to see that the metaphysxc.s pre-
scnibed 1n the Dissertation is not the same as that proscribed in the
Dreams. Kant’s new metaphysics s first and fo_xemost an ontolo%r; a
system of the most general attnibutes or predicates of thmg_s, bli
ontology does nor speculate about a distinct kind of entmes,h t uk
simply determmes the necessary laws by which our reasoln can tkm .
any object whatsoever. Although Kant sometimes loosely sp;a s of
his noumnena as if they were a kind of entity, we must !)e careful not to
reify them. They are not a type of existing thing, but simply thfe formls
orstructures to which any existing or possible thing must con! orm}; [t
is because the laws of reason do not refer to any existing thing that
Kant1s not worrted about the problemn of their venification or applica-
tion 1n experience The metaphysics that Kant wished to bamish m
the Dreams, however, was speculation about the \:vorld of spints.
Kant argued that reason could never answer questions about hoyv
spirits communicate and interact with one another, how they exist in
space, or how they 1nteract with the body. These are not questions
that Kant attempts to answer in the Dissertation. Indeed, so far was
Kant from encouraging such speculation mn the Dissertation that he
contimued to discourage 1t. Thus he again denies that we can have any
knowledge of spintual substances, of exther therr relations among
themselves or to external bodies (§17). He also says that the principles
of the intelligible world do not concem the kind of substance —
whether material or immatenal — but only the forms of any kmd
{§16). Rather than contradicung the program of 17_66, then, the meta-
physics of the Dissertation only continues 1t. For it does not amempl(
toextend knowledge into the unknown spiritual world; andats ontol-
ogy does nothing more than determine those concepts that are neces-
sary imits and condations of reason.

Thas reading of the Dissertatron is more than_amply confirmed by
the Reflexionen wrtten 1n 1769 and 1770 *¢ Without exception, we
find that throughout these refiections Kant only develops the proto-
cnitical conception of metaphysics that he had in 1766. The object of
metaphysics, he writes,” 1s to determine the first punaiples or basic
concepts of our reason. Metaphysics should be an ontology, though
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not an ontology mn the traditional sense of a science about some kind
of thing.>* Rather, 1ts aim should be to determine the conditions
under which 1t 1s possible to think any object whatsoever according
to reason. Its concepts are neither ectypes not archetypes, but con-
cepts about the conditions under which anything can he thought
{Bedingungsbegriffel»s In all the reflecuons for these years Kant
msists that the principles of metaphysics have not an objective but
only a subjective validity insofar as they do not refer to any proper-
ties of things but only the conditions under which anything can be
thought.>> With the benefit of hindsight we can see Kant groping
toward what he will later call “transcendental philosophy.” This
was the ulrumare fruit of the skepuical program of the Dreams.
There are, however, some considerations that would seem to

weigh aganst this reading of the Dissertation. For 1s not the intelligr-
ble or noumenal world also the realm of God, freedom, and immor-
tality? The first Critique gives us every reason to think so. And, if
thus 1s the case, are we not justified 1n regarding the noumenal world
as a realm of spintual bemgs after all? There are indeed some pas-
sages from the Reflexionen that give evidence for this mterpreta-
tion 3t Yet a closer look at these passages reveals that, as a spintual
realm, Kant gives the intelligible or noumenal world a strictly moral
meaning, just as he had done 1n the Dreams of a Spint-Seer.» We are
told exphicitly by Kant on several occasions that the only law we
know to be true of the mtelligible world 1s the moral law. The
mundus vere mtelligibilis is the mundus moralis. The only datum
that we have of the intelligible world, Kant says,’s 1s that of our
awareness of freedom. Hence 1t 1s the principles of freedom that
constrtute the formae mund: mrelligibilis. The concept of God 18
valid, Kant further explains,’ only insofar as it 1s based upon moral
laws. We cannot prove this concept a prion, but are allowed to infer
1t only msofar as 1t 18 a precondition of the highest good. These
passages from the Reflexionen then provide us with the context to
interpret Kant’s remarks about the dogmatic use of reason in the
Dissertation. In postulating certain exemplars of perfection, the dog-
matic use of reason gives us not constituttve but regulative princi-
ples. They do not state what does exist, but what ought to exist
Such a usage 1s dogmatic not 1 the sense that 1t speculates about
entities beyond experience, but in the sense 1t 1s certamn according to
a prior: principles, namely the first principle of morality.

Kant’s intellectual development: 17461781 (34

1t the metaphysics of the Dissertation 1s not mcompauble with
the moral skepticism of the Dreams, 1t sull seems mmplausible that
1t could denve from 1t. Yet this 1s in fact the case. Some of the
central tenets of the Dissertation were the product of Kant's earhier
moral skepticism. In the years immediately after the Dreams Kant
attempted to find ways of strengthening his new skepucism. He
eventually discovered a new strategy to expose the pretentions of
metaphysics. This was to prove both the thesis and antithesis of
some metaphysical subject, a practice that cleatly foreshadows the
anumomes of the first Crtique. It was while consrructing such
arguments 1n 1769, Kant later said,* that “a great light” dawned
upon him. That great light was most probably the dlsunActlon be-
tween reason and sensibiliry. Kant saw that this distinction could
finally resolve the persistent conflices between metaphysics and
mathematics. In the very first section of the Dissertation, for exam-
ple, he uses 1t to reconcile the conflict between the mathematician
and metaphysician regarding the mfinite divisibility of space. The
distinction between reason and sensibility, noumena and phenom-
ena, could give an equal and independent validity to the claims of
both metaphysics and mathematics. Hence that distinction, the
very cornerstone of the Dissertation, 1s, at least 1n part, the product
of the moral skepticism of the Dreams. Prima facte, there would
seem to be a straghrforward conflict between the moral skepticism
of the Dreams, which attempts to limit reason to experience, and
the propadeutic critricism of the Dissertation, which aims to pre-
vent sensibility from encroaching upon the sphere of reason. And
yet they are only different strategies of the same enterprise. The
fundamental aim of the moral skepticism of the Dreams was to
protect our basic moral values against rampant specolation. In fhe
late 1760s, however, Kant saw that this goal demanded preventing
sensible ideas from being applied to noumena more than himiting
reason to sense expertence. For if the thesis of the mfinite divisibil-
1ty of space and time, and of the infimte senes of cause and effect,
were extended beyond the sphere of sensibility to the noumenal
world they would ieopardize two of our essential moral behefs:
namely immortality, which presupposes the sumplicity of the soul,
and freedom, which requires spontaneous causes. It 1s indeed no
accident thar i the late 1760s Kant had already sketched hus solu-
uon to not only the mathematcal but also the dynamical antino-
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mues 3* Kant was determined that the fundamental principle of the
noumenal world - the principle of freedom ~ had to be saved at all
costs agamst the encroachments of a sciennfic method that ex-
tended 1¢s principles beyond the limits of expenence. The propa-
deutre enticism of the Dissertation was, then, only a new strategy
of the moral skeptictsm of the Dreams, the response of that skepn-
asm to the dangers of materialism and determmism.

V. THE SILENT DECADE, 1770-1780

If the 1760s were Kant’s turbulent decade, then the 1770s have been
called with justice “the silent decade.” In contrast to the r760s Kant
wrote very little 1n these years. Other than the Dissertation there
were a few essays on education, Zwer Aufsitze, betreffend das
Philanthropin (Two Essays Concerning the Philanthropic Acaderny)
{17767}, and an article on anthropology, “Von den verschiedenen
Rassen der Menschen” {On the Different Races of Mankmd} (1775).
But that was all. Many of Kant's contemporaries were puzzled, even
disturbed, by hus silence. Yet what Kant needed most was peace and
solitude. For this was the decade of s intense labor on the Cnitigue
of Pure Reason. Unfortunately, we have few sources to document
the stages 1n the writing of the Critique. There are Kant’s letters to
tus former student Marcus Herz; some students’ notes from lectures
given around 1775, and the Reflexionen, among them the set known
as the Dussburg Nachlaf3. But even these sources cast but a dim Light
upon the darkness. Kant’s letters give only the most scanty mforma-
tion; the lecture notes are of dubious reliability; the Reflexionen
cannot be precisely dated; and the Dusburg Nachlaff is a cipher.s”
The starting point for any constderation of the 17708 remains the
Dissertation This work brought Kant close to the threshold of the
cntical philosophy. Several of its most important teachings antic-
pate the first Critique- the distinction m kind between reason and
sensibility, the theory of space and time as a priors forms of sensibil-
aty, the 4 prior: concepts constitutive of the mtellect, and the limita-
tion of metaphysics to an ontology of pure concepts. Yer if Kant had
approached the threshold of the critical philosophy he certainly had
not passed over 1t. The Dissertation stll had not posed the funda-
mental problem of the Critigue, the possthility of synthetic a priont
judgments; and 1t had not formulated the central thests of transcen-
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dental 1deahism, that the objects given to us 1n experience are onz
appearances of “things 1n themselves.”s The D1ssert:11t10n \:rjsthe
best, then, only a halfway house on the difficult road rowa
C’\’A‘If?; now arrive at such a conclusion, though, only with the'
benefit of hindsight. In 1770 Kant saw rhings dlfferently: On S:ptem
ber 2, 1770. Kant wrote J. H. Lambert, one ofA the philosopl ersﬂ::
Germany he admired most, asking hlm‘ for his comrnentsl.l c'nt the
Dissertation. Although Kant readily admitted that much in hus tr: “
was still crude and vague, he expressed sausfaction with hus gener: )
position. “For around a year now 1 fiatter myself that I have :mv:.o
at those concepts that 1 will surely have to expa?'nd but never av: o
change, by their means all manner of me(ag)hyfwal quesn;ms cath
exammed according to certamn and easy criteria al:d, u?so atY as g
are resolvable at all, can be decided with certanty (mo}]l. et ls(u "
optimism was to be shorthved. For m his Octqber 13 reply to ;nn
Lambert posed a quesrion that would undermine the Dzlssilutu 1:]71 .
and begin that train of reflections that would evlentuallyd eal o the
first Critique. Lamhert said that he found Kant’s shzrpd lual 1smdn>
tween reason and sensibility troublesome, for he coul no;-I unhen
stand how such distinct faculties could cooperate {ro:100} ; et
imphed that there would have to be some mterch?nge etwe:ri
them because the concepts of ontology must be applicable to Il.)[ e
nomena {103}. In effect, then, Lambert had posed the question: ol\:i
do we know that the pure a priori concepts of metaphysics are app
xperience?
carilaentlgeertiequestion seems to have plagued ISant for well ovell; a
year.»» The first result of his reflections on this question wasﬁxls
celebrated February 2, 1772, letter to Marcus Herz, where Kanr h§t
poses the fundamental problem of the critical philosophy. In t l]i
letter Kant began by telling Herz of his plans to publish soor;] a world
titled Dre Grenzen der Sinnhichkert und der Vernunft, wl_m: v;;}::]
consist of two parts, one theoretical and the other pracnca!il 1 e»
thinking through the first part, Kant observed thathe wa: still muss:
ing something important, something that Consntute:l d?e key l-(l()
the secret of the hitherto still obscure metaphysics (10.124{; e
now felt that 1t was necessary to raise the question: “On wll-.lat as1s
does a representation relate tots object?” This 18 an especially adcute
problem, Kant argued, for the a prior: concepts of the understanding.
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It 15 easy to answer this question in the case of empirical concepts,
for these are only the manner 1n which the subject is affectedpb v
objects given to 1t, so that the representation will be an effect that
corresponds to its cause. There is also no difficuley 1n the case of
mathematical concepts, because here the mind creates its objects :)
the very act of knowing them, so that there 1s nothing 1n the oblecr:
not Shoug,ht in the concept. Yer our understanding 1s 1n possesston of
a prior: concepts that are not the cause of their objects nor the effect
of Aob]ects given 1n expenence. The problem then arises: How do a
prior: representations correspond to objects if they do not create or
denve from them (124—6)2 Kant flatly rejected the previous solu-
tions to this problem offered by Plato, Malebranche, and Letbrz,
which postulated some intuition of the divine or a ;)reestabllsheé
harmony (126). Such metaphysical 1deas were no better than a deus
ex machina. They explained the obacure by the more obacure and
begged the question of how we could have knowledge of God or th
preestablished harmony. Kant believed that he had made con51de:
flble progress toward the solution of this problem (126-7). In search-
ing for the origin of our mtellectual knowledge, he classified all the
concepts of “transcendental philosophy” according to a few funda-
mental principles of the understanding. Kant was so satisfied witah
;};e tp:';gress of h: nquiries that he felt confldent chat, within the
xt three months, he co “Kri .
e o o o e uld wnte a “Kritik der reinen Vernunft”
Yet we know, again chanks to hindsight, that such opumism was
unfoun_ded. The letter to Herz shows that Kant was sull very far from
a solution to his problem. His proposed solution determines at best
only the ongin of our a prior: concepts, but not therr justification,
thelr‘applicatlon to expenence. In other words, to use Kant’s late;
terminology, he had provided only a “metaphysical” and not a “tran.
scendental deduction.” Kant sull had not arrived at the crucial dlS:
tincuion between the gurd junis and quid facti, the question of the jus-
tification and that of the origin of knowledge. He seemed to thank that
to determune the orign of a concept is to determine 1ts justification,
It was probably shortly after his letter to Herz that Kant was’
aroused from his “dogmatic slumber” by tus recollection of Hume. .+
Kant had been aware of Hume’s skepticism since at least the sur;1»
mer of 1759, for J. G. Hamann had told lam about 1t in a letter
written 1n June of that year {10:15}. He had probably read a transla-
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cion of the Essays and Enquiries by the early 17608, because he
refers to Hume m both his announcement of his lectures for the
wintet semester of 176566 (2:311) and m his Observations on the
Feeling of the Beautiful and the Sublime {2:253). Herder, who had
heard Kant lecture from 1762 to 1764, said that Hume was one ofhis
most frequently cited authors.« There are indeed strking parallels
between Hume’s and Kant’s cnticism of ranonalism 1 1763 and
1766, because Kant uses the same example as Hume 1n cnticizing
¢he rationalist interpretation of the principle of causality.ss Neverthe-
Yess, 1t 1s unlikely that Hume exerted his decisive influence n the
1760s. Kant's criticism of rationalism could have come from more
indigenous sources, most notably Crusius; and, n any case, Kant
was not exactly slumbenng in the 1760s with regard to the presuppo-
sitions of rationalism. Kant’s “dogmatic slumbers” most probably
took place from 1770 to 1772, between the Dissertation and his
letter to Herz. In using this expression, Kant was probably referring
to his confident belef that the Dissertation was his final position. A
recollection of Hume would have been most fitting after 1772, forit
would have helped Kant ro formulate in more powerful and precise
terms the problem he stated to Herz. if Hume’s doubts about causal-
ity were duly generalized, then they mmplied that a pror: concepts
could be neither demonstrated a prior: nor venfied in expernience. In
other words, to use the terminology that Kant evolved at this tume,
these concepts appeared in judgments that were nexther analytic a
priort nor synthetic ¢ posterior bue synthetic a priort. The influence
of Hume is most visible, then, in Kant’s later formulation of the
cnticial problem: “How are synthetic ¢ priort judgments posaible?”
What perhaps spatked the memury of Hume was a translation of
James Beattie’s An Essay ont the Nature and Immutabality of Truth,
which appeared 1n ats German version in 1772.4 Beattie’s Essay
contamned long summaries of Hume, and particular important
passages from the Treatise that had not been translated before.

It was perhaps Kant's recollection of Hume that couvinced him
that he was very far from a soluton to the difficulty confronting
him. In any case, the hope that he could wnite a “Kntik der remen
Vernunft” by the summer of 1772 soon dissapated. In his next lerter
to Marcus Herz, written toward the end of 1773, Kant had to admit
that his work had creared more problems than he had antucapated.
He explained that he wanted to create “a wholly new science,” and
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that such a project demanded much effort in creating a new method,
terminology, and classification of concepts (1o:1 37). Sull, Kant
hoped to complete his work by the following Easter. Once agan,
though, Kant was compelled to shelve these plans. On November 24,
1776, nearly three years later, he wrote to Herz that, although he had
amassed huge amounts of matenial and had never worked more sys-
temaucally and persistently, hus project was still not complete. Kant
again referred to the problems of creating a completely new system
of philosophy. He was pleased to report, though, that he now had the
major obatacles behind him and expected to be finished by rhe next
summer (10:185-6}. But, as 1f he realized that this was much too
optimistic, Kant asked Herz not to have too high €xpectations, as
this was only added pressure. And, sure enough, Kant was still far
from fimshed. His following letters to Herz, those wrtten August
20, 1777 and Apnil 1778, continue in a similar vein. Kant agamn says
that the difficulues of his project prevent s completion; and he
proposes two new dates for publication, both of them soon forgotten
(10:195-8, 214-16).

Just how far Kant had come 1n tus thinking by the middle of the
17708 is shown by the Duisburg Nachlagi, some fragments written
1n 1775.4 These manuscripts reveal that Kant had already arnved
at most of the fundamental 1deas of the Critique They sketch in
very rough form some of the ideas of the transcendental deduction
and analogies. Kant has already formulated the concept of objectiv-
1ry of the deduction, analyzing the concept of an object mto a rule
of synthesis;* and he has stated its central crteal concluston —
namely, that synthetic a prior: concepts are possible only as neces-
sary condrtions of expenence.s” The standpoint of the Dissertation
1s now far behind Kant. A prion concepts do not give knowledge
without application to experience; and understanding and sensibil-
ity are not opposed to each other but cooperate to provide the
conditions of knowledge.

If Kant had made great progress by 1775, his project was still far
from complete. What 1s mussing 1n the Duisburg Nachlafi 1s the
detailed argumentation of the Critique The problem of supplying
that argumentation, along with Kant’s frail health and academic
duties, 1s sufficrent to explain the further five years he needed for the
completion of the Critique. It was only on May 1, 1781 that Kant
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could wrtte to Herz that a book by lnm would soon appear under the
remen Vernunft.

mll:ol:fl:l;tﬁre have surveyed Kant’s intelleceual developmegt _:,mzz
1746 1t would be pleasant to describe the pubhication of‘(he er;ruém
as a happy ending, as the crownmg conclusion of Kant s, caro tA But
this 15 2 temptation that we should firmly resist. I(antl s lr:ll s5 ey
ative decade, the 1780s, was still to come. 1f the critical phal ot P! Z
had been born, 1t stall had 1o mature. Its later shape and s;ruc urteéls
the division into three Criiques with the Critigue of Ju gnlljenlate
the keystone — was to become fully clear to Kant onl]y m t tesm c
1780s. In the end, the story of Kant’s intellectual devel opme: o ,l-:
only with lis death. For, well 1nto the r79os, Kant was lt 1:an%
about the foundations of metaphysics, and he was constantly ! h fe
1ng his ideas. The flames of Ius old love affair burned on until

tarter end.
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CHARLES PARSONS

2 The Transcendental Aesthetic

:Amon,g the pillars of Kant’s philosophy, and ot his transcendental
ideahsm 1n particular, 1s the view of space and nime as a priori
nturtrons and as forms of outer and mner intuition respectively. The
first part of the systematic exposttion of the Crtique of Pure Re.ason
15 the Transcendental Aesthetic, whose task 1s to set forth this con-
ceptron. It 1s then presupposed 1n the rest of the systematic work of
the Critique 1n the Transcendental Logic.

1

The claim of the Aesthetic 1s that space and time are g prior: ineu-
1tons. Knowledge is called a prion if 1t 1s “independent of exper:-
ence. and even of all impressions of the senses” {B 2). Kant 15 not ve;

precise about what this “tndependence” consists in. In the case ofrZ
priori judgments, it seems clear that being a priors implies that no
particular facts ventfied by experience and observation are to be ap-
pealed to in their justification. Kant holds that necesstty and umvel;»
sality are critena of apriority in a judgment, and clearly this depends
on the clamm that appeal to facts of expenience could not justify a
judgment made as necessary and universal.+ Because Kane 15 quite
consistent about what proposttions he regards as a prior and about
how he charactenizes the notion, the absence of a more precise expla-
nation has not led to its being regarded 1n commentary on Kant as
one of hus more problematic notions, even though a reader of today
Twash o thank the editor tor his comments on an earher wversion,

of his own views, and for his patience 1am also indebted 10 th
seminar on Kan at Harvard University 1n the fall of 1989

for hus explanation
€ participants 1n a
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would be prepared at least to entertain the 1dea that the notion of a
prion knowledge 15 erther hopelessly unclear or vacuous.

It 1s part of Kant’s philosophy that not only judgments but also
concepts and wnwuitions can be a prion. In this case the appeal to
justification does not obviously apply. It 1s harder to separate what
their bewng a prion consists in from an explanation that Kant offers,
that they are conuibuuons of our minds to knowledge, “prior” to
expenence because they are brought to expenence by the mind.
However, I believe a little more can be said. For a representation to
be a priori 1t must not contam any reference to the content of particu-
lar experiences or to objects whose existence is known only by expe-
rience. A priont concepts and intuitions are in a way necessary and
universal in their application {so that their content 1s spelled out ina
prior udgments). In fact, Kant apparently holds that if a conceptis a
priori, 1ts objective realiry can be established only by a priori means;
¢hat seems to be Kant’s reason for denying that change and physical
motion are a prior: concepts.> Although this consideration leads into
considerable difficulties, they do not affect the apnonity of the con-
cepts of space and time or of mathematics.

The concepr of mtuition requires more discussion. Kant begmns
the Aesthetic as follows:

In whatever manner and by whatever means a mode of knowledge may
relate to objects, intuztron 1s that through which 1t 1s 1n immediate relation
tothem {A19/B 33l

Later he writes of intuition that 1t “relates immediately to the object
and is sigular,” in contrast with a concept, which “refers to 1t
mediately by means of a feature which several things may have in
common” (A 320 / B 377). To this should be compared the definition
of intuation and concept 1n his lectures on Logic:

All modes of knowledge, that 1s, all representations related to an object
with are either or concepts. The intwition 15 2
smgular { I the concept a general
[ per notas ) or reflected

tatio discursiva).’

An intuition, then, 15 a singular representation; that 1s, 1t relatestoa
single object. In this 1t 15 the analogue of a singular term. A concept
is general.s The objects to which 1t relates are evidently those that
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fall under 1t. That s ar 10 per notas cc 1S jJust
what the Critique says 1n saying that 1t refers 1o an object by means
of a feature (Merkmal, ‘mark’) which several things may have
comimon.

In both characterizations in the Critique, an inturtion is also sard
torelate to its object “mmmediately.” Kant gives little explanation of
this “immediacy condition,” and 1ts meaning has been a matter of
controversy. It means at least that 1t does not refer to an object by
means of marks. It seems that a representation might be singular but
smgle out 1ts object by means of concepts; it would be expressed 1n
language by a definite description. One would expect such a represen-
tation not to be an intuition. And in fact, in a lettet to J. S. Beck of 3
July, 1792, Kant speaks of “the black man” as a concepr {11: 347).
Apparently he does not, however, have a category of singular non-
immediate representations, that 1s, singular concepts. He says that
the division of concepts into universal, particular, and singular 1s
mustaken “Not the concepts themselves, but only their use, can be
divided 1n that way.”s Kant does not say much about the singular use
of concepts, but therr use 1n the subjecr of singular judgments 1s
evidently envisaged. The most exphcit explanation 1s in a set of
student notes of his leceures on logic, where after talking of the use
of the concept house 1 untversal and particular judgments, he says,

Or I use the concept only for a single thing, for example: This house 1s
cleaned 1n such and such a way. It 1s not concepts but dgments that we
dwide into universal, partcular, and singular ©

Thus 1t is not clear that there are singular representations that fail to
satisfy the immediacy condition.

Assuming that there are none, 1t does not follow that the immed:-
acy conditton 1s just a “corollary” of the singulanty condition, as
Jaakko Hinukka maintained 1n his earlier writings.” The fact t’hat
the only “intrinsically” singular representauons are meuttions fol-
lows from the singulatity and immediacy conditions only together
with the further substantive thesis that 1t 1s only the “use” of con-
cepts that can be singular. Moreover, we have so far said hittle about
what the immediacy condition means.

Evidently concepes are expressed mn language by general terms. It
would be tempting to suppose that, correlatively, intuitions are ex-
pressed by swgular terms. This view faces the difficulty that Kant’s
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conception of the logical form of judgment does not give any place to
singular terms. In Kant’s conception of formal logic, the consutu-
ents of a judgment are concepts, and concepts are general. We are
1nclined to think of the most basic form of proposition as being ‘a 1s
F or ‘Fa’, where ‘a’ names an individual obiect, to whach the predi-
cate ‘F’ 1s apphed. How is such a proposiuon to be expressed if 1t
must be composed from general concepts? Evidently the name must
1tself mvolve a smgular use of a concept. Kant does offer examples
snvolving names as cases of singular judgments,® but also judgments
of the form “This F 1s G’ Kant’s acceptance of the traditional view
that 1n the theory of inference singular judgments do not have to be
cistinguished from universal ones (A 71/ B 96) imphies that the
subject concept 1n a singular judgment can also occur 1n an equiva-
lent universal judgment.’®
Relation to an object not by means of concepts, that 1s to say not
by attribuung properties to 1t, naturally suggests to us the modern
1dea of direct reference. That that was what Kant ntended has been
proposed by Robert Howell.»® It appears from the above that Kant’s
view must be that judgments cannot have any directly referential
constituents, and indeed 1t has been persuasively argued that Kant
has to hold something like a description theory of names.” This is
not a decisive objection, however, because intuitions are not prop-
erly speaking constituents of judgments. This conclusion still leaves
some troubling questions, particularly concerning demonstratives.
if we render the form of a singular yjudgment as “The F is G/, then the
quesrion anses how we are 1o understand statements of the form
“Thus F 15 G’ or even those of the form ‘This 1s G'. The lateer form
might plausibly (at least from a Kantian point of view] be assim1-
lated to the former, on the ground that with ‘chis’ 1s implicitly associ-
ated a concept, 1n order to identify an object for ‘this’ to refer to. But
now how are we to understand the demonstrative force of ‘this’ m
“Thus F 1s G2 It only shufts the problem to paraphrase such a state-
ment as “The F here 1s G’. Although there 1s no doubt something
conceptual 1n the content of ‘this’ or ‘here’ (perhaps nvolving a
relation to the observer), 1n many actual contexts it will be under-
stood and interpreted with the help of perception. It 1s hard to escape
the conclusion, which seems tobe the view of Howell,s that in such
a context inturtion 1s essential not just ro the venfication of such a
judgment and to estabhishing the nonvacuity of the concepts n it,
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but also to understanding 1ts content. But 1t would accord with
Kant’s general view that the manifold of mtution cannot acquire
the unity that 1s already suggested by the 1dea of intwition as smngu-
lar representation without synthesis according to concepts, that one
should not be able to single out any portion of a judgment that
1n a wholly nonec ] way.

In the Aesthetic, the logical meaning of the mmmediacy condition
that we have been exploring 15 not suggested. Following the passage
cited previously Kant says that intution 1s that

to which all thought as a means 15 directed. But mmution takes place only in
sofar as the object 15 given tous This agan s only possible, to man at least
1n 50 far as the rmind 1s affected 1n a certain way. A19/B33)

The capacity for receiving representations through being affected by
objects is what Kant calls sensibility; that for us intwitions arise
only through sensibility 1s thus something Kant was prepared to
state at the outser. It appears to be a premuse of the argument of the
Aesthetic; if not Kant does not clearly indicate there any argument
of which 1t 1s the conclusion.

An earlier proposal of my own, that immediacy for Kant is direct,
phenomenoclogical presence to the mind, as 1n perception, s fits well
both wath the opening of the Aesthetic and the structure of the Meta-
physical Exposition of the concept of space (see Section II of this
essay}. One has to be careful because this “presence” has to be under-
stood in such a way as not to mply that intuition as such must be
sensible, since that would rule out Kant’s conception of intellectual
wtuition,* and of course that human neuition 1s sensible was never
thought by Kant to follow immed:iately from the meaning of ‘intu-
ition’. That this1s what the tmmedracy condition means can probably
not be established by direct textual evidence.:? What 1s 1n any case of
more decisive mmportance 1s the question what role immediacy 1n
this sense might play in the parts of Kant’s philosophy where neu-
ition plays a role, parucularly his philosophy of mathematics. The
mtent of Hintikka, apparently shared by some other writers on pure
intuition whose views are not otherwise close to Hintikka’s,® is ro
deny that pure intuition as it operates 1n Kant’s plosophy of mathe-
matics 1s immediate in this sense at all, whether by definition or not.
Whether this 1s tnue is a question to keep in nund as we proceed.
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I now turn to the argument of the Aesthetic. The part of the argu-
ment called {in the second edition] the Metaphysical and Transcen-
dental Expositions of the concepts of space and tume (§§2T3 [through
B 41), 4—5) argues that space, and then time, are @ priori MtuItIONS.
The further conclusions that they are forms of our sensible mntu-
1tion, that they do not apply to things as they are n themselve§ an(lj’
are thus in some way subjective, are drawn n the “conclusions

from these arguments {remainder of §3, §6) and 1n the following
“elucadanon” {§7) and “general observations” (§8, augmented 1n BJ.
The framework 1s Kant’s conception of “sensibility,” the capacity of
the mind to receive representations through the presence of objects:

By means of outer sense, a property of our mind, we represent to ourselves
obyects as outside vs, and all without exception 1n space {A22/B37)

“QOutside us” cannot have as its primaty meaning yust outside our
bodies. because the body 1s 1n space and what 15 1nside 1t 15 equally
) ter sense.s

anl(oal;)z‘:catllo\fd(:; at the outset to what 1s in fact the background of all
his thinking about space [and to a large extent nme as well): the
issue between what are now called absolutist and relanomsr concep-
tions of space and time, represented paradigmatically by Newton
and Leibniz:

What, then, are space and time? Are they real exsstences? Are they only
determunations or relations of things, yet such as would belong to things
even1f they were not intuted? (A23/B37)

Early in his career Kant’s view of space was relatiomist and basi-
cally Leibruzian. This was what one would expect from_ t}?e domm?-
tion of German philosophy in Kant’s early years by Christian Wolff’s
version of Leibmz’s philosophy. Kant was, of course, influenced from
the beginning by Newton and was never an orthodox W(_Jlfﬁan. In
1768 in Regions in Space. he changed his view of space in a more
Newronian direction;? this was the flrst step in the formatlon‘of his
final view, which is 1n essentials set forth 1n the Dissertation of
1770.

The Metaphysical Exposiuon of the Concept of Space gives four
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arguments, the first two evidently for the claym that space is a priors,
the second two for the clazm that 1t 15 an mtuition.

(i} The first argument claims that “space 1s not an empirical con-
cept which has been derived from outer expeniences” {A 23 / B 38).
The representation of space has to be presupposed 1n order to “refer”
sensations to something outside me or to represent them as in char-
actenistic spatial relations to one another.

This argument mighr seem to prove too much, 1f 1ts form 1s, “In
order to represent something as X, the representation of X must be
presupposed ” If that 1s generally true, and if it imphes that X 1s a
priory, the argument would show that all represenrations are a prior.

Kant seems, rather, to be claiming that the representation of space
{as an individual, 1t wall turn out from the third and fourth arguments)
must be presupposed m order to represent particular spatial relations.
The argument should be seen as aimed at relatiomism. Leibniz would
be committed to holding that space consists of certain relations ob-
tatming between things whose existence 1s prior both to that of space
and to these relations. However, 1t seems open to the relationist to say
that objects and their spatial relauions are interdependent and mutu-
ally conditioning > The argument 1s stronger 1f 1t 1s viewed as calling
attention to the fact that it is the spatial character of obgcts that
enables us to represent them as distinct from ourselves and from each
other. This 1s not the plain meaning of the text. That 1t may be Kant's
underlying intention, however, 1s suggested by a parallel passage n
the Dissertation:

For I may not concerve of something as placed outside me unless by repre-
senting 1t as 1n a place which 1s different from the place in which I myself
am, nor may I conceive of things outside one another unless by locating
them at different places 1n space. (§ESA, 2 g02)

{1i) The second argument claims that space 1s pnior to appearances,
1 effect to things 1n space:

We can never represent to ourselves the absence of space, though we can
quite well think 1t as empty of objects (A 24/B38-9)

In what sense of “represent” can we not represent the absence of
space? The existence of space 1s not necessary mn the most stringent
sense; i whatever seuse we can think things 1n themselves, we can
think a nonspatial world. On the other hand, Kant has to claim more
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than that we are 1ncapable, as a “psychological” matter, of 1imagin-
ng or representing 1n some other way the absence of space.

Kant’s conclusion will be that space is 1 some way part of the
content of any mtwnon, and 1n that way any kind of representation
that allows representing the absence of space will not be meuitive.
Thus he says that 1t 1s “the condition of the possibility of appear
ances” [A 24 /B 39). I doubt that one can single out at the outset,
independent of the further theory Kant will develop, a notion of
representation 1 which we can’t represent the absence of space.

That space 1s a fundamental phenomenological given that in some
way can’t be thought away 1s a very persuasive claim. But 1¢ would
rake a whole theory to explain what 1t really means, and Kanc seerns
to have to appeal to more theory in order to explicate 1t himself. We
can think 1ts absence, but we can’t give content to that thought 1n
the sense of “content” that matters: relaton to intution. But that
way of putting the point presupposes not only the claim that outer
ntuition 1s spatial, but the claim that concepts require intwition m
order not to be empty.

Kant says we can think space without objects. This 1s 1n one way
obviously true; for example, 1t 15 what we do 1n dong geometry. It 1s
not clear, however, that Kant means to appeal to geometry at this
pount, and if he does one could, at least from a modern point of view,
object to his claim on the ground that 1n geometry we are dealing
with a mathematical abstraction, not with physical space [or at least
that 1t is then a suhatantive sciennfic, and in the end empirical,
question whether our description of space fits physical reality}. In
any event, it is not clear that the thought of space without objects 1s
not really just the thought of space with objects about which noth-
ing 1s assumed. This understanding, which seems weaker than what
Kant intended, 15 sufficient for Kant’s claim that space 1s a prror: but
possibly not for his case against relatiomsm.

{in—iv) The third and fourth arguments of the Metaphysical Expo-
sition are, as I have said, concerned to show that space 1s an mntu-
1tion. Stnctly, the claim ts that this 1s true of the “onginal representa-
uon” of space (B 40}, because from Kant’s point of view there clearly
must be such a thing as the concept of space, to be a constituent of
judgments concerning space.

Part of Kant’s claim, what 1s emphasized in the third argument, 18
that the representauon of space 1s singular. This has a clear and
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unproblematic meamng. That when 1¢ refers to the space 1n which
we live and perceive objects, or to the space of classical physics,
“space” 1s singular 1s an obvious darum of what one mght call
grammar; moreover, 1ts having reference 1n the former usage surely
rests on the fact that there is a unique space of expenence, and 1t is
reasonable to suppose that the uniqueness of space 1n classical phys-
ics denves from this.

It1s abstractly conceivable, however, that we could have character-
1zed space 1n some conceptual way from which uniqueness would
follow (as rmght be the case with a conception of God 1n philosophi-
cal theology). Then we would have, not an intintion but a simgular
use of a concept. Kant clearly intends to rule out this possibility.
Now this would be, 1f not exactly ruled out, rendered 1dle if Kant
could claim that the representation of space 1s not only smgular but
also immedate in the sense of one of the intexpretations mentioned
above, of involving presence to the mind analogous to perception.
Kant seems to be saying that when he begins the fourth argument
with the statement, “Space is represented as an infinite gzven magm-
tude” (B 39; cf. A 25]. In any event Kant needs, and clearly intends to
claim, a form of immediate knowledge of space; otherwise the ques-
uon would arise whether what he has said about the character of the
representation of space does not leave open the possibility that there
15 just no such thing.

Kant also claims that the representation of a unitary space 1s prior
to that of spaces, which he conceives as parts of space. {The modern
mathematical notion of space, roughly a struceure analogous to
what 1s considered in geometry, is not under consideration.) Spaces
in this sense can only be concerved as m “the one all-embracing
space” (A 25 /B 39); unlike a concept, the representation of space
contains “an infimte number of representations wrthin rself” (B 40).

Whatever the precise sense of ‘immediate’ m which Kant’s thesis
unplies that the representation of space 1s immediate, there is a
phenomenologrcal fact to which he 1s appealing: places, and thereby
objects 1n space, are given in a one space, therefore with a “horizon”
of surrounding space. The point 1s pethaps put most expheitly in the
Dissertation:

The concept of space is a smgular representation comprehending all chimgs
withm rtself, not an abstract common notion containing them under itself.
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For what you speak of as several places are only parts of the same boundless
space, related to one another by a fixed position, nor can you conceive to
yourself a cubic foot unless it be bounded 1n all direcuions by the space that
surrounds 1t {§rsB, 2:402)

This way of putting the matter has the vartue of describing a sense in
which space 1s given as infinite [better, “boundless”) that does not
commit Kant to any metrical infinity of space (that is, the Jack of
any upper bound on distances}, although his allegiance to Euclidean
geometry did lead him to afflrm the metrical infimty of space. Kant
says that space 1s given as “boundless”; he also wishes to say that,
without the aid of the intuition of space, no concept would accom-
plish this:

A general concept of space . . . cannot determme anything 1 regard to mag-
nitude. Tf there were no limitlessness 1n the progression of mtuition, no
concept of relations could yield a principle of their infimtude (A 2s5)

Kant does not, so far as I can see, argue in the Aesthetic that the
infinity of space could not be yielded by “mere concepts” at all, still
less that no infinty at all could be obtained in that way. His argu-
ments seem at most to say that “a general concept of space” could
not do this and are not 1n my view of much interest. It seems very
likely that from Kant’s point of view there can be a conceprual
representation whose content would in some way entail infinity
{that of God would again be an example2). From a modem pomt of
view, we can describe {say, by logical formulas) types of structure
that can have only infinite instances; an axiomatization of geometry
would be an example. Such a description would use logical resources
unknown to Kant, and that he would have recognized the possibility
of a purely conceptual description of mathematically mfinite magni-
tude 1s doubtful.>s But even if he did, there would be the further
question of constructing it, which would be the eqinvalent for Kant
of showing 1ts existence in the mathemaucal sense. Construction is,
of course, construction mn intuition. By the “progression of intu-
itions” in the preceding quotation (A 25), Kant presumably means
some successton of intuitions relating to parts of space each beyond
ar outside 1ts predecessor; such a succession would “witness” the
boundlessness of space. A similar appeal to intuition is needed also
for the construction of numbers, so that arithmetic does not yield a
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Tepresentation of inflmity whose nonempty character can be shown
n a “purely conceptual” way.

What 1s accomplished by the Metaphysical Exposition? Kang
makes a number of claims abour space of a phenomenological chay.
acter that seem to me on the whole sound. That Space 1s 1 some
way prior to objects, 1n the sense that objects are experienced as i
space, and in the sense that expenence does not reveal objecrs, 1
some way not ntrinsically spatial, that stand in relations from
which the conception of space could be constructed, seems to me
evident. The same holds for the claim that space as expenienced 1s
unique and boundless {in the sense explained previously).

Furthermore, it seems to me that these considerations do form a
formidable obstacle that a relatiomst view such as Letbniz’s has to
overcome. However, they are not a refutation of such a view, be-
cause phenomenological claims of this kind would not suffice to
show that, in our objective description of the physical world, we
would not 1n the end be able to carry out a reduction of reference to
space to reference to relations of underlying objects such as Leibniz’s
individual substances [monads).

It is another questton how much of a case Kant has yet made for
the stronger claims of his theory of space. Regarding the claum that
space1s a pricry, part of the content of this 1s surely that propositions
about space will be known a prion, and it 1s hard to see so far that
anything very specific has been shown to have this characrer. But
the propositions m question will be primanly those of geometry, and

we have not yet examined the Transcendental Exposition or other
evidence concerning Kant’s view of geometry.

The kind of considerations brought forth 1n the Metaphysical Ex-
position also hardly rule out possible naturalistic explanations. It
could be objected that our expenence is spaual because we have
evolved 1n a physcal, spatiotemporal world. Such an explanation
would of course presuppose space, bur 1t would be emprrical in that
1t made use of empirical theories such as evolution {or some alterna-
tve natutahistic account). It would view the nconceivability of the
absence of space as a fact about human beings. In a way 1t could not
have been otherwise: Bemngs of which 1t 1s not true would not be
human beings 1n the sense in which we use that phrase. But al-
though we can’t concerve how it could turn out to be wrong, 1t 1s 1n

U —
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e way abstractly possible that 1t should turn out o be wrong,
o change 1n the world, which our present science 1s mcapable of
::;:aging, could lead us to expenience the world (and ourselves} as,

spaces instead of one
sa)&::v“‘:’: slfould probably understand the claims made 1n the Meta;
physical Exposition as ruling out the kind of natur?hstlc s:,tslrzs]tuse
sketched. When Kant says that the tepresentarion of sl?aceh h
pgesupposed" in one or another context, the necessity he as. }l,n
mind is something strcter than the natural necessity that : the
most stringent that one could expect to come out of the nl:tur lStllc
story. This does not change the philosophical issue, since t T r_natur; -
1st would respond that insofar as they make this strong claim, the
claims of the Metaphysical Exposition are dogmatic. Ishall leave the
jssue at this point, because the notion of necessity wﬂl_ come uplar
some further pomts 1n the discussion of the Aesthetic, in partcular
i tion with geometry.
ml:::al:;ce I have saxgd that the Metaphysical Exposition, although 1t
poses a real difficulty for relatiomism, does not refute that view, w’e
should not leave it without noting that 1t does not contain Kant’s
whole case against rhe relatiomst position. Kant's break with rela-
tomsm came in Regions m Space m 1768. There he refers to an
essay by Euler which argues for absolute space on the basis of d)’f-
namical arguments that go back to Newton.» Kant says that Euler’s
accomphshment 1s purely negative, in showimng the difficulty the
relauomst position has in interpreting the genetal laws of motion,
and that he does not overcome the difficulues of the absoluust posi-
tion in the same domain (2:378). Kant then deploys his own 3(gu-
ment, the famous argument from “incongruent counterparts. d[f\l-
though this argument does not occur 1n the Critique, 1t 1s used for
different purposes 1n other later wntings of Kant, up to the Meta-
physical Foundations of Natural Sctence of 1786.» .
By incongruent counterparts Kant means bodies, m his examples
three-dimensional, thar fal to be congruent only because of an oppo-
site onentation. [The same term could be applied to figures repre-
senting their shapes.) One can think of right and left l:ands. with
some idealization, as such bodies. He considers them “completely
like and similar” {2°382), 1n particular n size and the manner of
combmation of their parts. Yet their surfaces cannot be made to
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cotncide “ewist and curn {1t] how one will,” evidently by continuoeyg
rigid motion. Nonetheless, Kant considets the difference to be an
internal one, and he says:

Let 1t be umagined that the first created thing were a humnan hand, then y¢
must necessanly be exther a right hand or a left hand In ordex to produce the
one a different acton of the creative cause 1s necessary from chat, by Mmeang

of which 1ts counterpart could be produced (2 3823

Kant claims that the Letbmzian view could not recogmze this differ-
ence, because 1t does not rest on a difference in the relarons of the
parts of the hands. He concludes thar the properties of space are Pprior
to the relations of bodses, in accordance with the conception of
absolute space and contrary to relattonism.

Kant's claim has been defended 1n our own time by noting that the
existence of incongruent counterparts depends on global propertes
of the space.st We can already see this by a simple example: In the
Euclidean plane, congruent triangles or other figures can be asym-
metrical; they can be made to comncide by a motion only 1f 1¢ goes
outside the plane into the third dimension. Similarly, 1t 1s the three-
dimensionality of space {which Kant emphasizes) that prevents n-
congruent counterparrs from being made to concide; this could be
accomplished if they could “move” through a fourth dimension
Moreover, in some spaces topologically differing from Euclidean
space, called nonorienrable spaces {a Mébius strip would be a {two-
dimensional) example), the phenomenon could not arise,

Relationist rephes to an argument based on these considerations
are possible, but I shall not pursue the matter further here 20

I
Inow turn to the Transcendental Exposition.

Tunderstand by a transcendental exposition the explanation of a concept, as

aprinciple from which the possibihey of other o Pprion syntheuc knowledge
can be understood. {B 40}

The claim of the Transcendenral Exposition is that taking space to

be an a prion mnuwtion 1s necessaty for the possibility of o priont
synthetic knowledge in geometry.

It 1s therefore a premise of this argument thae geometry 15 syn-
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a priori. Kant clearly understood geometry as a science of
ther the space of everyday experience and of physical science.
sPaw’far us, ir would be very doubtful that geometry on this under-
;‘2‘;:11“ is’a priors;© indeed, the development of non-El}chlldea:

try and 1ts application 1n physics were, historically, the mai
e why Kant’s theory of geometry and space came to be re-
‘xeasodnsWith regard to geometry, as with mathematics 1n genere{l,
|eclel howevel, does not see a need to argue that 1t 1s @ pn_nn; it is
:(::p:)sed to follow from the obvious fact that math:;manct; is ne;:ii
sary (B 14-15). In this, Kant was m accord with the ma erlram feal
practice of his own tume. The absence of any altemative to Eucl ;
ean geometry, and the fact that mathematicians had not sou ﬁht 01:
sophisticated verifications of rhe axioms of geometry, cohered wat]
the absence of an available way of interpreting ge?metr{ soas t;)”glve
space for the kind of distinction between “pure” and “apphe ge;
ometry that would imply that only the latter makes a commitmen

haracter of physical space.3t
asltto:e}:::s that therep s{]muld not be any p§niculal problem with
Kant’s assertion that charactenistic geometric truths are synthetic,
s0 long as we understand geometry as the science of space. B;n we
must now, as we have not before, take account of the a‘na yuc—
synthetic distinction. Kant gives the following explanation:

In all judgments i which the relation of a subject to the pre(lilnczte dl]s
thought , this relation 1s possible m two differene ways Eather the pre: y
cate B belongs to the subject A, as something which 1s {covertly) cuntz‘lined
n this concept A, or B lies outside the concept A, zlrho}:gh 1t does u; lee

stand 1n connection with 1t. In the one case I entitle the judgment analytic,
1 the other synthetic. (A 6-7 /B 10}

‘When a concept 1s “contained” in another may flot be very clear. fAs
a first approximation, we can say that a pl’OpOS}thﬂ 15 analytlcll it
can be verified by analysis of concepts. Kant thinks of such analysis
as the breakmng up of concepts into “those constituent ?onccpts that
have all along been thought 1n 1t, although cFonfusedly' (A7/Bi1);
this would give nise to a narrower conception of what 1s analync
than has prevailed in later philosophy.

Kant suggests as a critenion of synthetic ;udgmerft that n onijer l:o
verify 1t 1t 1s necessary to appeal to something outside or beyond the
subject concept. This may be experience, 1f the concept has been so
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dertved, as in Kant’s example “All bodies are heavy” (B 12, also A 8),
or if expenence 1s otherwise referred to. In the case of mathematical
judgments 1t 1s, on Kant’s view, pure intuition.

In arguing that mathematical judgments are synthetic, Kanr em-
phasizes the case of arithmetic, where he seems {reasonably, 1n the
light of history} to have anticipated more resistance. The geometri-
cal example that he gives, that the straight hine between two points
15 the shortest (B 16), might be more controvetsial than some altema-
uves, which either involve existence or had given nse to doubt. The
parallel postulare of Euclidean geometry would meet both these con-
ditions. It 15 hard to see how by analysis of the concept “point exter-
nal to a given line” one could possibly arnve at the conclusion that a
patallel to the hine can be drawn through it, unless ir 1s already built
nto the concept that the space mvolved 1s Euchidean. The latter way
of looking at such a proposition, however, 1s alien to Kant.

We can well grant Kant’s premuse that geometrical propositions
are synthetic; the hard questions about the analytic—synthetic dis-
tinction arise with anthmetic and with nonmathematical subject
matters. But his view of geometry as synthetic a priori 1s tied to the
mathematical practice of his own time. If we make the modern
distinction between pure geometry as the study of certain structures
of which Euclidean space is the oldest example, but which include
not only alternative metric structures but also affine and projective
spaces, and apphed geometry as roughly concerned with the ques-
tion which of these structures correctly applies to physical space (or
space-tume), then 1t 1s no longer clear that pure geometry 1s syn-
thetc; at least the question 1s bound up with more difficult ques-
tions about the analytic—syntheuc distinction and about the status
of other mathematical disciphines such as anthmetic, analysis, and
algebra; and the view that applied geometry 1s a prionr would be
generally rejected.

If we do grant Kant’s premises, however, then the conclusion that
space 1s an a priori intuition 1s, 1f not compelled, at least a very
natural one. That it is precisely inturtion that is needed to go beyond
our concepts m geometrical judgments mught be found to require
more argument, particularly since he does admit the possibility of
synthetic @ prior1 judgments from concepts.>* That empirical intu-
1ti0on will not do 1s implied by the premse that geometry 1s a priort
and therefore necessaty.
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Kant does supply such an argument 1n his account of the con-
struction of concepts n intuition, n the context of describing the dif-
ference between mathematical and philosophical method, to which
we will now turn. This account has nghtly been seen as filling a
gap 1n the argument of the Aesthetic.3s It has been the focus of
much of the discussion in the last generanon about Kant’s philoso-
phy of mathematics.

To construct a concepr, according to Kant, is “to extubit a priorr
the intwition that corresponds to the concept” (A 713 /B 741). An
mtuition that is the construction of a cancept will be a single obiect,
and yet “1t must in 1ts representation express umversal vahdity for
all possible intuitions that fall under the same concept” (ibad.). It 15
clear that Kant’s primary model is geometrical constructions, n
particular Euclidean constructions.3s

1t 1s construction of concepts that makes 1¢ possible to prove any-
thing nontrivial 1n geometry, as Kant illustrates by the problem ot
the sum of the angles of a triangle. The proof proceeds by a series of
constructions: One begins by constructing a triangle ABC (see Fig-
ure 2.1}, then prolonging one of the sides AB to D, yielding internal
and external angles whose sum 1s two nght angles, then drawing a
parallel BE dividing the external angle, and then observing that one
has three angles o', f3, ¥', whose sum 1s two right angles and which
are equal respectively to the angles a, 8, ¥ of the triangle.ss

In thus fashion, through a chamn of mferences guded throughout by mtu-
1t10n, he [the geometer] arnves at a fully evident and universally vahd solu-
tion of the problem A 716-7 1 B744-5)

Intuition seems to play several different roles 1n this description of a
proof. The proof proceeds by operating on a constructed tnangle, and
the operations are further constructions. They are constructions m
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mtwition, space is, one might say, the field in which the construc-
tions are carried out, 1t 1s by virtue of the nature of space that they
can be carned out. Postulates providing for certain constructions are
what, in Euchd’s geometry, play the role played by existence axioms
1 modern axiomatic theones such as the axiomatization of Euclid-
ean geometty by Hilbert. But not all the evidences appealed to in
Euclid‘s geometry are of this form; in particular, objects given by the
elementary Euclidean constructions have specific properties such as
(to take the most problematic case) being parallel to a given line. On
Kant’s conception, these evidences must also be intuitive. A third
role of intuition {connected with the first) 1s that we would represent
the reasoning 1nvolving constructive operations on a given triangle
as reasorung with singular terms (to be sure depending on parame-
ters). Kant clearly understood this reasoning as involving singular
Tepresentations. Free variables, and terms contaiming them, have the
property thar Kant requires of an intuition constructing a concept, in
that they are singular and yet also “express universal vahidity” 1n the
role they play 1n arguing for general conclusions.»

A difficult question concermng Kant’s view 1s whether the role of
intuition can be limited to our knowledge of the axioms {including
the postulates providing constructions}, so that, to put the matter in
an idealized and perhaps anachronistic way, n the case of a particu-
lar proof such as the one just discussed, the conditional whose ante-
cedent 1s the conjunction of the axioms and whose consequent 1 the
theorem would be analytic. Such a view seems to be favored by
Kant’s statement that “all mathematical inferences proceed in accor-
dance with the principle of contradiction”:

For though a synthetic proposition can indeed be discerned 1n accordance
wich the prinaple of contradiction, this can only be if another synthenc
proposition 15 presupposed, and if 1t can be discerned as following from this
other proposition. (B 14}

These remarks have generally been taken to imply that it 1s only
because the axioms of geometry are synthetic that the theorems are.s”
On the other hand, Kant describes the proof that the sum of the angles
of a triangle 15 two nght angles as consisting of “a cham of inferences
guided throughout by mtwtion.” Intexpretations of Kant’s theory of
construction of concepts by Beth, Hintikka, and Friedman have all
taken that to mean that, according to Kant, mathematical proofs do

-
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not proceed n a purely analytical or logical way from axioms.» It 1s
clear [as has been given particular emphasis by Friedman), that had
Kant believed that they do, the Anstotehan syllogistic logic available
to hum would not have provided for a logical analyas of the proofs. In
fact, one anachronistic feature of the question whether the condi-
wional of the conjunction of the axioms and the theorem is analvtic, 1s
that our formulauon of such a conditional would use polyadic logic
and nesting of quantifiers, devices that did not appear in logic untul
the nineteenth century.

1t 15 not Literally true that Kant could not have formulated such a
conditonal; it is not that these logical forms could not be expressed
in eighteenth-century German.s But 1t would be more plausible to
suppose that Kant thought of mathematical reasoning 1n terms of
which he had at least the beginnings of an analysis. What we would
call the logical strucrure of the basic algebraic language, in which
one carnes out calculations with equations whose terms are com-
posed from variables and constants by means of function symbols,
was well enough understood mn Kant’s time. Such calculations are
described by Kant as “symbolic construction.”s And of course Kant
would not describe the inference 1nvolved 1n calculation as logical.
Fredman has 1lluminated a lot of what Kant says about geometry by
the supposition that basic constructions in geometry work in geo-
merric reasomng like hasic operations in anthmenc and algebra.
And 1n a language tn which generahity 1s expressed by free vanables,
and “existence” by function symbols, the conditional of the conjunc-
uon of the geometnc axioms and a theorem could indeed not be
formulated, so that the question whether 1t 1s analytic, or logically
provable, could not arise

We do not have to decide thes 1ssue, because in any event Kant’s
account of mathematical proof gives clear reasons for regarding geo-
metncal knowledge as dependent on intuition. Nonetheless the
Transcendental Exposition 1s probably not intended to srand entirely
on its own independently of the Metaphysical Exposition That the
inturtion appealed to in geometry 1s ultimately of space as an individ-
ual does not follow just from a “logical” analysis of mathematical
proof+ or even from the observation that what 1s constructed are
spatial figures. Kant presumably meant here to rely on the third and
fourth arguments of the Metaphysical Exposition,

Before I turn to the turther conclusions that Kant draws from his
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arguments, I should comment briefiy on the Metaphysical and Tran-
scendental Exposinons of the concept of Time. These discussions
bring i no essentially new considerauons. The arguments of the
Metaphysical Exposition parallel those of the Metaphysical Exposi-
aon of Space rather closely. Because there 1s not obviously any
mathematical disciphine that relates to time as geometty relates to
space, one may be surprised that a Transcendental Exposition occurs
1n the discussion of time at all. That time has the properties of a line
fi.e., a one-dimensional Euchdean space) Kant evidently thinks syn-
thetic a priori, and he appeals to properties of this kind [A 31 /B
47).+ Kant also adds that “the concept of alterauon, and with 1t the
concept of motion, as alteration of place, 1s possible only through
and 1n the representation of tume” {B 48). The concepts of motion
and alteration are, for Kant, dependent on experience,s which
makes Kant’s statement here misleading, but he did allow synthetic
a priori pninciples whose content 1s not entirely a prior (B 3).

Some writers on Kant have thought that Kant thought that arzeh-
metic relates to tume m something close to the way 1n which geome-
try relates to space. This view finds no support in the Transcenden-
tal Exposiion or in corresponding places mn the Dissertation.s:
Though time and arithmetic do have an internal connection, it is
dufficule to describe and not really dealt with 1n the Aesthetic.4s

v

I now want to turn to the conclusions Kant draws from his discus-
sion of time and space 1n the Aesthetic. The one with which Kant
begins 1s the most controversial, and in some ways the most difficult
to understand:

Space does not represent any property of things in themselves, nor does 1t
represent them 1n their relations to one another. That 1s to say, space does
not represent any determination that attaches to the objects themselves,
and which remains when abstraction has been made of all the subjective
conditions of mtuition. {A 26 / Bqa)

Kant’s distincton between appearances and things in themselves

has been d n very ways, and dingly the

question what Kant’s fundamental arguments are for holding rhat
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“space does not represent any property of things i themselves” 1s
controversial.

A second conclusion Kant draws 1s that “space 1s nothing but the
form of all appearances of outer sense,” or, as he frequently expresses
it, the form of outer intuition or of outer sense. One might mean by
“form of inttion” a very general condition, which might be called
formal, satisfied by itwitions or objects of intuition. This 1s part of
Kant’s understanding of the notion. One must distinguish between
the general disposition by which intuitions represent their objects as
spatsal, and what space’s being a form of intuition entails about the
objects of outer intwition, that they are reptesented as in space, and
that they stand 1n spatial relations that obey the laws of geometry.
The latter seems propetly called the form of appearances of outer
sense. Kant’s doctnne of pure intuition 1s that this form 1s 1tself
known or given intuitively.

That outer intuition has a “torm” 1n this sense does not by 1tself
amply thar space 1s subjectve or wranscendentally 1deal. It seems
that mntuitions might have this “form” and the form be 1tself given
ntuitively without its following that the form represents a contnibu-
tion of the subject to outer representation and knowledge of outer
things.+ Kant, however, denies this. Space is “the subjective cond-
tion of sensibility, under which alone outer intuition 1s possihle for
us” (A 26 /B 42). Kant’s arguments, both 1n the Aesthetic and i
corresponding parts of the Prolegomena, are based on the 1dea that
the fact that a prior: intuition is possible can only be explained if the
form of intuition derives from us, as we will see, Two different
things are to be explained, one specific to the Aesthetic and one not.
Farst, the fact that there is a priom mturtion of space, second, the fact
that there is synthetic a priori knowledge concerning space, m par-
ticular in geometry. Of course, the existence of such knowledge is
one of Kant’s arguments for a przori intuation. But m arguing for the
subjectivaty of space Kant appeals specifically to a prior: intwition
rather than to syntheuc a prior: knowledge. Thus even 1n rhe Tran-
scendental Exposiuon he wrnites:

How, then, can there exist in the mind an outer intwiion which precedes
the objects themselves, and i which the concept of these objects can be
determined a prior:? Manifestly, not otherwise than 1n so far as the intwnion
has 1ts seat 1n the subject only, as the formal character of the subject, 1n
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wvirtue of which, m being affected by objects, 1t obtans immediate represen-
tation, that 1s mtution, of them, and only so far, therefore, as st 1s merely
the form of outer sense in general (B 4x)

Kant appeals to the same constderation in arguing that space and
time are not conditions on things in themselves:

For no determination, whether absolute or relative, can be mturted prior to
the existence of the things to which they beleng, and none, therefore, can be
ntuited a prion (A26/Bg42)
Were 1t [ume] a determination or order inherng mn things themselves, 1t
could not precede the objects as their condition, and be known and mtuited
a prion by means of synthetic propositions. But this last 1s quite possible »f
time 15 nothing but the subjective condition under which all intuition can
take place mn us (A 33/Bag)

Kant thus argues on the same lines both to the conclusion that a
pnor intmtions do not apply ro things in themselves and to the
conclusion that space and time are forms of intuition.

In the presentation of the argument 1n §§8—9 of the Prolegomena,
Kant makes clearer that what is advanced is a consideration specific
to Intuition:

Concepts, indeed are such that we can easily form some of them a priors.
namely such as to contan nothing but the thought of an object 1n general,
and we need not find ourselves in an immediate relanon to an object.

{4 282)

Thus with regard to a prori inturtion, there 1s a problem about 1¢s
vety possibility; with regard to a prion concepts, the problem anses
only from the fact that to have “sense and meaning” they need to be
applicable to intuition, and at this stage 1t is not evident that the
mtuition has to be a prior.+

Why should it be obvious that a prion mtuition, which ~precedes
the objects themselves,” must “have 1ts seat in the subject only”? It
1s tempting to see this 1 causal terms: There could not be any
causal basis tor the conformity of objects to our a prior: intuitions
unless this basis 1s already there with the intuition 1eself We could
1magine Kant arguing as Paul Benacerraf does 1n a somewhat related
context:+#® We can’t understand how our mntutions yield knowledge
of objects unless there 15 an adequate causal explanation of how they
conform to objects, and 1n the case of a prior: intwiaons, such an
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explanation 1s impossible unless the mind 1s causally responsible for
this conformuty.

It would be rash to suppose that Kant never thought in this way,
and many commentators, perhaps most eloquently P. E Strawson in
his conception of the “metaphysics of transcendental 1dealism,”s
have read Kant as saying that the mind hterally makes the world,
along the way imposing spatial and temporal form on it.

Two views about intuition that we have already considered, that
an intuition has so h like direct ref to an object, and
that an wtuition involves phenomenological presence of an object,
may be of some help here. There can‘t be direct reference to an
object that isn’t there; thus there may be puzzlement as to how an
object can be intuited “prior” to its existence {whatever exactly
“prior” means here). We have to ask exactly what the object of the
intuition 1s. That to whose existence the a priori intuition 1s prior 1s
presumably an empinical object. But then maybe the answer 1s that
that object, strictly speaking, 1sn’t intuited prior to its existence (and
perhaps that 1t can’t be), so that the proper object of the intuttionis a
form instantiated by 1t rather than the object 1tself. Then the claim
becomes that the only way in which the form of a not-yet-present
object can be intuited is if this form 1s contributed by the subject. It
1s not clear to me how the force of this claim 1s specific to 1ntuition
or how it 1s more directly evident than other applications of the
Copernican hypothesis.

The phenomenological-presence view seems to me to defeat the
literal sense of the claim in Kant’s argument. Imagmation being
immediate in the required sense, i diacy of a rep 10n
does not imply the existence of its object at all, so that 1t seems it
can perfectly well be “prior” to it. Again, however, a general claim
about a priori knowledge survives this observauon: Kant can reply
that 1f, in an 1magmnative thought experiment, I have intuition from
which formal properties of objects can be leamed, the only assurance
thae these properties will obtain for subsequenr empirical intitions
of what was 1magined is if the form 1s contnibuted by me.

We have to examine more closely the meaning of the conclusion
that things 1n themselves are not spatial or temporal; this might
offer hope of greater msight 1nto Kant’s argument. This leads us,
however, into one of the worst thickets of Kant interpretation’ the
concept of thing 1n itself and the of Kant’s t dental
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1deahsm. Since, according to Kant, transcendental 1dealism finds
support from arguments offered 1n the Analytic and Dialectic as well
as the Aesthetic, we can n the present discussion deal with only one
aspect of the 1ssues.

One mught begin by disungmshing the clam that we do not
know that things, as they are in themselves, are spatial {or that our
knowledge of things as spatial 1s not knowledge of things as they
are n themselves) from the claim that things as they are 1n them-
selves are not spatial. A long-running debate concerns the question
whether Kant’s arguments might prove, or at least lend plausibthry
to, the first claim and yet not prove the second, although 1¢ 1s often
suggested by Kant’s language. Kant, 1t has been claimed, leaves
open the possibility, traditionally called the “neglected alterna-
tive,” that although we don’t know that things in themselves are
spatial, or that they have the spatial properties and relanons we
attnbute to them, nonetheless, without its being even posstble for
us to know 1¢, they really are in space and have these properties and
relations.s> Kant mught reply to this objection by appealing to the
arguments of the Antinonues, particularly the Mathematical An-
tinomies.s* That would, however. leave him apparently making a
dogmatic claim tn the Aesthetic, with no mdrcation that an mpor-
tant part of its defense 1s deferred.

A more interesting reply 15 that when the concept of thing 1n 1tself
and Kant’s argument 1n the Aesthetic are properly understood, 1t
will be clear that the “neglected alternative” 15 ruled out. One under-
standing of the contrast of appearances and things n themselves
would be that our intuitions represent obyects as havin, g certain prop-
erties and relations, but mn fact they don’t have them. Kant occasion-
ally comes close to saying this:

What we have meant to say 1s.  thae the things we mtuit are not in
themselves what we intuit them as being, nor thexr relations so constituced

1n themselves as they appear to us (A 42 /B s59)

It 1s hard to see how, on this view, Kant avoids the mmphication that
our “knowledge” of outer objects 1s false The objects we percetve
are percerved as spatial, but “in themselves,” as they really are, they
are not spatial. One might call this general view of the relation of
appearances and things in themselves the Disrortion Prceure. Ir
anses naturally from viewing things in themselves as real things, of
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which Kant's Erschemungen are ways these things appear to us. It
jdentifies how things are in themselves, in Kant’s particular sense,
they really are s> _
w";'l]]millo\‘:ew Zertam);y rules out the “neglected alterna‘(ive." But it
seems to do so by flat. It 1s difficult to see how, on this interpreta-
ton, the thesis that things i themselves are not spatial 1s supporred
by argument.ss Indeed, 1f the 1dea that things 1n themselves are
spatial merely means that then relations have _the formal properties
that our conception of space demands, the thesis that they arenot is
pretty clearly incompatible with the unknowability of things ll';
themselves. Space has to be what is represented 1 the ntuition of
as it were as 50 represented,
sp:\czlausible 1ine of mterpretation with this result, favored by sev-
eral passages 1 the Aesthetic {e.g., that frol_‘n B 41 quoted before),
might be called the Subjectivist view. This is what 1s ,expressed mn
Kant’s frequent statements that empirncal objects are “mere repre-
sentations.”*+ A better way of putting 1t might be that for space a.nd
time and therefore for the objects in space and time, the dlstmcnoxl-:
between abject and representation collapses, or that an “empirical
version of the distinction can only be made 1n some way within the
sphere of representations s According to this view, the neglected
alternative 1s ruled out because there would be a kind of category
mistake n holding that things in themselves, as opposed to represen-
tations, are spatial.

Paul Guyer, in his discussion of the Aesthetic’s case for rranscen-
dental 1dealism, relies heavily on an nterpretation of an argument
from geometry mn the General Observations to the Aesthetic. 1 see
his mterpretation as making this argument turn on just sucha su_;b~
Jectivast view. Commenting on Kant’s first conclusion concerning
space, Guyer says that Kant assumes that

it 15 not possible to know independently of expenence that an object g;n\;
inely has, on 1ts own, a certain property. Therefore space and ame, wl ll‘i
are known a prion, cannot be genuine properties of objects and can be only
features of our representations of them ¢

Guyer objects to this assumption on the ground that one mi_ght
concetvably know, because of constraints on our ability to percelvel,
that any obiect we perceive will have a certain property; our facul-
ues would restrict us to perceiving objects that independently have
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the properties m question, so that 1t would not follow that the ob-
jects cannot “on their own* have them

According to Guyer, Kant nonetheless relies on this assumption
because he conceives the necessity of the spatiality of objects and
thexr conformuty to the laws of geometry as absolute; he holds not
merely

{1) Necessanly, if we perceive an object x, then x 1s spatial and
Euclidean; but rather

{2) If we perceave an object x, then necessarily, x 1s spatial and
Euchdean.s”

This has to be a condrzon on the nature ot the objects, not merely a
restriction on what objects we can perceive. Hence, according to
Guyer, this view commuts Kant to the view that spatial form 1s
imposed on objects by us.

Guyer discerns an appeal to (2) in the second clause of the follow-
ing remark:

1f there did not exist 1n you a power of a priort intuition, and 1t that subjec-
tive condition were not also at the same time, as regards 1ts form, the
umversal a pnion condition under which alone the object of this outer intu-
1t1on 1s 1eself possible, 1f the object fthe triangle] were something 1n itself,
apart from any relation to you, the subject, how could you say that what
necessanly exist i you as subjective conditions for the construction of a
trangle must of necessity belong to the triangle itself? (A 48 /B 6s)

Here the first “necessanly” can express the kind of necessity ex-
pressed 1n {1}, but the second necessity does not have che form of being
conditronal on the subject’s construction, intuition, or perception.

Guyer states that the absolute necessity claimed m (2) “can be
explained only by the supposition that we actually 1mpose spatial
form on objects.”s® It 15, indeed, a reason for not resting with the
“restriction” view that Guyer regards as the major alternative.s
Apart from its relevance to questions about the distinction between
appearances and things in themselves, the point 1s relevant also to
another controversial pomnt: whether Kant’s argument for transcen-
dental idealism 1n the Aesthetic makes essential appeal to geometn-
cal knowledge, or whether 1t needs to rely only on the kind of con-
siderauons presented in the Metaphysical Exposition. Clearly the
Metaphysical Exposition yields at best conditional necessities of the
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general form of (1}; an argument from absolute necessity to transcen-
dental idealism has to rely on geometry. In my view, Guyer’s exege-
sis of the argument from the General Observations is quite convinc-
g, and this argument 15 clearer than whar can be gleaned from the
arguments that proceed more directly from a priori intvituon fre., B
41, A 26 / B 42, and Prolegomena §§8—o. all commented on earlier
this essay).¢

The claim {2), however, 1s more defensible than Guyer allows, at
least with regard to geometry: The content of geometry has to do
with points, lines, planes, and figures that are in some way forms of
objects, and not with our perception. If we accept the usual concep-
ton of the necessity of mathematics, what will be necessary will be
statements about rhese entities. There is nothing in the content of
these statements to make their necessity condinonal on our perceiv-
1ng or 1ntuiting them. Thus 1t seems to me likely that Kant was not
shding from conditional necessity to absolute necessity, but rather
applying the idea that mathematics is necessary, which he would
have shared with his opponents, to the case of the geometry of space
The objection to this 1s the now standard one, that we do not have
reason to believe that the geometry of actual space obtams with
such mathematical necessity.

Even 1f we grant Kant this premise, however, 1t 15 questionable
that he atrains the “apodeictic proof” of his Copernican principle
that he claims. Whether the essential assumption is a prior: intu-
1tion or “absolute” necessity, m exther case the claim must be that
nonapplication to things in themselves is the only possible explana-
tion. The ment of the Subjectivist view is that it offers a view of
appearances as objects that fits with that explanation.

The Subjectivist view does not directly imply the Distortion view,
but can lead two it naturally. The relation depends on how one thinks
of the object of rep 1 I app es are rep 10D8, 1¢
15 natural to think of thmgs in themselves as their objects. And Kant
clearly sometimes does think of them that way, as for example in
places where he says that the notion of appearance requires some-
thing which appears:

.. We must yet be 1n a position to think [objects] as things in themselves;
otherwise we should be landed mn the absurd conclusion that there can be
appearance without anything that appears. [B xxvai)
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The same conclusion also, of course, follows from the concept of an appear
ance 1n general, namely, that something which 1s not i 1tself appearance
must correspond to 1t {A 251)

But 1f the object of our empirical representations 1s a thing m 1tself,
and these representations represent their obiects as spatial. then we
have the Distortion view. Bue this ¢onception of the object of repre-
sentations 1s not the only one that Kant deploys even within the
Subjectivist conception, as one can see from the discussions of the
concept of object in the A deducnion {esp. A 104-5) and the Second
Analogy (A 191 / B 236).

1 would like now to introduce a third possible meaning of the
nonspatiotemporality of things in themselves, what I will call the
Intensional view. According to this view, the conclusion from the
argument of the Aesthetic 1s that the notions of space and ume do
not represent things as they are m themselves, where, however,
“represent” creates here an intensional context, so that 1n particular
1t does not entitle us to single out things in themselves as a kind of
thing, disunce from appearances. The manner in which we know
things 1s not “as they are m themselves,” but rather “as they ap-
pear.” But talk of “appearances” and “things in themselves” as differ-
ent objects 1s at best derivative from the difference of modes of
representation. However, there 1s an iequality berween the rwo,
that representation of an object as 1t appears 1s full-blooded, capable
of being knowledge, whereas representation of an object as 1t 1s in
itself 1s a mere abstraction from conditions, of mtuition 1n particu-
lar, which make such knowledge possible.

Assuming that 1t has been shown that knowledge of things as
sparial 1s not knowledge of them as they are 1n themselves, on this
view there cannot be a further question whether things as they are m
themselves are spatial; erther “things 1n themselves are not spatial”
merely repeats what has already been shown, or 1t presupposes that
there 1s a kind of thing called “things in themselves.”

This 1s a philosophically attractive 1dea, and 1t 1s supported by
many passages where Kant expresses the distinction as that of con-
sidering objects as appearances or as things 1n themselves, as in the
following stnking remark:

But 1f our Critique ts not 1n error 1n teaching that the object 15 to be taken in
a twofold sense, namely as appearance and as thing mn seself, 1f the deducnon

The Transcendental Aesthetic 89

of the concepts of understanding 1s vahd, and the pnnaple of causahty
therefore apphies onlv to things taken 1n the former sense, namely, insofar as
they are objects of expertence — these same objects, taken in the other sense,
not being subject to the pnnaple — then there 1s no contradiction m suppos-
ng that one and the same will 15, 1n the appearance, chat 1s, 10 1ts visible
acts, necessanly subject to the law of nature, and so far not free. while yet,
as belonging to a thing m 1eself, 1t 15 not subject to that law, and 1s therefore
free {B xxv—xxvin)

Gerold Prauss has supported a version of this view by a careful
textual analysis of Kant’s manner of speaking about things as they
are in themselves.s: Prauss acknowledges, however, that Kant’s way
of speaking 15 far from consistent and that his usage often lays him
open to the interpretation of things in themselves as another system
of objects in addition to appearances. In fact, Kant often says in
virtually the same place things that seem to support the Intensional
view, and things that contradict 1t¢ I shall not go mto the many
questions the Intensional view raises. In spite of the foregoing pas-
sage from the preface to the second edition, 1t has often been claimed
that thns understanding of the disrmenon will nor suffice for the
purposes of Kant’s moral philosophy, and indeed Kant's ethical writ-
1ngs contain passages that would be very difficult to square with it.
Clearly, 1¢ is beyond the scope of this essay to go mto such matrers.

We do, however, have to consider whether the Intensional view
can offer a sensible interpretation of Kant's arguments for his conclu-
sions 1n the Aesthetic. The difficulty lies in the fact, noted above,
that Kant in the statement of his conclusions understands the form
of sensibility as contributed entirely by the subject, so that the spari-
ality of objects and therr geometrical properties are due enurely to
ourselves.ss This 15 sometimes expressed 1n the language of the Sub-
jectivist view, as 1n the claim that a prrorz intuition “contams noth-
g but the form of sensibility” (Prolegomena §9, 4:282). That 1s to
say, 1t 15 not just conditioned by my own subjectivity, so that 1t
therefore represents them in a way that, in particular, would not be
shared by another mind whose forms of intuition were different, but
it 15 conditioned entizely by my own subjectivity, This 1s the essen-
ual element of the conclusion that Guyer draws from the argument
from the necessity of geometry 1n the General Observations. It 18
very naturally interpreted by the Subjectivist view of objects.

It 1s not clear, however, that exther rhe conclusion that spatiality
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arises entirely from the subject or the Subjectivist view of empirical
objects 1s incompatible with the Intensional view, which should
perhaps be seen primanly as an interpretation of the conception of
thing in itself. A difficulty that has been raised for 1t is the following:
According to it, we know certain objects 1n experience, and we can
think these very objects as they are mn themselves. But our vety
mdividuation of objects 1s conditioned by the forms of mewition and
the categones. How can we possibly have any basis for even think-
mg of, for example, the chair on which 1am sitting “as 1t 1s itself,”
when there 15 no basis for the assumption that reahty as 1t is 1 1eself
1s divided 1n such a way that any particular object corresponds to
this chair? The only posstble reply to this objection 1s the one sug-
gested by Prauss: When one considers this charr as 1t 1s 1n self,
“this chair” refers to an empincal object, so that 1ts consideration as
an appearance 1s presupposed.s: So long as there 1s some distinction
between empirical objeces and representations, this way of under-
standmg talk of things in themselves 1s avarlable. The conclusion
that the Intensional view 18 most concerned to resist, that there 1s a
world of things in themselves “behind” the objects we know in
experience, 1s not forced by Kant’s subjectivist formulations, unless
one takes the conditioning by our subjectivity 1n a causal way. It
seems to me clear that Kant intended to avord taking 1t 1n that way,
but a discussion of the matter would be beyond the scope of a treat-
ment of the Aesthetic.

This is not to deny that Kant’s conclusion 1s more subjectivist
than many who are sympathetic to Kant’s rranscendental 1dealism
will be comfortable with. The modern idea of the “relativity of
knowledge,” that all our knowledge is unavoidably conditioned by
our own cogrutive faculties, or language, or “conceptual scheme,” so
that we can’t know or even understand how the world would “look”
from outstde these {for example from a “God’s eye view”) no doubt
owes umportant mspiration to Kant.s In his conception of forms of
mtuition, Kant claimed to 1dentfy aspects of the content of our
lnowledge that are conditioned enturely by our own subjectivity but
are stll knowledge of objects, reflected m the most objective phys1-
cal science. That one should be able to1dentify such a “purely subjec-
tive” aspect of objective knowledge is surprising and even paradoxi-
cal. Even granted a prion knowledge of necessary truths about space,
I have found Kant’s arguments in the Aesthetic for this conclusion
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less than apodeictic. But that premise does give them enough plausi-
bility so ¢hat 1t 1s not surpnsmng that more modern views that reject
this particular radical turn of Kant’s transcendentahsm also reject
the premise.

The Aesthetic 1s of course not the only place where Kant argues
for transcendental 1dealism or says things bearing on its meaning. In
partcular, the Analytic prohably contributed more to the develop-
ment of the modern conception just alluded to. I should end by
emphasizing once again the very limited scope of the present discus-
sion of transcendental 1dealism.

NOTES

The Critique of Pure Reason 1s quoted 1n Kemp Snuth's translation, some-

times modified. I use the foll other t

Dissertation. Trans. G B. Kerferd in Kant, Selected Pre-Critical Writings,
ed. Kerferd and D. E. Walford. h UK. Manch U
Press, 1968, This volurne contains the Akademie pages in the margins.

Prolegomena Trans. Lewis White Beck, revising earlier translations. New
York: Liberal Arts Press, 1950. Also contams Akademie pages

Regions m Space Trans. D E Walford in Ketferd and Walford, eds., Pre-
Cntical Writmgs

Theology lectures {Religionslehre Politz) Trans Allen W. Wood and Ger-
trude M. Clark as Lectures on Philosophical Theology. Ithaca, N.Y.
Cornell University Press, 1978

Translaaons other than those cited here are my own.

1 The relevant kind of universality 1s “strict umversality, thatis.  thatno
exception 15 allowed as possible” (B 3); thus 1t 1tself involves necessity.

2 For change, see B 3, but Kant 18 not entirely consistent; compare A82 /B
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Logic, ed. Jische, §1 {9 o1)

“It 15 a mere tautology to speak of genetal or common concepts” {Logic

§1, Note 2, 9:91).

Logic §1, Note 2 9 91) Alan Shamoon argues persuasively that this view

15 directed agamst Meler and chereby agamst Letbniz See “Kant’s Logic,”
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and wn Kant’s E !
(x972-3}): 31443
Wiener Logik (1795}, 24.909 Shamoon, in commenting on this passage,
remarks that a judgment 1s singular, and 1es subject concept has smgular
use, 1f 1t has 1n the subiect a demonstrative or the definrce aracle {See
Kant’s Logic, p. 85.)
“Kantian Inturtions,” Inquiry 15 {1972} 331-5, p 342 Inhis principal
discussion of the matter, “On Kane's Notion of Intuition {A. nschauung),”
1n Terence Penelhum and J. ] Macintosh, eds, The First Cntique [Be’l»
mont, Calif., Wadsworth, 1968}, pp. 38—5 3, Hintikka does not say exphc-
1tly how he und ds the d d or 1ts role, but ndi-
cates that he thinks the larity condition grves a defimtion.
Bue ¢f note 11 of “Kant’s Transcendental Method and his Theory of
Mathemanics,” Topor 3 {1984): 99—108.
‘Canus 1s mortsl’ in Logic §21, note 1 «cf A 322/B 378}, also i Logik
Politz {1789, 24°578), ‘Adam was fallible’, 1n R 300 {16 647)
In addition to the passage from the Wiener Logik cited above, ‘This
world 1s the best’ in R 3173 [16 695)
Kanr gives the example ‘God 1s without error; everything which 1s God
15 withoue error’ m R. 3080 {16647},
“1 k , and Indiadh
son,” Nous 7 (1973): 207-32, p 210.
‘Thompson, “Smgular Terms and Intuitions,” p 335, Shamoon, Kant’s
Logic, pp. 1011
“Intwition, Synthesss, and Individuation,” p 232.
A remark at B 140 18 wanslated by Kemp Smuth as “Now, as the Aes-
thetic has shown, the only mtwtion possible to us 1s sensible.” The
German reads sumply, “Nun st alle nns migliche Anschauung sinnhch
{Aesthetik) ” The remark does not make clear that Kant 1s domng more
than simply refer to the Aesthetic as the place where that thests was
stated and explamned
Hit1s the 1 of rather than an of Kant,
then the argument 1s not explictely pointed to 1n the Aesthetic The
most plausible theory about what such an argument might be would
give 1t a form sumilar to that of the second edition Transcendental Expos-
tion of the Concept of Space: Geometry 1s {in some sense to be exph-
cated) inturtive knowledge; this 1s possible onty if the mtumtion involved
1s sensible, therefore human intuition 1s sensible As an argument for
the existence of a priors sensible mtuition this might possibly be dis
cerned n the text of the Aeschetic. But something further would be
needed to get to the conclusion that alf human mwnition 1s sensible
Although I have not systemaucally studied the use of the terms

" Review of Metaphvsics 26

on n the Critique of Pure Reo-
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Anschauung and mturtus i Kant's earhier wntings, 1t seems clear that
they emerge as central techmical terms m the 1768—70 period, when
Kant makes the sharp d 1on between bilaty and und d
and makes the decisive break with the Leibmzian views of space and
sense-perception. Especially noteworthy 1s the fact that Kant's early
formulation of hus views on 1 proof 1n che of
the Clanity of the Principles of Natural Theology and Ethics” (2:272~
301}, although 1t already makes the connection between marthematics
and sensibility, does not use the term Anschauung in the principal for-
mulation of 1ts theses. It occurs only a few times 1n the entire essay.

1 would conjecture, then, that 1 Kant’s development the nse of
Anschauung as a technical term and the thesis that human intuition 18
sensible emerged more or less simultaneously and that he did not articu-
late theories 1n terms of the notion of nturtion in abstracuon from, or
before formulaung, the latter thests.

15 “Kant’s Philosophy of Anithmetic” (1969}, in Mathematics in Philoso-
phy. Selected Essays ({Ithaca, N.Y Cornell University Press, 1983}, p-
112

16 Cf.B 72 and elsewhere A fuller explanation of the divine understanding
as intellectual mtuition 1s given 1n the theology lectures (28:1051, trans.
p- 8sl

17 Two passages 1n the Dissertation are hnghly suggesave:

For all our mntuition 1s bound to a certain principle of form under which
form alone something can be discerned by the mind immedately or as
smngular, and not merely concerved discursively through general con-
cepts. (8§10, 2:396)
That chere are not given 1n space more than three dimensions, that
between two points there 1s only one straight line, etc —these can-
not be concluded from some umversal notion of space, but can only be
seen 1n space 1tself as n something concrete. (§15C, 2 402-3)

Both, 1t seems to me, support the claim that intwition 1s immediate 1n
the sense at issue The punctuation of the Latin in the first passage,
however, suggests that singulare 1s being otfered as exphication of rmme-
chate, and thus rather goes agamst the claim that the connection be-
tween 1mmediacy and “seeing” obtains by defimtion. It 1s not, on the
other hand, something for which Kant argues.

18 For example Robert Pippin, Kant's Theory of Form [New Haven, Conn..
Yale University Press, 1982), ch 3.

19 Although 1 don‘t know of specific comments by Kant on “propno-
cepive” sensations, 1t follows that such objective content as they have
would belong to outer sense

20 This essay is generally represented as [temporanly) completely buving
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the Newtoman position Reasons for cauaon on this point, m my opmn-
10n justified, are given 1n Wilham Harper, “Kane on Incongracnt Goan.
terparts,” i James Van Cleve and Robert E. Fredenick, eds., The Philoso-
phy of Right and Left. Incongruent Counterparts and the Naturo of
Space (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1991).

2r As was apparently urged aganst Kant by Eberhard's associate ]. G E.
Maass; see Henry Allison, Kant’s Transcendental Ideahism [New Haven
gozn.: YzlelUmverslty Press, 1983}, p. 84, and The Kant—Eberhard Con’
6-0 ersy {Balumore- The Johns Hoplans University Press, 1973), pp. 35~

22 Thus psychologistic reading has been advocared by some commentators,
e.g, Kemp Smth (A Commentary to Kant’s ‘Critique of Pure Reason"
{ad ed London Macmullan, g2 3, p. 110). It 1s somewhat encouraged by
the German “Wir kénnen uns niemals eine Vorstellung davon machen,
daft ke Raum sex.” Although our nability to imagine the absence o’i
space 15 not what Kant 1s ultimately after, 1t 1s of course an indication of
1t, and has some force as a plausibility argument

23 In fact, he ought to disunguish between what he calls the “general
concept of space” (A 25}, which would apply to portions of space, and the
concept that applies uniquely to the “one and the same unique s' ace” [A
25 /B 39). The latter could, however, be « ~singular use” of lh:(ormer
although that would oblige us to view 1t as expressed by a demanstrative ¢
attached to the word “space” in its general meaning. ¢

Kant in the Dissertation speaks more freely of “the concept of space”
?nd wrtes, e.g., “The concept of space 1s therefore a purentwnion Forit
is a smlgular concepe, . 7 {§15C, 2:402), whereas m the Cntigue he
writes “Ce ly, the original on of space 1s an a prion
Intuition, not a concept” (B 4o}. How far this represents an actual differ-
ence of view on Kant’s part and how much 1t 15 a matter of more careful
formulation, I do not know Even in the second edition of the Critique
Kant utles the section we are discussing “Metaphyscal l‘:xposmm:Z of
the Concept of Space.” [This contrast berween the Dassertation and the
Critique was noted by Kirk Dallas Wilson, “Kant on Intuttion,” Phlo-
sophical Quartexly 25 (1975} 247-65, p 250.) ’

24 In hus theology lectures, however, Kant discusses the “mathematical
mfinity” of God and says that “the concept of the infimte comes from
mathematics, and belongs only to1t” (281017, trans p. 48} To say that
God 15 1nfinite 10 thes sense 1s to compare s magnitude with );ome
umt Because the unit 1s not fixed, one does not derve an absolute
notion of the greatness of God, even i some particular dimension {such
as understanding} It 1s doubtful that from Kant's pont of view the
statement that God 1s finite 1n this sense 1s free from reference ro
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mntweion Kane also considers the notion of God as “metaphysically
nfinite” “In this concept we understand perfections n thew highest
degree, or better yet, wathout any degree The ommtudo reahtatis |All of
reahity] 1s what 15 called metaphysical mfimty” {28:1018, trans p. 49}
Kant concludes that the term “All of reality” 15 more appropriate than
“metaphysical infimty ” |A briefer remark with the same purport 1s In
Kan’s letter to Johann Schultz of 25 November 1788, 10°557 }

I would conclude that although a purely conceptual charactenzanon
of God does entail that God 1s mfimte, 1n what Kant cansidered the
proper sense this implication cannot be drawn out without 1ntuition

25 On this pomnt see section I of Michael Friedman, “Kant’s Theory of
Geometry,” Philosophical Review 94 (1985) 455-506, which contains
an nteresting discussion of these passages Compared to my own discus-
s10n 1n the text, Friedman downplays the phenomenclogical aspect.

26 Leonhard Euler, “Reflexions sur l'espace et le tems,” Memoires de
T'acadérmue des sciences de Berlin, 1748; Opera omma, seres 3, vol. 2
(Geneva 1942), pp. 376-83

Kant’s own fnal position about absolute space 15 presented m the

Metaphysical Foundations, according to which absolute space 1s a kind
of Idea of Reason. The manner in which he discusses the question, both
briefiy m the 1768 essay and more fully i the Metaphysical Founda-
tions, should dispel a somewhat misleading 1mpression created by the
exposition n the Aesthetc, from which a reader could easily conclude
that 1 developing his theory of space and tume Kant was not concerned
with the considerations about the foundations of mechanics that were
central to the debate between Leibmz and Newton and have plaved a
central role i debates about relatiomst and absolunist or substantivalist
views down to the present day. [See Michael Friedman, “The Metaphysi-
cal Foundations of Newtonan Science,” in R. E Butts, ed., Kant’s Ph1-
losophy of Physical Science ([Dordrecht: D Reidel, 1986), pp 25-60, cf
section IV of Friedman's essay 1n the present book.)

27 In §15C of the Dissertation, Kant appeals to Icongruent counterparts
in arguing that the representation of space 1s an intuition {2403) In §13
of the Prolegomena {4:285—6} and more briefly m the Metaphysical
Foundations (4:483—4), 1t 15 offered further as a consideration 1n favor of
the view that space 1s a form of sensibility not actaching to things in
themselves. It has been mantained that Kant’s different uses of the
argument are inconsistent {for example, Kemp Smuth, Commentary, pp.
161-6) A thorough discussion of Kant's use of the argument, which
undertakes to rebut this accusation, 15 Jill Vance Buroker, Space and
Incongruence The Onigms of Kant's Idealism [Dordrecht D Rexdel,
1981}, chs 3-5.
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28 See Graham Nerlich, “Hands, Knees, and Absolute Space,” fournal of
Philosophy 70 (1973) 337-51, also Buroker, Space and Incongruence,
ch 3

29 For two tecent mathematy

and ph 1y informed see
John Earman, World Enough and Space-Time [Cambridge, Mass. MIT
Press, 1989), ch. 7, and Harper, “Kant on Incongruent Counterparts.”
Both concentrate on the argument of Regions in Space but also have
something to say about the later versions. Harper 1s more sympathetic,
especially to the claim of the Dissertation and later writings that intu-
1uon 15 needed to distinguish incongruent counverpares. Harper's paper
coneains a number of references to further literature. Earman’s discus-
sion places the argument 1 the context of the development of the
absolutist-relatiomst controversy from Newton to the present day

30 In fact, that the geometry of space 1s empirical was held a generation
after Kant by the great mathematician C. E Gauss

Kant’s view that 1t 1s only 1n transcendental philosophy that 1t 1s estah
Iished that mathematics yields genuine knowledge of objects probably
1mphes that although 1t 1s a synthetic a prion wuth that physical space1s
Euchdean, this 1s not inturtively evadent 1n the way geometrical truths
are. (Cf Friedman, “Kant’s Theory of Geometry,” p. 469 and n 20, also P
482 n. 36.) Bue I do not see that there could be a Kantian argument for the
conclusion that physical space 1s Euchidean that did not eake as a premise
that space as mtuited, as described i the Aesthenic, 1s Euclidean.

31 Inthe second edition of the Critiguie (B 15} and even more m the Prolegn
mena Kant talks of “pure mathematics.” I know of only one use of this
phrase in the first ediion {A 165 / B 206) {but mathesis pura occursn the
Dissertation, see note 44 m this chapter). Kant does not say exphcitly
with what nonpure mathematics he 1s contrasung I, but the A 165 / B2o6
Ppassage suggests that the contrast 1s with applied mathematics, although
he does not use that term there or, so far as 1 know, elsewhere 1n the
Critique Additional evidence that that 15 the contrast Kant intends 1s
that he disunguishes pure from applied logic (A 523 /B 778} and con-
trasts pure wath applied mathematics 1n a note to his copy of the flrst
edition of the Critique (R XLIV, 23 28) {I owe the lacter observation to
Paul Guyer, cf. Kant and the Clamrus of Knowledge [Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1987}, p 189. I am also indebted here to Michael Friedman )

32 The modern discussion of the analyticity or synthetcity of anthmetic
rmght be taken to show that the fact that anthmetc 1s not analync 1n
Kant’s particular sense does not show that 1t depends ou ntuiion So
long as one holds to the conception of geometry as the science of space,
1015 not clear how to apply this line of thought to geometry.

33 For example by Hmtikka It does not follow that 1t 1s to be read as
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1independent of the connection between intunon and perception or sen-
sibibity. The latter view 1s effectively enticized in M.lrell? Capoza Cel-
Tuca, 7J. Hinukka e 11 metodo della matematica in Kant,” I Pensierc 18
: 2326
34 [11:«75 3l)mp30nan7t:e of Euchd tor Kant's philosophy ot mathemancs wasl
stressed by Hmukka; see mn particular “Kant on the Mathematical
Method” (1967, 1n Knowledge and the Known (Dordrecht: D Redel,
1974). Particular Euchdean constructions are stressed by Friedman,
“Kant's Theory of Geometry.” b .

35 Thus proof occurs 1n Buchd, Elements, Book 1, Prop 32. [Lhave borrowe
notations from Michael Friedman [ am grateful to Totham Parsons for
Tus assistance with Figure 2.1 } .

36 This analogy was first noted by E. W. Beth, “Uber Lockes “allegemeines
Drereck’,” Kant-Studien 48 (1956-7} 361—8o. .

37 See for example Lewis White Beck, “Can Kant’s Synthetic Judgments Be
Made Analytic?” (1955}, 1n Stuches in the Philosophy of Kant (Indwanapo-
Lis Bobbs-Merrill, 1965), pp. 89—90. In lns work Priifung der kantischen
Crtik der remen Vernunft Vol 1{Konigsberg, 178), Kant’s pupil Johann
Schultz, who was prof of h at berg and who
clearly di d phulk hy of h with Kant, seems to have
understood Kant's view 1n this way His argument for the synthetic
character of geometry 15 largely, and tis argument for the synthenc
character of anthmetic 1s almost entirely, based on the facc that these
sciences require synthetic axioms and postulates Regarding anthmerne,
however, there are clear differences between Kant and Schultz (sce
«Kant's Philosophy of Arrthmetic,” pp. 1213}

38 B]e(tah, Uber LoleZs ‘allgemeines Dreleck’ “; Hintukka, “Kant on the
Mathematical Method” and ocher writings; Friedman, “Kant’s Theory of
Geometry.” Interestingly, Kurt Gddel exptesses this view 1 an unpub-
hished lecture draft from about 1961 {thus concewvably influenced by

th but not by the others}

39 g(enmu]ztious zf axioms and postulates tor geometry that would lend
themselves to expressing such a conditional are given by Schultz,

rufung, Vol. 1, 65—7.

40 i 7f|7 /8 B7as lF lpS not possible for me to go into this notion or ho:: l(ax:t
understands the role of mtuition n anthmenc and algebra See “Kant’s
Philosophy of Arnthmetic”; also Thompson, “Singular Terms and Intu-
1nons,” sec IV; ] Michael Young, “Kant on the Construction of Arith-
metical Concepts,” Kant-Stuchen 73 (1982): 17-46; Friedman, "Kant on
Concepts and n the 1 Sciences,” Synth 84

o) 213-257 R
41 ‘I;:S:n)ﬂue:ual)recen( tradition of discussion of Kant’s theory of construc-
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tion of ¢ d by Beth, kka, and Friedman, 1gnores
the more “phenomenclogical” side of Kant's discussion of these mat-
ters. Beth and HintikKa 1n fact reduce the role of pure metwition in mathe-
matics to elements that would, n modern terms, be part of logic
Hintikka draws the conclusion, natural on such a view, that Kant's view
chat all our intuitions are sensible is madequately motivated (See
“Kant’s 'New Method of Thought’ and His Theory of Mathemarics”
(1965), Knowledge and the Known, pp 131-2.)

The same tendency 1s present 1n Friedman’s writings, but because
geometry gives particular constructions, there 1s a clear place in his
account for the intutacn of space. {See “Kant’s Theory of Geometry,” pp.
490—-7 ) He also gives an extended account of the role of time, even m
geometry

For discussion of Fnedman’s views, I am much indebted to Otra
Rechter. I regrer that time and the format of this essay have not permt-
ted me to do them justice here.

That “chiferent times are not sumultaneous but successive” 1s perhaps a
way of farmulating the fact that instants of tune are hnearly ordered
For motion see A 41 / B 58, also Prok §15 (4.295), for al
B 3. The problems surrounding these views are discussed {with refer-
ences to other hterature) in my “Remarks on Pure Natural Science,” 1
Allen W. Wood, ed., Self and Nature 1n Kant’s Philosophy {Ithaca, N.Y -
Cornell University Press, 1984}, pp 21627
In fact, the latter text seems to give thisrole to “pure mechamcs™ “Hence
PURE MATHEMATICS deals with space in GEOMETRY, and time 1n pure ME-
CHANICS” (§12, 2 397}. For a view of what Kant might have meant by chis
statement, see Friedman, “Kant on Concepts and Intuitions,” §s.
Relevant texts are the argument for the syntheucity of “7 + 5 = 12" [B
15-16), the charactenization of number as the “pure schema of magni-
tude” [A 142~3 /B 182}, and Kant’s letter to Schulez of 25 November
1788 {10.554—8}. For two related but still differing interpretations of the
ion, see “Kant’s Phulosophy of Arithmetic,” secs. Vland VII, and
Friedman, “Kant on Concepts and Intuitions ”
Some later writers influenced by Kant seem to have taken the 1dea of a
form of intweron in this way This 1s not to say that the form represents
things as they are 1n themselves in Kant's or some other sense, rather 1t
means merely that whether this 1s s01s a further question
Kant could presumably argue that the subjectivity of space 1s needed to
explan synthetic a prior: knowledge 1n geometry by appealing to the
Copernican” hypothesis that “we can know a prion of things only
what we ourselves put mto them” [B xvin}) The more specific claim
about intuition Kant evidently thought more directly evident. Thus
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Kant says of the Copermcan hypothesis that “in the Critique wtself 1t
will be proved, apodeicucally not hypothetically, from the nature of our
representations of space and time and from the elementary concepts of
the understanding” (B xxu n.|.

#Mathematical Truth,” Journal of Philosophy 70 [1973): 661-79.

The Bounds of Sense {London. Methuen, 1966), Part Four

Thus claim has a long history 1n writing about Kane, see Allison, Kant’s
Transcendental Idealism, pp. 110-14, and Kemp Smuth, Commentarv,
P I13-14.

Ct. A. C. Ewing, A Short Commentary on Kant’s Critique of Pure Rea-
son ad ed. {London. Methuen, 1950), p. 50

Such an identafication may be encouraged by §4 of the Dissertation,
where Kant wrtes “Consequently 1t 1s clear that things which are
thought sensitively are representations of things as they appear, but
things which are tellectual are representations of things as they are
(2 392) This remark 1s, however, the conclusion of an argument that
Kant would have disclaymed n application to space and time 1 the
Critique appeahing to the variability of the “modiflcation” of sensibility
1n different subjects, as Paul Guyer points out {Kant and the Claims of
Knowledge, p- 341). Also. the formulation stself seems to be criticazed n
the Cntique (A 258 / B 313), see Gerold Prauss, Kant und das Problem
der Dinge an sich {Bonn® Bouvier, 1974}, p. 59 n 13 Still. the passage
encourages the 1dea that the Distortion Picture 1s the view wich which
Kant started when he first came to the view that space 1s a form of
sensibility representing things as they appear

Indeed, 1t may lead to actual inconsistency, as Robert Howell, who
seems to adopt thts view, argues i “A Problem for Kant,” m Esa
Saarmnen, Risto Hilpinen, Ilka Numluoto, and Merrll Provence Hin-
ukka, eds., Essavs in Honour of Jaakko Hintikka (Dordrecht D. Reidel,
1979), pp. 331-49-

Such statements are, however, rare 1n passages added m the second
edition, and the argument where this conception 1s most strongly relied
on n s simple form, the “refutation of idealism” in the Fourth
Paralogism, 15 omitted, 1n the new Refutation emptrical objects are more
clearly di hed from rep atLon:

As Kant suggests 1n the Second Analogy, A 191 /B 236

Kant and the Claims of Knowledge. p. 362

Ibid., p- 366.

Ibd, p. 361

Regarding the power of a prion mtution as “the umversal a pnion condi-
tion under which alone the obrect of this outer intuition 1s tself possi-
ble” (emphasis mine} hardly squares with the restriction view
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60 Guyer seems to suppose that the argument he denives from the General
Observations 15 the same argument as that of the passages cited That
seems to me doubtful He does, however, pomnt to other passages in
Kant’s writings where he 1s pretty clearly arguing from necessity.

61 Kant und das Problem der Dinge an sich, ¢h 1

62 As Manfred Baum rematks concerning B 306-8 1 “The B-Deduction
and the Refutation of eahsm,” Southern journal of Philosophv 25 sup-
plement (1987} 89—107, p 9o. The Phenomena and Noumena chaprer
seems to me on the whole to favor the Intensional view, but not consis
tently, as Baum nghtly observes.

63 Its this that gives nise to the temptation to thank of the matter causally,
which 1n turn leads naturally to the 1dea of “double affection,” which
the Intensional view avoids.

64 Kant und das Problem der Dinge an sieh, pp 39 i.

65 It 1s n eurn reflected in Kant commentary, for example in Alhson’s idea
of d . which underhes his interpretation of Kant’s
transcendental idealism.

J. MICHAEL YOUNG

3 Functions of thought and the
synthesis of intuitions

The Transcendental Analyuc of the Crtique of Pure Reason has
three mamn sections: the Metaphysical Deduction, the Transcenden-
tal Deduction, and the Analytic of Prnciples. The second and third
sections have spawned much lively controversy, both mterpretve
and substantive. The first, by contrast, has generated hittle mterest.
Most readers have thought it clear what Kant means to establish
here, and how. Most have also thought it plain that hus argument is a
failure, unworthy of continued exploration.

I will not try to defend the argument of the Metaphysical Deduc-
aon. [ will uy to show that this section of the Critique contains
matenal of considerable importance, however. First I will summa-
rize Kant’s argument {I} and review sotne of the difflculues with 1
(I}. Then I will discuss the nonon of synthesis, trymg to show that
the Metaphysical Deduction helps to shed light on this important
but otherwise obscure notion (I11}. Finally, I will comment brefly on
the central contention of the Metaphysical Deduction {IV).

I. KANT’S ARGUMENT

The Metaphysical Deduction* 1s officially titled “The Clue to the
Discovery of All Pure Concepts of the Understanding.” In 1t, Kant 1s
concerned with the concepts that are fundamental to all knowledge
and so are called categories (A 79-80/ B 105). As his title suggests,
he makes two claims. One 1s to have 1dentified the categones sys-
tematically and hence exhaustively. The other s to have shown that
they are pure concepts, and, mndeed, that they are merelv intellec-
tual, having their origmn solely m the understanding.

The first claim gets considerable emphasis. Kant compares his

I01
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endeavor to that of Anstotle, who hikewise tned to idenufy the
concepts fundamental to all knowledge, but who did s0 1 2 “rhap-
sodic” and “haphazard” way, “merely pickling] them up as they
came hus way” (A 81 /B 106—7). Kant claims by contrast o proceed
systematically, developing his categories “from a common princ-
ple” (thid.) This makes 1t possible to show "why just these concepts
and no others” quahfy as categories (A 81 / B 107, compare B 109). It
makes 1t possible, accordmngly, to 1dentify the categories exhaus.
tvely and with certanty, since the “completeness and articulation
of this system yield a enterion of the correctness and genuineness of
all 1ts components” (A 65 /B 90).

Kant’s second claim gets less emphasis, but 1t 15 actually more
fundamental, since 1t pomts to the “common principle” from which
the categories are said to be developed. He claims that the categories
are pure concepts, ones “in which there 1s nothing that belongs to
sensation” (A 20/B 34). He claims, indeed, that they are merely
mtellectual concepts. They do not denve, that 1s, from what 15 gven
n ourntuition of individual things, not even from the forms of such
intuition, space and time. They stem 1nstead from the srructure of
nudgment, or from the nature of the understanding, which 1s the
faculty of judgment {A 69 /B 94).

Kant's view, more fully stated, is that the categories have their
origin m “the function of thought in judgment” {A 70 / B gs). It 15 the
task of general logic, he bolds, to give a systematic account of the
various “motnents” of this function. Abstracting from any content a
judgment may have, and considering merely 1ts form, logic estab-
Lishes “that the function of thought i judgment can be brought under
four heads, each of which contamns three moments” {tbid.). These
moments — which commentators usually refer to as forms of judg-
ment, but which Kant typcally calls the logrcal functions of judg-
ment (B 128, 143), or the moments or relations of thought iniudgment
(A 73 / B98] — are represented in the familiar table (Table 3.1; A70 /B
9s).

Kant’s claim, now, 1s that the categories, which are concepts funda-
mental to all our knowledge, have their roots in these logical func-
tions of judgment. He claims, 1ndeed, that the categories “are these
functions of judgment, insofar as they are employed 1n the determi-
nation of the mantfold of a grven ituion” (B 143, my emphasis; see
also B 128). There are just as many categories as there are functions
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Table 3.1
1

Quantity of

judgments

Umniversal

Particular

Singular n

" Relation

Gty Categorical
e Hypothetical
Neﬁga“ve DlS]UnC(lV&
Infimite -

Modahty

Problematic

Assertoric

Apodictic

of thought, accordingly; they are represented 1n a second tableﬁ[TablAe
3.2}, whose srrucrure 1s supposed to be based on that of the first
8O’lfl?esl: fvl;'o tables give rise to a multitude of questions and difficul-
ues. Before turning to these, however, we should consider more
closely Kant’s contention that the categones are {he functions o:
judgment employed in a certain way. This 1s plainly the central
contention of the Metaphysical Deduction. It underwrites the'c!alm
that the categones are pure and merely mtellectuallby establishing
that they “have their seat in the pure understanding” (A 81 / B 107).
It also supports the claim that the categones form a complete sys”
tem by indicating how they “trace their origin to the understgndmgI
libid.), and 1n particular to the functions of judgment, wh}ch speci );
the understanding completely and yield an exhaustive inventory of
wers” (A 79 / B 105}
ltsl(’;ztec;evélolzsghls contention 1n a few dense and very dlf_ﬂcult
pages {A 76—9 / B 102-5). The backdrop for these pages 1s his insis-
tence that we can have knowledge only of those things of which we
can have sensible mtumtion, and that knowledge f)f such things re-
quures apprehension of the mamfold of sensible intuition through
which they are given to us. {Cf. A 19 /B 33 and A 50/ B 74ff.) In the
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Table 3.2
I
Of Quantity
Unity
Plurahty
Totaliey
I il
Of Quahty Of Relation
Realtey Of Inherence and Subsistence
{substantia et accrdens)
Negation Of Causality and Dependence
{cause and effect)
Lumutation Of Commumty {reciprociey be-
tween agent and patient)
1A'
Of Modahty

PossibilityImpossibility
Ewustence—Nonexistence
Necessity—Contingency

Transcendental Aestheuic he has discussed the forms of sensible
intuiion, space and time. Now he adds that knowledge requires
more than the mere intuition of a mamfold in space and time. It also
requires that this intuited manifold “be gone through 1 a certain
way, taken up, and connected” (A 77 / B 102). The act of doing this,
of “putting dufferent representations together and of grasping what 1s
manifold in them 1n one cognitton” (A 77 / B 103}, Kant labels “syn-
thesis.” Synthesis plays an essenual role 1n knowledge, he argues,
forat is what provides our concepts with content. As far as content is
concerned, “no concepts can first anse by way of analysis” {A 77 /B
103). On the contrary, synthesis is “that which first gathers the
elements for cognition and unitcs them to form a certain content.”
And hence 1t is “what first gives nise to cognitton” ibd.).

Having introduced the notion of synthesis, Kant proceeds to build
his central contention around it Again there is an important bsck-
drop. Kant has said a few pages earlier that m every judgment “there
1s a concept which holds of many representations, and which among
this many comprehends a gaven rep ion, which 1s then xmme-
diately related to an object” {A 68 /B 93). In the judgment that
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bodues are divisible, for instance, the concept of something divisible,
which holds of many things, 1s “related 1n particular to the concept
of body, and this again to certain appeatances that present them-
selves to us” (A 68—9 /B 93). In judgment, accordimgly, “a hgher
representation, which comprehends under itself this tepresentanon
and others, 15 used for cogmuon of the obyect, and thereby many
possible cogmtions are drawn together 1n one” (A 69 / B 94). Wath
thts 11 mmd Kant says that judgments are “functions of umty
among our representations” {ibid.). As the Logic has it, judgment 1s
“the representation of the unity of the consciousness of various
representations, or the representarion of ther relation nsofar as
they constitute a concept” {Logic §17, 9:101).

Kant's central contention, now, 1s that these functions of thought,
through which we unify representations 1n a judgment, also give
unity to the synthesis of the mantfold of muntion. Besides being
ways in which we bung representatons under concepts, they are
also ways 1n which we “bring fo concepts, not representations, but
the pure synthesis of representations” (A 78 / B 104,). They are con-
cepts “which give unity to this pure synthesis, and which consist
solely in the representation of this necessary synthetic unity” (A
79 / B 104, Summing up, Kant therefore says that the

same funcuion that gives uniey to the various representations in @ judgment
also gives unity ro the mere synthesis of vanous representations 1 an
inturtion . Thus the same understanding, through the same operations
by which in , by means of anal ] unity, 1t produced the form of a
judgment, also brings a transcendental content 1nro its representations by
means of the synthetic unity of the mamfold in intusnion in general

(A 79/B104-5]

Insofar as they serve to give unity to the synthesis of muuition, the
functions of thought are said to constitute pure concepts of the
understanding, or categories

11. DIFFICULTIES

To a modern reader it 1s likely to seem that Kant’s argument rests on
an impoverished logical theory and perhaps on a flawed concepuion
of logic as well. Kant beheves that logic is a stuctly formal disci-
phne, which “abstracts from all content of cognition of the under-
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standing . . . and deals with nothing but the mere form of thought”
[A 54 /B 78; see also Logic Intro. I, 9:11—16). He also beheves that
logic as he knows 1t 1s “a closed and completed body of doctrine” {B
vnil, which may not legitimately be altered 1n any substantive way
Given familiar attacks by Quine and others,? Kant's view on the first
point 15 likely to strike a modern reader as naive. Given develop-
ments in logical theory over the last century, his view on the second
point 1s likely to seem embarrassingly shortsighted.

On the first point one can expect interesting coNtroversy, since
attacks on the view that logic deals with fixed and purely formal
principles stem from a thoroughgoing empiricism that Kant would
no doubt seek to reject. On the second point, however, the 1ssue 1s
likely to seem uncontroversial. It 1s true that Kant does not accept
the logic of his day uncritically. In the one logical work that he
himself published, for example, he attacks the doctrine of the four
syllogistic figures,’ and in several places he criucizes traditional
logicians for focusing on categoncal propositions and inferences, to
the neglect of hypothetical and disjunctive ones.s Unfortunately,
however, he is not consistent in heeding his own point. Contrary to
his own insistence, for example, he continues to take the categorical
proposition as paradigmatic.s But in any case, his logical theory 18
plainly impovenshed. It deals, at best, with only a small fragment of
propositional logic. It also provides no explicit treatment of quantifi-
cation, the implicit treatment being Limited to categoncal proposi-
tions. Most mmportant, his logic does not allow for the representa-
tion of multiplace predicates or of the complex quantificational
structures that are the engines of mathematical reasoning.¢

It 15 obvious, then, that Kant’s logical theory 1s hmited. It 13 not so
obvious what bearing this has on the Metaphysical Deduction
Kant’s central contention is that there are fundamental structures of
thought in judgment, and that these provide uniry to the pure synthe-
s15 of the manifold of intuition. It is unclear whether developments
1n logical theory do anything more than simply alter our understand-
1ng of what those structures are.” To get more clear about this, we
will need to focus on the central contention tself, ignoring for the
moment the hmtations of Kant’s logical theory.

A second group of difficulties has to do not with Kant’s logical
theory but wath the use he makes of 1t 1n constructing his table of
the logical functions of judgrnent. As we have seen, Kant can claim
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that his second table 1s systematic only because he takes for granted
that hs first one 1s. Cuniously, however, he offers no explanation of
the 1dea or principle behind the first table. He simply presents it,
treating 1t as well established, even while granting that 1t “seems to
depart in some, though not in any essential respects, from the techni-
cal distinctions recogmzed by logicians™ A 70-1 /B g6). Cnrics,
including Hegel,® have charged that there 1s no explanation to give:
that Kant’s list of the functions of judgment, like Anstotle’s hst ot
categonies, has been developed empirically and “thapsodically.” In a
well-known and much admired study, Klaus Reich has wed to refute
thus charge. His effort has failed to gain acceptance, however.s

If the principle behind Kant's first table 15 unclear, so too are many
of its details. Kant makes several “observations” dessgned to “guard
against any possible misunderstanding” (A 71 / B 96), but his com-
ments often serve only to confuse matters. Explaining why he in-
cludes singular judgmens as a separate “moment” under the head-
1ng of quantity, for example, Kant concedes that “1n the employment
of judgments 1n syllogisms, smgular judgments can be treated hike
those that are universal” (ibid.).« He argues, though, that if we con-
sider a singular judgment “as cognition in general, in respect of the
quantity 1t has in comparison with other cognitions, 1t 1s certainly
drfferent from generally vahd judgments . . . and ina complete table
of the moments of thought in general deserves a separate place” (A
71 /B 96—7). His pont 1s presumably that judgments are rightly
treated in logic not merely as components of a syllogism, but alsoin
their own right, “as cognition in general.” It 15 unclear, however,
just what 1t is to consider a judgment “as cogmition m genera),” and
why singular judgments, thus considered, have to be distinguished
from umversal ones.

A similar problem emerges in Kant's explanation of why nfinite
judgments are included alongside affirmative and negative ones un-
der the heading of qualiry. Kant notes that the judgment, “The soul
is nonmorta,” 15 quite different from the negative judgment, “The
soul is not mortal.” He maintains that 1t should not be treated as an
affirmative yudgment whose predicate happens to nvolve negation,
however. The distinction 15 clear enough. What 1s not clear, once
again, 15 why this pertains to the logical form of the judgment, and
why infimite judgments are to beregarded as coordinate wath affirma-
tive and negative unes. In his attempt to clear the matterup, uofortu-
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nately, Kant seems to contradict his own view. He concedes that
wfinite judgments are “nightly classified” with affirmative ones in
general logic (A 72 / B 97). He 1nsists that they have to be recognized
as a separate class 1n rranscendental logic (A 71 /B 97}, however, or
in “a transcendental table of all moments of thought in judgments”
|A 73 / B 98). This imphes that the logica! functions of judgment are
identified within transcendental logic, the discapline that deals with
the categories. On Kant’s own view, however, as we have noted,
these functions are supposed to be identified within general logic,
thus providing the “clue” that transcendental logic can uthze to
develop the table of categories.

A third group of difficulties has to do with Kant’s table of catego-
res and 1ts relationship to the table of the funcuions of judgment.
The correlation between the two tables 1s in many cases obscure. It
1s far from obvious, for instance, why the function of thought mam-
fested in the singular yjudgment 1s correlated with the category of
totality rather than that of unity:: Apart from saying that the catego-
ries are the funcuons of judgment employed 1n a certain way, Kant
says little about the correlations in general. In the few comments he
does make about the structure of the rable of categornes, moreover,
he refers only to considerations internal to that table, asserting that
the third category under each heading “arises from the combination
of the second category with the first” (B 110}. Allness or totality, by
way of 1llustration, 1s said to be “nothing other than manyness con
sidered as unity” (B 111). Kant insists that the third category 1s not
for this reason “merely denvative,” because combination of the first
and second concepts to produce the third “requires a special act of
the understanding, which 1s not the same as that which is exercised
1n the first and the second” {thid.). It 15 unclear what this “special
act” is, however, and how it bears on the relationship beeween the
categories and the functuions of thought n yjudgment.=

A fourth group of difficulties, finally, has to do nexther with the
logical theory that forms the backdrop to Kant’s central contention,
nor with the use that he makes of that theory in constructing his
two tables, but with the central contention itself. Kant asserts that
the logical functions of thought also consutute concepts that must
be applicable to the things given 1n sensible intuttion. It 1s hard to
see why he should think this.

Kant’s contention seems to stem from two underlying views. He
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holds, as we have noted, that we can have knowledge of things only
msofar as they can be given to us 1n sensible intuition. He also holds
that knowledge resides 1n judgments. His view, 1t appears, 15 that
when we put these two points together, we see that our ituition of
things must somehow conform to the logical funceions of judgment,
and that these functions therefore constitute fundamental concepts
to which all objects of knowledge must conform — that 1s, “concepts
of an object 1n general” (B 128}, or categores.

At first glance, Kant’s contention may seem to be that the things
we 1ntuit must conform to the functions of yudgment if we are to be
capable of making any judgments about them. If that were his clam,
though, his contention would be exther tnivial or absurd. If we are to
make categorcal judgments about things given 1n inturtion, then we
must of course be able to represent them as subjects and to attnbute
predicates to them. But this 1s merely to repeat, trivially, that we
must be able to make categorical judgments about them. It 15 not to
say thar there 1s some determinate categorical feature that things
must possess if we are to identify them as subjects of predicauon. If
Kant meant to make this latter claim, moreover, his contenrion
would be absurd, even on his own view. For this claim tmplies thac
we cannot make judgments except about the things that eshibit the
categorical features. This would contradict Kant's view that logic 15
ropic-neutra), that 1t “abstracts from all content of cognition” and
“treats of the form of thought in general” {A 55 /B 7). It would also
mmply that we cannot even make judgments about thngs that we
cannot intuit; yet 1t 15 judgments of this sort that are the subject
matter of the Transcendental Dialectic.

What Kant means to claim, 1t seems plam, 15 that things must
possess categorical features as a condition, not of our making judg-
ments about them, but of our having knowledge of them. As he says,

the categories apply to the things we 1ntuit because “only through
[them] 15 it possible to know anything as an object” (A 92/ B 125).
But this gives rise to another difficulty. Even tf we suppose that there
are such categarical features, 1t 15 hard ro see why they should be
connected in any way with the logical functions of judgment. Sup-
pose, for instance, as Strawson has argued,™ that we cannot attain
knowledge of the subjects about which we judge uuless we can, n
general, rerdentify a thing as the same thing we intuited on another
occaston. Suppose, t0o, that this requires that we be able to identify
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the subjects of our judgments as things that persist through time,
and that change 1n regular ways. It may be true that things have nc;
possess such features m order to be objects of knowledge for us. It
does not follow thart these features are identical with, or even that
they must somehow correspond to, the logical functions of thonght
n judgment.*s

Kant’s central conrention seems quite implausible, then. Yet be-
fore we abandon 1t, we should perhaps look more carefully at what
he says about synthesis. In the last few paragraphs [ have been speak-
ng of the categones, as commentators rypically do, as concepts
under which things intuited must fall. What Kant says, however, is
that they are concepts that give unity to the synthesis of inturtion,
through which mtuition is brought to concepts. It may be worth:
while to explore this distinction, and the notion of synthesis around
which 1t revolves.

II. THE NOTION OF $YNTHESIS

Discussions of the notion of synthesis usually tocus on the Transcen-
dental Deduction, where Kant Links 1t to the norion of apperception
or self-consciousness. He actually introduces the notion 1n the Meta-
physical Deduction, however, 1n a passage summarized earher; and
when he does so, he hnks 1t not 10 claims about self-consciousness
but to claims about conceptual content. As I will show, Kant’s re-
marks connect the notion of synthesis with important logical and
epistemological doctrines. By drawing on these connections we can
clarify the notion of synthesis. Concervably this will shed light on
the central contention of the Metaphysical Deduction. In any case,
it will help to clarify a notion that 1s central to the Transcendental
Deduction.

Kant says, as we have seen, that “as to content, no concepts can
first arise by way of analysis” (A 77 / B 103). Synthesis 1s what “gath-
ers the elements for cognition and unites them 1n a certain content,”
and synthesis, therefore, 15 what “first gives nise to cogmition” (A
77-8 / B 103). To understand the notion of synthesis we must there-
fore understand Kant’s views concerming conceptual content.

It 1s natural to suppose that a concept’s content 1s simply the
collection of predicates that are, in Kant’s standard metaphor, “con-
tained” within it. In interpreting the notion of content 1t 1s natural,
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accordingly, to draw on what Kant says about analytic yudgments.
Kant holds, as we know, that any one concept will typically contain
others.« Any concept, that 1s, will typically concain various predi-
cates, which hold conjointly of 1ts instances. Kant calls the con-
taned predicates “parnial concepts,” since each of them does hold of
the very same rhings that the containing concept does, yet 1t 1s only
by being conjoined that they serve to 1dentify those things. He notes,
moreover, that these partial concepts may be related n two ways
{Logic Intro. V111, 9:59}. They may be independent of one another and
hence simply coordmate. In the concept of a human being, for exam-
ple, the predicate “1s an ammal” and “1s rational” would presumably
be coordmate. It may also be the case, however, that one predicate
holds of the things concerved just because another does, and hence
that one is subordinate to another. In our example, the predicate “1s
an ammal” would presumably have subordinate to it the predicate
“has a body,” and this 1n turn would presumably have subordinate to
it the predicate “1s a material thing,” and so on. Conceptual analy-
sis, as Kant understands it, reveals or clanifies such contamned predi-
cates, along with therr relations of coordination and subordination,
thereby rendening the main concept distinct. Analytc judgments are
ones that express the results of such analysis.

It seems natural, then, to 1dennfy the content of a concept with
what analysis reveals: the collection of predicates that are contained
1n a concept, related coordinately and subordinately. This 15 essen-
tially what is said i the Logic (§7, 9:95). As far as 1t goes, moreover,
this 1s in fact Kant’s view. Two points need to be made, though, if we
are to understand the view correctly.

First, though analysis may uncover the content of a concept, con-
ceptual content cannot be defined as what analysis reveals. Fornot all
concepts can be analyzed, according to Kant. We can analyze concepts
that arc given, ones that we find ourselves employing even though we
are not yet clear what predicates they contam. Indeed, the notion of
analysis 15 defined by reference to such concepts. But some concepts
are made rather than given. With concepts of this sort, which Kant
thinks are chamacteristic of mathematics and natural science, we be-
gin, as it were, by legislaung the conditions a thing must satisfy to
qualify as an instance of the concept 1n question. In mathematics, for
example, we give a definition, whereas 1n empirical science we estab-
Lish the cricena by which things of a certain kind are to be identified.
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We then proceed to determine what further predicates hold of the
things 1n question, not by uncovering what was implicit 1n our initial
concept, but 1nstead by adding predicates to that concept, either by
constructing 1t and producing ademonstration (in mathematics) or by
observing nstances of the concept |1n empirical sciencel.”? With con-
cepts that are “made” in this way, analysis 1s impossible, then, be-
cause there is nothing to uncover. Here we do not begin with the
whole concept and proceed to clanify the predicates 1t contains.
Rather, we begin by laying down a few predicates, to which we then
add. Wath concepts that are made, as the Logic has it,

Ibegin with the parts and proceed toward the whole Here there are as yet no
marks; I acquire them only through synthesis From this synthetic proce
dure emerges synthetic distmcetness, . . . which actually extends my concept
as to content through what 15 added as a mark over and above the concept in
{pure or empinical) mtwtion {Intro. VIII, 9:63)

Kant’s discussion of the distinction between concepts given and
concepts made is intriguing 1n several respects. One wonders, for
example, why mathematical demonstration or empirical observa-
tron should add predicates to our concept of a thing, “as parts of the
complete possible concept” (1bid.}, rather than simply adding to our
knowledge of the things conceived.*® The important point just now,
however, 15 that even if a concept 1s made rather than given, it will
sull contain various predrcates (at a minimum, those that establish
the conditions a thing must satisfy to qualify as an instance}. It
seems natural to suppose, therefore, that with any concept, given or
made, 1ts content wall be the vanous predicates it contains. As far as
1t goes, moreover, this 1s in fact Kant's view. But a second pont
needs to be made if we are to understand the view properly.

At several points m the Critique Kant distinguishes between the
content of a concept and 1ts (mere) logical form.'s At several pomts,
t00, he links the content of a concept with that concept’s matter.>
Now the matter of a concept, on Kant’s view, 1s just 1ts object: the
indivadual things that we concerve, as opposed to the predicates
through which we conceive those things {Logic §2, 9:91). Kant holds,
however, that the only individual things that we can identify are
those that can be given to us in sensible intuition (A 19 /B 33). His
view, accordingly, 1s that concepts have content, not merely because
they contain various predicates, but also because those predicates are
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ued to what can be given 1n sensible intuition. The predicates them-
selves exhibit a certain structure insofar as they hold comyointly of the
thingsconceived, and insofar as they are related to one another coord
nately and subordinately. This structure consttutes the logical form
of the concept. Apart from their relauon w sensible intwition, hovt'-
ever, and to the mdividuals we can represent through 1t, the predi-
cates constitute merely the logical form of a concept. Should 1t be
impossible to hink them to sensible mtuiuion, rhat form would be
empry or without content. As Kant also puts it, the concept would
“be without sense, that 1s, without meaning” (A 240/ B 209).

Kant is not merely stipulating that concepts will be said to h.ave
content only if thmgs of the kind conceived are given 1n intwtion.
His claim 15 rather that things intuited somehow figure in an essen-
tial way in the concept itself. Apart from this relation to things
intuited, the concept would be merely an empty shell, which could
not serve as a basis for knowledge. In thinking 1t we would merely
have “played with representations” (A 155 /B 195}

It 1s not the busimess of logic to wvestigate the conditions under
which concepts can be related to sensible mtuition and hence have
content, because logic “abstracts from all content of cognition, that
is, from all relation of cognition tw the obyect” {A 55 /B 79). In the
Critique, however, this relation 1s of central concern. When Kant
mtroduces the notion of synthests and says that synthesis “gathers
the elements for cognition and umtes them 1n a certain content”
|A77—8 /B 103), his aim 1s to explain this relation. The 'notlon of
synthests 1s supposed to make clear how 1t 1s that intwition enters
into concepts and provides them wath content that they would other-
wise lack.

These clams are mitially puzzling. We can sce thewr point, how-
ever, 1f we take as our guide some of what Kant says about mathe-
matical concepts. It 15 charactenstic of such concepts, according to
fum, that they “contam an arbitrary synthesis that admuts of a prion
construction” in intuition {A 729 / B 757). In saying that the synthe-
s1s is arbatrary. Kant echoes the point made earher, namely that
mathematical concepts are made, not given. In saymng that what 15
arbatrary 1s a synthesis, he makes the pomnt that 1s of interest nght
now. Reflection on an example will help w clanfy that pomt.

If asked to say what a tniangle 15, we might first say that ir 15
somerhing that 15 a figure, 1s rectilnear, and 1s three-sided. As far as
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1t goes, moreover, this 1s quite correct, since any triangle will have
satisfy all three of these predicates. It 1s a mustake to suppose that \;0
are s?peclfymg the content of the concept merely by hsting su }':
Predlcates, however, for the content consists not 1n the mere ccyC
junction of such predicates bur rather, to put it roughly, 1n whae .
think through those predicates; and this is something th’at cannot‘;;E
conveyed merely by the listing of further predicates. For somethi, e
to bf’ a figure, for mstance, is not merely for 1t to satisfy ful'tl':g
predicates. It 1s for there to be certain hines, and for these Iines to br
so related as to constitute a figure. To be rectilinear, moreover, is loe
these lines, taken dividually, to be straight. To be ‘three-side(i 15 fu:
Fhese lines, raken jointly, to be a collection of three. To convey what
is thought through the predicates, and to make plain how they ar
related to one another, requires, as Kant would say, that we yos .
objects that constitute the thing we are concelving. ' poe
From a modern viewpornt, the point of imporrance here would be
considered a logical one. Kant thinks of concepts as one-place predi-
cates that contain, as thewr partial concepts, other one-place l)redi-
cates. Accordingly, he thinks of the propositions that spemfyl;hese
partial concepts —analytic propositions, in case the concepts are
given — as universal categoricals. having the form

(x) (Tx—Fx), {x) (Ts—Rx), {x) (Tx—>TSx], etc.

To specify all the partial concepts that a concept contains would be
to state a sertes of such propositions. Equivalently, 1t would be ro
state a single propostuon with a compound predicate, of the form

(%) [Txer{Fx & Rx & TSx & )|,

The point of importance, now, is that we cannot specify the content
of the concept of a tnangle by a proposition of this form. For some-
thing to be a triangle 15 not merely for 1t to satisfy certain predicates.
Itis {o_r there to be three line segments, switably joined. More care:
fully, it 1s for there to be three noncolinear points joined by lLine
segments, and for the composite entiry consmuteél by those line
segments to be 1dentical wath the thing in question.» What 1s re-
quired, therefore, 1s a proposition of the forn*

{1 {Tx{3w] {3y} (3z) [Pw & Py & Pz & ~ Clwy.z} &
fwy Uvz U zw = xjf}.
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Kant would not make the point 1n this way, of course. As noted i
11, his logic does not allow for such nesting of existential quanaifiers,
por for muluplace predicates. He sees, however, that we cannot
specify the content of mathematical concepts merely by isting the
partial concepts they contain.2 When he says that “mathematical
definitions are constructions of concepts” that “contain an arbitrary
synthesis” of things intwited [A 720-30 / B 757-8}, he is making the
poinrin his own way. We cannot capture the content of a mathemat1-
cal concept merely by listing predicates that the nstances of that
concept must satisfy. Instead, we must posit objects and represent
¢them as standing in certain relations. Representing such objects 1n-
volves intuition. In Kant's charactenstic phrase, 1t nvolves repre-
senting a manifold, or multiplicity, n intuition. This manifold of
things also has to be represented as related in certain ways, S0 as to
constitute the thing we are concerving. In Kant’s phrase, the mani-
fold also has to be “gone through 1n a certain way, taken up, and
connected” (A 77 / B 102] “Synthesis” is simply Kant’s term for this
form of representation, and 1t is 1n this sense that synthesis gives a
mathematical concept its content.>+

Modern logic helps to elucidate the importance of Kant’s notion

of synthesis. It is important to realize, though, that Kant's view of
the matter is in 1mportant ways qute different From a modern
viewpoint, the content of the concept of a angle cannot be cap-
tured by the conjowning of one-place predicates, requirng mstead
nested existential quantifiers. The clams represented by those
quantifiers need not be true, however, 1n order for us to express
the content of the concept and to prove things about what 1s con-
cewved. Should there fail to be three points, for instance, we can
still state the definition of a tnangle, and we can sull produce
proofs about the properties of triangles. But Kant views the matter
quite differently. What we express by means of the nested existen-
tial quanufiers, he thinks of as involving the ntuition of a mani-
fold. Should the requisite intuition be lacking, the concept would
therefore have no content and could not serve as a basis for reason-
ing and for knowledge, even m mathematics.ss He says, accord-
ingly, that concepts “have no meaning if no object can be given
for them, or at least for the elements of which they are com-
posed” {A 139 /B 178).
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IV. KANT’'S CENTRAL CONTENTION

It 1s clear from the toregoing discussion that the Metaphysical De-
duction contans 1mportant material. That matenial ments mor
attention than 1¢ has recerved, and more than [ have been able to ng
it. For the moment, nonetheless, the discussion m HI wall have 10
suf_ﬁce. The question at hand 15 whether that discussion gives us an
msight into the argument of the Metaphysical Deduction. The que;’
tion, most mmportantly, is whether it lends plausibility to Kant’s
tt:entlalfc:ntennon that the categones are simply the Iogical func-
Sl;r: b(;etm :\;il;tl dln judgment, employed 1n the determination of the

The answer, I think, 1s negative. The discussion m I helps us to
gamn perspective on the argument of the Metaphysical Deducuon. I
helps us to see, n particular, that Kant concerves of hus argument'as
part of an endeavor to revise the dogmatic metaphysics of his prede-
cessors, notably Leibmz. It also makes 1t plain, however, xhztp Kant
did not carry his revisions as far as he should have. ’

Letbmz took 1t for granted that knowledge 1s to be expressed in the
form of f:ategoncal judgments. He argued, moreover, that there must
be a basis in reality for the truth of all true canegonc‘als and that ¢his
basis must lie 1n the mdividuals that are the real sul’)]ects of such
judgments. These individuals can provide the needed basis, he ar-
gued, only 1f the concept of each individual contains all thé reds-
cates truly attributable to 1t. Each individual must therefore l:)e the
Ob]et?t of whar Leibniz calls a “complete concept.” Indeed, since a
predicate can hold true of an individual only 1f 1t 1s contam‘ed n its
complete concept, an individual is to be understood as nothing but
the object of such a concept. From this clarm many of the fanmiha
tenets of Letbnizian metaphysica — that individuals are ungenerable
and mdestructible, that they are icapable of real interaction, -
follow quite directly.»s n

Leibniz realized, of course, that the knowledge we can gain b
analysis of concepts 1s actually quite meager, and that for any bu)tl
the most general truths we have to base our judgments on experl-
ence. He believed rhac this 1s merely because the complete concepts
of these things are infinitely complex, however, whereas our powirs
of analysis are finite. Because of our hmitations, rhe complete con-
cepts of things always remaun for the most part obscure to us, allow-
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1ng us to see that things have vanous properties, but not to work out

the nfinitely complex chain of reasons. In appealing to expenence,

what we are appealng to 1s just these obscure concepts of things.

Kant mnsists, contrary to Leibniz, that expenence does not consist

merely of confused concepts. kt also nvolves sensible representa-

tions, which are fundamentally different from concepts, being ways
in which we find ourselves affected, not ways mn which we think
about what affects us. Leibniz’s fundamental error, Kant thinks, was
to fail to understand the nature of rhis difference, and to fail to
realize that for us, as well as for any ntelligence we can compre-
hend, knowledge depends essentially on sensible representarions.>
We cannot identify mdividuals except by means of sensibility. We
cannot have significant knowledge of individuals, either, except 1nso-
far as our concepts nvolve a synthess — along the lines suggested 1n
1li - of the sensible representations through which we apprehend
them. Letbniz was wrong, therefore, to “ntellectualize” (A 271 /B
327) the objects of experience. There may be no contradiction, per-
haps, in the notion of an mtellect that does not depend on sensibil-
ity, one whose intuition 1s mtellectual and whose knowledge rests
merely on the analysis of concepts. But we cannot claim to compre-
hend what such an mtellect would be like. Neither can we use the
notion of such an intellect as a bass for determining what things
must be like “in themselves.”

The proper task of metaphysics, and its proper method, are thus
quite different from what Leibiz supposed. We are not to abstract
from the limitarions of human knowledge mn order to determine
what things must be like “in themselves.” On the contrary, we are
to recognize those hmitations, and we are to determine what our
representation of things must be like if, given our lumitations, we are
to be capable of having knowledge. We are to determine, more spe-
caifically, what sort of synthesis must underlie our conceprs of things
if those concepts are to have content that wall provide the basis for a
body of genuine knowledge. We cannot argue, for example, as Leib-
niz thought he could, that individuals must be objects of complete
concepts if truth 1s to have a basis 1n realiry. We can show, however,
Kant argoes 1n the First Analogy of Expenience (A 182—9, B 224-32],
that if we are to have knowledge of the individuals we expenence,
we have to be able to represent those individuals as things having a
substratum that endures rhrough all change. We cannot determine
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the nature of substance, as Leibniz supposed. We can show that we
have to be able to 1dentify something substantial 1n our mtuttion of
individuals, however, if knowledge of them 1s to be possible.

As these last remarks suggest, the differences between Kant’s
metaphysics and Letbniz’s do not become fully apparent until the
Analytic of Principles, where Kant inquires mto the various rypes of
synthesis that “schematize” our fundamental concepts of thmngs,
thereby providing rhose concepts with their content. One aim of the
Meraphysical Deduction, however, 1s to lay the foundations for this
later mquury. In the Metaphysical Deducton, accordingly, Kant in-
troduces the notion of synthesis and states his doctrine that synthe-
s1s provides the content of concepts. He makes 1t plam, too, that this
requires a break from the Leibmzian tradition; for he insists that
metaphysical concepts are empty unless we view them, not as con-
cepts of the properties of things “in themselves,” but as concepts
“which consist solely 1n the 10n of [the] syn-
thetic unity” through which mewtion provides content for our con-
cepts (A 79 / B 104).

On the one hand, then, the Metaphysical Deduction constitutes
an important step in Kant's endeavor to revise the methods of Leib-
mzian metaphysics. On the other hand, ronically, it also reveals
Kant’s continuing commtment to a charactenstically Leibmzian
Line of thought. As we have noted, Letbruz thought he could deter-
mine the nature of substance by reflecting on the structure of the
categorical judgment. Kane denies this. He continues to suppose,
however, that the structure of judgment provides the “clue” to the
basic concepts of metaphysics. Indeed, rather than rejectng Leib-

niz’s view on this pomnt he tries mstead to generalize 1t. He insists
that we should attend not only to the form of the categorical rudg-
ment bue also to those of the hypothetical and the disjuncnive. He
insists, more generally, that we should attend to all the functions of
thought 1n judgment, not just those that have 1o do with the mo-
ment of relation.=s

If we examne Kant's treatment of individual categories, 1t seems
plain that he does not proceed in the way that his “clue” requires.
Consider, once again, the concept of substance. Letbruz might clanm,
with some plausibility, to have denwved his doctrine concermng sub-
stance from the form of the categorical judgment. His notion of a
substance is that of an individual to which predicates may be attrib-
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4 See B 140-1, A 304—5 /B 360-1, and Logic §25 n 1, 9.105—6, §20 n,

9 107-8, and §6on.2, 9 122
s This 15 evident, for example, 1n the Passage {summanzed above) where

Kant states his view that judgments are functions of untty among our
representanions. Kant tnes to formulate his definreion of judgment 1n
such a way as to include hypothetrcal and disjunctive yudgments [B 140~
1 and Logic §17, 9°101) He likewise tries to formulate the principle of
the syllogism so that 1t will cover hypothetical and dispunctive infer-
ences as well as categorcal ones {Logic. §§57~61, 9:120-3) Neither
effort 1s very clear or successful, however.

6 As we will see 1n 111, Kant is aware that his logical theory cannot repre-
sent such inferences. Indeed, his notion of synthesis, and his view that
mathematical inference rests on construction of conce;
reflect this awareness.

7 P F Strawson argues, in The Bounds of Sense {London Methuen, 1966,
€sp. pp. 8o-2], that there are two 1deas fundamental to modern logic,
those of truth-f 1 co ion and of qu: , and that we
cannot derive categories from exther. His conclusion tums out to be
correct, I think, but his argument 1gnores Kant's msistence that the
categones are not concepts under which inturted things must fall, but
concepts that give unity to the synthesis through which mtwition 1s
brought to concepts. See below, end of 1l and 111

8 G. W E Hegel, Enzykiopdche der philosophuschen Wissenschaften m
Grundnsse, Theil1 {Die Wissenschafe der Logik), 3rd edition {1830}, §42
9 Klaus Retch, Die Vollstindigkert der kantischen Urteilstafel {Berlin:
Richard Schoetz, 1932), esp. Pp. 46 ff Retch’s presentanon 1s controver-
s1al because he bases his devel of the fi of jud; on
Kant's assertion that Judgment “1s nothing but the manner 1n which
gtven modes of knowledge are brought to the objective umty of apper-
ception” (B 141). While not rejecting thrs characterzation, most readers
doubt that general logic, as opposed to transcendental logic, can properly
draw on this feature of judgment. In addition, Reich’s narrative accounr
of why we have the various f of , though not impl.
ble, fails to show why other accounts, different 1n structure and content,
mughe not equally well be given
A new work on the table of yud, Die [ I by h
Brandt {forthcorming from Felix Memer Verlag) has been announced, but
1 have not been able to see a copy.

10 Kant’s point 1s that a singular tudgment functioning as minor pretmise m
asyllogism — e.g., ‘All men are mortal, Socrates 1s a man, therefore Socra-
tes is mortal’ — can be treated as though 1t were umiversal. But the pomnt
15 more himited, and more complex, than Kant suggests, as indicated by
the fact that singular judgments cannot function as major premises

'PtS 1n ntuition,
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This pont 1s made by Manley Thompson, “Unity, Plurality, and Totality
h — . 1701
- 89), pp 16989, €sp pp.
tian Categories,” Momst 72 (1989),
:sh:ia:‘ss]ue has been much discussed. For an msightful treatment see
I2
‘hompson, thid
‘l:-oxo a :nlu:al discussion of Kant's table of categones lha'l explo:)es lh:
? cable 1n some detail see Jonathan Bennett, Kant’s Analytic {Cambndge.
Cambndge Umiversity Press, 1966), pp. 84-99
Part Two
Strawson, The Bounds of Sense. ~
:4 For development of this pont, see Strawson, 1bid , pp. 74 Sz.ﬁ o of
2 According to the Logic, analysis termmates with the 1dentificati
! concepts that are stmple and unanalyzable. See Intro VIIg :11 s« The
17 See Logic Inuo. VI, 9 63—4, and §§99—105, 9 140-3, as(:rm a0 The
Disciphine of Pure Reason 1n Its Dogmatic Employmen
Cntique, esp. A727 / B7ss ff .
8 The gomt 15 not unimportant, hecause the definition o yudgment :: (:2
A Logic {§17, 9'101) says that every judgment, and hence even a’ synf e ¢
oni repre'sents the sulject and the predicate as combined “msofar a
they constitute a concept ”
19 Se:,yA.u15607|,A139/B198,A261/B 318,A18§/Bh346,1\ ;07;:[:3(
d passages Kant 1dentifies having ct
600, A 709 /B 737 In relate § convere
i cepts that have no oby
th having an object and says that m conc c
:;:nnk but gur thought 1s empty We have “merely playe: with repre:;:'
x —s}, and our concepts are “without sense,
tations” (A 155-6 / B 1945}, 2 e
12 wnhc:n meaning” {A 240/ B2co) Seealso A 55 /B79, A 62-3 /B87,
B’l 6—7and A139 /B 178,
10 Sor:eumes #marter” and “content” appear to be trela(ted as equ;::l:r:;
3 A 6/B g. But Kant's view
as mn Logic §5 n.1, 9°94 and at
:::;1“::' to be that having matter, or an object, 1s a necessarv condition for
it at A 77 /B 102
having content, as in the argument .
21 T‘msnlgs a standard modern view of how to define a triangle, which Kzn_
would not accept; for as Manley Thompson has insisted in corresp r:s
dence, Kant holds that we do not inrnt paints but anly hines, ‘1:_0136
belng‘the concewved Limats of line segments [see A 169 /B I:x 1). 00 &
velop the point m Kant’s way ‘would complicate the matter, but 1t w
i ke.
not affect the point I am seeking to mal
22 The defimtion will actually be more comp‘lex than th;sth :e;::ds; ::
de agan for at least one of
same point needs to be ma predieates
to be colinear, for instance, 1
employed For three points not e A
h all three are located Hence 1)
ot to be a line segment on whicl 2
::rcruld have to be replaced bv something of the fz{rmh~l‘:3u] (ll;uuégns. (lf
d the end of the Founda
23 See Frege’s comments on Kant rowar f
? A;thminc {German text with Enghsh translation by J. L A:‘]stm (0:0
ford Blackwell, 1959}, pp- 9off | Frege observes that Kant “seems
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think of concepts as defined by grving a simple list of charactenstics 1
no speaial order, but of all ways of forming concepts, that 1s one of the
least frurtful” {p 100). He does not see thae Kant’s notion of synthesis
represents an attempt to charactenize a more “frwitful” way of defininga
concept.

24 That Kant's views about mathematics refiect his awareness of what we
would view as the logical complexity of mathemattcal concepts has
been stressed by Michael Fniedman 1n his infiuential paper, “Kant’s
Theory of Geometry,” Philosophical Review 94 (1g8s). 455—506. My
approach to the notion of synthesis awes much to Friedman'’s work.

25 Friedman develops this paint at length, 1bid. )

26 See Leibniz’s Discourse on Metaphysics, §vin and following, That Kant
understands Leshniz’s view an this way 15 indicated 1n his discusston of
th:z“\;new m the Amphiboly of the Concepts of Refiection (A 260 /B
31

27 In addiion to the Amphiboly of the Concepts of Refiection, see also A
43/B6o1ff. and A 50/ B 74f ’

28 Kant’s attempt to generalize Leibniz’s view on this paint parallels his
attempt to generahze the problem that Hume had discovered with the
concept of causalaty (B 19—20).

PAUL GUYER

4  The transcendental deduction
of the categories

1

In the preface to the first edition of the Crittque of Pure Reason,
published 1n 1781, Kant wrote:

[ know of no investigations that would be more important for getting to the
bottom of the faculty that we call understanding and at the same time for
determiming the rules and himts of its employment than those that T have
undertaken n the second part of the Transcendental Analytic, under the
title of the Deduction of the Pure Concepts of the Understanding; they have
also cost me the most, but not, I hope, unrewarded effort. (A xwvlt

However, the initial response to Kant's argument, which he also
titled the “transcendental deduction of the categories” (A 85/B
117), was largely one of incomprehension, and 1n the preface to the
Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science. published in 1786,
Kant himself acknowledged that precisely “that part of the Critique
which should have been the clearest was the most obscure, or even
revolved in a circle” {4:474 1.}, So m the second edstion of the Cri-
tique, published the following year, Kant completely rewrote the
transcendental deduction. He claimed that this revision touched
only the manner of “presentation,” not the “propositions them-
selves and their grounds of proof” (B xxxvn—xxxviir}. But 1n spite of
Kant's efforts at clanfication, the intervening two centuries have
brought httle agreement in the interpretation of the deduction, even
on the fundamental question of whether the two editions of the
Critique, 1 1781 and 1787, try to answer the same question by
means of the same argument. The last three decades alone have
brought forth dozens of competing interpretat1ons or “reconstruc-
tions” of Kant's transcendental deduction.

123
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Problems of interpretation begin with the question of exacely
what thesis the transcendental deduction 1s supposed to prove, for
what Kant first announces as the goal to be reached and what he
subsequently describes as the conclusion he has established are by
no means identical.

At the ourser of the exp of the t; dental deduction in
the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant introduces a famous distinction
between “the question about that which is nghtful {quid yuris) and
that which concerns the fact {quud fact1)” (A 84 /B 116), and says
that a deducuon is required to answer the quid juns when expen-
ence alone cannot afford a proof of the “objective reality” of a con-
cept, a proof that a concept has a legitimate employment. He then
states:

But among the many concepts that make up the very complicated web of
human cogmtion there are some that are determined for pure a prior1 em

J! [{ dent of all experience}, and these always re-
quire a deduction of their authonry; for proofs from expenence are never
sufficient for the propriety of such an employment, but one must yet know
how these concepts can relate to objects that they yet denve from no exper-
ence. I therefore call an explanation of the way m which concepts can relate
a priori to objects their transcendental deduction (A 85 /B 117}

This passage begins wath the premise that there are a priori con-
cepts, and maintamns that a transcendental deduction 1s required
only to establish that these a priori coneepts do apply to objects.
Logucally speaking, this question would be at least adequarely an-
swered by a proof that there are some obyects that can be considered
to be independent of our representations — an assumption that Kant
appears to make when he says that “representatton in 1tself . . . does
not produce 1ts object as far as existence 1s concerned” {A 92 /B
125) —to which these a prior concepts of subrective origin neverthe-
less necessarily apply.

Yet as Kant continues, 1t soon becomes clear that he nrends to
prove more than that certain concepts, our a priorr knowledge of
which can be assumed, apply to some objects that are 1n some sense
distinct from our mere representations of them. Kant claims rhat the
problem of a transcendental deduction artses for the categories of rhe
understanding n a way 1 which 1t does not for space and time as the
pure forms of intuinon. He says this 1s so because, whereas all ap-
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pearances or empircal intuttions are grven to us already m spatial
and temporal form. the apphcability of any concept, a fortiori any a
priori concepr, to all empincal intuitions 15 not 1 the same way

fest 1n anything ly given (A 89—90/B 121-2; see
also A 93 / B 126).3 Because of this difference, Kant claims, “a diffi-
culty marfests 1tself here that we did not encounter in the field of
sensibility, namely how subjective conditions of thinkmng should
have objective validity, 1.e., yield conditions of the possibihity of all
cogmtion of objects” |A 89—90 /B 122]. Here 1t 1s suggested that
what must be shown 1s not that the categories are legittmately ap-
phed to some objects independent of our representations but that
they necessanly apply to all objects of knowledge. This difference
may be marked by Kant’s change from the claim that the objective
reality of the categonies must be deduced {A 84 / B 116) to the claim
that their objective vahidity must be demonstrated. Kant does not
offer formal definitions of these terms, but usually employs thermn in
contexts which suggest that a concept has objective reality if it has
at least some instanuation 1n expenence but objective validity only
if 1t applies to all possible objects of expenience.

To further comphicate matters, sometimes Kant suggests that the
deduction not only must show that concepts antecedently assumed
to be known a priozs have objective validity, not just objective real-
ity, but must even prove that there are such concepts 1n the first
place. This emerges in his statement of strategy at the outset of the
deduction, when he imphes that the proof must begin by showing
that experience of objects requires concepts at all: “But all expen-
ence contains m addition to the inturtion of the senses, through
which something is given, a concept of an object that 15 given or
appears in the intuition: thus concepts of objects 1n general will lie
at the basis of all empirical cogmition as a prior: conditions” {A 93 /
B 126). This should appear puzzling, since an earher section of the
Cntique, the so-called metaphysical deduction, has already argued
that twelve particular a prion: concepts of the understanding are
necessary in order to apply the logical functions of yudgment to
objects.+ Either Kanrt 1s now intimating that this prehmmary argu-
ment needs to be redone, or else he 1s suggesting rhe strategy neces-
sary to explowt the earlier result, namely that he must now argue
that all expenence does rake the form of judgments about objects, in
which case the a priori concepts that are the conditions of the possi-
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bility of judgment will become the necessary conditions of expen-
ence self.

If this 1s so, however, then the ditterence between Kant’s ques-
tions of objective reality and objective validity, between proving
that the categories apply to some objects as conrrasted to our repre-
sentations and proving that they apply to all expeniences as such, all
possible “data for a possible experience” (A 119), therefore even our
own representations, becomes pressing.

If Kant’s pomnt 1s to prove that the categories necessanly apply to
obyects considered 1n contrast ro our mere representations or subjec-
tive states as such, then one strategy for the deduction naturally
suggests 1tself, namely to show that the categories necessanly apply
to objects precisely by showing that 1¢ is by means of their applica-
tion to objects that the contrast between objects and merely subjec-
tive representations is made. But if the pont of the deduction is to
show that there can be no experrences that are not subject to the
categories, then the strategy that proves the objective reality of the
categones by using them to contrast objects to mere representations
cannor be employed, for it places mere representations outside the
domain of the categories. Another strategy muse be found thar does

not make the apphcation of the categories only to objects 1tself the
basis for contrasting representations and objects. At the same time,
however, because the contrast between subjective srares and exter-
nal objects does seem fundamental to Kant’s conception of knowl-
edge {as well as to most other theones of knowledge), the way m
which the categonies are applied to all possible experiences cannot
make 1t impossible to preserve the cantrast, in parucular, cannot
end up by converting all of our representations mnto objects of the
kind to which they are ordinarily contrasted.

We shall see that these considerations cause serious problems for
Kant. One strategy he attempts to exploit for the transcendental
deducuon does 1ndeed treat the categones as conditions for knowl-
edge of objects as contrasted to merely subjective represenrations,
and ends up by leaving the latter outside the domain of the catego-
ries altogether. An alternative strategy attempts to avord this prob-
lem by making the categories 1nto necessary conditions of self-
consciousness 1tself, or what Kant calls “apperception,” and then
suggesting that they are a fortiori also condrtions for rhe representa-
tion of any objects through the medmum of subjective states of
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which we are self-consaious {see A 107, A 113, B 116, B 133} B;l{l
this strategy m turn runs two risks. First, unless 1t shows that sel k
consciousness 1tself requires knowledge of objects, 1t runs tfhe n}s]
of leaving the caregones as merely necessary conditions c;; tde
possible knowledge of objects, not showng that they actua yl t0
apply to any objects; thus, Kant’s quesnon about ob|:cm;€. ;eta cl az
may go unsolved. Second, there 1s also the danger ¢ fat a]f_con_
identify the categomes as the necessary condmf)ns or sled ,
sciousness only by equating self-consciousness with knowledge ?
objects and deriving the categories from the latter, thereby l[:lot o:nhz
reverting to the first strategy but in addinon now blocl nﬁ he
possibility for the contrast between mere representations and ol
j ther.
‘eri;s :}i;.otglfeory of knowledge offered by the Crtigue of Pure Reason
as a whole, Kant does avoid these shoals. In the sections on :‘le
»Analogies of Experience” (A 176218 1B 218-65) he .shows o ':t
judgments about the temporal relations of states of f)b)ect: can le
made only by contrasting them to the temporal relations odmere ly
subjective states by use of such categones as substance and causa-
tion. In the “Refutation of Ideahsm” (B 274—9), he suggests that
judgments about the temporal relatlon_s of ?ven merel}' subzecnvz
states require their correlation but not identification with ob]ecn:
states subsumed under these categomnes. He thus shows thatl tOb e
caregories can be applied to both subjective states and exterr:]a X -
jects wathout collapsing the difference between them, an fa ;0
proves that udgment about the former requires knowledge of the
latter, that self-consciousness requires knowledge of objects but
does 1’10( collapse nto 1t. Kant can onlv estab!lsh these connecftimns,
however, by bringing into consideration conditions for the conlirma-
tion of emprrical judgment that go beyond the more abatract (heses‘
of the transcendental deduction. Indeed, although the arguments of
the transcendental deduction are supposed to prepare the way for
this theory of empinical knowledge, they frequently risk undermin-

ngits

1

In a famous letter to his former student Marcus Herz wrieen :t ;]het
outset of his wotk on the Critigue of Pure Reason. Kant asserted thal
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the problem of the categones had been 1gnored n previous philoso-
phy, including his own.» This was misleading. From the beginning of
his philosophical career, Kant had tried to prove the necessity of
certamntellectual principles, particularly principles of the conserva-
tion of subatances, about the possibility of real acuon of one sub-
stance on another, and about the real commumity of substances. Inhis
carhiest purely philosophucal work, the New Exposition of the First
Principles of Metaphysical Cognition {the Nova dilucidatio) of 17 55,
Kant had argued against Letbniz and his Wolffian followers that such
principles were entailed rather than excluded by the principle of suffi-
cient reason, which like his predecessors he attempted to denrve from
logical grounds.” In his 1763 Attempt to Introduce Negative Quanti-
ties inro Philosophy, however, Kant introduced a fundamental dis-
uncuon between real and logcal relationships, on the basis of which
he argued, 1n a manner reminiscent of Hume,? that principles of cau-
sahity could never be derived from logical relations alone.s After this,
however, Kant had no clear strategy for the proot of the principle of
causality or other substantive rather than merely logical principles of
thought. And this embarrassment was reflected in his maugural dis-
sertation of 1770. Here Kant made one passingreference tometaphysi-
cal concepts — “possibility, existence, necessity, subatance, cause,
etc., together with their opposites”© — but did not explain the connec-
tion between these and the appearances of objects presented to us
space and ume. And he was so unclear about the proper status of the
principles he had always wanted to establish, particularly the princi-
ples of universal causahty and the conservation of substance, that he
could only call them “principles of convenience,” “conditions under
which it seems 1o the ntellect easy and practicable to use 1ts own
perspicacity.” He did assert that “if we depart from them scarcely any
judgment about a given object would be perrtted ro our mtel-
lect."t but he offered no explanation of this claim. In other words, 1n
the period up to 1770, Kant had not simply overlooked the problem of
the categores; rather, he just did not know how to solve 1t.

Yet when Kant wrote his letter to Herz, he was confident that he
would publish his book on the methoda and limits of metaphysics
within three months {10:127). In fact, 1t was mine years before he
published the Critique of Pure Reason, and he was sull strugghng
with the transcendental deduction up to the publication of 1ts sec-
ond edition s1x years later. So whatever msight Kant had m 1772 sall
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had plenty of wrninkles to be 1roned out. Nevertheless, we can safy hm
the most general terms that Kant had realized that the way out od :s
impasse lay 1n connecung the principles he had al_ways ‘g‘anle (?
establish with the pure concepts of the understanding and n ltntel
preting the latter as conditions for concerving and ]udﬁmg of dany
objects of expentence at all. If the pure concepes of the understan ll)nf
could be shown to be conditions for any experience of Ob]EC(Sf }\]1
also to carry the principles along with them, then the valldlt'y of tl e‘
principles could be rooted 1n the very possihility of expen:.lnce '&;
objects. And how could the pure concepts of the understanding ‘:
shown to be necessary conditions for any experience of ohectshat
all? By providing an argument for the unsupported assemonlt ba
Kant had made at the end of the 1naugural dissertation — rfame ly by
demonstrating that the categories really are the only conditrons ;n»
der which “judgment about a given object would be permitted to
our mtellect ” Kant’s strategy thus became to use the categories as
the hnk between the 1dea of making any judgments about objects, on
the one hand, and the subsrantve principles of causanon and conser-
vauon which he had always wanted to prove, on the c_n.her,

This strategy brings us back to a fundamental question we have so
far deferred, namely the question of exactly what Kant mean: byha
category of pure understanding. We can now appreciate that what he
means by a category is, in fact, just a concept of an object, or ;—norte
precisely a general feature of any dererminate concept of an object,
which allows the application of a judgment to that object. )

Some of Kant’s most general comments define a category simply
as a concept by means of which mere mtu}uOnS can be [%lOI.Ight or
represented as an object. For instance, this early reflection states;
that “Categones are the untversal actions of reason, l_:y means of
which we think an object 1n general {to the representations, appe}?r—
ances)” (R 4276, 17:492).* More often, however, Kant s\_xggestfs that
the categones are the necessary condions for concerving of intu-

itions as representing the obiect of a judgment. His 1dea appears to
be that since a judgment expresses a certain relation among its com-

ponent representations, for mstance 1t contains a predicate that 1‘;
assigns to a subject, the obyect of the judgment must b_e r‘e‘pr:-‘sen(e !
as having parts oOr aspects rep d by those sy st].r;c-
camponents of the judgment; in the case of a subject—predicate |\:] -

ment, for example, something in the object must be represented as
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the substance corresponding to the subject-concept in the judgment
and something else as the property corresponding to the predicate 1n
the judgment. The categories are the concepts by means of which we
organize our intwitions in order to0 make them accessible to judg-
ments 1n this way.s

Numerous passages i Kant’s published writings and his notes
suggest this general picture. The key paragraph of the section of the
Critique of Pure Reason 1n which he first discusses the categories,
for mnstance, suggests that the categories are simply concepts by
means of which we introduce into our intuitions the structure
needed for us to make judgments apply to those 1ntuitions:

The same function ehat gives uity to the different representations m a judg-

ment also gives unity to the hesis of dufferent repr S1nan

mtuition, and mdeed through the very same actions by means of which in

through anal 1 unity, 1t produced the logical form of a judg-

ment, 1t also, by means of the synthetic umty of the mamfold in inturtion in
general, brings a eranscendental content mto 1rs representations.

{A 79 /B 104-5)

The “transcendental content” that 1s added to the manitold of intu-
1tions appears to be a conceptualization of the latter in a form that
allows 1t to become an object for a judgment. The same thought 1s
present in a number of Kant’s reflections. Thus Kant writes: “The
logical condition of the judgment is the relation to the subject, etc.;

the concept of a thing through this logical function 1s the category”
(R 5555, 18:231),% and “The category 15 therefore the concept of an
Object in genetal, 50 far as 1t is determined m uself m respect of a
logical function of judgments a prior: {that one must think through
this function of combrnation of the manifold 1n 1ts representarion)
(R 5932, 18:392}.”r Finally, the recapitulation of the transcendental
deduction 1n the Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysicss suggests
a similar view:

The given intuition must be subsumed under a concept, which determnes
the form of jndgmg 1n general 1n respect to the turnon . such a concept
1s a pure a prion concept of the underscanding, which does nothing but
merely determine an intuition 1n the way 1 general m which 1t can serve

for judging. {Prolegomena §20, 4 300}
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All of these passages suggest that the categones are sumply those
general concepts by means of which our ntuitions are converted
into representations of objects of judgments.

In other places, however, Kant suggests that the role of the catego-
ries is not just to make possible the apphcation of judgments and
their logical structures to objects, but to make that application deter-
minate or to constrain 1t 1n certain ways. Here his 1dea appears to be
that as far as logic 1tself is concerned, 1t makes no difference which
feature of an object 15 represented by the subject-concept, for in-
stance, and which by the predicate, or whether what is represented
by the subject-concept on one occasion 1s represented by the predi-
cate on another, but that the function of a category such as that of
substance is to ensure that the logical function of subject—predicate
judgment is used 1n a certain way, such that there 1s something,
namely a substance, which must always be a subject, and other
things, namely accidents, which must always be represented by
predicates.” Such a view 1s clearly expressed 1n a paragraph added to
the mtroduction to the transcendental deduction in the second edi-
tion of the Critigue*

Farst, 1 must only still add the explanation of the categories. They are
conceprs of an object 1n genetal, by means of which 1ts intuition 1s regarded
as determmed 1n regard to one of the logical functions of judgmg Thus the
function of the categorical judgment was the relation of the subject to the
predicate, e.g., all bodies are divisible. Only 1n regard ¢o the merely logical

P of the ding 1t remains undetermined which of the
two concepts one 1s to give the function of the subject and which ehat of the
predicate For one can also say: Something divisible 15 a body. Through the
concept of substance, however, 1f I bring the concept of a body under 1t, it1s

determined that ats empirical in must always b d
ered only as subject, never as mere predicate; and so wath all the other
categories. (B £28)

Logic does not care what serves as the subject and what as the predi-
cate of a judgment, as long as these roles are filled in some way or
other; but the categornes, for reasons that therefore cannot anse from
the logic of judgment alone, carve our experience up into entities that,
for instance, must always be subjects of judgment, or substances, and
aspects that must always be predicated of such substances.

Ths view does not just suddenly appear 1n the 1787 revision of the
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Critique; 1t can be found alongside the other view all along. Thus
Kant wrote in 1773:

Farst there must be certan utles of thought, under which appearances in
themselves can be brought e g., whether they are to be regarded as magni-
tude or as subject or as ground or as whole or merely as reality {figure 15 no
reality) On this account I cannot regard whatever I want m the appearance
as exther subject or predicate, rather 1t 15 determined as subject or respec-
twvely as ground. Therefore |it 1s determined] what sort of logical function 1n
regard to another 1s really valid of one appearance, whether that of magm-
tude or of the subject, therefore which function of judgment For otherwise
we could use logical functions arbitrarily without demonstrating or even
percerving that the object 1s more suitable for one rather than the other

(R 4672, 17:635-6}

Here Kant’s claim 1s that the function of the “utles of thought” 1s
not just to allow judgments to be made about vbjects of our expen-
ence but to constrain how we make such judgments about them, to
make our use of the logical forms of judgment nonarbitrary. The
same view appears ten years larer:

Category 1s the necessary unlty of consciousness 1 the composttion of the
fold of ), so far as 1t makes possible the con-
cept of an object 1n general (in contrast to the merely subjective unity of the
consciousness of the perceptions) This unity mn the categories must be
necessary. E g, logically a concept can be either subject or predicate. An
objece, however, d 1k hing that 1s
necessanly only subject and something else that 1s only predicate.
(R5931, 18 390—1}18

Agan the claim 1s that categones are required 1n order to make the
combination of concepts into judgments nonarbitrary.

This ambiguity 1n Kant's very defimtion of the categones obvi-
ously creates the possibility of a fundamental bifurcation in his strat-
egy for their transcendental deduction. On the one hand, the 1dea
that the categories are yust concepts that make the logically distinct
forms and components of judgment applicable to our wntuitions al-
lows for a simple form of argument on whach the necessary apphca-
bility of the categones follows directly from the premmse that we
make any sort of yudgments about our intutions at all. Kant was
occasionally tempted by such a form of argument. But Kant’s concep-
tion of the categones as extralogical constraines upon the employ-
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ment ot the merely logical functions of judgment obviousty calls for
more complicated argumentation. Kant’s point seems to be precisely
that intuiinons cannot be formed 1nto cancepts of objects m any
logically possible way. Merely adding the nformation provided by
the forms of mtuition to that yielded by the logical functions of
judgment would not be enough. But then the need for such con-
stramnt must be explained and a source for it discovered. Much of the
obscurty in Kant’s actual expositions of the transcendental deduc-
ton 18 due precisely to the fact that he did not explicitly disunguish
these two conceptions of the categones, and thus did not clearly
disunguish the two strategies for deduction that they require. We
will also see that he appealed to several distinct sources of ex-
tralogical necessiry, a special conception of self-consciousness on
the one hand and a special conception of objects on the other, as the
ground for the requirement of extralogical categories. Each of these
strategies has 1ts problems, however. If the extralogical constraint 1
the categories anses from their role 1n contrasting objects to mere
representations, then 1t may not be obvious how the universality of
therr application 1s to be preserved; but if 1t arises from the nature of
self-consciousness 1rself, then it may be difficult to see how the
distinction between merely subjective representations and the repre-
sentation of objects 15 to be preserved.

Before we can finally see how these 1ssues arise 1n the actual argu-
ments of the transcendental deduction, however, there 1s one more
question about the categonies to consider. This 1s the question about
the number of the categories. Both the Critique and the Prolegomena,
of course, assert that there are twelve different categories correspond-
ing to the twelve logical functions of judgments. This opimon 1s
closely tied to the conception of the categones as sumply the “tran-
scendental content” that makes the logical funcuons of judgment
applicable to intuitions, Thus, 1n the Cntique of Pure Reason Kant
follows the claim that there 1s one function that determines both the
uniry of representations in a judgment and 1n an intwition with the
claim that “In such a way there anse exactly as many pure concepts of
understanding, which apply a prior1 to objects of intution in general,
asthere . . . were logical functions mn all possible judgments” (A 79 / B
105; see also Prolegomena §21, 4:302). This passage 15 followed by
Kant’s well-known tables of the logical functions of mdgment and of
categories {see Tables 3.1 and 3.2 mn the preceding essay}.
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According to these tables, every judgment 1s characterized by
quanuty (which mn any given case can be umversal, particular, o
singular), quality (it can be affirmative, negative, or inflrute], rela-
tion {1t can be categoncal, hypothetical, or disjunctive), and modal-
1ty |1t can be problematic, assertoric, or apodictic) (A 70/ B g5; Pro
legomena §21, 4:302—3). Correspondingly, Kant holds, there are
twelve categories or transcendental concepts of objects in general as
opposed to functions of judgment: the three categones of quantity,
namely umty, plurahty, and totality; three categories of quality,
namely reality, negation, and limitation; three categories of relation,
namely substance or inherence and subsistence, cause or causality
and dependence, and community or reciprocity between agent and
patient; and finally three categories of modality, namely possibiliry,
existence, and necessity [A 80/B 106; Prolegomena §21, 4:303}.
These categories are supposed to describe twelve different ways of
concerving of objects that are necessary in order to make the twelve
different logical funcrions of judgment applicable to them.

There are obviously problems with tbe list of categories. What 1s
the difference, for instance, between “reality” as a category of “qual-
y” and “existence” as a category of “modality”? In ordinary usage,
these are surely coextensive if not synonymous. But we do not have
to pare down the table of categories on our own, for Kant himseli
frequently gives shorter lists of the categones. In fact, 1In many pas-
sages Kant suggests that there are not twelve but only five catego-
nies. In R 4672, as we saw, Kant suggests that the basic “utles of
thought” are just magmtude, reahty, subject, ground, and whole
(17:634). Reflexion 4385 (1771) also lists flve (or six) basic concepts,
though 1t substitutes a modal concept for the concept of magnitude

The metaphysical concepts are 1. Possible, 2. Being {2b. Necessity), 3 One
added to another (Whole}, 4. One 1n another (Substance}, 5. One through
another {(Ground). The last three are real relations The unity of the many a
of the whole, b. the unity of predicates 1n one subject or ¢ of conseqnences
¢hrough a ground. {x7:528)%

But a nearby passage suggests that the modal concept of possibility
more accurately apphes to the concept of a thing than to the thing
itself, and thus casts doubt on whether it should be included among
the basic concepts of objects in general (R 4371, 17:523). This would
leave four basic categories, namely existence, substance, whole, and
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ground. Finally, a great many passages suggest there arc really only
three basic concepts of the understanding or, as Kant sometimes
calls them, “categories of synthesis” {R 4476, 17:565), namely the
conceprs of substance, causaliry, and composition or wholeness or
the relation of part to whole — 1n other words, just the three carego-
ries of relation.* In one of his mosr extensive outhnes of the Cri-
uque of Pure Reason, Kant also suggests that the whole of the con-
tent of a “Transcendental Theory of Expenience” 1s exhausted by the
three concepts of “something as substance,” of “every condition of
the world [as] a consequence,” and of “all appearances together mak-
ing one world” or whole {R 4756, 17.702 [1775-7]).

How can Kant so promunently assert that there are twelve catego-
ries and yer so often list only five, four, or even three? He offers no
explicit answer to this question. Yet at 15 not too dufficult to provide
the answer. Even 1f we adopt only the weaker conception of categones
as just the concepts necessary to apply the logical functions of judg-
ment to objects, we can quickly see that we do not need twelve differ-
ent ways of conceiving of objects in order to be able to apply all twelve
logical functions of judgment to them. In order to be able to apply the
several logical functions of quantity {all, some, one) to objects, we
simply need to be able to apply the single category of determinate
magnitude 1o the mamfold of our intwitions. Of course, there wall be
an mfinie number of particular magnitudes mto which we might
carve up our intutions, which might support an indefimite vanety of
judgments of the form “All..." or “Some..."” or “One...”; but
these will be different determinations of the more general determin-
able magnitude, not alternatives to the latter. Likewase, 1n order to
apply both logically affirmative and negative judgments to obiects,
we need only the basic category of the reality of objects, negative
judgments, in particulai, are not made in vartue of the presence of a
special property, namely “negation,” 1n objects, but rather sumply 1n
view of the absence of reality or of the sauisfaction for whatever turns
out to be our critenion for reality.2

However, the three categories of subsrance, causation, and compo-
sition {or, as Kant later substtutes for rhis, interaction) are clearly
distince. This miakes plausible Kant’s claum thar 1t 1s only by virtue
of the three independent conceptions of objects as substances, as
standing in relations of cause and effect. and as parts of wholes, that
we can employ the caregorical, hypothencal, and disjuncuve forms
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of judgment — which are, 1t may be noted, really distinct kinds* ot
judgment and not yust distinct values of a single kind of judgment, as
mught be held in the cases of the functions of quantity and quality 21

Fanally, 1t can be argued that the concepts of modality are not
properly additional concepts of objects at all The assertion of exis-
tence 15 represented by the ascription of reality to the concept of an
object, or, 1f one likes, to the object 1tself; but that 1s already taken
care of by the category of reality under the heading of quality. Possi-
bility and necessity, however, do not have to be conceived of as
properties of objects at all, but rather as properties ascribed to our
judgments about objects in virtue of our apphcation of the genuinely
objective categories to them. We can argue, for instance, that the
judgment ‘a 1s F’ is necessary because a’s being F is a causal conse-
quence of 1ts being something else, say G. And Kant himself seems
to admit as much when he says that “The modaliry of judgmentsis a
quite peculiar function of them, which .. . contributes nothing to
the content of the yudgment {for besides magnitude, quality, and
relation there 15 nothing more that constitutes the quality of a yudg-
ment” {A 74 / B 100). Instead, judgments of modality say something
about the status of our direct assertions about objects, and do not
themselves describe any additional properties of objects.»

Unraveling Kant’s contradictory statements about the number of
the categories, then, ought to highten the burden of the transcenden-
tal deduction. We really do not need to prove the objective vahidiry of
twelve distinct a priori concepts of objects 1n general, but only of
five general concepts: reality, magnitude, substance, cause, and the
fluctuating fifth category, sometimes described as just the general
1dea of a whole made of parts and sometimes described as the more
particular 1dea of interaction among the parts of a whole. But as we
shall now see, even with this lightened burden Kant’s task remains
hard enough.

il

We can now turn to Kant’s actual expositions of the transcendental
deduction. The next three sections will offer a chronological ac-
count of the evolution of the rranscendental deduction in the 1780s.

The first edition transcendental deduction offers a preliminary
and then a final exposition of 1ts argument {A 98). These two expos1-

—————
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cons at flrst appear to present radically different arguments. The
prelimnary exposition begins by offerng an account of the condi-
tions that are necessary for knowledge of an object, thus apparently
assuming that we do have knowledge of objects. It then tries to show
that one of the key conditions necessary for cogmtion of an object,
namely a concept or rule that “represents the necessary reproduc-
con of a manifold of given appearances, thus the syntheuc umty in
the consciousness of them” {A 106), can only have 1ts “transcenden-
tal ground” 1n a consciousness of the representation of the necessary
numerical 1dentity of the self throughout 1ts various representa-
tions, or “transcendental apperception” (A 107). Conditions for this
uniry of self-consciousness are thus also necessary conditions for
knowledge of objects; and Kant maintains that there are “a priort
rules” {A 108} for the t dental umty of 1on that are
therefore a prion rules for cognition of objects as well. In the subse-
quent, “systematic” (A 115) presentation of the argument, Kant
onurs the preliminary analysis of knowledge of an object, and begins
directly with the claim that “We are conscious a prior: of the thor-
oughgoing identity of our self with respect to all representations that
can ever belong to our cognition” {A 116). He then proceeds to assert
that there 1s an a prion synthesis of representations that ts presup-
posed by this a priori consciousness, and that this a prior: synthesis
1s a product of the faculty of understanding, which thus contamns “a
priori cognitions,” namely the categones (A 119), which apply to all
the constituents of the transcendental unity of apperception and
thus to the olnects we represent by means of them. In fact, once Kant
has introduced the concept of ttanscendental apperception into the
prelimnary exposition of the deduction, the two expositions are
Practically 1dentical. The original assumption that there 1s some
kind of necessity directly imphed by the concepr of an object be-
comes otiose and the existence of a priori rules of the understanding
is instead denved solely from the examinanion of the conditions fox
the occurrence of the dental uniry of apperception.

The fundamental difficulties m the two versions of the argument
are also the same. First, the yjusufication of the claim that the tran-
scendental unity of apperception 1s an a prior: certainty of the nu-
mercal 1dentiry of the self requiring a synthesis of representations
according to a prion rules 1s unclear, and the 1dentification of these
tules wath the categories 1s asserted without adequate defense. Sec-
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ond, the connection between the transcendental unity of appercep-
tion and objects of our cogmtion distinct from our representations of
them is also unclear. Pethaps, as in the preliminary exposition, Kant
means throughout simply to assume that we do have knowledge of
such objects, and intends to prove only that there are necessary
conditions for such knowledge, namely the categores that are al-
leged to be necessary conditions for the transcendental uniry of
apperception itself. But he certainly does not prove that the transcen-
dental umity of apperception itself requires knowledge of objects
distinct from the self, and he thus seems to omit what might have
seemed a natural step 1n proving the objective reality of the catego-
ries: that they do in fact apply to at least some objects distinet from
our own representations. Yet Kant also fails to suggest that anything
1n addition to the categones is required for knowledge of objects,
and this runs the risk of equating transcendental apperception with
an experience consisting exclusively of knowledge of objects, thus
leaving no room for the distinction between mere representations
and cogmtion of objects.

The preliminary exposition contatns some additional problems of
1ts own. Kant begins with a premise that he asserts is crucial to
everything that follows. This 1s the claim that all representauons,
whether of other objects or inner states, nevertheless belong to
mner sense, and thus that the only way to represent a manifold or
multiplicity of representations is by “distinguishing the ume n the
series of impressions one upon another” — that 1s, by representing
the representations as occurring at successive moments (A 9¢). He
then exploits this premuse of the temporal successiveness of all
manifolds of representation to develop a theory of threefold syn-
thesis: Items in a temporally successive manifold must be suc-
cessively apprehended {A 99-100); previously apprehended 1tems
must somehow be reproduced alongside later ones 1f connections
among them are to be recogmzed [A 100-2); and, finally, there
must be some concept 1n virtue of which the connection of several

ive rep ions as re ions of the same object 15
recognized (A 103).

Stated thus, Kant's three conditions seem unobjectionable and
sufficient to prove that the recognition of a temporally extended
manufold of data requires some concept or other in virtue of whch it
can be recognized that the successively apprehended items do repre-
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sent some one object.>s But Kant adds two assumptions to this mm-
nal analysis. The first may be unwarranted but harmless for the
further course of the deduction, but the second 1s more troubling.
First, Kant does not just assume that 1t 1s necessary that we be able
to reproduce earlier members of a manifold 1f we are to succeed
cogmzing an object by means of that manifold, a merely conditional
necessity that would not imply that we must be able to succeed in
cognizing an object by means of any particular mamfold, but rather
makes the stronger, unconditional claim that any given manifold
must necessarily yield knowledge of an object. Only this stronger
assumption leads to Kant’s conclusion “that there must be some-
thing that 1tself makes this reproduction of appearances possible by
being the a prior: ground of 1ts necessary synthetic unity” (A 101}.
This introduces an a prior ground into Kant’s argument too early
and too easily.

Second, Kant makes a very strong assumption about the function
of the concept of an object in the third stage, the synthesss of recogni-
tion 1n a concept. He claims that the applicauion of a concept of an
object to a mamifold of representauions expresses a kind of necessiry
in their connectzon that can only be explained by an a prior: ground.
His 1nitial explication of the role of a concept of an object may seem
innocuous:

We find, however, that our thought of the relation of all cognition to 1ts
object brings along with it something of necessity, since 1t 1s regarded as that
which 15 opposed to our cognitions being determined at will or arbitranily
rather than a prior: I certain ways, since, msofar as they are to be related to
an object they must also necessanly agree with each other in relation to 1t,
1.e. have thae unity which constitutes the concept of an obiece. A 104—s)

However, the necessiry that Kant descnibes could jyust be the cond-
tional necessiry that if a group of representations are to represent,
say, a charr, then there had better be among them representations of
a seat, back, and legs, or, to use his own example, that 1f a group of
Tepresentations 1s to represent a body then there had better be
among them representations of extension, shape, and impenetrabil-
1ty (A 106). Without further explanation, it 1s not obvious why such
necessities could not be thought of as analytical consequences of
mere defimitions of types of objects. That 1s, given how we under-
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stand the terms “chair” or “body,” 1t follows that an object must
have certain properties if it is to be properly called a chair or body.

But Kant clearly thinks thae the apphcation of a concept of an
object to a manifold of represenrations expresses a deeper necessity
than thas, for his next step 1s to claim that the untty fumished by the
concept of an object “is impossible if the mtuition cannot be gener-
ated through such a function of synthesis according to a rule that
makes the reproduction of the mamfold necessary a prion ” |A 105}
The kind of necessity that he sees as following from the concept of
an object cannot be grounded in something arhitrary hike a defini-
uon, but requires a “transcendental condition”:

All necessity 1s always mna dental d There muse

be found a dental ground of the unity of conscionsness in
the hy of the Id of all our , thus of pts of
objects 1n general, thus of all objects of experience, without which 1t would
be inpossible to think any obyect for onr intuitions for this 1s nothing more
than the something the concept of which expresses such a necessity of
synthesis. (A 106)

In fact, Kant seems to have 1n mind not the conditional necessity
that an object must have certain properties if 1t 15 to be classified in a
certain way, but rather an absolute necessity that any given manr
fold of representations be able to be regarded as constituting an
object. He then introduces the transcendental unity of apperception
as the sole possible ground for a necessiry of this sort: “Now this
original and transcendental condition is none other than transcen

dental apperception” {A 107—8). Yet he has provided no reason for us
to think that our experiences of objects must not just be expertences
of necessity of the kind that can be construed as analytical implca-
tions of merely empincal concepts, bur rather must themselves
somehow be necessary experiences, the necessity of which requires
some deep explanation. His argument to this pornt runs aground on
a confusion about necessity, a confusion between the necessity that
expenences of a certain type of object include certain charactenistic
representations and the necessity that we experience objects 1n any
given manifold. And this in turn suggests not merely that Kant begs
his original questron about the objective reahty of the categories by
simply assuming that we do expenience objects to which the catego-
1ies can apply, but that he makes the even stronger mitial assump-
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tion that we necessarily expenence objects, and derives the a prior:
necessiry of certain rules of the understanding from this necessity

Once Kant has mtroduced the concept of the transcendental unity
of apperception, however, this confusion too may become irrelevant,
since this notion 1tself carries with it certain claims about necessity
that are independent of what may have preceded 1t and that might
yet suffice to prove everything Kant wants about the categones.
Kant's basic argument from the premse of the transcendental unity
of apperception 1s quite straightforward, and at this point the duffer-
ences between the preliminary and systemauc exposiuons become
minor. I will draw on both in what follows.

{1) The fundamental prenuse of the argument s that all representa
tions, regardless of whar parucular empirical sigmficance they may
subsequently be discovered to have, are necessarly recognized to
belong to oneself: I thus have a prior: knowledge that all of my
representations, whatever they may represent, belong to my single,
numencally identical self. Kant rerterates this premise numerous
times. For instance,

Now no cogmitions can take place m us, no connection and umty amang
them, without that umty of consciousness which precedes all data of intu-
jtions and 1n relation to which alone all representation of objects 1s possible.

!

This pure, ongmal, h: 1 wall call de
on . The 1 umty of this app herefore hes a
prion at the ground of all concepts. . (A 107}

All possible belong, as rep to the entire possible
self-consciousness. From this, however, as a transcendental representation,
numenical identity 1s mseparable, and a prion certam, smce nothing can
come nto cogmtion except by means of this ongmal apperception 1A 113}

All intwtions are nothing for us and concern us not 1n the least unless they
can be taken up mto consciouness.. . We are conscious ¢ prori of the
thoroughgomng 1denuity of our self 1n regard to all representations that can
ever belong to our cognition, as a necessary condition of the possibihity of all
representations [since these can represent somehang i me only insofar as
they belong with all others to one consciousness . This principle stands
firm a priori (A 116}

No matter what else we may come to know about or by means of
any given representation, Kant holds, we are necessarily able ro rec-
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ogmze that it 15 one among all of our other representations, or a part
of our numerically identical self.

(2) Next, Kant assumes the transcendental umity of apperception s
not yust an analytical uniry, but a ~ynthetic unmiry.2¢ That is, all of
the different representations that are known a prior: to belong to a
numerically identical self do not just share a common mark, such as
being designared by the expression “mine,” but rather share such a
common mark on the basis of some other connection that holds
among them:

For only msotar as I assign all perceptions to one consciousness {of onginal
apperception) can 1 say of all perceptions: that I am conscious of them
There mnst therefore be an objective ground, 1., one that can be under-
stood a prion prior to all empincal laws of the imagination, on which the
possibility, indeed the necessitv of one law stretching through all appear-
ances rests .. (A 122

(3) But if the eranscendental umty of apperception mmplies the
existence of a synthetic connection among all possible representa-
tons that is mdependent of their empirical content and thus of any
empirical syntheses or connections that may be established among
them, then there must be an a prior synthesis that connects them
all together; and ths a prion synthesis must have 1ts own, a priors
rules. Kant states these key assumptions twice. He states the flrst
alone 1n his systematic exposition of the deduction, where he writes
“This synthetic umty however presupposes a synthes:s, or includes
one, and if the former is to be necessary a priort, then the latter must
also be an a prion synthesis” (A 118). He explicitly asserts both the
existence of an a prior: synthesis of all possible representations as
well as the existence of a priors rules for this synthesss in the prepara-
tory exposition:

But pust this t 1 uniry of out of all
possible appearances that can ever come together 1 one experience a con-
nection of all these representations according to laws. For this umty of
would be ble 1f n the of the 1d the
mind could not become conscious of the identity of the function by means
of which 1t connects 1t synthetically in one cogmtion. Therefore the onginal
and necessary consciousness of the 1dentity of oneself 1s at the same ume a
consciousness of an eqnally ne ary h of all
t0 concepts, 1.€., according ¢o rules that not only make them necessarily

o i e e
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reproducible but also thereby determine an object for cheir mntuition, 1¢.,
the concept of something 1n which they are necessanly connected- For the
mind could not possibly think the 1dentaty of itself 1n the multiphcity of 1ts
representations, and indeed thank this a prior, 1f 1t did not have betore 1ts
eyes the :dentity of 1ts action, which subjects all synthesis of apprehension
{which is empinical) to a transcendental unity. (A 108)

All possible representations, regardless of therr particular empirical
significance, are subjected to an a prior: synthesss with 1ts own a
prion rules 1n virtue of their mere sut on to rhe t dental
uniry of apperception.

{4) But the fundamental source of all combnanion 1s the faculty ot
understanding, and the a prior: rules requared for the a prior: synthe-
s1s implied by the transcendenta! umty of apperception can be noth-
ing other than the most fundamental rules of the faculty of under-
standing, namely the categories:

But the possibility, indeed even the necessity of these categones rests on the
relation that the entire sensibility and wath 1t all pessible appearances have
to onginal apperception, in which everything necessanly accords with the
conditions of the tt h unity of self- 1.e., must stand
under umversal funcuons of synthesis, namely the synthesis accordmg (0
concepts in which alone can d apnoriits

going and necessary identity. A l—u)

Apperception requires a synthesis of all possible representations
that is distinct from whatever empirical syntheses may ultimately
reveal thewr empirical significance, and the rules ot this a prior:
synthesis are nothing other than the categories [see also A 119).

{5} Finally, Kant points out that the necessary conditions for the
synthesis of all representations per se 1n the transcendenta! unity of
apperception are also necessary conditions for the representation of
any obyects by means of those representations:

The a prior1 conditions of a possible experience in general are at the same
tume conditions of the possibility of the objects of experience Now I assert
thatthe . categories are nothing other than the conditions of thmking in a
possible experience, just as space and tme contamn the conditions of mitu-
stion for that same experience Therefore thev are also fuudamental con-
cepts for thinking obyects m general for appearances, and therefore have a
prion objective vahdity, which was that which we really wanted to know

(A a1}



144 THE CAMBRIDGE COMPANION TO KANT

Thus Kant’s argument concludes: {1} all possible representauons
belong to a single, numerically 1dentical self; {2) this 1s a synthetic
connection of representations, which (3] requires an a prior: synthe-
sis among them, (4) the rules of which are none other than the
categories, which are therefore (5} necessary condinons for the repre-
sentation of any objects by means of the representations that them-
selves belong to the numerically 1dentical self.

Kant's argument is ultimately simple, but the problems with 1t are
senous. The most serious probl: come at the b ing. Here 1t
may appear plausible for Kant to assume that no matter what I may
discover about the empirical significance of any of my representa-
tons, and indeed prior to any discoveries about their empurical sig-
nuficance, I must at least know that I have those representations,
and thus those representations must already satisfy some mimmal
conditions for self-knowledge. But in fact Kant offers no defense of
this claim, and 1t cannot stand up to scrutiny. To be sure, when I set
out to investigate the empirical sigmficance of a senes of representa-
tions I take myself to have had, 1t must at least seem to me that I
have 1n fact had those representations; but in some cases 1t may turn
out that I cannot make empirical sense of a manifold of represen-
tations except by concluding that I could not have had certain
representacions — for example, could not have correctly made cer-
tain observations - after all. I must begin with the belief that I have
had a certain manifold of representations, but genume knowledge
that I have actually experienced all the representations n this mani-
fold may have to await successful empirical interpretation of this
imeal impression. And if that is so, then I do not 1n fact have a prior:
knowledge of my numerical identity throughout a given manifold of
representations independently of any emprrical synthesis of them. A
fortion, 1t is not clear that I must have a set of rules for an a priont
synthesis of them that is independent of my eventual empirical
synthes1s of them. If this 15 so, the successful deduction of the catego-
nes will have to show that they have a necessary role mn any empuri-
cal synthesis of the manifold of representations rather than n a
putative a prior: synthesis of them.»r

Second, the connecuion between the unity of apperception and
knowledge of objects remains unclear. As we saw, Kant clearly 1n
fers that necessarv conditions for the unity of apperception are also
necessary conditions for the representation of objects tbat are dis-
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unct from our own representauons of them. But this of course does
not imply that we must actually represent any such obects, there-
fore that the categomnes actually do apply to any such objects. In
other words, 1t seems to prove only the conditional thesis that the
categonies are necessary 1f we are to expenence objects as well as
merely subjective representations, but not yet to show that we are
actually justifled in applying the categones to such objects, or, in the
terms of Section I, to show that the categories actually have objec-
trve reality.

Yet Kant assumes that he has shown that the categones provide
not only necessary but also sufficient conditions for the representa-
tion of objects distinct from our own representations. He deflnes the
general concept of an object that 1s distnct from our representa-
tions, but 1s yet not assumed to be a thing in 1tself, as the concept of
the “transcendental object” of experience {A 109). He then says:

Now this concept cannot contam any determinate inturtion, and theretore
concerns nothing other than that unity which must be found 1 a mamfold
of cogntion msofar as it stands m relation to an obyect. But this relation 1s
nothung other than the necessary unity of consciousness, thus also the syn-
thesis of the mamifold through a common function of the mind for connect-
ing 1t 1n one representation. Now since this umty must be regarded as a
prori necessary (for otherwise the cogmtion would be without an obyect),
the relation to a transcendental object, L¢ , the objective reality of our em-
prical rests on the di ] law that all mso-
far as obyects are to be given to us through them, must stand under a prion
rules of their synthenic uruty, according to which their relation 1n empincal
intuition 15 alone possible, 1e., that they stand under conditions of neces-
sary unity of apperception in experteuce just as they must stand nnder the
formal conditions of space and tme 1n mere intwtion. [A xo9—10)

This suggests thar the conditions of the unity of apperception alone
suffice to constitute the concept of the transcendental object, which
might equally well be called the transcendental concept of an object
or the framework for concerving of objects as contrasted to mere
representacions. But this 1s profoundly problematic. Furst, 1t 1gnores
the 1dea thar there 15 an essential difference between the self and 1ts
representations on the one hand and the objects they may represent
on the other. For this suggests that even 1f the conditions for the
Possibility of apperception are also necessary conditions for the repre-
sentatton of objects, there must be some additional condition neces-



146 THE CAMBRIDGE COMPANION TO KANT

sary to represent objects that 1s not a condiuon for self-consciousness
as such. Yet 1f we were to 1gnore this requirement and grant Kant's
present claim that the conditions for the unity of apperception are
sufficient for the representation of objects, then 1t would become
obscure how we can ever represent mere conditions of the self with-
out also representing an object. In other words, Kant’s present claim
seems neither adequately to explain why we must represent any ob-
jects drstanct from the self nor, if we do, then how we can represent
the mere self as contrasted to objects. In light of these problems, the
endgame problem, that Kant does not adequately show that the rules
of the a prion synthesis of apperception are really the categorzes,
seems mnor.

1w

Perhaps 1n recognition ot these unresolved dufficulties with the con-
cept of the ¢t dental unity of apperceprion, 1n the years imme-
diarely following the publication of the first edition of the Gritique
of Pure Reason Kant attempted to accomplish his proof of the objec-
uve validity of the categories withour any reference to apperception
at all. This approach 1s evident 1n the Prolegomena to Any Future
Metaphysics of 1783 and in a compact but suggestive footnote in the
preface to the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science of 1786,
as well as in several sketches that have been assigned to the period
1783—4, and thus represent either preparatory nores for the Prolego-
‘mena or further reflections on 1t.2

In the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, Kant sug-
gests that the deducuon of the categories could be accomplished
“virtually through a single mference from the preciselv derermned
definition of a judgment in general {of an action, through which
given representations first become cognition of an object].” By such
a definition of judgment, however, Kant cannot mean any connec-
tion of representations by means of a merely logical function of
judgment, but rather one in which “through the concept of the un-
derstanding an obiect 1s thought as determmed with regard to one or
another function of yudgment” {4:475 n.), or an act of the mind in
which it 15 made determinate which logical function of judgment
must be employed on a given manifold of intuition.
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This 1s made clearer in the Prolegomena, where the key to Kant’s
deducuon of the categones 1s a distnction between a merely suhjec-
tive connection of perceptions, in which the logical functions of
judgment are employed but are employed entirely arbitrarily, and a
connecuon of perceptions that1s objectively valid, which Kant inter-
prets to mean universally and necessanly vahd. Kant’s basic conten-
tion 1s that n the latter case there must be a prior: concepts of the
understanding that make the employment of the logical funcuons of
judgment nonarbitrary, and that this 1s the role of the categones. In
section 22, Kant atgues that the “sum” of the matter 15 that all
thinking is “uniting representations in one consciousness,” which 1s
“the same as judging, or referrng representations to judgment
general”; and all mstances of judgment employ the logical functions
of judgment. But judgments may be “either merely subjecuve, 1t
they relate rep: i to the consci m one subject
alone . . . or objective, if they unite representations 1n a conscious-
ness 1n general, 1.€., necessanly.” The latter kind of judgments give
rise to experience, which “consists in the synthetic connection of
appearances [perceptions) in one consciousness, so far as this 1s nec-
essary” (4:304—5)-

Kant formalizes this distincaon by means of a contrast between
“judgments of perception,” which “hold good only for us” and em-
ploy “only the logical connection of perceptions in a thinking sub-
ject,” and “pudgmenrs of experience,” which assert the “necessary
umiversal vahdity” of the connection of perceptions that 1s expressed
through the logical function of judgment (§18, 4:208). Such a clatm
of necessary universal validity always depends upon a “pure concept
of the understanding, under which the perception is subsumed,”
that 1s, a category, which therefore cannot simply be an obiectified
form of a merely logical function of judgment but 1s wsread an
extralogical concept that somehow makes the use of the merely
logical functions of judgment nonarhitrary:

The yudgment of expenence must add somethmg beyond the sensible mneu-
ition and 1ts logical connection .. m a judgment, which determines the
synthetic judgment as necessary and hereby as universally vald, and this
can be nothing other than that concept, which represents the intwtion as
determined in regard to one form of judgment rather than another.

(§212, 4 304)
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Kant’s argument to this point is excessively abstract, but he offers
several examples n an attempt to clanfy 1t. In the Metaphysical
Foundations of Natural Science, Kant argues that logic alone is en-
tirely indhfferent to our choice of concepts for subjects and predi-
cates, and that only the extral l concept of sul e deter
munes that certan intuitions must always be regarded as logical
subjects and others as predicates.

E.g., in the categorical judgment The stone 1s hard. the stone1s employed as
subyect and hard as predicate, yet 1n such a way that the understanding 1s
permatted to reverse the logical function of this judgment and say some-
thimg hard 1s a stone, on the contrary, 1f I represent 1t to myself as deter-
mmed n the object that in every possible determination of an object the
stone . must be thought of as subject, but the hardness only as predicate,
then the same logical function of judgment now becomes a pure concept of
the understanding of objects, namely as substance and accident. {a:475 n )

By 1self logic affords the possibility of concetving of subject and
predicates, but does not require that there be anything that can only
be thought of as a subject and never as a predicate, this 1s an ex-
tralogical requirement for conceiving of determinate, nonarbitrary
objects, and requires the extralogical conception of substances —
that 1s, necessary subjects — and their acaidents. In the Prolegomena,
Kant attempts to construct a similar argument m the case of the
hypothetical form of judgment: Logic alone merely affords the possi-
bility of distingmshing between antecedents and consequents but
does not itself determine that one concept must necessanly figure 1n
the antecedent of a judgment and another in the consequent; that 1s
the funcuion of the extralogical concept of cause and effect. “Let
such a concept be the concept of a cause, then ir determines the
mtuition that 1s subsumed under 1t, .g, the mtuition of air, 1n
regard to mdging 1n general, namely that the concept of arr in regard
to 1rs expansion serves m the relation of antecedent to consequent 1n
a hypothetical judgment” (§20, 4:300).¢

Thas kind of argument has a certain intuitive plausibility, but Kant
hardly works 1t out in sufficient detail to be persuasive. At least as
Kant presentst, 1t depends on a problematic conception of judgments
of expenence as universally true, where that means not merely -
rersubjectively acceptable but also necessanly true, Such an under-
standing of empinical judgment would certainly be difficult ro sell 1o

TR
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an empmnaist such as Hume, although 1t 1s no one other than Hume
whom Kant 1s attempting to answer mn the Profegomena *°

v

Perhaps with this difficulty in mind, Kant reverted to the prermse of
apperception for his new version of the deduction in the second
edition of the Crifique. In fact, one can see this new version as
attempting to combine the carher 1dea of apperception with the new
understanding of judgment developed from 1783 to 1786. But this
combination remains uneasy.

The B-deduction begins (§15) with the general claxm that all “com-
bination {conpunctio) of a manifold 1n general” (B 129) is an act of
“spontanetty” or “self-acuvity of the subject,” specifically “an act of
the understanding” (B 130}. In several summanes of the transcenden-
tal deduction written after 1787, Kant suggests that the objective
validity of the categories in all synthesis could be derived dwectly
from this simple prermse.»* Here, however, Kant clearly intends this
general claim only to prepare the way for the more specific claim
¢hat all combinations of the manifold presuppose the fundamental
form of synthesis that is contained mn the transcendental unuty of
apperception, to be introduced 1n section 16. However, an additional
¢thests that Kant mntroduces before moving from the general to the
specific claim obscures the intended relationship between the cate-
gones and the unity of apperception m all that follows. Instead of
simply claiming that, because all combination stems from the under-
standing, 1¢ therefore necessarily employs the pure categories of that
faculty, Kant argues that “the concept of combmation™ involves a
concept of the unity of the marfold that precedes all specific catego-
nies. As he putst,

This umty, which precedes a prion all concepts of combination, 1s not [the]
category of umity . ., for all are ded 1n logcal f of

d, but 1n these , thus the umty of given concepts, 18
already thought The category therefore already presupposes combmation.
We must therefore seck this unity  somewhere higher. B131)

This higher form of unity preceding all categories 15 obviously
imeant to be the transcendental unity of appercepuion. But what Kant
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has argued now seems to imply that, although the use of the catego-
nes must presuppose the transcendental umty of apperception, the
latter precedes the use of the categones and 1s therefore imdependent
of 1t. The entire project of showing that the categories apply to all
the objects of the rranscendental unity of apperception precisely
because appetception itself presupposes the use of the categories 1s
therefore endangered.

In section 16, Kan rerterates the basic claims of the first-edition
argument about apperception. He argues thar “the I think must be
able to act all my (B 131-2), or that “all of
the manifold of mtuition has a necessary relation to the I think in
the same subject 1n which this manitold is found” (B 132). He then
argues that this connection of all possible representations to a single
self cannot be the merely analytic unity furnished by some common
mark, for there 1s no single 1mpression of the self i all possible
representations: “The empirical consciousness, which accompanies
different representations, is in 1tself diverse and without relation to
the idenuity of the subject” (B 133) {here Kant ts directly following
Hume). Instead, “the analytic umty of apperception 1s only possible
under the presupposition of some synthetic one”: “This thorough-
gomng identity of the apperception of a manifold gven 1n intuition
contains a synthesis of 10ns, and 15 only possible through
the consciousness of this synthesis” (B 133}. Kant then asserts, as in
the first editton, that we have genuine a prion knowledge of the
necessary connection of all representations to this smgle self and
that there must therefore be an a priori synthesis of the understand-
ing to which the unity of apperception is due: “Syntheuc umty of
the mamifold of mtwitions, as given a prion, 15 thus the ground of the
1dentity of appetception itself, which precedes a priori all my derer-
minate thoughts” {B 134); and this “combination” 15 “solely an ar-
rangement of the understanding” (B 135). No more than n the firsr

edinon, however, does Kant defend the claim that the syntheuc
unity of apperception is actually “given a prior1” rather than depend-
ng upon empirical synthesis of the manifold of inruition.

Because Kant has claimed that an ¢ priorz combinarion due to the
faculty of understanding underlies the unity of apperception, we
mght expect him ro ntroduce directly rhe categories as at A r19;
however, perhaps the argument of section 1 5 bars hum from so doing.
In any case, the next few sections now attempt a much more 1nvo-
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luted route to the objective vahdity of the categories. In sections 17—
19, Kant attempts to establish a connection between apperception
and knowledge of objects. His arguments, however, endanger the
strategy of arguing from necessary conditions of apperception to
necessary concepts of objects by mstead simply idenufying appercep-
tion with judgments about obiects and denving the conditions for
the former from the lateer.

In section 17, Kant introduces the 1dea of “an object as that in the
concept of which the manifold of a given intwition 15 united” (B 137).
This could be taken to be a deflationary defimuon of an object”
Although one might have thought that an object was something
distinct from any merely subjective connection of representations,
requinng something in addition to the latter, Kant would now be
defimng an object as constituted by any conceptual connection of
the manifold of intuition whatever, even if it did not involve any
such contrast with the subject. In this case, Kant’s next claim would
hold: “Consequently the unity of consciousness 1s that which alone
constitutes the relation of representations to an object, thus thewr
objecuve validity” (B 137). However, 1n this case Kant’s onginal task
of proving that categones thar are subjective 1 origin necessarly
apply to objects that are distinct from the self would seem to have
been forgotten. But if that task 1s not to be forgotten, and Kant ts not
0 rest content with a deflationary conception of an object of knowl-
edge, then at this pomt in the argument he should be arguing only
that the conditions for the unity of apperception —which still re-
main to be discovered — are necessary conditions for knowledge of
objects, not, as he seems to be suggesting, sufficzent conditions.

This excessive assumption would be only a minor problem if Kant

were now successfully to derive necessary conditions for the uniry
of appercepuion, which, because the unuty of apperception 1s itself a
necessary condition for knowledge of objects, would in turn be neces-
sary conditions for knowledge of objects. However, the argument of
section 18 does not do this. In fact, Kant now proceeds as if cognition
of objects were 1tself the necessary condition of the umty of apper-
ception, and thus as 1f the a priort conditions for the unity of apper-
ception could be derived from condinons for the knowledge of ob-
jects mstead of vice versa. As he puts 1t, “The transcendental unity
of appetception 1s that umty through which evervthing in a given
manifold 1s united 1n a concept of the objecr” {B 139). The projecr of
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discoverng conditions for apperception that will also be necessary
conditions for cognition of objects 1s thus entirely inverted Conse-
quently, section 19, hke the Prolegomena, contrasts judgments as
assertions of “necessary unity” with merely subjectively vahd rela-
tions of representations, and wmples that there must be a priort
grounds n the understanding for such necessary unitv. To be sure,
Kant says thar he does not mean “that these representations neces.
sarily belong to each other in empirical inturtion, but that they
belong to each other 1n virtue of the necessary umtv of apperception
n the synthesis of mtuitions” (B 142). But because the unty of
apperception has ust been 1dentified with cogrution of objects, this
stll seems to base his argument on a controversial definition of
knowledge of an object. The argunienr of the B-deduction, n other
words, has collapsed into that of the Prolegomena precisely at the
crucial point where necessary conditions for cognition of objects
should have been derived from mdependently discovered conditions
for the possibility of appercepuion 1tself.

The argument of section 20, which 1s supposed to crown Kant’s
deduction, only compounds his embarrassment. He clatms that “the
manifold given m a sensible inrmtion” 1s subject to the synthetic
unity of apperception, and then that “the act of the understanding by
which the mamifold of given intuihons . . . 1s brought under an
apperception 1n general 1s the logical function of judgment,” there-
fore that “all the manifold, so far as 1t 15 given 1 one empincal
mtuition, 1s determined 1n respect of one of the logical functions of
judgment. . .. Now the categories are nothing other than these func-
tions of judgment” (B 143). In part, this argument seems unobjection-
able and indeed a successful circumvention of the confusion about
the connection between apperception and objects in sections 17-19:
It just asserts that the unity of apperception 1s itself expressed by
means of judgments and must therefore employ the logical func-
uons or structure of judgments. However, now Kant’s insistence
that the categones are not just semantic equivalents of the logical
functrons of judgment but extralogical constrants on the use of the
merely logical functions of judgment, the key to his argument 1n the
Prolegomena. has gone by the boards. We may have a noncontrover-
s1al argument that apperception takes the logical form of judgment,
bur we are still without any argument thac apperception depends
upon the categories.
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At this point, we might conclude that m spite of all the effort Kant
devoted to the transcendental deduction, he failed to establish a firm
connection between the unity of appercepuion and the categones,
and that the continuing interest of the Critique of Pure Reason must
lie elsewhere. Before we leave the B-deduction, however, we must
note one more puzzle about 1, for the solunon to this puzzle does
pont to Kant’s ultimately successful argument for the categories. At
the outset of section 21, Kant clawms that the preceding argument
has only made a “beginning of a deduction of the pure conceprs of
the understanding” by showing that the categories are the necessary
condinons of the “empirical consciousness of a given manifold of
one intuition” (B 144, and that the “a priorz vahdity [of the catego-
ries] n regand to all objects of our senses” remains to be demon-
strated m order to complete the deduction {B 145).5* The completion
of the argument, he then asserts [§26}, ies 1n recogmizing that the
umty of space and tme themselves require a synthesss of the under-
standing. For the purposes of the Transcendental Aesthetic the unity
of space and tume — that 1s, the fact that all regions of space consti-
tute parts of a single all-anclusive space and all moments of time
parts of a simgle all-inclusive time — could be treated as f merely
given. But 1n fact this kind of unity, like any other, must be due to
the combinatory activity of the understanding (B 160-1). And be-
cause nothing can be presented to us that 1s nor presented to us as
occupying some deterrmnate region of space or tme or both, there-
fore nothing can be presented to us by our senses that 1s not subject
to the combinatory activity of the understanding and thus the catego-
nies: “Consequently all synthesis, even that through which percep-
tion itself is possible, stands under the categores . . . and [the catego-
ries] therefore hold a prior: of all objects of expenience” (B 161). Now
debate has raged about whether this 1ntroduction of space and time

nto the deduction merely makes the general or abstract conclusion
of section 20 more specific, by introducing reference to the specifi-
cally human forms of intuition that 1s lacking in the earlzer part of
the argument, or whether 1t really removes some fundamental re-
striction on the universal apphicabihty of rhe categones in the first
half of the argument.** What has nor been noticed, however, 1s that
there 1s 2 major dispanty between the wav in which Kant describes
the concluston of the deduction 1n sections 20 and 21 and the prem-
1se from which he set out 1n section 16. In sections 20 and 21, Kant
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speaks of the conditions of the unity of the mamfold mn a or one
given manifold, suggesting that some additional consideration 1s
needed to remove thys resrricuon and prove that all of our innuions
can 1n fact be unified in a sigle manifold. But n section 16, he set
out from the claim that all of our intuitions are in fact unified 1n the
transcendental unity of appercepron. If this claim were valid, then
there would be no need for any additional proof that all of our intu-
itions can in fact be synthesized under the categories, and the intro-
duction of space and time an secnion 26 would indeed be nothing
more than the specification of a more abstract description of the
unity of all our possible expenence already contained 1n the concept
of the transcendental unity of appercepnion. Indeed, the unity of
apperception might itself be interpreted as a ground for the original
assumption of the unity of space and time, rather than vice versa.

So why does Kant restrict his result in sectrons 20 and 2r, and
appeal to the unity of space and time for a conclusion that should
already have followed from the ongmal umty of apperception? We
can only conjecture that Kant does this out of a tacit recognition
that all 1s not well with his concepr of apperception, that at some
level he recognizes that his claum that we have @ priori certainty of
the numencal 1dentity of the self in all its possible representations is
not ummpeachable, and thar he looks to the uniry of space and time
as a less controversial ground for the proof of the universal objective
validity of the categories.

In any case, the unity of apperception plays no further role 1n
Kant’s accounts of the transcendental deduction after 1787. More-
over, the heart of Kant’s subsequent arguments for the objective
valtdity of the categories lies precisely in showing that the use espe-
cially of the relational categories of substance, causation, and inter-
action are necessary conditions for objective knowledge of the deter-
minate positions of objects and events in a single, objective space
and time. This 1s the brunt of his argument m the section of the
Critque following the transcendental deduction, the “Analytic of
Prineiples” and especially 1ts discussion of the “Analogies of Exper-
ence.” But here we must resr with the hint thacKant’s closing state-
ment that the synthesis of the understanding employing the catego-
ties is the necessary condition for the unity of perception of objects
1n space and time, which would be redundant if his oniginal claim
about the necessary unity of apperception were to be maintained, 1s
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n fact the key to bis eventual success m demonstrating the indis-
pensable role of the categonies of quantaty, substance, causation, and
mnteraction 1n our Ob]CC(lVE experience.

Formally speaking, the transcendental deduction 1s a tarlure, and
ar best sets the agenda for the detailed demonstration of the role of
the categones n the determination of empirical relations 1n space
and especially time 1n the following sections of the Critique of Pure
Reason. Nevertheless, the transcendental deduction also completely
transformed the agenda of modern philosophy. While he had diffi-
culty mitially spelling 1t out, Kant clearly perceived that there was
some escapable connecrion berween self-knowledge and knowl-
edge of objects, and this completely undermined the Cartesian as-
sumptions that we could have a determinate knowledge of our inner
states without any knowledge of the external world at all and that
we had to discover some means of wferring from the former to the
latter. And while Kant had difficulty in distinguishing becween the
categonies as merely logical functions of judgment and as extra-
logical constraints on judgment, he nevertheless clearly saw that
both self-knowledge and knowledge of objects were intrinsically
judgmental and necessanly nvolved logical structures as well as
empincal npues. This completely undermined the Lockean and
Humean project of discovering the foundations of all knowledge and
belief 1n the empirtcal input of sensation and reflection alone. Prog-
ress 1n philosophy is rarely dependent upon the formal soundness of
an argnment, but on the compelling force of a new vision, and from
this point of view the transcendental deduction was a total success,
turming Cartesian rationahsm and Lockean empiricism nto mere
history and setting new agendas for subsequent philosophical move-
ments from German 1dealism to logical positivism and the linguistic
philosophy of our own times.

NOTES

For the Critique of Pure Reason, 1 follow the text edited by Raymund
Schnudt, Immanuel Kant* Krittk der remen Vernunft, 2d rev ed. (Ham-
burg Felix Memner Verlag, 1930} All translations from Kant’s German
writings are my own. translations of lis Latin wnitings will be cited
where necessary.

2 There will be no space for a systematic review of the hterature on the
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wranscendental deduction here Any attempt at such a review, however,
would have to take account of at least the following works H-J De
Vleeschauwer, La Deduction transcendentale dans Toeuvre de Kant,
Vol. 2 (Antwerp De Sikkel, 1936) and Vol 3 (1937), Klaus Rexch, Die
Voli: ch der k Urtetl: I, 3d ed {Hamburg Felhx
Merner, 1986), Graham Bird, Kant’s Theory of Knowledge [London Rout-
ledge & Kegan Paul, 1962), pp 110-48, Robert Paul Wolff, Kant's Theory
of Mental Activity (Cambridge, Mass - Harvard Universty Press, 1963),
PP. 59202, Jonathan Bennett, Kant’s Analytic {Cambndge Cambndge
Umversity Press, 1966), pp. 71-138, D. P Dryer, Kant’s Solution for
Ventfication in Metaphysics (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1966), pp
t08—s4, P. F. Strawson, The Bounds of Sense {London: Methuen, 1966),
Pp. 72-117; Stefan Kornet, “The Impossibihity of Transcendental Deduc-
uons,” in L. W. Beck, ed., Kant Studies Today {LaSalle, Il Open Court,
1967}, pp- 230—44; Dieter Hentich. “The Proof-Structure of Kant's Tran-
scendental Deducnion,” The Review of Metaphysics 22 (1969) 64059,
Richard Rorty, “Strawson’s Objectivity Argument,” The Review of Meta-
physica 24 (1970} 207-44, Eva Schaper, “Arguing Transcendentally,”
Kant Stuchen 63 {1972): 101-16, and “Are Transcendental Deductions
Impossible?” 1n L W Beck, ed., Kant’s Theory of Knowledge {Dordrecht
D Rexdel, 1974}, pp 3-11; W. H. Walsh, Kant's Crincisin of Metaphys-
ics {Edinburgh: Edinburgh Uniwversity Press, 1975), pp. 35-96, Karen
Gloy, Die Kantische Theonie der Naturwissenschaft {Berhin Walter de
Gruyter, 1976), pp. 63—120, Dieter Hennich, Identitat und Obrekavitat
{Heidelberg Carl Winter, 1976), Karl Ameriks, “Kant’s Transcendenral
Deduction as a Argument,” Kant-Studien 69 (1978) 273-87,
Malte F der, Kants Ko one und die Transzenden-
tale Deduktion {Berhn. Walter de Gruyter, 1978}); Ralph C. S Walke,
Kant {London’ Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978) pp 74-86, Rembold

hent Sprachanalyse und Tran hie (Stuttgart
Kleer-Cotra, 1982), pp 103—97 [includes extensive bibhiography); Pa
tricia Kitcher, “Kant on Self-Identity,” The Philosuphical Review 91
(1982} 41-72; Henry E. Allison, Kant's Transcendental 1dealism [New
Haven, Conn.: Yale Unmiversity Press, 1983), pp [33—72, Hansgeorg
Hoppe, Synthesis ber Kant (Berln: Walter de Gruyter, 1983}, Manfred
Baum, Deduktion und Beweis in Kants Transzendemtalphijosophie
{(Komgstemn: Hain ber Athenaum, 1986}, pp 45172, Wilfried Hinscl,
Etjahrung und Selbstbewufitsem {Hamburg Felix Mener Verlag, 1986},
Paul Guyer, Kant and the Claims of Knowledge {Cambnidge Cambridge
Unversity Press, 1987, pp 73— 154, Rlchard E Aquila, Matter in Mind
A Study of Kant’s Ti de d 1 Indiana
Umversity Press, 1989}, Wolfgang Czrl, Der schweigende Kant Die
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Entwurfe zu emer Deduknon der Kategonen vor 1781 [Gottingen.
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990); and Hubert Schwyzer, The Unity of
Understanding {Oxford Clarendon Press, 1990} Surveys of the hitera-
ture on the transcendental deduction may also be found m Anthony
Brueckner, “Transcendental Arguments 1,” Noils 17 (1983} 55175, and
“Transcendental Arguments IL,” Nois 18 [1984) 197-225, as well as
Kants transzendentale Deduktion und die Moghchkeit von Transzen-
dentalphilosophie. herausgegeben vom Forum fiir Philosophie Bad Hom-
burg {Frankfurt am Mamn. Suhrkamp, 1988},
It may seem strange for Kant to argue that space and ume, unlike the
categories, do not need a transcendental deduction, when the Transcen-
dental Aesthetic includes a “transcendental exposition” of the concepts
of space and trme (B 40— and B 489} as well as a merely “metaphysical
exposition.” But it should be noted that those “transcendental expost-
t1ons” were added only 1n the second edition, while the claim that the
categories but not space and time need a transcendental deduction ongi-
nates from the first edinon. Kant’s incomplete revision of hns text cre-
ates a problem here.
See the essay by Michael Young mn this book.
Twill not be able to consider the development of Kant’s theory of knowl-
edge beyond the confines of the transcendental deduction 1n this essay,
but have done so m Kant and the Claims of Knowledye, Parts Tl and IV
Kant's treatment of causaton also recerves detailed examination m the
essay by Michael Friedman, the next essay n this book.
Letter of 21 February 1772, 10'129—35. Translanons may be found in
Amulf Zweig, Kant- Philosophical Correspondence 1759—99 {Chicago
Unmversity of Chicago Press, 1967), pp 70-6,and G B Kerferdand D E
Walford, trans., Kant- Selected Pre-Critical Wrniings and Correspon-
dence with Beck (Manchester, U.K. Manchester Umwersity Press, and
New York Bamnes & Noble, 1968), pp. 11:—18.
See especially Nova dilucidatio, Proposition XII {1 410-12), where Kant
directly confronts the Leabnizians by arguing that the reality of causa-
nion betweeu distinct substances 1s not excluded by the prmnciple of
sufficient reason but 1s mstead precisely what that principle entails
It 1s a matter of continuing scholarly debate whether this essay was
written under the nfle of Hume, or ] Kant's entirely
d d similar to Hume’s L have no room te

arnval at a concl

pursue this dispute here.

See especaally 2.202—3.

On the Form and Principles of the Sensible and Inteligible Worlds
1= §8, 2°395. Transl from G B. Kerferd and D E. Wal-
ford, p 59.
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11 Dissertation, §30, 2 418 Kerferd and Waltord, pp 89-go.

12 The term “reflection” (Reflexion, abbreviated R) 1s used to designate the
notes Kant wrote 1n the interleaved copies of the textbooks from which he
taught as well as certain other notes wnitten on separate sheets of paper
{the so-called Lose Blitter, or loose leavesl, often the backs of letters that
Kant had recerved. Building on earhier work by Benno Erdmann and Ru-
dolf Rexcke, Ench Adickes edned numhered and dated these n Volumes
14-19 of Kants 1 The on
namely ¢hose found in or connected with Kant’s copies of Baumgarten’s
Metaphysica, the text he used for his metaphysics lectures, are found 1n
volumes r7 and 18; volume 14 contains his refiections on natural science.
volumes 15 and 16 the reflections on logic, and volurmne rg the refiecions
on moral philosophy, political philosophy, and phalosophy of religion, of
course there are overlaps, especially between Kant’s notes on metaphys-
1cs and his notes on moral philosophy. Among other factors such as style
content, ink, and handwriting, Adickes used the dates of letters on which
Kant had written to determine the chronology of the notes. Although
Adickes’s dating of some mdividual 1tems has been questioned, there is
no general alternative to his general chronology, and 1t 1s widely accepred
asasupplement to the chronology of Kant's published works for determin-
ing the evolution of hus thought. The present refiection, R 4276, 15 as-
signed to the period 17701, and thus may represent the first stage of

Kant’s preoccupation with the problem of the categories after the presen-
tation of the maugural dissertation.

In fact, Kant distingwishes between the pure categaries, which we may
regard as the semantic correlatives of the syntactical features of yudg-

ments, and the schemata for the categones {or, as modern commentators

usually say, schemarized categones), which are conceptions of relations
thae can be discerned m intuition and serve as the semantic correlatuves
of the logical functions of judgment {See A 139 /B 178} Kant does not
draw this distinction 1n his discussions of the categonies prior to the

Gritique of Pure Reason, but ultimately needs to introduce 1t in order to

explain how we can have at least concepts 1f not knowledge of obpects of

which we have no intuitions {such as God or the free will).

14 Adickes was not able to determine whether the note from which this
sentence comes was written i the late 1770s or n the earlv 1780s.

15 See also R 5933, 18:392. These notes are from 1783—

16 This 15 the work Kant published 1n 1783 m order to overcome the mm
ually adverse reception of the Gnrigue. 1t 1s much shorter, and was
1ncended to be more popular. But 1n order to achieve this end, Kant chose
to use an “analytical” racher than synthetical” method {4 263}, which
1n practice consisted of assuming from the outset that mathematics and

&
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pure physics consisted of synthetic @ prion knowledge, and arguing that
the pure and pure were the of dus
knowledge We shall sce 1n Section IV chat this caused him to adopt an
h to the dental deduction in that work,
which may also have infected his treatment of the deducuon m 1787
A simlar conception of a disunction between logical and extralogical
concepuions of the categories has recently been advanced by T K Swing,
“Kant’s Conception of the Categories,” Review of Metaphysics 43 (1989)
10732
Kant goes on to maintain that the same things hold with respect to the
categones of ground (Grund) and community (Gememschaf).
Thas list 1s also reminiscent of Dissertation §8, where Kant llsted as the
concepts of bl
cause, etc., together their opposites or correlates” {2:395)
Among many examples, see R 4493, 17°57L, R 4496, 17:573; R 4674,
17°645—7, R 5284, 18 143, R 5286, 18:143, and R 5289, 18 144
Kant subsequently argued that there are an infimte number of degrees of
reality, or that reality admats of “intensive magnitude” (A 166-76/B
207—18), but this does not imply that there 1s more than one category of
quality, namely realiry 1tself.
This 15 particularly evident from the face that categorical judgments are
atomuc, hinking concepts that are not themselves judgments, whereas
the hypothetical and dispunctive judgments are molecular, linking com-
ponents that are themselves judgments.
There are problems, to be sure, about whether the relation of cause and
etfect 15 the only relation that will license the use of the hypotheucal
form of judgment, or whether there can be noncausal forms of depen-
dence also expressed by this form of judgment, and about whecher there
1s any connection between the 1dea of a Jogical dispunction and the
relation of parts 1n a whole. But these problems need not concern us
here.
Even 1if one wants to admit modality among the genutne categories ot
objects, one needs to add only one modal concept to the concept of
existence 1tself. For af one takes the concept of possibility as primary,
then one can define necessity by negation (“1t 1s necessary that. “1s
equivalent to “It 1s not possible that not ..”) or vice versa Then on2
would end up with a list of s1x categanes existence, magmitude, the
three relational categories, and one additional moda! category
For further discussion of this point, see my “Psychology m the Transcen-
dental Deduction,” 1n Eckart Férster, ed., Kant's Transcendental Deduc-
tions- The Three “Grniques” and “Opus postumum” (Stanford, Cahf.
Stanford University Press, 1989), pp 47—-68.
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26 This termmology 15 more promment m the second than i the first
editon, but the point 1s already assumed n the first

27 For a more extended version of this criticism. see mv Kant and the
Claims of Knowledge, pp 139-49

28 The most important of these are R 5923 and R 5632 For reasons of space,
however, only the two published texts from the period between the tw
editions of the Cntique will be discussed

29 See also Kant’s discussion of the sun and the stone at 4 301 n.

30 See 4:257—9. i

31 See What Real Progress Has Metaphysics Made m Germany since the
Tune of Letbrz and Wolfft, 20271, and letter to ] S. Beck, 16 October
1792, 11:376

32 Dreter Henrich drew attention to this ewo-staged structure of the deduc-
tion n his 1969 article “The Proof-Structure of Kant's Transcendental
Deduction” {see note 2 above). Vartually every work on the transcenden-
tal deduction since then has attempted to offer some account of the two
stages, Henrich has replied to some of these proposals i Burkhard
Tuschling, ed., Probleme der "Kritik der remen Vernunft” Kant-Tagung
Marburg 1981 [Berhn Walter de Gruyter, 1984), pp. 41—96. I will now
suggest, however, that 1t 15 deeply problematic whether Kant should ever
have suggested that there are two stages to the deduction.

33 This 1s Henmich's view.

MICHAEL FRIEDMAN

5  Causal laws and the foundations
of natural science

1

In the Transcendental Analytic Kant develops a charactenstically
stnking — and at the same tume charactenstically elusive — concep-
tion of the causal relation. Thus, for example, mn a preliminary
section {§13) to the transcendental deduction Kant introduces the
problem by remarking that, with respect to the concepr of cause,
#1t1s a priort not clear why appearances should contain something
of this kind” {A 9o/ B 122); for, as far as sensibility 1s concerned,
#everything could be situated in such disorder that, g, the
succession of appearances nothing offered 1tself that suggested a
rule of synthesis—and thus would correspond to the concept of
cause and effect — so rhat this concept would therefore be entirely
empty, null, and without meaning” {A 90/B 123} A memorable
paragraph rhen follows:

If one thought to extnicate oneselt trom the difficulry of this mves-
tigation by saying that expenence unceasmgly offers examples of such
rule-g nedness of which | les| provide m-
ducement for abstracting the concepe of cause therefrom and thereby simul-
taneously prove the objective reality of such a concept, then one 1s fatlmg
to observe that the concept of cause can absolutely not anse 1 this way.
Rather, 1t must exther be grounded completely a priori n the understand
1ng or be entirely abandoned as a mere chimera. For this concept positively
requires that something A be such that something else B follow from
necessarly and n accordance with an absolutely umversal rule. Appear-
ances certainly provide cases 1n which a rule 1s possible according to which
something customarily oceurs, but never that the resule 1s necessery. To
the synthesis of cause and effect there consequently also belongs a dignity
that one absolutely cannot express empincally: namely, that the effect 1s

161
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not mercly joined to the cause, hut rather 1s posited through 1t and resuls
from 1t The strict hry of the rule 1s nly not a property of
empurical rules, which, through induction, can posscss nothing but com-
Parattve umiversality: 1€, extended vality Thus, the use of the pure con-
cepts of the understanding would be entirely altered if one wanted to treat
them only as emprrical products. (A 912 /B 1234t

A very strongly anti-Humean conception of the causal relation ap-
pears to be expressed here.

Farst, Kant appears clearly to assert that there 1s a necessary con-
nection between cause and effect: An effect B does not sumply follow
165 cause A as a matter of fact (it is not merely “joined” to A}; rather,
B necessanly follows A {1t I some sense "results from” A). Thus’
Kant appears to be exphicatly endorsing just the kind of necessar)"
connection, efficacy, or nexus between cause and effect that Hume
notonously rejected. Moreover, that Kant thought himself to be con-
tradicing Hume on precisely this pomnt seems clear from the Intro-

duction to the Prolegomena, where Kant describes Hume’s problem
as follows:

Hume proceeded principally from a single, bur mportant concept of
metaphysics — namely, from that of the connection of cause and effect [and
thus also 1ts dertvative concepts of force, action, etc )—and he challenged
reason, which pretends to have given brth to this concepe of itsel, to speak
and answer bam with what right she thinks that something could be a0
constituted that, 1f 1t 1s posited, something else must necessantly also be
posited thereby — for this 1s what the concept of cause says. He proved
ncontrovertibly that 1t 1s entirely 1mpossible for reason to ehink such a
combination a prior: and from coneepts, for such a combmation contams
necessity, but it absolutely cannot be concerved why, because something s,
something else must also necessanly be, and thus how the concept of sucha’
connection can be mtroduced a priors 4 257

And Kant's strategy 1n the Prolegomena also seems clear: The con-
cept of causality 15 the concept of a necessary connection between
twoevents.> But Hume has shown that this cannot be a merely logical
or analytic necessitv ansing purely from reason alone {purely “from
concepts”). We can show, however, that there 1s nonetheless a syn-
thetic necessity here ansing from the conditions of objective judg-
ment in a posstble experience, and thus Hume’s doubts are answered.

A second anti-Humean strand also appears to be clearly expressed
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1n our passage from section 13 of the Critique of Pure Reason. Not
only 1s the connection between cause and effect necessary, 1t also
obtains 1n accordance with a “strictly” or “absolutely” umversal
rule — where the umversality in question here 1s contrasted with
merely “empirical” or “comparative” universality denved through
induction. This contrast 1s explained in section 2 of the Introductnion
to the Critique:
Expenence never provides true or stnct, but only assumed or comparative
hity [through for 1ts so that one must prop-
erly say: So far as we have observed unul now no exception 1s found for this
orthatrule ..Empincal umversality s thus only an optional [willkirlich]
augmentation of validity from thae which holds in most cases to that which
holds n all —as, e g, 1 the proposition Al bodies are heavy Where, on the
other hand, strict universality essentially belongs to a judgment, this mdi-
cates a partacular source of knowledge for such, namely a faculty of a prior:
knowledge (B 3-4)

Thus, 1f event A causes event B, we know that this relation is univer-
sal: Events of the same kind as A are necessanly followed by, or
result n, events of the same kind as B.« We know this, morcover, not
solely on the basis of inductive considerations, that 1s, fram repeated
observation of events of type A being followed by events of type B.
For, according to Kant, such merely inductive considerations can
never ground the strictly universal judgment that afl events of type
A are followed by events of type B: What we are entitled to say here,
strictly speaking, 1s only that all events of type A observed so far
have been followed by events of type B. Hence, neither the necessity
nor the true or strict universality involved mn the causal relation can
be grounded empirically.s
The conception of causality that emerges from the passages we
have been considenng therefore appears to be the following. To say
that event A causes event B 1s to say, first, that there 15 a universal
rule or law of the form: Events of type A are followed by events of
type B.¢ Yet, because experience alone can never show that such a
rule or law is strictly universal, the judgmente that A causes B must
be grounded, additionally, in an a prior source or faculty of knowl-
edge. The latter 1s of course the understanding, with 1ts a prion
conditions of objective yudgment 1 a possible experience Thus,
after our judgmenct 1s thexeby grounded a prior;, we are entitled to
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assert, with true or absolute universahty, that all events of type A
are followed by events of type B And this means, finally, that we are
also entitled to assert that all events of type A are necessarily fol-
lowed by events of type B. In other words, the causal relanon 18
understood 1 terms of stnctly universal causal laws, which latter,
in turn, are charactenized as necessary. From sectron 1 3 of the Tran-
scendental Analytic 1t would then appear that Kant’s task there 1s
precisely to show — contra Hume — that this conception of causality
actually apphes to our experience of nature. Kant must show that
there are such necessary and more than merely induerive causal
laws, and he must explan how the a priori conditions of yudgment
n a possible experience serve to ground such laws and to secure
their special status.

Yet thus description of the task of the Transcendental Analytc has
been almost universally rejected or dismssed by twentieth-century
commentators — at least mn the Enghsh-speaking world. According
to the virtually unanimous opinion of these commentators, we must
sharply distinguish between the universal prnciple of causahty of
the Second Analogy — namely the pnnciple that every event B has a
cause A and particular causal laws: particular instantiations of the
claim that all events of type A are followed by events of type B. The
former principle 15 in fact a necessary truth holding as a umversal
transcendental law of nature 1n general, and this ponciple 1s 1n fact
proved in the Transcendental Analync The Transcendental Ana-
lytic does not, however, establish that particular causal laws are
themselves necessary. Indeed, as far as particular causal laws are
concerned, the Transcendental Analytic 1s in basic agreement with
Hume: They are established by induction and by induction alone 7

Such a strong separation of particular causal laws from the univer-
sal causal principle then leads naturally to the 1dea that the Tran-
scendental Analytic 1s not really concerned with particular causal
laws at all. We know a prion that every event B has a cause A, but
this implies nothing whatsoever concerning the repeatabihty of the
sequence A-B—nor, therefore, does anything follow conceming rhe
existence of regulanties or laws connecring events of the same kind
as A with events of the same kind of B Putung the pomnt 1n a
somewhat different way, because the umversal causal principle 18
powerless to secure the necessity of parucular causal laws, 1t 1s

Causal laws and natural science 165

equally unable to guarantee their existence: This1sa purely empin-
cal matter best left to the progress of science and experience.®

I

The 1dea that parucular causal laws are to be strongly separated from
the universal causal principle, so that neither their necessity nor
even their existence is thought to follow from that principle, clearly
has much to recommend 1t )

Farst of all, Kant uses necessity and genuine or strict universality
{which, as I have urged in section I of this essay, nevitably go hand
1n hand) as “sure cnteria” of a prion knowledge. Thus, in the pas-
sage cited above from B 3—4 of the Introducuon to the Critique 1
omutted the surrounding context:

What 15 in question here 15 a charactensuc by which we can surely distin-
gussh a pure from an empincal cognition. To be sure, experience teaches us
that something 1s constituted 1n such and such a way, but not that 1t cannot
be otherwise First, then, if a proposition 1s found that 1s thought simulta-
neously with 1ts necessity, then 1t 1s an a prior: judgment, and if, beyond
¢hus, s¢ 15 also derved from no judgment except that which itself, 1n turn, 15
vallii asanecessary proposition, then 1t 1s absolutely a prior. Second Expert
ence never provides true or strict, but only assumed or comparative univer-
sahty {through nduction) for 1ts judgments. ... Thus, 1f a judgment nls
thought m strict universahty —1e., so that no exception whatsoever 1s al-
lowed as possible — then 1t 15 not denved from expenience but vahd abso-
lutely a priors . . . Necessity and strict umiversahty are theretore sure crite-
na of an a prion cognition, and also belong 1nseparably together.

If particular causal laws are necessary and strictly universal, 1t
would then seem to follow that they are nonempircal and abso-
lutely a prior as well. But Kant surely does not intend to say that
particular causal laws are known a prior1.

Indeed, Kant himself takes great pains 1n the Transcendental Ana-
Iytic carefully to disunguish the pure or universa_l laws of nature 1n
general — namely the principles of the understanding - from all more
specific laws of nature:

Nature, considered merely as nature in general, 1s dependent on these catego-
nies, as the ongnal ground of 1ts law-governedness {as nature viewed for-
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mally) Pure understanding 1s not, however, m a position, through mere
categores, to prescribe to appearances any a priort laws other than those
which are involved in a nature in general, that 1s, 1n the law-governedness of
all appearances n space and ume. Particular laws, because they concern
empirically determined can not be derved there-
from |kénnen davon nicht vollstandig abgelettet werden), although they
one and all stand under them. Experience must come mnto 'play n order to
become acquainted with the latter as such [iiberhaupt], but only the former
a prior: laws provide mstruction concerning experience n generat, and con-
cerning that which can be cognized as an object of expenience (B 165}

And Kant makes substantially the same distinction n section 36 of
the Prolegomena.

There are many laws of nature that we can only know by means of
expernence; but we can become d with the law-go d n
the connection of appearances, 1.e., nature in general, through no expen-
ence, because expenence itself requires such laws, on which its possibility
15 based a prion {4'318—19}

We must, however, disunguish empinical laws of nature, which always
presuppose particular perceptions, from the pure or umversal natural Iaws,
which, without bemg based on particular perceptions, contamn merely the
conditions of therr necessary umting n an experience —and wich regard to
the latter nature and possible experience are entirely and absolueely one and
the same, and, since 1n nature law-governedness rests on the necessary
connection of appearances mn an expenience {without which we could
cognize absolutely no object of the sensible world at ali) — and therefore
rests on the origmal laws of the understanding —1t thus at first indeed
sounds strange, bur 1s nonetheless certamly true, 1f with the regard to the
latter I say: The understandmg does not extract its laws {a prion} from, but
prescribes them to, nature (’32,0]

Kant expheitly restricts the idea of an a priorn prescipuon by the
understanding to the “pure or universal” laws of nature in general:
All more partcular laws are known only on the basis of experience.

Second, Kant distinguishes between universal rranscendental laws
of the understanding and particular empirical laws of nature even
more sharply n the Crtique of Judgment. He there appears to sug-
gest, in fact, that the understanding by 1tself 15 entirely powerless
withrespecr toempirical laws. Thus, in section 4 of the First Introduc-
tion Kant wnites:
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We have seen n the Critique of Pure Reason that the whole of nature as
the totality of all objects of a system ding to
transcendental laws, namely such that the understanding tself provides a
prion {for appearances, m so far as they are to constitute an experience,
bound together 1n one consciousness} For precisely this reason, expenence
must also constitute a system of possible empirical cognitions, 1n accor-
dance with universal as well as parucular laws, so far as 1t 15 1n general
possible objectively considered (in the 1dea). For this 1s required by the unity
of nature according to a principle of the thoroughgoing combination of all
¢that 15 contaned n chis totality of all appearances. So far, then, experience
1 general 1s to be viewed as a system according to transcendental laws of
the understanding and not as a mere aggregate.

But 1t does not follow therefrom that nature 1s also a system comprehenst-
ble to the human faculty of n dance with 1 laws,
and chat che th h 1c coh of 1ts n an
experience — and thus experience as a system —1s possible for men. For the
manifoldness and inhomogeneity of the empirical laws could be so great,
that 1t would certainly be possible 1n a partial manner to connect percep
tions 1nto an experience mn accordance wich particular laws discovered op-
portunely, but 1t would never be possible to bring chese empmncal laws
chemselves to umty of affinity under a common principle —1f, namely, as 15
still possible 1n 1tself {at least so far as the understanding can constitute a
prion), the mamfoldness and 1nhomogeneity of these laws, together with
the corresponding natural forms, were so infinicely great and presented to
us, in this respect, a crude chaouc aggregate and not the least trace of a
system, although we equally had to presuppose such a system 1n accordance
with transcendental laws. {20°208—9)

It appears, then, that the law-governedness of nature under universal
transcendental laws of the understanding does not at all guarantee
that nature 1s also governed by particular empincal laws.

In section 5 of the published Introduction Kant makes the same
pomt wath respect to the universal causal principle and the particu-
lar causal laws that fall under it:

In the grounds of the possibihity of an experience we certamly find, m the
first place, something necessary, namely the universal laws without which
nature 1n general {as object of the senses) cannot be chought; and these rest
on the categores, applied to the farmal conditions of all meuition possible
for us, 1n so far as 1t 15 hkewise given a prion The faculty of judgment 1s
determnanve under these laws; for 1t has nothing to do but subsume under
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gven laws. For example, the und says Every al has 1ts
cause jumiversal law of nature}, the transcendental faculty of judgment has
nothing further to do except to supply the condiuon of subsumption under
the exhibited concept of the understanding a priors and this 1s the succes-
sion of cthe determinations of one and the same thing. For nature in general
{as object of possible expenence) the former law 1s cognized as absolutely
necessary. But the objects of empirical cognition are sull determined 1n
many modes besides this formal time-condition — or, as far as one can judge
a priory, are so determinable ~ so that speaifically different natures can sull
be causes n mfinitely mamfold ways, besides what they have in common as
belonging to nature 1n general, and every one of these modes must (accord-
g to the concept of a cause 1n general) have 1ts rule — which 1s u law and
therefore carnes with 1t necessity — although, ding to the

and lumications of our cognitive faculty, we can absolutely not comprehend
this necessity. Thus, with respect to 1ts merely empincal laws, we must
think 1n nature the y of an ifimite fold f empirical laws,
which for our insight are yet contingent {cannot be known a prion}, and,
with respect to them, we judge the unity of nature n accordance wich
empirical laws and the possibility of the unity of experience fas a system
according to empinical laws) as contingent. {s-182-3}

Here Kant appears to separate the universal causal principle from
particular causal laws as strongly as one could wish. The principle
that every event B has a cause A 1s indeed a priorr and necessary. Yet
particular causal laws — particular instantiations [via particular em-
pirical concepts} of the generalization that all events of type A are
followed by events of type B — are left completely undetermined by
the causal principle. Such particular causal laws can only be found
empincally and, accordingly, cannot [so far as our understanding can
judge) be viewed as exther a prior: or necessary. Indeed, as far as our
understanding can determine a prior, 1t appears to be an entirely
contingent fact that nature 1s govemed by any empincal laws at
all.«=

A final reason for strongly separating parucular causal laws from
the uniwversal principle of causality 1s that otherwise Kant’s argu-
ment for the causal principle in the Second Analogy appears to bhe
vulnerable to a classical charge of non sequitur. According to this
charge, as articulated most clearly and forcefully by Lovejoy, " what
the argument of the Second Analogy actually shows 1s that i any
single given instance of objective successton {as conrrasted with
merely subjective succession due to changes n the subject rather

=
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than the object) the order of the succeedmg states must be repre-
sented as fixed or determinate —as “bound down” or irreverstble.
For example, given that a particular ship 1s n fact moving down-
stream on a partcular occasion, 1ts states higher up 1n the stream
must be represented as determmately preceding 1ts states lower
down — and not vice versa. But from this nothing at all follows con-
ceming the bility of such a or 1ts conformity to
causal umformaties’

But all thus has no relation to the law of universal and umform causation,
1or the manifest reason that a proof of the wrreversibility of the sequence of
my perceptions 1n a sigle mstance of a phenomena 15 not equivalent to a
proof of the necessary uniformity of the sequence of my perceptions 1n
repeated mstances of a given kind of phenomenon Yet 1t1s the latter alone
that Hume dented and that Kant desires to establish. {pp. 300-1)

Hence, 1f the Second Analogy 1s understood as arguing from the
determinacy or ureversibility of parucular objective sequences to
the existence of general causal laws or uniformit:es, then Kant has
indeed commutted “one of the most spectacular examples of the
non-sequtur which are to be found in the history of philosophy” (p.
303)-

1t 15 therefore entirely natural — parucularly i view of Kant’s ex-
plicit separation of empirical causal laws or uniformuties from the
transcendental unversal principle of causahty just considered —to
respond to this charge of non sequrtur by msisting that Kant humself
makes no such inference. Kant is not trying to denive the existence
of general causal laws or uniformities at all; his concern, rather, 1s to
provide an account of objective determunacy as such: to explain
whart disunguishes determanate objective sequences of events from
merely subjective and indeterminate succession of perceptions.
Kant argues that the distinction 1n question cannot be explained 1n
virtue of mere psychological assocration of deas {for this, in the end,
can yield only subjective succession, nor can 1t be explamned 1n
virtue of the correspondence of our representations to some indepen-
dent object or thing in itself existing outside of or “behind” our
representations (for nerther the object nor the correspondence can
possibly be known by us). Instead, Kant argues, the distinction can
only be explained m virtue of the subsumption of our perceptions
under an a prion concept of the understanding. namely rhe concept
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of causality. More preaisely, determmnate objective sequences are
Just those that are subsumed under the schema of causaliry — the ¢
pnor; representation of necessary or determinate successton n time
On this kind of interpretation there 1s rhus no further requirement
concerning the exstence of emprrical causal laws or uniformities
Kant’s answer to Hume does not consist m Proving a pnnciple of the
uniformty of nature, but rather in demonstrating that the concept of
causality {together with its schema) 1s of a prion ongm and, at the
same tume, that this a priors concept necessanly applies to our experr-
ence (for otherwise determinate objective succession cannot be repre-
sented). And the apphication of the o prion concept of causality to our
expenience does not result 1n general causal laws or uniformties {for
these are the responsibulity of reason and reflective judgment}, bue
rather in particular determinate sequences of individual objective
events — from which general causal laws or uniformities may rhen be
denived empirically by standard inductive procedures.

114

In spite of 1ts many advanrages, however, the strong separation of
emprrical causal laws from the transcendental principle of causaliey
maintained by the preceding mterpretation does not cohere ar all
well with much of what Kant expheitly savs in the Transcendental
Analyuc.

Consider, first of all, the transcendental principle of causahty 1t-
self: Every event B has a cause A. What does 1t mean for A to be the
cause of B? As I observed in I, Kant appears clearly to hold that there
must be a law or regularity 1n virtue of whach all events of the same
kind as A are followed by or result 1n events of the same kind as B.n
For Kant, then, 1f particular individual €vents occur 1n a determinate
objective succession in virtue of the {schema of the) concept of cau-
sality, rhen they also are subsumed under a general causal law or
uniformity —a pownt that stands out mose clearly, perhaps, m the
followmg important passage from the Second Analogy:

Thus, 1f I percewve that something happens then 1n this representation 1t 15
contained, first, thar something precedes, because it 15 precisely 1n reference
to thus that the appearance acquires its ime-relation namely, to exise after a

preceding trme 1n which 1¢ was not. But 1t can acquire 1ts determunate
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temporal position i this relation only msofar as something 15 pre-suppt:cd
1n the preceding state upon which 1t always —i €, n accordance ‘drmlac a
rule - follows It then follows, first, that I cannot reverse the order an :a e‘
that which happens prior to that upon which 1t follows, and semm:i that
the preceding state 1s postted, this determunate event mevitably and neces-
sarily follows. (A 198 / B 243—4)5

To say that B has a cause A is therefore, at the same time, to say that
Bis related to A by a uniformity or causal law; and 1t tl_xereby follows
that the universal causal principle must assert the existence of par-
ticular causal laws or uniformities as well. .

Moreover, if the universal causal principle asserts the existence of
particular causal laws or uniformities, 1t must also assert their neces-
sity. In the passages just considered from the Second An_alogy, Kant
of course intimately links causal umfornnty with necessity, and this
1s also explicitly emphasized mn his discussion of the category of
necessity in the Postulates of Empirical Thought.

Now there 1s no existence that can be cognized as necessary under the
condition of other given appearances except the existence of eltects from
given causes in accordance with laws of causality Therefore, 1t 15 not the
existence of things {substances}, but only that of cheir state whereof neces-
sity can be cognized — and indeed from other states that are given in percep-
tion, m accordance with empirical laws of causality. Therefojre, neces-
suy’concerns only the relations of " to che

| batity th of infernng a prion
Py A ) 10 amorhet exsrence (the effect].
from some given existence [a cause] e braro—t0]

Once again, theretore, particular “empmncal laws of causality” —1n
accordance with which alone any particular effect can be “mnferred a
prion” from any particular cause — are very closely hinked with the
umiversal transcendental principle of causahty (“the dynamical law
of causality”). What this passage clearly suggests, mn fact, 1s that the
possibility of particular causal laws 1s somehow grounded 1n the
transcendental principle.

Indeed, although Kant expheitly and carefully dxsu_ngulshes the
universal transcendental principles of the understanding from par-
ticular empincal laws of nature 1n the Transcendent?l Analyuc, he
is just as exphat i his clam that parucular empincal laws are
somehow made possible by — are grounded m or determmed by - the
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which we are only first gwided by the observed and compared concurrent
sequences of many events followng upon preceding appearances to discover
arule according to which certain events always follow upon certain appear-
ances, and we are thereby first mduced to make for ourselves the concept of
cause. On such a basis this concept would be merely empirical, and the rule
that 1t provides —that everythng which happens has a cause — would be
preclsely as contingent as experience atself 1ts umversality and necessity
would then be only mmputed, and would have no true unwersal validity,

since they would not be grounded a priorz but only on mduction.
(A 195-6/ B 240-2]

Neither the universal causal principle nor any particular causal law
falling under 1t has a merely inductive status, for both cases are
characterized by a necessity and a {serict) universality that no merely
empirical considerations can explain.

That particular empirical laws or umiforminies are subsumed un-
der the a priotz concepr of causality in such a way that they thereby
become necessary and acquire a more than merely inductive status,
is explicitly stated in section 29 of the Prolegomena

In order to make a tnal with Hume's problematic concept {his crux
metaphysicorum) — namely the concept of cause — I am first given a prior by
means of logic the form of a condinional judgment m general, namely touse a
given cogmition as ground and the other as consequent It 1s possible, how-
ever, that a rule of relation 1s met with 1n perception, which says that upon a
certain appearance another. constantly follows [althoughnot conversely), and
this s a case for me to use the hypothencal judgment and to say, e.g., thatifa
body 1s 1ltuminated long enough by the sun then 1t becomes warm Here there

of on —nor, therefore, the concept of

is certamly not yeta
cause But I continue and say If che above proposition, which 1s merely a
subjective connection of perceptions, 18 t0 be a proposition of experience, 1t
must be viewed as necessary and unversally valid. But such a proposition
would be that the sun 1s, through 1ts light, the cause of heat The above
empirical rule 1s now viewed as a law — and, indeed, not as vahd merely for
appearances, but for them on behalf of a possible expenence, which requires
completely [durchgangig) — and thus necessarly — valid rules. 47312}

The rule of uniformity according to which 1llummated bodies hap-
pen to become warm is at first merely empirical and inductive; of it
is to count as a gemune law of nature, however. this same emprrical
uniformity must be subsumed under the a prior: concept of causal-
1ty, whereupon 1t then becomes necessary and stnctly universal. It
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would appear, therefore, that the pnnaple of causahty makes exper-
ence possible preaisely by somehow mjecting necessity {and thus
strict universality) into particular causal laws,

The upshot of these considerations is that particular causal laws,
for Kant, have a peculiar kind of mixed status: They result from a
combination of inductively observed regulanties or umformities
with the a prion concept (and principle} of causality. Insofar as
particular causal laws merely record observed regulanties they are
contingenr and a postersors; insofar as they subsume such regular-
ties under the a prion pnnciple of causality, however, they are
necessary ~ and even, in a sense, ¢ priors. Kant expheitly remarks
upon this peculiar mixed starus 1n an important footnote to section
22 of the Prolegomena.

But how does this proposttion, that judgments of experence are to con-
tain necessity 1n the synthesis of perceptions, agree with the proposition 1
have 1n many ways often urged above, that experience as posterion cogni-
tton can yreld merely contingent judgments? If I say that experience teaches
me something, then I always mean only the perception that Les wrchin
experience — e.g,, that heat always follows upon the 1llumination of a stone
by the sun—and thus the experienuial proposttion 1s always so far contin-
gent. That this heaung necessanily results from the fllummation by the sun
15 n fact contained 1n the judgment of experience fin vartue of the concept of
cause), but I do not leam this through experience, on the contrary, exper-
ence 1s first generated through ehis addition of the concept of the undersrand-
g [of cause} to perception. {305}

It follows that Kant recognizes at least two distunct types of neces-
sity (and thus aprionty). The transcendental panciples of the under-
standing are absolutely necessaty and a priori: they are established
entirely independent of all perception and expenence. Empirical
laws that somehow fall under these transcendental principles are
then necessary and a priori in a denvative sense. They, unlike the
transcendental principles themselves, indeed depend partially on in-
ductively obtained regulanities {and thus on perception), yet they are
also in some sense grounded 1n or determined by the transcendental
principles and thereby acquire a necessary and more than merely
wnductive starus.1

What has made the problem so fficult, however, 1s that we are left
quite in the dark concerning the precise nature of this “grounding.”
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How do the transcendental pnnciples inject necessity into empancal
laws of nature so as to secure them a more than merely inductive
starus? How dojudgments that merely record observed regular_mes or
umformities become truly and “stnctly” universal via the addition of
the concept of causality? The unfortunate fact iS-thBl !(ant does very
Little to explam — or even to illustrate — this crucially important rela-
tionship between transcendental princtples and empirical l_aws of na-
ture n either the first Critique or the Prolegomena. In Qartlcular, the
example of the sun causing heat through the illumination of a stone
seems quite unhelpful here, for 1t 1s so far entirely unclear h?w-(hls
specific causal connection 1s related to the umversa_l czus:{l principle.
To be sure, the former certainly constirutes a particular instance of
the kind of causal connection attributed generally by the latter; but
this instantial relation is of course completely tnvial, and do_es noth-
ing at all to explain how the law 1n question 1s grounded a prion so as
to obtain a nonempincal necessity

1v

In an unpublished Reflexion written somewhere between 1776 and
the early 1780s, Kant illustrates the transiton from merely empiri-
cal rules to necessary laws discussed in 29 of the Prolegomena with
amore mteresting and, I think, more significant example:

Emprmncally one can certamly discaver rules, but not laws — as Kepler m
companson with Newton —for to the latter belongs necessity, and henc«:
that they are cogmzed a priors. Yet one always supposes that rules of
nature are necessary — for on that account 1t 1s nature —and that they can
b hended a prio; fore one calls them laws by way of anticipa-
tion The understanding 15 the ground of empirical laws, and thus of an
empirical necessity, where the ground of law-govemedness can n fact :e
comprehended a priorr” e g, the law of causahty, but not the ground of the
& law. All h: 1 les of nature are only grounds of

law-govemedness (R 5414, 18 176

Kant here illustrates the transition from “rules” to “laws” — along
with the correlative notion of a grounding of empirnical laws through
the transcendental pnnciples of rhe understanding — by the transi-
tion from Kepler's laws of planetary motion to the Newtonian law of
umversal gravitation that 1s derived therefrom. And rthis suggests
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that the law of universal gravitation 1s paradigmatic of the pecuhar
kind of mixed status Kant artributes to genuine empurical laws.

It 1s significant, furthermore, that in the Prolegomena itself Kant
lustrates the clarm of secuion 36, that “the understanding does not
extract 1ts laws {a priont) from. but prescribes them to, nature,”
secuion 38 immediately following, by precisely the law of universal
glrlavuanon. Moreovert, according to section 37, ths tllustration 1s to
show:

that laws, which we discover n objects of sensible ntution, especally 1f
they are cognized as necessary, are indeed held by us to be such as the
understanding has placed there, although they are equally similar otherwise
10 all respects to natural laws that we ascribe to experience (320)

And thus 1t appears rhat the law of gravitation has just the kind of
muxed stawus 1llustrated in section 29 and the footnote to section 22
by the example of the sun warming a stone.»

Kant’s fullest discussion of the law of universal gravitaton 1s
found n the Metaphys:cal Foundations of Natural Science of 1786
which s devoted to an exposition of “pure natural science” or ”the’
pure doctrine of nature.” The principles of pure natural science are
expounded 1n four chapters, corresponding to the four headings of
the table of categories from the first Crizque. Of particular 1mpor-
tance are the principles of pure natural science expounded in the
third chapter or Mechanics, which thus correspond to the relational
categories of substance, causahty, and commumty. These principles,
parallel to the three analogtes of experience, are given by Kant as the
three “Laws of Mechanics”: (1) the principle of the conservation of
mass or quantity of matter, (2} the law of inertia {“Evety body per
sists 1n 1ts state of rest or motion, 1n the same direction and with the
same speed, if it 15 not necessitated through an external cause to
leave this state” — 4:543), {3) the prciple of the equality of action
and reaction. And it 1s clear, moreover, that Kant views these as
syntheuc a priors principles — very closely related to the transcen-
dental relational principles themselves.2s

Of even greater importance, from the present point of view, 15 the
fourth chapter or Phenomenology, which corresponds tu the modal
categories of possibility, actuality, and necessity, and which has as
its aum the transformatton of appearance |[Erschemung] mto expen-
ence |Erfahrung] More specifically, its aim is to transform apparent
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mortons mro true motions Here 1t appears that Kant 1s following
the lead of Book I of Newton’s Principta, which apphes the laws of
motion ro the observable, so far merely relative or apparent motions
in the solar system so as to denve therefrom the law of universal
gravitation and, at the same time, to establish a privileged frame of
reference [the center of mass frame of the solar system) relauve to
which the notion of true {or absolute) motton 1s first empirically
defined.» In particular, Kane outlines a procedure for applving the
Laws of Mechanics expounded m the previous chapter so as to sub-
yect the given appearances [namely, apparent motions) to the modal
categones in three steps or stages.2s

In the first stage, we record the observed relative mottons 1n the

solar system of satellites wath respect to thewr primary bodies and
the fixed stars the orbits of the moons of Jupiter and Saturn, the
othits of the planets with respect to the sun, and the orhit of Earth’s
moon. We hegin, then, with precisely the empirical “phenomena”
that initiate Newton’s argument for universal gravitatton. We note
that all such observed relative motions are descnibed by Kepler's
laws, and we subsume these so far merely apparent mottons under
the categoty of possibility.

In the second stage, we assume that these relative motions approxi-
mate to true monions {from a modern point of view, that the aforemen-
tioned frames of reference approximate, for the purpose of describing
these motions, to inertial frames of reference}, and we then can apply
Kant’s law of inerta [Newton’s first and second laws of motion) to
infer that the relative accelerations in question mamifest an “external
cause” or impressed force directed toward the center of each primary
body. Moreover, it now follows purely mathematically from Kepler's
laws that these given forces — together with the true accelerations
engendered thereby — satisfy the inverse-square law. Accordingly, we
now subsume these true orbrtal motions {mverse-square accelera-
tions) under the category of actuahty

In the third and final stage, we apply the equality of acton and
reaction {Newton’s third law of motion} to conclude that these true
accelerations are mutual —equal and opposite —and also to con-
clude thar gravitational acceleration 1s directly proportional to mass.
To infer the latter result from the equality of action and reaction we
need to assume, m addinon, that all bodies in the solar system — not
merely the satellites 1n question — experience mnverse-square accel-
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erations toward each primary body (and thus, in effect, that gravita-
nonal attraction 1s universal), and we also need to apply the third
law of motion directly to these mural mteractions of the primary
bodies {and thus, n effect, to assume that gravitational attraction
acts tmmedately at a distance).2¢ Given these assumptions and our
Pprevious results the law of universal gravatation now follows deduc-
tively: Each body experiences an inverse-square acceleration toward
each other body, which, 1n addition, 1s dwectly proportional, at a
given distance, to the mass of the body toward which 1t accelerates.
Moreover, we are now — and only now —1n a position rigorously to
estimate the masses of the varnious primary bodies in the solar sys-
tem 50 as rigorously to determine the center of mass frame of the
solar system. Finally, because the true motions can now be ex-
plained precisely as motions relauve to this privileged frame of refer-
ence, we are also now n a position to discharge the provisional
assumption of stage 2 — namely that the relative mouons of stage 1
closely approximate to true motions.»” The mverse-square accelera

tions resulting thereby — which are universal, everywhere mutual

and directly proportional to mass — are subsumed under the category
of necessity.

From Kant’s pomt of view the sigmificance of our three-srage proce-
dure 15 to be undersrood in the following way. We begin the argu-
ment with Kepler's laws, and these are imitially mere empincal regu-
lanties obtained solely by induction. At this stage, then, we have
mere appearances or “judgments of perception” — analogous to the
purely empinical circumstance rhat heat customarily follows the
tllummnation of a body. Hence, to obtain genumnely objective experi-
ence we need to apply the transcendental principles of the under-
standing to our given appearances. More precisely, we need to apply
the more specific “metaphysical” principles of pure natural science,
which realize or instantiate the transcendental princaples of the un-
derstanding via the empirical concept of matter.» When rhese princi-
ples are applied to our given mnit1al “phenomena,” however, the law
of umversal gravitation results uniquely and deductively: There 1s
no further room, that 1s, for mducuve or hypothetical underde-
termination or uncertainty.

In this way, Kepler’s at first merely inductive or empincal regulan-
ties are transformed nto something radically new- a law that, de-
spite 1ts obvious dependence on inmal empurical daea, depends also
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on synthetic a prior1 pnnciples and thereby acquires a more than
merely mducuve status That the law of universal gravitation ac-
quires a more than merely emptncal status m this fashion 1s em-
phatically reemphasized n the unpublished fragments constituting
Kant’s Opus postumur”

It 15, namely, a remarkable appearance n the field of science that there
was a moment where 1ts progress appeared to be termnated, where the ship
lay at anchor and there was nothing further to be done for ph‘ll(JSOphy ma
certamn field. Kepler's thice anal had d the of
orbital motion of the planets completely, although sull only empmically,
and machematically described them without yet providing an intimation of
the moving forces, together with therr law, which may be the caus:. chereof
on of mouons assem-

Instead of Kepler’s :
bled rules, Newton created a principle of the system of moving forces from

active causes Unity (22 <21}
The lans of motion were sufficiently established through Kepler’s three
1 They were al h } 1 Huygens knew also the com-

postte, yet denvative motion through the forces chat flee or conunually
strive toward the center {vis centrifuga et centripetal, but as close as both
fwere] . yet all that was erccted was mere empiricism of the doctrine of
motion and always a universal and properly so-called prnciple was lackmg
1€, a concept of reason from which one could infer a prion, as from a cause
to an effect, a law of force-d on; and this expl was given by
Newton. . {22 528-9}

Thus these fragments from 1799—1800 appear to make essentially
the same pomt as Reflexton 5414 cited previously.»¢ .
Finally, the three-stage procedure by which the law of universal
gravitation is denved from Kepler's laws also yields the result that
the former law 1s m an mmportant sense necessary The relevant
notion of necessity here 1s in fact just the “empirical” or “matenal”
necessity explained in the Postulates of Empirical Thought:

1. That which agrees with the formal conditions of expenence {accord-
1ng to intwition and conceptsl, 15 passible
2 That which connects with the matenal condiions of expenence
{sensation), 1s actual.
3. That whose connection with the actual 1s determined in accordance
with umiversal conditions of experience, 1s {exists as) necessary
(A 218-19 / B 265-6)
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And, as we have seen, the law of untversal gravitation satisfes this
notion of necessity exactly. It 1s determined 1n connection with the
actual (namelv Kepler’s laws, provisionally viewed as recording true
motions as 1n stage 2} in accordance with universal conditions of
experience {namely the transcendental pnnciples of the understand-
ing, as further specified to yreld the metaphysical principles of pure
natural science).ze

Thas example also lluminates the relationship between the third
postulate of empirical thought and the principle of causality. In has
discusston of the third postulate Kant characterizes the relationship
berween the principle of causality and the categories of modality as
follows:

Everything that happens 1s hypothetically necessary; this 1s a primciple that
subordinates the atterations n the world to a law — 1 €., a rule of necessary
existence — without which nature would absolurely not occur Therefore,
the proposition. Nothing happens through blind chance in mundo non
datur casus), 1s an a prionr law of nature So also 1s the propasition: No
necessity in nature 1s blind, but always a conditioned and therefore inteihgi-
ble [verstandliche} necessity [non datur fatum) Both are such laws through
which the play of alterations 1s subordinated to a nature of things [as
appearances) - or, what 1s the same thing, to the unity of the understanding,
n which they can alone belong to an experience, as the synthenc unity of
appearances. These two principles helong among the dynamucat principles

The first s properly a consequence of the principle of causahty {under the
analogies of experience] The second belongs to the principles of modaliry,
which add to the causal determination the concept of necessity, which,
however, stands under a rule of the understanding. {A 228 /B 280-1)

This suggests that, whereas the principle of causality says that evety
event is related to a preceding event by an empirical causal law, the
third postulate of modality indicates a procedure by which empirical
causal laws are themselves related to the a priors principles of the
understanding so as to confer on them both necessity and antelligibil-
ity. Thus, whereas Kepler's laws empinically descnibe the temporal
evolution of the motions of the heavenly bodies quite adequately,
only their explanation within the theoty of universal gravitation
makes them both necessary and mtelligible (and the relevant sean-
dard of intelligiblity 15 provided via the transcendental princaples of
the understanding)
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v

We have now seen how an empirical law of nature can be related to —
can be grounded in or determined by — synthetic a prior1 principles
s0 as to acquire thereby a necessary and more than merely inductive
status. Strictly speaking, however, we have not yet seen how empuri-
cal laws are grounded 1n or determned by the transcendental pnnci-
ples of the understanding, for the synthetic a prion pnnqples w©
which we have so far appealed are the meraphysical principles of
pure natural science. How do these metaphysical principles them-
selves relate to the transcendental principles of the understanding?
How exactly do the former constitute an instantiation or realization
of the latter?

The relationship between transcendental princtples and the more
specific metaphysical principles 1s llustrated in the following impor-
tant passage from section 5 of the published Introducuon to the
Critique ot Judgment:

A transcendental principle 1s that through which 15 represented a prior:
the universal condition under which alone things can be obects of our
cogmuion 1n general. On the other hand, a prmciple 1s called metaphysical if
1t represents a priori the condition under which alone objects, whose con-
cept must be empincally given, can be further determined a prion. Thus,
the pnnciple of the cogninon of bodies as substances and as alterable sub-
stances 1s transcendental, 1f 1t is thereby asserted that their alterations must
have a cause, 1t 1s metaphysical, however, 1f it 1s thereby asserted that their
alterations must have an extetnal cause. Because wn the first case bodies
may be thought only through ontological predicates [pure concepts of the

ding), e g, as 1n order to cognize the proposition a
prion, but 1n the second case the emprrical concept ofa b?dy {as a movable
ching 1n space} must be laid at the bass of the proposition — however, as
soon as this 1s done, that the larer predicate [motion only chrough external
causes} belongs to body can be comprehended completely a priorr  (5.181}

A closely related contrast is found 1n section 15 of the Prolegomena’

Unuversal narural science |conrains] purely discursive principles (from con-
cepts), which constieute the philosophical part of the pure cogmuon of
nature But chere 15 still also much in 1t that 1s not entirely pure and indepen-
dent of empinical sources such as the concept of motion. of impenctrability
{on which the empincal concept of matter rests), of merna, e, which
prevents 1t from bemg able to be called an entirely pure natural science,
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morcover, 1t extends only to the objects of outer sense, and thus yields no
example of a2 umversal science of nature 1n the stricter sense — for the latter
must bring nature m general under umiversal laws, whether 1t concemns the
object of outer sense or that of imner sense [the object of physics as well as
psychology). la 295}

The connection between these two passages then lies in the circum-
stance that only thunking beings — o1, more generally, living beings ~
possess mmner principles of causality.

Kant strongly emphasizes this last point 1n his Observation to the
Proof of the law of inertia in the Metaphysical Foundations-

The mertia of matter 1s and sigmfies nothing else but 1ts Iifelessness as
mateer n atself Life means the capacity of a substance to act on 1tself from
an inner prnciple. of a finite substance to alter stself, and of a material
substance to determine wself to motion or rest as alteration of 1ts state.
Now we are acquamnted with no other mner princaple of a substance to alter
1ts state except desire — and, 1n general, no other mner acuvity except think-
ng and that which depends thereupon- feeling of pleasure or displeasure and
appette or willing. But these grounds of determination and actions abso-
lutely do not belong to the representauions of outer sense and thus not to the
determinations of matter as matter. Therefore all matter as such 1s hfefess

This, and nothing more, 1s what the proposition of nertia says {4 544}

Thus, the metaphysical principles of pure narural science apply only
to the activities and powers of nonliving, nonthinking beings: beings
represented solely through predicates of outer sense. The transcen-
denral prnciples ot the understanding, by contrast, apply to all be-
ings without distinction — where, for example, mnner prinaples of
causality {appropnate to living beings) are just as perrmssible as
external causes.

It certainly does not follow, however, that the transcendenral prin-
ciples extend also to nonspatial substances — to objects solely of m-
ner sense, as 1t were. For Kant consistently demes that the concept
of substance can be meaningfully applied to objects of mere mner
sense {such as the soul), and clearly asserts that “in order to provide
something permanent 1n mtuition corresponding to the concept of
substance and thereby to venfy the objective reality of this con-
cept}, we require an inturtion of space {of matter), because space
alone 1s determined as permanent, but time, and therefore every-
thing m mner sense, continually flows” (B 291} Therefore all sub-
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stances, even those falling only under the transcendental concept of
a nature n general, must be spatial.>*

Indeed, as 1s well known, Kant himself msists upon the spatiality
of all substances 1n his marginal notes to the First Analogy in his
copy of the first edition of the Critique. In particular, at A 182 he
WIites:

Here the proof must be so developed that 1t apphies only to substances as
phenomena of outer sense, and therefore from space — which, together with
1ts determnations, exists at all times.

In space all alteration 1s morion; for, were there another [determinationf
m the relation, then, according to the concept of alteration, the subject
would stll have to endure Thus, everything mn space would have to vanish
together (R LXXX, 23:30p>

Kant’s thought seems to be that if substance could alter in some way
other than through motion then 1t would be possible for all sub-
stances ro vamsh — and thus substance would not be conserved.

What Kant has in mind here becomes clearer through a comparn-
son with the Observation to the Proof of the law of conservation of
Imass or quanuty of matter in the Metaphysical Foundations. Kant's
pont there 1s that only that whose quantity consists of spatial parts
external to one another can be proved to satisfy the conservation
law; for only in this case does decrease m quantity occur by
drvision — that is, by the relative motion of the spatial parts — rather
than by dumnution. Only spatial division {via relative motion], as
opposed to the diminution or mexe d m degree ch
of a purely intensive magnitude, necessarily conserves the total
quantity of the magnitude thereby divided. By contrast, the perma-
nence of a merely intensive magnitude, such as would belong solely
to 1nner sense, cannot be proved.

1stic

Tt1s therefore no wonder if the permanence of substance can be proved of the
latter [matter] but not of the former [the soul], for 1n the case of matter 1t
already flows from 1ts concept —namely that 1t 15 to be movable, which 15
possible only 1n space — that thar which has a quantity 1n 1t contains a
multiplicaty of realities external to one another, and thus of substances; and
therefore the quantity of substance can only be dummshed by division,
which 1s not vamshing — and the latter in {matter] would also be impossible

ding to the law of On the other hand, the thought I 1s
absolutely no concept but only mner perception, and absolutely nothing can
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therefore be inferred from it joutside of the sheer distiction of an object of
inner sense from that which 1s thought merely as object of outer sense) -
thus, the permanence of the soul as substance can also not be mferred
{4 543]
Thus, for example, clanty of consciousness n mner sense has an
mtensive magnitude and hence a degree, but nothing precludes 1ts
vamshing — that 1s, 1ts continuous dimmurion to nothing {542).%
Spatiality — and hence conservation of total quantity via division
{through relative motion) inro smaller parts that are themselves spa-
tial substances 1s therefore a necessary property of all substances
falling under the transcendental concept of a nature i general. The
more specific metaphysical concept of a body or marerial substance
then results from this by the addition of the empirically given proper-
ties of impenetrabihty and weight: the two fundamental forces of
repulsion and attraction. Thus in the Anticipations of Perception
Kant speaks, from the pont of view of transcendental philosophy, of
“the real n space (I may here not call 1t impenetrability or weight,
because these are empirical concepts)” (A 173 /B 215). And 1n the
Postulates of Empirical Thought Kant provides the following mter-
esting example of a thinkable, but not 1n fact empirically given,
realization of the relational categores: ’

A substance that would be permanently present 1n space, yet without filling
1t {as that mtermediate ching between matter and thinking being that some
have wanted to introduce), or a particular fundamental power [Grundkraft]
of our mind to mitust the future 1 advance {and not merely to infer 1t, for
examplel; or finally a capacity of our mind to be 1n commuruty of thovghe
with other men {as distant as chey may be) (A 222/B 270p¢

It follows that substances falling only under the transcendental con-
cept of nature 1n general indeed take up or occupy space, but they do
not necessanly fill space, thus latter property results only by the
addition of the empirical concept of impenetrability — “on which
the empirical concept of matter rests.”s>

‘We are now in a positon, finally, to see, at least 1n outline, how
the rranscendental principles of the understanding function as the
highest laws of nature “under which all others stand.” The key pomnt
is that the transcendental concept of a nature 1n general 1s not en-
urely indetermunate: It does not simply say that nature consists of
some otherwise entirely indetermimate substances obeymg some
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otherwise entirely indetermmnate empincal causal laws. Rather, the
transcendental principles depict a world with a parucular character

a world of spatially extended subsrances consisting of spatial parts
that always count as substances in turn (the total quantity of sub-
stance 15 thereby always conserved via division and recombmation
of such spatial parts), a world whose substances change their states
always in response to [internal or external) powers or causes, and a
world whose spatially separated substances are in thoroughgomng
interaction with one another (and thus always act on one another
through external causes). It 1s cleas, moreover, that this world de-
picted by the transcendental principles 1s closely modeled on the
central empincal example Kant consistently takes ro be paradig-
manic here: namely the system of heavenly bodies as described by
the Newtoruan theory of universal gravitation.

Nevertheless. as we have seen, the transcendental concepr of a
nature 1n general 1s certainly much more abstract than that of a
Newtonian system of masses; and to reach the latter from the
former we 1n fact need to add specifically empirical content in two
successive steps or stsges, First, we need further to specify the tran-
scendental princaples of the understanding to the metaphysical prin-
ciples of pure natural science. These result by the addition of the
empirnical concept of marrer — and, 1n particular, the empincal con-
cepts of impenetrability and weight {resting on the two fundamental
forces of repulsion and attraction) — which has the effect of restrict-
ing our attention to nonhving materal substances or massive bodies
and thereby transforming the analogies of experience into the Newto-
nian laws of motion. Second, we need to apply the resulung princi-
ples of pure natural science to the imeally merely empirical or mduc-
ave regulanties codified i Kepler's laws n the manner 1 sketched in
V. Once this 1s done, however, the Newtoman theory of universal
gravitation results uniquely and deductively.

I suggest that we now see, ar least in outline, how the peculiarly
Kantian conception of a grounding of empirical laws by transcenden-
tal principles of the understanding 1s supposed to work. It 1s not that
empincal laws are somehow derved from the transcendental princi-
ples as thewr deductive consequences. This, as Kant himself repeat-
edly emphasizes, is 1mpossible. Rather, empincal laws are to be
thought of as framed or nested, as 1r were, within a sequence of
progressavely more concrete and empirical nstantiations or reahza-
tons of the transcendental principles: a sequence consisung of pro-
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gressively more concrete and empirical natures or worlds. The most
abstract such world 1s just that depieted by the transcendental con-
cept of a nature n general —a world of mteracting spatial sub-
stances, the nexe world 1s that described by the metaphysical Princi-
Ples of pure natural science —a world of nonhwing, purely material
substances interacring via the two fundamental forces m accordance
with the Newtonian laws of motion; the next world 1s that described
by the Newtoman theory of gravity - a world of massive bodies mnter-
acting 1 accordance with the law of universal gravitation; and so
on. The notion of an a prior: grounding 1s then expressed by ’the 1dea
that, although purely empirical data play a necessary and unavord-
able role 1n this procedure, the framing or nesting of such data
within the transcendental concept of a nature in general 1s to
rfﬂ.sult—at least in principle —1n a unique and determmate descrip-
tion of the empirical world that thereby acquires a more than meref
empcal status. y
Tt 15 10 this way, I suggest, that all empirical judgments are ultr-
mately to be grounded in the transcendental principles for Kant.
Thus, for example, particular judgments of objective succession as:
sertng that event A precedes event B are grounded in empirical
causal laws asserting that all events of the same kand as A are fol-
lowed by or result mn events of the same kind as B; these latter are
themselves grounded 1n higher empincal laws; and these in turn —
n the manner just illustrated —are ultimately grounded mn the tran-
scendental principles. And 1t is along these lmnes, T suggest, that
Lovejoy’s charge of non sequitur discussed 1n I should be met.’ Kant
1s not argumg, that is, from a neutral and uncontroversial concep-
tion of particular objectave succession to the existence of general
causal laws or uniformities — thts would of course be a non sequitur
indeed. Rather, Kant 1s relying upon hts own characternstic concep-
uor} of objecuve empmcal judgment, a conception according to
which genuinely objective emprrical judgments are sumply impossi-
ble without a grounding n progressively more abstract laws of na-
ture termnating 1n the wranscendental principles themselves.

VI

Ir remains briefly o consider the role of reason or reflective Judg-
ment in the articulation and determination of emptrical causal laws.

Causal laws and natural saence 187

‘We saw in 11 of this essay that the faculty of reflective judgment does
1n fact play an absolutely central role here, but the precise nature of
this role 1s not yet enuirely clear. In parucutlar, 1t 3s not yet clear
whether Kant’s discussion of reflecuve judgment supports the kind
of strong separation of empirical causa) laws from the unaversal
causal principle considered n 1L, or, on the other hand, whether 1t 1s
pethaps more 1n harmony with the alternative mterpretation I out-
hined m H-V.

Let us begin by reconsidenng the passage from section 4 of the
First Introduction to the Crizique of Judgment cited i . The first
point to notice 18 that Kant does nor say there that the faculty of
reflective judgment 1s the ground of particular empirical laws them-
selves, but, rather, that reflecuve judgment is required to secure the
systematicity of such laws. The problem left unsettled by the under-
standing 15 not that empincal laws may not exist at all, as 1t were,
but only that they may fail to constitute a system:

For the manitoldness and mhomogeneity of the empirical laws could be so
great, that 1t would certamnly be possible 1n a partial manner to connect
perceptions 1to an experience m accordance with particular laws dis
covered opportunely, but 1¢ would never be possible to bnng these empm-
cal laws themselves to umity of affimty under a common prmciple .
[20-200)

Hence, the task of reflective judgment 1s to systematize the man1-
fold of particular emprrical laws so as to bring these laws to “umty of
affimty.” The crucial problem, then, 1s to understand what “umty of
affimty” means here.

Kant explains his thinking urther 1n the next section of the Furst
Introduction, where the principle of reflective judgment 1s firse offi-
cally stated:

Now 1t 15 clear that the reflective judgment could not undertake 1n accar-
dance with its nature to classtfv the whole of nature according to 1ts empirt-
cal variety, 1f it did not presuppose chat nature tself specifies its transcen-
dental laws according to some principle This principle can now be no ocher
than that of the suitabiltty co the faculty of judgment wself, to flnd sufflaent
affimty 1n the unmeasurable mamifoldness of things mn accordance with
empirical laws m order to bring them under emptncal concepts {classes) and
these under more unwersal laws {higher species} and thus to be able to
attain to an empincal system of nature (207215}
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The peculiar primciple of the faculty of judgment 1s therctore: nature
spectfies 1ts untversal laws to empircal Laws|, 11 accordance with the form
of a logical system, on behalf of the faculty of judgment [20216]

L assume that the “unversal laws” referred to m the offictal state-
ment of the principle of reflective judgment are the same as the
“transcendental laws” mentioned m the immedately preceding
paragraph; and, if thrs 1s correct, the principle of reflective judgment
therefore states that emprrical laws are brought to systematic “unity
of affinity” precisely by being somehow related to the rranscenden-
tal principles of the understanding — which latter are thereby “speci-
fied” to empincal laws.

We saw previously that the Metaphysical Foundations depacts a
procedure by which the transcendental prmciples are in fact further
specified empinically so as to yield the prmciples of pure natural
science and to ground thereby the law of universal gravitation. This
procedure results in the very highest concept or species of emprrical
classification {the empirical concept of matter) and the very highest
empncal law (the law of gravitanon) which governs all matter as
such regardless of all hfferences among more specific types of mat-
ter. And, in this way, the most general framework of emprical natu-
ral science is secured. But what about more specific empirical laws
governing more specific subspecies of matter — such as the laws of
chemustry, for example? As far as the Metaphysical Foundations s
concerned, all such more specific empirical laws reman entirely
unaccounted for, and we are therefore left with no 1dea how these
laws are grounded n the transcendental principles. We are left with
no idea, that 1s, how the combination of metaphysical pninciples and
mathematical conseructions that funiquely) determines the law of
gravitation can be further extended so as to ground or determine any
more specific empirical law.

Indeed, 1t 15 for precisely this reason that Kant himself despaurs of
the properly scienufic status of chemistry m the Metaphysical
Foundations-

So long, theretore, as there 1s sull for chemical actions of mateers on one
another no concept to be discovered that can be constructed — that 15, no
law of approach or wathdrawal of the parts of matter can be specifled accord-
mg to which, pethaps m proportion to therr density and the hike, therr
mouons and all the consequences thereof can be made meweive and pie-
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sented @ prior 1n space {a demand that will only with great difficuley ever be
fulfllled) — chemustry can be nothing more than a systematic art or exper1-
mental docerine, hut never a proper science For 1ts prnciples are merely
empirical and allow of no presentation a prion mn mtumlon Consequently,
chey do not m the least make the les of ct con-
cevable according to their possibility, for they are not susceptible to the
application of machematics. {4:470)

Thus, the laws of chemistry remain merely empirical {and thus so far
merely inductive) so long as we do not yet have a properly grounded
mathematical force law analogous to the law of gravitation.

it follows that the empirical laws of chemmstry do not yet count as
necessary:

Any whole of cognition that 15 systematic can mndeed there_by be called
science, and, 1f the connection of cognition in this system 1s an interconnec-
aon of grounds and consequences, even rational science If, however, the
grounds or principles themselves are still in the end merely empmical —as,
for example, in chemistry —and the laws from which the given facts are
explained through reason are mere laws of experience, then sn'n;h laws or
principles carry wich them no consciousness of thewr necessity (are not
apodictically cerrain), and thus the whole [of cognition] does not deserve the
name of science m the strict sense. — Chermistry should thus be called sys-
tematic art rather than science. {486)

Yet reason requires that all empirical science must eventually be
brought into connection with pure natural science so as to secure
thereby the appropriate kind of necessity {the problem 1s simply that
this has not yet been done for chemistey):

In accordance with demands of reason, every doctrime of nacure must flnally
lead to [pure] natural science and rerminate there, because such necessity of
laws 15 nseparably jomned to the concept of nature and therefore must cer-
tainly be comprehended Hence, the most complete explanation of given
appearances from chemical principles sull always leaves behind a certain
dissatisfaction, because one can cite no a prior: grounds for such principles
which, as contngent laws have been learned metely from experience (460}

It 1s partucularly noteworthy that these passages explicitly deny t_hat
systematic form alone 1s sufficient for the required type of necessity:
‘We need, 1n addition, “a prion grounds” analogous to those we have
considered in IV and V. )
All of this seems to me to be perfectly consistent with Kant's
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discussion of necessity and contingency 1n the passage from §5 of
the published Introduction to the Critique of Judgment cited 1n 1L
Kant’s point there 15 that the vast majority of emparical laws have:
not yet been grounded in the transcendental principles of the under-
standing. Indeed, since the manifoldness of empirical laws 1s poren-
nally infinire, we can imagine such a grounding for the totality of
empirical laws only as the regulative 1deal of a complete scrence we
can only conunually approach but never fully attain. Hence, from
the potnt of view of our (finite} understandig, most empmca’l laws
musr reman contingent, although we nonetheless remamn equally
aware of the demand of reason for their eventual a prior groundin,

and hence their necessity: ¢

Specifically ditterent matters can sull be causes n mflutely manifold ways,
besides what they have m common as belonging to nacure m general; afn‘.’l
every one of these modes must {according to the concept of a cavse 1n gen;eral)
have 1ts rule — which is a law and therefore carres wich 1t necessiy —
although, according to the constitution and hmitations of our cogmev

faculty, we can absolutely not hend thy . .

Thus, wi

o 1ts merely empirical laws, we must think mn nacure tbel;us'slb:ll::yeze:r:
nfinite manifoldness of empirical laws, whach for our nsight are yet contin-
gent (cannot be known a priori), and, with respect to them, wejudge the ure;
of nature 1n accordance with empirical laws and the possibility of the unty 0};
experience {as a system according o emparical laws) as contingent. (5:183)

Kant 1s not, as I read him, here asserting that the necessity of empiri-
cal laws depends on reflective judgment rather than on the under-
stan_ding Empurical necessity can derive from nowhere else than an
a prion grounding 1n the principles of the understanding such as we
have attempted to articulate above, and the point of the present
passage 1s stmply to emphasize that the vast majority of emprrical
laws have not yet recerved this kind of grounding. The task of reflec-
uve judgment 1s not somehow to provide a kind of necesstty that the
understanding 1tself cannot provide, but rather to Systematize the
potentally infimte multiplicity of empircal laws under more and
more general empincal laws so as to approximate to the a prion
pecessity issuing from the understanding and from the understand-
ing alone.

More precisely, the relationship between the transcendental prnci-
ples of the understanding and the faculty of reflecurve dgment is, I
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think, best understood as follows. The prncples of pure natural
scrence — which represent, as it were, the closest possible specifica-
t10n of the transcendental principles —articulate the empirical con-
cept of matter and thereby ground the law of umversal gravitation
In this way, the highest concept of empinical classification and the
most general emprrical law are brought inro immediate contact with
the principles of the understanding.* Yet the vast majority of empri-
cal laws |and thus the overwhelming majonity of empirical phenom-
enal sull remamn unaccounted for: They have so far received no
transcendental grounding whatsoever. The task of reflective judg-
ment 1s then to furmsh methodological principles — of parsimony,
continuity, simphicaty, and so ons” — which guide the procedure of
orgamzing lower level empineal concepts (and laws) into a classifica-
tory system. Only when such a classificatory system 1s 1deally com-
pleted, so rhat all empirical concepts (and laws) are brought into
determinate relation with the highest concept of empirical classifica-
tion {and thus, m the end, with the principles of the understanding
as well), will the totality of empincal laws thereby recewve a tran-
scendental grounding. And, although such an 1deal complete science
will of course never actually be attained, the principle of reflective
judgment nonetheless demands that we continually strive to ap-
proach 1t as far as 15 possible. In this sense, the faculty of reflective
judgment operates under the transcendental presupposition that “ne-
ture specifies 1ts universal laws to empinical laws), 1n accordance
with the form of a logical [classificatoty] system. . .."
There 15 a final complication that is well worth mentioning here.
It so happens that the modern foundations of some of the most
important of the more empincal branches of natural science — Rrst
the quanutative science of heat and later the new physical cherms-
try of Lavoister — were just being established durng the last third of
the eighteenth century. It so happens, furthermore, that Kant him-
self was following these new developments with ever mcreasing
nterest. In particular, 1t appears that Kant was well acquainted with
the key advances 1n the quantitative science of heat, with Wilhelm
Scheele’s theory of radiant heat and Joseph Black’s theory of Iatent
and specific heats, by the early to middle 1780s.38 And, what turns
out to be even more decisive, Kant was led officially to embrace the
new physical chemistry of Lavaisier by the mad-1790s. It 15 clear,
moreover, that, whereas the chermustry to which Kant denzes a prop-
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erly scienuific stacus m the Metaphysical Foundations is the wadi-
tional phlogistic chermstry of Georg Stahl, the revohutionary new
theory of Lavoister led Kant to a fundamental reconsideration of the
status of chemistry.»» Kant was led thereby, 1n the Opus postumum,
to a reconsideration of the philosophical foundatons of natural sci-
ence (where he contemplates a new chapeer of the ctical system to
be utled Transition from the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural
Science to Physics) and, 1n the end, to a fundamental reconsideration
of the nacure and scope of transcendental philosophy 1tself. A further
constderation of these matters, however, lies far beyond the scope of
the present discussion.»

NOTES

1 All eranslations trom Kant's writings are my own
2 The probl “howlam d dthat, because 18, some-
thing else should be?” 1s first raised by Kant 1n hus Attempt to Introduce
the Concept of Negative Magmitude mto Philosophy of 1763 2 202). This
€553y 18 €C d with h “logical ” and “real
opposition,” “logical grounds” from “real grounds # The pome 1s that
causal connection, for example, cannot be understood as mere logical
connection, but only as an essentially distince type of “real” connection.
Compare B s “the concepr of cause 1tself so obviously contams the
concept of a necessity of the connection with an effect and a stnct
umversahity of the rule, that 1t would be entirely lost 1f one wanted to
denve 1t, as Hurne did, from a repeated association of that which hap-
pens with that which precedes and the custom fand thus the subjective
) ansing ¢ of -
4 Compare Kant’s charactenzation of the causal relation an the Second
Analogy “In accordance with such a rule, m that which i general
precedes an event there must he the conditions for a rule according to
which this event follows always and necessanly” (A 193 /B 238—g),
*~that which follows or happens must follow according to a untversal
rule from that which was contamed 1n the previous state” [A 200 /B
245), “mn that which precedes the condition 15 tn be met with, under
which the event always {re., necessanly) follows” (A 200/B 246).
Clearly, only types or kinds of events can follow one another always —
thacis, universally.
Compare part It of section IV of Hume’s Enquiry “As to past expertence.,
1t can be allowed to give drrect and certamn mformation of those precise
objects only, and that precise peniod of time, whach fell under 1ts cogm-
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zance but why this experience should be so extended e future ames
and to other objects, which, for aught we know, may be only 1n appear
ance sumlar, this 1s the main question on which I would msist.
These two proposiuons are far from bang the same, I have found that
such an object has always been attended with such an effect. and I
foresee, that other objects. which are, 1n appearance, simlar, will be
attended with sumlar effects ”

Some examples of such rules or laws given by Kant are: at a treezing
temperature the hquid state of water 1s followed by the solid state {B
162—3), the position of a dniftmg ship higher up in the course of a stream
1s followed by 1ts position lower down (A 192—3 / B 237—8), 1n the pres-
ence of a hot stove the cool air in a room becomes warm {A 202 / B 247—
8}, when scooped out from a larger vessel into a narrow glass a horizon-
tal surface of water becomes concave {A 204 / B 249), heat follows the
1llumination of a stone hy the sun {Prolegomena. 4 30s). 1 here 1ignore
the complication chat not ail causes hterally precede their effects” What
matters here 15 only that each mnstance of the causal relation 1s assoct-
ated with a rule or law of temporal succession.

See H. ] Paton, Kant's Metaphysic of Experience (New York, 1936);
G. Bird, Kant's Theory of Knowledge {London, 1962); R P Wolif, Kant's
Theory of Mental Activity {Camhndge, Mass., 1963), L. W. Beck, "Once
More 1nto the Breach Kant’s Answer to Hume, Agawn,” Ratio 9 {1967)
33-37, reprinted 1 Essays on Kant and Hume |New Haven, Conn
1978}, and “A Prussian Hume and a Scottish Kant,” ibid, W. A
Suchung, “Kant’s Second Analogy of Expentence,” Kant-Studren 58
{1967). 355—69, G Buchdahl, “The Kantian ‘Dynatmuc of Reason’ with
Special Reference 1o the Place of Causality in Kant’s System,” in L. W
Beck, ed., Kant Studtes Today (LaSalle, I, 1969), Metaphvsics and the
Philosophy of Science [Oxford, 1969}, and “The Conception of Lawlike-
ness m Kant’s Philosophy of Science,” n L W Beck, ed, Kant's Theory
of Knowledge {Dordrecht, 1974); J. Van Cleve, “Four Recent Interpre-
tanons of Kant's Second Analogy,” Kami-Studien 64 {1973): 69-87;
G. Brattan, Kant’s Theory of Scrence [Princeron, N1, 1978}, H Allison,
Kant's Transcendental Idealism (New Haven, Conn., 1983}, P. Guyer,
Kant and the Claims of Knowledge {Cambridge, 1987), and “Kant’s Con-
ception of Empmical Law,” Proceedings of the Anstotelian Society, Sup-
plementary Volume 64 (1990} 221-42. A notable exception to this trend
1s A Melmcek, Kant's Analogies of Expcrience {Clicago 1973 —see esp
§18, even Melmck appears to agree, however, that causal laws are estab
Iished solely on the basis of emparical or inductive evidence

Paton disassociates regularity and repeatihihity from the causal principle
mvol. 2, ch 45, §7 of Kant’s Metaphysic of Expertence Beck, n “Prus-
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stan Hume and Scottish Kant,” sharply disunguishes the “every-cvent-
some-cause” principle from the "same-causc-same-ettect” principle, he
argues that while Hume raises doubts concerning both, Kant intends
only to vind, the flrst m the T d I Analytic However, this
mterpretation has been aruculated most clearly, and 1n 1ts most exphicic
and developed form, by Buchdahl; see, 1n particular, “Dynamic of Rea-
son,” V-VIL

Note that Kant humself holds, as we have seen, that generahzatons
supported only inductively cannot qualify as laws, strictly speaking, at
all; for mere inductive generalizations do not and cannot possess genu-
me or strict umversality. And thus Kant humself exphcitly asserts that
necessity and genuine or strict umversahty “belong inseparably to-
gether” (B 4). Compare the Preface to the Metaphysical Foundations of
Natural Science “the word nature already carnes wich 1t the concept of
laws, and the lacter carries with 1t the concept of the necessity of all
determinations of a thing that belong to 1ts existence” (4 468}. {I am
ndebted to Graciela De Pierns for emphasizng the importance of this
point to me.}

From the second edition transcendental deduceion, 1n the first edition we
flnd a simlar separation “ Although we learn many laws through expen-
ence, these are nonetheless only particular determinations of yet higher
laws, among which the highest funder which all athers stand) oniginate a
priort n the understanding 1tself, and are not borrowed from experience
but rather provide with their law-g d and pre-
cisely thereby make expenience possible . . . To be sure, emparical laws as
such can1nno way denve then ongmn fmm pure understanding —no more
than the id of es can be ad ly com-
prehended from the pure form of sensibility” (A 126—7)

These passages from the two iwroducuons to the Critique of Judgment
are therefore especially emphasized by Buchdahl as providing clear sup-
port for hus interpretation of the rel: between thet dental
principle of causality and particular emprical causal laws. For Buchdahl
both the existence and the necessity of particular causal laws falls en-
tirely within the province of | [or the regul use of
reason). The purely regulative maxims of reflective judgment govern the
search for parucular causal laws — which search has no a prior gualantct:
of success, and the {or “empircal lawhk }of

causal laws depends solely on their place i a systematic structure of such
laws {namely an empirical scientific theory) — where the existence of this
kind of systematic structure 1s agan seen as a purely regulative demand of
reason rather than as a consuitutive requirement of the understanding.
Compare Guyer, “Empinical Law *
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12 A Lovejoy, “On Kant's Reply to Hume,” Archiv fur Geschuchte der
Phijusophie (1906): 380407, reprmted m M Gram, ed., Kant Disputed
Questions [Chicago, 1967), pp. 284—308 — page references are given pa-
renthetically 1n the text to this edinon

13 This kind of interpretation has been defended most clearly and exphicitly
by Buchdahl, and also especially by Beck and Allison. See the references
ated 10 note 7, and also Beck, “Is There a Non Sequitur 1n Kant’s Proof
of the Causal Principle2” Kant-Studien 67 (1976] 385—9, reprinted {as
“A Non Sequitur of Numhing Grossness?”} i Essays on Kant and
Hume With respect to the principle of umformity and Lovejoy's objec-
aion, see Beck, “Prussian Hume and Scottish Kant,” p. 126 “It has often
been objected that Kant’s Second Analogy does nothing to support the
principle same-cause-same-effect |for example, by Lovejoy] This as true,
but 1¢ was not Kant's purpose there to support that principle, he was
concerned only with the principle every-event-some-cause .. ” Com-
pare Alhson’s treatment, 1n which he appears closely ro follow Buch-
dahl’s Kant's Tt ! Ideafism, pp 228-34.

14 See the passages cited m note 4, moreover, 1t 1s evident from note 6 that
all of Kant’s own causal examples involve universal relations between
types or kinds of events
‘Thus, Kant clearly asserts that objective succession of events 1s determi-
nate or wrreversible and that this kuind of determmacy essenuially in-
volves general laws or umformities in vartue of which the succeeding
event always or mvanably follows 1n relevantly similar cases. It 1s no
wonder, then, that this s the very passage where Lovejoy purports to
find his “spectacular” non sequitur: see “On Kant’s Reply to Hume,” p.
303.
Compare the continuation of A 127 cited in note 1o “Yet all empirical
laws are only particular determinations of the pure laws of the under
standing, under which and 1n accordance with the norm of which they
firsr become possible, and the appearances take on a lawful form - just
as all , notwitk ding the fold; of their empncal
form, nonetheless also must always be 1 accordance with the condition
of the pure form of sensibihey” {A 127—8) The problem, of course, 1s to
understand precisely what “particular determinations” means here.

Note also that 1 the passage at B 165 cited in 1 Kant says: “Parucular

laws, because they concern empirically deternuned appearances, can not

be completely denved Hrom the transcendental principles], although
they one and all stand under them” — and he thus suggests that parucu-
lar empirical laws are somehow partially so “denved ” For a different

perspective, compare Buchdahl's discussion of B 165 and A 159 / B 198:

“Dynamic of Reason,” pp 355—60.
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Compare the footnote to §20 at 3or Buchdahl and Guyer are almost
alone among recent c; m N that empin-
cal laws, for Kant, are somehow both necessary and contingent Both
msist, however, that necessity pertains to empincal laws solely in virtue
of reason or reflective judgment; as far as the understanding 1s con-
cerned, such laws are enurely inductive and contingent For Buchdahl
see “Dynamic of Reason,” pp. 340-6, 365~v, for Guyer see “Empirical
Law” and also Claims of Knowledge, p. 241 {including footnote 7 thereto
onp. 447)
Note that 1n the passage from B 3—4 cited in ILm the present essay Kant
dlstlngulshes two types of a prior: judgments: such that are “thought
ly with |thewr] . and such that are “denved from
no judgment except that which usell, 1n turn, s valid as a necessary
” and are ¢h a prior1 * I laws,
since they are partially denved from purely contingent observations of
regulanty, then satisfy the flrst characterizauon but not the second. See
also Kant’s remarks i the following paragraph, which again suggest that
even empincal rules need to be grounded m principles valid “absolutely
a prior1
Buchdahl remarks upon R 5414, although trom a completely different
pont of view, on p. 130 of “The Conception of Lawhkeness.”
Section 38 of the Prolegomena also presents serons difficuluies of inter-
pretation, which are discussed in M. Friedman, “Kant on Space, the
Understanding, and the Law of Gravitation Prolegomena §38,” The
Monist 72 (198¢): 236—84.
Compare Kant’s observations on the table of categones in §11 {added to
the second edstion of the Critzque) at B 110, together with the footnote
thereto referring to the Metaphvsical Foundations
Compare the d; of the a priorn of pure natu-
ral science at B 17—18, B 20 n, and §15 of the Prolegomena The relation-
ship between these “metaphysical” principles and the transcendental
les of the und ding 1s further d d mn the next section of

this essay

Thus, for example, 1t 15 only after escabhshing the center of mass trame
of the solar system 10 Proposttion XI of Book III that Newton can settle
the 1ssue of helocentrism 1n Proposiion X11 Compare Kant’s remarks
on this at B xxu n.

For an attempt to articulate m detail this reading ot the Phenomenology
of the Metaphysical Foundations. see M Friedman, “The Metaphysical
Foundations of Newtonian Science,” i R. Butts, ed , Kant's Phdosophy
of Physical Science {Dordrecht, 1986), pp 25—60, “rolegomena §38,”
and “Kant and Newton Why Gravity Is Essental to Matter,” mn P
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Bricker and R Hughes, eds., Philosophical
Science [Cambndge, Mass , 1950).
For further discussion of the erucial importance ot these two addiional

of Ity and hacy, see the refe ated 1n

P on 1

note 25.
A delicate issue arnises here, for we can also now show that the relative
motions of stage one caninot be exactly erue Kepler's laws fail due to the
planetary perturbations. Yet this does not compromuse the strictly deduc
uve character of the foregoing argument. I ¢chink For first. what 1s de
nived ac stage 2 1s the existence of an mverse-square force directed to-
ward the center of each primary body —and this remains exactly true at
stage 3 as well; and second, we infer the properties of this force from the
that 1l ly obey Kepler's faws and would
exactly obey them if the force m question were the only force acting —
and thus statement also remains exactly true at stage 3 (where we show
that the deviations from Kepler’s laws result entirely from the perturb-
1ng gravieational forces due to the other primary bodies 1n the system)
This 10n yrelds, m aprion {Kant's Propo-
smons 7 and 8 of the second chaprer or Dynamics} for the two crucial
assumptions of umversality and immediacy required in the chird or flnal
stage of the Newtoman argument For further discussion see the refer-
ences cited 1n note 25. Again, the relationship between the transcenden-
tal princaples and the more specific metaphysical principles will be fur-
ther discussed in the next section of this essay
‘There are many more such fragments 1n the Opus postiunum For fur-
ther utations and discussion, see M. Friedman, “Transiuon from the
Metaphystcal Foundations of Natural Science to Physics,” m Kant and
the Exact Sciences {Cambridge, Mass. 1992)
For further discussion of ths notion of “emparical” or “material” neces-
sity, also 1n the context of Kant’s perspective on the Newtoman argu-
ment for untversal gravitation, see W Harper, “Kant on the A Prion and
Material Necessity.” 1n Butts. ed. Kant’s Philosophy of Physical Sci-
ence, pp. 239-72.
Alhson argues that “the of space or
belongs to the dental concept of sub — Kant's Transcen-
dental Idealsm, pp. 210-12, I cannot endorse everything he there says
about the relacion of the t al concept of sub: to that of
the Metaphysical Foundations, however.
Kemp Smuth comments on this Reflexion on p 361 ot lus Commentary
to Kant’s ‘Critique of Pure Reason’ (London, 1923).
Compare the “Refutation of Mendelssahn’s Proof of the Permanence of
the Soul” at B 413—15 Kant makes the same pomnt 1n a marginal note to
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A 183 “In the sonl there 1s nu quantum of substance possible Therefore
also nothing which one could determine through any predicate and call
permanent” (R LXXXIV, 23:31}

Kant goes on to mstst, of course, that this thinkable reahzation of the
relanonal categones 1s In no way really posstble, for any such partscular
realization must occur via empirical concepts whose “possibihey must
erther be known a p or iy or 1t lutely cannot be
known at all” {A 222 / B 270). Nevertheless, this kind of nonactual but
thinkable realization of the categories 1s still consistent wath the formal
conditions of mtuition and thought —and 1s thus so far possible. Com

pare the discussion m the Amphiboly at A 290-2/B 347-9.

For the contrast between accupying space |etnen Raum emnnehmen| and
filing space |etnen Ramn erfuflen|, see the Observation to the first Defi-
nition of the Dy of the F at 4.497. The
property of occupying a space belongs to all spatial or extended things as
such (even to mere geometrical figures). The property of filling a space,

on the other hand, belongs only to the mmpenetrability of matter and
leads, 1in Proposition 1 d )1 to the fund: force
of repulsion

1do not intend to deny chat the faculty of reflective judgment plays an
essential role here as well; on the contrary, I assume that reflecuve judg-
ment 1s necessanly presupposed 1 any process of empirical concept-
formation whatsoever — including the formation of the emparical concepe
of matter wself. Indeed, Kant himself suggests a necessary role for {the
regulative use ofj reason 1n the genesis of the theory of gravitation at A
662—3 / B6go—1 A fuller discussion of this important matter will have to
waut for another occasion however.

See the hst of “maxims of the faculty of judgment” 1n secuon 5 of the
published Introduction to the Critique of judgment at 5 182, and com-
pare the discussion of maxims of the regulative use of reason at A 652—
63 /B 6Bo—91,

Scheele’s Chemische Abhandlung von der Luft und dem Feuer appeared
in 1777 Black’s work was done 1n 175764, but remamed unpublished
until 1803; Kant probably leamed of it via A Crawford's Experiments
and Observations on Ammal Heat, pubhished 1o 1779 and reported to the
conrnent by ] H. Magellan 1n 1780. {For an attempt to document Kane’s
evolving awareness of these developments, see Friedman, ”Transition,”
I1L.) It seems to me to be quite likely that these advances in the quantita-
tive science of heat constitute the immediate background to many of
Kant's favonite examples of causal laws from the cnineal period, including
cheall d stone of the Prole compare note 6 above {as Paton
points out — Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience p 284, n 2 — the example
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of the concave surfacc of water in a glass from A 204 / B 249 15 denved
from experiments of J. A Segner 1n 1751 on surface-tenston that constr
tuted an early contribution to the theory of capillarity)

Teis clear from the Preface to the second (1787) edition of the first Critique
atB xu—xu, and also from the chemical examples discussed in the Appen-
dix to the Transcendental Dialectic at A 645—6 / B673—4and A 652—3 / B
680-1, that Kant sull held to Stahlian chemistry mn the cnieical penod

Lavowsier's Traite élémentair de chimie appeared m 1789 and was trans-
laced into German 1n 1792, an mmportant German textbook by C

Girtanner also appeared 1n 1792 Although Kant officially endorses
Lavoisier mn print only 1n 1797, 1t appears from his correspondence that
this endorsement actually occurred by 1795 at the latese {Again, for fur

ther discussion and documentation, see Friedman, Transition.”)

For an examinanon of the Transition project of the Opus postumum m
hight of Kant's evolving knowledge of the chemical revolution — and, 1n
parucular n the context of Kant’s heroic attempt to harmorize these
new with the Ne model of the foun-

dations of natural science of the cnitical period — see Friedman, “Trans1-
uon ”




GARY HATFIELD

6  Empirical, rational, and
transcendental psychology:
Psychology as science and as
philosophy

Although Kant never developed a theoretical psychology of his own,
he discussed psychological topics throughout his life. These discus-
stons ranged from early, brief remarks on mind-body interaction m
the True Estimation of Living Forces [§§5—6, 1:20—1) of 1747 to the
relatively late, extended treatment of the faculties of cognirion in
the Anthropology, published from Kant’s lecture notes under his
supervision 1n 1797.* In his lectures on metaphysics, from the 1760s
onward, he followed common practice and regularly discussed what
he and his conremporaries called “empirical” and “rational” psychol-
ogy (records of these lectures survive through student notes: 28:59—
122, 221~30%, §83-94, 670-90, 735-75, 849—74, 886—906). And In
the preface to his Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science
(1786} he exarmned the question of whether empinical psychology
could ever achieve a scientific status like that of physics, notor-
ously answering that it could not {4:471}. For our purposes, howevel,
the centtal problems pertamning to Kant’s relation to psychology
anse n the Critique of Pure Reason. In the Critique Kant distin-
guished hus philosophical aim from that of empirical psychology. He
also investigated the possibility of empirical and especially of ra-
tional psychology. In addition, and problemaucally, he adopted, even
m the avowedly philosophical portions of the work, an imphcatly
psychological vocabulary. Because of his extensive use of this vo
cabulary, interpreters have. from the instant of the Critique’s publi-
cation, disputed the extenr to which Kant rested hus arguments on
psychological ground.2

Efforts to determune Kant’s explicit and mmplicit relation to psy-
chology face two problems. The first owes to the fact that in Kant’s
time psychology was not an established science with an accepted
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body of doctrine; 1t was a saence tn the making, and 1ts creators
disagreed over how 1t should be made. Many authors, mcluding
Chnistian Wolff and his followers, treated psychology as the rational
and empirical study of an immatenal, substant:al soul; Kant began
wirh this conception, but he ultimately supported a conception of
psychology as a natural science, according to which all mental phe-
nomena are subject to narural law.s The problem, then, 1s that of
distingiishing mstances i which Kant uses the term “psychology”
according to his own definition from those i which he follows the
usage of his contemporaries. The second problem s that of determin-
ing whether the Critique contains 1ts own “transcendental psychol-
ogv” divorced from empirical and rational psychology, and 1f 1t does,
whether this 1s a ment or a demerit. Inrerpreters of Kanr are divided
over both questions. Those who judge the presence of psychology to
be a demerit tend to deemphasize the psychological discussions
the Critigue; others, however, are happy to find a full-blown empin-
cal psychology in that work. Although this 1s not the place for a full
review of psychological interpretations of Kant or an assessment of
what has been called “psychologism,” 1t 1s fitting to invesugate
Kant’s reasons for distinguishing his transcendental philosophy
from empirical (and rational) psychology, and to examme how he
used psychological vocabulary in his philosophical work.

I organize the psychological topics of the first Critigue under four
headings: the refutation of traditional rational psychology as given
in the Paralogisms; the contrast between traditional empirical psy-
chology and the transcendental philosophy of the Deduction, Kant's
appeal to an imphct psychology in his taxonomy and theory of
cogmuve faculties throughout the Critique; and his new defimtions
of and support for empirical and ratonal psychology mn the Doctrine
of Method.

I REFUTATION OF RATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

Kant’s vigorous attack on tradiional rational psychology in the
Paralogisms of Pure Reason constitutes his most exrensive explicit
discussion of psychology 1n the Critigue.* Kaur defined rational psy-
chology, or the “rational doctrine of the soul” {rationale Seelen-
Iehre). as the saience of the obiect of mner sense, or the “I”: “the
expression ‘T, as a thinking being, indeed signifies the object of that
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psychology which may be entitled the ‘rational doctrime of the soul’,
provided I seek to learn nothing more of the soul than what can be
inferred independently of all expenience {which determines me more
specifically and m concreto) from this concept ‘T, so far as 1t 1s found
m all thought” (A 342 / B 400}. As he succmnctly put 1t, “I thnk” 1s
“the sole text of rational psychology, from which the whole of 1ts
teaching must be developed” A 343 /B go1). Kant disimssed the
objection that the assertion °I think’, being based on nner expen-
ence, 15 1tself empirical, contending rhat 1t abstracts from any spe-
afic object of perception, and so 1s not “empincal knowledge,” but
rarher “knowledge of the empirical 1n general” iid.). As portrayed
by Kant, rational psychology first apphes the metaphysical concept
of substance to 1ts text, and then argues from the substantiahity of
the soul to 1ts immatenality, from 1ts stmphcity to 1ts incorruptibil-
1ty, from 1ts 1dentaty through time to continuity of personhood, and
thence to the soul’s spitituality and immortality (A 345 /B 403).
Theonly name Kant mentions 1n connection with razional psychol-
ogy n either version of the Paralogisms 1s Moses Mendelssohn’s. In
the B version of the Patalogisms Kant credits Mendelssohn for raising
and removing an objection to the traditional argument for the soul’s
immortahty. According to the traditional argument, the soul, being
simple, cannot cease to exist as bodies do, through the separation of
its parts; Mendelssohn added a further argument to block the obyec-
tion that a simple being might cease to exist sumply by vamshing {B
413—14).s The unembellished argument from simplicity to incorrupt-
1bility and immortality had been commeon fare in previous rauonal
psychnlogy {as Kant well knew); indeed, such arguments belonged to
1ts special province. Thus Wolkf, i his Psychologia empirica {1st ed.,
1732}, argued from the empinical fact of consaousness to the conclu-
ston that the soul exists (§§r1-21). But he reserved for ns Psy-
chologia rationalis {1st ed.. 1734) demonstrations that “body cannot
think “ because 1t cannot represent (§44}, and that “the soul cannot be
material” {§47); from these conclusions he further argued that “the
soul 1s a sumple substance” {using as a premise that it cannot commu-
micate with - mduce motion m — body, §46). His assertion of the
soul’s simplicaty, along with an-elaboration of the requisites for the
continuity of one’s personhood {cf. A 361—5), figured prominently in
his alleged proof of the soul’s immortality {§§720—47).¢ Symularly,
Wolff's disciple Alexander Baumgarten argued n his Metaphysica
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{rst ed., 1739) that, because the human soul 1s charactenzed by a
single power, the power of representation {§744), 1t must be simple;
from this conclusion he further reasoned that 1t “has no quantuitative
magmtude,” and therefore that “the physical corruption of the hu-
man soul 1s intrnsically impossible (§§15, 705); 1.€., the human soul
1s absolutely physically incorruptible” (§746). The latter conclusion
figured crucially as a premise in lis demonstration of rhe soul’s
mmortality {§781).7 Such arguments were not onginal with Wolff
{earlier versions had been discussed by Descartes and Leibniz), nor
were they limited in Kant’s fame to Wolff’s followers {or to Men-
delssohn): Chnstian Crusius in hs Entwurf der nothwendigen
Vernunft-Wakrhetten {1745), a work whose subject was hmited to a
priori metaphysics, including “metaphysical pneumatology” (o ra-
tional psychology), argued from the premise that the soul 1s a simple
substance to the conclusion that 1t 1s incorrupnble (§§473—-4).%

Kant sought to expose the illegitamacy of rhese traditional argu-
ments by showing that ¢hey exceed the bounds of possible expenience
andhence advance claims that transcend the domam of possible meta-
physical knowledge. Thus, in the A version of the Paralogisms he
begins lns examnation of the arguments of rational psychology with
the followang remindet, to which he repeatedly refers: “In the analyt-
cal part of the Transcendental Logic we have shown that pure catego-
ries, and among them that of substance, have 1n themselves no objec-
ave meaning, unless they rest on an intuation and can be applied to
the manifold of this intuition as funcnons of synthetic unity” (A 343—
9. He goes on to argue that although the “I” is the logical subject of all
our thoughts, 1t cannot be regarded as a subatance because 1t cannot
be given in intmtion; the pure category of substance can be properly
applied only to objects that can be given 1n expenence, that 1s, to
objects of possible experience {A 349~s0). Sumlarly, the claim of
rational psychology, that the soul 1s sumple, may be granted with
respect to the “I” as the formal umity of thought {that is, as the formal
concept of the unity of representations m a single subject], but this
formal concept cannot be made to y1eld the conclusion that the soul 1s
asmmple subatance {A 351—6). For, Kant contends, the logical unity of
the “I” does not lead analytically to 1ts substantial simplicity: The
unified self mght, for all we know, anise “from a collective unity of
different substances acting together” [A 353 — though presumably
not from mere organized matter, B 419—20}, the claim of rational
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psychology that the umty of thought anses from a simple substance 1s
synthetic. For the purposes of rational psychology 1t would not do to
base this synthetic proposition 1n experience, for expenence cannot
ground the necessity that rational psychology, as a science of reason,
demands. In any case, the simple substance supposed to be the subf
stratum of thought lies outside experience, as its putative substra-
tum. For the latter reason, the propositron that the soul 1s simple
could not be synthetic and a priors, given the earlier reminder ¢hat
synthetrc a prior: knowledge 1s imuted by the requirement that the
categories must be applied to intuiton, that 1, to objects of possible
experience (A 353} As Kant explains, the rational psychologist con-
fuses the unity of the “I" as a formal condirion of thought with the
supposed ontological simphcity of the soul as a substance (A 354-5).
Kant repeats these arguments m abbreviated form in B. {Of course,

there are important differences between the two versions of the’
Paralogisms on other matters.}

In the end, Kant contended that although traditional rational psy-
chology has no doctrine to teach, once cnticized 1t can play two
roles in the Cntical Philosophy: It can serve to disciphne the 1m-
pulses of speculative reason by reminding us that both matenalism
and spiritualism are unfounded metaphysically (B 421; see also A
379, 383); and 1ts idea of the soul as sumple can serve a regulative
function 1n the investigation of 1nner expenence (A 672 /B 700).

I1. THE DEDUCTION: TRANSCENDENTAL
PHILOSOPHY VS. EMPIRICAL PSYCHOLOGY

In the Transcendental Deducnion Kant sought to establish the exis-
tence and objective vahdity of the categories [see Chapter 4 of this
book). His arguments for these conclusions were not psychological,
or so he claimed. In stark contrast with the most noteworthy of hlS’

s h-century d ors and contemporanes, Kant denied
that empirical psychology was of use answenng philesophical
questions about what he termed the “ongin” and "validuty” of cogn-
tive claims. Although 1n neither version of rhe Deduction does he
discuss emparical psychology mn depth, i both he clearly distin-
guishes the aims and methods of transcendental philosophy from
those of empirical psychology.s
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The beliet that the empincal study of the mind can imporeantly
nform investigations of the charactenstics and limitations of hu
man cogoition was widely shared by Kant’s contemporanes, even
when these contemporaries disagreed on other fundamental mar-
ters. David Hume 15 the most famliar of the authors who advocated
using, as he termed 1t, a “science of human nature” to ground expla-
nations of human cognition. Having marshaled skeptical arguments
against the view that human reason can ground asserions of matters
of fact that go beyond current evidence, he turned to empirically
based associationistic psychology in otder to explain human tenden-
cies to form behefs, and proceeded to reduce the principles govern-
mg behef-formation about matters of fact to three laws of associa-
uon.* Moreover, the very Wolff who adopted a modified Lesbnizian
ontology of the soul as a spirtual substance nevertheless contended
¢that empircal psychology is more fundamental than rational psy-
chology in establishing doctrines about human cogmtion. He advo-
cated taking an empirical approach toward the fundamental cogm-
tive powers of the soul, and even toward the principles of logic.:
Later, Johann Tetens undertook to mnvestigate the “human under-
standing” usmng the method of “observation,” a method he credited
to Locke and to recent “psychologists” working toward an emprrical
theory of the soul |Erfabrungs-Seelenlehre).:: By contrast, Crusius
stands out among Kant’s immediate predecessors because he demed
thar empirical psychology was relevant to his philosophical investi-
gaton of human reason; he argued that his mvestigation was meta-
physical, that metaphysics seeks proposinons known with absolute
necessity, and that consequently 1t must proceed 1n an a prior man-
ner |Entwurf. §459; cf. Pure Reason, A 848 / B 876).

Kant explicitly sets the project of the Deduction apart from empari-
cal psychology at the beginning of his discussion. He acknowledges
tbat empirical study might be of use n determining the “occa-
sioning causes” by which the pure categories and forms of intwtion
are "first brought mto action,” and he credits Locke with performing
the service of showing that they arise only with expenence. He
continues, however, by explaimng that because a deduction of the
categories must justify their a prior applicability {that 1s, thewr appli-
cability independent of expenience, the Deduction atself cannot use
principles drawn from experience.
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A deduction o1 the pure @ priorr concepts can never be obtained mn this
manner, 1t does not hie anywhere along this path, for in view of their subse-
quent employment, which 1nust be entirely independent of experience, the
pure concepts must be 1n a position to show a certificate of birch quite other
than that of descent from experiences This attempeed physiologacal denva

tion, which cannot properly be called a deduction because 1t concerns a
quaestio facts, 1 shall theretore entitle the explanation of the possession of
pure cogmition. It 1s therefore clear that the only deduction that ean be given
of the pure concepts 1s one that 1s transcendental, not empincal, and that
the lateer type of deduction, m respect to pure a prion coneepts, 1s nothing
but an 1die pursurt, which could occupy only those who have fatled ta grasp
the completely peculiar nature of these modes of cognion (A 86-7 /B 119}

At first blush this passage may not seem pertinent to empirical
psychology; 1t contrasts a transcendental deduction with an empuri-
cal or phystologrcal explanation. But Kant here, as elsewhere, em-
ploys the term “physiology” to mean the “science of nature” n
general; in accordance with this usage, he equates erpircal psychol-
ogy with the “physiclogy of inner sense” (A 347 / B 405). Kant sev-
eral umes reiterates the point that the empincal laws of inner
sense — that 1s, the laws of empirical psychology — cannot serve to
ground the Deduction {or its subarguments). At two places in the A
Deduction he argues that the “laws of association,” which are
merely empirical laws, cannot provide the needed account of the
necessary synthetic umity of apperception {A 100, 121). In the B
Deduction he makes a simmular poine in distinguishing the empirical
unity of consciousness, based on association, from “orgnal” uniey
of consciousness, by stressing the contingency of the empirically
based unity and thus its unsuirabihty for explaming the necessity
and universality of the origmal or “objecrive” umty of conscious-
ness {B 139—40). In the B Deduction he also distinguishes the tran-
scendental synehesis of the 1magmnation, which he ascribes to the
“productive” 1imagmation, from the synthesis produced by the “re-
productive” imagination under the aegis of the emipirical laws of
association; the former, which concerns the a prior: grounds for the
applicability of the caregories to sensibility {and hence to all objects
of possible expenience], he ascribes to transcendental philosophy,
and the latter to the field of psychology {B 152).

Kant beheved that empirical psychology, owing to 1ts empurical
status, could not serve as the bass for his deduction of the categories
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So much s clear. But 1¢ may also be that, independently of this prob-
lem, Kant found the distinctive content of empirical psychology — 1ts
mode of conceptualizing mental processes — to be conceptually inca-
pable of serving the purposes of the Deduction. Although he did not
explicitly distinguish the problem of the empirical status of empirical
psychology from the problem of 1ts conceptual madequacy, 1t will be
useful for us to distinguish and develop both problems.

Kant held that a deduction serves to answer what he, in accor-
dance with the juridical terminology of his day, called the “question
of nght” |guid juris) as opposed to ¢he “question of fact” {quid
factil.» In a legal case, the question of fact asks, for example, who
has possession of a piece of property, while the quesuon of nght
demands the grounds for legal title to 1t. In the Deduction, the
“pight” under dispute pertams to the propriety of applying the catego-
nes in an ¢ priorr manner. As Kant puts 1t: “among the vanious
concepts which form the highly complicated web of human knowl-
edge, there axe some that are deseined for pure a prion employment
{completely tndependent of all experience), and their right to be so
employed always demands a deduction; because proofs from exper-
ence do not suffice to legiimize ¢his kind of employment, we are
faced with the problem of how these concepts can relate to objects
that they do not derive from any expenience” (A 85 /B 117]. From
this passage, the msufficiency of empsrical proofs for establishing
the a prior: applicability of the categories may seem quite straightfor-
ward: What is demanded 1s justificanion for applying the categones
independently of experience — 1pso facto, empincal considerations,
which essentially include an appeal to expenence, cannot meet this
demand.

But as these very passages, and indeed the subsequent develop-
ment of the Deduction, make clear, Kant’s reason for banishing em-
pincal proofs and hence empirical psychology from the deduction of
the categories is not merely that they are empirical and hence do not
pertain to the a priori; it 15 rather that because they are empirical
they cannot meet the standards of justificaion demanded by the
Deduction. For what needs to be esrablished is the objective validity
of any a priont employment of the categones (A 89 / B 122), as well as
the necessity and universal vahdity of prnnaiples derived from the
categories, such as the law of cause (A 9o—2 /B 122—4; A 766-7 /B
794-5). But as Kant remarks 1n the Introduction, “experience never
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confers on 1ts judgments true or strict, but only assumed and com-
parattve universality, through mduction, so that properly one can
only say: So far as we have observed up to now, there 1s no exception
to this or that rule If, then, ajudgment 1s thought with strict univer-
sality, thats. so that no exception whatsoever 1s allowed as possible,
11 18 not drawn rrom experience, but 1s valid absolutely a prion” (B
3—4). The same holds for necessity (B 3; see also A 91 /B 124)
Consequently no empinical 1nvestigation, and hence no finding of
empirical psychology, could support the claim that rhe categories
have necessary and umversal validity. As Kant further observes, it s
for this reason that empirical laws of association, which govern the
COnNECctIons among representations, cannot serve to explain the nec-
essary connectabihity of representations, or what Kant calls the syn-
thetic umty of apperception (A 100, 121; B 151-2}.

Kant does not make explicit the second of the aforementioned
reasons that emprrical psychology cannot serve the needs of the De-
duction {namely conceptual inadequacy), but 1t hes tmplicit 1n his
dvision between questions of fact and questions of nighr. Kant con-
sidered empirical psychology ro be a branch of natural science, the
branch that mvestigates the laws of mner sense — that 1s, the laws
that govern the sequence of representations present to the mind. The
only laws of empirical psychology Kant explicitly mentions are the
laws of assoctation. In the Deduction his only expliait criicism of
these laws is that they are empinical and hence cannot explam the
possibility of necessary judgments. But even 1if the laws could be
established universally and necessanly Kant would still reject them
from the Deduction, for such laws could do no more than describe
the sequence of representations 1n inner sense in terms of mere
causal sequences. The laws of association are couched in the lan-
guage of natural law, which 1s a language of factual relarions. But the
Deduction requites an argument cast mn the language of nght or
entitlement, for 1t aims to show that the application of the categories
to all possible expenience 1s justified. A narural law showing that the
categories apply necessarily to all possible experience would not
show this application to be justified, any more than in Kant’s moral
theory a universal and necessary natural law that caused one to act m
accordance with the moral law, and did so independently of one’s
grasp of the moral law, would make one’s actions moral.

The reasons Kant gives for rejecting empirical considerations from
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moral theory intcrestingly parallel the two sorts of considerations
given here for rejecting empirical psychology from the Deduction In
both the first and second Critigues Kant at firse rejeces pracucal
principles of acnion based on desire or mchnatnon merely on the
grounds that they are empincal and hence unable to serve in a true
science of morality possessed of necessity, observing that such a
science must be estabhished a prior: (Pure Reason, A 54-5/B 79;
Practical Reason, 5:21-2). But 1n fact, he also held that even if the
laws of desire could be known to hold umversally and necessanly
they sull would not provide a suitable basis for morality, for thewr
contenr would be “physical” rather than moral {Practical Reason,
5:26) and they would be unable to specify what ought to be done,
being Limited to what necessanly and umversally 1s done (A 549—
50/ B 577—8). Similarly, a universal and necessary law of associanon
would merely show that all representations are connected according
to a rule, but 1t would not yustify the objecuve vahdiry of the law of
cause, for that would require showing that the mind 1s entitled to
requure that all ations be so cor d. Perhaps because, 1n
his view, the principles of desire and the laws of association could be
rejected on the grounds that they are empirical and hence lack neces-
sity, Kant devoted little attention to showing that as laws of nature
they could not in any case yield a moral law or answer the question
of episterme night. Nonetheless, 1t 1s reasonable to conclude ¢hat in
each case even 1f the laws were necessary, they could nor speak to
the matters 1 question.

III. THE FIRST CRITIQUE" AN EXERCISE IN
TRANSCENDENTAL PSYCHOLOGY?

Although Kant himself was clear in denying the possibihty of tradi-
tional rational psychology and in expounding the rrelevance of em-
pirical psychology to his projecr 1n the first Crinigue, there have
been readers of this work, from the time of its publicanon down to
the present, who have contended that it 1s pnmarily a work in psy-
chology. Assessments of the precise character of this psychology
have varied, as have judgments about 1ts propriety for Kant's pur-
poses. Some have held the psychology to be empmcal in spire of
Kant’s protests, others have suggested that the psychology purports
10 be noumenal, while still others have assigned 1t 1ts own transcen-
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dental status Further, some have contended that 1t was proper for
Kant to ground his work i emparical psychology, even though he did
not recogmze this fact, while others bave found Kant’s (alleged} use
of psychological concepts 1n the Aesthetic and Deduction to reveal a
deep-seated conceptual confusion, a confusion ultumately labeled
“psychologism.” Finally, those who judge the psychology to be
noumenal object that 1t violates Kant's prohibition of claims o
know the noumenal self. s

Evidence that Kant engaged 1n psychology has not seemed diffi-
cult to find. For beyond the few passages of the Paralogisms and the
Deductton canvassed in our mnvestigation of Kant’s negative claims
about psychology, both the Aesthetic and Deducaon hiberally 1n-
voke terms and conceprs that seem pruna facie equivalent to those
used 1n the empirical and rational psychology of his contemporaries.
Thus, he distinguishes between “inner” and “outer sense” as two
sources of knowledge (A 22 / B 37), thereby seemingly subscribing to
the scholastic distnction, adopted by Baumgarten, between external
senses such as touch and vision and an 1nternal sense directed to-
ward states of the mind itself. The Aesthetic and Analytic posit a
division of the cogmtive faculties mnto sensibility, umagination, un-
derstanding, judgment, and reason, thereby echoing sumilar divi-
sions 1 scholastic and Wolffian psychology.'s Further, having as-
serted that geometry must be based on a prior1 meurtion, and in
connection with his own distinction between the “form” and “mat-
ter” of intuition, Kants asks: “How, then, can there be inherent 1n
the mind an outer intuition, which precedes the objects themselves,
and in which the concept of these objects can be determined a pri-
ori?”, a question that seems to require that an innate causal sensoty
mechanism be specified, such as seems in fact 1o be posited by
Kant’s answer to the question- “Mamfestly, not otherwise than inso-
far as the intwition has 1ts seat 1 the subject only, as the formal
disposition of the subject to be affected by objects, and thereby to
obtain immediate representation, that 1s, mtuition, of them,; there-
fore only as the form of outer sense 1n general” (B 41). In the Deduc-
tion Kant introduces premses that ascribe a special acavity to umagi-
nauon and understanding, that of synthesis, and he writes as if this
activity were a causal process in the mind: “By synthesis, 1 1ts most
general meantng, I undersrand the act of putting different representa-
nons together, and of grasping thear multiplicity m one cogniaon”

U —
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{A 77 / B 103). Of course, he places great weight on the requirement
that representations be connectable through a synthests, which he
expresses as the demand for a unity of apperception.

At one point Kant claims to have direct knowledge, seemingly
through mntrospection, of the self as the subject of the synthetic
activities underlying the unity of apperception. In a discussion of the
Third Antinomy, he asserts:

Man, however, who knows all the rest of nature solely through the senses,
knows himself also through pure apperception, and indeed 1n acts and inner
determnations that he cannot reckon among the impressions of the senses.
He 15 thus to himself, on the one hand phenomenon, and on the other hand
however, 1n respect of certam faculties, a purely ntelhigible object, because
the acts of these faculties can in no way be classed with the receptivity of
sensibihity. We entitle these faculties understanding and reason ...

[A 546-7 /B 574-5)

However problematically and atypically, Kant here asserts outright
that he knows himself as a purely intelligible object. More typically,
he marntains that the only knowledge we have of ourselves 1s empiri-
cal; yet even 1n making this point he nonetheless allows that we
have “consciousness” of the self as the locus of the synthesizing
activity:

1n the transcendenral synthests of the mamfold of representstions in gen-
eral, and therefore m the synthetic ongmal unity of apperception, I am
conscious of myself, not as I appear to myself, nor as I am 1n myself, but
only that 1am This representation 1s a thought, not an mzwtion Now n
order to know ourselves, there 1s required 1n addition o the act of thoughe,
which brings the manfold of every possible intwtion to the uniry of

ad e mode of whereby this manifold s
given . The consciousness of one’s self 1s thus far from being a cogmtion
of one’s self. (B 157-8}

Even here, Kant is willing to assert that “I exist as an intelligence
which 1s conscious solely of its power of combination” (B 158), an
assertion 1t would be dafficult to yustify except by appeal to con-
sciousness of the self as synthesizer. Additional passages in which
Kant seems to ground his assertions in a sort of reflective introspec-
tion are not difficult to find, as when he begins the Introduction to
the second edition of the Critique with the remark that “long prac-
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tice has made us attentive to and skilled at separating” the elements
of cogmtion that “our own faculty of cogmtion” adds to the "raw
matenal” provided by the senses, that 1s, by long practice we can
become skalled at separating pure from empirical cognition (B 1—2).
The central arguments of the Critique exhibnt, then, at least four
seemngly psychological features. {1) the division of the mind into
cognitve facultes {inner and outer sense, 1magination, understand-
ing, yudgment, and reason); |2} the positing of apparently innate men-
tal structures, such as the forms of intuition or the categories, (3} the
appeal to mental activities such as synthesis in explaming the condi-
tiens on the possibility of expenience, and hence in “deducing” the
validity of the categones; and (4} the apparent appeal to mtrospec-
tion 1n establishing the existence of the synthesizing activity of
apperception, and in making other distinctions, such as that be-
tween empirical and pure cognition. We need to constder whether
some or all of these mnstances are correctly classified as psychologi-
cal, and what would follow if they are.
Let us consider points (3) and {4) 1n tandem. On one construal of
these points, Kant becomes subect to the charge that in describing
the synthetic activity of understanding, he purports to describe the
noumenal activity of the self, thereby violating hus own stated pre-
scuption against claims to know noumena; he also becomes guilty
of describing such activaty on the basis of expenience, 1n violation of
his assertion that noumena lay beyond the pale of experience. In fact
T have found only one passage 1n which Kant claims to have knowl-
edge of the self as an intelhigible object (the one already quoted). It1s
plausible to suppose ¢har in discussing the Third Anunomy, with its
assertion that we can “think” the noumenal self, Kant 1n a momen-
rary lapse overstepped his bounds and claimed that this thinking of
the noumenal self amounts to “knowing” 1t as an mtelligible object.
But even 1f, as here suggested, one discounts the noumenal reading
of synthesis, that would not remove all difficulty. For it 15 clear that
Kane disunguishes the transcendental synthesis entailed by the
unity of apperception from the merely empirical synthesis known
through inner sense and hence available as phenomenon. Indeed, the
uanscendental synthesis presumably could not be phenomenal, for
1r 15 the process by which the phenomena of inner sense are first
constituted. But 1f the transcendental synthesis 1s netther phenome-
nal nor noumenal, what 1s 1ts status?
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One way of answernng this question 1s to assign the transcenden-
tal synthesis, and indeed the forms of intuiion and the categories,
thexrr own “transcendental” status, making them neither objects of
nner sense {and empirical psychology) nor noumenal processes fand
objects of ranonal psychology). Such a strategy of course requires
determining how, precisely, a “transcendental” process should be
concetved. We may further consider the possibility that the forms of
intuition and the categones (from item 2) are themselves neither
objects of empirica) psychology not features of the noumenal self,
and ask whether they, along with the attendant division of the facul-
wes {as in 1tem 1), should also be assigned a transcendental status

How might one decide whether items {1)-{4) constitute a transcen-
dental psychology, or indeed a psychology of any kind? One way to
determine whethet something is psychological 1s to delimit a do-
main of subject-matter as psychological and to consider whether the
target items belong to that domain. At the ume of Kant the dome{m
of psychology was denomimnated 1n various ways. Some took its
subjece-matter to be soul {considered as a sunple substance), while
others took its object to be mental phenomena, or those phenomena
available to “inner sense 7 In exthet case, the considerations previ-
ously reviewed disqualify transcendental psychology from member-
ship in the doman of psychology proper. The subiectvmafte( of
Kant’s transcendental imvestigation s epistemic. In investigating
the cognitive faculties, the forms of intwition, the categoties, and the
transcendental synthesis Kant 1s seeking conditions for knowledge;
his investigation 1s directed neither at the soul as a simple substance
not at the phenomena of nner sense. I¢ remains to be considered
whether in carrymng out this investigation he was forced to rely on
psychology.

Kant stresses the epistemic character of his investigation in an oft-
quoted passage from the Preface to the first edition. He observes that
his search for the “rules and himits” of the understanding has both
an objective and a subjective side.

The one refers to the objects of pure understanding, and 15 intended to
demonstrate and render comprehensible the objective validity of 1ts a priors
concepts; just for that reason 1¢ 1s also essental to my purposes The other
seeks to gate the pure ding 1tself, 1ts bility and the
cogmuve faculties upon which 1t rests, and so examines 1t In 1ts subjective
aspect, although this latter exposition 15 of great umportance for my chaef
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purpose, 1t 18 not essential to it. For the chief quesuon always remaimns
Whae and how much can the understanding and reason know apart from all
experience? and nor How 1s the faculry of thought 1tself possible?

{A xvi—xvn)

Here Kant distinguishes the investigation of “cognrtive faculties”
and of “the faculty of thought 1tself” from the explication of the
objective validity of knowledge claims, and particularly (as becomes
clear) of claims to synthetic a priori knowledge,

Despite Kant’s own clear statement that hus enterprise is aimed at
determuining conditions and constraints on knowledge, he obviously
id refer to the “subjective” side of the investigation quite regularly,
as evidenced by our items (1}-(4). So even 1f the cogmitive subject-
matter Kant considers 1s epistemic as opposed to psychological, per-
haps he nonetheless relied on psychological concepts and modes of
explanation in constructing his exposition, or explanation, of the
possibility of syntheuc a priori knowledge.

One way to determine whether his explanations are psychological
15 to consider whether he appeals to psychological argumentation
when mtroducing such concepts as that of a form of intwion or a
category. Does he appeal to the data of tnner sense? Does he invoke a
ready-made psychological theory? The answer, I think, ts that how-
ever much he may have been indebted to suggestions from psycho-
logical theory 1n his own understanding of the concepts he mtro-
duced, his arguments for mtroducing them were not psychological
but transcendental. Although it 1s notonously difficult to state the
essence of such arguments, it 1s clear how the arguments proceeded
in practice. Kant argued by elimination from a set List of candidate
explanations of the possibility of a given cogntive achievement; by
considering whether each of the explanations was adequate o the
task of explaining this achievement, he arrived at the conclusion
that only one such explanation was. By way of example, consider his
argument from the second edition version of the Aesrhetic for 1nrro-
ducing space as a form of sensibihity:

Geometry 1s a science that determines the properties of space synthetically
and yet a prior; What, then, must the representation of space be, 1 order
that such knowledge of 1t may be possible? It must 1n 1ts ongin be mtwtion;
for from a mere concept no propusitions can be obtained that go beyond the
concept — as happens 1n geometry (Introduction, V}. But this inturtion must

Psychology as science and philosophy 21§

be a priori, that 1s, 1t must be met with 1n us prior to any perception ot an
object, and must therefore be pure, not empincal, intwtion For geometnical
propositions are one and alf apadictic, that 15, are bound up with the con-
sciousness of their necessity, for mstance, that space has only three dimen-
s1ons Such propositions cannot be empirical or in other words| judgments
of expenence, nor can they be derived from such judgments [Introduction,
m {B 40-1)
In the quotation, Kant considers three possible bases for geometry. It
might be based on the analysis of concepts, in which case 1t would
be analytc; 1t might be based on expenience, and thus be synthetic
posteniort, or 1t might be synrheuc a prior.. He rules out the first of
these possibihties, that geometry is analyuc, by contending that
geometry cannot be based on concepts alone; he later explains that
geometrical demonstrations always depend upon a process of con-
struction that requires an essential appeal to mturtion, and hence
goes beyond the mere analysis of concepts [A 712-38 /B 740-66).
Against the second possibility, Kant argues that the mtuitions
question must be pure, nor empinical, in order to explain rhe
apodictic certanty of geometry. Kant therefore concludes thar ge-
ometty must have a synthetic a priors foundation n intuition; not in
an actual mntuition given before expenience, but m an a prior con-
straint on any possible mtuiton, which requires that all “outer”
intuuons conform to the space of Euchd’s geometry {see Chapter 2
1n this book). His claim 1s not, then, rhat a certain form of intwtion
15 1nnate — a claim about the psychological development of indivadu-
als presumably to be grounded 1n empinical study of the abilities of
wnfants and young ammals —but that a certain form of intuition
must be posited because 1t provides the only means of exphcating
actual geometrical knowledge {see 11:79). Stmilarly, in the Deduc-
tion he attempts to show that the categories provide conditions for
the very possibility of expenence {see Chapter 4). Again, it would be
1rrelevant to argue that the categories ate wnnate, for such an argu-
ment could only support an empirical claim about the psychological
development of an individual; 1t could not establish that the catego-
ries are necessary for determming the synthess required by the
uruty of apperception.

1f 1t belongs to philosophy rather than to psychology to investigate
the conditions for synthetic a prior: knowledge, by examining and
tuling out on conceptual grounds vanous candidate exphcations of
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the possihility of such knowledge, then Kant was nghr to call his
vestigation “transcendental philosophy” rather than “transcenden-
tal psychology.” Of course, even m arguing for his transcendental
philosophy Kant surely must appeal to expenence to ground some
basic clanns, for example, that we expenence in space and time, that
we are finite intelligences, that we have sensations and feelings. But
this sort of “empirical” data was accepted even by Crusius, che most
avowedly aprionistic metaphysician of Kant’s time {Entwurf, §8§425~
6]. And reasonably so. If 1t were otherwise, any sort of reflection on
human experience whatsoever would count as “emparical,” effec-
trvely rendering all philosophy empirical by stipulation. For the pur-
pose of reading and interpreting Kant, and for many other purposes,
we are well advised to distinguish between treating reflection on
ordinary experience as a mimmal starting pownt for philosophy and
adopung an empirical approach when formulating and confinmng
explanatory theses 1n philosophy. Kanc argued that his Critical Phi-
losophy could not take the latter approach; he took the legitimacy of
the former for granted.

Nevertheless, Kant’s transcendental program has implicauions for
psychology, or at least for empirical science, even if 1t was not psy-
chological 1n its fundamental aum nor 1n 1ts mode of argument. For
Kant claimed to establish, through his arguments for space as the
form of outer mtuitton, that physical space must be the space of
Euchd. Notoriously, this claim came under ateack in the nineteenth
century by Bernard Riemann, Hermann Helmholtz, and others.
Under this attack Kant’s claim about the spatial form of mewition
must etther be pared back to a psychological claim about the char-
acter of human sensory expenience mdependent of the character of
physical space - thereby undercutting Kant's conception of the rela-
tionship between the grounds for geometry per se and the grounds
for 1ts application to physical space (B 147; A 165-6 /B 206, A224/
B 271; A 239/ B 209) — or 1t must be accepted as a claim about the
character of perceptual and physical space that turned out to be
empirical, not a prion, contingent. not necessary, and ndeed, as 1s
widely held, false. However this may be, Kant’s transcendental pro-
gram might nevertheless have psychological imphications for our
own day, 1f 1t should turn out that psychology can produce a science
of cognition, as some have suggested. In the end, the psychological
relevance of the Critique may depend upon whether psychology

Psychology as science and philosophy 217

develops 1n such a way that Kant's transcendental suggestions about
the structure of cognition can be appreciated.

1V. KANT’S OWN RATIONAL AND EMPIRICAL
PSYCHOLOGY

Although we have examined Kant’s attempts to set uanscendental
philosophy apart from empinical psychology, we have yet to examine
tus considered view of whether empirical psychology can attan the
status of science.'” Pethaps his most notorious remarks on this sub-
ject are those from the preface to the Metaphysical Foundations of
Natural Science, to the effect that empirical psychology will never
be a proper science. While we must give these remarks their due,
they should not be allowed to obscure Kant’s basic position that the
phenomena of empirical psychology are strictly bound by the law of
cause just as are the phenomena of physics. Let us first consuief this
latter aspect of Kant’s position as 1t is expressed n the fixst Critique
and the Prolegomena.

In the ¢hird chapter of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method
Kant laid out his conception of the systematic relations among the
various branches of philosophy. In the body of the Critigue he had, of
course, discussed vanious branches of philosophy, including meta-
physics and rational psychology, bur under their traditional deserip-
tions. Now, with a completed critique of pure reason extant, he
proceeds to outline the “architectonic of pure reason,” which he
defines as the art of constructing systems of all knowledge arising
from pure reason |A 832 / B 860). This chapter contains some muldly
paradoxical branches of “pure philosophy,” that 1s, of the part of
philosophy that, m contrast with empnical philosophy, 1s based
solely tn purc reason. For, having argued against the possibihity of
metaphysics traditionally concerved, Kant proceeds to set forth the
possibility of a new systematic metaphysics and l_)e mcludes among
1ts branches a new “rational psychology” contaming a priorf princi-
ples govermng the phenomena of inner sense. The branches of phr-
losophy he now describes draw therr metaphysical principles, at
least 1n the case of the metaphysics of nature, from the Analyuic of
Prnciples m the Critigue; these include the principle of the perma-
nence of substance and the law of cause.

1n his architectonc, Kant first divades pure phlosophy from empri-
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cal philosophy. He subdivides pure philosophy n tutn nto (1) the
propadeutic investigation of pure teason 1¢self, whach he rerms “ena-
cism” and of which the Critique 1s an example, and (1) “rhe system of
pure reason (science), the whole body {true as well as llusory) of
philosophical cognition arising out of pure reason [presented] in sys-
tematic connection, which 1s entitled metaphysics” (A 841 /B 869).
Metaphysics divides nto practical and speculative parts, or into a
metaphysics of morals and a metaphysics of nature. The latter has
two branches, the first being transcendental philosophy, which
“treats only of the understanding and of reason 1tself, 1n a system of
all concepts and principles that relate to objects 1n general, without
taking account of objects that may be given”: 1t provides such ontol-
ogv as 1s available in Kant's reconstituted disciphine of metaphysics.
The second branch 1s the “physiology of pure reason,” that 1s, the
rational physiology (or science of nature} of grven objects. orof nb;ects
that canbe given 1n experience. This pute or tational physiology again
has two branches, transcendent and immanent; the first pertains to
“that connection of objects of experience which transcends all
experience” — here, presumably, 1s an 1nstance of one of the lusory
branches of philosophical cognition Kant has mentioned — and the
second pertains to the cognition of nature “msofar as 1ts cognition can
be apphed in expenience” (A 845 / B 873). Transcendent physiology
thus includes the empty speculative disciplines of rational cosmol-
0ogy (the connection of nature as a whole) and rational theology {the
relation of nature as a whole to a being above nature}.
Immanent rational physiology thus provides the only subarantive
a prion: pnneiples that pertan to nature as an object of possible
experience. The only worked out version we have of this body of
doctrine 1s that found 1n the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural
Sczence. Here Kant applies principles from ¢he Analytic of Priciples
to the fempirically denved) concept of motion and purports thereby
to dertve two of Newton's laws of motion 1n an a priori manner. Yet
m the Methodology, Kant announces the possibility not only of a
ratronal physics, but also of a rational psychology.©® This rational
psychology would set a prion conditions on the object of inner
sense, that 1s, on the succession of representations mn time. In the
Cntique Kant does not give any indication of the content of his
reconstituted version of rational psychology. But in the Prolegomena
he gives one hint. In the second part, which treats pure natural
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science, he characterizes what he terms "“a universal science of na-
ture 1n the stnct sense”: *“Such a science must bring nature in gen-
eral, whether 1t regards the object of the external senses or that of
the mternal sense (the object of physics as well as psychology), under
universal laws.” Universal natural science comprises the objects of
borh physics and psychology. Kant admucs that there are only a few
principles with the tequired generality, but he 1s able to name two:
“rhe propositions that ‘substance 1s permanent’, and that ‘evety
event is determined by a cause according to constant laws’ . These
ate actual universal laws of nature, which subsist completely a pri-
or1” {Prolegomena, §15, 4:295). Although Kant does not go on to give
examples of these principles as applied to inner sense, presumably
the persistence of the “I” as the ground of rhe empincal unity of the
self —not as a simple, spintual being, but merely as a permanent
substratum i time — 1s an example of the first principle, and the law
{or laws) of association of representations 1s an example of the sec-
ond principle. In any event, it 15 evident that Kant is commtted to
the view that the representations of inner sense, no less than the
objects of outer sense, are subject to umversal natural laws.

At first blush, Kant’s commitment to umversal laws of psychology
may seem hard to square wath his opinion, expressed in the preface of
the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science. thatempmncal psy-
chology is far removed from “the rank of what may properly be called
natural science” {4:471). Upon closer examination, however, it be-
comes apparent that his demal of scientific seatus to psychology did
not result from any doubt that there are universal natural laws in
psychology; rather, 1t resulted from specific methodological require-
ments he imposed on any “proper” science, together with his beliefs
about the applicability of these requirements to psychology.

Kant would admit nothing to the rank of science whose subject-
matter could not be handled marhematically. As he puts 1t, “in every
spearal doctrine of nature only so much science proper can be found
as there is marhematics n it” [4:470). Every proper saience alsohasa
pure or rational part that “grounds” the empincal part, and the prin-
aples of which apply a priorn to objects of possible expenience. Kant
argues that the restriction of science to that which can be rreated
mathematically follows from the basic condition that in order for a
rational special science to apply a priori to objects, 1t must specify a
pnon conditions not only for concepts of 1ts objects, but also for
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their ntwition. {Recall that for Kant no object can be gven without
an intwition.} As he puts 1t, “in order to cogmze the possthility of
determmate natural things, and hence to cognize them a priors,
there 1s further required that the mturtion corresponding to the con-
cept be given a priors, that 1s, that the concept be constructed ” But,

he further contends, “rational cogmition through the construction o;
concepts 1s mathematical” {4.470}. Here he seems to rely on hus
general doctrine that mathematical coneepts must be constructed in
inturtion. From this doctrine it does not, however, follow immedi-
ately that any constructed concepe musr be mathematical. The doc-
trne only tells us that mathematics requires a prior: construction,

not that all a priont constructions are mathematical. But 1t 15 dlfﬁ-‘
cult to 1magine any basis other than the a prior: structure of the
forms of inturtion for “constructing” objects a prior:, and Kant mn
effect equates the a prior forms space and ame, in hght of their
“formal” charactenstics, with the objects of the mathematical sci-
ences, namely, those of geometty and anithmetic.

Granting for the sake of argument that sctence requires mathe-
matization, ler us pursue Kant’s argument that psychology {whether
rational or emprrical) admits no mathematical construction of 1ts
abyects. He argues that the “empirical doctrine of the soul” cannot
achieve the rank of natural saence,

because mathematics cannot be apphied to the phenomena of mternal sense
and cherr laws, unless one might want to take mto consideration merely the
law of conttnuity 1n the fiow of mnternal changes 1n mner sense But the
enlargement of cognition so attamed would bear much the same relation to
that which mathematics provides for the doctrine of body, as the doctrine of
the properties of the straight line bears to the whole of geomerry For the
pure mner inturtion i which the soul’s appearances are to be constructed 1s
tme, which has only one dimension {4 4711

The problem 1s not that there are no laws ot psychology. but that
such laws apparently cannot be constructed a prion except through
the minimallv informative construction of time as a line. But 1f no a
priori construction 15 possible, psychology can at best be empincal,
and can never admit of the necessity and umversality that befits
science.

This argument 1s problematc tor reasons mnternal to the Kantian
perspective and also because of the constranrs 1t places on empirical
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sctence. Internally, 1t 15 not clear that the only a priont mathemancal
result pertamning to internal sense 1s that of the “straight hne” of
continuity 1 time. Indeed, Kant himselt, 1n the Anticipations of
Percepuon, invites one such a prior: application, 1n arguing that “in
all appearances, the real that 1s object of sensation has intensive
magnitude, that 1s. a degree” [B 207}. Rational psychology apparently
can declare that sensations have a degree. This 1n itself 1s no great
advance over the esrablishment of continuous ltnear fiow n accor-
dance to law There would be an advance, however, if it were possi-
ble to construct a prior: a relation between meensity and the laws of
succession 1n time, such as might be expected 1n a law of association
according to which sensations with simmlar intensity become associ-
ated. This task would, however, presumably seem as hopeless to
Kant as did the a prior construction of ¢he specific laws of attraction
and repulsion between “matters,” laws that might constitute an a
pniori chemistry (4:470-1).

But granting that psychology cannot construct 1ts laws a prion,
does that preclude it from the status of science? Why could psychol-
ogy not discover mathematical laws through emprical research? If it
did so, 1ts doctrine could meet one of the prime requirements of
science 1n Kant’s day {and our own), for the laws could be used to
order systematic explanations; that 1s, if the laws were mathemau-
cal, even if empirically discovered, observed (or expected) phenom-
ena could be derived from them mathematically. The sole problem
on this eventuality is that the speafic laws, because of their empin-
cal basis, would not be known with universality and necessity, and
so would not, in Kant’s view, count as science. On the grounds Kant
stated in the Metaphvsical Foundations. nothing can be a saence
whose basic structure cannot be constructed a priors, as the laws of
physics were in that work. The requirement of a priori constructi-
bility may seem too great a restriction on empirical science, for it
would bamsh from the domain of natural science any body of doc-
trine, no matter how mathematically well ordered ats explanations,
whose principles could not be constructed a priorz. In any event, 1t
turns out that the reason Kant ruled out the possibility of a scientific
psychology was not a claim that mathematics could not be apphed
to nner sense at all, but that 1t could not be apphed a prior:. Indeed,
given what he says 1n the Anticipations of Perception, 1t 1s plausible
to suppose that he beheved mathematics could be apphed to the
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matter of perceptron. Consequently, if one 1s willing to accepe that
there can be sciences whose laws cannot be constructed o priori but
are empinically discovered, Kant has provided no argument against a
mathematical science of psychology of that type
Be that as 1r may, Kant had a further methodologrcal reason for
pesstmism about the prospects of empirical psychology. He doubted
that experiments could be carrted out on the phenomena of inner
sense. He argued that such experiments are impossible either on
ourselves or through the observation of others. We cannot conduct
them on ourselves because “the mamifold of inmer observation 1s
separared only by mere thought-division, but cannot be kept sepa-
rate and connected agamn at will” (4:471). Presumably Kant 1s here
contrasting the case of experimentation with exvernal objects, in
which the objects can be mantpulated repeatedly at will, with the
case of mnternal sense, 1n which the will cannot directly determine
the flow of representations. By saying that the objects of inner sense
can be separated “only by mere thought-division,” he may be claim-
ng that such manipulations of the phenomena ot mternal sense as
can be performed wall be mere imaginary thought-experiments. Thrs
argument 15 not compelling. Consider a possible study of the associa-
tive law of conuguity. Although one cannot cause parrs of sensations
to be presented to mner sense in temporal contigutty merely by
willing that 1t be so, one can will that external objects be presented
to one’s senses 1n such a way that paws of siwmilar sensations are
presented to inner sense m the appropriate manner; one can rhen
cause one of the pair to be presented at a later rime, 1 order to test
whether there anses an expectation of the other member of the pair,
Moreover, it 1s difficult to see why such experiments could not be
carmed out on others besides one’s self. However, Kant contends thae
“even less does another thinking subject submit to our nvestiga-
tions 1n such a way as to be conformable ro our purposes, and even
the observation 1tself alters and distorts the state of the object ob-
served” {4:471). The plausibility of this remark depends on what the
subect 1s being asked to do. One might expect subjects to be willing
to submit to an experimenr of the sort jnst envisioned. Furthermore,
Kant’s charge that the observation distorts rhe object observed may
apply only to some cases. If one 1s nvestigating the cognition of
divination or of distraction lexamples from the Anthropology, 7:187,
206}, Kant seems nght. He might also be nght 1f one 1s asking sub-
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jects to report the apparent size of objects {the atutude taken by the
subject 1n such cases can be all important, as writers contemporary
to Kant were aware).”» But sumpler aspects of visual expenence
mught well be made the subjece of report w:th?ut distortion, within
appropriate bounds of precision. At any rate, sigmficanr numbers of
Kant’s near contemporaries believed they were, and subsequent m-
vestigations 1n psychophysics supporrt their contention

In any case, Kant’s methodological pessimism should not be al-
lowed to obscure his certainty that there are psychological laws
goverming the phenomena of inner sense. Perhaps tronically, the
nineteenth and early twentieth centunieshave seen a complete rever-
sal of the methodological picture painted by Kant. Precise mathe-
matical measurements became possible mn psychophysics, and ex-
permmental techniques were applied with considerable success n
studies of sensoty perception and of simple memoty tasks. And al-
though the Kantran faith that there are proper laws of inner sense, or
of the combination of representations, remained strong within psy-
chology throughout the century following Kant, the twennet_h cen-
tuty has seen a radical shift from the search for simple, universal
laws for combiming mental representations, toward a search for Ehe
particular mechanisms that underlie distinct cogniive abilities
such as depth perception by means of stereoscopic vision or shorr-
term memory for letters and numbers.

Thus, neither Kant’s account of the shortcomings of empincal
psychology nor hus implied conception of the systematic structure of
the science (in terms of simple umversal laws) has proved lasting. By
contrast, his criticisms of rational psychology were devastating, and
that discipline never really revived. Ultimately, though, hl? most
permanent contribution may be his distinction between hlg own
philosophacal project 1n the Deduction and the aims of empincal,
natural-scientific psychology. That distinction and 1ts descendants,
such as the more recenr distinction between the “logical space of
reasons” and the “logical space of causes,”* mark out a fundamen-
tal divide between the natural science of mental processes and inves-
tigation of the logical, conceptual, and justificatory order of thought.
The larter division remains controversial, which is to say rhat the
question of the ultimate viabihty of the Kantian distinction rematns
contested. But the most important philosophical contributions often
take the form, not of definitive solutions to a problem, but of setting
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a problem space. Kant’s most lasting contribution to psychology as
scrence and as philosophy may well be of this important kind.
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{New York Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1942), and of experumental psy-
chology m general, Boning, History of Expernmental Psychology. 2d ed
{New York Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1950).

Richard Rorty, Phiosophy and the Mmror of Nature [Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1979, p 141, and especially Wilfnd Sellars,
“Empimcism and the Philosophy of Mind,” as printed m his Science.
Perception and Reality {London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1963), pp
127—96, on pp. 131, 1445, 166—9
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7 Reason and the practice
of science

Kant’s philosophy 1s often charactenzed as an attempt to provide the
metaphysical foundation for Newtonian science. In such a character-
1zation, the revolutionary meraphysical stance that Kant develops in
the Cutique of Pure Reason, based on a distinction between appear-
ances and thangs 1n themselves, 1s seen as the resule of his commut-
ment to show the legitimacy of Newtonian science n a manner that
still leaves space for morality and rehgious belief. His well-known
dictum that he had “found 1t necessary to deny knowledge [of reality
m 1tself], 1n order to make room for farth” (B xxx] bears witness to
the legitimacy of this charactenzation of the Kantian project.

Such a descriprion of the Critzque leaves open, however, the ques-
tion of Kant’s more general beliefs about the philosophy of science.
In this chapter, T shall show that Kant advocates a more emplrically'
minded philosophy of science than could be anticipated from his
views on Newtoman physics. In parucular, I will show that Kant
presents an account of the use of theoretical concepts in rhe develop-
ment of scientific theories under the rubric of the “regulative use of
reason.” The understanding of science that Kant presents under this
utle has a great deal 1n common with the pragmatic understanding
of scientific practice, n which the fallibality of particular screntific
theones 15 stressed. Once the tegulative use of reason 1s taken 1mto
account, 1t becomes clear that Kant views the scientific enterpnse n
a more empinical and less apnonstic manner than has been com-
monly thought.

In memorv of Wilfnd Sellars

1 wag:: e thank Jay Garfield for reading a draft of this chaptcr His challenging and
sightful comments helped me understand the ssucs [
gt com 1ssues [ discuss more clearly than [
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One of the central charactenstics of science for Kant 1s 1ts use of
nonempirical concepts 1n 1ts theoties. Kant uses the term “1dea” to
refer to such nonempirical concepts, claiming that 1deas are crucial
to the scientific enterprise.

These concepts ot reason [1 ¢, 1deas] are not denved from nature, on the
contrary, we Interrogate natute 1n accordance with these 1deas, and consider
our knowledge as defective so long as 1t 1s not adequate to them

{A 6467 /B 673—4]

In order to understand the significance of this claim, we need to
consider Kant’s general use of the term “1dea.” Kant defines the term
“1dea” m the following manner- “A concept formed from notions
and transcending the possibility of experience 1s an 1dea or concept
of reason” {A 320/ B 377). Ideas are concepts that are generated by
reason and not by experience. They are concepts that cannot be
adequately mstantiated within expenence. As such, they form a
diverse assemblage of concepts, stnce reason generates cancepts for
various difterent purposes of 1ts own.2

The group of ideas upon which Kant primanly focuses his atten-
uon m the body of the Dralectic of the first Crtigue are the three
transcendental 1deas — self, world, and God. The central argument of
the Dialectic is that traditional meraphysics treats these 1deas as if
they referred to objects and attempts to determuine 1n an @ priort
manner certain basic features of such objects. The critical aspece of
the Critique involves the claim that such attempts are necessarily
llicit since they seek to extend knowledge to objects that lie beyond
the bounds of empirical knowledge.

In the passage quoted earher, however, Kant uses the rerm "1dea”
m a different manner and gives a very different appraisal of the
importance of ideas. The 1deas that Kant 1s discussing are what 1
shall call theoretical 1deas — that is, concepts that are used within
scientific theorizing, bue whose use 1s not justified by means of a
reference to expenence self. It 1s a central feature of scientific
theories that they employ concepts that are not derived diectly
from experience. In fact, many of these concepts are i principle not
observable. Kant refers to such theoretical concepts as 1deas mn order
10 highlight their special nature. Because such concepts ate not capa-
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ble of empincal instanuation, it makes sense to call them “1deas” —
that 1s, concepts that reason generates and that are not denved from
experience

The use of theoretical 1deas within scienufic pracrice 1s a feature
of science that Kant sees as requinng a special yustification. This 1s
because the use of theoreucal ideas cannot be legitimated 1n the
same way as the use of empirical concepts. In the Analyuc, Kant
argues that empincal conceprs funcrion as rules for cogmzing the
unity of 2 given emprrical inewtion: “an object 1s that 1n the concept
of which the manifold of a given mtwition 1s unated” (B 1 37). As this
quotation makes clear, Kant views empirical concepts as speafying
the nature of empirical objects and, 1n so dong, providing a means of
seeing an intuition as umfied despite the presence of a sensory mani-
fold. Thus 15 a view of the narure of empmcal concepts that lies at
the heart of the Critigue and that constitutes an important aspect of
1ts revolutionaty teachtng concerning objectivity. The crucial point,
for my purposes, 1s that empirical concepts have a legitimate use
because they serve as unifiers of perceptual data

The theoretical concepts in terms of which scientific theories are
formulated — theoretical 1deas — are not directly related to the sen-
sory manifold. As a result, their use 1s problematic. Kant needs to
show why reason 1s justified 1n using these 1deas m 1rs attempt to
attain knowledge of the phenomenal world. Since 1deas cannot have
adequate empinical insrantiations, treating them as having empincal
content seems highly problematic.

Kant begins his solution to this problem by pointing out that
theoretical 1deas, hike empirical concepts, do function as unifiers.
The difference lies 1n the 1tems that are unified by ideas: “Just as
understanding unifies the manifold 1n the object by means of con-
cepts, so reason unifies the manifold of concepts by means of
idess. .. ” (A 644 / B 672). The unty that 1s achieved through the use
of theoretical 1deas n science, Kant claims, is a unity of the knowl-
edge of the understanding, that 1s, of ordinary empirical knowledge.
In other words, reason, by using ideas, provides a way of seeing
ordinary knowledge as more unified than it would otherwse be.

But what jusnfies reason’s search for umity among the manifold
1tems of knowledge produced by the understanding? Kant points out
that the use of these ideas seems to result from reason’s own de-
mand that 1t try to unify empinical knowledge. In order to make 1t
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clear that this mterest in udymng up knowledge 1s one that reason
simply has for 1ts own purposes, Kant calls 1t the “logical use of
reason.” Kant’s use of the word “logical” 1s meant to have the force
that we associate with the word “methodological.” It indicates that
this use of reason is brought about by an mnterest that reason has in
producing unity in the mamfold of knowledge produced by the un-
dersranding, so that this use of reason 1s one in which reason is
sumply trying to put its own house in order.

But 1f this unity is thought of as constituted solely by an interest
of reason, 1t would have only subjecrive validity. By claimung that
this principle has only subjective and not objective validity, one
would be stating that this use of reason was simply a piece of meth-
odological advice that reason 1mposed upon 1tself. It would be ille-
gitumate to attribute any more validity to rhis use of reason than
rhat. In particular, there would be no justification for claiming that
knowledge necessanly would meet this particular interest of reason
1n umity. Kant seems to endorse this view mn the following passage:

But one sees from this thar the systemauc or rational unity of the mamfold
knowledge of understanding 1s a Jogrcal prmciple. Its funcuon 1s to assist
the understanding by means of ideas . and thus to secure coherence as far
as1t1s possible But to say that the constitution of objects or the nature of
the understanding which knows them as sucb, 1s in 1tself determned to
systematic unity, and tbat one can 1n a certain measure postulate this unty
a prion1, without reference to such an mterest of reason .  that would be a
transcendental principle of reason, and would make the systematic untcy
necessary, not only subjectivelv and logicallv, as method, but objectively
also (A 648 /B 676}

Kant’s use of the subjunctive mode mn making this statement should
make one cautious in ateributing the stated view to Kant as his own.
While Kant clearly distinguishes between the logical and transcen-
dental uses of this prmciple of reason, 1t 18 not clear whether he
really demies transcendental status to such a use of reason. Kant 1s
clear, however, that a rranscendentral use of this principle stands
need of further argumenration.

If Kant 1s taken ro deny the vahdity of a transcendental use of the
principle of reason, then he would be claiming that the theoretical
1deas generared by scientific theonizing do not have objective vahd-
ity, a justified application to nature or the understanding. While
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such 1deas are used by reason for 1ts own purposes, such a use would
have to be distinguished from an ineerpretation of these ideas
which 1t was claimed that exther mner or outer nature 1s such that it
must necessarily correspond to the structure posited by such 1deas.
Kant would then sound very much hke an instrumentalist in the
phulosophy of science. That 15, he would be claiming that theoreucal
terms have a role to play in science as unifiers of concepts and laws
that gemunely refer to empirical reality but that theorencal rerms
do not themselves refer to such reality. They are generated as conve-
mences for our own use, but it would be a serious theoretical exror to
view them as providing us with more adequate knowledge of empiri-
cal reality than that which we acquire from the use of nontheo-
retical empirical concepts.s

It 1s a fundamental mistake to interpret Kant as an wnstrumen-
tahist mn regard o theoretical ideas. Indeed, Kant argues that the
logical use of reason makes sense only in light of a transcendental
principle according to which the products of scientific reasoning can
be viewed as providing a description of objective, though phenome-
nal, realiry

How there could be a logical pnnclple of the rational unity of rules cannot In
fact be d unless a 1 principle were also presupposed
whereby such a systematic unity necessanily mhering in the objects was
likewise assumed as a priort and necessary. (A 6st/B6y9)

Kant here states that the logical use ot reason requires some tran-
scendental backing, His considered view is that the logical use of
reason to unify our knowledge 1s a legiumate practice only because
1t 15 grounded by an 1tem of transcendental knowledge.

No sooner 15 Kant's view of the use of theoreucal 1deas within
science stated than 1t seems to run afoul of some of the most basic
claims that Kant makes about the scope of a priort and empirical
knowledge. As 1 have already pointed out, Kant atgues in the Dialec-
tic of the first Critique that any attempt to use reason to generate
knowledge of objects independently of experience 1s necessanly 1l-
licit. The only a priors knowledge that 1s available to human beings
15 limited to the general srrucrure of experience and the emptrical
objects that make up the phenomenal world. Simce Kant goes on to
clamm that reason has only a regulative and not a constitutive role in
regard to knowledge, it seems impossible to attribute to him the
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view that reason does provide a transcendental grounding tor scien-
ufic practice. Such an attribution would seem to go against Kant’s
own strictures on what reason 1s able to achieve 1n the absence of
experience.

In the balance of thus chaprer, [ will show that Kant’s claims about
a transcendental grounding of scientific practice do not violate his
general denial that reason 1s capable of providing a priort knowledge.
Once the specific claims that Kant makes about the regulative use of
reason are understood, 1r will be clear that, although he attributes
transcendental knowledge to reason as the bass for scienufic prac-
tice, such knowledge does not amount to an 1llegitimate extension
of our a prior1 knowledge beyond 1ts legitimate bounds.

1L

In order to see why Kant’s account ot the regulative use ot reason
provides a necessary element of his general critical program, we
need to begin by lookmg more carefully at exactly what 15 involved
1n the regulative use of reason. According to Kant, the regulative use
of reason involves the adoption of three different principles- those of
genera, specification, and affinity. It 1s these principles that admit of
both alogical and a transcendental use. In the latter use, these princi-
ples are genuine iems of metaphysical knowledge that reason gener-
ates a prior1 Together, they constitute the 1dea of u completely
adequate system of scientific knowledge This system 1s the goal of
saientific practice and speafic scientific theories are attempts to
describe an aspect of that system. In order to explain how these
prnciples generate the idea of such a system, I shall look carefully at
Kant’s presentation of them

Kant begins his discussion of the regulative use of reason with a
consideration of the prnciple of genera, devoting more time ro rhis
principle than to the others. The logical principle of genera asserts
that there must be enough unity among species concepts thar they
can be unified into a genus. The example that Kant uses to explain
this principle 15 the 1dea of a fundamental power of the human mind,
an 1dea that Kant sees as playing an 1mporwant role in empirical
psychology The concept of a fundamental power is an 1dea because
1t 15 not a concept that 1s derived from expenence; rather, 1t 15 a
concept that 1s mtroduced m order to unify the existing knowledge
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of the human mund. At the logical level, the principle of genera
asserts that the different powers of the human mind - “sensation,
€Onsclousness, Imagimation, memory, wit, power of discrimination,
pleasure, desire, etc.” (A 649 / B 677) — should be compared with one:
another 1n order to detect various unities among them.

One has qt ‘whether n bined with consciousness may
not be the same thing as memory, wit, the power of discrimination, and
perhaps even 1dentical with understanding and teason. (A 649 /B 677)

At this level, all that the principle of genera asserts 1s that scientific
nquirers should attempt to unify the concepts employed within
thewr theories as much as possible. It suggests that they should
search for some theoretical 1dea that would allow them o reduce the
complexaty of their empirical concepts and thearies.
The logical principle of genera can be represented as a heuristic
maxim for the scientist in the following manner:
Develop a conceptual structure that will reduce the complex-
1y of empirical knowledge by searching for genenc concepts
and laws of whach known empirical concepts and laws will
be specifications.

Such a logical principle is a piece of advice that reason gives to itself
in 1ts role as scientific investigator. It tells itself that it would be
convenient ro be able to reduce the manifold of emprrical laws to a
unity by means of the use of a theoretical idea. Such a piece of
methodological advice makes no pretense of being anything more
than a suggestion that reason makes to itself, a piece of theoretical
advice that reason gives 1tself, for its own convenience m handling
the knowledge provided by the understanding, It does not claim that
emprrical concepts are of such a nature that this unification must be
possible, but only advises reason to attempt such unifications wher-
ever they mught be possible.

Kant does think, however, that there 1s a use of the concept of a
fundamental power 1 which reason does more than simply try to
find such unity among empincal concepts as might be discoveted.
Thus 15 the transcendental emplovment of understanding in which
such a umty 15 simply assumed.

Reason presupposes the systematic unity of the mamfold powers, on the
ground that particular laws of nature fall under more general laws, and that
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parsimony ot prnciples 15 not only an economuc principle of reason, but 15
an inner law of nature {A 650/ B 678)

In this passage, Kant states quute clearly that, in the transcendental
employment of the understanding, the idea of a fundamental power
is treated as a concept that accurately descnibes the nature of the
mind even though the actual theory that would aruculate such a
unity has yet to be discovered. That 1s, even though empirical
psychology has not yet produced a specific saientific theory that
demonstrates how the various powers of the mind are to be unified
under the idea of a fundamental power, the transcendental em-
ployment of the understanding proceeds on the assumption that
such a unification will necessanily be forthcoming. And this 1s so
despite the fact that the specafic nature of the umficaton is not yet
known.

Kant claims that rhis 1s a case in which reason 1s asserting that its
own product —a theoretical 1dea does apply to the phenomenal
world, that the powers of the mind are reducible to a fundamental
power. Such a use of the 1dea goes beyond the imits allowed by a
methodological interpretation of the regulative use of reason

The logical principle of genera therefore needs to be supplemented
with a transcendental principle that clearly states that the phenome-
nal world has a structure that accords with the demand of reason
that empincal concepts be unifiable. The transcendental pnnciple
of genera 1s an 1em of transcendental knowledge supplied by reason
and can be specified as follows.

Inner and outer nature have such regulanty that the con-
cepts that we use to describe them must be capable of unifi-
cation 1nto a highest genus.
Thus principle is a transcendental prneiple 1n that 1t posits knowl-
edge of the phenomenal world that reason 1s able to achieve indepen-
dently of experience. It 15 rhus principle that guides the scientific
attempt to produce expermental results that would confirm the
idea that there 1s a fundamental power of the human mind.

Because I have been claiming that rthe regulanive use of reason 1s
really Kane’s general view of the philosophy of science, 1t may seem
strange that Kant pownts to the use of the idea of a fundamental
power wathin rranscendental philosophy as an example of how the
prinaple of genera functions. Kant's choice of this example can be
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made more plausible by pointing out thar Kant thought of emprrical
psychology as requinng this idea. It also suggests that Kant thought
of philosaphy 1tself as requiring something like scientific canons of
ratronality.

But even 1f this example seems strange, we can turn to other, less
problematic examples 1n which Kant ties the use of the pnncq;le of
genera to some of the scaennific advances of hus ume. The examples
that he crtes are from the chemstry of his day and involve a theory
in which chemical subsrances are thought to be composed of the
four basic elements: pure aw, pure earth, pure fire, and pure water
Kant characterized these elemenrs as 1deas because of their purity.
Because empirical substances will always contain some mixture of
these pure elements, the concepts of the elements are 1deas — that 1s,
concepts that do not allow of an adequate empirical insrantiarion (A’.
646 / B 674). Kant illustrates the importance of the transcendental
principle of genera by means of an example mvolving the chemical
theory i which these 1deas figure

I was already a great advance when chermsts could reduce all salts to two
man genera, acids and alkahes. . One rmght believe that this is merely an
economucal contrivance that reason uses to save wself all possible trouble
[e., to sumply involve the logical principle of genera] ~ But sucha selfish
purpose can very easily be di d from the Jregul use of the|
1dea. For 1n conformuty with the [regulative use of thej idea everyone presup-
poses that this unrty of reason accords with nature uself, and that reason —
without being able to determine the imuts of this unity —does not here beg
but command Jr.e., the eranscendental punerple of genera 1s mvolved).

(A 6523 / B 680-1}

This passage demonstrates the correcmess of my contention that
Ka}nt believes that the use of 1deas m scienufic theorizing enrarls a
reject1ion of an nstrumentalist conceprion of science. He clams that
the results of the attempt to unify scienuific concepts are raken to be
true of nature and that this shows that the demand of reason for such
unity 15 not merely subjectively vahd. Indeed, Kane exphatly rules
out the merely logical mterpreration of the use of reason as not
adequare as a yustification of scientific practice.

This passage also stresses an mmportant aspect of Kanr’s theoty
that allows him ro claim that the regulative use of reason nvolves a
fundamentally different use of a priori knowledge than rhat which
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he attributes to the understanding. Although 1t 1s true that Kant
thinks that science requires the assumption that nature accord with
reason’s interest in unty, he also thinks thar, as we saw in the case
of the 1dea of a fundamenral power of the human mind, the way m
which nature satisfies this demand cannot be speaified a priors

In this respect, reason’s demand for systematic unity 1s different
from the understanding’s demand for unity 1n the sensory marufold.
In the Analytic, Kant argued that ir was possible to anticipate the
precise nature of the unity that concepts would have ro embody as a
result of the fact that they served to umfy the sensory mamfold The
categonies, schemata, and principles of the understanding provide
specific a priori knowledge conceming the nature of the unity that
will be brought about by using empirical concepts to umfy the per-
ceptual manifold We know a priori, for example, that our exper-
ence is of a stngle world of interacting subsrances.

Although Kant does attnbute a priori knowledge to reason in virtue
of the use of ideas within science to unify the knowledge provided by
the undersranding, he demes that this knowledge 1s schematizable in
the way that the categonal knowledge of the understanding is. Thar
15, although reason 1s able to supply the 1deal of a completely adequate
system of scientific knowledge, it cannot anticipate the manner in
which empirical knowledge will achieve this systematic structure.s

Understanding this distinction allows us to see one reason for
calling this use of reason regulative as opposed to constitutive.s
Although there 1s a tendency to think of regulanve principles as
regulating a practice without explicitly guaranteeing 1ts success —
that 15, as stmply methodological advice or what Kant terms “logi-
cal” principles — this is not the contrast that Kant attempts to draw
by the use of this termmology. His use of the term “regulative”

charactenzes the knowledge of reality determined by this principle
of reason “as synthetic a prior: propositions, that have objective but
indeterminate validity” {A 663 /B 691). That 1s, in charactenzing
the use of reason as regulative rather than constitutive, Kant 1s mak-
1ng reference to the relation of this use of reason to empurical ob-
iects, phenomena. Kant 1s claiming that this use of reason 1s not
constitutive of such objects. The pnnciples of understanding are, by
themselves, sufficient to constitute the objective domain that Kane
refers to with the terms “appearances” and “phenomena.” The tran-
scendental principle of genera does not supplement our knowledge
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of phenomena in the sense of providing any other intrinsic character-
1stic that objects need to embody 1n order for them to be objects of
our expenience. The transcendental punciple of genera does, how-
ever, provide us with knowledge about relations among the concepts
we use for characrerizing these objects. For this reason, Kant claims
thae such knowledge 1s regulative rather than consttutive.¢ By mak-
ing this distnction, however, Kant is not claiming that the transcen-
dental knowledge supplied by reason 1s not essential to understand-
ing the nature of our knowledge, only that reason’s contribution to
the framework of knowledge does not mvolve the actual consutu-
tion of the objects that we know.

m

So far, I have only looked at Kant’s discussion of the principle of
genera. In so doing, 1 have gone beyond a mere characterization of
this principle in an attempt to show that Kant holds that 1¢ has a
transcendental as well as logical use. But in order to fill out Kant’s
view of the methodology of natural science, 1t 1s important to under-
stand how he conceives of the function of the two other principles of
reason that make up the 1dea of a completely adequate system of
saientific knowledge.

The second principle of reason in irs regulative use 1s that of
specification. This principle states that it is always possible to differ-
entiate a generic concept mto two or more specific ones. As mn the
case of the principle of genera, Kant troduces this second principle
by disuinguishing a logical use of that principle from a transcenden-
tal one. Discussing the different temperaments that scientists actu-
ally have, some searching for unity and others for differences, Kant
proceeds to discuss the logical principle of specification:

This latrer mode of thought 1s evidently based upon a logical principle that
aims ar the systemauc completeness of all knowledge — prescnibing that, in
begrnmng with the genus, 1 descend to the manifold that may be contained
thereunder, 1n such fashion as to secure extension for the system. .. This
law of specification can be expressed: entum vartetates non temere gsse
mnuendas [the vaniety of entities 1s not to be thoughtlessly reduced).

{A 655—56 /B 683—3)

Kant pornts out that scientists often proceed by attempting to show
rhat an empirical genus really conceals two or more different species
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under its scope. A modern example of such a scentific advance
would be the discovery that a given empincal substance such as
uranmum acrually has two or more different 1sotopes. In fact, Kant
gives an example, once agam drawn from the chenustry of his day,
that 1s vety similar to this one.

That absorbent earths are of different kinds chalk and muriatic earths)
required for 1ts discovery an antecedent rule of reason that made 1t nto an
assignment for the understanding to seek for the difference that 1t assumes
to be s0 nichly present in nature {A 657 / B 686}

In giving this example, however, Kant goes beyond the attempt to
legitimate the logical principle of specification. In fact, he states that
this scientific discovery requires more than the logical principle of
spectfication, for that principle does not entail that nature itself
would sausfy the understanding’s attempt to further differentiate its
empincal concepts.

That Kant does vhink that the logical principle ot speafication
requires a transcendental principle for its grounding can be seen 1n
the fallowing quotation.

One can easily see, however, that also this logical law would be without
meaning and application if a transcendental law of speaification did not
undergird 1t, a law that to be sure does not demand of the things that can be
objects for us an actual infinity 1n relation to their difference.

(A 056 1 B 684)

Kant’s discussion of the transcendental prnciple of specification
raises an important 1ssue. One of the problems with the use of the
idea of the world that Kant criticized in the Antinomies was that 1t
nvolved the concept of infinity. As Zeno's paradoxes had already
demonstrated some two thousand years eather, the concept of infin-
ity presents real problems to the philosopher. If one posits an actual
infinity as necessanly contained under a concept, 1¢ makes 1¢ impos-
sible for a human being to think such a concept, given the finite
nature of our lives and understandings.

Kant’s solution 1s to say that infimity should be understood as a
task rather than as a given enuty. In the present context, this means
that the wanscendental principle of specification sets an infinite
task for the understanding, namely that of producing more and more
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specific concepts for the genene ones in its scientific theories. So,
once agatn, Kant 1s attributing to reason a role 1n directing the under-
standing to look for specific sorts of umities in its expenence. The
point of the principle of specification 1s ro direct the understanding
to look in 1ts experience for regulanuies that support specifications
of its generic concepts.

It 1s worth nonng that Kant thinks of lumself as having solved a
problem about the nature of scienufic mvestigation by seeing the
two principles of genera and specification as both aspects of the
regulative use of reason. There are two different rasks that scientists
mught 1dentify with the essence of scientific actwvity. The first task
15 that of seeking to provide an overarching law thar allows empuri-
cally distinct laws to be seen as specifications of a single generic one.
Many examples of scientific progress can be thought of as proceed-
ing from this drive toward urity, and the covermng law theory of
science seems to accept such a view.” However, saientific practice
also proceeds by means of detailed observation and the esrablish-
ment of differences. Learming that things that appear to be the same
actually have different microstructures 1s certamly one way n
which science proceeds. It therefore mught seem that science 1s con-
stituted by two contradictory drives, one toward unity and one to-
ward diversity.

Kant’s manner of presenting this dispute about scientific method-
ology shows that there 15 no need to decide which view 1s the correct
one about the essence of scientific activity. Kant's theory of the
regulatave use of reason avords this trap by claiming that both par-
ties to the dispute have a grasp of a truth that can be comprehended
1n the more encompassing view that Kant hamself puts forward. All
that 1s required is that we see a drive for unity and a drive for
ifferentiation as both equally necessaty to the development of a
completely adequate system of scientific knowledge. Both groups of
scientists — those who see themselves as unifiers and those who see
themselves as differentiators — have necessary but complemenraty
roles to play in the project of science. An adequate mode!l of science
cannot recognize only one of these two aspects of scientific pracece.

The third and final princaple that Kant sees as a necessary compo-
nent of the regulative use of reason is that of affinity. The example
be gives to explain 1¢ 1s very interesting and [ will quote 1t at length
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The affimty of the manifold (s, notwichistanding its dyversity, comung vnder
a principle of unity) refers not only to things, but still more to their proper-
ues and powers. Thus, for mnstance, if at first our not yet fully corrected
expenence presents the orbit of the planets as circular, and 1f we subse-
quently detect discrepancies, we trace the discrepancies to that which can
change the circle, 1n accordance with a fixed law, through all the mfimte
ntermediate degrees, into one of these divergent orbits. That 15 to say, we
assume that the movements of the planets, which are not crcular, will
more or less approximate to the properues of a crcle, and thus we come
upon the 1dea of an ellipse . Thus, under the guidance of these principles,
we discover a unity 1n the generic forms of the orbits and thereby a umty 1n
the cause of all the laws of planetary meton, namely, gravitacion.

(A 662—3 / B 690-1)

Kant here presents the development of Newtoman physics as an
example of the regulative use of reason, specifically of the principle
of affinity. The principle of affinity states that the differences among
generic concepts will be such as to modify themselves gradually. In
the example, this means that the deviations from carcular orbits in
planetary motion are assumed to be shght, so that it becomes ra-
uonal to see 1f they are ellipses. Kant’s claim s that the principle of
affimity gives the scientist a means of viewing deviations from an
1deal as themselves admitting of a systematic specification. He goes
so far as to claim that this principle of reason had a necessary role to
play 1n the discovery of the law of universal gravitation.

It 1s noteworthy that Kant clauns i this passage that rhe discov-
ety of universal graviranon was something that took place as a result
of the regulative use of reason. Because Kant took Newtonian phys-
ics to be the paradigm of a saienufic theory and thought that many
aspects of the theory were 1n fact capable of a prion: yustification,*
his claim that the theory of universal gravitation requires the as-
sumption of a transcendental principle of affinity shows the impor-
tance that Kant attributed to the regulative use of reason. He saw
this use of reason as central to the method whereby scientific hy-
potheses were formulated and then tested.

These three principles — of genera, specification, and affimaty —
collectively amount to Kant’s delineation of the sysrematic struc-
ture to which our knowledge of nature aspires. Together, they spec-
ify the 1dea of what [ have called “a completely adequate system of



242 THE CAMBRIDGE COMPANION TO KANT

saentific knowledge ” This 1s an 1dea because 1t posits a complete-
ness in our knowledge along three different axes, a completeness
that can characterize only an 1deal outcome of the process of scien-
tific investigation. Our actual scientific knowledge of the world,
even though 1t employs theoretical 1deas in 1ts formulation, can
never atcain the mnfinite structure posited by this 1dea. Such a struc-
ture can be viewed only as a task that science seeks to realize, not as
an object that 1t actually possesses. We must understand attempts at
scientific investigation of the world to involve a progressive articula-
uon of the completely adequate system of saentific knowledge.
Only 1n hight of the structure posited by such an 1deal, can we see
science as a ranonal undertaking,

v

In the previous section, I have shown that Kant believes that scien-
tific theorizing, insofar as 1t employs theoretical 1deas, requires tran-
scendental principles that articulate the ideal explanatoty system to
which our actual knowledge of the world only approximates. The
three pninciples of genera, specificity, and affimity together consti-
tute this idea of an ideally adequate system of scientific knowledge. I
now want to pull together the claims that Kant makes about the role
of ideas in scientific practice.

In order to do this, I shall once again use some comments that
Kant makes about the actual nature of scientific practice. Kant
claims that theoretical 1deas are actually used as a basis for “interro-
gating nature.” Citing the experiments of Galileo, Torricelli, and
Stahl as evidence, and pointing out that, 1n each case, these s’cien-
tists approached nacure armed with theones that they had developed
n order to put them to an empincal test, Kant argues that such a use
of reason 1s central to scientific method:

Reason has msight only mto that which 1t produces according to 1ts own
design, and, proceeding with principles of its own judgment according to
fixed laws, 1t must require nature to answer 1ts own questions, rather than
allowing nature to lead 1t by a string {Bxm)

Tl_-nis passage contamns a picture of scientific practice that 1s at odds
with the domimant empiricist view of science according to which
science proceeds by means of the simple collection of observed regu-
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lanties 1n experience. Kant clayms that the important scientfic ad-
vances made by Galileo, Tormicelli, and Stahl do not conform to such
a model. While expenence — or, more precisely, experimentation —
did play an important role mn their scientific advances, the impor-
rance of experimentation for the legitimation of scientific theories
requires an explicit acknowledgment of the role of 1deas

This is because the ideas actually provide the scienuist wath spe-
afic instructions about what to look for when he turns to experr-
ence via expenimentation. Expenence without the guidance of 1deas
would be a rather passive affair m which the scientist merely accu-
mulated observations made from nature. Kant’s central point is
that science is an activity 1 which reason takes an active role as
the 1nterrogator of nature. It assumes this role by generating 1deas
that specify the particular sorts of regulanties that the scientist
ought to look for by means of experimentation. Ideas allow scien-
usts to anticipate regularties that they can then seek to produce by
means of experiments.

This view of scientific practice treats experimentation as a crucial
element 1n science. However, in so doing it stresses the fact that
scientific experimentation 1s a specific goal-directed actvity that
takes place m light of ideas — that 1s, concepts that are not them-
selves generated by expenence. When a scientist conceives of an
experiment, she does so in light of 1deas that specify the sort of
expenence that ought to be looked for in the experiment. Expernr-
ments are not symple observations of the phenomenal world, but
directed interrogations of nature that take place in accordance with
goals set up by the practice of science 1tself. Kant's theory of the
regulative use of reason stresses the role of experimentation in sci-
ence while contesting a simplistic understanding of that role.

Perhaps a good way to capture Kant’s claims about the importance
of 1deas in science is to paraphrase his famous dictom about the
relation between concepts and incuitions — “Thoughts without con-
tent are empty, intuitions without concepts are bhnd.” {A s1/B
75) — and to say that science without experimentation is empty, ex-
permmentauon without 1deas 15 bhind. Only by sceing science as in-
volving the use of 1deas as a means of guiding experimentation can
we develop an adequate understanding of the nature of scienufic
practice.

Reason 1n its regulative role, then, functions to provide the scien-
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tist with the focused attention toward nature that 1s characeerisnc of
scientific experimentation. From Kant's pomt of view, the acrual
practice of science, n which theoretical ideas are tested by means of
experimentation, belies the claim that these 1deas are mere heuristic
or calculational devices. A theory of scientific practice needs to ac-
knowledge the facr that science proceeds by actually searching out
specific sorts of expenences 1n light of :1deas with the express pur-
pose of showing that these 1deas do have empirical confirmation m
that they predict the presence of certam umformities that can be
demonstrated empincally.

But this means that the theoretical ideas, although they do not
have empirical mstances, do have an immanent use — that 1s. they
play a role m the elaboration of expenience. The 1deas are legiumated
by the discovery, through the directed attention of the scientific
mnquirer via experiments, that certain regulanties posited by the1dea
do obtain n nature. It 1s this role of 1deas that Kant highhghtsin his
account of the nature of scentific practice

By showing the importance of experimentation to sctentific prac-
nice, Kant presents a view of science that makes the validity of
specific scientific theories depend on actual experience. In this re-
gard, his theory 1s not stmply aprionstic but recognizes the impor-
tance of expenience mn the confirmation of scienufic theories. By
pointing out that scientific theonzing mvolves experimentation,
Kant 1s making the more tadical point that specific experiences are
sought out 1 order to show the validity of theoretical 1deas. This 1s
clearly an account of the use of experimental testing 1n science that
disunguishes Kant’s view of science from a more aprioristic ac-
count. It shows that Kant takes science to be an enterprise whose
specific products attamn validity by being tested agamst empircal
data.

The 1dea of a completely adequate system of scientific knowledge
1s what legitimates scienufic expenimentanon. It provides reason
with an 1dea that 1t secks to realize by means of specific scientific
theories. The theoretical ideas that 1t uses are gurdes to reason n its
attempt to figure out what the systemauc structure of our knowl-
edge really 15. They provide reason wath a specific focus to use when
1t turns to the empmcal world m order to produce the emprrical
regularities that constitute the basis of our emptrical knowledge of
the world.
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Thus 1s because the regulauve principles of reason provide us w‘nh
an understanding of what the aum of science really 1s. By speafying
the goal of scientific understanding as the reahization of a com-
pletely adequate system of knowledge, the regulative principles
posit a set of connections among the elements of knowledge that are
essential to understanding the nature of knowledge. For Kant, scien-
ufic practice is an attempt to exhibie the systematic mterconnection
among the 1tems that constitute knowledge. Such systematic mter-
connection is, however, crucial to understanding wh.-_;t the .enter-
prise of knowledge 1s all about. Knowledge of the world isnot S'lm})ly
a set of facts, as 1t sometimes seemed to the empincists; it 1s 2
complex structure of statements whose interconnections Kant ar-
ticulates by means of the 1dea of systematicity.

v

Having shown that Kant thinks that the regulative use of reason
mvolves the attribution of transcendental knowledge to reason 1t-
self, let me now examine an objection to my reconstruction of his
view. Kant specifically states that a transcendental deduction of the
1deas of reason is not possible {A 669 /B 697). Doesn’t this entail
that my account of the transcendental status of the regulative use of
reason must be mistaken?

In answerng this objection, 1t 1s important to be t:lear about
which 1deas Kant means when he demes the possibility of thewr
deduction The 1deas for which Kant claims that no deduction 1s
possible are the three transcendental 1deas: self, world, and God It1s
not at all surpnsing to find Kant claiming that these ideas cannot be
given a deduction, for these 1deas do not refer to o_b;ects that we can
experience. Indeed, the bulk of the Dralectic 15 qlrected to showing
the problems that arise when one thinks of these ideas as referring to
objects and thus as the sorts of things about which we could have a

i knowledge.
prl’e:ertheless% Kant does thmk that these 1deas can be salvaged, so
long as we understand that what they refer to 1s not an actually
existing object, but rather a type of systematic unity among the
knowledge that we do have. In fact, the theory of the regulative use
of reason 15 his attempt to show that the dialectical errors of reason
can be thought of as reason’s own musunderstanding of 1ts legitimate
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drnive for systematic understanding of the external world and 1ts own
faculties. Because Kant thinks thar reason cannor simply be mis-
raken in 115 acrivities, he posits the regulative use of reason as the
appropniate correlate ro reason’s it drive for substantive a prion
knowledge of the transcendenral 1deas of reason ¢

Hence nothing that Kanr says about the impossibaliry of a tran-
scendental deduction of the rranscendental ideas should be taken 10
deny that 1deas have an important, indeed a necessary role to play in
the consnitution of experience. By calling this role regulanive, Kant 1s
sunply seeking to make us aware that this role 1s vety different from
the role that reason was alleged to have 1n the claims of traditional
metaphysics. These 1deas do not refer to special objects that Lie
beyond the bounds of posstble expenence, bur rather characterize
the ideal structure to which our knowledge of empirical objects
aspires.

There 1s another problem with Kant's view that 1s worth looking
at. Let us grant that Kant 15 right to claim, as he does n his argument
for the wranscendental punciple of genera {A 653—4 /B 681—2}, that
experience is only possible if there 1s a certain amount of umformity
in that which presents 1tself to our senses. By what nght can Kane
claim that 1t 15 possible to guarantee that nature has precisely the
correct amount of unity fas well as difference and affimty) to be
conceptualized by our scienufic practice?

This 1 a difficule problem. The first Step 1N answering it 1s to
recall that Kant is not claiming that we have any precise knowledge
of exactly what such a systematic structure amounts to empincally,
The question might then be put 1n the following way: Could we
concerve of a situation n which we would discover that science was
not a rational manner 1n wluch to approach the worlda of mnner and
outer nature? Could we have an expenence m which we discovered
that nature was not, 1n fact, systematic?

Kant would answer this question mn the negative. We might find
out that particular scientific theones did not yield correct answers.
Indeed, we often do find this out. However, Kant’s claim 1s that
science 1s constituted as a soctal practice in such a way that the idea
of finding out that 1t won’t work 15 impossible. The aim of science 1s
to exlubit the systematic connections among 1tems of knowledge
that make knowledge an explanatory enterpnse. While we may be
frustrated in our attempts to actually produce such uniry, no experi-
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ence will ever rell us that we should nor keep on trying, Indeed, r}xlu
such experience can even be imagmed wirhout 1t also destéoymfg the
very 1dea of expenence irself providing us wirh knowledge of the
hich we live.

w{;:'nldtll:s:ense, Kant’s argument concerning the'regulauv‘e use of
reason 1s part and parcel of his transcendental project. Kant’s aum l?
to demonsrrate thar empincal knowledge presupposes a _gener:
framework within which speafic emprical claims can be situated.
The regulative use of reason, by specifving the structure of }:1 com_
pletely adequate system of scientific knowledge, provides elcon
text within which specific saienafic theones are located. Only o]r;
the supposition that science 1s seeking to devel_op theones t}éat wi
result 1n the creation of such a system of empirical 'knowle Ige cal;
science be seen as a rational practice whose product is knowledge of
the structure of the phenomenal world

VI

My aim in this chapter has been to demonstrate that Kant’s view of
scientific practice inciudea a greater awareness of the role that expe-
rience plays in science than has commonly been thought. In particu-
lar, I have shown that Kant's account of the regulanive use of reason
comprises a theory concerning the testing f’f hypotheses mvolvggg
the use of theoretical 1deas. Kant's claim is tha_t _such a scientific
methodology makes sense only on the presupposition that the regu-
larities of nature can be adequately captured by the sysrematic struc-
ture of our scientific theories. Only n light of this 1dea does 1_t make
sense for human beings to use scientific methods to determine the
f the phenomenal world.
“3:15": ;)esul( (l;)f this argument, the regulative use of reason 1s seen to
be an nsightful and challenging account of the nature of SCl}e)l";tlﬁC
activity that occupies a central place in Kant’s transcend enta'l pl 1 osl(])-
phy. Scientific activity, by means of wlich reason seeks to displ aly tl et
systematic structure of our knowledge of nature, 15 an essential pfar
of Kant’s understanding of the enterprise of human kx'-nowled,ge for
which he provides a transcendenral framework. By paying attenuo;
to tlus neglected aspect of Kant’s account of the nature of emparic
knowledge, one comes to see that, despite his championmng of cenatn
a prion aspects of the project of epistemology, Kant was sensinve to
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the manner in which human empmical knowledge 1s an ongoing and
self-correcting enterprise mn which expertence plays a central role.

NOTES

1 All translations from the The Cntique of Pure Reason are my own
modifications of those of Norman Kemp Smith, fmmanuel Kant's Crr
tique of Pure Reason {London: Macmillan, 1933).

2 Fora more complete discussion of the types of concepts that Kant classi-
fies as 1deas, see my unpublished doctoral dissertation, “Reason and
Truth an Kant's Theory of Experience” [Ann Arbor, Mich. University
Microfilms, 1977), ch. 3

3 Komer discusses this possibility in Kant {Harmondsworth, UK. Pen

guin, 1955), pp 124-5. He points out that Kant’s later treatment of the

1deas “as1f” they were true of the world points toward such an nterpre-
tation.

Kant does hold thar there 1s hing anal to a sch 1on of

the dea, namely an analogon via the 1dea of a maximum (A 665 / B 693)

My previous discussion should have made 1t clear that there are other

reasons why Kant calls this use of reason “regulative.” Speatfically, this

use of reason is regulative 1n that 1t gives specific directives to the
understanding about what sorts of regulartties to look for 1n 1ts expern-
€ence.

Kant also uses the regulative-consututive distinction withen the Ana-

lytic 1n order to ct 1z€ the chffe between the d 1 and

mathematcal categories. See A 179-80/B 2223

Thus view 1s common among empirtcist philosophers of scrence.

See the essay by Michael Enedman m this volume.

Kant's view here 1s akin to Descartes’s claim 1 the Medirarions that

since God 1s not a decerver, there must be a posiive use to perceptuai

1deas despite their seemingly decepuve character when taken to be repre-
sentations of the actual structure of reahty
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KARL AMERIKS

8 The critique of metaphysics:
Kant and traditional ontology

Kant's atatude toward metaphysics and ontology 1s ambiguous
his Critical work. On the standard view of the Critique of Pure
Reason, the positive and negative aspects of this attitude map neatly
onto the two major sections of that work. After that first section
presenrs a “Transcendental Analytic” of the understanding, or a
“metaphysics of experience,” which legitimates the use of certain
pure concepts necessaty for structuring our spattotemporal knowl-
edge, a Transcendental Dralectic 15 provided to expose fallacies that
theoretical reason entangles 1tself 1n when 1t extends tself beyond
expenence. Just prior to that Dialectic, Kant also inserts an “ Appen-
dix” on “concepts of refiecrion” thar sketches how the restriction of
our use of pure concepts to the domam of expertence limus the
genetal claims of the traditional ontology of the Letbnizian system
These attacks would appear to complement each other. Whereas the
specific errors of rational psychology, rational cosmology, and ra-
tional theology are exposed 1n the core of the Dialectic, the critique
of ontology and the general discussions of the operations of “reflec-
tion” and “reason” suggest a principle of closure for dismmssing all
claims of our theoretical reason that would stray beyond a merely
1mmanent spatiotempotal field

On this view, there 1s little positive theoretical doctrine in the
latter half of the Crtique; at the most 1t 1s noted that Kant’s discus-
sion of the antinomies 1n cosmology can be seen as offering support
for the doctnne of transcendental 1dealism. And even this discussion
can be seen as making a negative pownr about a negative doctrine —
that 15, as showing merely that we run into contradictions if we take
Spectal thanks for assistance on this essay arc duc to Steven Navagon, Paul Guyer,
Alson Laywine, and Enc Watkns
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our spatiotemporal knowledge to apply to things in themselves. But
while the treatment of transcendental idealism 1s a high point of the
Dralectic, by 1eself 1t 18 not sufficient for explaning Kant’s entire
mature attitude to the tradition. In the Dissertation {1770} he had
already claimed the ideality of space and time, but this hardly
stopped him from making numerous specific positive assertions
about the “mntelligible form” of things in themselves. In the Cri-
tique of Pure Reason, he reversed himself by challenging such
assertions — and with such effectveness that the general notion of a
rejection of transcendent metaphysics met with more approval than
Kant’s own attempt to resuscitate pure philosophy in the form of a
metaphysics of expenience. However, this approval has tarely rested
on a close scrutiny of Kant’s own discussion, and often 1t has left
unconsidered the possibility {which will be emphasized in what fol-
lows) that even 1n his late work there are significant Limurs to Kant’s
criticssm of the tradition.

A proper understanding of Kant’s criticism requires recalling the
general outline of his new account of the dialectic of reason, but to
evaluate that criticism 1¢ 1s also 1mportant to compare this account
with the whole range of particular claims that Kant as well as the
tradition had made previously. To determine how far the criticism
really goes, one needs to look beyond the surface structure of the
Dialectic and back to all the specific ontological 1ssues of the tradi-
tional discussion. Hence, after an intreducroty outline of the Dialec-
tic of the first Critique {readers famihiar with Kane may skip over
this and move directly to section II), I wall turn i more detail to a
few less famihar texts where some neglected aspects of the contrast
between Kanr and his Leibmizian predecessors can be explored most
directly

1

The Dialectic proposes a general pattern for the errors of transcen-
dent metaphysics. The pattern 1s not exactly what one mght firse
expect, namely the error of slmply employing categones apart from
their specific spatic 1zation, for example by mak-
ing claims about substance without constderations of permanence.
This is an error, but by 1tself 1t 15 accidenral 1n the double sense of
being neather fully systematic nor imposed by any special force. For

The cntique of metaphysics 251

Kant, the dialectical errors of reason are anything but accidental.
They involve special representations, called Ideas of reason, which
are systematically organized and give nse to inferences with a spe-
c1al “unavoidable” force, as if they were a “natural and mevirable
1llusion” (A 298 / B 355).*

The content of the Ideas 1s determined by ordered vanations of the
1dea of something unconditioned, an 1dea that comes from making
the general “logical maxim” of reason, namely to seek the condition
of any particular conditioned judgment, into a “real principle” so
that “a unity [of reason] is brought to completion.” One thereby
assumes that “if the conditioned is given, the whole senes of condi-
tions . . . which 1s therefore itself unconditioned, is likewise given,
that 15, contained 1n the object and 1ts connection” A 308 / B 364).
This 15 a fallacy because the analytic connection of a given concept
to 1ts logical ground 1s not the same as the synthetic connection of a
given thing and its real ground.> Yet there 1s a force allegedly making
this assumption “1nevitable,” namely the naturalness of taking “the
subjective necessity of a connection of our concepts, which 15 an
advantage of the understanding, for an objective necessity m the
determination of things 1n themselves” {A 297 / B 353).

The “connection of concepts” Kant has in mind here comes from
what he takes to be the peculiar office of reason to connect represen-
tations m chains of syllogisms. Thus: “We may presume that the
form of syllogisms [Vernunftschluss] . . . will contain the ongin of
special a prior: concepts which we may call pure concepts of reason,
or transcendental ideas, and which will determene according to prin-
ciples how understanding 1s to be employed in dealing with expen-
ence 1n its totality” {A 321 / B 378). The “determination of things o
themselves” that he has 1n mind here amounts to the thought of an
unconditioned 1tem, or set of wrems, corresponding to each of the

syllogistic “forms,” viz., an di dicable, sub-
yect of categorical syllogisms, an unconditioned, i.e., first, object for
“the hypothetical synthesis of the members of a senes,” and an
unconditioned, i.e., exhaustive, source for #the disjunctive synthesis
of the parts 1n a system” (A 323 / B 379).

To this ambitious scheme Kant immediately adds a further sys-
tematic proposal. He holds that the “unconditioned subjece” corre-
sponds to the absolute “umty of the thinking subject,” thar the
unconditioned first item of the senes of hypotheucal syllogisms

ioned, i.e.,
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corresponds to the “absolute umty [1.e., exther an absolutely Frst
1tem ot a total senes] of the series of appearance,” and thar the
uncondinoned ground of the dispunctive syntheses 1s “the absolute
umty of the condition of all vbjects of thoughe m general” (A 334 /B
391]. Even more specifically, the thought of an unconditioned sub-
ject 1s taken to lead to the Idea of an immortal self, that of the
unconditioned appearance 1s taken ro lead to the contradictory Idea
of a completely given whole of appearances {and thereby the notion
of the mere phenomenality of the natural world, which allows the
1dea of transcendental freedom], and the notion of an unconditioned
source for thought 1s taken to lead to the Idea of “a bemng of all
bengs,” God {A 336 /B 393; ¢f. B 395 n.)

These proposed connections are just the first layers of Kant’s inge-
mous architectonic. The Ideas are determined further by the table of
categories, so that the subject 1s considered as unconditioned qua
substance, quahty, quantity, and modahty [hence there are four
paralogisms of rational psychology), and the whole of appearances as
unconditioned qua quantity, quality, causality, and modality {hence
there are four antmomues of rational cosmology)

More specifically, in the Paralogisms Kant challenges rationalist
arguments from the mere representation of the I to a prior: claims
that the self is substantial, simple, identical over time, and ndepen-
dent of other beings. Kant’s ultimate concern 1s with showing that
the unique and ever available character of the representation of the,
which is central to his own philosophy as an indication of the tran-
scendental power of appercepniun, should not mislead us into claims
that 1t demonstrates a special spiritual object, necessanly mdepen-
dent of whatever underlies other things. But although Kant properly
stresses that our theoretical self-representation does not provide an
nnution of the soul as a special phenomenal or noumenal object,
his exposure of certain fallacies does not directly undermune all tradi-
tional ratonalist claims about the self +

In the attack on rational cosmology m the Anumomies, Kant
“skeptically” contrasts pairs of a priont claims about the composi-
uon, division, origination, and relation of dependence of existence
“of the alterable in the field of appearance” (A 415 / B 443). Roughly,
the theses are- The set of appearances 1s finite m age and spatial
extent, composed of simples, containing uncaused causahty and a
necessary being. The antitheses are: It 1s given as infinite mn age and
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extent, divisible without end, and without uncaused causahity or a
necessaty being ing on 1t. Kant chall these particular
assertions by pomnuing cut ways that the indirect arguments for
them fail, since the denial of the opposite claim does not entail the
assertion of the original claim. Thus one can escape the antinories
by avording the general assumpuon that exther, because no endless
series 15 given, there must be an end 1n composition, division, genera-
tion, and so forth ot, because no end can be given as unconditioned,
there must be an unconditioned series given without end. This solu-
tion is clearest for the last two antinomies, where Kant trears the
causal and modal status of an appearance 1n general just as he does
the phenomenal charactenization of the self: It 1s an @ priori truth
that we can go on without end 1n seeking empurical acts of causality
impinging on 1t, and empirical bemngs upon which it 15 dependent,
and yet this does not yield a given unconditioned senies because it
always leaves open a possible involvement with some {nongiven|
nonempinical causality and nondependent being. But although Kant
can distinguish this result from dogmatic claims that there must be,
or that there cannot be, a fitst causality and a nondependent being,
he still leaves open |for grounding elsewhere) both the assertion that
there must be a priort laws governng phenomena and the 1dea that
there is some ground for assuming something beyond phenomena.
His discussions still presurne, as Leibniz would want, that all items
within the spatiotemporal field are thoroughly governed by a princi-
Ple of sufficient reason, and also, as Newton would want, that they
are located 1n wureducible {although not absolurely realj forms of
space and time.

Just as one should not be wholly taken mn by the antirationahst
tone of the Dialectic, one also should not assume that its archi-
tectonic has an entirely rigid structure. Like much of the Critzque, 1t
was the product of a series of hasty rearrangements,s and the final
product contains some surpnsing oddities. The discussion of the
1dea of God largely 1gnores the table of categories, while the wreat-
ments of the self and of the world often seem to pick arbitrarily from
that table, each using just four of the six mamn headings {quantity,
quahity, substance, cause, community, and modahty). Thus the 1ssue
of the agency of the self, which was considered a proper categoncal
toptc 10 notes prior to the Critzque, disappears from the discussion
of rational psychology, while the quesuon of the substanuahty of
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phenomena n general 1s not posed directly {see A 414 / B 441). Fur
thermore, 1t 15 unclear why the notion of an unconditioned starting
pomt for categorical syllogisms should lead to an ultimate subject
considered only psychologically — that 1s, specifically as thinking,
Just as 1¢ is unclear why the nature of the thinkang subject should
not be considered (as 1t was by many racionalists) as just a part of the
genetal theory of the world. The discussion of rational cosmology
supposedly 1s to consider the world only as appearance {which 1s not
the same as already assuming that 1t 1s only appearance), while the
discussion of the subject can, and does, shift between regarding 1t as
a phenomenon or as something beyond appearances. This distine-
tion 1s not cleanly maintared, however, because sometimes eg., in
the considerauion of the simpheity of the componenrs of the world)
arguments about cosmology introduce nonphenomenal consider-
ations (albeit 1n a way to be cniticized — but the same is true in the
Paralogisms}, and sometumes {in the second and third Antinormes;
cf. A 463 /B 491) they focus on psychological examples atter all.
These oddities do not present such a severe problem if 1t is not
assumed thar the three Ideas need to be approached 1n fully parallel
ways. And in fact this 1s not a fair assumpuion, since Kant makes
clear that he has very different views about the Ideas. Whereas he
argues that rationalist claims about the self are fallaciously n-
fiated, he does not do much within the Crit:que to rule out the 1dea
of a conststent, albeie very formal and negative, pure theoty of the
ultimate nature of the self, for example as necessanly immaterial
and rational. Cosmological claims, on the other hand, get us 1o
contradictory theses that are resolvable only by transcendental
1dealism, because we supposedly cannot say that the world 1s exther
of finite or of given 1nfimte magmrude s Here the problem 1s not
one of a lack of knowledge or detail; rather, for certam quesrions
{e.g, “How old 1s the world 1n 1tself”) there 1s sumply no sensible
answer about an ultimate nature {because there 15 no quantity of
this sort “1n 1tself”). But this pattem of argument apphes at best to
only the first antinomy; for mose cosmological 1ssues, a fairly exten-
s1ve rational doctrine {of phenomenal laws and noumenal possibili-
ties) 1s allowed and 1s outlined in part 1n the Metaphysical Founda-
tions of Natural Science.© Finally, the theological Idea 1s Like the
psychological one m not leading to contradictions, but also some-
what like the cosmology in providing a relatively full docrrine of
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attnbutes, although for Kant their instantiation 1s left without sup-
port unul one shifts from theoretical to moral—pracuical consider-
ations. We thus gain from tational theology the “transcendental
1deal” of a perfect and necessary being, even if speculative argu-
‘ments all fail to establish its existence.”

n

In view of all these reservations, one can expect some remnants of
the tradinon to elude Kant’s attack, even 1f 1t is unclear where one
might best seek them. Two clues will be pursued here. Farst, n order
to gain a fuller sense of Kant’s view on the range of 1ssues at stake m
the tradition, I will refer briefiy ro his direct comments on Leibniz m
the Critique’s “ Amphiboly of Concepts of Reflection” (A 260-92 / B
316—49) and 1n the late draft on What Real Progress Has Metaphys-
1cs Made in Germany since the Time of Leibmz and Wolff? (1804).
Second, in order to treat one of these issues 1n some detail and from a
new perspective, I will focus on a central ctheme from Kant’s exten-
sive lectures on Baumgarten’s Leibnizian metaphysics.

In the Amphuboly, Kant organizes his remarks i terms of four
major Letbnizian doctrines: {a} the principle of the idennity of indis-
cembles, {b} the punciple of sufficienr reason, (¢} the monadology
and doctrine of preestablished harmony, and (d} the doctrine of the
1deahity of space and time. The last 1ssue apphes to all the rest. For
Kant, even though Leibmz holds spatiotempotal determinations to
be dertvative, he 1s a transcendental realist about space and time
#Leibniz conceived space as a certain order in the commumty of
substances, and time as the dynamic sequence of their states” (A
275 /B 331). Once Kant rejects this conception, as he does in the
Transcendental Aesthetic, he can argue agamst (a) that otherwise
wndiscemible substances can differ sumply wath respect to space and
ume. The same point holds agamnst [b), although 1nitially Kant
expresses 1t not expheitly in terms of the notion of sufficient rea-
son, but rather 1n terms of the general 1dea that logical and real
opposition are not to be equated, and that this cannot be appreci-
ated when things are considered simply through the understanding
|A 264f. 7B 320f; A 273 /B 329; but cf. Progress, 20:282) Fnally,
against (c), Kant presents not so much a counterargument as rather
a hypothesis, namely that Leibmz was led to the monadology be-
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cause he could not conceive the mmer states of substances in
spatiotemporal terms but only i terms of ssmple founding proper-
ties, which we are supposedly aware of as representauve states.
Thus last conception 1s attacked, of course, m Kant's doctrme that
even our inner sensibility is an appearance — not a self-1llumnating
mtueion but a datum requirmg for its determinanon relational and
even physical knowledge.

There 15 a remarkable confirmation of the contimuty of Kant's
late thought in the fact that almost exacrly this same four-part frame-
work recurs m Kant’s discussion of Leibniz tn tus draft of the Prog
ress essay. The major change 1s that the doctrime of space and time 1s
ot Listed as yust one 1ssue among the others. Rather, 1t 1s taken out
and appropriately mentoned first as a prior condition for approach-
mng the whole framework, and then at the end the doctrines of
preestablished harmony and monadology are separated, so that a
four-part structure is sull mamtamed (Progress, 20:281—s). Kant’s
substantive cntical points are almost precisely the same as before;
there 15 just a slight change m rthe tone and focus. The obyect of
cnticism 1s now the whole school of Leibuiz and Wolff, and a special
theme, now stressed mn each of the four pomts, 1s that this school
violates “common sense,” losing 1tself in the “whimsical” and the
“enchanted.” The school is also put 1nto an historical coneext: 1ts
four doctrines constitute the “theoretical-dogmatic departure” of
metaphystcs, which precedes the stage of “skeptical deadiock” un-
covered in the Antinomues, and the final stage of “the pracucally
dogmatic completion” (Progress, 20:281) of metaphysics 1n Kant’s
moral system. Here agamn, despite his restriction of the principles of
general ontology, and his use of annnomies against the tradition,
Kant continues to endorse a “rational doctrine of nature,” including
a priori physics and psychology (Progress, 20:285—6). His aim 1s not
to ehiminate these but €0 show what form they can take when they
are based on the mmplications of the doctrne of pure forms of intu-
1tion rather than on mere concepts But all this does not yet show
that a docrmine such as preestablished harmony 1s false. In the Cri-
tique, Kant suggests that 1t is dependent on the monadology (A 275 /
B 331), but he must have known that this cannot settle the 1ssue, for
a monadology 15 compatible with doctrines other than harmony,
namely occasionalism, and harmony does not require monadology
[Wolff and others had drastically revised the notion of monads while
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stll holding that at least i some contexts nothing better can be
found than the doctrine of harmony)

To put Kant’s actitude to such traditional alternatives in their full-
est context, one should turn to his treatment of Baumgarten’s meta-
physics. Kant continued to rely on Baumgarten’s dogmatic textbook
for organizing his own annual lectures® even when he had ample
opportunity to reorganize his teaching fully in terms of his new Cnti-
cal phulosophy, especially after 1784 when Johann Schultz’s Kantian
handbook was available. With the recent availahility of new data
from these lectures, Kant’s detailed treatment of Baumgarten can no
longer be 1gnored as a major indication of his own metaphysical
views, It can even be argued that the new “sysrem” that Kant calls for
mthe Critique (A 13 / B 27), but never publhished, is laxd out precisely
1n these lectures, where the categores and their predicables are ex-
posited 1 some detail

Although I have been attempting to abstract as much as possible
from stnctly psychological and theological 1ssues, no treatment of
Kant’s critique of tracitional ontology can wholly 1gnore substantive
views about the mind and God, for it 1s distinctive of this era that
often these impinge very heavily on general ontological issues. This
1s especially true of the several major discussions of causality
Baumgarten'’s Metaphysica that express the central doctrines of mo-
nadology and preestablished harmony. They color the more formal
discussions |Bg §§19—33, j07f.; cf. L2, 28:572), which treat the gen-
eral notion of a ground and the standard distinctions between pri-
mary and secondary causes, concurnng and occasional causes and so
forth, and they obviously determine the more substantive claims
made n the scattered discussions of srare and action, succession,
and systems concerning substantial mretaction {Bg §§205f.,, 297,
448f, 733, 761f).

Guven all this, it might appear that a short and tempung accounr
of Kant's cnitique of the tradition could say simply that, given his
Paralogisms and Critique of Speculative Theology, the ground under
rationalist ontology has been knocked away, and so all the “explana-
aons” of 1ts met; should be d d without further ado.
Or, smilarly, one could contend that the more general epistemolog)-
cal arguments of the Transcendental Analytic already show that all
the nontrivial claims of the Metaphysica must be hopelessly dog-
matic. Kant’s own repeated treatments of Baumgarten fortunately
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did not always take such a quick and high-handed approach — and tor
good reason. If one looks closely at the Crtigue, 1t is not easy to
show precisely how even on 1ts own terms 1t has defimtely under-
mined all claims of traditional metaphysics; indeed, from the Cri-
tique alone 1t 1s difficult to find out what all those claims are. To say
simply that such claims are 1llegrtimately “transcendent” 1s to beg a
lot of questions about what that means, and it 1s surely not easy to
hold that all of the Critigue’s own major claims, for example abour
the etermity of substance, are nontranscendent 1n an evident sense.©
Unul a specific flaw is exposed 1n a rationalist argument, 1t cannot
be rejected just on the basis of an unappealing “transcendent” con-
clusion; as long as there 1s no other objection, that conclusion could
also be taken precisely as a disproof of claims that such conclusions
are 1n genetal 1llegitimate, Moreover, there remain a host of specific
topics and arguments within traditional metaphysics that deserve
indwidual attention and that are not directly covered by the Tran-
dental Dialectic’s of fall

These difficulties for Critical philosophy are compounded by the
fact that Kant’s own wntten work hardly presents a thorough treat-
ment of “immanent” ontology. The exact narure of substance,
cause, matter, and so forth, remamns unsettled on Kant’s own admis-
s1on. Furthermore, we know that Kant was deeply attached to the
truth of many traditional metaphysical beliefs [e.g., immatenalism,
teleology) even if generally he shifted his views on therr manner of
jusufication 1n favor of only “regulative” or “pure practical” argu-
ments. In the face of these complications, the fact that the Cntical
Kant did not simply 1gnore Baumgarten’s arguments, but rather dis-
cussed them year after year, gains sigmificance. It becomes important
to determine what specific flaws Kant stressed here and what op-
tions, on balance, he came to favor with respect to the classical
issues of ontology. This 15 a larger task than can be completed in this
context, but 1n what follows I will sketch Kant’s lecture treatment
of traditional ontology in general and then focus on his discussion of
one of 1ts central doctrines, namely preestablished harmony.

In Kant’s later lectures, the Critical perspective 1s laxd out primar-
ily 1 a long modification of the Prolegomena |only three paragraphs
1 Baumgarten) and the begmning of the Ontology section focusing
on “the 1dea of transcendental phitosophy.” Unfortunately, from the
17705 we have few samples from that part of rhe lectures, except for
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fragments about one notion that 1s frequently reiterated later — the
proposal that metaphysics begin not with the bare concept of a thing
in general (L1, 28: 172; cf. L2, 28: 543, 552, 555; MM, 29: 811) bue
with a consideration of the possibility of knowledge of things, and
thus the distinction berween merely analytic and “real” or synthetic
knowledge. Baumgarten was already known for incorporating episte-
mological considerations mto his metaphysics,’* but Kant’s point
was that Baumgarten’s work was largely vitiated by a falure to
appreciate the distinction between analyuc and synthetic proposi-
tions. Kant then moved very quickly from asserting that we need
synthetic propositions based on sensible mntuition {pure and empin-
cal) to concluding that a study of the conditions of that intuition
must be a study of our subjective nature rather than things in
themselves — and that such a study is possible prior to any study of
things (L1, 28: 180).

The standard format for all the later ontology lectures e.g., MM,
29: 793f,; L2, 28: 546f.; K3, 29: 967£) thus inserts, in order, preliru-
nary discussions of the distinctions analytic/synthetic, intuition/
concept, transcendentally 1deal/real {space—time). This leads mnto a
discusston of judgments and categories, and the contention that the
determination of “real possibility” (“possitility” being the first con-
cept of the old Ontology) and other fundamental concepts™ rests on
what 1s required by the conditions for our making synthetic asser-
uons by applying categones 1o a spanotemporal context, conditions
that are supposedly accessible as part of our pure subjective nature

By the 1780s Kant thus prefers to say that metaphysics 15 not
about objects but rather about reason  that 1s, about the structure ot
human cognition {V] 28: 359, 364; cf., MM, 29: 786; Pure Reason, A
xiv). Hence one should investigate first not the concept of cause but
rather the faculty by which 1t 1s possible for us to have a prior: causal
knowledge (MM, 29: 784). One rught well ask why such “subjec-
tive” nvestigations are thought to be easier. Kant sometimes indi-
cates that they are so because they involve “self-knowledge” [MM,
29: 756; cf., V, 28: 392), but this is a casual and misleading way of
expressing his view. That 1s, this expression involves the unfortu-
nate suggestion that self-knowledge 1n some ordmary psychological
sense comes first or 18 more certain, bur thar is precisely not Kant’s
Crincal view. It becomes clear that Kant really must mean the
term “self” here just to be a shorthand reference to “reason,” and not
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the other way around. “Subjective” mvestigations are pnvileged for
him just msofar as they sigmfy investigations of the elements of
“pure thought,” such as the forms of judgment The pnvilege anses
from the face that Kanr beheves a complete survey of these forms 1s
accessible (K3, 29: 988; vS, 28: 479), whereas a survey of things
would have no closure. One can wonder why these forms are
thought to be so easily accessible. Kant suggested that they are im-
plicit 1n our “common language”; to the question as to how certain
these are, he notes that they are “as” certain as expenence n
general — this 1s all the certamnty he demands [MM, 29: 8o4). Else

where he also argued that the “limits of reason.” that 1s, of items
knowable by us, in contrast to things simphciter, are determinable a
priori because they are tied to the forms of our intuition, whach are
themselves determinable a priori [MM. 28: 781, 831)

All these views exemplify a broadly rationahst perspective. In the
lectures, Kant’s own metaphysics is repeatedly charactenzed as “ra-
tonalist” or “cntical tationalist” (K2, 28: 992; D, 28: 619; K3, 29"
953}, for he insists that philosophy must and can rest on a pron
knowledge. The new aspect of his thought lies i his claiming to
establish the order and lumits of this knowledge. The main meta-
physical argument that our knowledge must be imited to mere
appearance arises from the “dialectical” or “antinomic” characrer
that (he claims) assertions must take on as soon as they transcend
the conditions of our sensible intuition and make claims about it as
something unconditioned {e.g., D, 28° 620, 658, L1, 28: 187). How-
ever, the Critique’s Antinomies are notorious for appearing to be
question begging, and even in the later lectures there 1s remarkably
litdde explanation of the crucial aneinomic arguments.» An adequate
consideration of the defense of transcendental 1dealism would re-
quire a closer study of the first two Antinomies, which are supposed
to show that 1t 1s necessary and not just possible that the spatiotem-
poral domain 1s merely phenomenal. For ontology, the Second An-
tinomy plays an especially crucial and neglected role.'s On the one
hand, 1t belongs to the first pair of the four Antmomies, for which
the “both/and” solution {which says the theses and the anutheses,
properly construed, are jomtly possible — the first holding noume-
nally, the second phenomenally) proposed for the second pair is sup-
posedly ruled out. Yet the argument of the text suggests that in fact
the Kantian response is to hold both that stmple substances are

The cntique of metaphysics 261

required (A 434/ B 462f, V, 28 436; vS, 28. 517-8; D, 28: 663; K2,
28: 731, MM, 29: 850, 859), although they cannot exist as ulumately
spatiotemporal, and that all spatiotemporal phenomena are divisible
without end, but not absolutely substantial or real.

This result 1s obscured since the text is set up to shuft the topic
from the general ontological question of whether there are simple
substances to the cosmological issue of whether bemngs “in the
world” censist of sumple parts. Kant’s view on the explicit thesis and
anuthesis is actually quate close to Baumgarten (Bg §428), who had
asserted both that there must be simple substances and that, for any
matter that we percerve, that matter can be further divided. Kant’s
crucial shift {cf., L1, 28: 209; MM, 29. 827}, which 1s easily mussed
reading the Critique, was not categoncally to deny this but rather to
stress [vs. Bg §§419—21) that simple beings are not hiterally parts of
bodies, not even what Baumgarten called “absolute first” parts. The
departure from traditional ontology comes not mn a derual of simple
beings but in a refusal to allow them to be understood as directly
spatiotemporal or as such that spatiotemporal properties can be con-
sidered as in prnciple denvable from the concept of those beings.
Gaven the conclusion of the Farst Anunomy that the spatiotempotal
domain 1s merely phenomenal, this means not that simple beings
are to be dismussed ontologically but rather that they are saved —
even 1f their individual determination 1s ruled out for us.

Because 1t 1s impossible to clanfy this 1ssue fully without also
going through all of Kant’s complex view of substantiality and sensi-
bility, here 1t will be treated further only insofar as 1t 1mpinges on
the concept of interaction, which 1s at the center of most of the rest
of the Metaphysica {Bg §§19f, 210, 2971, 307f, 448, 733f, 761i), and
provides the best access to Kant’s atutude to the options of tradi-
tional ontology.

To appreciate Kant’s Critical views on this concepe 1t 1s important
to see their relation to his earliest work and 1ts context. The 1ssue of
action 1n finite substances had been a major controversy n the Leib-
nizian schools. Bilfinger set the stage for mid—eighteenth-century
German discussions by arguing that there are only three basic possi-
hilities here: infiux, occasionalism, and harmony ' The first system
affirms mtrasubstantial and intersubstantial action; the second de-
nies both, and the last allows only intrasubstantial action. Baumgar-
ten repeats this taxonomy (Bg §450), and by characterizing the infiux
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theory i terms of an absurd “real” transfer of properties, he limits
the discussion 1n effect to the latter two theones Occasionalism 1s
then faulted for allegedly also having to rely on an absurd real influx
1 explaimng the action of mfimte substance on finite substance
{which 1s crucial because here the infinite substance 1s the constant
source of all action}, and, above all, for denymg powers within ords-
nary fimte things {Bg §452).

Kant was quite sympathetic to both these points. However,
whereas Baumgarten stopped at presenting a version of the pre-
established harmony theory {a¢ Bg §§212, 329ff., he tnes to show 1t
1s equivalent to a harmless “ideal” version of the influx theory that
dispenses with literal infusion), Kant clearly was erymg to open up
some kind of fourth option. At the end of s Nova Dilucidatio
(1755; see Proposition XIII, “The Principle of Coexistence”), Kant
briefiy but systematically goes through the traditional three op-
tions. The “crude” influx theory 1s dismissed by being tied to rhe
there disproven} bad presumption that the “very origin of the mu-
tual connection of things [need not be] sought outside the principle
of substances considered 1n isolation.”” The preestablished har-
mony and occasionalist views are criticized as both giving only an
“agreement” {on the first view, “conspired” “before”; on the sec-
ond, “adapted” “durnng” mundane action) among things, and not
genuine dependence. Kant proposes a fourth altemative, the idea
of a umfyng God who makes things 1interactive in the very act that
makes them what they are.» He stresses that on this view the
“external” changes of a thing, 1ts interactions with other things,
are just as immediately attributable to 1t as any internal changes, >
and hence there 1s no extra “artificial” condition, no “occasion” or
“preestablishment,” that needs to be referred to 1n explawning ac-
tion: the interaction of things 1s revealed directly upon seeing what
they are as lawful 1tems based on one creator. This difficult argu-
menr foreshadows many themes of Kant’s later Critical work: the
1dea chat “inner” attnibutions are not privileged can be seen as one
germ of the Refutation of Ideahism, and the centrality of the notion
of lawfulness anticipates the Second Analogy.

In the early lectures these views are developed somewhat further.
Like Baumgarten, Kant wants to argue from the start that action 18
always a mixture of spontaneity and reaction,** and that in any real
action there are always several concurning causes (MH, 28:37). For
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example, when we listen with attention, outer things are a true
ground of the expernence, but, n attending, we are also playing a
role, so we are active and passive at once [MH, 28: 26, 53; cf. vS, 28:
513; V, 28: 433; and Pure Reason, B 157). In parucular, Kant stresses
that even for God to put a thought 1nto us, there must be a ground
within us, a capacity to receaive and have the thought; otherwise,
there would be no point in saying that it 1s we racher than God who
have the thought.>2

This 1s a very sigmficant claim — I will call it the “Restraint Argo-
ment” because of how 1t restrains us from ascnbing 4l acuvity and
reality to God — and 1t bslances Kant's early insistence on ascribing
the ultunate source of all interaction, all true community, to God
{MH, 28: 51; L1, 28: 212—4; Dissertation §19, 2: 408]). By the Re-
straint Argument, God cannot be solely responsible for that which
we know 1s going on just in us and which 1s, at least 1n some sigmifi-
cant part, due to us; if that were possible, the admission of God as
the unifier of the world could be turned 1nto a Spinozistic momsm
that makes all apparently distince 1ndividuals into mere aspects of
one substance.>

Ac first Kant follows Baumgarten’s unusual terminology here n
calling influence of this “mixed” kind “1deal” {and also by consider-
ing 1t a kind of preestablished harmony view2}; “real” mflux would
be a kind of “miraculous” forcng whereby the patient makes no
contribution to the effect?s and just receives a “transference” of
properties from the agent via a kind of literal infusion, an idea al-
ready mocked by Wolff.2¢ The common presumption here 1s that
nexther such transference nor such sheer passivity (given the Re-
straint Argument) makes any sense.

To try to nail down the absurdity of the vulgar “real” mflux
theory, ten added an that since the theory treats
each patient 1n causation as sheerly passive, then supposedly all
patients, all beings in the world, would be only passive, even the
originally presumed “agents,” and so there would be nothing active
1 the world to get acuon started — that 1s, ultimately explained.»”
Kant did not repeat this questionable extra argument, and he also
soon rejecred Baumgarten’s terminology. Since 1t 1s only “real” cau-
sation of a “vulgar” and nonsensical sort that 1s being excluded,
Kant proposed that his system now be called one of “real” or physi-
cal influence® because 1n all other ways, the only ways that make
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sense, it does allow mteraction. From the beginning, he presumes
that although we can’t claim to know or directly percerve how cau-
sality takes place, we should affirm that it exists rather than fall
back into erther of the noninteractive and noncommonsensical posi-
tions of Malebranche and Lexbniz, positions that Kant says have no
advantage over sheer 1dealism

In ns Inaugural Dissertation {1770}, Kant again rejects the vulgar
verston of the doctrine of real influence for giving the impression
that action can be made intelhgible simply by viewing things sepa-
rately (Dissertatton, §17, 2:407). In discussing the two other theo
ries, he now calls them doctrines of “specially established” har-
mony, in contrast to the “generally established” harmony of s
own theory |Dissertation, §22, 2:409}. Despite the terminological
changes, he claims the same supenionty as before for s theory: It
alone gives a “primitive band of subatances necessary because {of} a
common principle and so. .. proceeding from thewr very subsis-
tence, founded on their common cause . .. according to common
rules,” rather than being due merely to individual “states of a sub-
stance . . . adapted to the state of another . . . singularly” {Disserta
ton, §22, 2:409). Kant concedes that his view 1s somewhat like
Malebranche’s 1n holding that we get to other things only via God
{D1ssertation, §22, 2:410; ck. MH, 28:888),% but he says he 1s unlike
Malebranche 1n not claming to know this through any privileged
vision. His doctrine 1s now put forth as just the best hypothesis by
one who “hugs the shore” of common sense 1n allowing genuine
interaction of finite substances (Dissertation, §22, 2:a10; ck. Prog-
ress, 20:282).

The lecture notes from the 1770s are sall very much in accord
with the Dissertation- The mere existence of separate substances 1s
msufficient to make inceraction explicable, 50 a third tem must be
sought as a ground (L1, 28:212). The immediate basis for his own
view 1s the farmhar indirect argument against the alternatives. “Vul-
gar” mflux theoriess* are distmssed as providing no explanarion (the
“ongnal” interaction they posit is stmply “blind” and inexplicable),
while the “hyperphysical” theores of occasionalism and preestab-
lished harmony are faulted for providing mere agreement rather than
gemune 1nteraction.» Although Kant agrees with the “derivauve”
theories in not presuming that finite substances can direcely mflu-
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ence each other, he holds to calling his own view one of “real”
influence, although not 1n the vulgar sense.

What does the Kantian view have to offer positively? The crucial
points are that, unlike the vulgar view, 1t involves “laws” (Li,
28-213, 215) and, unhke the mere “agreement” views, these are
“universal laws of nature,” not mere *“umversal determinations” of
a transcendent being.ss These are points that fit 1n well with the
eventual Critical view, but one can still ask why a direce influence of
mundane beings upon each other, without any mvolvement of a
churd factor (a being upon whom the laws are based), 1s beng wholly
ruled out. Even if one allows Kant’s 1dea that necessary bemgs must
be isolated, 3s because any interdependence would have to be compre-
hensible a prior: and this would undercut the self-sufficiency neces-
sary to their substantiahity, 1t would stll seem that nonnecessary
beings could have a direct, contingent, and actual interdependence
that one would have no reason 1o expect to be comprehensible a
priorn.

The hidden premise here appears to be a principle that goes back
at least to the ume of the Herder lectures, namely that “no sub-
stance can contamn the ground of the accident i the other, if 1t does
not at the same time contain the ground of the substantial power
and of the existence of the other” {MH, 28:32). Kant seems to under-
stand this to mean that nothing can be the “very onigin” of 2 mode 1n
something else unless 1t 15 the ground of existence of the faculty of
this mode. Given the Restrant Argument, “the existence of the
action of another does not depend simply on one action and one
power. Thus all predicates must be produced [in part at least] by
one’s own powet, but since externally an alien power 1s also required
[otherwase interacuion is not occurring], then {1f the “alien power” 1s
not wtself the source of one’s being| a thard [being} must have willed
this harmony [if the “harmony” 1s to be anything other than mere
comnadence).”’ss

Even if thas background makes Kant’s argument somewhat under-
standable, there remains the perplexang question of why {by the
1770s) he didn’t move on to take the reference to laws to be by self
a sufficient distingmishing charactenstic of hus theory, that 1s, why
did he continue to bring 1n a reference to God? The Restraint Argu-
ment and the rejection of mere harmony, along with umplicit as-
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sumptions about the orderliness of the Newtonian world, lead natu-
rally to a theory of interaction expressed in terms of lawfulness, a
theory that does not immediately involve any reference to a tran-
scendent being.3¢

Here one might respond that this would leave the great orderliness
of mteraction an inexplicable given, and thus one would be 1n a
situation just like that of the vulgar influx theory. Kant may wefl
have accepted this response at the tume, but 1f he continued to hold
to1t, 1t would have blocked any move to his eventual Critical theory.
The crucial step in removing that block was to exploit an extra 1dea
that was not yet developed, namely the 1dea of a transcendental
account of “interaction” which would provide an a prion: explana-
tion of the need for law-governed relations between physical states
as a principle of expenience — that 1s, spatiotemporal cognition. Once
Kant believed he had such an explanation, he left out reference to an
uleimate source of interaction and focused just on its immanent
structure; his general strategy in the Analoges 1s to construct episte-
mological arguments concerning a prion conditions of time determi-
nations® that warrant empirical analogues for the metaphysical prin-
ciples of interaction in traditional metaphysics. There 1s a hidden
aspect to this story, however, for when Kant developed this strategy
in his wntings, what he did for the most part was to shift the 1ssues
rather than to explain exactly his currenr views on tbe tradinonal
questions. Here one finds a more detailed approach in the lectures,

In the newly available “Mrongovius” lectures, the issue of interac-
tion 15 introduced by noting, “this mvestigation was brought to its
height by Wolff . . . and Baumgarten. But now that one seeks rmere
popularity, and with that gladly abandons thoroughness, this proposi-
aon [about how interaction is possible at all] has also been left lymng,
although 1t is one of the most important 1n the whole of philosophy”
{MM, 29:865}. From this one gets a palpable impression of a kind of
nostalgia on Kant’s part for the controversies of his earlier years.
There follows one of the best organized accounts of the traditional
options, with Descartes’s sysrem presented as the prime 1nseance of
occasionalism, and as only trivially distinct from Leibmz's theory.
The skeptical “1dealist” consequences of the theories are especially
stressed: Not only do they dispense with real mteraction; they also
make separate bodies, as opposed to mere representations of bodies,
pointless (MM, 29:867).
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As before, these theones are rejected because of their 1dealism,
while literal influx 1s rejected as a nonstarter. But what 1s put 1n
cheir place? Once again 1t 1s argued thar “the world musr also have
only one cause. The nexus of substances 1s on that account to be
thought possible only as derivanve [Le., only via God], but with that
not as 1deal, bur rather concurrenrly as real.” Bur it 1s immediately
added: “Thus proof holds, however, only for the mundus noumenon.
In the mundus phaenomenon we do not need 1t, for 1t 18 nothing 1n
1tself. Here everything 1s mm commercim i virtue of space” (MM,
29:868). This reference to space 1s somewhat misleading, since, as
the Third Analogy argues, it 1s not mere space but rather the condi-
tions for our knowledge of the determination of things in 1t which 1s
crucial, a determination that 1n turn is tied to “general laws,” the
feature that Kant eventually stresses as the crucial one lacking in
the idealistic accounts that he rejects.3s

But even if thas 1s all granted, one surely should still ask about the
traditional arguments about interaction funless one 1s abandoning
“thoroughness” for “popularnity”), and in particular about the “proof”
that there 15 “one cause ” It is said that this holds {1} “only” (2} “for
the mundus noumenon.” The first part of the claim 1s easy enough
when “only” 1s taken to mean, “not empincally,” but the second part
remains difficult; what 1s 1t €0 “hold” at all “for the mundus
‘noumenon”? The mosr appealing answer n this particular situation
{I do not mean this for all cases of the Kantran phenomenon/
noumenon contrast) 1s that the proof 1s meant to hold simply for
beings knowable by the pure understanding alone. In that realm of
hypothetical beings Kant seems to accept the principle that depeu-
dent beings require a necessary being, and so if such beings were
linked in a world, they would be 1n connection through God. Hence
what he could say here {but, unfortunately, we do not have proof that
he does say) isjust that although the “proof” 1s valid, the instantiation
of its crucial prermse, the preceding principle, 1s questionable. What
1t appears he actually stressed {MM, 29:868), however, 1s an additional
problem, namely that the “idealistic” theones are mconsistent be-
cause they supposedly are meant for an empincal domain, and yet
they lack an empinical warrant.

Thus objection does not resolve the original 1ssue. but it 1s helpful in
remmding us that Letbniz’s successors {unlike Leibnmz himself) ran
into trouble precisely by trying to make their metaphysics “sensi-
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ble.” Just as we can’t make empincal sense of decomposing bodies
1nto monads, soalso the occasionahst or harmony theorist can’t sensi-
bly accounr for rhe interaction of the empirical individuals we know.
Bur the lecrure texr also suggests something that 1s to be said beyond
the empirical level, namely that a dogmatic rejection (e.g , by Leibmz
or Malebranche} of the possibility of genuine intersubstantial action
would be wrong, and that if there 1s such interacuon 1t would be
comprehensible to us only with reference to God {and effective fimite
substances). Unlike before, here Kant cannot uahize a commonsense
presumption of interaction, because after the Critical turn he reserves
common sense for empirical rather than noumenal claims. Nonethe-
less, Kant surely continues to believe that there isnonempirical inter-
action {as1s clear simply from the implications of his moral theoryst),
50 it would be good to know how this behef fits in with his old
“denvative” mflux theory as well as the new Cnecal philosophy.
Once agam, the lecture notes give us the most thorough —and
perplexing — evidence on the matter.

Notes from several lectures of the 1790s are now available. In L2
{28:581), after a rexteration of the theme that interaction in the sensi-
ble world creates a whole that 1s “real, not ideal,” it is asserted that
“all substances are isolated for themselves,” and “the cause of thew
existence and also of their reciprocal connection 15 God.” But these
assertions are unsupported and are preceded by the claim that “The
mtelligible world remains unknown to us.” The assertions come
closer to Kant’s own earher views than to Baumgarten’s text, so 1t
cannot be presumed that Kant was simply citing someone else’s
dogmatic views. It 1s also seriking that no specific fiaw mn these
views of substance 1s cited; the impression remains that 1f we are to
think 1n an a prior: way about these matters, this 1s the most appro-
priate way for us to think about them.

The Dohna notes are slightly more detailed and contain the usual
charactenzation of the occasionahst and harmony theores, as well
as the rejection of the “occult” influx theory, which leaves only
Kant's old favorite, the “derivative” infiux theory + At this pont, a
somewhat remarkable transition occurs, for there 1s no direct crini-
cism of this theory bur just a note to the effecr that, “if we regard
space as real, then we accept Spinoza’s system. He beheved [in] only
one substance, and he took all subatances in the world to be determ-
nanons inhenng 1n the divine.”ss This suggests a reductio behind
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Kant’s reasoning, namely that if one did accept the “interaction” of
appearing things as ultimate, as constitutive of a complere and abso-
lutely real system, then this would seem to force one to a kind of
momstic and absurd Spinozism. Therefore Kant thought he had o
show somehow that the domain of things we take to be interacung,
things considered spatiotemporally, 1s not ulumate but rather “tran-
scendentally 1deal.” But this leaves unclear what should be said once
we abatract from space and tume; there Spinozistic momsm would
still seem to be a sigmficant threat. However, more is mn fact said, for
rather than simply ignoring the question of whether, absolutely
speaking, there is more than one subject, Kant at other places reiter-
ated a version of the Restraint Argument to show that noumenally
there must be plurality. This argument contends that since the self
15 given as a finite and separate but dependent subject, not equal to
or mherent in any all encompassing being {e.g., Spinoza’s God), there
must be something in addition to 1t that exists.+ However, this
argument 1s conclusive only 1n a context where 1t 1s already con-
ceded that we do know the ultimate extent of the subject we are
acquainted with through experience — and after the Cntical turn
this concession 15 no longer theoretically grounded and even appears
to confitct wath the mamn thrust of the Paralogisms.

The last lecture discussion, K3. 1s very similar to the others, and 1t
sull concludes: “If I assume all subarances as absolutely necessary,
then they cannot stand 1n the shightest commumty. But if I assume
the substances as existing 1n a communiry, then I assume that they
all exist through a causality [1.e., the causality of one being]” (K3,
29:1008; cf. 1hid., 1007,). In the way of an evaluation of this clamm,
all that is provided 1s the usual rejection of alternatives and the
remark, “This 1dea [of denivative 1nflux] has something sublime,”
followed by the concluston that “Space itself 1s the form of the
divine omnipresence, 1.e., the ommpresence of God 1s expressed in
the form of a phenomenon, and through this ommpresence of God,
all subatances are in harmony. But here our reason can comprehend
nothing more” (K3, 29:1008). This 15 a baffling conclusion, for it
would seem that “more” 1s not really needed, that “reason” has
already “comprehended” too much. In parucular, here 1t has been
“comprehended” that noumenally there 1s ueither an all-mclusive
being nor a sheer plurality of beings but 1instead a denvative relation
such that ultimately there 1s a plurality of finite substances relared
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through, and only through, being determied by an infinite being, a
position that corresponds closely to the pre-Criucal view of the
Nova Dilucidatio. the Dissertation, and the early lectures of the
17708!

Such a result may seem remarkable, but 1t corresponds to posi-
tions repeated 1n other lectures. Consider the speaific 1ssue of mind—
body nteraction, the major focus of the problem for many philoso-
phers at that time, and one that Kant felt he could handle especially
well His views here only reinforce the “rationalist” impression of
is general discussion of interaction. Thus at one point 1t 1s saxd thae
the action of body on soul need not be said to be “ideal” because 1t 1s
“just as” genuine as the action of body on body

The body as phenomenon 1s not :n community wich the soul, buc rather the
substance distnct from the soul, whose appearance 15 called body. This
substrate of the body 1s an outer determining ground of the soul, but how
this commercium 1s consticuted we do not know. In body we cognize mere
relations, but we do not cogmize the mner {the substrate of matter). The
extended qua extensum does not act upon the soul, otherwise both corre-
Iata would have to be in space, therefore the soul be a body. If we say the
mtelligible of the body acts upon the soul, then this means this outer body’s
noumenon determmes the soul, but 1t does not mean: a part of the soul (a
noumenon] passes over as deterrmmng ground into the soul, 1t does not pout
atself as power 1nto the soul, but ratber 1t determuines merely the power
which 1s in the soul, thus where the soul 15 active. This determination the
author [Baumgarten] calls influxus ideaks. but this 1s an mfluxus realis, for
among bodies I can think only such an influence.+s

At other places the special mind—body problem 1s resolved simi-
larly by being embedded in a treatment of phenomenal intetaction
m general: “How 1s the soul 1n commercio in community) with the
body? Commercium 1s a reciprocal influence among substances,
however bodies are not substances, but rather only appearances
Thus no actual commercium takes place” {Lz. 28:591; cf. L1,
28:204, 209; D, 28:682; K2, 739). Simularly, in the “Metaphysik
Mrongovius”: “The primary difficulty that one runs up against in
the explanation of the commerctum with the body is that motion
and thinking are so different that one cannot comprehend how the
one 18 supposed to effect the other; but the body is a phenomenon
and consequently its properties are as well We are not acquainted
with 1ts subatrate. Now how this could be 1n commercium with the
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soul amounts to the question of how substances in general can be 1n
commercium, and the difficulty due to heterogenenty falls away.
That hodies are mere appearances follows quite clearly from this
because all their propernes and powers issue from the mouve
power. "¢

Thus, the elevating of mind—body interaction to a stacus “just as”
real as body—body interaction goes hand 1n hand with a debasing of a
body—body 1nteraction to a mere phenomenal status, a relation of
states. The ultimate explanation of interaction 1s put off to the
noumenal level, where, instead of a positive statement, one gets
only the reassurance that there need not be an insuperable problem
about “heterogeneity” or any commitment to a literal transfer of
properties. But what does 1t mean to say that there are “connec-
tions” of “mere” phenomena« that nonetheless do not amount to an
#actual commercrum?”

One explanation here would be to employ a distinction stressed by
Kant since the 1760s, namely the 1dea that we have access only to
hypothetical necessities, which provide grounds not of things but of
our knowledge (MH, 28:37; cf. 1bid. 844). This would mean that the
synthetic connections of empincal knowledge are distinguishable
from mere logical relations but still quite unlike causal connections
1 an absolute ontological sense. On this view, the causahity we speak
of 1n knowledge claims 1s a relanon used just for connectng accidents
{ 10ns) but not sut es (D, 28:647). The obvious prob
lem for this view 1s then what to make of the Critique’s Analogies,
especially the Third, which surely does appear to assert reciprocal
causal relations between worldly substances, indeed all of them.
There Kant concludes that if “the subjective community {communio)
of appearances in our mind” 1s to “rest on an objective ground . . .
objects may be represented as coexisting. But this 1s a reciprocal influ-
ence, that1s, a real communiry {commercnum)of subatances” {A 214 /

B261). In the lectures, on the other hand, appearances and substances
in themselves are repeatedly distinguished, e.g.: “compositio 1s the
relation of substances insofar as they are 1n community; but thas does
not take place with compositio phaenomenon” (MM, 29:828).

In the end one must decide either that for Kant phenomenal sub-
stances truly are ulumate subjects, genuine substances in interac-
tion, as the Critique often indicates [but not always: “matter, there-
fore, does not mean a land of substance . . . but only the disunctive
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nature of those appearances”),s or that they are not, as the lectures
generally say. On balance I do beheve that in this instance the lec-
tures give the most accurate indication of Kant’s own deeply ambigu-
ous view. The most recent evidence confirms that Kant was unwill-
ng ro break away fully from traditional ontology. It 15 no accident
that at one point transcendental 1dealism was defined as the view
that phenomena are not subatances but require a noumenal sub-
strate (D, 28:682). While Kant had his differences with his dogmatic
predecessors, the appealing eprstemological and empirical aspects of
the Critigue should not blind us to the fact that to accept a wholly
nonrationalist metaphysics would also have involved giving up on
the ontological implications of transcendental ideahism, something
Kant was not ready to do.

NOTES

1 The tollowing translacons of Kant's writings are employed m these
pages: Inaugural Dissertanion, by G. B. Kerferd and D E Walford, m
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that because 1t cannot have such an mfinite magnirude, 1t must have the
fimte one Kant's solution s to reyect the realist’s presumption, and hence
the 1 of the indirece so that instead of a contradic-
uon, viz., that the world 1s both determinately infimte and determinately
finite, we rather get the result that 1t 15 just a continuing sertes of appear-
ances neither determinately fimte nor determmately infiniee (cf. A 518 /
B 546n.) It 1s questionable whether Kant’s notion of a “determinate
nfimte” 15 more than a straw man, therefore, at 1s not clear that his
solution {that we can goon without end in experience) must be incompati-
ble with eraditional realism and can fit only (let alone provide an sndepen-
dent basis for) his own 1dealism, ef notes 12 and 15. But whatever Kant’s
l are here, 1t1s , as all too often happens, that
he1s himself espousing all the various and peculiar arguments reported 111
the Antinormies They are rather arguments which he takes to be tempt-
1ng but dogmanuc fallacies {cf A s21/B 549 n} This creates another
problem, though, for if the arguments are not accepted n every regard
except thexr last stepdrawn on the basis of the ongmal illicit
tal realist presumption), then there may be other ways, short of transcen-
dental 1dealism, for escaping contradiction.
The metaphysics of this doctrine 1s developed furtber in Kant's Opus

Selected Pre-Critical Writings and Co dence with Beck{ h
tex, UK., 1968}, the Nova Dilucidatio, by John Reuscher, 1n Kant's Latin
Whatings, ed. Lewis White Beck {New York, 1986}, Lectures on Philo
sophical Theology, by Allen Wood and Gertrude Clark {Ithaca, NY,
1978); What Real Progress Has Metaphysics Made m Germany since the
Tmme of Leibniz and Wolff?, by Ted Humphrey {(New York, 1983); and
Cntique of Pure Reason, by Norman Kemp Smuth {London, 1929).
2 However, sometimes Kant seems not to challenge that the principle that
the conditioned requires the unconditioned 1s vald for things m them-
selyes, but rather to argue that precisely for that reason, since an uncon-
ditioned 1tem cannot be found in the domain of spatiotemporal appear-
ances, this shows they must he mere appearances rather than things in
themselves [Progress, 20: 290; cf. note 40 m this chapeer).
See my Kant's Theory of Mind [Oxford, 1982).
Cf.1bid and Paul Guyer, “The Unity of Reason Pure Reason as Pracucal
Reason m Kant's Early Concept of the Transcendental Dialectic,” Mo-
nist 72 {1989): 139-67
More specifically, Kant's strategy 1s to say that the ranscendental reahst
presumes the world has either an unconditioned, 1.e., determnately
given, finite magnitude or an unconditioned, 1 €., decerminately given,
nfimte one Then 1t 15 argued indirectly that becanse 1t cannot have such
a finite magmrude, 1t must be said to have the infinite one, and sumilarly

oW

Cf Allen Wood's essay 1n this volume, as well as tus Kant’s Ratronal
Theology (Ithaca, N.Y., 1978).

Much of the material m these lectures was made accessible for the first
time with Akademie volumes 28 [1968) and 29 [1983) A large selection
from them will be available m the forth Cambnidge

by K. Ameniks and S. Naragon of Kant's Lectures on Metaphysics. In this
essay, references to the lecture notes will use the following abbrevia-
tions, to which I here add the corresponding dates: MH = Metaphysik
Herder [1762—4), Lr = Metaphysik L1 [1770s), MM = Metaphysik
Mrongovius {17823}, V = Metapbysik Volckmann {1784—s5), v§ =
Metaphysik von Schon {late 1780s), L2 = Metaphysik Lz {1790-1), D =
Metaphysik Dohna (1792—3), K2 = Kénigsberg 2 (1793—4), K3 = Konigs-
berg 3 (1794-5). All of Baumgarten’s Metaphysica (4th ed., Halle, 1757}
15 reprinted i Kant’s Akaderme edition at 17 5-226, except for the
Empirical Psychology, which 1s at 15 553 {There 15 also a useful
abridged German translation of Baumgarten by G. F Meter {Halle, 2d ed.,
1783).) Trefer to the h throughout by using Bg Capitalization
of “Ontology,” etc, refers to a subsection of the Metaphysica, yust as
“Paralogisms” etc refers to a section of the Critique The quite recent
discovery of the MM and K3 (vol 29}1s larly sigmfi-
cant because they provide considerable independent confirmation for
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what 1s found 1n the other lecture notes. Although no mdividual note
can be trusted by 1tself, the strilkung amount of overlap over the years
demonstrates, [ believe, that these student notes are n general a very
good indication of what Kant taught But they must be used with cau-
tion, especially because there are even problems with their presentation
mn the Akademie edition. Sec the articles by Wemer Stark in Kant
Forschungen, vol. I [Hamburg Fehx Memer- Verlzg, 1937)

Here 15 a bnef outlme of ’s 1F
(§§1—3); IL. Ontology {§§4—350), A. Internal Universal Predicates 1. pos
sibility, 2. connection, 3. thing {including essence and d 4.
unity, 5. truth, 6. perfection, B Internal Disjunctive Predicates: 1 neces-
sary, 2. mutable, 3. real, 4. particular, 5. whole, 6 substance, 7. sumple, 8
finite — and each of their opposites, C. External and Relational Predi-
cates' 1. identity and diversity, 2. simultaneity and succession, 3. types
of causes, 4. sign and sigmified; I11. Cosmology (§§35 1—500}, A. Concepts
of World: 1. affirmative, 2. negative, B. Parts of World: 1. simples. m
general, and qua spints, 2. composites. their genesis and nature, C. Per-
fection of World. 1a the 1dea of the best and b. the communty of sub-
stances, 2 the means: natural and supernatural; [V. Psychology, A. Em-
pinical (§§504-739): 1. existence of soul, 2. faculties, a. cognitive {lower
and hugher), b. appetitive {in general and qua spontaneous and free}, 3
rmnd-body 1nteraction, B. Rational {§§740-99)- 1. soul’s nature, 2. inter-
action with body, 3. ongin, 4. xmmortality, 5. afterlife, 6. comparison of
human and nonhuman souls; V. Theology {§§8oo—1000), A. Concept of
God: existence, intellect, will, B. Divine Action creation, 1ts end, provi-
dence, decrees, revelanon.
See Max Heinze, 1
tern (Lepzig, 1894), p. 599
This point was stressed already by ] A Ulnch n 1785. See Fredenck
Beiser, The Fate of Reason {Cambndge, Mass. Harvard University Press
1987}, p. 205.
See Max Wundt, Die deutsche Schulphilosophie im Zestalter der Aufkli-
rung (Tibingen, 1945), p. 221 Cf. Lewis Whice Beck, Early German
Philosophy {Cambrnidge, Mass. Harvard University Press, 1969), p. 285.
Kant takes the same line on the “internal umiversal predicaces.” Thus
the proof of the prinaiple of sufficient reason 1s rejected as making an
unprovable universal claim, and 1t 1s demed that we have a priori access
to a real essence that would provide the explanation of all of a particular
thing’s actual properties No argument s allowed from the mere possibil-
1ty of a thing, 1.e., 1ts concept, tu the existence of that thing, and unity
{in the sense of order), truth, and perfection, are held to apply only to the

Kants uber M aus drei Semes-

M

The cntique of metaphysics 275

structure of knowledge rather than directly to things The “disjunctive”
predicates recerve a simlar treatment For example, a priors knowledge
of necessity and contingency [vs. Bg §101) 1n any ahsolute sense 15 de
nied, and the mutable and immutable are treated [vs Bg §124) as sheerly
phenomenal predicates with no relation to absolute necessity Indiscuss-
mg wholes and parts [vs. Bg §155), Kant introduces his disuncuon
beween “real” and “1deal” composites, wherc 1n the first case the parts
are given prior to the whole, but in the second the whole, as with space
and tume, 1s given prior to the parts [as 1deal because mathemaucally
nfinite). Baumgarten had already distinguished the determinate {maxi-
mal, total) metaphysical infimty of the most real thing (“ommtudo”),
and the mere mathematical mfinmite of that which 1s unbounded {Bg
§248), and he had argued not only that there 15 an absolute and unalter-
able infinite thing, but also that any alterable thing must be metaphysi
cally contingent [Bg §§257, 131} and fimite, even 1f 1n various quantita-
tive ways 1t 1s mathematically infimte. Kant rejected these arguments,
and his theory of space and time also affects his view of the first of
external telatronal predicates: identrty {Bg §265), simultaneaty {Bg §280],
and succession {Bg §297). Unlike the Letbmzians, Kant makes no abso-
lutely necessary connection berween simultaneity and extension, in
stead, he argues for the conditional necessity that, for beings ike us,
things can be known as being at the same time only via a consideration
of things that are next to each other. Sumilarly, in the domamn of our
knowledge, spatiotemporal differentiation 1s what settles claims of 1den-
tity and diversity, rather than vice versa [vs Bg §407). Succession and
the other relational predicates all involve causal notions {Bg §§307—50}
and the r “internal d ” which are dis-
cussed below.

See the Paralogisms and P. Guyer, 1 the T de
Deduction,” i Kant’s Transcendental Deductions, ed. Eckart Forseer
(Stanford, Calif Stanford University Press, 1989), pp 47-68

Ci note 5. The Third which 15 not fund 1 ontologi-
cally, 1s what is stressed at L2 and K2, see Hewnze, Kants Vorlesungen, p
§72.

For many more details on the first Antinormies, see Arthur Melnick,
Space, Time, and Thought i Kant (Dordrecht D Rexdel, 1989}, ] Ben-
nete, Kant’s Dialectic (Cambndge Cambnidge University Press, 1974),
and Carl Posy, “Dancing to the Antinormy A Proposal for Transcenden-
tal [dealism,” American Philosophical Quarterly 20{1983). 81-94.
Georg Bernhard Bilfinger, De Harmoma amimae et corpons humam
maxing bihta, C h {r723). See Benno
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24

Erdmann, Martin Knutzen und seme Zext (Lepzig, 1576) The tchot-
omy goes back at least to Perre Bayle’s “Roranus” discussion 1n his
Drctronnaire histongue et cntique {1697) Cf. Pure Reason, A 390
Nova Difucidatio, 1:416; cf the argument at1bid, 414 This argument 1s
also noted ac Guyer, Kant and the Claims of Knowledge (Cambndge,
1987}, p 308.

Nova Dilucrdatio. 1:415. The Reuscher translation ol the passage at
lines 32—~ {in Kant’s Latin Writings. p 104) can give a misleading im-
pression here.

Nova Dilucidatio, 1 415, “there 1s a real action of substances that accurs
among them, or :nteraction through truly efficient causes, because the
same principle that set up the existence of things shows them to be
bound by this law ” Cf. MH, 28 883, for another early reference to law
Nova Dilucidatio, 1:415, “By the same night, theretore, external changes
can be said 1o be produced by efficient canses just as changes that hap-
pen mternally are attributed to the mternal force of a substance.”

MFH, 28'96; c¢f MH, 28 51~2. Thus, judging and sensing aren’t opposed
as action to maceion, rather, the first 1s just a “greater” action than the
other (MF, 28 27) Ths general 1deal may go back to Letbmz’s Specimen
Dynamicum (1695), which claimed that even passion 1s spontaneous
and mvolves self-acavity Ct. MM, 29 723, 823; MH, 28 26; V. 28 433.
MH 28: 52. This argument 15 nicely complemented by one at R 3581,
17:71, which says that while the patient must contribute something, 1
cannot contribute everything to an action. That 1s, if everything in us
were active, there would be no nature mn us for God to act on, 1€.,
nothing with an enduring identity that goes beyond the different states
generated {by “us”) at each moment

On Spinoza, see notes 43 and 44. On finite agency, ¢f Leibniz, Theodicy.
§32 Leibmuz argued aganst occasionalism that 1¢ did awav with the
natures of individuals and so could lead to Spinozism.

MF, 28 26, 52, 888 Cf Bg §§212, 217. B Erdmann, Martm Knutzen. p
66, notes that sumlar language 1s used by G. F. Meier, who translated
Baumgarten into German and on whom Kant also lectured.

MH, 28 53 “If we want to concetve that one power simply sutters trom
the otber, without its own power and thus without harmony, then that
1s called influxus physicus or reahs *

See Wolff's Rational Psvchology. §558, cited m Beck, Kant’s Latin Wrt-
mgs, p 109, n 44. Cf. Kant's Prolegomena §9, 4 282, MM, 29 823

Bg 8451 Elsewhere Baumgarten also adds a very weak argument that
there must be a plurality of fimte substances |Bg §§339-91)

See, € g., Dissertation, §17, 2 407 “If we free this concept from that
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blemish, we have a kind of interaction wlich 1s the only one which
deserves to be called real ” Cf K2, 28 759

MH., 28 886-7; cf. D. 28:666, 684, K3, 29 1008 Here Kant already demes
that the heterogeneity of cause and effect 1s a sufficient reason to deny
interaction; thus he was unattracted to the Woltfian comprormse of
falling back on preestablished harmony for mind—body relacions while
accepting the infiux theory elsewhere.

Malebranche, the man advocate of occasionalism {although Kane and
others often also attached Descartes to this doctrine —see L1, 28 215, D,
28-665) was famous for holding that we “mtuit all things in God” {De Ia
Recherche de la Verite, 111, 2, vi}

Lz, 28:213, “influxu physict onginario in sensu crasion.”

L1, 28:215. These theories are sull categonized as theories of “derva-
tive” {as opposed to “ongnal”) interaction because they do not presume
the finite substances can directly influence each other Cf. Kant’s argu-
ment (MM, 29 932; c¢f. D, 28 664) agamnst Baumgarten’s “quite poor”
claim (Bg §414) that substances jin this case, monads) “next to each
other” must be 1n contact qua “touching,” as well as the claim (Bg §410)
thar all action as such mnvolves not just nteraction but also reaction qua
resistance

Li. 28:214° “harmonia automatica 1s when for every single case the
highest cause has to arrange an agreement, thus where the agreement
does not rest on universal laws, but rather on a pnimordial arrangement
which God put 1n the machme of the world “ However, as Ahson
Laywine has rerminded me, somerimes Kant spoke of Leibniz as stressing,
the role of universal laws {see A 275 / B 331, but cf B 167}

Te., such that there cannot be a plurality of them constituting a “world”
(L1, 28-214) Cf. Bg§357, L2, 28'581, and MH, 28865, “For by 1ts concept
every substance exists for 1tself, therefore appears to be 1solated, and has
nothing to do with an other substance * Here, as often in Kant, talk about
the “concept of” something 1s short for talk about what can be a prior:
determinable about 1t, 1. , what 1s determinable msofar as 1t is necessary
Ct. Burkhard Tuschling, “Necessarium est 1dem sumul esse et non esse.”
m Logik und Geschichte in Hegels System, ed. H C Lucas and Guy
Planty-Bonjour (Stuttgart, 1989}, p 210; and his “ Apperception and Ether
on the Idea of a Transcendental Deduction of Matrer in Kant's ‘Opus
posturnumm’,” i Kant’s Transcendental Deductions. pp. 193-216.

MH, 28.52—3. All bracketed interpolattons are my own interpretive addi-
tions. Cf. L1, 28 213. “no substance can infiuence another originare
except of that of which 1t s 1tself a cause #

In another passage —ansing pethaps from an earhier phase mn Kant's



278 THE CAMBRIDGE CUMPANION TO KANT

@
]

w,
-]

work {since this secon may be composed of at least two treatments or
the topics, with the second starting at Li, 28 214,4), Kant's theory 1s
charactenized simply 1n terms of “laws of nature .. 1t may ground
wself otherwise on whatever 1t wants” {L1, 28 213) By calling the
hyperphysical theones ones that really do not have laws (L1, 28 215,
see note 39 below}, Kant may have been moving toward a perception of
how crucial the reference to lawfulness was to lis own theory J B

Schneewind has explored a parallel moral dimension of Kant’s early
nterest 1n a “divine corporation,” which gives finite beings a power of
self-legislation See his essay mn this volume, and his “The Divine
Corporation and the History of Ethics.” 1 Philosophy m History. ed
R. Rorty, }. B. Schneewind, and Q. Skinnex (Cambridge. Cambridge Um

vexsity Press, 1984), pp. 173—92.

For a contemporary view, cf Ralph Walker, Kant {London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1978), p 175

Thus strategy s detailed 1n Guyer, Kant and the Claims of Knowledge

The concern with time determmation already appears 1n the old notes,
albeit 1n a traditional coneext, .g., at L1. 28:215, “the actual representa-
tion of the conjunction of substances among one another consists m
this- that they all perdure, that they are all there through one ”

MM, 29:868. “The mfluxus physicus happens according to general laws,
but the two systems of the nexus idealis do not.”

MM, 29:925; cf Bg §§308, 334.

See also MM, 29:856, 927-8" “the immediate cause of the sensible world
1s the mundus noumenon.”

D, 28:666, “There must be a being there from which all denve. All
substances have their ground m 1t.”

D, 28 666. Cf Kz, 28'732, and K3, 29 1008—9. K3, 29 977-8 equates
Spinozism with transcendental realism.

“For 1if only a single substance exists, then either 1 must be this sub-
stance, and consequently I must be God {but this contradicts my depen-
dency); or else I am an accident {bue this contradicts the concept of my
ego, n which I think myself as an ultimate subject which 1s not the
predicate of any other being),” from Lectures on Philosophical Theology.
p. 86 (28 1052}; cf. ibtd., pp. 74—5 {28.104xf ), and V, 28-458; D, 28:666;
K3, 1o08f

K2, 28:758-9, cf B 427-8 For such passages 1t 1s worth recalling that in
German the term for “mfluence” [Emnfiuss) can be broken down 1nto
“pours” or “flows in” (fliesst emn). Cf. L1, 28 279-80 “But we can no
more comprehend the commercium between bodies among themselves
than that between the soul and the body.”

MM, 29 908 Cf. K3, 29:102¢9, “An unknown something, which 1s not
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appearance, 15 what influences the soul, and so we obtam 1n us ahomoge
neaty with things In this hies the h

1on that not the 3
non 1eself of the body, but rather the substratum of matter, the noume
non, produces 1n us The mnfluxus on one another thought matenally
between soul and body, and yet so that both would be cutside them-
selves, and each for 1tself, 1s something m atself impossible and 1f one
assumes 1t 1deally, then this would be nothing but the harmonia praesta
bilita, and would no longer be tinfluxus. It muse thus be thought as
1mmatenal effect of the noumenon of both, whereupon this means noth-
1ng more than that something infiuences the soul, and then no heteroge-
neity remains which might raise doubes hexe ..~ Cf D, 28:684—s, MH
28:886—7. An antapation of the view that the mind—body relation 1s
not a special problem can be found n Knutzen see B. Erdmann, Martin
Knutzen, p. 104.

Such connections are also stressed 1n the lectures” V 28 408, 522—4,
MM, 29°788, 8069, 813—18.

48 A 38s. For more references, see my Kant’s Theory. p. 299, n. 79.



ONORA O’NEILL

9  Vindicating reason

1. THE CRITIQUE OF REASON

Whatever else a critique of reason attempts, 1t must surely criticize
reason. Further, if 1t is not to pont toward nihilism, a crinque of
reason cannot have only a negative or destrucuve ourcome, but
must vindicate at least some standards or principles as authorites
on which thinking and doing may rely. and by which they may {in
part) be judged. Critics of “the Enhghtenment project,” from Pascal
to Horkheimer to contemporary communitanans and postmod-
ermsts, detect 1ts Achulles’ heel in arrant failure to vindicate the
supposed standards of reason that are so confidently used to cria-
cize, attack, and destroy other authornties, including church, state,
and tradition. If the authonty of reason is bogus, why should such
reasoned crieictsm have any weight?

Suspictons about reason can be put mnumerable ways. However,
one battety of cniticisms 18 particularly chreatenung, because 1t tar-
gets the very possibility of devising anything that could count as a
vindication of reason. This Iine of attack 1s sometimes formulated as
a tnlemma. Any supposed vindication of the principles of reason
would have to establish the authority of certam fundamental con-
straints on thinking or acting. However, this could only be done m
one of three ways. A supposed vindication could appeal to the pre-
sumed principles of reason that 1t aims to vindicate — but would
then be arcular, so fall as vindication. Alternatively, 1t might be
based on othet starting ponts — but then the supposed principles of
reason would lack reasoned vindication, so could not themselves
bequeath unblermished pedigrees. Finally, as a poor thud option, a
vindication of reason might suggest that reasoning issues m uncom-
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pletable regress, so that prospects of vindicaung any claim, includ-
ing claims to 1dentify principles of reason, never texmnate. To rea-
son 1s only to keep the door open to further questuoning. In each case
the desired vindication eludes. These unprormsing thoughts lend
some appeal to Pascalian faith, to Humean naturalism or even to
postures of postmodermty as responses to the challenge of skepti-
cism about reason.

If the Critique of Pure Reason is to live up to 1ts title and 1ts
reputation 1t must deal wich skepticism wath regard to reason. The
whole magnificent and inericate cniucal structure wall have hietle
potnt if 1t draws on an unvindicated or unvindicable conception of
reason. Yet 1t 15 far from clear where or how Kant handles these
topics. I shall try here to trace some of his moves, drawing in particu-
lar on passages 1n the earhier sections of the Transcendental Doctrine
of Method, but also on widely scattered passages 1n the prefaces, the
Transcendental Dialectic and vanous shorter writings.® I shall try to
show that Kant addresses this fundamental topic persistently and
with great subtlety, and that he offers an account of what 1t 1s to
vindicate reason quite different from the toundanionalist account
that entics of “the Enlightenment project” target, and usually attrib-
ute to Kant. Whether his account 1s wholly sauisfactory 1s a large and
complicated question, on which I offer sparse comments.

II. REASON AND LOGIC

It 1s helpful to begin by asking what sort of thing we expect a vindica-
tion of reason to vindicate. One account, with impeccable Cartestan
and rationahst ancestry, sees principles of reason as formal princi-
ples of logic and method. These principles are to be algonthms for
the formation and transformation of simple truths, and to provide
axtoms that wholly [according to rationalists) or partly (according to
many others] constrain acceptable thinking and domg. The vindica-
tion of these axioms 1s problematic. Some boldly nsist that they
have divine warrant, even that God has 1nstalled these principles
whole and complete 1n each of us”,> others are discreetly silent.
This 15 not Kant’s view. He insists that principles of reason and of
logic are distinct. In the prefaces of the Critique of Pure Reason he
claims that logic was invented and completed i one stroke by Arns-
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totle, that 1t has precise boundanes and that 1ts success 1s conse-
quent upon these limitations {B vin—ix). By contrast the prefaces
depict human reasoning as *a merely random groping” {B xv) that
falls repeatedly mnto contradictions and has yet to find the “secure
path of a science” (B xiiil. For Kant logic 1s abstracted erther from the
use of the understanding or from that of reason, and 1ts vindicarion
would have to be derived from thewrs, rather than conversely. How-
ever, the fact that logic 1s derivative 1n this way allows us to use 1ts
seructure as a clue or key to the cogmeive structures from which it 1s
denved.* No doubt there are many questions to be raised about
Kant's treatment of logic, but 1t 1s at Jeast clear that this 1s not the
place to look for his vindication of reason.

I11. REASON AND UNDERSTANDING

On Cartesian accounts a vindication of reason must be the first of
philosophical tasks. Kant does not treat the matter in this way. The
Crtique of Pure Reason begins, 1n the Aesthetic and the Analytic of
the Doctrine of Elements, with discussion of the “lower faculties of
knowledge,” sensibiaty and understanding. Only n ats last and long-
est section, the Transcendental Dialecuc, does Kant turn to ques-
tions about reason, the “higher faculry of knowledge.” There he
mainly exposes and undermines excessive rationahst claums about
the powers of reason. Vindication of reason 1s still postponed.

The first pages of the Dialectic stress some differences between
lower and higher faculties of knowledge and acknowledge that in-
vestigating the latter raises thfficultes thac did not anise 1n 1nvesn-
gaung the powers of understanding, because we lack all insight
mto the supposed real use of reason (A 299 / B 355). This may seem
unsurprising — would not Leibmz have agreed that we lack com-
plete insight? — but Kant msists that no real use can be vindicated.
The fundamental point of the Copernican turn is that no correspon-
dence of reason to reality be presumed. The use of reason 1s not
assigned any counterpart to the reduced, empirical realism that
Kant allows the understanding. The parallel that he draws between
understanding and reason is only that both are “faculties of uniry”,
but the unity the two achieve contrasts sharply:

Understanding may be regarded as a faculty which secures the unity ot
appearances by means of rules, and reason as bemng the faculty which se-
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cures the umity of rules of i d under )| A U

reason never apphics rtself directly to experrence or to any object, but to
understanding, m order to give to the manifold knowledge of the latter an @
priort umty by means of concepts, a unity which may be called the umity of
reason, and which 1s quite different 1in kind from any umty thar can be

accomphished by the understanding. (A 302/B 359, cf. A6aq /B 672)

In these “provisional” passages Kant warns his readers that

multiphicaty of rules and unity of principles 1s a demand of reason, for the
purpose of brmgmg the und ding nto th d wicth
atself. . But such a principle . 1s merely a subjective law for the orderly
managemenc of the possessions of our understanding  [so that] The unity
of reason 1s therefore not the umty of a possible expenence, but 1s essen-
tally different from such umty. {A 305—7 /B 3623}

Kant evidently rejects the rationalist claim that the principles of
reason can provide a unique and integrated answer to all possible
questions. In the Transcendental Dialectic the central objection to
rational psychology, rational cosmology, and ranonal theology 1s that
the rationalist tradition treats each domain as an object of theoretaical
inquiry, where necessary truths about soul, world, and God are to be
reached by ntuition or analysis, and where there 1s no essential daffer-
ence between the unuty achieved by rules and by principles.

A main objective of the Transcendental Dialectic 1s to show how
any view of principles of reason as divinely inscribed axioms or rules
of thought, that correspond to reality, leads to contradictions — to
paralogisms, antinomes, and impossibilities. Kant rejects the préces
de resistance of the whole metaphysical tradition. He deems human
reason quite sumply incompetent for these 1llusory tasks. While the
Copernican turn was put forward in the prefaces “only as an hypothe-
sis” {B xxii n.), the arguments of the Transcendental Dialectic sup-
port the hypothesis that reason does not conform to the real, by
inflicting heavy damage on metaphysical systems that assume such
correspondence.

IV. IDEAS OF REASON AND STRIVING FOR UNITY

In the mtroductions of the Transcendental Dialectic we also find
suggestions that, as 1n rhe case of understanding, logic offers a clue
o the structure of the faculty of knowledge from which 1t 1s suppos-
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edly abstracted. However, m this case the clue 1s given not by the
traditional logic of terms but by syllogistic This 1s not because
syllogistic 18 “more abstract” than the logic of terms, but because 1t
Links distinct propositions 1nto larger units: It achieves a different
sort of unity, and potentially a very extensive, even systematic
umty.

From thus [discusston of syllogistic] we see that mn inference reason endeav
ours to reduce the vaned and mamifold knowledge obtained through the
understanding o the smallest number of principles funsversal conditrons)
and thereby to achieve 1 1t the highest possible unev A 305 /B 361}

However, rhe atrempr to achieve unity ot knowledge 1s not guaran-
teed by any really existing unity. There 1s no metaphysical proof that
all aspects of our thinking and doing can be tntegrated mto a single,
systematic uniry. No principle of sufficient reason, no ens realissi-
mum guarantees the principles of reason or the completeness of
knowledge. On the contrary, human knowledge 1s threatened by
chaos, while knowledge and action are divided by a “great gulf” that
provides the most profound challenge ro the posstbility of a com-
plete and systematic philosophy. Complete unity can then be no
more than "endeavor,”s whose success is not guaranteed, and 1s
ultimately shown unattainable.

At the end of the mtroduction of the Transcendental Dialecuc
Kant confronts the suspected lumitations of reason by posing a di-
lemma. He asks:

Take the principle, that the series of condirnons . extends 1o the uncondr-
tioned. Does 1t, or does 1t not, have objectve apphcability [obrekirve
Richtigkent]? . . Or 1s there no such objectively valid principle of reason,
but only a logical precepr |eme bloff logische Vorschnft), to advance towards
completeness by an ascent to ever higher conditions and so to gIVe to our
knowledge the grearest possible unity of reason? A 308—9 /B 365)

Either reason has obiective validrty, and 1ts principles are not essen-
tially differenr from the rules of the understanding, as these were
understood by rationalists, since therr real use 1s underpmned by
the obiective umity of experience. Or reason 1s only a precept or
preseripuon o seek unity. We know well enough thar the upshot of
the Transcendental Dialectic 1s ¢o reject the firse horn of the di-
lemma. It follows then that Kant must understand reason as a
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precept for the task of achieving “the greatest possible unity.” Striv-
1ng for this greatest possible umty aspires to overcome or dispel the
rhreatened hiatuses of rhought and action — wirh no guarantee of
success. Kant does not presuppose that integrated answers to his
three fundamental questions “What can 1 know?” “What may I
do?” and "What may I hope?” must be available; he does not as-
sume even that human knowledge must or can form a complete
and systematic whole.

v. PRECEPTS AND IDEAS OF REASON

Although the Transcendental Dialectic 1s so clearly a sustamt?d po-
lemic against rationalism, and against the rationalist concept}on of
reason as guarantor and mrror of reality, there 1s a good deal in the
text that deflects attention from the active, stnving {as opposed to
passive, mirroring) character Kant ascribes to reason. When Kant
speaks of principles of reason in the Dialectic he often uses terms
that fit best with conception of reason as murroring reahty. He
speaks not of precepts or maxims of reason — which would ind_lcare
at once that he thinks of reason as practical principles for guiding
thinking and doing — but 1n traditional rationalist, indeed Platomse,
terms of Ideas of Reason. He defends his appropnation of this ms-
leading Plaronic term, not because but m spite of its metaphysical
resonance. The term suits not because Kant too wants to endorse a

1 1, theoretical cc ion of reason, as correspondence of
thought to 1ts real archetypes, but because Plato’s Ideas are poteltlt
symbols of striving for the most encompassing unity. The Platonic
Ideas are an image of the unity of the highest principles that guide a
quest for the Good and the Beautiful as well as the True. Kant allows
himself this borrowing, which parallels his own three fundamental
questions, but rejects the entire Platonic account of the metaphysi-
cal basis of unity and success 1n these quests. He firmly rejecrs all
thought that his Ideas of Reason correspond to any real archetypes,
and adopts a position that is irreconcilable with any form of the
Platonic vision of Ideas as patterns for knowledge and mathematics.s
In spite of this unequivocal rejection of any real use of the Ideas of
Reason, the borrowed terminology 1s unavoidably associated with
the strongest forms of realism, and masks the quite different Kant-
1an conceprion of Ideas of Reason, which are concerved as precepts




286 THE CAMBRIDGE COMPANION TO KANT

for seeking unity of thought and action, rather than as archetypes
that guarantee that unity is to be found

VI. UNITY OF REASON VS. THE PLURALITY OF ITS
PRECEPTS

Granted that the Ideas of Reason are precepts, it 1s surely puzzling
that Kant thinks a plurality of disunct Ideas can create “the greatest
possible umty.” He introduces a wide range of principles of reason
under a variety of labels. There are “Postulates of Reason” and “Max-
1ms of Reason” as well as “Ideas of Reason.” All can count as princi-
ples of reason, and a1m at a single sort of umty, because all are forms
or aspects of a sigle principle, which can be formulated 1n multiple
ways. This explains why Kant speaks both of “the principle of rea-
son,” and of many 1deas or principles of reason. He says of the under-
lying principle:

‘The principle of reason 1s thus properly only a rule, prescribing a regress in
the senes of the condinions of given appearances, and forbidding 1t to bring
the regress to a close by treating anything at which 1t may arrive as abso-
lutely unconditioned. .. Nor 1s 1t a constitutive principle of reason . . .
[but] rather a principle of the greatest possible continuation and extension of
experience, allowing no empincal limit to hold as absolute. Thus 1t 1s a
principle of reason which serves as a rule, postulating what we ought to do
n the regress, but not anmucipating what 1s present m the object as it is o
uself, prior to all regress Accordingly I entatle it a regulative prmeiple of
reason. (A 509 /B 537}

It is not hard to connect various formulauons of this principle to
one or another of Kant’s own basic questions. Answers to “What can1
know?” are gurded by Ideas or precepts of scientific inquiry, including

Tt 1s a logical postulate of reason, that through the understanding we follow
up and extend as far as possible that connection of a concept with its

conditions, {A 398 /B 526)
and
Entia praeter non esse 1uph ! [A 652 /B 80}

Answers to the question “What ought I do?” are guided by the formu-
lanions of the Categoncal Imperative, and their more determinate
implicauons {principles of duty, of justice, and so forth). Answers to
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the question “What may L hope?” are guided, inter alia. by the Postu-
lates of Practical Reason and by maxims of seeking purposiveness,
which provide accounts of vanous possible “bridges” across the
#great gulf” that would otherwise sunder our grasp of knowable
nature and of free action. Kant mamtams that the contradictions to
which the use of reason as a constitutive principle leads can be
avorded by this more modest, regulative conception of reason, in 1ts
vanous formulations. If we view principles of reason as precepts for
the conduct of thmking, acting, and therr coherent connection,
hence as ways of achieving an active grasp rather than a passive
response to the manifold of life, then although we will never regan
the heights that rationalist conceptions of reason claimed to con-
quer, we can unite a wide range of our expenience and actions with-
out lapsing 1nto contradiction:

‘When they [regulauve principles] are treated merely as maxums, there 1s no
real conflict, but merely those differences 1n the interest of reason that
give nise to differing modes of thought. In actual fact, reason has only one
single interest, and the conflict of its maxims 1s only a difference m, and a
mutual hmitation of, the methods whereby this interest endeavours to
obtain satisfaction. (A 666 /B 694)

Even if we accept Kant’s view that the many Ideas of Reason are all
aspects of one striving for umty, reason has not been vindicated.
What 1s 1t that shows that striving for unity 1s fundamental to rea-
son? What shows that such striving has authonty for the regulation
of all thought and action? Kant’s answers to these questions are
given partly in prefatory remarks and partly in the concluding Doc-
trine of Method.

VII. REASON IN THE PREFACES: DISINTEGRATION
OR SELF-DISCIPLINE?

If we go back to the passages 1 the prefaces 1n which Kant intro-
duces the theme of reason 1n the Critique of Pure Reason, we can see
that from the beginning of the book he represents human reason as a
form of striving that both leads to contradictions, hence is a source
of problems, and yet seeks unity, so may be capable of resolving the
problems 1t has generated. The prefaces depict human reason as
repeatedly frustrated striving for completion and umty, in a being
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whose capacities seem madequate for what 1t yearns to do, yet also
as a capacity to discipline the use of these very powers and so per-
haps to resolve 1ts self-mnflicted problems. On the one hand Kant’s
mueial diagnosts 1s that human reason leads to catastrophe, because
it

begins with principles which 1t has no option save wemgploy . . nising with
thexr aid to ever higher, ever more remote, conditions But by this proce-
dure human reason preciptates itself into darkness and contradictions.

(A vo—vm, cf. B xav—v}

On rhe other hand Kant repeatedly gestures toward the thought that
this same flawed capacity carnes irs remedy withm 1t

Reason has insight only 1nto that which it produces after a plan of 1ts own,
and.. it must not allow 1tself ¢ be kept, as it were, on nature’s leading-
strngs, but must 1tself show the way with principles of judgement based
upon fixed laws, constraming nature to give answer to questions of reason‘s
own determining . . {B xiu}

We have perhaps become so used to reading such turns of phrase as
mere personification thar we do not sufficiently note that through-
out the Critigue of Pure Reason reason 1s depicted as an active
capacity that both generates and may resolve problems. Reflexive
structure 1s part of the key to understanding Kant's conception of
vindicating reason.

VIIL. VINDICATING REASON: A REFORMULATION

If such passages are no mere turns of phrase, but Kant’s actual picture
of reason, and if reason has no real or objective source or archetype,
then the question of the vindication of reason has to be posed anew.
To vindicate reason could not be to derve its principles from else-
where or to show their correspondence toreal archetypes. It would be
to idenufy whatever fundamental precept can gurde thought and ac-
tion authoritatively for beings in whom neither 1s steered by any
“alien” reality or by necessity. This does not seem to make the task of
vindicating reason any easier. Why should any precept have general
authonty for such disoriented beings? How could any be vindicated?
Why should any have any authonty for ust

The question 1s only complicated by the fact that 1f reason’s princi-
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ples are precepts for seeking the greatest possible unity, these pre-
cepts must apply both to thinking and to downg. Kant often stresses
the basic unity of theoretical and pracucal uses of reason (e.g.,
Groundwork, 4:391). Yet why should one and the same principle be
authontative for both tasks? Indeed. if the notorious Categorical
Imperative 1s the “supreme principle of pracuical reason,” as Kant
insists, then does not practical reason have 1ts own, distinct “su-
preme principle”? Many doubt whether the Categonical Imperative
can guide practice; even those who think thac 1t can, and thae 1t 1s
vital for morality, many well doubt wherher it could exther be or be
closely linked to the supreme principle of reason m general. Further.
Kant’s attempts to vindicate the Categorical Imperative reman
dispute, so do not seem promising models for the vindicarion of
theoretical uses of reason. The task of constructing a cnitical vindica-
tion of reason seems no less demandmg than the rejecred task of
vindicating reason within the framework of ranonalist metaphysics.

1X. DOCTRINE OF METHOD: THE BUILDING OF
REASON

So far 1 have aimed to distingwish Kant's account of reason from
others, without saying anything positive about his approach to the
task of vindication. However, Kant tells us a great deal about the
reformulated task. Numerous passages throughout the Doctrine of
Method leave it beyond doubt that he holds that reason’s principles
are vindicable, and mntends to show how rhe task must be carned
out.

These texts begin with an extended and deep companson between
rthe critical project and a building project:

If we look upon the sum of all knowledge of pure speculative reason as a
building for which we have at least the 1dea within ourselves, 1t can be said
thatn the Ta dentsl Doctrine of El we have made an estimate
of the materials, and have deterrmined for what sort, height, and strength of
building they will suffice. Indeed 1t turned out that although we had in mind
a tower that would reach the heavens, yet the stock of matenals was onlv
enough for a dwelling house — just roomy enough for our tasks on the plain
of expenence and just high enough for us to look across the plan. The bold
undertaking had come to nothing for lack of materials, quite apart from the
babel of tongues that unavoidably set workers against one another about the
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plan and scattered them across the earth, each to build separately following
his own plan Our problem 1s not just to do with materials, but even mare o
do with the plan Since we have been warned not to nisk everything on a
favonte buc senseless project, which could perhaps exceed our whole means,

yet cannot well refran from building a secure home, we have to plan our
building with the supphes we have been given and at the same time to suit
our needs. (A 707 /B 735, trans. O O'N.)

A few preliminary comments on this passage may be useful. Farst,
Kant 1s drawing on a long tradition of comparisons between building
and philosophy, which goes back to antiquity, and had been ex-
tended by the rationalists and above all by Descartes. Second, he is
also drawing on the darker story of the bwlding of the tower of
Babel, whose builders aspired to a splendid rower that exceeded their
own capacities, and who were forced nto a life of dispersed nomad-
1sm after 1ts collapse. Third, 1t may seem imperunent that after the
700 difficult pages of the Doctrme of Elements, Kant should tell his
readers that all that he has offered so far 1s an 1nventory of the
building matenals for construcung the edifice of reason. Yet just thus
would be approprate if he holds that a vindicanon of reason 1s
needed, but has not yet provided one.

X. REFLEXIVITY AND THE BUILDING OF REASON

The clue to the late placing of the vindication of reason 1s that Kant
regards it as a reflexive task,s which has o assemble certain “materi-
als” before 1t can begmn. Tlus has been signaled from the very first
pages of the Critique of Pure Reason, where human thinking and
doing are depicted as undisciplined strving that leads 1nto tangles
and contradictions. Kant’s cnitique of rationalism shows that this
striving cannot be disciplined by conforming to some given foutside,
“alien”) reahity. Striving for such conformty would be analogous to
the hubrs of the builders of Babel: Both projects must collapse.
However, the failure of rationahsm — of foundationalism — may
not seem enough to require a reflexive approach. Might not the fate
of the builders of Babel, giving up the project of building and settle-
ment, provide a more accurate model for human thinking and act-
ng? Once agamn Kant has signaled from the very beginning of the
Critique of Pure Reason that this “posrmodern” attitude too 1s un-
tenable. We are 1 no position to live without reason. The striving
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that leads us mnto tangled thought and action 1s already reasoning,
but unreliable reasoning. The question that we must ask ourselves s
not “Why should any principles count as those of reason?” bu,
rather, “Given that we try to reason, how can we mitgate the dan-
gers of the princples on which we unavoidably rely?”

Kant speaks of a cntique of reason as a task because we are un-
avordably commutted to thinking and acting, hence unavoidably par-
ually, ncipiently reasonming beings, yet with the “peculiar fate” {A
v} that our reasoning constantly falls into difficulty and contradic-
tion. The disasters of metaphysics arise from an unrestricted use of
quite common and daily ways of thinking and acting, which we can
hardly give up. {For example, the antinomues suggest that conrradic-
tions can readily be generated by iterated use of the principle of
causality, or of counting or dividing.) Metaphysical hubns 1s no more
than the further extension of the very principles we rely on. Hence
any vindication of human reason will have to 1dentify principles for
guiding the ways of thinking and doing that we have to hand, and
cannot jettison, and must use these very princaples both as “mate-
nal” and as source of a “plan.” Nexther foundationalism nor post-
modernism are genuine options for us. In terms of the humble vo-
cabulary of the building trades, our only feasible option 1s to ask,
What can be burt with the materials and labor force available to us?

At this point an objection might be that metaphors of bulding or
construction cannot shed Light on a reflexive task. Buildings, 1t
rmght be said, need foundations, hence metaphors of construction
are only appropriate if we accept a foundationalist conception of the
vindication of reason  for example, that of Descartes. However, this
objection overlooks the possibihity of construcuons without founda-
tions, such as kites or space satellites, whose components are mutu-
ally supporting, although no part of the structure forms a foundation
for the rest. Moreover, it also fails to note that even the components
of structures that do rest on foundations are and must be mutually
supporting in many ways. There 1s nothing amiss in Kant’s strategy
of using building metaphors while renouncing the thought that we
are given an “absolute” orientation by some external cnterion rhat
demarcates “up” from “down,” and permuts us to identify founda-
tions or axioms for thought or action {Orientation, 8). Indeed, i
many ways his concepuon of the building of reason 1s more prosaic
than that of the rationalists whom he criticizes. Kant represents
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attempts to ground practices of reason as a matter of proceeding
with the “matenals” and “labor power” that our daily pracuce of
defective reasoning has made available to us, and rebuilding rhese in
ways that reduce dangers of collapse or paralysis i thought or ac-
uaon. The construction of reason 1s to be seen as process rather rhan
product, as pracuces of connectron and integration rather chan as
once and for all laying of foundations.

In advancing this conception of the task of vindicating reason,
Kane shows nothing about rhe structure of reason. He merely points
to a possibility between rationalism and skepticism — between foun-
danionalism and postmodernism. We may be able to build an ade-
quate account of reason out of available matenals and capacities. 1t
we can, we will not, of course, have achieved a presuppositionless
vindication of reason. But we would perhaps have shown that the
strategies of thought on which we have to rely provide the materials
and the plan for constructing an account of some principles that
have wholly general authority for thinking and acting. Kant outlines
this approach in the opening sections of the Doctrine of Method.

XI THE DOCTRINE OF METHOD: WHAT DOES KANT
VINDICATE?

Reason 15 discussed under four headings 1n the Doctrine of Method:
The Discipline of Reason, the Canon of Reason, the Architectonic of
Reason, and the History of Reason. Here I shall restrict myself to the
first of these. Kant discusses the discipline of reason between A
708 / B 736 and A 794 / B 822. He begins with some short but impor-
tant introductory remarks, which are followed by four sections that
nclude crticism of the philosophical methods of rationalists (“dog-
matists”} and skeptics. I shall reverse the order and sketch his cnti-
c1sm of supposed alternatives first.

The “dogmatic,” or rationahst, concepuon of reason 1s modeled
on the supposed method of mathematics. Kant regards thus method
as totally mappropnate. The rationalists made two crucial mis-
takes. First, they wrongly thought that mathematics consisted ot
analytic propositions, which form only a small and unimportant
part of 1t, second, they imagmed that philosophy could ape the
mathematical method of basing proofa on definitions and axioms.
It was this second error that led them 1nto the project of bullding
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“a tower that should reach the heavens.” A more accurate examina-
ton of the available bulding maternals and the labor force would
have shown them that philosophy has nerther definitions nor axi-
oms, and 50 can produce no proofs, and so to the realization that 1t
18 necessary to

cut away the last anchor of these fantastic hopes, that 1s, to show that the
purswit of the mathematical method cannot be of the least advantage n this
kind of knowledge {B726/ A 754)

and to the conclusion rhat

In philosophy the geometrician {der Mefikunstler} can by s method build
only so many houses of cards. 1A 727/B 755}

Mathematics cannot be done more analytico, and philosophy can-
not be done more geometrico Mathematical method provides no
wholly general model for reasoning.

The second section on the discipline of reason rejects the skeptical
suspicion that reason 1s really no more than polemic  that is, war.
The goal of polemic 1s victory. Conversation, argument, and writing
are often polemicized, 1 the sense that vanious sorrs of force and
pressure can be brought to bear through them, and that they may
aim at victory. However, polemic always has the disadvantage that
no wider validity can be ascribed to 1ts results. Coerced “agreement”
or “understanding” does not outlive the coercion, and does not reach
the uncoerced. Polemic can lay no claim to provide a wholly general
discipline for thinking or acting. Anybody who seeks an unrestricted
audience has to renounce polemic. Kant proposes that a better image
of reasoned exchange 15 that of atizens 1n free debate:

Reason must 1n all 1es undertakings subject 1tself 1o criticism, should 1t
Tt freedom of cnticaism by any prohibitions, 1t must harm 1eself, draw-
1ng upon 1eself a damaging suspicion. Nothing 1s so important through its
usefulness, nothing so sacred, that 1t may be exempted from this searching
examnatton, which knows no respect for persons. Reasen depends on this
trecdom for 1ts very existence. For reason has no dictatonal authonty, its
verdict 15 always sumply the agreement of free citizens, of whom each one
must be permitted to express, without let or hindrance, his obiection or
even his veto (A 738—9 /B 766—7)

A debate between citizens can serve as an umnage for reason, not be-
cause 1t follows given [hence “alien”) rules of procedure or order, or
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because 1t relies on common presuppositions, but because both are
processes with a plurality of parucipants, whose coordination 1s not
guaranteed or imposed by a ruler or other powers. [Of course, this 15
not wholly true of actual debates between citizens, but then we donot
expect metaphors to work without any restuction whatsoever.) The
negative aspect of Kant’s criticism of thuse who construe reason as
polemic s easily followed: Thoughts and action that depend on unvin-
dicated authorities wall hold only where this authority is accepted, so
cannot produce general understanding or agreement or resolve all
confhcts of belief and action.

These cniticisms of the mathematical and the polemical concep-
tions of reasomng also support one further, negative conclusion: In
the construction of reason 1t would be no solution to the collapse of
rationalism or to the threat of anarchy to appoint some well-
orgamzed local “builder” who would erect a more modest version of
the project. This solution, the metaphorical counterpart to forms of
relativism or communitarianism, once more subjects thought and
action to some arbitrary, if less ambitious, power. Its results could
have only arbitranly restricted sigmficance. However, 1t remains
quite unclear what positive conditions a construction of reason
must meet.

X11. THE DOCTRINE OF METHOD: KANT'S
PROPOSALS

Kant's positive proposals are outhned succinctly in the short pas-
sages that deal exphatly with the discipline of reason (A 708—12 /B
736—40). These precede the accounts of the failings of the methods
of rationalism and of polemic just summanzed. His diagnosis, both
m the prefaces and mn the mtroductory remarks at the beginning of
the Doctrine of Method, stressed that we lack not only the materials
for the grand projecrs of raconahism, but more crucially a plan for
using those that we have.” What plan does Kant then propose? And
how could any particular plan be justified? Even 1f we now grasp
why a vindicauon of reason must be a reflexive task that begins with
available matenals and capacities, stll there will surely be a plural-
1ty of realizable plans. If we can establish only necessary and not
sufficient conditions for reasoned thinking and doing, should we not
also suspect that there can be no vindication of reason?
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At the beginnmg of this short section Kant asserts that reason
needs “a discipline.” A discipline 1s

The compulsion, by which the constant rendency to disobey certam rules 1s
restrained and finally exuirpated {A709/B737)

He then notes

that reason, whose proper duty 1t 1s to prescribe a discipline for all other
endeavours, should tself stand 1n need of a discipline may indeed seem
strange. {A 710/ B 738}

discrol

However, the st of reason’s is then promptly
explained by pointing out that it is a form of self-disciplne. Here
Kant develops the many earlier passages in which the task of cn-
nique of reason has been charactenzed as a reflexive task? This
refiexive discipline 1s needed because the task 1s peculiar,

where, as m the case of pure reason, we come upon a whole system of
1Husions and fallacres, mntimately bound eogether and united under com-
mon prinaples, 1ts own and indeed negative law-giving |eme eigene und
zwar negative Gesetzgebung) seems to be required, which, under the title of
a discipline, exects a system of precautions and self-examination out of the
nature of reason and the objects of 1ts pure employment

(A 711 /B 739, trans. emended O.0’N}s

What does Kant mean by reason’s “own and indeed negative law-
gving”? Which plan 1s the plan of reason? Will it be enough to have
only “a system of precautions and self-examination”? Have we been
told anything of substance?

There are 1n fact three substantive pomnts here. Furst, the discipline
of reason 1s negative: second, 1t 1s self-discipline; third, 1t is a Iaw-
giving. That it 1s negative 1s 1n any case part of the defimnion of a
discipline and is a corollary of the rejection of “alien” authonties —
of foundationahsm. Nothing has been assumed from which positive
content could be derived; nor can anything of the sort be assumed
without begging the question. That 1t is self-discipline confirms that
reasoning 1s a reflexive task, which works on the available matenal
of our incipient and often disastrous practices of reasoning. That the
discipline of reason 1s a law-giving entails that 1t 1s at least lawhke.
Lawhkeness presupposes that a plurality of agents, or at least of
cases, may fall under reason’s principles.

Any law-giving that 15 to be both self-imposed and negative — that
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1s, without content — can impose no more than the mere torm of law.
The discipline of reason can require only that no principle incapable
of bemng a law be relied on as a fundamental princple for govermng
thought and action. Any other principle, whose content was more
determinate, would implicitly subject thought and action to some or
other, “alien” hence unvindicated “authonty.” Hence Kant views
the fundamental principle of reason as that of governing both think-
g and domg by principles that others too can adopt and follow. We
recognize here a more general version of the supreme principle of
practical reason, whose best known version runs: Act only on that
principle through which you can at the same time will that 1t be a
universal law. (Groundwork, 4:421) As 1 the case of the discus-
ston of practical reason mn the Groundwork, the fundamental princi-
ple of reason 1n general is without content: It demanda simply that
thinking as well as acting not violate the form of law.

This conclusion 1nvites the cnticism not that Kant’s account of
reason provides no disaipline, burt thart 1c does not provide nearly
enough. It certainly does not provide sufficient instructions for
thinking and doing. This is not inadvertence on Kant’s part: He
constantly rejects conceptions or reason, such as the Pninciple of
Sufficient Reason, which supposedly give sufficient mstructions for
all thinking and acting {for example, see A 783 / B 811). His mnsis-
tence that “reason 1s no dictator” rexterates the thought that there s
no algorithm that fully determines the content of reasoned thought
and action. Nor should we “expect from reason what obviously ex-
ceeds 1ts power” (A 786 / B 814). Reason offers only necessary condi-
tions for thought and action ~ mn Kant’s terminology a “Canon” for
thought and action {A 795 / B 823 ff.; Groundwork, 4:424). Since the
nonspeculative theoretical use of reason has only regulative war-
rant, we can aum at the systematic umty of knowledge, but only m
awareness that the 1deal of completeness is not attamable {A 568 / B
596} The regulative principles of reason serve only “to mark out the
path toward systematic unury” {A 668 / B 696).

In the case of the spurious speculative employment of reason, we
have even less than a canon. Here the discipline of reason can be used
only as a dialectical “system of precautions and selt-examination”
that curbs unwarranted metaphysical speculation. Kant’s conception
of reason cannot rehabilitate any of the speculauve proofs of God‘s
existence, although the 1dea of a supreme being may sull be used 0
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regulate and mtegrate, ndeed may be needed tu regulate and inte-
grate, thinking and doing. '

It 15 nerther deficiency nor mnadvertence that the supreme princi-
ple of reason 1s “only” the precept of staving within the confines of
some possible plan. This modest conception of reason, which may
be rendered mn political metaphors as a matter of lawfulness without
a lawgiver,™ is the one presented i the Doctrine of Method, and the
one that is adumbrated in Kant’s earlier and endorsed 1n his later
discussions of what 1t may take to disciphine “our adventurous and
self-rehiant reason” {A 850 / B 878) without kowtowing to rationally
groundless authonties.

XFII. SELECTED CORROBORATIONS OF THE
INTERPRETATION

This reading of Kant’s approach to the vindicatzon of reason in the
Critique of Pure Reason can be corroborated by numerous passages
1 other works. Kant discusses 1ts theoretical import 1n the essay
What Is Onentation i Thmking?, and its practical import 1n many
works, including What Is Enlightenment? The topic 1s handled m
another way mn the on the sensus ¢ is in the Critique
of Judgment Here I offer only a few 1Hlustrations, beginning with
some further reflections on Kant’s stress on the importance of a self-
mmposed plan in the mtroductory paragraph of the Doctrme of
Method.

The chastened builders of the tower of Babel, who cannot wholly
turn their backs on building projects, are not forced to settle in some
specific new building. Rather they are advised to settle on some
feasible plan that all of them can share The condition that they
must meet 1f they are to avoid the fate of “nomads” —isolation,
dispersal, noncommunication — 15 to adopt some plan, that nerther
posits unavailable resources nor 1s unsharable with others. The ad-
vice could be rejected, and even 1f 1t 1s followed much will remain
open. Unlike Descartes, Kant does not think that there 1s a uique
edifice of reason, or that 1t could be created by any solitary builder.
On Kant’s account we think and act reasonably provided we neither
invoke illusory capacities or authonties — that 1s whae 1t 1s to take
account of our actual resources and starting pownt — nor base our
thinking or acung on nonlawlike, hence unsharable, principles.
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These constramts allow that innumerable differing ways of thought
and of life may meet the constraints of reason.

Nevertheless reason constrains. Kant identifies three recurrent
modes of unreason. It 1s unreasonable to posit capacities, insights,
and transcendent authorities that we lack: This 1s the unreason of
transcendental realists, including Platorusts and tradional the-
ists It is unreasonable to assume that thinking and acting can be
wholly arbitrary or nonlawlike, as skeptics and postmodermsts
claim to. It 15 unreasonable to assume that the fundamental princi-
ples of thought and action need reflect only some local authonty,
as the acolytes of Schwiérmerer or communitananism do. His con-
stant mststence that reason s lawltke yet submits to no “alien”
authority summanzes his rejection of these three modes of un-
reason. To think and act reasonably 1s to make sure that the basic
precepts by which both are discaphned are lawlike without accept-
ing spurious authorities.

Second, this reading contributes to an adequate understanding of
the well-known 1784 essay Whart Is Enlightenment!.s This essay
has often been condemned as a shallow defense of freedom of opin-
ion, which endorses “enhghtened” despotism. This focus wholly
farls ¢o face the central puzzle of the text, whichis that Kant equates
enlightenment not with reason but with an 0ddly characterized prac-
tice of reasomng publicly. The essay begins by contrasting those who
are unenlightened, who submut to others’ authonty and opmions,
and those who are enhightened, in that they speak publicly in their
own voice. Kant’s conception of a “public use of reason” 1s highly
unusual: It 1s one that addresses “the entire public” (yet may actu-
ally reach only “men of learning”), whereas “a private use of reason
15 that which a person may make of 1t 1n some particular c2vi post or
office” (Enlightenment, 8:37)— that is, what we would term a posi-
tion i the public service! A “public” use of reason 1s not defined by
1ts large audience, and cannot take place mn the public service, where
relations of command and obedience permut only “private” uses of
reason. The reason Kant attaches importance to “public” uses of
reason is rather that these alone are not premised on accepting some
rationally ungrounded — “alien” authonties, {e.g. Fredenck II, or the
teachings of a church). Hence they alone are full uses of reason, and
“private” uses of reason are to be understood as defective, deprived
or privatus, rather than as sheltered or secluded. Hence the essay
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points away from a conception of “public” reason that s charactens-
tic of public Iife both under enhghtened despotism and 1n bureaucra-
tized modern states, toward a quite different conception of what
fully reasoned communication would be.ts

No doubr the essay 1s too vague about the social conditions for
fully “public” reasoming Kant does hittle more than gesture to two
“1deal types” of thinking and acting, in which reason 1s respectively
fully and defecuvely embodied. However, the essay illuminates
Kant’s reasons for viewing autonomy, that is, the principle of not
submitting to groundless authoritzes, as the core of reason, hence of
enbghtenment. Autonomy, as Kant understands 1t, is not mere self-
assertion or mdependence, but rather thinking or acting on princt-
ples that defer to no ungrounded “authonty,” hence on principles all
can follow. For Kant, autonomy 1s living by the principles of reason;
and reason 1s nothing but the principle that mforms practices of
autonomy 1n thinking and doing. He does not reject the view that
the Enhghtenment 1s the movement of reason. Rather he recasts and
deepens this conventional view by showing that reason, correctly
understood, 1s the pnnciple of thinking and 