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;. “The wntings of the illustrious sage of Koemgsberg, the founder
of the Critical Philosophy, more than any other work, at once m-
wvigorated and discipltned my understanding. The origimnality, the
depth, and the compression of the thoughts, the novelty and subtlety,
yet solidarity and importance of the distinctions; the adamantine
chain of the logic, and, I will venture to add (paradox as 1t will appear
to those who have taken their notion of Immanuel Kant from
Reviewers and Frenchmen), the clearness and ewvidence of the
Critiqgue of Pure Reason . . . took possession of me with a giant's
hand.’—COLERIDGE. |






PREFACE

IT is a scandal to philosophical scholarship, and not least
to German philosophical scholarship, that, more than a hundred
and fifty years after the publication of the Krittk of Pure
Reason, we still lack a commentary comparable with such
works as that of Pacius on the Organon of Anstotle or even
that of Adam on the Republic of Plato Of all the authors who
write about Kant’s greatest work there 1s none who condescends
to explain 1t sentence by sentence: Hans Vaihinger, wh¢ alone
set out to do so, attempted to write a commentary, not only
upon the Krik, but upon all its previous commentators;
and, as was but natural, he gave up this impossible task
when he had proceeded but a little way In the absence of
a detailed commentary we have an inevitable welter of con-
flicting opinions about Kant’s doctrines More serious still, the
unfortunate student and even, if I may judge from my own
experience, many teachers of philosophy have the vaguest
idea as to the meaming of Kant’s words There are sentences
m which the reader 1s unable to decide to which of several
nouns the relative and demonstrative pronouns refer, or
which of two nouns is to be regarded as subject and which
as object. In vain do we look for a reliable guide even in
these elementary matters; and the plamn fact 1s that most
students find many passages, and too often crucial passages,
to which they can attach no meaning at all It i1s not surprising
that they accept the opinions of others at second-hand without
being able either to confirm or to criticise them.

It is not my aim to write a commentary of the type required:
this is a task which should be reserved to a German writing
for Germans Nevertheless where the language 1s most difficult,
and especially 1n such passages as the Transcendental Deduc-
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tion and the argument of the Analogies, I have attempted
to analyse Kant’s thought almost sentence by sentence; and
everywhere I have sought to give chapter and verse for my
interpretations, so that the reader may be able to make an
independent estimate of their truth.

A method of this kind 1s not without its disadvantages,
If difficulties are dealt with in detail, the explanation 1s bound
itself to be difficult; yet 1t must be remembered that a commen-
tary on the Kritik, by the very nature of its subject matter,
cannot be light reading; and its usefulness must depend on
the extent to which 1t explains real difficulties, or at the very
least explains where the real difficulties lie. Agam, if this
method is followed, Kant’s many expositions of the Trans-
cendental Deduction must 1mpose a good deal of repetition
on the commentator; but there is no way of understanding
the argument except by studying its details; and any reader
who believes he has mastered the details can confine his atten-
tion to Chapters XXX and XXXI, where I set out my general
interpretation and criticisms. The chief disadvantage 1s not,
I think, either the inevitable concentration on difficulties or
the occasional repetitions, but the real danger that in the
mass of minor problems the reader may fail to see the main
lines of the argument. I can only say that I beheve Kant’s
doctrine to be a whole, and humanly speaking a consistent
whole; and I have sought throughout to interpret the details
as elements 1 such a whole. I might have attempted merely
to expound my own view of his central doctrine; but unsup-
ported by details 1t could not be expected to carry conviction,
and in any case my primary aim is not to advocate a particular
theory, but rather to place the student in such a position
that he can set aside the theories of others and read Kant
mtelligently for himself

Every commentator must see his author from his own
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pomt of view and subject to his own limitations, but his
business, as I understand 1it, 1s to explain what the author
has said, and not what he ought to have said. I am aware
that two of the most interesting interpreters of Kant in
this country—Edward Caird and Professor Prichard—have
adopted a different policy; yet I cannot help thinking that
they would have served us even better, 1f each of them had
written two books, one to expound his own philosophy and
another to expound the philosophy of Kant. The commentator
must indeed tell us honestly when he finds an argument to
be unintelhigible or fallacious; but beyond that he need not
go. Criticism, in short, should be subsidiary to exegesis.

If the critic finds the whole argument to be unintelligible
or fallacious, only very special circumstances can justify him
in writing a commentary at all. On the other hand, if he
professes to find intelligible an argument which he mamfestly
does not understand, he can have no justification in any
circumstances. Nevertheless he can be expected to exhibit
the intelligibility of his author only within certain limits:
he cannot be asked to meet all possible criticisms or to expound
his author 1n the terms of current philosophical controversy.
For my own part I believe Kant’s argument to be intelligible,
though I do not profess to understand all its ramufications.
I have sought to expound his doctrine 1n his own terminology,
simnce I am convinced it is only by becoming familiar with
his terms that we can follow his argument. I am content if
I can enable the reader to see the plausibility of the Critical
doctrie, and so help him to assess its truth and to estimate
the value of the criticisms to which 1t has been subjected. It
is from no disrespect to such writers as Professor Prichard
that I have not attempted to discuss the ultimate questions
which they have raised in regard to the theory of knowledge.
1 am far from claiming that Kant’s doctrine 1s the final truth
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in these difficult matters, but I am sure 1t contains far more
truth than 1s commonly believed, and I suspect that 1t contains
more truth than many modern philosophies. Unless I con-
sidered Kant’s doctrine to be of permanent importance, I
should feel that I was wasting my time in writing about 1t
at such length. A book of the type I have now wrtten, if
I could have read it when first I began the study of Kant,
would have saved me from endless misunderstanding and
much unnecessary labour; and I hope that I may have done
something to make further progress more easy for my
successors. Although I have confined myself to the first half
of the Kritik, I hold, as Kant did, that this 1s intelligible 1n
itself. When 1t 1s thoroughly mastered, the rest of the argument
should offer no insuperable difficulty.

I will not attempt to acknowledge my obligations to previous
writers on Kant. To do so would be to give a critical summary
of what is called ‘Kanthteratur,’ the value of which 1s by
no means proportionate to 1ts bulk As in duty bound, I have
made myself acquainted, in a greater or less degree, with
all the English works on this subject and with most of the
standard works 1n German It 1s impossible for me to remember
from whom I may have originally derived a particular inter-
pretation, although I have made occasional acknowledgements
in the body of the text If the truth must be told, I feel
compelled to say with H. J. de Vleeschauwer,! one of the best
of modern writers on Kant, that I have found much of this
literature ‘wnutile ou, ce qui est plus giave, trompeuse.” In any
case, as 1s not surprising, I have learned that Kant himself
is incomparably his own best commentator; and I have sought
throughout to rid myself of the theories of others and to

1 Le déduction transcendentale, tome 1, p. 26. It 1s my loss that I'
discovered this work only recently—it was published in 1934—and
that the second volume, which will consider the actual text, 1s not
yet to hand
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see his doctrime, so far as I may, through his own eyes. No
one who understands the difficulty of this undertaking will
expect, at the present stage of Kantian scholarship, to find
a work free from errors, free even from serious errors. But
there is one error I have never committed: I have never
thought that any part of Kant’s philosophy—I know nothing
about his science—could justly be regarded as negligible.

For my translations I alone am responsible; but I have
had before me the version of Professor Kemp Smith, and
I hope that those who read Kant in English will have no
difficulty 1n taking up my references. On very few occastons
I have felt obliged to differ expressly from Mr. Kemp Smith’s
translations. It must not be thought from this that I fail to
appreciate the services he has rendered in this field. He has
given us, for the first time, an English translation which
those who are unfortunately mnocent of German may study
with some hope of being able to follow the argument as Kant
intended it. I am the more glad to acknowledge these services,
because my own interpretation of the Kritik differs toto coelo
from his, and because 1n view of the wide acceptance of his
doctrines I may at times have expressed my disagreement
with undue vehemence.

My references to Kant’s works are, I think, self-explanatory.
The first and second editions of the Kriik are referred to
as A and B, and the original paging 1s given. The references
1n brackets are to the volume and page of the Berlin edition
of Kant’s works Kant’s lectures on Metaphysics (edited by
Schmudt) I refer to as Metaphysik.

Perhaps I should offer an apology for using such a phrase
as ‘Kritik of Pure Reason.’ Having always disliked the word
‘Critique’ (whose French associations seem so alien to Kant),
I yet lacked courage to revive the old English form ‘Critick’
and fell hack upon a hybrid usage, the enormity of which I
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did not grasp until too late. For this I can make no
defence.

It only remains to offer thanks for the various forms of
help that I have received.

My thanks are due especially to the Court of the University
of Glasgow for the six months’ leave granted me in 1932
1n order to prosecute my work on Kant. During that period
I completed the first draft of my book, and without such
leave I doubt whether I should have been able to do so. My
belief is that an extension of the American system of sabbatical
years to the British universities would do more than anything
else to increase the output of scholarly works in this country.
I am particularly grateful that in this way I have been enabled
to carry on the tradition of Kantian scholarship which is
one of the glories of the Umiversity of Glasgow.

I must express my most grateful thanks to Mr H. Barker
(of the University of Edinburgh), and to Mr D R. Cousin
and Miss M J Levett, my colleagues in the department of
Logic, all of whom read the first draft of my book and offered
criticisms which have saved me from many pitfalls; to
Dr. Heinrich Cassirer for help 1n regard to the German text;
to Professor J. H. Muirhead for reading the final version in
typescript and for making valuable suggestions; to Miss Lilian
Mattingly for typing so much of my not too legible hand-
writing, to my colleagues Mr. George Brown and Mr. D. R.
Cousin for help in the correcting of proofs; to Miss Ursula
Todd-Naylor for compiling the general index; and to Miss

Elizabeth Laughland for checking some of my many refer-
ences and for compilingsthe index of annotated passages.

H. J. PATON

THE UNIVERSITY
GLASGOW v

June 1935
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KANT’S
METAPHYSIC OF EXPERIENCE

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

§ 1. Kant and his Critics

It 1s an 1rony of fate that Immanuel Kant, who declared
the Kritsk of Pure Reason to be intelligible only to those who
understood 1t as a whole should be_beset by commentators_
who maintain that _there is no whole to understand

The contrast between the two contentions is striking. It
seems hardly possible to find a middle way between them.
On the one hand we have the doctrine, widely accepted to-day,
that the Kri#tk 1s 2 mosaic of passages dating from different
times and externally connected with one another, so that in
the words of a distinguished modern commentator Kant
‘flatly contradicts himself 1 almost every chapter’! On the
other hand we have Kant’s indignant repudiation of such
a view. ‘In every writing, above all when it proceeds as a
free discussion, 1t 1s possible to ferret out apparent contra-
dictions, by comparing together isolated pages torn from
their context. Such apparent contradictions cast a prejudicial
light upon 1t 1n the eyes of those who depend upon criticism
at second hand, but they can be easily solved by any one
who has mastered the idea as a whole’.2 Of this Kant was
so convinced that he wrote the Prolegomena only in order
that he might help his readers to master the idea as a whole3
He thought that when he had done so, the difficulty of under-
uytanding him would disappear, and that those who still found
* lum unintelligible would be well advised to employ their

1 Kemp Smuth, Commentary, p xx 2 BXLIV.
3 Prol Vorwort (1V 263)
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talents 1n sciences other than metaphysics, a subject which
after all 1t 1s not necessary that everybody should study.

§ 2. The Patchwork Theory

That the Krizk 1s a mosaic or patchwork 1s supposed to
be obvious throughout, but to be specially obvious in the
Transcendental Deduction as set forth in the first edition.
This Deduction has been analysed imnto a large number of
separate strata both by Professor Adickes and by Professor
Vaihinger. It seems to cause no qualms that parts regarded
as late by the former are asserted by the latter to be early,
and wice versa.

In this matter there are naturally differences of degree.
Adickes, mn his edition of the Kruzk, has propounded the
theory that Kant’s procedure was to insert passages into an
original nucleus. This theory he has worked out in detail
for the whole book. I believe his general view to be unproved,
although not unreasonable, and his account of the details to
be hazardous and even fanciful. Nevertheless although he is
prepared to speak of the Kiuk as a mosaic, it would be a
mistake to attribute to him the patchwork theory 1n 1ts extreme
form. For that we must go to Vaihinger, who has dealt in
full detail only with the Transcendental Deduction.! Vaihinger’s
view of the Deduction has been made familiar to English
readers 1n the Commentary of Professor Kemp Smith;? and
it 1s this view which I have in mind when I speak of the
patchwork theory, although some of my criticisms apply to
the view of Adickes also.

I have dealt with Vathinger’s theory more fully elsewhere?
and can here express only a dogmatic and summary opion,

In his argument Vaihinger ignores two fundamental facts,

1 Die Transcendeniale Deduktion der Kategorien (Niemeyer, Halle,
1go2),

9” 1)’rofessor Kemp Smuth generally follows the divisions of Adickes
elsewhere, and 1t 1s difficult to reconcile this attitude with his com- *
plete abandonment of Adickes in favour of Vaihinger, when he deals

with the Transcendental Deduction.
3 Proceedings of the Anistotelian Society, Vol XXX, vu (1930)
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both clearly stated by Kant, (1) that the Deduction has two
sides, an objective and a subjective, and (2) that it contains
two expositions, a provisional and a systematic. He then
chooses one test, and one only,* which 1s, roughly, the account
given of imagination; and by means of this test he goes over
the Deduction as with a comb. Since imagination 1s to be found
only on the subjective side of the Deduction, one expects
first of all that this method will divide up the Deduction
mto a subjective and an objective deduction. This 1s what
actually happens. One expects also to find two objective
deductions (a provisional and a systematic), and two subjective
deductions (a provisional and a systematic)—four in all We
do get a provisional and a systematic subjective deduction;
but owing to the fact that in the systematic exposition the
subjective and objective sides are closely combined, the whole
of the systematic exposition 1s regarded by Vaihinger as one
stratum. In the provisional exposition, on the other hand,
pounts which should be conjoined are dealt with 1n separation
(a fact to which Kant himself draws attention), and this
enables Vathinger to extract from 1t two objective deductions,
so that our expectations are not wholly disappointed. Having
decided that the subjective deduction 1s late and the objective
deduction early, he concludes that the provisional subjective
deduction 1s very late, and one of the provisional objective
deductions very early. Thus he gets four strata, and the
ingenuousness of his method is concealed from himself and
his readers by the fact that he can, not unnaturally, find
elsewhere preparatory passages which will fit 1n with this
classification. With amazing self-confidence he proceeds to
divide up these main strata into substrata, which he affects
to put in a temporal order regarded as at least probable.
Finally he examines, on the same principles, some of Kant’s
loose jottings (at that time almost entirely undated), and
. succeeds, as is only to be expected, in discovering passages

1 ‘das emazge und entscheidende Unterscheidungsprinzip.’ This
admussion itself seems to me enough to put the whole theory out of
court
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which he can fit into his four strata This he regards as a
confirmation of his argument

To my mind the whole discussion is a monument of wasted
ingenuity, rendered the more pathetic by the learning and
clarity of the exposition

4

*§ 3. Extreme and Moderate Views

No one need deny that Kant’s mind, like that of other
philosophers, worked on different levels; that he thought out
some problems more fully than others, and that he was
\icapable of solving one problem without at first realising all
ts 1mplications 1n relation to other problems. Nor need one
deny that the notes which he had by him as he brought the
Kritik mmto 1ts final form were on different levels of reflexion,
and may have influenced the Kiuik as we have 1t to-day
I think myself that the inequalities 1n Kant’s thought have
been grotesquely exaggerated, and I see no reason to suppose
that he ever made use of any notes without that re-writing
which 1s mentioned 1n the account of his method given by
Borowski ! I do not wish, however, to argue either of these
points, and I recogmse that here there may well be differences
of opimon. “What I wish to protest against 1s the doctrine
that Kant took 1solated and contradictory notes, dating from
different pertods, and joined them together in a purely external
manner., If there are any who think that this description
exaggerates the doctrine of Vathinger, I can only ask them to
re-read what he has written in his monograph on the Trans-
cendental Deduction.?

I venture to hold both that the general theory of Vaihinger
is mcredible and that 1ts detailed application 1s demonstrably
false. The finding of contradictions in Kant had become
with him almost an obsession ® This 1s seen to some extent
even in his Commentary, which derives its immense value

1 (IV s79) ? See especially pp. 2 (= 24) and 24 (= 46) _
3 Compare Adickes, Kant und die Als-ob-Philosophie, p 62
‘“Vaihunger practises the cult of contradiction 1n a way which works

to death a principle in itself justifiable He creates contradictions
without reason ’
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from his erudition and power of analysis rather than from
his capacity to enter into another man’s mind! When he
passes to the more subtle task of literary criticism, to the
consideration of Kant’s method of composition, his weakness
shows 1tself in the crudest possible form

Tt is not my expernence of the human mind that inconsis- |
tencies of thought and expression are always, or even generally,
due to differences in the date of writing Nevertheless this
1s a possible explanation and 1t may be held in a reasonable
form, especially when we are considering a work of great
length like the Krutsk. What so many people fail to realise
1s the immense gap between holding such a general theory
and attempting to determine on this basis the order in which
the work was composed. Where the general theory 1s pro-
pounded 1n a more or less reasonable way, as 1t 1s by Adickes,
there 1s plenty of room for extravagance in the working out
of the details. Even Vaihinger 1s able to recognise that Adickes’
account of the Transcendental Deduction 1s ‘highly artificial’,
‘like a system of cycles and epicycles’; and I am content to
repeat his criticism 2 It 1s sufficient to say that Adickes dis-
tinguishes seven different deductions, 1n almost every one
of which he finds interpolations from the others, and these
mterpolations have themselves further interpolations as well
as ‘harmonising passages’ intended to give an appearance of
unity to the whole. In detail, as well as 1n principle, Adickes’
account seems to me less unreasonable than that of Vaihinger,
but I can only stand amazed at his audacity in the application
of a method which depends entirely on internal evidence
and is by its very nature dubious and uncertamn.

It must be remembered that the burden of proof lies not
upon those who treat the Krizk as the umitary work which
1t professes to be, but upon those who claim to distinguish
the different strata of which 1t 1s composed. If I attempted

1 Adickes takes the same view (op. cit, p. 57), and even applies
to Vaithinger the lines
‘Denn hat er die Teile in semer Hand,
Fehlt, leider ! nur das geistige Band’.
¢ See Die Transcendentale Deduktion, p 4 (= 26)
VOL I ¥
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to refute m detail the complicated and conflicting theories
of Vaihinger and Adickes, I should only distract attention
from the doctrines of Kant, which 1t 1s my purpose to expound.
It will be a sufficient refutation of the patchwork theory in
its extreme form, if it can be shown that the Kritik, and
especially the Transcendental Deduction, 1s an argument—
not necessarily a valid argument, and certanly not a clear
argument, but one which might be set forth by an able thinker
breaking new and difficult ground That, to the best of my
ability, 1s what I hope to do.

§ 4. Consequences of the Patchwork Theory

This question cannot be regarded as a biographical problem
of no importance, since it has serious consequences both for
teaching and for exposition

The youthful mind 1s too intelligent to suppose that a
work composed in this casual way 1s worth the immense
labour which 1s necessary to understand it; and it will not
be deceived for long by the encomia pronounced on the
advantages of combining so many contradictory doctrines
within the compass of a single work If the patchwork theory
15 true, the study of the Kiutik ought to be removed from the
philosophical curricula of the universities.

For exposition the consequences seem to me even more
serous. It 1s not merely that the theory, so far from shedding
light on the obscurities of Kant, shrouds them in impenetrable
gloom To my mund it makes further criticism impossible.

The essence of criticism, and the only way in which we
can penetrate more deeply into the mind of an author, 1s
to check our interpretation of one passage in the light of
another, until gradually the whole becomes clear.! If our
interpretation is contradicted by other passages, we are
compelled to reconsider 1t, and so we may come nearer the
truth. On the patchwork theory there is no such compulsion,

1 Adickes (Kant und die Als-ob-Philosophie, pp. 10ff) has some
wise words on this subject
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and the way 1s open for purely subjective impressions ! Indeed
if an interpretation is contradicted by what Kant says else-
where, the commentator merely notes a further confirmation
of the patchwork theory; and the number of contradictions
which he can find 1s limited only by his capacity for mus-
understanding Kant.

Another unfortunate, but inevitable, consequence of the
theory is the atmosphere of condescension with which the
name of Kant is now surrounded. This 1s most conspicuous,
not 1n Kant’s professed opponents, but 1n those who claim
to set forth the meaning and worth of the Critical Philosophy.
Well might Kant apply to himself the expression he puts
into the mouth of Letbniz. ‘I can defend myself against my
enemies, but God save me from my friends.”

§ 5. Kant’s Own View of the Kritik

The patchwork theory 1s an attempt—although, in my
opinion, a mustaken attempt—to solve a real problem, the
problem of the Kritik’s difficulty and obscurity. This has
been a continuous subject of complamnt from the time of
publication until now.

On this matter the opinion of Kant himself 1s at least worthy
of being examined. He fears that his attempt to solve the
problem of Hume will meet with the same fate which—m
spite of the subtlety and attractiveness of Hume's style—
greeted the original statement of it. Tt will be wrongly criticised,
because it is musunderstood; and it will be misunderstood
because, though people may be prepared to read the pages
through, they will not take the trouble to think the thought
through And the reason why they will not take this trouble

1 Kemp Smuth, for example, habitually distinguishes what he calls
‘the true Critical teachung’ from the doctrines propounded by Kant.
Even the fact that the doctrine of pure intuition 1s consistently held

«by Kant and regarded by hum ‘as an integral part of his system does
not, of course, suffice to render 1t genwnely Critical’ (see Commen-
tary, p 4o0—the 1talics are mune)

2 Streutschrift, 2 Abschn (VIII 247)
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in the case of the Kiitik 1s that the work 1s dry, obscure,
diffuse, and contrary to all accepted 1deas. =
For its dryness Kant does not think he need apologise,
at any rate to philosophers He does not claim to possess
the stylistic gifts of a Hume or a Mendelssohn, but he believes
that he could have made the Kritsk a more popular work
had he been willing to sacrifice thoroughness to popularity.”
“The necessity for thofoughness 1s imposed upon him—be 1t
noted—by the necessarily organic character of a Kritik of
Pure Reason, such that every part depends upon the adequate
treatment of every other part.?The difficulties which many
found even in the Piolegomena made him less confident of
his capacity for lucid exposition,? but there 1s no doubt that
the dryness of his style was a matter of deliberate choice,
as he explains in the first edition ¥He preferred the scholastic
to the popular style, because 1f he had enriched his argument
with 1llustrations and examples, its length—and 1t 1s long
enough 1n any case—would have made 1t difficult for the
reader to grasp the argument as a wholeg His choice 1s made
1n the interests of science,? and 1t 1s of fundamental importance
that he should not seem to persuade the reader by rhetoric
instead of convincing him by argument.® This 1s a subject
upon which he has long reflected, and he 1s certamnly not
mventing excuses to explain an unexpected failure.$
®The diffuseness? of the work he seems to regard partly
as a weakness of his own, but mainly as imposed upon him
by the nature of his subject, by the necessity of entering into
many details 1f the exposition 1s to be an organic whole, So
far as 1t belongs to the nature of the subject, he regards it
as an actual advantage to his argument, although a disadvantage

1 Prol Vorw (IV 261) 2 BXLIII.

* AXVIIff Schopenhauer, a good judge, called 1t a ‘gl@nzende
Trockenhet’

¢ Prol Vorw (IV 262) § Nachlass 5031 (XVIII 67)

8 Compare letter to Herz (X 230) and Log Ewl VIII (IX 62)

? The word ‘Wertlaufigkeit’ secms to imply primarily extensive-

ness and intricacy; the suggestion of verbosity 1s secondary, and may
not be imphed by Kant at zll. Compare A g8
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to his book He admits, however, that 1t is a source of obscurity,
since the reader finds 1t difficult to grasp the main ponts m
the argument, and so to get a comprehensive 1dea of the whole.

On this matter Kant 1s precisely right, and the difficulty
is at least partly due, as he suggests, to his method of exposition.
Especially to the beginner, the Kritsk appears as an endless
string of equally (difficult, and for all he knows equally
important, sentences; so that the main turning points of the
argument, and the crucial sentences which demapd spegial
scrutiny, are lost to him. With more attention to the method
of exposition this could have been avoided3

To more fundamental complamts of obscurity Kant 1s not
sympathetic. He even says, somewhat unkindly, that com-
plaints of obscurity are often merely a covering for the laziness
or incompetence of the critic, and he hopes that his obscurity
may help to prevent the ignorant from talking confidently
about problems in metaphysics, as they would never dare
to do in other sciences.* He 1s prepared to admut, however,
that the many misunderstandings into which even acute
thinkers have fallen are ‘not perhaps without his fault’;? yet
the deficiencies which he admits belong only to the method
of exposition, and not at all to the system or the arguments
he has expounded.

“To what does Kant ascribe these defects of exposition? To
the fact that although the Kriik was the product of twelve
years’ reflexton, 1t was composed®—I use the word 1n a neutral
sense—hurriedly in four or five months, with the greatest
attention to the content, but with little care for the method
of exposition.”} The statement that it was composed in four
or five months does not necessarily imply that 1t was entirely
re-written, although a parallel statement® that 1t ‘was brought
to paper in its present form mn only a short time’ distinctly

1 Prol. Vorw. (IV 264). 2 B XXXVII. ? ‘zustande gebracht.’

4 Letter to Mendelssohn (X 323) Compare letter to Garve (X 316)
and letter to Biester (X 255) These are all cited 1n (IV 585), and two
of the passages are translated by Kemp Smuth, Commentary, p. xix.

5 (X 255).
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suggests re-wrniting, and tends to confirm Borowski’s account
of Kant’s usual procedure It would, however, be more than
surprising if ‘the greatest attention to the content’ had not
disclosed to Kant the glaring contradictions alleged by
Vaihinger.1
¥ What was the reason for Kant’s haste and for his neglect
of considerations of style? A very good one, which he repeats
again and again.? He was beginning to grow old, and he had
all the rest of the Critical Philosophy still to expound. With |
amazing industry he poured out in the next few years an
immmense mass of Critical writings, but even so his system
was not completed, and his last great work, now known as
the Opus Postumum, had to be left unfinished.

Kant’s excuse is more than adequate. If he had attempted
to write as some people would have liked him to write, the
Critical Philosophy would never have been published at all.

§ 6. The Novelty of Kant's Doctrine

“Kant 1s willing to admit that some of the alleged difficulty
and obscurity of his writing 1s due to defects of exposition,
but he believes that 1t 1s mainly due to the novelty of his theories,
to the fact that they contradict accepted ideas &?This 1s the
pomnt in which he compares hus own experience to that of
Hume, whose critics, he believes, consistently failed to under-
stand what he was trymg to say.*

Kant has no use for those philosophers whose only philosophy
1s the hustory of philosophy, and who are therefore opposed
to all new ideas, although they maimntain that these new ideas
have all been expressed before 3 Such philosophers ought by
now to be on Kant’s side, and perhaps to a certain extent

1 Note also that in a letter to Herz of the same period (X 252)
Kant says that the Krit:k 1s the first of hus works 1n which there was
nothing that he wanted to alter (apart from a few additions and
explanations) Yet his earhier works have not so far been exhibited
as a mass of contradicttons For a description of Kant’s method of
scrutiny, see another letter to Herz (X 127)

2 Compare B XLIII. 3 Prol Vorw (IV 261-=2).
4 Ibid. (IV 258). § Ibid. (IV 255).
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they are. But this advantage, if it be an advantage, is more
than counterbalanced by the fact that so much of Kant’s
terminology, which at the time had an accepted and precise
meaning, has been forgotten Even a shght acquaintance
with the writings of Baumgarten and G. F. Meier, and
especially with Kant’s own lectures on Logic and on Anthro-
pology, is a great help for the study of the Krisk; and in 1ts
absence many points seem obscure and pedantic which at
the time must have been regarded as obvious.

('In the main Kant’s views are still as paradoxical, and as
contrary to accepted ideas, as they were when they were
written, It 1s still possible to approach Kant’s works with
prejudices—whether well- or 11l-grounded makes little difference
—and to suppose that one can criticise his arguments on the
basis of a knowledge which one believes oneself to possess,
although 1t 1s precisely this knowledge which Kant wishes
to call in question. If we do so, he maintains, we shall make
no progress. &Ve shall see 1n the Kritzk only what we already
know, because the words 1n which 1t 1s expressed are similar
to those we commonly use; but everything in it will seem
utterly distorted and nonsensical, 1t will appear to be written
in a sort of double Dutch. And the reason for this will be
that we are reading our own thoughts into it, and not following
the thought of the author ?

I believe that mn this we are getting nearer to the{"deeper
reasons for the seeming obscurnty of Kant. Not indeed that
we can ascribe that obscurity, by a sort of Copernican revolu-
tion, entirely, or even mainly, to the prejudices of his critics
and their unwillingness, or incapacity, to attain an inside
view of his philosophy. The main explanation lies in the fact
that the Kritsk is opening up a world of altogether new ideas;
that Kant is undertaking the most difficult task ever under-
taken on behalf of metaphysics;? and that the human mind
does not, 1n an enterprise of this kind, detect at first the
shortest path towards its goal.® Kant has had a new vision

1 Prol. Vorw (IV 262) 2 Ibid (IV 260).
3 M A.d.N Vorrede (IV 476 n ).
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of reality, and in such a vision there must always be difficulty
for those to whom it is imparted, and an element of struggle
and effort even for the seer himself

§7 Novwelty and Obscurity

Philosophy is a study to which many different types of
mind contribute, and all of these may have their own value
The gift of clarity—a great gift—may belong to many of these
types of mund; but I do not think 1t will be maintained that
the clearest minds are always the most profound or the most
far-seeing Clarity may be found even in those thinkers,
despised by Kant, whose philosophy 1s the history of philosophy.
It is to be found still more often in what may be called
analysts,® acute expositors, and often destructive critics, of
the works of other men In more positive and original thinkers
it 1s to be found in those whose work 1s confined within a
narrow sphere, or in those who, accepting certain premises,
work out their consequences, as Berkeley and Hume worked
out the consequences of the premises laid down by Locke.
,(Perhaps 1t 1s to be found at 1ts best 1n those creative thinkers
who adopt a semi1-mathematical method and, having laid down
a number of self-evident principles, attempt to build upon
them the fabric of truth, laying, as 1t were, one brick upon
another, after the most scrupulous attention both to the thought
and to its expression. Such methods, however, from their
very nature are incapable of covering adequately the whole
field of human thought; and I doubt whether this kind of
clarity 1s to be found in the philosophers who advance, or
revolutionise, thinking in every department of philosophy

We have among us all these types of mind at the present
time. There 15, I think, a general insistence upon the need
for clarity, and a reaction against what seem to us to be the
too facile solutions, and too hurriedly comprehensive systems,

1 Compare B XLIV, where Kant speaks of obscurities in the Krit:%,
which at the beginning are hardly to be avoided This may, however,
refer only to readers, and especially to readers who have not yet
been able to study the whole system of the Critical Philosophy

2 This 1s how Kant describes Baumgarten (B 35 n )
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of the past generation Yet while we have many clear writers,
the thinkers who make the most serious attempts to gather
together the different strands of human knowledge, and to
work out their consequences in all branches of philosophy,
are precisely the thinkers who are most commonly charged
with obscurity. Professor Whitehead, for example, finds 1t
necessary to invent a new vocabulary for the expression of
his thought; and he 1s rebuked by his former followers for
falling into contradictions and for giving up the clear distinc-
tions which he found sufficient at an earlier stage of his
reflexions. Professor Alexander 1s content in the main to
use the accepted vocabulary of phylosophy, but even his
charming and persuasive style does not prevent his doctrine
from seeming, to many of us, both difficult and obscure

This phenomenon—which 1s to be found equally 1n music
and in art—ought not to surprise us, when we find 1t in
philosophy. When a man explores unknown countries, we
do not blame him on his return because his maps are inferior
to the ordnance survey of England We have to remember
that whatever "Kant is doing he is certainly exploring new
paths. We must expect that the account of his explorations
will be strange to untravelled minds, and even that it may
contamn gaps and deficiencies which a longer residence in
those parts might remedy It 1s unreasonable to demand that
a new philosophy should come before us, armed at all points,
like a mathematical treatise’®

§ 8. The Reasons for Kant's Obscurity

The obscurity to be found mn Kant has been greatly
exaggerated. As a writer he 1s very much clearer than most
of his critics; and many of the alleged contradictions exist
only 1n their imagmnation, and are due to misunderstandings
for which Kant 1s not to be held responsible 2 What obscurity

1 BXLIV Cassirer, Kant's Leben und Lehre, Chapter 111 (Berkn
“1923), has an admurable discussion of the whole subject

2 It 1s astomshing, for example, how his clear statement about the

Copernican revolution has been misunderstood See BXVI, BXXIIn ,
Kemp Smuth, Commentary, pp. 22 ff , and compare Chapter I1I § 1.
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there 1s, 1s to be found chiefly in the passages—such as the
Transcendental Deduction and the Analogies—where Kant
1s breaking with tradition and trying to establish his revolu-
tionary views. We need no far-fetched explanation of thus.
Kant’s obscurity where genuine, 1s sufficiently explained by
two facts, firstly that the Krifzk was composed mn a hurry,
and secondly that the problems investigated were as difficult
as they were novel

§9. Kant’s Use of Language

The more serious source of obscurity, the novelty and
difficulty of his theme, I need not discuss further; but some-
thing must be said about the effects of haste upon his use
of language.

We know that Kant took little trouble 1n regard to proof-
reading, and apparently he did not even see some of the proofs
of the first edition # Corrections noted by him in the first
edition he fails to insert in the second edition When he does
make corrections in the text of the second edition, he fails
to carry them out consistently 3 If one remembers the difficulty
of the subject, one must believe that some obscurities are
probably due to the printer. Others may be due to the fact
that Kant made changes in his manuscript and failed to
see to 1t that the necessary readjustments were completed.

A more fruitful source of obscurity is carelessness in the
use of language. The Kritsk proceeds as a free discourse,® a
dialogue of the soul with 1tself, and 1f we expect that the same
word 1s always to be used 1n precisely the same sense, we shall
certamly be disappointed

Thus, for example, the word ‘object’ 1s used by Kant in
at least four senses It 1s used for the thing as 1t 1s in itself,

1 It 1s possible that some of Kant’s obscurity 1s due to the fact
that he 1s in error, but that hypothesis must be the conclusion of
an argument—not a principle of exegesis ¢ A XXI-XXIIL

3 See, for example, B25 = A 11-12, B29-30 = A 15-16

4 BXLIV. It may be obscrved that in hurried wrnting of this

type we expect to find repetitions—the great stumbling-block to
some of the commentators
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and for the thing as 1t appears to us, or, ;n more technical
language, 1t is used for the thing-in-itself and for the phe-
nomenal object.! Furthermore the phenomenal object 1s
itself composed of a matter given to sense and a form 1mposed
by thought; and each of these is called by Kant the object,
the former the indeterminate object, or the object as appearance,
the latter the object 1n general. Hence he is capable of saying
that the object 1s not known, and that the object must be
known; and again that the object is given to us apart from
thought, and that there 1s no object apart from thought.

To a microscopic critic guded only by the letter of the
text these contradictions are insoluble. Yet 1t 1s obvious that
such verbal contradictions may take place without any confusion
in the mind of the writer. He expects us to judge from the
context which particular sense of ‘object’ 1s meant, even
although at times 1t may not be possible for us to do so with
certainty.

I do not defend these carelessnesses of expression, nor do
I maintain that the contradictions are always merely verbal;
but I do assert that, with the exercise of a little intelligence
and good will, many of the alleged contradictions will disappear.

There 1s another point which must always be remembered.
Kant held that m philosophy definitions should come at the
end, rather than at the begining.? Some philosophers deny
this, but even they ought to recognise that Kant has chosen
to express his thought in a way different from theirs He is
not stating the results of his thought, or building up a system
upon certain definitions. He 1s rather thinking aloud, and
asking us to share 1n the conversation. To change the metaphor
—we must do our best to follow him up the steep and thorny
way of the Krit:k?® and then comsider whether we can see
the wide prospect which he claims to see. If we wnsist on each
step being justified before we take the next, we shall never
see anything.

1 See B XVIII-XIX n, where Kantargues that these are the same

object considered from different points of view.
2 Ay31 = B7s9 3 B XLIII
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§ 10. Some Reseivations

The general position for which I stand 1s that such
obscurities and contradictions as there are in the Kritik can
be explamed without any reference to the patchwork theory.
I do so, however, subject to certain reservations.

In the first place I am speaking only of the Aesthetic and
Analytic, though I have no reason to believe that I should
take a different view of the Dialectic.

In the second place, quite apart from the patchwork theory,
there is a wide consensus of opinion that the Aesthetic was
written at an earlier period than the Analytic, or at any rate
expresses an earlier level of thought inconsistent with that
of the Analytic.

Such a hypothesis seems to me a tenable hypothesis, and
m face of the immense authority behind 1t, I hesitate to reject
it Kant certainly speaks, throughout the Aesthetic, as 1t the
object could be given to sense by itself, and he says nothing
of the activity of thought which, in the Analytic, he insists
1s necessary for knowledge of an object in the full sense. The
reason for this may conceivably be that he 1s too shortsighted,
to see what 1s coming, or that he used an earher doctrine!
without realising 1ts full mconsistency with the central doctrine
of the Kritsk. 1 cannot, however, conceal my own belief,
unpopular at the moment though it be, that this seeming
inconsistency in Kant 1s due to the fact that he is too long-
sighted, and expects his readers to be longsighted also. At
the very outset he says that in the Aesthetic he proposes to
1solate sensibility, and to take away from it everything that
the understanding thinks 2 And what he says he will do,
that he does, There 1s hardly a breath of the work of under-
standing 1n the Aesthetic; and Kant, I believe, expects his
readers to remember, through a long and complicated argu-
ment, that everything 1s 1n a sense provisional and 1s to be

* The doctrine of the Dissertation One point against this view 1s

that there are marked differences between the Aesthetic and the
Dussertation

% A22 = B 36. Compare A 62 = B87 and A jo5 = B 362
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reinterpreted in the light of what comes later. I think that
a hint or two to that effect would have been a help, and that
he ought not to have reserved its clear statement for a foot-
note to the Analytic 1n the second edition !

There is one other passage which as a whole I am prepared
to consider as possibly written at an earlier date, and as
expressing an earlier level of thought. That passage is what
I have called the provisional exposition of the Transcendental
Deduction.? Its doctrine of imagination 1s undoubtedly inconsis-
tent with the doctrine expressed elsewhere. If it 1s taken as
early, we have an intelligible evolution of Kant’s thought
from a less satisfactory to a more satisfactory view, and 1t
is understandable that Kant should retain the earlier version
as showing the road by which he had travelled. This, however,
I regard as an uncertain hypothesis All we can be said to
know is that Kant considered the passage a suitable preparation
for his systematic exposition.t

An admission of the kind I have made gives us no warrant
for supposing that Kant was capable of overlooking flagrant
contradictions in different expositions of his theory. In this
case he need not be unaware of the contradictions. His aware-
ness of the contradictions may be the reason why he warns
the reader that the whole passage 1s to prepare rather than
to instruct him.

Subject to these reservations, I see no reason to regard
the Krwik as other than a unitary work. In so saying I do
not mean to express any opmion as to the method of its
composition ; for on this subject we have no adequate evidence,
Still less do I mean to deny the presence i it of repetitions,
obscurities, inequalities, and inconsistencies. I mean that the
only hope of understanding the Kritik lies in treating 1t as

1 Bi6o-1n

? A gB-r14. Adickes shows more understanding of this than
“Vathinger

? Vathinger takes the first part of 1t as late I would add that the
researches of de Vleeschauwer (La déduction transcendentale) have
shown conclusively that this part cannot be very early 4 Ag8
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a whole and trying to fit its difterent parts together.! I believe
that this method of treatment 1s not made impossible by
such inconsistencies as are to be found in Kant, and I am
quite sure that beginners mn Kant ought to be gtven some
view, even 1f partly mustaken, of the doctrine as a whole before
being plunged into modern expositions of 1its alleged unending
contradictions.

§ 11 Kant’s Claim

As will be obvious from this discussion, Kant himself
was fully convinced that his Kritzk 1s a unitary work Indeed
for lum it 1s so much a unitary work that to change even
the smallest part of it would give nise to contradictions, not
merely 1n the system, but in human reason 1tself 1> This state-
ment, it must be remembered, he makes after having had the
advantage of hearing what the crtics had to say about it.

1 shall be told, no doubt, that a man 1s not always the best
judge of his own work The commentators are wont to quote
Kant’s own dictum about Plato, that 1t 1s often possible to
understand an author better than he understands himself.3
Whether even Kant really understood Plato better then Plato
understood himself 1s a matter on which there may be two
opwmions, but even if he did, that does not justify us in
supposing that lesser men can understand Kant better than
he did himself. I have no desire to suggest that Kant was a
demi-god incapable of error, but I think that he knew very
well what he was about.

Another thing T shall expect to be told 1s that Kant’s insis-
tence on the unity of his work 1s merely another example of
his devotion to ‘architectonic’, an artificial and external plan
imposed upon his exposition because of a desire to make it
conform to the divisions of Formal Logic. This assertion
seems to me at the best to be only a half-truth I do not deny

* 1 beleve also that Kant 1s in the main right in saying that the
changes made 1n the second edition concern the method of exposition

rather than the substance of the doctrine See B XXXVII T
2 B XXXVIII 3 A 314 = B 370.
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that the Formal Logic on which Kant based so much of his
argument has been superseded, nor do I deny that he ought
to have seen the necessity for reconsidering his presuppositions.
Nevertheless there 1s no part of Kant’s doctrine which has,
m my opmion, been more grossly misunderstood than his
theory of Formal Logic and its relation to Transcendental
Logic. If we can remove some of these musunderstandmngs,
and above all if we can place Kant 1n his historical setting,
I believe that much which has been ascribed to an irrational
pedantry and a muddleheaded love of architectonic will be
seen 1 a very different light. I believe also that a proper
understanding even of Kant’s errors will enable us to grasp
more clearly the unity of his thought.

§ 12. Kant as a Thinker

There 1s much in Kant, much even 1n the first half of the
Kritik, which 1s still to me personally dark and difficult.
Nevertheless many passages which at one time were obscure
to me have, with further study, become clear; and I think
that I have discovered the meaning of some arguments which
have been widely misunderstood This has encouraged me
to believe that other difficulties are in principle soluble, and
I am convinced that the prevailing view of Kant in this country
fails to do justice to hum The confused and pedantic thinker
portrayed by some commentators seems hardly the sort of
person to set all Germany in a philosophical ferment and
to inrtiate a series of movements whose repercussions 1 other
countries are far from having ceased even at the present tume.
It 1s possible to look upon all these movements as misguided,
and I suppose this 15 what Mr. Bertrand Russell means by
caling Kant ‘a misfortune’ yet to say this 1s not to deny
Kant some elements of greatness; for to be a musfortune m
modern philosophy must require considerable gifts, even if
they are of a non-philosophical kind If we regard Kant—
to put it at 1ts lowest—as the Mrs. Eddy of philosophy, the
nature of his influence would still require to be explained;
and 1ts source is not to be found merely in his moral fervour,
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and still less 1n his gifts of rhetoric I believe myself that if
we can penetrate, even imperfectly, into the argument of
the Kritsk, we shall find something other than a pedantic
old professor, armed with an external architectonic, incompe-
tently tacking together old notes of what he used to think.
We shall find a powerful and penetrating intellect struggling
and twisting relentlessly towards its goal.
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CHAPTER 11

APPEARANCE AND REALITY

§ 1. Primary and Secondary Qualities

According to Kant, the world which we know fills space, and
lasts through time, and is composed of permanent substances
acting upon one another 1n accordance with the law of cause
and effect. This world 1s common to all human beings and is
explored by science- yet it is a world, not of things as they are
in themselves, but only of things as they appear to us; or, 1n
Kant’s language, a world of phenomena or appearances

By this Kant does not mean that things as they appear to us
exist only at the moment when they are percewved, or that
everything is what 1t appears to be at the moment. He distin-
guishes—as we all must—between the time-order of our sensa-
tions and the time-order of objective events: the back and the
front of a house, for example, exist at the same time, although
I can never see them at the same time There 1s an objective
world! which we seek to know, and which must be distinguished
from the subjective series of sensations and thoughts by which
we seck to know it [, m(\( i\ oA

For common sense this ob_]ectwe world 1s composed of
th.lngs-m-themselves, that 1s, of things which are what they
are independently of our sensations and our thoughts, and
indeed independently of the constitution of the human mind.
When we do not fall into error, we know things as they really‘
are, and as they still would be, 1f there were no minds to know
them. A billiard ball is red and hard and smooth and spherical.
All these characteristics 1t possesses 1n itself, and we do not
make them or contribute to them: we merely discover them.

1 This world 1s called ‘objective’, since it 1s an object common to
all men, whereas my sensations or thoughts are ‘subjective’—they
belong to me and to nobody else This distinctton 1s provisional and
requires further analysis There 1s a sense 1 which even my sen-
sations and thoughts form part of the one phenomenal world, and
they can be known, though not directly intutted, by other people
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This common-sense view 1s diflicult to uphold on reflexion;
and it has long been a wide-spread belief among philosophers
and scientists that the bilhard ball possesses in itself only the
primary qualities (size, shape, motion etc) The secondary
qualities, such as colour and sound, are supposed to result
when the sense-organs of lving bodies are affected by the
primary qualities, particularly by motion. On this view the
world of things as they are in themselves 1s characterised only
by the primary qualities ! the secondary qualities are mere
appearance.

This doctrine has been forced upon men’s minds by the
success of the sciences, and especially of physics, during the
last three centuries Kant accepts 1t,2 so far as he holds that
the primary qualities are the same for all men, while secondary
qualities may be different for different men At times he speaks
as if the secondary qualities were purely subjective, and could
in no sense be attributed to objects At other times he recog-
nises that the colour and the scent of the rose can be attributed
to the object m relation to our senses.® He affirms on the other
hand, not only that primary qualities are objective, but even that
physics, from 1ts own point of view, 1s justified 1n treating the
rainbow as a mere appearance and 1n regarding the physical
drops of ran (with thewr primary qualities) as things-mn-
themselves.*

His own Critical doctrine, however, 1s that we must dis-
tinguish, not two things, but three- (1) the secondary qualities,
which depend on our individual sense-organs and on our
position 1n space, (2) the prumaiy qualities, which are objective
and common to all men, but which nevertheless depend on the

~constitution of the human mind, although not on our indivi-

! The primary qualities are not the apparent size, shape, and
motion (which vary with our different sense-organs and our different
positions 1n space), they are determinable by scientific measurement
and are the same for all men Compare Plato’s reference to countmg
and weighing and measunng’ 1n Republic, 6ozd

® A28-9,B44,A29-30 =B 45,A 36 = B53,A 456 = B 623,
B 69—70, Prol § 13 Anmerk 11 (IV 280¢)

3 B 6g—o 1 A45-6 = B 623
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dual sense-organs or our position 1n space, (3) the thing-in-iiself,
which is what 1t 1s independently of the human mind, but
which, for reasons to be considered later, cannot be known
by us.

On this view secondary and primary qualities, taken together,
are opposed to things-in-themselves as (aﬁhearmce\to@.
The distinction between secondary and primary qualities is a
distinction  within appearance, not a distinction between
appearance and reality. The secondary qualities are (relatively)
private and subjective, the primary qualities are common and
objective, appearances; but they are neither of them realities
independent of the mind which knows them. Nevertheless the
primary qualities do not, like the secondary, exist merely
when they are perceived. they are permanent characteristics
of the objects of experience !

§2 Relation of Appearances to Reahty

What 1s the relation between things-in-themselves and
appearances? Kant never questions the reality of things-in-
themselves, and never doubts that appearances are appearances
of things-in-themselves 2 The appearance 1s the thing as it
appears to us, or as 1t 1s 1n relation to us, though it is not the
thing as it is i itself. That 1s to say, things as they are in
themselves are the very same things that appear to us, although
they appear to us, and because of our powers of knowing must
appear to us, as different from what they are in themselves.
Strictly speaking, there are not two things, but only one thing
considered 1n two different ways: the thing as it is m itself
and as 1t appears to us.?

! The whole doctrine of substance 1s meaningless unless this 1s
true For Kant the actual or existent 1s not what 1s immediately
present to sensation, but what 1s connected with sensation in accor-
dance with the Analogies See A 225-6 = B272-3 and compare
Chapter XLIX § 1

2 Compare Prol § 13 Anmerk 1II (IV 293) I believe with Adickes
that the section on Phenomena and Noumena implies no quahfication
of this assertion, though 1t has often been supposed to do so See

Adickes, Kant und das Ding an sich, pp 95 ff, and compare Chap-
ter LVI. 3 Compare B XVIII-XIX n , B XXVI, and B XXVII
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This view seems to be Kant’s primary view, but he also
speaks, less happily, of appearances as being due to the ‘influ-
ence’ of things mn themselves, and he speaks of things-in-
themselves as ‘affecting us’ or ‘affecting our sensibility’, and
so producing appearances or ideas. This usage 1s natural and
difficult to avord, but 1t may be misleading. We must remember
that the relation of an appearance to the reality which appears
is more mtimate than the relation of effect to cause, and 1nvolves
no such temporal succession as 1s mvolved in the causal relation.
It would be truer to say that the thing-in-itself 1s the condition,
than that 1t 1s the cause, of the appearance.?

It 1s not, however, the only condition. The other condition
which determines the character of appearances is the mind
The appearance 1s indeed given to us 1n sensation, which 1s
passive, but this does not mean that the thing-in-itself, or some
part of it, mugrates unchanged into our mind,? it does not
mean—if we prefer to avoid metaphor—that the thing-in-
itself, or some part of 1t, appears to us just as 1t 1s in itself. Our
sensibility is such that things must appear to us as spatial
and temporal, whatever be the character which they possess
in themselves. Space and time are due to our human sensibility,
or in Kant’s language are forms of our sensibility, and not
characteristics of things-in-themselves. Furthermore, if we are
to be aware not merely of a succession of sensa, but of a physical
world of substances 1n interaction, the mind must be active
in thinking, and must contribute to the manifold of sense the
categories—such as substance, or cause and effect—whic,
belong to mind 1n 1ts nature as understanding. The characte
of the human mind (with 1ts human sensibility and under
standing) determines (along with things-in-themselves) our
common objective world. It determines 1n short how things-in-*
themselves must appear to us. For this reason the world we

now 1s a world of appearance, a world of things as they appear,

Even this 1s not so true as to say that the thing-in-itself 1s th=

'y which appears, and that this reality 1s for us unknown and
ur. nowable

2 Prol § g (IV 282).
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and must appear, to human minds, but not a world of these
things as they are in themselves.

The world we know 1s, however, not an appearance to
momentary sense, but an appearance to sense and thought,
or to sense and understanding. Just because the mind is not
mere sense, but 1s active 1n thinking, it is able to transcend
the momentary sensation, and to be aware of a world of per-
manent substances in interaction. But the world of which 1t is
aware—even in scientific knowledge—is a world transformec
by the necessary conditions and limitations of finite human
experience.

§ 3. Mental States

Kant’s primary concern 1s with the physical world studied
by natural science, but he extends his principles also to the
mental world which’ 1s studied by psychology. He supposes
that just as we have an outer sense which enables us to know

3 orjd- of lgodles in space, su"we have an inner sense which
g dgite L5, e world of our own mental states. But
wl:ag_gwgkno‘vf by inner sense, and study in psychology, 15 also
phenomenal: We know our own mund, not as it is in itself, but
only as it appears to us under the special conditions which
determine human knowledge. We know it, for example, as
a succession of mental states in time; but this is due to the fact
that time is the form of our inner sense. Human sensibility
- such that it imposes temporal relations on what 1s given to
ither sense ; and apart from this condition of human sensibility,
i uition might apprehend my inner states without any reference
tc-time or to change.!

The complications to which this view gives rise are obviously
great, and 1t 1s to be remembered—although Kant appears to
waver on this point—that our mental states and physical
wodzes are all part of one phenomenal world, and are all alike
subiect to the laws of cause and effect. It is part of Kant’s

1 A 37 = Bs54 Kant’s own statement 1s not confined to changes
of inner states, but 1t 1s these which he has specially in view,
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theory that within this phenomenal world the impact of light
upon the human eye can be the cause of a sensation of colour !
Yet the ray of light and the human eye and the sensation of
colour are all appearances of unknown things-in-themselves;
and, as we have seen, Kant’s language 1n many places suggests
that things-in-themselves are the causes of these appearances
Thus looks like a double causality simular to the double causality
which Kant finds in human action (such that the will 1n itself
may be free, although the visible actions which constitute its
appearances in the phenomenal world are all determined by
the law of cause and effect) 2 The phenomenal cause of sensa-
tions is to be sought in the movements of physical bodies
which are themselves phenomenal, but the ultimate cause (o,
better, condition) is the thing-in-itself,

v If the self which 1s known in 1nner sense 1s only phenomenal,
what are we to say of the self which knows ? Is the knowing self
a thing-in-1tself, although the known self 1s only an appearance ?
To this question Kant’s ans'ver 1s obscure; but perhaps we
may say, 1n the light of his moral phuusophy, that the self does
.belong to the realm of things-m—themgelves, aﬂcﬁ"g&i ﬁ‘ '
thing-in-itself 1t can never be known by us 3 G TR

On this view the phenomenal world which we know is the
jomt product of the knowing mind and things-in-them-
selves. We can analyse it into different elements which have
a different origin. What Kant calls the manifold of sense is
contributed by things-in-themselves, but the space and time
in which the manifold 1s arranged, and the categories under

which the manifold 1s thought, are the contribution of the
human mind

§ 4. Difficultres

The distinction between a phenomenal world which we know
and a world of things-in-themselves which we do not know
is fundamental to Kant’s metaphysics:~L; enables hum both
\to explain our a prior: knowledge of the phenomenal world,

* Compare A 28 and A 213 == B 260

2 See B XXVII-XXVIII ? Comdare B XXVIII
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and also to justify our belief in God and in human freedom
Unless we adopt this distinction as a provisional hypothesis,
we cannot hope to have other than an external view of his
philosophy. The understanding of Kant has been hampered
,1n this country by the fact that when he began to be studied
here, the 1dealist philosophy of Germany had discarded the
unknown thing-in-itself, Hence the English neo-Kantians were
apt to underestimate or ignore this side of his philosophy, and
to interpret (or musinterpret} Kant in terms of Hegel.
The difficulties of the Kantian hypothesis are indeed obvious.
If we canpot apply our human categories to things-in-them-
selves, how can we speak of things-in-themselves in the plural ?
Is not number for Kant bound up with the category of quantity,
and meaningless apart from space and time? How can we say
that our sensations are due to the influence of things-in-them-
selves? Is not ‘influence’ simply a word for a spectal case of
the category of cause? More generally, can we accept an
admittedly unknown reality as an essential part of any intel-
ligible explanation of the world? Above all, can we believe—if
this is Kant’s doctrine—that the world as we experience 1t 18
due to the interplay of two unknown things-in-themselves, one
of which is a self, while the other 1s perhaps not a self ?* It 1s
difficult to accept one wholly unknown factor. It is almost
mnpossible to accept two. If they are wholly unknown, how
can they be distingwished from one another?2 ~
i Kant holds that we can #hnk things-mn-themselves, although
‘we cannot know them,? and 1n this way he may perhaps hope
|to avoid some of these difficulties. But such a view introduces
new difficulties of its own. According to him 1t 1s possible for
us to think, that 1s to entertain a concept, without being able
4t0 show that there 1s, or even can be, an object corresponding
Yo such a concept. If we are to know an object, and not merely

11 Kant 1s willing to suppose that thus also may be a self, or at
r';pg rate a monad, but he regards such a supposition as mere specu-
on.
2 In A 358 Kant himself suggests the possibility that there may
not be two things, but only one
3 See B XVIII and B XVIII-XIX n , also B XXVI ff
VOL I (o}
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to think it, we must be able to show at least the possibility
of an object corresponding to our thought A thought or
concept 1s possible, that 1s, logically possible, 1f 1t 1s not self-
contradictory. It does not follow from this that its object 1s
possible. The 1eal possibility of the object must be shown 1n
other ways. We may, for example, be able to think or concerve
freedom without any logical contradiction, and yet be unable
to show that freedom itself 1s really possible. In such a case
we are said to think freedom, but not to know it.! We can also
think or concewe a figure bounded by two straight lines, for
this involves no logical contradiction. But we cannot know such
a figure, because 1t 1s incompatible with the nature of space,
which 1s a condition of our experiencing objects.?

The difficulties of such a distinctton do not concern us here,
but only its application to the thing-in-itself. Since the thing-
in-itself 1s ex Aypothes: real, 1t would seem to be ex hypothes:
possible; and if we can think 1t, and think 1t truly, how 1s such
thought to be distinguished from knowledge ?

Kant’s answer 1s that such thought 1s empty. It 1s merely
the thought of an unknown something which 1s neither real
nor possible 1 the same sense as objects of experience are real
or possible.® We can think only by means of human categones,
but these categories (including the category of actuality or
existence) are empty apart from a manifold given to sense
under the forms of space and time: in abstraction from sense
they cannot give us knowledge.

This answer gives rise to fresh difficulties. The categories
on this view cannot, strictly speaking, apply to things-in-them-
selves,? even although we are unable to speak or think of

1 See B XXVIII
2 See A220-1 = B268 Other examples will be found on the
same page and those that follow.
3 For this sense, see the Postulates of Empirical Thought and
compare Chapters XLIX and L
4 Adickes (Kant und das Ding an sich, p 57) maintamns that Kamt
uses the word ‘category’ in two senses, (1) as synthctic functions of
our transcendental unity of apperception, and (2) as the most uni-
_versal qualities, connexions, and relations of things which are created
p!.,'gosned by these functions, and that categories in the second
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things-in-themselves without making use of the categories. Such
use seems to be mythological and devoid of intelligible meaning
What meaning 1t has for us 1s due to the assumption of some
sort of analogy® between things-in-themselves and objects of
experience; and this assumption is illegitimate, if we take it
as a basis for genuine knowledge.? ~

§ 5. Hustorical Background

Kant’s doctrine—like any doctrine which speaks of the
unknown and unknowable—has the appearance of paradox,
or even of self-contradiction, and it 1s the more necessary to
understand the grounds which lead men to hold views of
this type.

The doctrine is partly due to the history of philosophy
during the eighteenth century Of the two schools which were
active at that period, the empirical school believed that the
mind was a tabula rasa, which received passively the impres-
stons of sense, and, this belief, when its implications are thought
out, results 1n the view that mind can never penetrate to a reality
which is the source of these impressions This consequence
was gradually made explicit 1n the writings of Berkeley and
Hume. The rationalistic school, on the other hand, assumed
that pure thinking could grasp the ultimate realities; for
example, that 1t could demonstrate the existence and attributes
of God. Kant himself had been brought up in the rationalistic
view, but had finally come to the conclusion that the pretensions
of pure thought to know such ultimate realities are unwarranted.
He continued nevertheless to believe in these realities, and

sense can be appled to things-mn-themselves This seems to me
mustaken, but he 1s right 1n saying that if they can be so applied, they
must be unschematised categories e g causality as applied to things-
win-themselves involves no idea of temporal succession.

1 Ths 1s expressly stated by Kant n A 696 = B 724 and A 698
= B 426

2 See Chapter LIV for Kant’s rejection of this ‘transcendental
use’ of categories For a defence of ‘cognition by analogy’—as opposed
to ‘theorctical cognition’—see Fortschritte der Metaphysik (Phl.
Bib 46¢, p 107), and compare Kiitik der Urteilskraft § 59 (V 352).
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therefore, when he gave up rationalism, he was forced to the
view that things-in-themselves are unknowable

§ 6. Idealism and Science

The reasons for Kant’s view are, however, deeper than this.
In his thought idealistic and realistic tendencies are at work,
and it 1s the combination of the two which produces the doctrine
of the thing-1n-1tself.

Idealism, whatever be 1ts ultimate value, is more than a mere
confusion of thought or a temporary aberration of the modern
mind. It 1s partly a reaction against science, an attempt to
preserve the reality of human values 1n a mechanical world;
but 1t is also related to the development of modern science
(especially physics) 1n a more positive and 1ntimate way.

The natural tendency of the human mind 1s realistic, and to
common sense our ordinary world of tables and chairs and
houses and trees 1s the real world The world of tables and
chairs 15, however, very different from the world as known
to physics. The development of physics forces on our minds
the contrast between appearance and reality, between the world
as 1t seems to common sense and the world as 1t 1s to the
scientific observer This 1n turn gives rise to further reflexions.
If what 1s obviously real to common sense becomes mere
appearance to the deeper insight of the scientist, may there
not be a still deeper nsight to which the real as known by the
scientist is merely the appearance of a reality beyond ?

The view that the scientist deals only with appearance is the
view which Kant holds; and 1t rests, not on a mere sceptical
fancy or plausible analogy, but on a criticism of science
itself.

Such criticism 1s forced upon us 1n the present century, even
more than 1n the time of Kant. Knowledge 1s developing so
rapidly that the physical world as 1t appeared to science the
day before yesterday 1s very different from the physical world
as 1t appears to science to-day Who knows how 1t will appear
to-morrow? There are few thinkers who would clam that
modern science gives us adequate knowledge of the world
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as it really 1s, and even the fundamental concepts of physics
are being subjected to criticism and revision. The scientists
themselves are finding paradoxes and inconsistencies thrust
upon them—as 1n the case of the Quantum Theory and the
Theory of Relativity It 1s even asserted that time 1s merely
a human way of looking at things, and 1s not to be found in the
physical world; and that we are aware only of our own measure-
ments, but have no idea of what 1t 1s that we are measuring
Such assertions, made quite independently of Kant’s influence,
look very Iike a revival of the Kantian doctrine, and give an
added interest to the argument of the Kritik.

No doubt it may be said with justice that all such distinctions
between appearance and reality are made on the basis of
knowledge (or presumed knowledge) of reality, and therefore
they cannot justify a distinction 1n which reality becomes the
unknown and appearance the known. The knowledge of reality
required for the distinction may, however, be of the most
general character, such as the knowledge that reality must be
consistent with 1tself If our theories of reality contradict one
another, we know that what i1s asserted in them 1s at least
partly appearance and not reality, but we may not be in a
position to construct the true theory which would describe
reality as 1t 1s The knowledge that reality 1s self-consistent
158 a very empty kind of knowledge, and even Kant would
perhaps admit we had that kind of knowledge of things-in-
themselves.! He would, however, maintain that so empty a
principle does not enable us to make any further advance m
knowledge, unless things-in-themselves are given to us in
experience, as he believes they cannot be.

At any rate Kant’s doctrine 1s this, that scientific thought
can penetrate beyond our passing sensations to a common and
objective world of substances in interaction, but that this
world 1s a world of things as they appear to human minds, and
not a world of things as they are in themselves It would be
unreasonable without examining his arguments to dismuss this
theory on the ground that it 15 a contradiction 1n terms.

1 This seems to be implied 1 the Antinomies.
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That the world, even as it 1s known to science, 1s essentially
an appearance to human minds 1s an 1dealist doctrine (not of
course the only 1dealist doctrine). It 1s because Kant 1s 1n a
sense a realist that he holds this world not to be a creation of
human minds, but to involve the reahty of things-in-themselves.

§ 7. Kant’s Realistic Tendencies

Kant is tryng to do justice to different sides of our experi-
ence. He recognises that the world 1s given to us, and 1s not the
product of thinking or of fancy There 1s a kind of compulsion
1 our experience which 1s different from the intelligible
necessity by which the conclusion follows from the pre-
mises of an argument We can see the sky only as blue, and
no amount of thinking will alter its colour. Kant never ceases
to believe that there 1s a passive element in our experience,
and that something given without any effort on our part is
necessary for human knowledge

It does not, however, appear that he argued from the exis-
tence of the given to the reality of things-in-themselves as 1ts
necessary cause Such an argument 1s unconvincing n itself,
and doubly unconvincing for a philosophy which confines the
category of cause to the world of appearances * Rather he would
seem to regard the thing-in-itself as immediately present to us
in all appearances, although 1ts real (as opposed to its apparent)
character 1s to us unknown.?
| The reality of things-in-themselves is not considered by

Kant to be 1n need of proof. It would, he says, be ludicrous
that there should be an appearance without something which
\appears.a This 1s the presupposition both of common sense
and of realism, and 1t 1s neither questioned nor doubted by

—

1 Compate A 609 =B 637

2 Adickes has argued this view with great force in Kant und das
Ding an sich Compare Vaithinger, Commentar, 11, pp 110-11I

3 BXXVII, Az51—= Taken as an argument, such a statement 1s
unconvincing, for it depends on the term ‘appearance’, which may
be mnappropriate Neverthcless 1t expresses one of the fundamental,
if unreflective, convictions of the human mind, and this conviction
1s shared by Kant
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Kant. The only question with which he 1s cuncerned 1s whether
the thing-in-itself can, or can not, be known.

For naive realism things are in themselves just what they
appear to be. The philosophy of scientific materialism strips
off the secondary qualities as mere appearances, and regards
the physical body as the thing-in-itself. Kant goes a stage
further and strips off the primary qualities also as appearances
(although appearances of a different kind). He is then left with,
a thing-in-itself which has no knowable characteristics other
than that of being the thing, not as 1t appears to us, but as
1t 1s in itself

Kant holds that the retention of the thing-in-itself dis-
tinguishes his philosophy from idealism as previously
understood, and especially from such a philosophy as that
of Bishop Betkeley.!

Although Kant nowhere expressly says so, it seems reason-
able to suppose that he believed the reality of things-in-them-
selves to be necessary, if there 1s to be a common objective
world known to different individuals. Such a common objective
world he everywhere assumes, and he assumes further that,
it 1s the object of scientific knowledge Science 1n his view seeks
to get beyond the merely individual point of view, to ignore
what 1s due to the individual’s sense-organs and position 1n
space, and to discover the world which 1s common to all men
who take the necessary trouble and pefform the necessary
measurements.

The existence of different individual knowing minds is also
assumed by Kant. He does not attempt to prove 1t, or even to
discuss our reasons for believing it.

§ 8 Kant’s Arguments

If we are to follow Kant, we must start from the common-
sense assumption that there are real things, and that these real

* 1 See Prol §13 Anmerk I1II (IV 293) It must, however, be
remembered that Kant’s belief 1n the permanent existence (or pheno-
menal reality) of physical substances 1s at least as important a ground
for distinguishing his view from that of Berkeley. See the Refutation
of Idealism
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things appear to us The hypothesis! which Kant puts forward,
and hopes to demonstrate in the Kitik, 1s that real things
never appear to us as they are in themselves, that we can never,
know things as they are 1n themselves, but only their appear-
ances, whose character is affected throughout by the nature
of the knowing mind
I have expressed this in a negative way, and the negative

side of Kant’s doctrine 1s of importance Kant hopes to prove
the uselessness of speculation about ultimate reality, and also
to defend religion and morality against attachs by showing the
incompetence of theoretical reason in such matters.2 The
positive side of hus argument 1s, however, of equal, or even
greater, importance If metaphysics will only cease from the
pursuit of an ultimate and unknowable reality and will concern
itself with the world of appearances, then 1t will be able to
enter on the sure path of an exact science 3 We must give up
the speculative metaphysics of the past and substitute for 1t
a metaphysic of experience.? If we do so, we shall be able to
acquire with Iittle difficulty a limited, but complete, system
of infallible knowledge. 'The Kruik does not profess to offer
us such a system, but 1t offers us the complete plan of such
a system, and there remains only the comparatively easy task
of filling 1n minor details 3
7~ The central principle of Kant’s argument 1s the revolutionary
and paradoxical view that we can have a pizor: knowledge of
things only 1n so far as what we know of them 1s imposed
by the nature of our own minds ¢ Kant hopes to show (1) that
we do possess a prio1z (that 1s, universal and necessary) know-
ledge, and (2) that there 1s no explanation of such knowledge
unless the character of the objects as known 1s determuned

! Compare B XXII n ? See B XXXI 3 B XVIII-XIX.

4 So we may suitably describe what Kant calls in B XVIII) ‘meta-
physics 1n 1its first part’ This 1s dealt with in the Aesthetic and
Analytic

5 B XXII-XXIV Comparc A XXI and A 82 = B 108

8 B XVIII, ‘We can know a prior: of things only what we ourselves
put into them ’ The roots of this view are to be found mn Leibniz,
but he failed to draw the obvious conclusions
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by the nature of our powers of knowing. If the second conten-
tion 1s true, it follows that our a preorz knowledge 1s knowledge,
not of things as they are in themselves, but of things as they
must appear to us. We must give up hopes of attaiming a priors
knowledge 1n regard to ultimate reality, but we can determine
with complete accuracy and precision our a priori knowledge
of the phenomenal world. It 1s not the least of Kant’s claims
that lus philosophy, and his alone, can offer a justification
of our a prior: knowledge 1n mathematics, and can determine
the a prior: principles presupposed 1n experimental physics

Kant’s central argument may be said to differentiate itself
1nto three main arguments. These are concerned with intuition,
understanding, and reason. Intuition involves an immediate
relation to a given individual object, and 1n human beings
intuition 1s always sensuous and not intellectual, which means
that 1t 1s passive and not active.! Understanding 1s a power
of thinking, by means of concepts, the objects given in intuition.
Reason 1s a power of thinking objects which can never be
given in sensuous intuition. .

In the Aesthetic Kant maintains that our inturtions of space
and tume are @ priorz intuitions, and are therefore due to the
nature of our sensibility. Hence our a prior: intuitions of space
and time (the only a priorz intuitions we possess) cannot give
us”’knowledge of things as they are in themselves. They can,
however, give us a priori knowledge of things as they must
appear to human munds; for things can appear to human
minds only if they are given to a sensibility which imposes
spatial and temporal form on all the empirical intuitions
it receives.

In the Analytic he argues that the categories of the under-
standing (such as cause and efect) are ‘a priori concepts, and
depend therefore on the nature of thought, not of things; they
are mearungless and empty, except as applied to temporal and
spatial things, that 1s, to appearances given 1n human intuition.
Hence understanding cannot give us a prior: knowledge of
things-in-themselves, but only of appearances

1 A19= B33, Aso=B74.
VoL, I c¥
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In the Dialectic (especially in the Antinomies) he argues
that although reason must, by its very nature, seek to go
beyond “What 1s given to sense, and must strive to pass from
the conditioned to the unconditioned, nevertheless 1t falls into
hopeless contradictions when 1t supposes that our human
categories apply to things-in-themselves. These contradictions
are solved, if we distinguish the unknown thing-in-itself from
1ts appearances, and if we recognise that our categories apply
to appearances alone.

Therefore neither by intuition, nor by understanding, nor
by reason, nor by any combination of these, can we have
a prior: knowledge of things-in-themselves, although we can
have such knowledge of the phenomenal world.

These proofs may be said to be confirmed by the fact that
when we accept their conclusions on purely intellectual grounds,
we are able to justify our moral and religious beliefs. These
are unjustifiable 1f we suppose that our categories apply to
ultimate reality. If, for example, the category of cause and.,
effect applies to things-in-themselves, freedom, which is *
necessary to morality, becomes a manifest impossibility.!

The value of each of these arguments has to be considered
on its own merits. In the present book I am concerned only
with the first two arguments, but i1t must be remembered that
the argument of the Dialectic 1s of equal importance. It m¥ist
also be remembered that although we know nothing of things as
they are in themselves, we do know how they appear, and must
appear, to human minds; and further that the limitations of
our theoretical knowledge are to a certain extent overcome,
according to Kant, by a reasonable faith founded on our
moral experience.

1 B XXVIII-XXIX.
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CHAPTER 1V
SENSE AND SENSIBILITY

§ 1. The Transcendental Aesthetic

The Kritsk of Pure Reason, as a transcendental science,
is concerned with our way of knowing objects, so far as that
1s posmble a pron}

Our way of knowng objects is by means of sensibility and
understanding (two powers which may have a common root).?
We must consider whether each of these contributes an
a prioré element to knowledge The part of the Kritrk which
deals with the a prior: element contributed by sense 1s the
Transcendental Aesthetic. For this purpose Kant first of all
isolates sensibility , that 1s to say, he excludes from considera-
tion everything contributed to our knowledge of objects
by thought or understanding Secondly, he isolates the g prior
element contributed by sensibility He does so by excluding
everything that belongs to empirical sensation. This method
of elimination will leave us with pure ntuitions, or the pure
forms of intuition, which we shall find to be space and time 4

§ 2. Intwition

At the beginning of the Aesthetic Kant gives us a rather
complicated explanation of the terms which he employs.
There is a considerable element of ambiguity in what he says,
and the full meaning of his terms can be grasped only from
their use as the argument develops.5 It is a mustake to regard

1 B2s It excludes from 1ts consideration such a prior: knowledge
as anses from mere analysis of concepts, and i1t examines only the
}‘qources and lumits of synthetic a prior: knowledge.”

—~"1It excludes also the practical synthetic a prior: judgements of
morality Compare A 14-15 = B 28-9 and Grundlegung (IV 420).
2A15=RBzg

2 A2z=B36 For other examples of the method of isolation,
see A 62 = B 87, Ajos =B362, ABs2=B8y0

4 Compare Chapter V § 9

5 This 1s expleitly recognised by Kant himself See Vaihunger,
Commentar, u, p 18
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all his statements as premises, and a still greater mistake
to suppose that he 1s setting forth complete arguments.r! We
must take what he says partly as a statement of what he intends
to prove; and this cannot be completely understood on the
common-sense level on which we might naturally be supposed
to begin.?

I propose to deal only with some points of general importance.

For Kant sensibility 1s essentially passive, while under-
standing 1s active The former 1s a receptivity or capacity,?
the latter an activity or power ! Sensibility alone 1s the source _
lo_f_ intuitions, while understanding 1s the source of concepts.
An mtuition 1s a singular 1dea® (iepraesentatio singularis);
a concept 1s a general 1dea (rep: acsentatio per notas communes),
an 1dea of what 1s common to different objects.®

As has often been pointed out,” there 1s a certain ambiguity
m words Iike ‘intuttion’ ‘Ay intuition’ may mean ‘my intuiting’
or ‘what I mtwit’. This ambiguity 1s to be found in Kant,

1 In particular the statement that the form of appearances (or sen-
sations) must lie a prior: in the mind (A 20 = B 34) should, I think,
be takcn, not as a premise, but as a statement of what 1s to be proved
It 1s true that this statement 1s supported by what looks like an argu-
ment—'that 1n which alone sensations can be arranged and posited
1n a certain form cannot 1tself be sensation’ This seems to me to be

“a summary of the main argument of the Aesthetic rather than an
attempt to establish a premuse for that argument. If we regard 1t as
establishing I{ant’s premises 1t 1s hopelessly 1nadequate.

2 The beginner 1s well advised not to linger too long over these
prelimmary difficulties

3 Rezeptivitat or Falugkeit A 19 = B 33

1 Spontaneitat or Vermogen A 51 = B75 The use of Falugkeit
and Vermogen 1s, hownever, not consistent There seems to be no
general term which covers both For the general term either may be
used, although I think the latter 1s the word more commonly employed.

5 Vorstellung This 1s a general term which covers both mmtuition
(Anschauung) and concept (Begriff) 1 usually prefer to translate it
as ‘idea’ rather than as ‘representation’. It 1s sometimes used for
‘my mtwiting’ or ‘thinking’ as well as for ‘what I intuit’ or ‘what I
think’. Where the former sense seems promment I sometimes use
‘representation’ as more suggestive of an act.

¢ Log § 1 (IX91) Comparc B133n

? Kant himself points 1t out very clearly 1n a passage the reference
to which I have unfortunately lost
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At the present stage Kant 1s not 1n a position to explain the
part played by thought. In any case the phenomenal object,
if 1t 1s to be a phenomenal object, must bot/z be given to sense
and be thought by understanding.! Hence 1t 1s not incorrect
to say that the phenomenal object must be given to sense:
it can indeed be given in no other way.

Intwition itself may be analysed into form and matter The
‘matter 1s the sensation or sensum,? which may also be called
4n 1mpression. 3 This 1s the ‘effect’ of the object which ‘affects’
our minds ¢ The form is the space and time in which our
sensations are arranged and 1s due, as Kant hopes to prove,
not to the thing affecting us, but to the nature of our minds

Intuition 1s immediately related to an individual object® and
1s distingnished from thought or conception by being so related.
Thought is always mediate or discursive,® always related
to its object by means of intuition Here again the word ‘object’
1s ambiguous, and Kant may be speaking on a common-sense
level If we insist on distinguishing the thing-in-itself from
the phenomenal object, his primary concern would seem to be
with the latter. It must be sufficient to say at present that the

1 T pass over the fact that we may know phenomenal objects not
given directly to our senscs, if they are connected by means of the
Analogies with objects which are so given See A 225 = B27z fI.

2 See A 42 = B 6o, A 167 = B 209, and compare Fortschritte der
Metaphysik (Phil Bib 46c, p 91) 1 pass over the duficulty that
the matter of an appearance 1s said to ‘correspond to’ sensation.
See A20 =B 34

3 ‘Ewndruck’ (impressio), see Fortschritte der Metaphysik (Phil Bib.
46¢, p 91)

4 A1g = B34 The ‘object’ here 1s again ambiguous It may be
taken, primarily at least, as the thing-in-itself.

& The fact that this relation 1s said (in A 20 = B 34) to be ‘through
sensation’ does not make 1t mediate, for sensation 1s not separable
from intwition, but 1s an element within 1t It may be asked whether
ntuition’ in this context means ‘intutting’ or ‘the content of intuwition’.
On the whole Kant would seem not to distinguish these clearly mn
such assertions In intuwiting we are directly or immediately aware
of the object, and the content of the intuition 1s the quality of the
object The object consists of such contents combmed together in
accordance with the catcgories Indeed the whole object may be
described as (the content of) one intuition ¢ See Chapter X § 7.

VOL 1 D
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phenomenal object (such as a chair or a table) 1s directly and
immediately given to intuition. Whatever be the part played
by thinking, when we feel the hardness and see the colour
of a chair, our minds are 1n an immedaate relation to the chair,
and the chair 1s so far immediately present to our minds.!

§ 3. Sense and Understanding

It 15 an essential part of Kant’s doctrine that both sense and

understanding, both intuition and conception, are necessary
for knowledge of objects.? Through sense objects are given,
and through understanding they are thought?® Thoughts
without the content of intuition are empty, and intuitions
without the concepts of thought are blind,*
“"There 1s therefore an abstraction involved in dealing with
sensibility by itself, and the Aesthetic 15 a provisional and
incomplete account of our knowledge of space and time.
In awareness of space and time as individual objects thought
is always involved.? Thought gives us the synthesis without
which there is no unity in any object. This necessa, y synthesis
is 1n the Aesthetic 1gnored but there 1s no more reason to
suppose that Kant was unaware of this fact here, than there
is 1n the corresponding parts of the Prolegomena The pro-
visional exclusion of the part played by thought must always
be borne in mind. _

1 pass over many difficulties here for example, that the secondary
qualities may differ for different individuals, and also that if we are
to have intuition, there must be present an element of synthes:s, and
so of imagination

# When Kant speaks esther of sense or of understanding as if they
gave us knowledge 1in separation from one another, this 1s a loose

employment of the term ‘knowledge’ In the phrase ‘knowledge of
objects’ the word ‘objects’ refers to phenomenal objects

3 Ar5=Ba2g % Asr =By5 Compare A 258 = B 314.

® Bi6on Compare A gg9g-100 Though space 1s here spoken of
as an ‘object’, strictly spealung neither space nor time 1s an object
An object must be an appearance of things-in-themselves and must
be given 1n empirical mturtion Space and time are only conditions
of objects, but we may call them individual objects by a kind of

analogy See A 291 = B 347, and compare B 147 and A 156~ =
B 195-6.
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§ 4 Outer and Inner Sense

Sense for Kant covers both outer and inner sense ! By outer
sense (which includes sight, hearing, etc.) we are aware of
objects 1n space 2 By inner sense we are aware of our own
states of mind 1n time. Both inner and outer sense give us only
phenomena, and not things-in-themselves.

The doctrine of inner sense has often been criticised. It
gwves rise to difficult problems, both in Kant’s system and in
itself. Yet in 1tself it 1s by no means unreasonable. For Kant
an mmediate cognitive relation to an individual object 1s
possible only through intuition, and intuition 1s given only
by means of sensibility.® As we have clearly such an immediate
cognitive relatton to our own individual states of mind, it is
not tmproper to say that we have an 1nner sense.

It must be remembered that by states of mind Kant does
not mean the seeing as opposed to the seen. All the stuff or
matter of inner sense (so far as 1t 1s matter for knowledge)
comes to us from outer sense ¢ The stuff of inner and the stuff
of outer sense overlap, if theéy do not coincide.® By inner sense

1 A23=B38

2 1 think the word ‘outer’ may imply also that we are in contact
with something other than ourselves

3 A 19 = B 33 Compare Log § 1 (IX 91)

41 BXXXIXn, Bé67, compare A 34 = Bgso, and A 34 = B 51.
The phrase in brackets may exclude feelings and desires (and perhaps
thoughts), which are also known through inner sense (A 357-8).
By ‘matter for knowledge’ Kant seems to mean ‘matter for knowledge
of objects’ (as opposed to subyects) In B 66 the feeling of pleasure
and pamn and the will are excluded from things in knowledge which
belong to mntuition This exclusion may perhaps qualify the assertion
m B 6y, where the 1deas of outer sense are said to constitute the
proper stuff with which we occupy our mind If Kant holds that the
matter of feelings and desires comes from outer sense, we certainly
require a fuller explanation of this view In A 357 he denies that
thought, feeling, inchnation, or resolution can be objects of outer
inturtion

t See for example A 98—9, and compare A 34 = B 51, where Kant
says that by means of inner intuition we grasp also all outer mntuitions
m our mind This 1s confirmed by Anthr § 7 and § o (VII 141, 142
and 144) E g Kant says sense-perceptions can be called only inner
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we are immediately aware, not only of our feelings and desires,
but also of the stream of 1deas which, whatever else they are,
are for Kant modifications or states of our minds Even if
colours are things-in-themselves, or qualities of things-in-
themselves, they modify or qualify the mind mn the sense of
coming before 1t at one time and not at another Of this fact
we are immediately aware. Others may infer that I am seeing
a red pillar-box now, and they may be right. But I, and I
alone, can have immediate knowledge of its presence to my
mind at the moment Such immediate knowledge 1s for Kant
impossible apart from sensuous (or passive) intuition. It 18
concerned with something internal or private to ourselves,!
and therefore Kant speaks of inner as opposed to outer sense.?

It 1s more remarkable that just as space 1s the form of outer
sense, so time 1s the form of inner sm that time
cannot be intuted outwardly, any more than space can be
intuited as something 1n us ?

The use of the words ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ 1n regard to the
mind always leads to confusion Space, for example, 15 certainly
‘in us’, if to be 9n us’ means to be an object of knowledge.
It 1s also ‘in us’ as well as outside of us, if to be ‘in us’ means
to be 1n our bodies.*

Nevertheless, 1f we may put Kant’s point in another way,
our minds seem to last through time, as they do not seem to
extend through space We are immediately aware only of
colours or other sensa, and perhaps bodies, as in space. If we

appearances Compare Due falsche Spitzfindigkent (11 60), where inner
sense 1s said to be the power of making one’s own 1deas an object
of one’s thought

1 In the sense that I alone have immediate knowledge of a thing's
presence before my mund This does not mean that the thing present
to my mund 1s 1tself necessarily a private, and not a common, object.

2 The doctrine of “inner sense’ 1s to be found not only 1n Locke,
Essay 11, 1, Sect 2 ff, butin Baumgarten, Metaphysica § 535 (XV 13).
According to Erdmann (Kriticismus, p 51) 1t 1s also to be found mn
Tetens, Philosophische Versuche, Bd 1, Versuch I, No VII.

3 A23 = B 37 Compare Chapter VII § 2

¢ In A 373 ‘outside us’ (when 1t does not refer to things-in-them-
selves) means simply ‘in space’
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think of minds as being 1n space, we do so because we ascribe '
to them the space occupied by the body with which they seem

to be connected On the other hand, we seem to be immediately

aware of our minds as living through time, or at least to be

immmediately aware of the stream of our ideas as continuing

through time,

Kant’s view implies that we are immediately aware only
of our own mental evolution as in time, and that we have not
this 1mmediate awareness of the changes in the physical world.
The negative side of this contention must be considered later.*

No attempt 1s made by Kant to show by a prior: reasoning
that there must be inner and outer senses, or that there must
be two pure forms of intuition and two only., This has simply
to be accepted as a fact.2 He does, however, argue that other
1deas—such as motion and change—which belong to sensibility
presuppose something empirical 3 *

Kant’s theory of inner sense must be reserved for subsequent
consideration.? It 1s commonly held that this part of his doctrine
1s confused, and there can be no doubt that 1t ought to have
received fuller treatment All I maintain here 1s that it is not
to be dismussed at the outset as obviously unreasonable 5

§ 5. The Form of Intuition

At first sight Kant seems to use expressions like ‘form of
appearances’, ‘form of sensibility’, ‘form of intuition’, and ‘pure
intuttion’, almost as if they were interchangeable.® It 1s im-
portant to distinguish these from one another, even if in so
doing we make Kant’s exposition a little tidier than 1t actually
1s. We are here concerned with the meaning of these expres-
sions, not with their justification or truth.

Everything that appears to sense must be capable of being

1 See Chapter VII § 2 2 B146

3A41=Bj38, B3 4 See Chapters LII-LIII.

5 The fact that there 1s no physical organ of inner sense, as there
1s of the outer senses, 1s wrrelevant The charactenistic of sense for
Kant 1s not 1ts relation to a physical organ, but simply 1its passivity.

¢ Az2o02 = B 34-6.
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ordered 1n spatial and temporal relations * Space and time are
the conditions of such ordering, and so are the conditions of
the possibility of appearances. As such, space and time are
Jorms of appearances.®

As forms of all appearances space and time are known to be
necessary and umiversal Hence we may say that our ideas of
space and time are @ przor: or pure>—they cannot be dependent
on experience or sense-perception, which can never give us
strict unwersality or necessity On Kant’s theory such ideas
must be due to the nature of the knowing mind, 1n this case
to the nature of our sensibility This implies further that the
content of our 1deas,* namely space and time themselves, arg
/ due to the nature of our sensibility They are forms unde

which alone we can sense appearances, and are necessarll;]

imposed on appearances by the nature of our sensibility This'
doctrine 1s expressed 1n the statement that space and time are
forms of sensibihty ©

On this view space and time are potentially present in out
sensibility even before experience begins I do not think Ké.nt;
believes that space and time are actually present to our minds
before experience begins.® But the expression ‘form of sensi-

1 B34, compare A 20 Such relations are ‘outside’ and ‘beside’
for space, and ‘before’ and ‘after’ for time It 1s difficult to be sure
whether Kant attaches any spccial meaning to ‘capable of being
ordered’ (geordnet werden kann) This 1s peculiar to the second edition
It 1s perhaps possible that he 1s alluding vaguely to the necessity of
synthests 1n our apprehension of objects as spatially and temporally
related

2 ‘Appearances’ 1s here used in a neutral sense It 1s not yet implied
that appearances are mind-dependent

3 See B 3—4 and compare Chapter III §2 In A 21 = B 34 1deas
are said to be pure ‘in the transcendental sense’ when they contain
nothing belonging to sensation This takes into account the question
of origin, but only 1n a negative way The statement that such ideas
are due to the nature of the mind 1s a further step

4 As we saw above, Kant himself does not make this distinction,
but speaks of space and time as 1deas =

5 This definitely commits us to the subjective character and onigin
of space and time The phrasc ‘form of appearance’ does not so
commmut us, though when we think it out, 1t implies this conclusion
See A 26(b) = B 42(b) ¢ Compare again A 452n = B 480 n
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bility’ has a certain ambiguity It may be applied, not to space
and time, but to that characteristic of our sensibility in virtue'
of which we can sense things only in temporal and spatial
relations This characteristic does exist 1n every human being
even before experience begins.

There 1s a clear distinction between ‘form of appearance’
and ‘form of sensibility’, the latter alone 1mplying the subjec-
trvity of space and time.

‘Form of intuttion’ may be taken as equivalent to ‘form
of appearance’, so far as ‘intuition’ 1s equivalent to ‘appear-
ance’ So far as ‘intwition’ means ‘mnturting’, ‘form of
intuition’ 1s akin to ‘form of sensibility’ (or ‘form of sense’);
it has then the same subjective implication and the same
ambiguity 2

Form 1s essentially the form of matter, and when we speak
of space and time as ‘forms’, 1t 1s convenient to think of them
as the 7elations 1n which our sensa are given. We might perhaps
even say that they are the whole scheme or system of relations
in which sensa are given ® Sensa are given as outside and
beside others, and before and after others Space and time are
the ultimate system of relations which make such particular
relations possible They are thus the conditions under which
alone sensa can be ordered in such particular relations.* -

§ 6 Pure Intustion

When we separate the form from the matter, that is to say,
when we abstract the spatial and temporal relations from the

1 ‘A form of sensibility’, when used m this second meaning, 1s
the source of space and tume, but it ought not to be equated with
space and time themselves The ambiguity of this phrase obscures
Kant’s exposition, if 1t does not confuse lus thought

2 In A 267 = B 323 the form of intuition 1s explicitly referred to
as a subjective chairactenistic (Beschaffenheit) of sensibility

3 The objection to this 1s that in the second edition (B 160n.)
Kant speaks as if the form had no unity The unity of space and
time comes from the synthctic activity of the mund Compare A gg—
100, B 137-8, etc

1 Kant, 1t should be noted, habitually equates ‘form’ and ‘condition’.
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objccts which stand m these relations, we have pmwe wiustion
In spite of occasional ambiguities of language, Kart makes
it clear that we obtain our intuitions of space and t1_1_n_¢3_l;y
abstractmg from sensible ObJects or by thﬁlmxnatlon 1_of

as it were, embedded in given appearances In pure 1ntu1t10n
they are known in 1solation, and they also acquire a unity
which as mere forms they lack 2 This umty 1s impossible
without thought—but we are not conccrned with thought
in the Aesthetic

The reason why Kant passes so easily from the form of
intustion to pure intuition can now be seen The form of intution
15 or contams? the relations (or system of relations) in which
appearances stand. The content of pwie wnturtion 1s these same
relations, abstracted from sensible appearances, and taken
together as forming one individual whole Space and time are
at once_the forms of ‘appearances and the content of pure
inturtion. Indeed a Tiecessary and universal form, 1f 1t 1s known
“by intuition, must be known by pure intuition; and a pure
mtuition, if 1t 1s to have any content, must find its content
"? pure form and not in sensible matter.*
\/Kant makes his doctrine more difficult by saying, not that
space and time are the contents ot pure intuitions, but that
they are pure intuttions This phrase serves, like the phrase

! Note especially A 27 = B 43 and compare Prol § 10 (IV283) In
A 201 = B 35 we get the pure intuttion of space by leaving out
of the 1dea of a body (1) what 1s implied by thought (substance, etc )
and (z) what belongs to sensation (colour, etc) The same method 1s
employed in B 5-6, and mn A 22 = B 36 1t 1s said to be the method
of Transcendental Aesthetic 1tself This 1s confirmed by the second
argument m the Metaphysical Exposmion (A 24 = B389 and
especially A 31 = B 46) For a very clear statement, see Streutschrift
(VIII 240) 2 Bi6on

3 In B 67 the form 1s said to contain nothing but relations ‘Is’
a}r:d ‘contains’ are habitually used by Kant as meaning the same
thing

4 Compare Prol §9 (IV 282) and § 10 (IV 283) The first passage
implies that pure intuition must contain nothing but the form of

sensibility, and the second that pure inturtions must be the forms
of sensibility
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‘form of sensibility’, to indicate that space and time are mind-

dependent.!

Pure Intuition is pure or a priori, because 1t eliminates the
wal element of sense, and contains only the necessary
and universal relations il which sensible things appear. It
should, however, be noted that space and tune are not only
necessary and umversal conditions of experience. They have
m themselves, even when abstracted from experience, a certamn
necessity and universality ; for in knowing them we know, apart
from experience, what all their parts must be. Our nturtion of
them 1s pure, masmuch as 1t 1s intuttion of a whole whose parts
can be known mdependently of experience. This second sense
is not clearly distinguished by Kant from the first sense 2

Pure intuition is fuitzon (and not conception), because
it involves an immediate cognitive relation to an mdividual
object®—there is onlv one space and one time 4

Pure intuition 1s said to contamn an a prior: manifold, a
manifold which 1s not a manifold of sensa, but 1s given because
of the nature of our sensibility.5 This manifold is composed
only of relations (spatial and temporal) ® It 1s at once the
content of pure intuition and the form of (empirical) wntustion.’?

1 Nevertheless in the Metaphysical Expositions, where Kant proves
that space and time are pure intuitions, he 1s not argung that they
are dependent on the mind, but only that they are known by pure
ntuition

2 We shall see later that these two senses are closely connected
with one another See Chapter VII § 4

3 Space and time are objects only by courtesy Compare A 291
= B 347

4 Perhaps it 1s also intuition, because its content 1s the form of
wenstble appearances It 1s bound up with our sensuous nature and 1s
not (like the categories) a product of understanding alone Compare
Chapter VIII § 1.

5 Compare A 25 = B 39, A 77 = B1oz, A %77 = B 103, A g9-100.

¢ The word ‘manifold’ or ‘manifoldness’ 1s meant to indicate a
multiphcity which 1n itself has no unity Yet when we speak of ‘@’
manifold or multiplicity, the article ‘a’ suggests that unity which we
wish to deny.

? Compare B 136 n, B 137, B 160 n In the last passage the form of
intuttion 1s said to give merely the manifold, while formal (or pure)
mtuition gives the unity of the idea

VOL I D*
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Because space is a pure intuition, pure geometry 15 possible,
because space 15 the form of intuition. pure geometrv must
apply to the sensible world

Every part of space and time (end therefor: ciery geo-
metrical figure) 15 also a pure wuition.! It car ce lzown in
abstraction from given sensations.2

1 Compare A 29.

2 Geometrical figures can be constructed @ prior: 1 accordance
with a concept, but the question of construction must be raised later.



CHAPTER V

SPACE AND TIME—THE METAPHYSICAL
EXPOSITION

§ 1. Kant’s Question

We are now 1n a better position to understand the central
question of the Aesthetic. Kant believes that space and time
are the necessary condition! under which alone objects can
be given to our senses, and that they are due to the nature
‘oI our human sensibility,This has to be proved, and cannot,
be assumed. He therefore asks the general question ‘What are)
space and time?’ ? Ny

The question suggests three posstbilities. Are they (1) real
things?® Or (2) are they only (inner) determnations? or (outer)
relations of real things—that 1s, of things-in-themselves? Or
(3) do they belong only to the form of intmtion, do they depend
on the subjective constitution of the human mind 3/The first
view was held by Newton, the second (or something like it)
by Leibniz, and the third by Kant.

§ 2. Metaphysical and T anscendental Expositions

There 1s a difference m the order of exposition in the two
editions of the Kri2:k. In the first Kant lumped all hus arguments
together. In the second he distinguishes two different methods
of argument, and separates the Mletaphysical from the Trans-
cendental Exposition. He fails to carry this out consistently.
In the case of time the transcendental argument is allowed
to remain 1n the middle of the metaphysical argument,5 and

1 B2g. He changed this from ‘conditions’ in A 15, but carelessly
retams the plural in B 3o =A16 The change 1s probably due

to Kant’s desire to connect space and time together as the condition
under which all objects must be given See Chapter VII § 1.
2A23=B37 3 Wesen.
4 ‘Determinations’ (Bestimomungen) are here contrasted with rela-
tions, but in other places they cover relations, e g 1n A 26 = B 42.
5 Argument 3
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transcendental considerations are retained at the end of the
third metaphysical argument for space, and at the end of the
fourth metaphysical argument for time,
+» A metaphysical exposition of an 1deal analyses the idea
by itself, and by analysis shows it to be given a prior.2 A trans-
cendental exposition of an 1dea exhibits 1t as a principle in the
light of which the possibility of other synthetic a priors cogm-
tions can be understood. It shows (1) that other synthetic
a prior: knowledge 1s derived from the 1dea, and (2) that such
knowledge is possible only 1f the 1dea 1s explained in a particular
way® (namely as given a priorz) In the present case synthetic
a priori propositions (especially those of mathematics) are
shown to be possible only if space and time are explamed
to be a prior: intuitions.*
The Metaphysical and Transcendental Expositions of space
and"time are roughly parallel® to the Metaphysical and Trans-

1 B 38. The word ‘Begryf’ 1s here (as frequently) applied to space
and time, but ‘Begryf’ strictly speaking 1s a concept, not an intuttion
It 1s better to speak of space and time as ‘1deas’, for ‘1dea’ (Vorstellung)
covers both intuition and concept ‘Vorstellung’ means what 1s set
before, or presented to, the mund

2 ] take this to mean only that the 1dea, as necessary and universal,
1s not ‘borrowed from’, or dependent upon, experience The positive
statement of 1ts origin must come later

The use of the word ‘metaphysical’ in this connexion may possibly
have suggested itself to Kant because he believed that the chief
value of exusting metaphysics consisted in analysis of concepts with-
out any reference to the possibility of their objects Compare A 5~6
= Bo-10 3 B 40.

4 The Transcendental Exposition of space (though not of time)
goes further, and ‘explains’ that space must be in the subject as a
form of sensibility Strictly speaking, a transcendental exposition
ought to take into account the origin of the idea, but for the sake of
simplicity 1t 1s better to reserve the question of origins for the ‘con-
clusions’. In some ways the introduction of this distinction i1n the
second edition disturbs the natural development of Kant’s argument.
There 1s also a certain awkwardness in speaking as i1f a part of the
Aesthetic were transcendental in a special sense, when the whole
argument of the Aesthetic 1s transcendental, as 1s indeed shown by
1ts very name.

5 The parallel 1s a very rough one indeed, for both the Metaphysical
and Transcendental Deductions deal with the origen of the categories,
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cendental Deductions of the categories. Kant even speaks!
of a transcendental deduction of space and time, but this would
appear to cover the whole argument of the Aesthetic, including
the ‘Conclusions’.?

§ 3. The Metaphysical Exposition

In the Metaphysical Expositions Kant fails to maintain the
precise parallelism between space and time at which he aims.
There 1s no obvious reason for the varnations introduced, and
the parallehism is sufficiently close for us to consider the two
expositions together.

The Metaphysical Exposition falls into two parts. The first
part 1s intended to prove that space and time are not empirical,
but a priors, 1deas. The second part is intended to prove that
space and time are intuitions, not concepts. Both together
would then prove that space and time are a priorz or pure
intuitions, .

Kant’s argument is comphicated, and obscured, by the fact
that he does not distinguish clearly between ‘pure intuition’
and ‘form of intuition’® nor between two different senses
of ‘a priors’ as apphed to our ideas of space and time. The
first part 1s concerned primarily with space and time as forms
of appearance (or forms of intuition). In it the doctrine that
space and time are g prwr: 1deas means that they are known
to be umversal and necessary conditions, or forms, of all
possible appearances. In the second part, if there 1s any argu-
ment to show that space and time are not only intuitions, but

and there are no ‘Conclusions’ distinct from the Deductions. The
Metaphysical Deduction may, however, be said to consider the
categories n themselves, and the Transcendental to consider them 1n
therr relation to other knowledge Even thus distinction must not be
pressed too far erther in regard to the categories or in regard to space
and time. Compare also Chapter XI § 1o0.

1 A 87 = B 119 and Prol. § 12 (IV 285).

2 Kant’s statement can have ro reference to the distinction between
a Metaphysical and a Transcendental Exposition, since in the first
edition this distinction had not yet been made.

3 See, for example, the fourth argument in regard to tiume.
A312=Byy
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pure intuttions—and Kant’s language might sugzest that there
is—then ‘pure’ (or ‘a priors’) 1s used to imndicate izt the parts
of space and time are known only as hmitatiors oI the whole
space and time.l This means that 1 knnowing space and tume
we can know, without recourse to experience, what their parts
(spaces and times) must be.

There is in the Metaphysical Exposition only the argument
that space and time are at once pure mntuitions and necessary
forms of appearances (or forms of mtwition} The view that
space and time have their ongzin in the mind, 2nd that cons
quently things appear to us as dufferent from what they a
in themselves™all this belongs to the ‘Conclusicns’ drawn
later, not to the Exposition 1tself

§ 4. Space and Time not Empuical but a prion1 Ideas *

The first part of the Mletaphysical Expositron contains
two arguments.

The first argument is the negative one that space and tume

' are w while the second argument maintains
positively that space and time are a prior 1deas.

The ideas of space and time cannot be ‘derrved’ or ‘bor-
rowed’ from experience, because the ideas of space and time
are presupposed by experience* If sensa are to be related
to physical objects outside myv body,® and even if they are
to be known as outside and beside, and-before and-after, one

1 Compare Chapter IV § 6, where 1t 15 pninted out that mntuition
1s pure in two senses In both senscs the word ‘pure’ for ‘a priort)
immplies that our knowledge 1s indcpendent of expenence and has no
sensible content 2 A 23 =B 38 ‘abgezogen’ 3 ‘prborgt’.

4 This does not mean that our ideas of space and time are neces-
saridy exphcit. They may be ‘obscure’ {dunkel), that 13 not imme-
diately present to consciousness See Chapter XIX § 8

5 Kant refers to sensible objects (not merely to sensa), although
the nature of the sensible or phenomenal object has not vet been
made clear It should be noted that although all appearances (even
those in dreams) are spaual and temporal, 1t 1s onlv abjects (in the
strict sensc) which have 2 deturminate position m one common tme

and spacc This distinction 15 not maa. clear till later, and then not
adequately
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another (as they must be in human cxperience)—then clearly
space and time are already presupposed, whether we are aware
of thus or not® To know? things (whether sensa or objects)
as outside and beside one another 1s not merely to know quali-
tative differences 1n them.? it 15 to know them as mn different
places, that is, 1n different parts of space. Similarly to know
things as simultaneous or as successive 1§ not merely to know
qualitatrve differences in them: 1t 15 to know them as occurring
in one and the same time or m different times, that 1s, 1n one
part or in different parts (or moments) of time,~
Kant’s main argument 1s that the particular spatial and
temporal relations m which sensa (and consequently objects)
are given cannot be reduced to mere qualitative differences,
and that space and time are presupposed as conditions of such
particular relations t-There may also be a suggestion that the
ideas of space and time are not abstracted from given sensa
(or objects) 1n the same way as empurical concepts of a common
characteristic (like redness or colouredness) are abstracted.®
This subsidiary contention 1s by no means clear: it ought not
to be interpreted as an assertion that we Kitew space and tlme
before experience begins /
So far Kant’s position has been stated negatively—spacé

1 Just as all thinking presupposes the law of non-contradiction,
whether we are aware of this or not

2 Unfortunately English has no word corresponding exactly to
‘vorstellen’, which may mean either to intuit or to think or to do
both together and therefore to know Hence unless we employ an
un-Enghish word hke ‘represent’, we are compelled to make more
definite what 1n German 1s left vague

3 T take ‘bloss werschieden’ i A 23 = B 38 to refer to qualitative
differences

¢ Compare Diss § 14, 5 (I 400) Quod autem relationes attinet s
respectus quoscunque, quatcnus sensibus sunt obun, wtrum nempe stmul
sent, an post se wwwcem, mhil aliud wmoolunt, msi positus wn tempore
determinandos, vel 1n eodem 1psius puncto, vel diversis See also op cit,
§ 14,1 and § 15 A (II 3089 and 402)

5 For the different kinds of abstraction, see § g below. This sug-
gestion touches upon the distinction between a concept and a pure
intuttion which is dealt with later Our 1deas of space and time are
not mercly concepts of common qualities, or common relationships,
of spatial and temporal objects
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and time are not empirical ideas. We may state 1t posttively
by saying that space and time (as conditions of the spatial and
temporal relations 1n which appearances must be given) are
conditions of appearances. We cannot know appearances apart
from space and time./

The second argument goes further and maintains that we
can know space and time apart from appearances The first
argument by 1tself 1s not enough o establish the logical pri-
ority of space and time, for space and time might stand to
appearances m a symmetrical relation, and appearances might
be the condition of space and time just as much as space and
time are the conditions of appearances ! |\

Space and time are necessary and @ priorz 1deas. The reason
for this is that we can think away objects of experience from
space and time, and st1ll have space and time left; but 1f we try
to think away space and time from objects of experience, we
have nothing left.? It follows that space and time are not
‘determinations’? logically dependent upon appearances; they
are the conditions of the possibility of appearances and are
logically prior to them.

This argument has been much criticised 1n modern times,
but Kant 1s trying to state something which 1s true?

If we attempt to think of any object—whether we take
as our example a colour, or an object proper such as a tree—
if we try to think of it as having no spatial or temporal character-
istics, it becomes nothing at all 3 It 1s more difficult to be sure

1 For example 1n space-time space 1s the condition of time and
time the condition of space, so that neither 1s prior to the other
(Kant himself 1n such a case would probably speak of either as prior
to the other). We shall see later that matter (or sensation) 18 as neces-
sary to experience as form, but that this fact does not annul the
distinction between form and matter or between the a priorz and
the empirical See Chapter VII § 4

2 Kant states this argument more clearly for time than for space

3 ‘Besttimmungen’ This word covers both internal qualities and
external relations I have sometimes translated 1t as ‘charactenstics’.

% Compare Alexander, Space, Tume, and Deity, Vol 1 p 39

& Unless perhaps we regard 1t as an unknown thing-n-itself
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that we can have an idea of a space or trme 1 which therc are
no objects. Yet even here, although a tree, if it 1s to be a tree,
must occupy space and last through time, we could have space
and time, and even this space and time, 1f this tree (or all trees)
had never existed. That is to say we can be aware of space and
time apart from any individual object, though we cannot
be aware of any individual object apart from space and time.—

Does Kant mean we can be aware of space and time apart
from all objects of experience? Certainly we cannot perceive!
empty time or empty space; he insists on this over and over
again 1n the Analogies 1n regard to time,? and the same doctrine
1s set forth about space mn the Metaphysische Anfangsgrinde
der Natwwnssenschaft. “To perceive time and space, we mustj
percerve things in time and space, and we get the ideas of
absolute or empty time and space only by elimmating o
thinking away objects in time and space.®

Newton presumably believed that we could be aware in
some sense of absolute space and time, and even that absolute
space and time could be real things, apart from what is 1n them.
This 1s not Kant’s doctrine. What he holds 1s that 1n geometry
we can study space as an individual thing in abstraction from
the empirical objects 1n 1t, and that something similar is possible
also 1n the case of ume We do so by constructing geometrical
figures a prior: m pure intuition,? although these involve, and
are even said to be, appearances present to the senses.> We can
also be aware of space and time as unique wholes, and say
that space has three dimensions, while time has one;® but even
such fundamental principles would have no meaning (that is,

1 ‘wahrnelmen’

2 Eg. Bz2ig Colynpare also Fortschritte der Metaphysik (Phil. Bib.
46c, p 103), a passa € which deals with both time and space

3 For a more el:z >orate account of our idea of absolute space, see
MAdN 1 Hoaupt Erkl 1. Anmerk 2 (IV 481)

4 B137-8 The fecessity for construction cannot be introduced
mto the Aestheticb Kant, because 1t involves synthesis, and synthesis
1s reserved for discufssion i the Analytic

® A240 = B2gg Compare Chapter VII § 7 and also B 147.

Compare A 239 {= B299 and A 31 = B47.
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no objective reference), unless we could exhibit therr meanmg
in relation to empirical objects,! and our 1dea of space or time
would be a mere ‘schema’ apart from the actwity of repro-
ductive imagination in calling up objects of experience?
However much we can think of space or time as empty of any
particular objects, there must be some sort of reference at least
to possible objects, and we can know particular spaces and
times only by knowing the objects which they contan/

In speaking of space and time as individual wholes we are
passing to the second part of Kant’s exposition, which 1s con-
cerned with space and time as pure intuitions rather than as
forms of appearances. But so far we can affirm Kant to be right
in saying that spacgand time have a unique status in exper-
ence; and this status 1s described not improperly in the assertion
that space and time are the necessary and universal conditions
of the possibility of experience. Apart from them the given
manifold of appearance could not be arranged in those relations
of outside and beside, and before and after, in which 1* always
is arranged—and indeed must be arranged, 1f we are to have
human experience at all. Space and time are thus the a priori
forms of all appearances.®

§ 5. Space and Tune not Concepts but Intuitions

The third and fourth arguments (in the ase of time the
fourth and fifth arguments)* are directed to >how that space
and time are not concepts but intuitions.

1 A 240 = Ba2gg. 2 A156 = B1gs.

3 It should be noted that Kant himself might have regarded the
first two arguments, and espccially the seccond— ompare Prol. § 10
(IV 283)—as proving not that space and time ar forms of appear-
ances, but that they are pure intuitions In tha’ case, however, we
must take pure mtuition to mean primarnly an intution whose content
is the form (or formal relations) in which all appezances are, and must
be, given In the later arguments pure intwitsn 1s considered 1n
abstraction from appearances

4 Where we deal with space and time togeier, 1t 1s simpler to
suppose that the third argument on time has een removed to the
Transcendental Exposition, and the fourth ad fifth arguments
renumbered
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A concept,! as we saw above,® 15 a4 general 1dea containing the
common marks of different individual objects. An imtuition
1s a Singular or individual 1dea, that is, an 1dea of an mndividual |

_object. I concewve triangularity, but I intuit this triangle.
The reasons why space and time are mtuitions® and not
\concepts are (the third argument) that space and time are one,
and (the fourth argument) that space and time are infinite.

These two arguments are not sharply distinguished. Argu-
ments used 1n connexion with the oneness of space are used
also 1 connexion with the infinity of time

§ 6. Oneness of Space and Tune

The first argument is simple. Different spaces are all parts
of one space, and different times are all parts of one time.
Space and time are therefore one and individual, and as such
must be known primarily by inturtion and not by conception.?

In regard to space there 1s added a further argument, which
must apply equally to time &

We have spoken of different spaces as parts of one all-
embracing space. It must not be thought that we know these

1 Log § 1 (IX 91) Kant objects to the phrase ‘general concepts’
(or ‘common concepts’), because this applies to all concepts Never-
theless he himself has to speak of a general or universal concept
(spatiality) 1n connexion with space, because he sometimes uses the
word ‘concept’ (Begriff) for the mtuition of space

2 In Chapter IV § 2

3 For the meaning of this, see Chapter IV § 2 It might be better
to say that our ‘1deas’ of space and time are mturtions not concepts
Kant does say that the ‘tdea of space’ 1s an mtustion (B 40), but he
also speaks of the ‘idea time’ (A 32 = B 48)

¢ Kant, as usual, speaks of space, not as known by mtuition, but
as utself pure mtuition (A 24-5 = B 39). In the case of time he says
that the idea which can be given only through a single object s
mtuition (A 32 = B 47) Time itself he describes as a pure form of
sensible intuition

5 The beginning of this further argument may be regarded as
merely expanding and explaming what 1s already said; but 1t may
be taken to state a ncw pomnt—that space 1s not only an individual
whole of parts (which must be known by intuition), but also an
individual whole which 1s logically prior to its parts (and therefore
known by pure imntuition).
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different spaces, so to speak, in themselves, and that the all-
embracing space 1s a mere aggregate of such different spaces.
On the contrary, these different spaces must be thought of
as in the one all-embracing space They are known only as
limitations of the one all-embracing space, which must be
presupposed from the beginning !

It 1s not so clear why this contention should lead to the
conclusion that space 1s known primanly by intuition This
indeed follows from the fact that space 1s ‘essentially one’,
a whole which 1s logically prior to its parts ; but there 1s a further
point to be made. Kant 1s not denying that we have a concept
of spatiality, a concept of the characteristics or ‘marks’ common
to all different spaces, or, as he calls 1t, ‘a umwersal concept
of spaces in general’.? His argument seems to be (1) that one
common mark of the many different spaces 1s that they are
necessar_y__hrmted, and (2) that consequently our concept
of spatiality is dertved from our immediate intuition of spaces
as necessanly limited # The intuition of spaces as necessanly
limited presupposes a pure intuition of one_ all- embracmg
?ﬁ:?ce_TI-eﬁ—Ce our concept of spatiality presupposesm
intuition of one all-embracing space In other words, one pure
intuition of space must underhe all our concepts of spatiahty.®

1 I do not think that Kant means that we first know the all-embrac-
ing space, and then know the many spaces I think he means that
any given space 1s known as a part of a wider space, and that if we
think this out, we shall find that every given space implies an ali-
embracing space of which 1t 1s a limitation. The all-embracing space
1s logically prior to the many spaces

? ‘wesentlich exmg’ 3 A25=Bj9

4 “The mamfold 1n space, and therefore the universal concept of
spaces 1n general, rests only upon limitations ’° The ‘manifold’ here
1s the pure mamifold

8 The fact that Kant uses ‘space’ both for individual space and
for spatiality makes him difficult to follow What I describe as con-
cepts of spatiality are called in A ‘concepts of spaces’ (denselben),
and 1n B ‘concepts of space’ (demselben) It 1s difficult to see why
‘concepts’ 1s used in the plural—perhaps because space has many
common marks It 1s also difficult to see the rcason for the change
made 1n B, since the concept 1s said immediately above to be a con-
cept of spaces in general (as indeed must be the case if it rests on
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This second argument may be intended to show, not only
that our knowledge of space is intutive, but also that it is
a prior1.t If so, our knowledge is here shown to be a prion, not
i the sense of bemg knowledge of the necessary conditions
of appearances, but 1n the sense of being knowledge of a whole
whose parts are known independently of experience.?

In this respect space as one whole of parts 1s on a different
footing from such a whole as the totality of colours.® The
totality of colours 1s also an individual whole, but 1t is so only
as a collection or aggregate of individual appearances with
a common observed characteristic (colouredness); and it can
be known only by completing the series of empirical intuitions

of these appearances. Space 1s a d d of individual

whole, such that knowing it we can say what its parts_must

be. Hence 1t 18 known by pure mtuition, not by a series_of
‘empirical inturtions.*

Limitations). Perhaps the change was made through the proximity
of the phrase ‘sn Ansehung semner’ (‘in regard to space')

Vaihunger (Commentar, 1, p 223) takes Kant’s argument to be that
only in the case of intuition does the whole precede the parts; 1n
the case of the concept the parts always precede the whole. But
Kant does not here make this view of the concept explicit. The
word ‘Bestandteile’ 1s indeed used for the ‘parts’ of a concept 1n Log.
Emnl, V (IX 35), but 1t 1s not the usual technical term

1 It 1s possible that the third and fourth arguments of the Meta-~
physical Exposition are mtended only to prove that space and time
are intuitions. Kant certainly asserts as his conclusion that they are
pure or @ prior: intuitions, but he may consider himself entitled to
do so on the ground that he has already proved them to be pure or
a priort Nevertheless the second sense of ‘a priory’ 1s so clearly
imphed 1n his arguments, and so important for his whole doctrine,
that I prefer to make 1t exphcit

2 They are known to be necessanly limited or finite.

2 By the totality of colours I mean, not the colour scale, but all
the individual colours 1n the world.

4 We cannot even construct the colour scale a prior: though per-
haps we mught fill small gaps 1n 1t (compare Hume, Treatise, Book I,
Part I, Section 1), still less can we construct the totality of colours

The fact that synthesis 1s necessary 1n order to know space must
be examned later
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§ 7. Infinity of Space and Time

We have now to consider the arguments from the infinity
of space and tume.

It is easy to see that the argument for the oneness of space
is also an argument for its infinity, and 1t 1s so used in regard
to time.

The infinity of time is said to mean no more than this—
that any determinate quantity (or part) of time 1s possible only
as a limitation of the one all-inclusive time, which is pre-
supposed.! As this is true of all quantities or parts of time, the
original? idea of time® must be grven as unlimited, or as infinite
in the sense indicated. That is to say, our 1dea of an all-inclusive
time is logically prior to our intuitions of dyfferent timesy

The next step is intended to show 'that[‘ such an 1dea must
be an intuition, not a concept. This would follow merely from
the fact that time is one and mdmdual/ but Kant makes 1t
follow here from the fact that time 1s infinite 1n the precise
sense indicated.

The reason why it thus follows 1s stated differently 1n the
two editions In the first edition the 1dea of an all-inclusive
time? cannot be given through concepts,® because the parts
of a concept are logically piior to the concept self This 1s

1 I take the phrase ‘zum Grunde liegende’ to mean that the all-
inclusive time 1s presupposed as a condition

t A 32 = B48 ‘Ongmal’ (ursprunglcl) 1s opposed to ‘derivative’
(abgeleitet). In B 72 ‘onginal’ and ‘derrvative’ are used in a special
sense: the ideas of space and time are said to be ‘denvative’ and not
‘oniginal’, that 1s, they are due to a dependent sensibility and not to
a self-suffictent intellectual mtuition Compare Metaphysik d Sutten,
Rechtslehre, § 10 (VI 258) and Strettschrift, 1 Abschmit (VIII 222-3)
for further light on these terms

3 Note that Kant humself says ‘the 1dea time’, not the ‘1dea of time’
As usual Kant’s transition from time 1tself to the idea makes the
argument difficult to follow Our original idea of time 1s an idea of
something infinite or unlimited, and thuis 1dea 1s presupposed by our
mturtions of finite times

¢ Kant says ‘the whole 1dea’

® Here again 1t 1s difficult to see why Kant refers to ‘concepts’ m

the plural, unless 1t 1s because the concept of temporality contans
different ‘marks’



V §7] THE METAPHYSICAL EXPOSITION 119

withdrawn in the second edition, perhaps because the statement
18 not true of concepts of 1eason or Ideas * The reason why th
dea of an all-inclusive time cannot be given through concepts
is (in the second cdition) because concepts contam only ‘parti
repiesentations’

Kant’s atgument 15 complicated by the fact that he assumes
both time and paits of time to be our 1deas o Our 1dea of the
one all-inclusive time 15, so to speak, an 1dea of all the times
that theie are—it contains all times as parts of 1wself hence
all fimte individual times are parts of our idea of one all-
mclusive time, If our 1dea were a concept, its patts could not
be ndividual times (or lengths of time), for the paits of a
concept are not the individual instances which fall under the
concept, but 51mpl§ the common characteristics, or common
‘marks’,2 which are found 1n the individual instances OQur 1de
of time must be an intuition, since 1ts parts are individua
times; and indeed 1t must be a pure intuiticn, tor only so
it be the 1dea of an all-inclusive time whose parts (individual
times) are known only as limitations of the whole.

This intwitron of an all-inclusive time 15 not only prior
to our intuitions of different times: 1t 15 also prior to our
concepts of temporality, our concepts of the characteristics
or marks common to different times As Kant says, 1t ‘underlies’
qur concepts. The reason for thus 1s presumably that already
stated 1n connexion with the oneness of space. One common
mark of different times 1s that théy are necessarily lLumitations

1 See Log §3 (IX 92) . .

2 ‘Telvorstellungen’ 'l‘hge seem to be denucal with the “Tet.
begriffe’ and ‘Partiulorstellungen’ of the lectures on Logic, and for
the present purposc may be equated (as m A 43 = B 6o) with
‘Merkmale’, that 15, with marks’ (nwolae) See Log. Lel. VIII and
§§ 1 and 7 (IX 58, o1, and 95) Conpaie also Chapter IX § 4.

3 At present this should not mean that they aie only 1deas.

4 The common characteristics or marks contamned 1n the concept
of temporality are, for example, continwty, homogeneity, unity of
dimension, and pethaps lnmtation

5 B48 In the fust cdiion he scems to say that 1t underlies ‘our
whole 1dca’, whirteas it wally o our whole 1dea. Lhe change from
‘thre’ to ‘thuen’ m B gives bottur sense
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of the one time, and our concept of temporality must be
derived from our ntuitions of times as necessarily limuted,
The intuitton of times as necessarily limited presupposes
a pure mtwition of one all-inclusive time, and therefore this
one pure intuition must underlie all our concepts of temporality.

The arguments from the infinity of space are somewhat
different, and are stated with greater clarity.

In the first edition Kant argued that a concept of spatiahity,
inasmuch as 1t 1s a concept of what 15 common to spaces of
different sizes, cannot determune anything about quantity,
The inference would appear to be that since infinity 1s a quan-
tity, our knowledge of the infinity of space must be derived,
not from the concept of spatiality, but from the intuition
of space.!

In the second edition Kant recognises that a concept can
involve infinity, 1n the sense that 1t can be present 1n an infinite
number of possible instances? as a common characteristic.
That 1s to say, a concept can have an infinite number of 1n-
stances under 1t, but it cannot have an 1infinite number of
instances® 1n 1t, as space has an infinite number of spaces 1n it.
The general concept is spatiality, and although spatiality has
an infimte number of instances (spaces) which fall under 1,
to speak of these spaces? as 1n 1t would be ridiculous. We must
not confuse our intuition of infinite space with the concept
of spatiality.

1 Note, however, that it 13 only because of the absence of limuts
1 the progress of our intwition that we obtain the principle of infinity.

2 Kant says ‘1deas’, and this mught suggest a reference to the
‘partial representations’ of A 32 = B 48 I doubt whether a concept
can be said to be ‘in’ the ‘partial representations’ of which 1t 1s com-
posed, whereas 1t 1s said to be contamed ‘in’ the 1dea of the things
whach are known through 1t See Log § 7 (1X 95)

3 Here again 1 do not think Kant can refer to the ‘partial represen-
tations’ or ‘marks’ which are 1n a concept as 1ts parts It may be true
that we cannot think an infinity of parts in a concept, but that 1s
not the point I am not even sure that 1t 15 true If the ‘marks’ thought
in 3n empincal concept are not infinite, at any rate we can always
discover more of them 1n experience See Log § 103 (IX r41).

4 Or of spatial things
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It seems obvious enough that our 1dea of the one nfinite
space (or time) 1s to be distinguished from the concept of
spatiality (or temporality), the concept of what 1s common
to all spaces (or times), and if an idea of an individual is an
inturtion, while an 1dea of a common character 1s a concept,
then our 1deas of space and time must be intuitions, If this were
the whole of Kant’s contention, there would be no need to say
more: but he is also arguing that the intuition of an all-inclusive
space (or time) (1) 1s logically prior to intuitions of limited
individual spaces (or times); and (2) 1s for this reason logically
prior to concepts of spatiality (or temporality), which are
derived by abstraction from such intuitions.

If we 1nsist that our inturtions of space and time are para-
doxical 1ntuitions, and their objects paradoxical objects, Kant
1s willing to agree.! It cannot, however, be denied that we are
1n some sense aware of space and time as individual wholes,
and there are at least plausible grounds for saying that we are
aware of them as infinite wholes. To say this is, on Kant’s
view, to say that they are objects of intuition, and indeed
objects of pure intuition,? since we know what all their parts
must be

Kant may have felt that there was more difficulty 1n regarding
time as a pure intuition than 1n regarding space as such In-_
tuttion is naturally thought of as an apprehension of the simulz
taneous, and the parts of space are simultaneous,® while the
parts of time are not.* However that may be, he endeavours
later to strengthen his argument that the 1dea of time 1s an
inturtion, He does so by maintaining that all temporal relations
can be expressed in outer intuition, namely the intuition of
an infinite line, provided we remember that the parts of an
infinite lme are simultaneous, while the parts of time are
successive & Such an argument would seem to belong properly
to the Metaphysical Exposition of Time.

1 For example B 148, A 291 = B 347, B457n In A292 = B 348
space and time are said to be empty mtwtions without an object.

2 Or 1in Kant’s language that they are pure intuitions.

3 B4o ¢ A1 =By 5 A33=Bso.

-
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In the second edition Kant puts this contention even more
strongly, and holds that all temporal relations must be expressed
in outer intuitions 1

§ 8 Intuition and Conception

F "That both intution and conception are necessary for know-
ledge of any object 1s an essential doctrine of the Critical
Philosophy. Kant has, however, said that our 1deas of space
and time are intuitions Is not this a flat contradiction?

We must remember that 1n the Aesthetic Kant 1s “1solating’
sensibility, but even so 1t should be abundantly clear that
he is not denying the presence of concepts in our knowledge
of space and time He 1s only asserting that our concepts of
spatiality and temporality are legically derivative, and that our
pure intuitions of space and time are ‘oniginal’. As he himself
says, space 1s ‘mtuitus, quem sequitur conceptus’ ®

This doctrine has been sufficiently explained, but its full
bearings are seen only when we understand how, according
to Kant, the part played by intuition and conception varies
in different kinds of cognition ? In knowing a colour, the
intuition 1s primary, the concept dervative; and this is true
of all empirical concepts. In knowing a substance, although
intuition 1s always necessary, it plays a secondary part: the
concept of substance is primary and 1s independent of intuition.
The same holds good of all the categories or pure concepts
of the understanding.

Now the concept of spatiality must be a pure concept,
because 1t 1s a concept of what is common to different pure
intuitions 'The unwary may suppose that it is therefore on the
same level, and of the same nature, as a category. This 1s a
mistake.? The concept of spatiality resembles empirical concepts
in being derivative and dependent, although unlike them

1 See B 154, B292

% See passage quoted by Vaihinger, Commentar, a1, p 233

3 Thss can be fully understood only when we have grasped the
distinction between different kinds of concepts. See Chapter IX § 5

4 Compare Prol §8 (IV 282)
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it is dependent on pure intuition. Our knowledge of space
is primarily intuitive, and not intellectual. Whatever we may
think of Kant’s doctrine about the categories, as regards space
and time he is surely right.

Furthermore, until Kant has explained his doctrine of
synthesis, he has to speak as 1f the unity of space were grven
mn intuition. It can, however, be given only because of a syn-
thesis which does not belong to sense.! The necessary synthetid
unity of space (and of time) depends upon, and presupposesi
the pure categories of the understanding 2 All this 1s omitted
from the Aesthetic, but 1t seems to me that such an omission
1s defensible. A man cannot explamn his whole philosophy
at once.

It 1s much more difficult to defend the statement that space
1s ‘represented’ as an infinite giwen quantity.® No doubt here
also the fact of synthesis has to be ignored, though 1t 1s hinted
at; for Kant speaks of the absence of limits in the advance
of ntuition as the source of our knowledge that space 1s infinite.*
Moreover the word ‘represented’? may cover eirther intuition or
thought or both together, and a Iittle later® Kant says expressly
that space 1s thought as containing an infinity of parts in it.
In the case of time the meaning ascribed to ‘mnfinity’? avoids
the suggestion that the infimite whole 1s given as complete:?
the ‘infimty’ of time means that any determinate quantity
of time 1s possible only as a limitation of the whole, and on
this statement the argument turns.? I think also we are entitled
to lay stress on Kant’s insistence that our pure imtuition of
space (or time) underhes® both our concepts of spatiality (or

1 B 160 n. Compare B 130. 2 B161
3 B 39. Compare A 25. 4 Az
5 ‘vorgestellt.’ ¢ B 4o " A3z =Bg478

8 Nevertheless the original idea of time 1s said to be giwen as
unlmited.

9 Compare also Kant’s own defence of his statement about space
quoted by Vaihinger (Commentar, 1, p 255) There he seems to
reduce the mfinity of space to the fact that all spaces are possible
and thinkable only as parts of the one space He even suggests that
what 1s given 18 the possibility of all spaces, which goes ad wfimtum

10 ‘zum Grunde liegt’
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temporality) and our empirical intuitions of spatial (or temporal)
appearances. Infinite space and time are given to us, not
as completed wholes, but as necessarily presupposed in our
experience. .

This I take to be the true doctrine which Kant 1s attempting
to state. Nevertheless we cannot acquit him of carelessness
in expression, and perhaps not even of confusion in thought,
We must say, not only that infinite space and time are not given
to us apart from the synthesis of the understanding, but that
as completed wholes they are not given to us at all.l Kant
himself speaks of absolute space elsewhere as a concept of
reason, a mere Idea.2

Kant’s statement, at the best, must be taken as provisional
and liable to subsequent correction At present we can enamntain
only that our knowledge of space and time as infinite depends
primarily on our pure ntuitions, the synthesis of which from
their very nature can never be completed For the purposes of
the argument this 1s enough.

§ 9. Different kinds of Abstraction

I have said that we have pure inturtion when we abstract
the spatial and temporal relations from the objects which stand
in these relations.® This seems to me the natural way of speaking,
but it will be noticed that Kant himself says only that we have
pure intuition when we abstract from the objects.* And this
raises a point which must be made clear.

1 In K.d.U. § 26 (V 254) Kant says 1t 1s the voice of reason which
makes 1t mnevitable that infinite space and time should be thought
as wholly given (in the judgement of common reason) Does this
imply that the statement in the Aesthetic 1s of a popular or pro-
visional character? In any case it suggests that the word ‘represented’
should be taken as meaning ‘thought’ We do think of space and
time as infinite given quantities, though our pure intuition can never
be a completed whole.

2 MAdN. (IV 559) Compare also op cit (IV 481) I am here
presumung that the absolute space of the Newtonian physicist and
the infinite space of the mathematician are to be identified In his
casual jottings (which cannot have the authority of a published
work) Kant denies space to be a concept of reason See Nachlass
4188 (XVII 450) 3 See § 3 above Y A27=DB43
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It 1s one of Kant’s logical doctrines that we should never
speak of ‘abstracting something’ but that we should speak only
of ‘abstracting from something’.! Thus when we think of the
red colour of a piece of cloth, he is prepared to say that we
abstract from the cloth, but not that we abstract the red colour
from the cloth.

I do not think this point is of great importance for our
present purposes. What 1s of importance is that space and time
are not abstracted from objects in the same way as red colou
is abstracted.?

Kant 1s prepared to say that red colour is given in roses and
cinnabar, and is logically extracted, if not abstracted, from
them.? By this I take him to mean that by abstraction we
ignore the differences in the given objects, and consider redness
in separation as their common ‘mark’.2 An 1dea thus abstracted
from experience—to use the common idiom—is a concept and
1s not independent of expernence.

If space and time were abstracted in this way, we should
have merely the concepts of spatiality and temporality, and
should have no ground for regarding them as independent
of experience. For this reason Kant sometimes denies our
ideas of space and time to be the results of abstraction.® This,
I take 1it, 1s the false doctrine of Leibniz which he repudiates.
The whole point of Kant’s doctrine 1s that our 1deas of space
and time are not concepts of the features or relations common
to different sensible objects, such as thewr ‘outsideness’ or
‘successiveness’. A thing can be outside another only if both
things are in space. It can be after another only if both things
are m time. In knowing space and time we are not abstracting,
or extracting, the common relational qualities® (1f such a phrase

1 See Log. § 6 (IX 95), Anthr §3 (VII 131).

2 See Strestschrift (VIII199n) Leibmiz, according to Kant,
thought they were, see A 40 = B 56-7.

3 'When the 1dea of red colour s logically extracted or abstracted,
1t 1s used as a common ‘mark’, and so possesses universality. Compare
Anthr § 3 (VII 131). It 15 1n short ‘redness’.

1 Compare B 133 n.

5 See A23 = B 38, A 30 = B 46, and compare Diss § 154 (II 402).

¢ Kant would call them ‘marks’
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may be permitted) of things: we are leaving out or ehmunating
spatial and temporal objects,! and we are then left with space
and time as individual wholes. These unique individual wholes
we know to be infinite, and they are the condition of all such
relational qualities as bemng outside and beside, or before
and after.

This doctrine is of great importance. It shows that our
intuitions of space and time are ‘exhibited i their purity
only by an act of abstraction following upon the perception
of empirical objects;® and 1t shows that the method of abstrac-
tion mvolved m such pure mturtions 1s different from the
method of abstraction involved in conception.?

1 Compare Azo-1 =B35, A22=B36, A24 =B389, A3t
= B 46.

2 Compare A 66 = Bgr To exhibit them in their punty 1s to
extract them from expenence as ‘clear’ 1deas See A 196 = B 241I.

3 Compare A 196 = B 241 and A 292 = B 399 Also quotation 1n
Vaihinger, Commentar, 1, p 93 n

4 Tt mught be well to use a word such as ‘isolation’ or ‘separation’
for the special kind of abstraction involved in pure intwtion In
B 4277 Kant hints at such a usage, but he generally uses ‘abstrahieren’
and ‘absondern’ as practically synonymous. Compare Log. § 6 (IX 94).



CHAPTER VI

SPACE AND TIME—-TRANSCENDENTAL EXPOSI-
TION AND CONCLUSIONS

§ 1. Transcendental Exposition of Space and Time

In spite of its formudable name the Transcendental Exposi-
tion is comparatively simple. In regard to space it amounts
to this, that the judgements of geometry are synthetic a prior:.
judgements. In order to be synthetic they must rest upon
intuttion, and in order to be a prior: they must rest upon pure
intuition, We have already in the Metaphysical Exposition

own that space is a pure intuition. We now find that unless
space were such a pure intuition,' geometrical judgements
We@]}ty which they as

.
E—ztt_t_zm__aualla_v_e._* nless space were a pure intuition, we
could not say that there 1s only one straight line between
any two points,? nor could we say that space has only three
dimensions.?> We could say only that so far as our experience
went, we had found 1t to be so.

A similar argument 1s used in regard to time, except that
here we have no complete science comparable to geometry.
We are sumply referred to certain synthetic a prz012 principles
of time relations, or axioms of time in general.? Such axioms
are ‘T'ime has only one dimension’; ‘Dafferent times are not
simultaneous but successive’.

A further argument is added in the second edition.® Apart
from time as an a priori intustion we could have no under-
standing of change (including motion, which 1s change of
place). The understanding of change involves the attribution
of contradictory predicates to the same subject, and this for

1 That 1s, an object of pure intwtion, though of a paradoxcal
kind Compare B 160 n.

2 Azq. 3 Az4; B41.

¢ A3t =By7. ® B 48-9.
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thinking by itself is impossible! It becomes possible only
when we realise that contradictory predicates can belong to
‘.the same thing at different times. Time 1s therefore the necessary
and universal condition of our apprehending change and
motion. It can be so only as a pure intuition, smce thought
by itself cannot supply such a condition.

Furthermore this view of our idea of time can alone explain
the ‘general doctrine of motion’, which Kant regards as com-
posed of synthetic a priorz judgements.

We have thus two contentions Time must be pure intuition,
firstly if we can know certain axioms about time 1tself, and
secondly if we are to understand the concept of change and
the general theory of motion

Kant is making an effort to discover a synthetic a prion
science of time, corresponding to geometry as a science of
space. There 1s no such science. Since tume 1s one-dimensional,
the science of time does not advance beyond such axioms as
Kant has himself stated.

To remedy this he has to bring in change and motion,
but change? and motion?® are not wholly free from empirical
elements, and are not on the same footing as time and space.
Furthermore the science of geometry takes account of space
only, and not of time, whereas the doctrme of motion must
take account of both space and time. Since time 1s the form
of mnner sense, a pure science of time should enable us to
deal a prior: with inner states (not with moving bodies), and
should offer a basis for psychology rather than for physics.t

Nevertheless 1f time as a pure intuition is necessary to
explain the axioms which Kant has propounded, we should
perhaps be prepared to accept his doctrine of time, provided
he could demonstrate that the corresponding view of space
was necessary to geometry.

! The law of non-contradiction, as stated 1n Formal Logc, should
have no reference to time. See A 152-3 = B 1g91-2 and compare
Chapter XXXV § 2. tBs 5 Ayr = B3s8.

4 The precise nature of the ‘doctrme of motion’ 1s a further
dufficulty.
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So far the Transcendental Exposition is concerned to prove
only that space and time are pure intuitions—in the sense that
knowing space and time we can say what their parts must
be. For example, knowing space we can construct geometrical
figures 1 1t @ priors i accordance with a concept,® and 1t
18 this which enables us to prove geometrical propositions.
We have not yet maintained that pure geometry must apply
to the actual world, and that therefore our pure mtuition of
space must contan the form of all appearances. Still less
have we attempted to show that space must therefore be of
subjective origin 2

Kant mtroduces both these points imn the third paragraph
of the Transcendental Exposition of Space 3 It may be argued
that this ought to be done, if the exposition is to be strictly
transcendental. The word ‘transcendental’ usually imples,
not only that we show a cognition to be a prior7, but also that
we do so by ascribing its origin to_the ml‘.n_d_}’Nevertheless'
these points are not mtroduced wn the Transcendental
Exposition of Time, and for the sake of clarity the
subjectivity of space and time ought to be reserved for the
*Conclusions’

The Transcendental Exposition as a whole 1s stronger in
regard to space than 1n regard to tumne, for the temporal science
parallel to geometry is, at the best, a trifle shadowy. It is for
this reason that i the Aesthetic space 1s more prominent
than time. The exact contrary i1s the case wn the Analytic,

1 Prol §7 (IV 281) Kant properly does not himself talk of con-
struction till he comes to the Analytic.

2 1 think 1t legittmate to use this phrase; compare ‘subjective
condition’ 1n A26 = B42 and A 33 = B49 Kant lumself uses
‘subjective origm’ for the way in which the mdividual acquires a
cogrution He uses ‘objective origin’ for the sources from which alone
a cogrution 1s posstble, even although these sources are to be found
1n the human mind as such See Log. Ewml. I1I (IX 22).

3 B 4r.

4 Bag, Ags~7=B80~-1. Compare Prol. §13 Anmerk. Il
(IV 293) “The word “transcendental” which with me never means
a relation of our knowledge to things, but only to the faculty of
knowledge. ’

VOL I E
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though even there the tendency of Kant’s thought in the ,
second edrtion is to give space mare prommence than it had

in the first.

§ 2. Synthetic and Analytic Argument

Kant’s argument may be looked at in two ways. He may
be said to offer a justification of geometry by his theory of
space as a pure mtuition. He may also be said to justify his
theory of space on the ground that it alone 1s consistent with
the validity of geometry The first type of argument Kant
regarded as progressive or synthetic—it passes from the
condition to the conditioned. The second type of argument
he regarded as regressive or Q__lﬂ_.c—lt passes from the
conditioned to the condition! Taken by itself the Trans-
cendental Exposition belongs to the second type; but taken

. m conjunction with the Metaphysical Exposition 1t can be
... made to fit into an argument of the first type The Metaphysical
Exposition establishes Kant’s theory of space by an examination
of the idea of space itself the Transcendental Exposition
shows that the theory thus independently established 1s
alone able to account for the possibility of geometrical
science. Hence the argument as a whole can be said to

move progressively or synthetically from the condition to
the condttioned.?

§ 3. Conclusions

The Metaphysical and Transcendental Expositions, if they
are successful, have established the principle that space and
tune are_pure intuitions (in the sense of being known by
pure intuition). These pure mtuitions are for Kant the condition

/ of all our a preors knowledge of space and time, insluding

! The distinction 1s as old as Euclid See Pappus of Alexandra,
Collectio, Book VII (Vol II, p 634 of the edition of Hultsch) and
Heath, 4 History of Greck Mathematics, Vol 11, p 400

% Broadly speaking, the whole argument of the Kritk aims at
being progressive, while the argument of the Prolegomena aims at
being regressive Compare Prol Vorw and § 4 (IV 263 and 274-5).
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not only general axioms but detailed propositions—such as
those of pure geometry. The content of these pure mtuitions
is the formal spatial and temporal relations in which all
appearances must be given to us, or in Kant’s language space
and time are forms of appearances.

We have now to take a step forward, and to argue for the
subjectivity, or transcendental 1deality, of space and time. This
transcendental 1deality may be expressed by saying that space
and time are forms of our semsibihity—that they are due, not
to the nature of the things which appear to sense, but to the
nature of the human sensibility to which these things appear.-

As usual, Kant fails to maintain an exact parallelism in his
different accounts of space and time. This is partly due to
carelessness, but partly also to the fact that the characterstics
of time differ 1n certain ways from those of space.l

The argument may be put briefly, 4 priors knowledge®—
knowledge, that is to say, which as necessary and universal
1s independent of experience—cannot be derived from experi-
ence.? It must therefore be derived from the knowing mind.
This means, for Kant, that whatever is known? a prior: cannot
be given from the side of the thing known, but must be contri-
buted by the mind itself.5 If we accept the view that space
and time are known a prwr:, we must therefore hold that
space and time are due to the nature of the mind, in this
case to our sensibility

1 Conclusions (@) and (b) for space are roughly parallel to con-
clusion (a) for time, and conclusions (b) and (¢) for time have (apart
from the first sentence of (b)) no parallels under space

2 This covers knowledge 1n the full sense and also the intuitions
or conceptibns which are elements 1n such knowledge

3 On the other hand, 1t could not arise apart from experience, and
1t 1s gradually sorted out from experience (or made ‘clear’ to the
mund) by reflective analysis, see B 1—2

4 Or conceived or mtuited a prior:

5 Whatever 1s merely given in the thing known can, Kant believes,
be known only as empirical fact Since in knowledge there are only
two factors present, the thing known and the knowing mund, what
1s known a priori must be given, not 1n the thing known, but 1n the
mind which knows
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§ 4. The Newtoman View

Kant has already, it will be remembered, set forth three
possibilities 1 Space and time are either (1) real things, ie.
things-in-themselves, or (2) determnations or relations of real
things, or (3) forms of our sensibility. ‘The arguments used in
regard to these three possibilities must be expounded briefly:
criticism is reserved till later.

The first of these, which is the view of Newton, Kant does
not take very sertously. He fails to mention 1t here in connexion
with space.? In connexion with time he says only that if time
were something existing by and for tself, 1t would then be
something which without a real object would none the less
be real? Clearly he regards time (and presumably space) as
nothing apart from objects 1n time, although in thought we
can eliminate sensible objects from it and cognise 1t in pure
mturtion ¢ He says later that on the Newtoruan hypothesis
space and time would be two eternal and infinite self-subsistent
nonentities or ‘unthings’ (Undinge), which are there—without
anything real bemng there—merely i order to receive every-
thing real into themselves * He adds that such a theory can\
account for the application of mathematical truths to the world!
of appearances—he does not say whether 1t could account also]
for the possibility of pure geometry—but that its upholders ‘
become embarrassed when understanding seeks to go beyond
the world of appearances®. This contention, not here explamed, \
may perhaps be alluded to later, when he says that to make
space and time forms of things-in-themselves 1s to make them
conditions of all existence, including the existence of God.?

1 A23 = B 37. Compare Chapter V § 1. 2 A26 = Bja.
3 A 32 = B49g Compare A 292 = B 349.
4 See Chapter V § 9 .

5 A 39 = B 356 Compare B70. An Unding 1s somethung the con-
cept of which 1s self-contradictory; see A 292 = B 348. In A 291
= B 347, where Kant 1s stating his own view, space and time are
not nonentities but imaginary entities See also Diss § 14, 6 (II 401).

¢ A 40 = B 57. Compare Chapter VIII § 5

? B471 This may be a reference to Spinoza, see Metaphysik, p 37;
or possibly to Malebranche, see Diss, § 22 Scholion (11 410)
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A further criticism is to be tound in the first two Anti-
nomies,

It can hardly be denied that in the Aesthetic Kant’s criticism
of this view 1s inadequate. He seems to take 1t as the view of

physicists who have never thought out its metaphysical
implications.!

§ 5. The Lebmzian View

The view against which Kant’s arguments are mainly
directed 1s the Leibnizian view. In it space and time are
relations of appearances, relations abstracted from experience
and represented confusedly in abstraction;? indeed our whole
sensibility is only the confused representation of real
things.®

Kant argues later against making the difference between the
sensible and the intelligible a mere logical difference between
the confused and the distinct.* It 1s on the contrary a trans-
cendenta] difference, that 1s, one originating 1n different powers
in the mind and implying a difference in the content.® On this
point I imagine few would support the Leibnizian view
to-day.

In the passages referred to as ‘Conclusions’ Kant simplifies
the Lertbnuzian view. Ignoring the doctrine of ‘confusion’, he
takes thus view to assert that space and time are characteristics
of things independently of the subjective conditions of our
intuition.® In that case, he argues, our knowledge of space

1 Compare Diss § 14, 5 and § 15 D (II 400 and 403—4)

2 A 40 = B 56—7. ‘Relations’ here would seem to be ‘relationships’
or relational qualities, and our 1deas of space and time to be concepts
of such common relational qualities

3 Ag43=DB6o; A267=B323, A276=DB332 It would be
better to say that our sensing 1s only a confused conceiving.

4 Agy3=B6ofl 5 A 44 = B61-2,

¢ Thus 1s the more general case of which the Leibruzian doctrine
1s a special form. ‘Characteristics’ or ‘deterrunations’ (Bestimmungen)
mclude mner qualities and outer relattons 1n A 26 = B 42 the
former are called absolute, and the latter relative, characteristics.

In A 33 = B 49 this distinction 1s put awkwardly as a distinction
between ‘characteristic’ and ‘order’

-
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and time would be a mere generalisation from experience. We
can make assertions about the characteristics of things-in-
themselves, only so far as we have actually experienced the
things.! Hence if space and time were characteristics of things-
in-themselves, we could never attain the apodeictic certainty
of mathematics, nor could we assert that the truths discovered
in mathematics must hold of the real world, ~

If this contention were sound, it would be fatal to the view
that space and time are characteristics of things as they are in
themselves. We must find some way of explamning why the
physical world necessarily conforms to the discoveries of pure
mathematics—provided always we are entitled to the assump-
tion that 1t must so conform

§6 The Kantian View

Kant’s own view 1s that space and time are forms of human
) senstbility, that 1s to say, they are due to the nature of our
sensibility. They are forms under which things must appear
to us, not forms of things-in-themselves. What 1s given to
sense still implies the reality of things-in-themselves; appear-
ances are still appearances of things-in-themselves, yet the
universal spatial and temporal relations of the given can be
in no way due to things-in-themselves, but only to our sensi-
bility. No doubt it must be due to something in things-in-
themselves that we see one table as round and another as
square;® but if things-in-themselves are not spatial, this some-
thing cannot be roundness or squareness, and its real nature
must be to us for ever unknown?. Things-in-themselves do

1 A26 = B 42, A 33 = B 49 Kant’s doctrine 1s that since a char-
actenistic (of whatever kind) 1s logically dependent upon the object
of whach it 1s the charactenstic, it cannot be the condition of such
an object; consequently we cannot intwit 1t except in so far as the
object 1s given to us, that 1s, we cannot intuit 1t @ prior:.

2 Ago=Bgjs7

3 This view of Kant’s doctrine 1s commonly denied, but 1t seems
to me the only view which can make his theory intelligible Compare
§ 8 below.

4 The real charactenstics might conceivably be thoughts (A 359~60)
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not migrate unchanged into our minds. As they appear to us,
they become subject to the spatial and temporal forms of our
senmbllity)’Ve know them only as they appear, and not as
they are.””

It should be clearly understood that Kant’s main argument
is not from the subjectvity of sensible appearances to the
subjectivity of space and time as mtimately bound up with
sensible appearances ! It 1s precisely the reverse. Since space|
and time are known a priorz, they must be subjective in origin,
and therefore the sensible appearances of which they are the
form must be partly deterruned by the nature of the mind.
In the earlier stages of the argument we were entitled to keep
open the possibility that these appearances were 1dentical with
things-m-themselves (or rather were the things-m-themselves,
not only as they appear, but also as they are). That possibility
1s now, on Kant’s principle, excluded, and henceforward when
we say that space and time are forms of appearances, we
imply that these appearances are things, not as they are in
themselves, but only as they appear to us. ./

If we ignore the fact that Kant’s argument 1s always from
necessity and umversality, we are bound to find 1t dogmatic
and even incomprehensible. YWe may, for example, fall into
the common mistake of supposing that his whole case rests
on the unexamined assumption that relations, and especially
spatial and temporal relations, cannot be given along with
sensation.? On the contrary, Kant always assumes that sensa
(and so objects) gre always given to us 1n spatsal and temporal
relations, of which space and time are the conditions ® This

“is, in fact, what he means when he says that space and time
are forms of intuition or of appearances. His argument 1s

1 In places (eg B 68) Kant does suggest independently that the
senses can never give us the qualites of things-in-themselves, but
thus 1s rather a corroboration than a premuse of his marn argument

2 Even the combinatt n of the manifold (though it belongs to
understanding, not to sensibility) 1s given along with, although not
1n, inturtion, see B 161

3 Compare Lindsay, Kant, p 67 ‘Kant s puttng space and time
on the side of the given’
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not at all that relations as such must be due to the nature of
the mind.! His argument 1s that space and time, as the untversal |
and necessary system of relations which 1s the condition of the .
particular relations in which appearances are given, must be,!
due to the nature of the mind.2 More will be said on this pomnt
later on®.

Kant believes that the difficulties which arise when we regard
space and time either as things-in-themselves, or as characteris-
tics of things-in-themselves, will disappear when we regard
them as due to the nature of our sensibility. If we accept his
hypothests, ‘it can be readily understood’ both how the form
of appearances can be given prior to all actual sense-perceptions,
and also how we can have a pure wtuition whose content 1s
this form. The reason for this assertion 1s that our sensibility,
our receptivity or capacity to be affected by objects, precedes
all intuition of these objects 4

§ 7. Temporal Priority

Here our capacity to be affected by objects precedes in
time all our actual intuitions It may be argued that Kant
must therefore have supposed our pure intuitions of space
and time to precede all our actual sensuous intuitions. This
is however admittedly false, not to say ludicrous, and it is

1 In B 67 Kant suggests that through mere relations things-in-
themselves cannot be known, but this 1s a2 quite different argument
(and also a sound argument, see Chapter LIII § 4) It 1s in any case
peculiar to the second edition

2 Kant indeed says that the form in which sensations are arranged
cannot 1tself be sensation (A 20 = B 34), but he 1s referring (as 1s
perfectly clear if we analyse his complicated assertion 1n detail), not
to the particular relations (or empinical forms) in which sensations
are arranged, but to the universal forms of space and time, which are
the condition of all such particular relations or forms The assertion,
moreover, should not be taken as a premise of his argument, but
rather as a provisional statement of his conclusions, compare
Chapter IV § 2. 3 See § 8 below

4 Compare conclusion (b) in regard to space (A 26 = B4z), and
also the end of conclusion (4) 1n regard to time (A 33 = B 49)
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explicitly rejected by Kant elsewhere,! so that it is not only
the more charitable, but also, I think, the truer view, to
suppose that mn spite of his terminology he means nothing
quite so crude. We can indeed say that any human being
has, on Kant’s theory, even before experience has begun,
such a sensuous nature that all objects must appear to it in
space and time. Since the phrase ‘form of sensibility’ 1s used
ambiguously (not only for the form of appearances as due
to the nature of our sensibility, but also for the nature of
the sensibility to which this form 1s due),® we can even say
that the form of sensibility (in the latter sense) precedes all
experience. But when we are told that pure intuition must
be prior to all experience, we must take this to mean either
that it is logically prior to experience, 2 condition of experience
and not a generalisation from 1t; or else that we can have
this pure intuition before any particular experience that we
care to name.?

Such an interpretation of Kant is in any case the only one
which can have any chance of withstanding criticism. Whether
it offers an easy solution of Kant’s difficulties demands further
examination than he has given 1t. There 1s always a danger in
philosophy, as Kant himselt recognises, that we may accept
a disproof of our opponents’ theories as a proof of our own.

§8. Form and Matter

Kant beleves that 1t is possible to consider form and matter
i abstraction from one another.* In the Aesthetic he considers

1 For example Diss § 14, 5 and § 15 Corollarium (II 401 and 406);
and agawn Streuschryt (VIII 221) 1 find 1t hard to believe that Kant
could be perfectly clear on this point, both 1n 1770 and in 1790, and
yet could talk nonsense about 1t 1n 1781 And indeed thus nonsense
18 explicitly repudiated 1n A 292 = B 349.

2 Compare Chapter IV § 5

3 In Prol. §7 (IV 281) the last clause ‘vor aller Erfahrung oder
etnzelnen Wahrnehmung' perhaps suggests that ‘before all experience’
1s equivalent to ‘before perceiving the individual object in question’.
Compare the last sentence of the following subsection, ‘How can
intuition of the object precede the object itself?

4 Compare A 20 = B 34.

VOL 1 E*
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the form of appearances (space and time) apart from the matter.
In the Anticipations of Sense-perception! he may be said—
though this requires qualification—to consider the matter in
abstraction from the form 2 The whole Kritk of Pute Reason
may be described as an analysis of our experience mto its
formal and material elements. An analysis of this kind need
not imply that we have first the matter and then the form,
or first the form and then the matter, and I see no sufficient
ground for attributing such a mustaken psychological theory
to Kant.

This psychological interpretation of Kant 1s the source of
many errors. It 1s, I think, the main source of the commonly
accepted view that Kant took over Hume’s doctrine of sensa-
tions as 1solated and unrelated atomic entities. For this view
I can find no sufficient evidence.? Kant’s psychology seems to
me closely related to that of Baumgarten and Tetens, and
certain respects to that of Leibniz, rather than to that of
Hume, It 1s obvious that if we abstract from the spatial and
temporal form of inturtion, what 1s left in intuition 1s sen-
sation which can have no extensive quantity.? It is equally
obvious that if we abstract from the umty of intuition
(which as universal 1s for Kant due to the mind), what 1s left
will be a mere ‘manifold’ without umty. Kant certainly
makes both these statements; but this does not justify the
interpretation that we first of all acquire isolated sensations,
and then impose upon them the forms of space and time’®

1 A166ff, and B2oy f
2 See A 167 = B2og and A 1756 = B 217-18
3 Compare Lindsay, Kant, p. 15 This 1s a difficult question, and

further pomts will be raised in Chapters XIX § 1, XLII § 1, and
XLVI§s

4 Compare B 208

5 In another connexion Kant says explicitly that empirical mntuition
18 not compounded (zusammengesetzt) out of appearances and space
(sense-perception and empty intuition) On the contrary, sense-
perception and the mtuition of space arc conjomned (verbunden) only
mn one and the same empirical intuttion as 1ts matter and form Sce
A 429n = B4s57n Although this 1s 2 note to the antithesis of the
First Antinomy, 1t can, I thmk, be taken as expressing Kant’s own
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can determine, independently of experience, the spatial and
temporal conditions to which all objects of experience must
conform. If we were living 1n the eighteenth, or even the
nineteenth, century, we should, I think, have little justification
for denying these assumptions of Kant's subsequent argument.

§ 5. Modern Mathematical Theory

Unfortunately for Kant the development of modern mathe-
matics, and of modern mathematical theory, casts grave doubt
upon his assumptions 1n regard to geometry, and threatens,
if it does not undermine, his position This fact can be dis-
cussed profitably only by those who possess expert knowledge
of modern mathematical philosophy; but it cannot be ignored
without 1ntellectual dishonesty, and some allusion must be
made to it, even at the risk of displaying misunderstanding
A lucid and concise account of the new theories 1s given by
Professor Stebbing 1n 4 Modern Introduction to Logic * Although
she there mentions earlier views of geometry, she ignores
those of Kant.

According to the modern view mathematics now aims at so
high a degree of generality and abstractness that it has ceased
to have any essential connexion with quantity, and a fortior:
with space. The result 1s that formal logic, mathematical theory,
and pure mathematics, are all merged into an indivisible whole;
and this whole 1s described as pursuing an analytical method.

It is not clear to me whether this theory 1s dealing with the
same subject, or using words in the same sense, as Kant.

The logic which 1s said to be identical with mathematics
1s not the Formal Logic of Kant. Although it professes to deal
only with pure forms (as did his), 1t brings 1n what he would
regard as matter.? Furthermore the analysis which 1s spoken

1 See especially Chapter X § 4 and Chapter XXIII § 4 of that
work. An article n Mnd, N S Vol XXXVIII, No 149, p 1 (January
1929), by Professor Hardy can also be consulted with advantage. It
mentions other theories than those prevailing in England, but 1t 1s
hard to relate to the Kantian doctrine even those theories which

nsist on an element of intuition
2 Sce Chapter X § 4 of this book.
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of 1s different from Kant’s analysis; it 1s more than an analysis
of concepts, and Kant seems to be right in denymng that
mathematics is a mere analysis of concepts. This fact 1s
important for Kant’s criticism of metaphysics, and 1t means
that mathematical propositions are not analytic 1n his
sense.!

Again, the ‘deductive development’ discussed and created
by the new theories 1s not primanly a method of producing
conviction, nor is 1t a method of discovery,® nor 1s 1t even
important as a method of proof? The method of analysis
cannot be applied at all, except when a branch of mathematics
has already developed a considerable way. As Kant is talking
only of the method by which such a branch of mathematics,
namely Euchdean geometry, has developed, it is difficult to
see what 1s the relation between his statements and the modern
theories. They seem to begin wheie he leaves off.

Nevertheless we must assume that the modern theories deny
his main contention, that pure intuition 1s necessary for mathe-
matics. ‘Mathematics can be exhibited as a completely logical
structure, so that no element of mtuition enters into a mathe-
matical proof’.# Curiously enough, the only intuition considered
is empirical intuition, and the geometry of which Kant speaks
is regarded as empirical geometry®—a hard saying and one
for which Miss Stebbing offers no reason.

On the modern view a pure mathematical science is a
deductive system which consists of primitive concepts, primi-
tve propositions, and deductions from these.® The primi-
tive concepts are taken as undefined and intelligible without
definition. The primitive propositions are assumed and not
demonstrated.”

We have, however, to establish the consistency of our primi-

' If Mr Bertrand Russell means to deny this when he says that
mathematical propositions are ‘tautologous generalisations’ (Mind,
N.S Vol. XL, No 160, p. 477), the mexpert can hardly but ask
whether this assertion 1s due to 2 special mnsight into the nature of
mathematics or to a logic which has lost its way

? Stebbing, p 463 3 Ibd.p 177 4 Ibid. p. 463.

5 Ibid. p 457 ¢ Ibid. p 458 7 Ibud. p. 175.
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tive propositions, and for this ‘interpretation’ is necessary.!
Indeed apart from interpretation there can be no question
either of consistency or of truth 2 To interpret the undefined
concepts is apparently to find objects for them?® and indeed
to find objects which fit into a system 4

It is just this finding of objects, and of a system of objects,5
which Kant would consider to require the intuitional element
necessary both to the truth and to the consistency of mathe-
matics, and fatally lacking in the metaphysics which he set
out to criticise.

A further question I should like to ask 1s whether any
system of objects does not 1n the last resort nvolve space and
time. I should also like to ask whether this highly abstract
mathematics, if it is to give us geometrical conclusions, must
not be so interpreted that its objects are spatial figures which
can, 1n Kant’s language, be constructed a priwr: in pure
intuition.

§ 6. Kant’s View of Algebra

There 1s another point to be noted Hitherto we have spoken
of geometry, which 1s most prominent 1n the Aesthetic. Kant,
however, believed that arithmetic and algebra also demanded
intuition, and pure mntwition. This 1s discussed on an elementary
level and 1n 1nadequate detail, but he seems to be moving in
the direction of that greater abstractness and generahty which
the modern theories demand, although he does not go so far
as to escape from the 1dea of quantity.

Kant maintains® that algebra constructs quantity (quantstas),
not quanta as in geometry. It abstracts entirely from the
character of the object which is to be thought under its concept
of quantity, and chooses a notation for all constructions of

1 Stebbing, p. 179. 2 Ibid. p. 178.

3 Ibd p 179. 4 Ibd. p. 207.

5 If they fit into a system, I presume they must constitute a
system

¢ A 717 = B 745. The meaning, and even the text, 1s mn places
uncertain. Compare also Chapter XXXVII § 8
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quantities! mn general—that 1s to say, 1t uses signs for such
operations as addition, subtraction, extraction of roots, and so
on. It also uses signs? for the different relations mvolved in
the concept of quantities3—I suppose such signs as =, <, >

The ‘quantities’ are presumably mndicated by signs such as
x, 9, and 2z, and perhaps by numerals Then-—and this 15 the
point—it exfubits in intuttion, 1n accordance with certam unsiersal
rules, etery operation* through schich quantity s produced and
altered. Thus there 1s 1n algebra a symbolical construction, which,
equally with the ostensive constructions of geometry, can give
us results unattamable by mere analysis of concepts This
symbolical construction, or construction by means of signs,®
also involves intuition.

It is unfortunate that this 1s so obscure. Kant fails to make
clear the nature of the mtuition involved—it would seem to
be primanly a pure mtuttion of time,® and perhaps also of
space.” I mention the passage, not as offering a satisfactory
account of algebra, but simply as showing that for Kant the
reduction of geometry to algebra does not mean that pure
inturtion ceases to be necessary.

§4. The Necessity of a prior1 Construction

I do not know whether or not Kant 1s right in saying that
algebra exhibits its operations 1n pure intuition, although I
think that his doctrine deserves consideration. If we set this

! These ‘quantities’ or guantitates (if the word may be pardoned)
are opposed to guanta they are numbers as opposed to figures or
durations, see A 724 = B 752. 2 ‘bezeichnet *

3 *The concept of quantities’ 13 presumably the same as the con-
cept of ‘quantity’ or ‘quantitativeness’

4 It is interesting to observe that the modern view regards the
primitive concepts as symbols upon which we operate by means of
the primitive propositions (Stebbing, p. 178).

& Compare A 734 = B 762

8 This view seems to rest on the ground that counting 1s always
successive, sce A 142—3 = B 182 and Prol §10 (IV283) Some
qualification of this 1s suggested m a letter to Schulz of November,
1788 (X 530) Compare also Kd U §26 (V251 ff)

? Nachlass 6314 (XVI111 616)
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doctrine aside, and consider only Euclidean geometry, it 1s
clear that Kant believed geometrical proof to depend through-
out on intuition of spatial figures, whereas on the modern
theory the mtuitional element occurs only at the beginning,
when we are establishing the consistency of our primitive
propositions

If we suppose the modern theory to give a true account
of modern mathematical method, there 1s no reason why we
should suppose that 1t therefore gives a true account of the
method of Euclid. On the contrary, the method of Eucld is,
1t seems to me, explamed correctly by the theory of Kant.!
If we take the concept of triangularity, we can analyse 1t till
we are blue 1n the face, but unless we construct a triangle n
mtuition, we shall never advance a step beyond our origmal
definition of the concept, we shall never discover, for example,
that the three interior angles are equal to two right angles.?

This does not mean that geometrical proof depends upon
emprrical intuition. How could the empirical intuition of one
triangle give us, or even seem to give us, that apodeictic
certainty which Euclid undoubtedly claims ? We may be obliged
to draw a triangle on paper in order to help our imagination,
but we are not thinking about the seen triangle® We are
thinking about a triangle whose characteristics are determmed
only by the principle of its construction In Kant’s language
we are thinking about a triangle which we construct a prior:
in pure intuition 1n accordance with the concept This language
may possibly be naive from the modern pomt of view. It is
nevertheless expressive of a truth which may be in need of
reinterpretation, but which cannot reasonably be ignored.

1 T believe that Kant’s theory 1s very closely akin to the theory
of Plato See Republic, 510d, and compare Arnstotle, Metaphysics,
A 6, 987b,14 fT See also Adam’s edition of the Republic, Book VII,
Appendix I 2 A716 = B 744.

3 Or at least we are thinking about it, not as a seen triangle,
but as having characteristics entirely determined by the principle
of its construction On these characteristics the whole proof depends
This 1s what Kant means when he speaks (A 240 = B 299) of figure
as an appearance present to the senses, although created a prion:
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I believe that the same doctrine holds 1n arithmetic, although
there it is not so obvious. We can analyse the concepts of 7 and
of 5 and of addition, but such analysis will never teach us
that 74 5=12, unless we construct the numbers in pure intui-
tion. Here again we make use of empirical intuition to help
us, but we are not thinking about the dots we put on paper,
or the beads on the counting-board, with all their irrelevant
and empurical characteristics.! We are thinking about numbers
which we can construct a prezor: in pure intuition by adding
unit to umt, and the characteristics of these numbers are
determined only by the principle of their construction.?

If we may summarise Kant’s doctrine—all mathematical
knowledge depends on the ‘construction of concepts’, by
which he means exhibiting a prz0r2 the mnturtion corresponding
to the concepts® For this purpose we may use empirical
intuition; for example, we draw a triangle on paper. In so
doing, however, we consider only the act of construction, to
which much 1n the empurical figure 1s indifferent, as for example
the size of the sides and angles. Since we can abstract from
these, the individual figures can express the concept without
impairing 1ts universality. Mathematics deals with the uni-
versal as manifested or expressed in individual instances.
This is something quite different from a mere analysis of
concepts.

I am not unaware of the fact that I am treading upon
treacherous ground, but I am convinced that whatever errors
there may be 1n my contention, there would be a still greater
error in supposing that there is no shadow of reason in the
doctrine of Kant.

§8. Modern Geomeiries

A still more serious difficulty for Kant is the development
of non-Euclidean geometries. Kant himself, when younger,

1 B1s,Az240 =B2gg

* Compare the difference between Aoyiotinsy and dpiOunzind

(Plato, Philebus, 56 d, e)
3 Av713 = By41. 4 A713-4=B7412
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had flirted with the 1dea that there might be different kinds
of space with other dimensions, and had connected it with
Leibniz’s speculations in regard to a plurality of different
worlds  In the Kritik he assumes geometry to be Euclidean,
and assumes also that Euclidean geometry 1s necessarily true
of the physical world.

We are now told that there are different kinds of geometry
and different kids of space. Such a view is not in itself fatal
to Kant’s doctrine that our knowledge of space is a priori;
for a prior: knowledge may be acquired gradually and may at
any stage be ‘confused’ or ‘indistinct’.? The possibility of new
mathematical concepts is certainly not excluded by Kant’s
theory,? but on his suppositions every different kind of space
would seem to imply a different kind of pure intuition. This
view 1s difficult, if not impossible, unless there can be one
fundamental intuition of space (or of space-time) such that
all others are intelligible only in relation to 1t It 1s hard indeed
to believe that the different kinds of space are unconnected
with one another, and if a set of propositions in one geometry
can be replaced by a different, though correspondimng, set of
propositions mn another geometry, there would seem to be
some sort of underlying unity whose nature deserves investiga-
tion. Modern theory, so far as I understand it, denies that any
one kind of space 1s more fundamental than any other. Above
all 1t demues that Euclidean space 1s more real or fundamental
than any other. If Kant’s theory 1s to be maintained in a modern
form, we should have to hold that there 1s a pure intuition

1 Gedanken von der wahren Schatzung der lebendigen Krafte, § 10
(I 24).

? For example, the analysis of given a prior: concepts, such as
categories, may be ‘indistinct’ The concept may contan ‘obscure’
1deas which we pass over 1n our analysis, and we can never be certain
that even the most careful analysis of such concepts 1s complete.
See A 728 = B 756

3 Mathematical concepts can be completely defined, but thus s
because they are ‘arbitrary’ inventions (which must, however, be
compatible with the nature of space) and contain an arbitrary syn-
thesis which admuts of @ prior: construction See A 729—30 = B 757-8,
and compare Chapter IX § 5 for the ‘arbitrariness’ of such concepts.

VOL I F
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of space-time 1n the hght of which all the difterent geometries
are mtelligible 1

The difficulty of defending Kant’s doctrine becomes even
more acute, if only one of these geometries, and that not the
Euclidean, applies to the actual space of the physical world 2
On such a view 1t looks as if the application of geometry to the
physical world 1s a purely empirical question. Nevertheless
even In that case one of the pure geometries does apply to
the physical world, and 1t seems to be assumed that one of
them must so apply.? we appeal to experience only to discover
which. 1f one of the many geometries does apply, and still
more if one must apply, to the physical world, we have Kant’s
problem before us in a more subtle form: i1t can hardly be a
mere cowmncidence that some highly abstract system of geometry
holds of the actual world, and 1t 1s the duty of philosophy to
ask for an explanation The same problem would arise 1n a form
still closer to Kant’s assumptions, if what we may call physical
space could be interpreted in terms of all the different geo-
metries, even 1f one were very much more convenient for the
purpose than others

It must be added that the advance of modern physics involves
changes also 1n our views about time, but this does not
necessarily imply that our knowledge of time is empirical,
even although 1t 1s experience which has led us to make new
discoveries. If the physicist still presupposes that we know
something of what the parts of time must be to be parts of
time, or even-that we know something of what the parts of
space-time must be to be parts of space-time; and 1f the philo-
sopher can still say that all our 1deas must be either simultaneous
or successive; then time, like space, has still in some sense its
doubly a prior: character, and we need no more for the purposes
of Kant’s argument.

1 Mr Braithwaitc scems to suggest that there 1s one absolute
space-time, see Mwnd, N S. Vol XL, No 160, p 498

? T understand that this view 1s no longer held by Einstemn

3 Thus need not mean that the same geometry must apply to every
b1t of space, but‘I only that some kind of geometry must do so
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Kant’s doctrine 1s altogether too simple 1n the light of
modern discoveries We must recognise that many propositions
which he (and his contemporaries) were prepared to assert
a prore of the actual world are defimtely untrue Above all
we must recognise that no sufficient account of space and
time can be given, 1f we 1solate them from one another. For
my own part, though I speak as the merest amateur 1n these
matters, I do not see why it should be impossible to re-state
Kant’s assumptions so as to fit tn with modern physical doctrine.
It seems to me at least possible that space-time 1s the condition
or form of all appearances given to sense, that we can
gradually sort it out, by a special kind of abstraction, from the
appearances of which 1t 1s the form, and study 1t mathematically
as an individual whole which 1s intelligible through and through;
and that 1n so doing we can discover laws to which the world
of appearances must conform. Such suggestions are, however,
hazardous and must be left to the expert. For the purpose of
understanding Kant we must place ourselves at the point of
view of the eighteenth century; and from that point of view
I would urge that Kant’s assumptions are, in the main, sound.



CHAPTER VIII

SPACE AND TIME—KANT’S CONCLUSIONS

§ 1. The Connexion of Space and Time with Sensibibity

We must now assume, for the purposes of the argument,
that our ideas of space and time are pure intuitions whose
content 1s the necessary form of all appearancésygiven to sense.
This doctrne, as I have explained if, contamns nothing to
alarm even the most suspicious of realists; yet Kant finds
1n 1t grounds for asserting thatfspace and time are necessarily
subjective 1 origin, tue not to the nature of things, but to
the natare of our sensibilityd

There 1s no further argument to connect space and time
with sensibility rather than with understanding We must
suppose the connexion with sensibility to be established by
the previous arguments; but 1t 1s not altogether clear whether
this connexion 1s proved by the fact that space and time are
pure ntuitions or by the fact that they are forms of sensible
appearances

It may be maintained that 1f space and time were connected
with understanding, our 1deas of them would (like the categories)
be given as concepts oniginally, whereas Kant has argued that
in their case the concept 1s derivative and the intuition original.
,1 f space and time are one and individual, our knowledge of
hem must be intuitive, and therefore it must be sensuous;
for we have no power of intellectual intuition ?

! 1t may be objected that intuition normally imphes a real object
given to sense by the ‘influence’ of things-in-themselves, and that
since pure mtuitions 1mply no such object, they might seem not to
mvolve sense It 1s hardly an answer to this objection, if we say that
we could not acquire these pure intuitions or make them ‘clear’
to ourselves, unless our senses were affected, for the same 1s true
of the categories, which do not orgmate in sense Compare A 86
= B 118, Ag6, and A 196 = B 241 The answer must, I think, be
that our pure intuitions are connected with sense primarily because
they contain the forms of sensible appearances, and i a lesser
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It may also be maintained that the connexion with sensibility

is shown by the fact that space and time are conditions of

objects being given to sense, and not conditions of their being
thought. We simply see red as extended, and so as spatial,
while we think that 1t 1s a quality of a substance. Similarly we
are immediately aware of sensa as before and after, while we
think that events are connected as cause and effect.

There 1s no reason why we should not regard both these
grounds as establishing the connexion of space and time with
sensibility. We should have been grateful to Kant, 1f he had
gwen a fuller treatment to this question, but on the whole
he seems to have a good case. If space and time are to be
regarded as subjective 1n origin, 1t 1s reasonable to find their
origin 1n senstbility rather than in understanding.

§ 2. The Subjectrvnty of Space and Time

What are we to say of Kant’s more fundamental doctrine
that because space and time are known « prion, they must
have a subjective origm? v~ ~ " 7

In the first place we must be clear what the doctrine means.
It does not mean that space and time are mental; for space
at least 1s a predlc_ate not of the mind, but of things as they
appear to us, that 1s, of objects of sensibility.! Even time 1s
a condition of all appearances (1nner and outer), and whatever
Kant may mean by saying that it 1s not a determination of
outer appearances,? there can be no doubt that for him all
objects of the senses must be in time.® The objects of the
senses are, 1n his view, appearances of things whose character
and existence 1s entirely independent of the nature of our

degree because only sense can give us what 1s individual The reason
why pure inturtion has no real object 1s simply that 1ts content 1s the
form, not the matter, of given appearances.

1 A 27 = B 43 When Kant speaks of space as a predicate, he must
mean the general concept of spatiality

2A33=Bgygo

3 A 34 = Bs1 This applies not only to sensa, but also to bodies.

—
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of sensible objects belong (so far as we know) only to the
things as they appear to us, not to them as they are 1o them-
selves. We human beings cannot apprehend things except as
spatial and temporal, but we have no reason to believe that
the things as they are in themselves are eirther spatial or
temporal; for space and time are imposed on appearances
by the nature of our sensibility

It is 1mpossible to invent any exact parallel for this revolu-
tionary doctrine, but 1f we looked at everything through blue

/spectacles we could say that the blueness of things, as they
‘appeared to us, was due, not to the things, but to our spectacles.
In that case the spectacles offer a very rough analogy to human
sensibility 1n Kant’s doctrine.?

In the second place we must be clear about the nature of
Kant’s argument His argument does not rest merely on the
ground that we cannot conceive any experience except as
spatial and temporal. It rests on what I have called the doubly
a priors character of our ideas of space and time Its ground

18 (1) that we can determine the nature of space and time
through and through independently of experience; and (2)
that in this way we can determune, independently of exper:-
ence, the spatial and temporal conditions to which all objects
of experience must conform 2

Kant’s contention—however unplausible 1t may seem at
first sight—as that 1f things appeared to us just as they are n
themselves, we could not legislate for them independently of
experience. We could recognise that, so far as we had experi-
enced them, they possessed certain characteristics, and we
mught anticipate that they would continue to do so. We could

1 It may be noted incidentally that although the blueness of things
would be immposed by our spectacles, (1) we should not first of all
see things as non-blue, and then see them as blue, and (2) the differ-
ences 1 the shades of blueness would be due, not to our spectacles,
but to things These obvious facts may perhaps help to make clearer
my contentions 1n regard to form and matter—see Chapter VI § 8.

2 Compare Chapter VI§5 All this 1s implied i the statement
that space and time are pure intuitions whose content 1s the necessary
form of appearances
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say, for example, that every triangle hitherto measured had
its interior angles equal to two right angles, and we might
expect other triangles to have the same characteristic, just as
we might expect any swan we see to be white But we could
not assert that the interior angles of every triangle must be
equal to two right angles, and that this law must necessarily
apply to every triangle that we see. Still less could we work
out a necessary system of gecmetry to which all experienced
objects must conform.

If we can determine the nature of space and time indepen-
dently of experience and thereby legislate for all possible
objects of experience, this can only be (according to Kant)
because space and time are due to the nature of our sensibility .
No other explanation can account for the fact that our abstract
knowledge of space and time possesses apodeictic certainty
and also applies to all objects of experience. Kant’s theory 1s
not merely possible or probable It claims to be absolutely
certain !

If space and time are due entirely to the nature of our
sensibility, it is obvious that we can have no ground for sug-
gesting that nevertheless they mught also belong to things as
they are 1n themselves/Tt is equally obvious that the empirical
qualtties revealed in our sensa, although they are due to the
‘influence’ of independent things, cannot be qualities of these
things as they are mn themselves, for such empurical qualities
are necessarily spatial and temporal.2 Indeed the latter point
is hardly in need of argument, since the sensa vary from indrvi-
dual to individual (as the spatial and temporal characteristics
when scientifically determined do not). This means that they
depend partly upon something other than the thing of which
they are the appearances.?

1 A 48-9 = B66.

? It seems meaningless to say that a thing-in-itself has a colour
which nerther extends through space nor lasts through time

3 According to Kant, as I understand him, although differences
mn the secondary qualities (and also in shapes, sizes, and durations)
depend on the nature of things-in-themselves, this does not imply
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§ 3. 4 Rough Analogy

The precise character of Kant’s view of space and time
may perhaps be made clearer by contrasting it with the rough
analogy of the blue spectacles suggested above Suppose we
were all born with something like blue spectacles on our eyes,
how—it may be asked—could we determine whether the blue-
ness of things really belonged to things-in-themselves or not?

We must assume for this purpose that our only sense is
sight, so that the blueness of things 1s as universal as their
spatial and temporal characteristics We must also assume that
it would be as impossible for us to imagine an object which
was not some shade of blue as 1t is to imagine an object which
does not occupy some space and last for some time So far
the cases are parallel, but there 1s nevertheless a fundamental
difference between them.

We could recognise blueness as a common characteristic of
all experienced objects ; that is to say, we could have a concept
of blueness: but if we had such a concept, what more could
we do with it? There 1s no way of studying the necessary laws
of blueness in abstraction, and thereby determining a priorz
the character of all possible objects.! Hence we could never
have any ground for deciding whether blueness belonged to
things in themselves or depended on the nature of our eyes

that we have knowledge of things as they are 1n themselves It imphes
only that we have knowledge of things as they appear to us

‘We mught indeed object that differences and likenesses m appear-
ances must imply some sort of differences and likenesses in the
thing, or things, that appear, but we have no means of knowing the
respect 1n which things-m-themselves, or their qualities, differ from,
or resemble, one another We do not even know that there 1s a
plurality of such things, or that things-in-themselves can have
qualities, although we must think of them, by analogy, as a plurality
and as having qualities In such circumstances a statement of their
differences and likenesses 1s too vague to convey positive meaning

! We mught indeed determine that the degrees of blueness are
necessanily continuous, and that every object must have a degree of
blueness But in that case Kant holds, consistently, that the degree-
ness (though not the blueness) must be mmposed a priort by the
nature of the mind See the Anticipations of Sense-Perception
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This pomt may be put in another way By abstraction we
could think the concept of blueness, but we could never
intuit the one infinite blue of which all blues are necessarily
parts, yet unless we can do so, blue 1s not really analogous
to space. Or 1f it be supposed that we could intuit the one
infinite blue (on the ground that the only objection to this
15 the difficulty of intuiting the mfintte, a difficulty which
applies equally to space), then the mtuition would be empirical,
We could see no necessity why every blue area as such should
be a part of a wider blue area. We could indeed see the necessity
why every area should be part of a wider area, but this would
have nothing to do with its blueness.! Our intuition of space
would still be a priorz; we could still determme the laws of
space mdependently of experience, and thereby determine the
laws governing all sensible objects. The mtuition of blue would
give us no such power, and we should have no sufficient
ground for attributing 1t to the nature of our senstbulity.

The status of space and time in experience 1s unique, and
it is because of this unique status that Kant holds they must
be attributed to the nature of the mind.

§ 4. Subjectrvity and Knowledge of Necessity

Kant’s Copernmican revolution 1s mtended to account for a
necessity which we are assumed to know—the necessity that
objects of experience should conform to the mathematical laws
of time and space Is 1t intended also to account for our know-
ledge of this necessity?

At first sight 1t would seem that there is no such intention.
In the case of the categories Kant does indeed believe that
by tracing them to their origin 1n the human understanding
we make 1t possible to know what the categories must be.
‘What reason produces entirely out of itself cannot be concealed,?
and the ‘clue’ to the categories 1s to be found in the forms of

1 The same criticism would apply to any argument that force,
matter, or reality (which are supposed to fill the whole of space)
must be known through pure intuition in the same way as space itself.

2 A XX, etc

VoL I F*
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judgement which are known @ preorz 1n Formal Logic Never-
theless Kant does not regard the human mind as transparent
in itself, or as more easily understood than the physical world !
He certainly does not believe our sensibility to be so transparent
to reflexion that we can understand why 1t must involve the
two factors of space and time *

There 1s, however, a sense 1n which the Critical doctrine
1s put forward to explain our knowledge of necessity, and not
merely to explain the necessity which we know. Kant, as I
have insisted, 1s not arguing only that if space and time are
due to the nature of our sensibility, this would explain why
all objects must be spatial and temporal Such a hypothesis
would explain the assumed facts, but 1t could hardly be put
forward as the only possible hypothesis® The two-fold
character of the argument ought never to be overlooked.
What Kant 1s attempting to explain 1s why our abstract know-
ledge of the necessary characteristics of pure space and time
should be also a knowledge of the laws to which objects of
;sense must conform. His contention 1s that such know-
ledge 1s possible only if the pure intuition by which we
tknow space and time 1s due to the nature of our sensibility
alone.4

It can hardly be denied that Kant’s doctrine offers a possible
explanation of the facts, if we assume that these facts are

1 He insists that even the sources of the Transcendental Dialectic
(A 309 = B 366), the sources of mathematical knowledge (Prol. § 6
(IV 280)), and the schematism of the understanding (A 141 = B 180-1)
are hidden deep in the human muind Imagination 1s said to be a
blind but indispensable function of the soul of which we are seldom
conscious (A 78 = B 103) Compare also A 834 = B 862

2 Compare B 146 In this passage Kant appears even to deny that
we understand why we must judge only through certamn forms of
judgement This seems to be an overstatement of hus case, but we
have certamnly no means of knowing the nature of our sensibihty
except by knowing the nature of its objects. Compare Forischritte
der Metaphysik (Phil Bib 46¢c, p 92)

3 It would be parallel to the contention that a unuversal blueness
must be due to the nature of our sensibihty

4 Compare also Chapter XXX § 6-7.
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established by the previous Expositions, and in particular by
the Metaphysical Exposition The question to be decided je
whether 1t offers the only possible explanation

§ 5. The Arguments agamnst Leibriz and Newton

The arguments by which Kant seeks to justify hus ‘Con-
clusions’ consist largely of objections to the theories of Leibniz
and Newton. This 1s natural enough, since his business is
to dispose of alternative explanations; but there is always a
danger, 1n this kind of argument, that some other real possi-
bility may be overlooked

Kant claims that if the doctrines he has set forth in the
Expositions are true, they are incompatible with any doctrine
of the Letbmzan type. If space and time are forms or conditions
of appearances, and so of sensible objects, they cannot be
mere characteristics® (whether qualities or relations) of such
objects; for the object—at any rate 1f 1t is regarded as a thing-in-
itself—is logically prior to its characteristics.2 And if our ideas
of space and time are ‘originally’ pure intustions, they cannot
be reduced to mere concepts (whether distinct or indistinct)
of the common characteristics of things-in-themselves.?

These two arguments are not unconnected any more than
the assumptions on which they rest are unconnected. Kant’s
entire theory rests on the view that while we cannot know
appearances apart from space and time, we can know space
and time independently of experience, as wholes which neces-

1 ‘Bestummungen > These may be taken to cover both qualities and
relations as in A 26 = B 42, where qualities are referred to as absolute,
and relations as relative, characteristics (or determinations)

2 See A26 = B 42z and A 33 = B 49. For the parenthesis, see also
A 267 = B 323 and compare A 276 = B 332

3 This argument 1s put less clearly mn the ‘Conclusions’. Kant
msists merely that the characteristics of things, mmasmuch as they
are essentially dependent upon things, cannot be intuited a priori.
‘We can concerve such characteristics only by an abstraction from
emprrical mtuitions For the argument against making the difference
between the sensible and the intelligible a logical difference between
the distinct and the indistinct, sce A 43 = B 6o ff
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sarily determine the nature of thetr parts ! This 1s the ground
of his contention that space and time (1) are the form, not
the matter, of appearances,? and (2) are known by pure intustion.
It 1s also the ultimate ground of his contention that space
and time (1) cannot be mere characteristics of things, and (2)
cannot be known by mere conception.

Furthermore, 1f Kant 1s right 1in holding that the judge-
ments of geometry are synthetic @ przo7: judgements, space
and time must be known by pure intuition: the mere analysis
of concepts—and we can do nothing with concepts except
analyse them—could never give us such judgements

I must confess that I find 1t extremely difficult to estimate
the force of these arguments Kant seems to me to be altogether
sound in denying that intuitions, whether empirical or pure,
can be reduced to indistinct concepts I believe he 1s also sound
in maintaining that our knowledge of space and time 1s primarily
inturtional and not conceptual, and that we cannot regard the
spatial and temporal characteristics of objects as on an equal
footing with other characteristics® But the question arises
whether we cannot abstract from observed objects the system
(or systems) of relatrons in which they stand, and discover
in such a system a necessity which must govern all objects
standing 1n these relations Or rather—since 1t 1s Kant’s conten-
tion that we can do this 1n the case of space and time—why
should we maintain that such knowledge of necessity 1s intelli-
gible only on the supposition that the system of relations must
itself be imposed on objects by the mind which knows them?

The question 1s the more pressing because modern logic,
as I understand 1t, claims to abstract various systems of relation
and to find 1n them a necessity which gives us a prior: know-
ledge of all objects standing in these relations Spatial and
temporal relations then become only a species of a more

1 By this I mean that we know the parts only as hmitations of
the whole, and that knowing the whole we know what the parts
must be. ? See Chapter VII § 4

3 The spatial and temporal characteristics seem to be relational
characteristics and therefore so far distinct from qualities.
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abstract system of relations which can be dealt with adequately
and sufficiently by formal logic Unless we hold that all relations
as such must be imposed by the mind—and I do not think
this 15 Kant’s position—why should not spatial and temporal
relations be real relations of things as they are in themselves?
Why should we not be content to recognise that, granted
certain relations, we can grasp a necessity in them as we cannot
in mere qualities? And why should we seek to explamn our
knowledge of this necessity on the ground that whatever con-
tains this necessity must be imposed by the mind?

To deal with these questions adequately would take me far
beyond the limited purposes of this book. I would only say,
provisionally, that I think Kant’s doctrine has to be accepted
or rejected 1n the light of the answer to these wider questions.
This means definitely that, taken 1n themselves, his arguments
are not so conclusive as he imagines. Nevertheless I am inclined
to suspect, though I recognise this may be due to ignorance,
that space and time cannot be reduced to a logical system
of relations.! They look to me like individual wholes which
are known by pure intuition, and this pure intuition seems
to me, as 1t did to Kant, to underlie all our concepts of the
relations which they contain. I am also inclined to suspect
that space and time have a unuque status in our experience,
and that we shall make no progress in our philosophy till this
essentially Kantian doctrine 1s recognised.

Kant 1s attempting to do justice to this unique nature of
space and time, and only by recognising this can we appreciate
his theory. He maintains that Leibmiz failed to account for
the essenttal individuality of space and time. We have no
business to explain this away; and the only way in which we
can uphold this essential individuality 1s to regard space and

1 If, for example, we say that in an army there are various relations
of subordination and co-ordination, then (settng aside the pomnt
that such relations always presuppose space) it 1s quite untrue to
say that ordmation stands to subordmnation and co-ordination as
space stands to left and right or up and down Ordination 1s merely
a concept of common characteristics space 1s an individual whole
within which alone certain relations are possible.



74 SPACE AND TIME [VIII §

time as individual wholes given to the mind (on the occasion
of sense-perceptions) through the nature of our own sensi-
bility The alternative 1s to treat space and time as things-in-
themselves, and this Newtonian doctrine Kant believes to be
inconceivable

When we turn to Kant’s treatment of Newton, the funda-
mental question we must ask seems to be this Granting that
by means of our pure intuitions of space and time we can
know a priorz the conditions, or forms, of all appearances,
why should not space and time be real things which are at
the same time conditions, or forms, of things, not only as they
appear to us, but as they are 1n themselves?

It 1s a weakness 1n Kant’s argument that he pays too little
attention to this possibility If we set aside the theological
objection—that such a view makes space and time the condition
of God’s existence’—we are left with the plea that the theory
1s inconceivable, nasmuch as 1t 1s self-contradictory 2 When
Kant asserts that on the Newtonian hypothesis space and time
are nonentities (Undinge), he implies that the very concept
of them contradicts itself 3 He appears to consider this so
obvious that it needs no argument in its defence He may
mean that space and time, taken as things, have the contra-
dictory character of bemng systems of relations which relate
nothing;* or he may find their contradictory character 1n the
puzzles connected with infimty which are dealt with in the
first two Antinomies.

The Newtonian 1dea of absolute space and time 18 now
generally abandoned, so that perhaps we need not be greatly

! This seems to assume the strict universality of space

? The most important passages are A 39~40 = B 56—7 and B 70-1.
The former passage 1s quoted 1n Chapter VI § 4 The latter passage
maintains that on this view space and time must be two infinte
things which are not substances, but which are also not anything
which really inheres in substances (as a common quality or relation-
ship), yet which exist, and are the necessary condition of the existence
of all thuings, although they remain over when all existing things are
cancelled or annulled (aufgehoben) Compare also A 32 = B 49 and
A 292 = B 348 3 A292 = B1348.

1 See Diss § 15 D (11 404) and compare A 285 = B 341
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perturbed by the slightness of Kant’s argument against it Ie
might, however, be replaced by a hypothesis of the <ame type:
namecly, that space-time, although not absolute 1n the Nevtonian
sense, 1s nevertheless a real thing, and that the contradictions
which Kant finds in the 1dea of spacc and time as real things
are due to the treatment of space and time 1n 1solation from
one another, and therefore can be set aside! [f any such
hypothesis could be maintained, 1t would undermme Kant’s
whole position.

Kant 1s 1n any case justified in saying to his opponents
that they must think out clearly the doctrine which they put
forward as an alternative to his. They must make up their
minds whether space and time are to be regarded as self-
existent entitites, or whether they are merely the common
qualities (relational or otherwise) of such entities; it 1s 1llegiti-
mate to regard them now in one way and now in another,
or to hover vaguely between both possibilities without commit-
ting oneself to either. And 1f our only chorce lay between the
doctrines of Kant and those of Newton or Leibniz, the doctrines
of Kant would have a very strong claim upon cur suffrage.

Nevertheless so far as Kant’s argument rests upon the alleged
impossibility of all other views, 1t must remain inconchusive,
unless we are certain that the views examined are exhaustive.
Negative evidence of this kind 1s a corroboration rather than
a proof What are we to say of the positive claims of Kamt’s
doctrine 1tself? Do these hold independently of the view that
the concept of space and time as real things 1s self-contradictory ?

§ 6. The Theory of Kant

Kant habitually speaks as if his theory—that space and
time are subjective 1n origin—followed 1nevitably from the
doctrines established in the Expositions, and as if no other
theory were compatible with these doctrines It is not easy to
see why this should be so, unless we hold that every theory
of the Newtoman type 1s excluded as 1n itself too ridiculous

1 This view 1s, I think, the view ot Professor \lexander
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for serious consideration.! If we do hold this, Kant’s contention
becomes much more obvious; and I am inclined to think that
a supposition of this kind, though generally not made exphcut,
is always present in his arguments for the subjectnv ity of space
and time 2

So far as I can discover, Kant nowhere asserts that the
Newtonian doctrine 1s incompatible with the Metaphysical
and Transcendental Expositions He apparently admuts that
if space and time were real things, our knowledge of spac
and time would be a prior: knowledge of objects in space and
time.? This may mean that the Newtonian theory 1s compatibl
both with the existence of pure mathematics and with its
applicability to the physical world,* and if so, 1t would also
be compatible with the doctrine of the Expositions

If we accept this conclusion,® Kant’s w hole argument against
Newton rests on the inconcervability of space and time as
real things ; and his claim—that only by the Copernican revolu-
tion can the doctrines of the Expositions be rendered intelligible
—is directed solely against the philosophical theories of Leibniz,
which at that time were dominant in Germany

When Kant 1s understood 1n this way, the argument becomes
much more plausible Space and time cannot be real things,’

1 ‘pertinet ad mundum fabulosum ® See Diss § 15 D (11 404)

2 I think, for example, that it may be present in B 41

3 In A 40 = B 57 Kant says that the supporters of the Newtonian
hypothesis open up (fremmachen) the field of appearances for mathe-
matical propositions (Behauptungen) 1 take this to mean that they
can account for the possibility of the application of mathematics to
actual thungs (The word ‘fretmachen’ 1s also used for ‘franking’ letters,
whuch I suppose means making them free of the post)

4 Such an nterpretation seems to me to be supported, at least by
implication, in Diss § 15 D (II 404)

5 Kant can hardly believe that on the Newtoman view mathe-
matical knowledge, although a prior: in relation to physical things,
would 1n itself be empirical He suggests, rather curiously, in the
Fortschritte der Metaphysik (Phil Bib 46c, p 91), that if space were
the form of the object as it 1s 1n 1tself, we should hate to know 1t
by an empirical a prior: intwition, and (on p 93) that our synthetic

a priori Judgements would be empirical and contingent, which 18
self-contradictory
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ot independent substances, for this 1s inconceivable and self-
contradictory. but equally they cannot be qualities or relations
of real things; for if they were, they would be dependent upon
the things, whereas we have seen that the things are dependent
upon them,If we regard them as due to the nature of our
sensibility, their inconceivability or self-contradiction 1s sup-
posed to disappear; and it at once becomes intelligible how,
although they can be known in abstraction from objects, they
can nevertheless be the condition of objects—provided always
that such objects are things as they appear, and must appear,
to our sensibility, not things as they are in themselves. v
This interpretation has the further merit that 1t gives us
an argument from the logical priority, and not from the
temporal priority, of our knowledge of space and time. As
I have said, I think 1t rash to affirm that Kant ever confused
logical and temporal priority;! and I do not believe that we
need attribute to hir anything so crude even in the Aesthetic,
where his terminology 1s unhappily applied without exphcit
repudiation of a temporal meaning.? But even if we are convinced
by the arguments, so strongly urged by Professor Prichard,?
which attribute this confusion to Kant, 1t 1s all-important to
decide whether Kant’s reasoning rests entirely upon this con-

1 Chapter II1§ 3

2 Compare Chapter VI § 4. It 1s important to notice, not only that
Kant expressly repudiates this doctrine of temporal prionty else-
where, but also that 1n works like the Dissertation and the Streitschrift
where such repudiation 1s found, he continues to use expressions like
‘before’ and ‘precedes’, which suggest a temporal interpretation
Professor Prichard relies primarnly on the Prolegomena, and 1t should
be noted how 1n § 10 of that work Kant argues that because space
and time remamn over when we elimate the empirical element, they
are therefore pure mtuitions, and therefore forms of sensibility which
must precede all empinical inturtion The same combination of remain-
ing over and so preceding 1s also to be found in the Streitschrift
(VIII 240), and 1t suggests that to ‘precede’ does not mean to ‘precede
in time’. Compare also Anthr § 7 Anmerk (VII 141): ‘The formal
constitution of this receptivity cannot be borrowed from the senses,
but must (as intuition) be given a prior:, that 1s, 1t must be a sensuous
intuttion which remains over if everything empirical 15 eliminated ’
The 1talics are mine. 3 In Kant’s Theory of Knowledge
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fusion, or whether his thought contains a deeper and more
legitimate contention For my own part I have no doubt what-
ever that 1t does; and 1t 1s this more legitimate contention
which alone has any claim upon our consideration.

§ 7. Human Experience

Kant’s arguments apply only to human experience, and he
regards as conceivable a knowledge which depends, not on
sensuous, but on intellectual, intuition.?

Intellectual intuition would not, like sensuous intuition,
depend on objects given to it from without: its objects would
be given, or produced,? by the very act of intuition itselt
Of such an intellectual inturtion space and time would not be
forms. They are forms of sensuous mtuition alone. Hence if
we conceive the divine mind as possessing intellectual intuition,
the divine experience, if it can be called experience, would
not be spatial or temporal.

Furthermore there mught be other limited and dependent
beings like ourselves whose experience was sensuous, but whose
senses might be different from ours.® For such beings space
and time mught or mught not be the necessary forms of their
sensuous intuitions In this respect space and time differ from
the categories, which (because they belong to pure under-
standing) would necessarily be mvolved® in the experience of
any rational bemng which depended upon any kind of sensuous
intuition.®

Perhaps for the sake of completeness Kant ought to have
asked whether we can have a non-spatial and non-temporal
experience involving immediate imtuition of an object. The

1 B 71—2. Sensuous intuition 18 passive, intellectual intuition active.

2 B 145. Compare B 72, B13s, B139. This, I suppose, 1s the
charactenistic of vdyoic vofjocwe

3 'That 1s to say, their sensibihity would be passive, but they would
be unaware of colours, sounds, and other human sensa

4 Thus 15 true only of the unschematised categories

& B 148. Space and time, as confined to human expertence, have
a more limited universality and necessity than the categories (which
are not so confined).
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mystic’s vision of God 1s sometimes described as if it were
such an experience Kant would presumably dismiss such a
claim as mere Schewarmerer.

These speculations may seem unnecessary and artificial.
Nevertheless they serve to bring out important aspects of
Kant’s doctrine They confirm, for example, the view that we
do not understand why sensibulity as such should nvolve space
and time. More important still, they show that the necessity
of which Kant speaks i1s a necessity in relation to human
experience It 1s too often forgotten that Kant is consistently
protesting against a metaphysic which claims by the exercise
of pure reason to determine the necessary characteristics of
ultimate reality He 1s content with the humbler task of deter-
minng the element of necessity within human experience
as such.

I do not think 1t a justifiable criticism to say that on this
view everything 1s reduced to a mere matter of fact, and that
the forms of human 1nturtion might change The latter supposi-
tion itself presupposes the form of time, and apart from so
doing 1t 1s to us quite meaningless And 1f we can know space
and time independently of expenience, and also understand
how space and time are necessary to experience, not as its
matter, but as its form or condition, it would be foolish not
to admit that the facts of space and time, 1f we choose to call
them so, are not on the same footing as the facts determined
by mere observation.

Kant does not explain how we know that space and time
are conditions of the experience of other men, nor even how
we know that there are other men who have experiences. On
a common-sense level we are, no doubt, entitled to assume
both, The existence of other men is presupposed 1n our thought
and action, and all our thinking, conspicuously scientific think-
ing, presupposes also a common world of spatio-temporal
objects which we know. Nevertheless Kant’s doctrine (that
space and time are forms of appearances only) involves the
consequence that we know ourselves as appearances only, and
a fortior: that we know others as appearances only Hence our
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knowledge of other men and their experience demands from
him a special discussion which 1t does not receive.!

It may also be asked how we can know that the same space
and time exist for different minds Even if we assume that
each mind comes to reality with similar forms of sensibility,
would not this 1mply that each mind was aware of appearances
in a swmilar, but different, space and time? This question
Kant, so far as I know, has not raised. For my own part I
find 1t difficult to understand what could be meant by saying
that each of two men was aware of an infinite and homogeneous
space (or time), but that nevertheless the spaces (or times)
were different. I should have thought that here, if anywhere,
the principle of the Identity of Indiscernibles was valid.

§ 8 Space and Tune in Relation to Things-in-themselves

Are we entitled not only to assert that for us space and time
must apply to all appearances, but also to deny that things-in-
themselves are spatial or temporal?

Strictly speaking, we are entitled to say of things-in-
themselves only that we do not, and cannot, know them to be
in space and time. Since we do not know them at all, we cannot
say what they are not Nevertheless Kant habitually uses the
stronger expression, and I have not scrupled to follow him 1n
so doing

If Kant’s arguments are sound, the possibility that things-in-
themselves might be spatial and temporal 1s an empty and
ungrounded possibility, and one which could serve no useful
purpose 1n our thinking. If we put on a pair of blue spectacles,
it 18 possible (in default of other evidence) that at the same
time the whole world really turns blue. It 1s also possible that
the moon, as a thing-in-itself, 1s made of green cheese. The
supposition that things-in-themselves might be spatial and
temporal 1s of the same order. We are supposing 1t to be proved

1 For the Kantian philosophy 1t 1s at least as necessary to justify
our belief that there are other minds which are centres of thought
and action as 1t 1s to justify our belief that there are permanent
physical substances which are centres of force
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that space and time as known to us are entirely due to the
nature of our sensibility. To insist that things-in-themselves
might nevertheless be spatial and temporal, though we could
never know them to be so, i1s to suggest the possibility of a
pre-established harmony in which we have no reason whatever
to believe, and which, if 1t existed, could make no concervable
difference to us® To entertain groundless possibilities is no
part of the work of philosophy, and Kant is not to be blamed
for refusing to admut as a real possibility one which rests upon
no positive grounds, but merely upon blank ignorance.?

Strictly speaking, however, all Kant 1s doing 1s to set a
limit. On this side of the limit are appearances which must
be temporal and spatial Beyond that limit are the things-in-
themselves of whose characteristics we know, and can know,
nothing.

§9. Tume and Thmngs-in-themselves

If any positive grounds are brought forward in favour of
the view that space and time characterise things-in-themselves,
they must be considered on their ments. One argument of
this sort 1s examined by Kant 1n relation to time.?

Change, 1t 1s urged, 1s real, even 1f the only change 1s change
of our 1deas; and since time is the condition of change, time
must be real too.

Kant regards the answer to this as easy, Time 1s real, but
only subjectively, only as the condition of human sensibility,
or as the form of inner sense That 1s to say, human sensibility
is such that I must be aware of my inner states as a succession
of changing events in time. If there were an intuition other
than sensuous, such intuition might, and he believes would,
apprehend without any reference to time, and consequently
without any reference to change, the very characteristics of
the mind which we intuit as changes. Time like space depends,

1 Compare B 166—7.

2 In A 388 a Critical objection 1s said to show that a contention 1s

groundless, not that 1t 1s wrong (we can show the latter only by
knowing the object) 3 A 36-8 = B53-5.
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not on the nature of the thing-in-itself, but on the nature of
the knowing subject It 1s empirically real, and has under it
necessarily all appearances of myself to myself But this implies
no absolute reality either of time or of change.

In a footnote he gets nearer to the real objection. There
he admits we can say that our ideas follow one another, but
this for him means merely that we are aware of them as in
temporal succession—the temporal succession being due, as
always, to the nature of our sensibility.

Even this hardly faces what seems to me the real point of
the argument Kant takes the contention to be that we are
aware of our 1deas (or inner states) as changing in time, and
he has no difficulty 1n showing that we are equally aware of
external objects as 1n space Space and time are on precisely
the same footing, and if one 1s only the form of appearances,
so also is the other. The objector does not, however, mean
merely that he 1s aware of his ideas, or inner states, as 1n time.
He means that his awareness 1s also 1n time, or 1s also a temporal
succession. His contention 1s that time has a very special
reality, because 1t 1s 1mplied, not merely 1n what he 1s aware
of, but 1n his awareness of it. What he 1s aware of may be
mere appearance : his awareness of 1t cannot be mere appearance,
but must be absolute reality. And 1f this 1s so, time must be,
not merely empirically, but absolutely, real

I presume Kant would reply that this contention 1s an
error. When we say that our awareness 1s in time, we can
say so, only if we are aware of our awareness, aware, that 1s
to say, of a succession 1n our 1deas And if we ask whether
our awareness of our awareness 1s not also 1n time, we embark
upon an 1nfinite regress, at any stage of which Kant would
presumably give the same answer.

It should be added that when Kant denies that things-in-
themselves are changing, he does not mean to assert that
they are permanent and unchanging Change and permanence

1 1 take this to be the real point of the objections raised by Lambert,

Sulzer, Mendelssohn, and Schulz, sec Brigfwechsel (X 1oz, 107, and
110-11) and Vailhunger, Commentar, 11, pp 400-1
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alike presuppose time, and Kant denies that we can justifiably
attribute any kind of temporal characteristics to things-in-
themselves.

§ 10. Value of Kant’s Argument

It 1s not unreasonable to suppose that Kant, under the
influence of Leibnz, continued to regard reality as composed
of monads,! although he became convinced that the proofs
advanced by Leibniz were fallacious,? and indeed that know-
ledge of ultimate reality 1s unattainable by man

If we assume some such belief to be at the back of Kant’s
mund, 1t must be remembered that for Kant the conception
of the monad has altered. His monads are not self-sufficient,
and there 1s some sort of contact between the knower and the
known. If the mind of man 1s a monad, 1t 1s not a windowless
monad, but looks out through its windows at reality. Its
windows, however, are not of transparent glass. As coloured
glass imposes 1ts colour on the objects seen, so the windows
of our mind impose upon all objects sensed the forms of time
and space, and 1t i1s only through these windows that we can
be conscious even of ourselves.

I cannot think that such a view 1s to be rejected as an
impossible or self-contradictory hypothesis, or that the argu-
ments urged 1n 1ts support can be set aside as neghgible, The
transcendental 1deality of space and time has indeed the
appearance of paradox; it 1s as repugnant to believers in
common sense as it 1s attractive to those who look upon the
physical world as a veil which partly conceals and partly
reveals a deeper spiritual reality; but I do not see that its
paradoxical character 1s sufficient to warrant its rejection.
Nevertheless Kant’s position, as 1t stands, cannot be said to
have that demonpstrative certainty to which he lays claimj3
it is rather in need of that clarification and defence for which
he begs % Such attempts at clarification and defence may lead

1 Compare A 359-60.

2 The Amphiboly of the Concepts of Reflexion (A 260 = B 316 ff ).
3 A 48-9 = B66. ¢ B XLIII-XLIV.
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to new philosophues 1n the future, as they have done 1n the past.

The discussion of space and time, 1t must be remembered,
1s the first of the three main arguments by which Kant seeks
to establish his transcendental 1dealism—the other two being
the Transcendental Deduction of the Categories and the Anti-
nomies. No final judgement can be passed on any part, until
his philosophy has been understood as a whole. For purposes
of exposition we must assume that his central doctrines in
the Aesthetic have been proved.
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CHAPTER IX

FORMAL LOGIC

§ 1. Formal Logic

Kant believed, as did most philosophers before the nine-
teenth century, that Formal Logic (or, as he called it, General
Logic) was a science as certam as mathematics. It differed
from mathematics in bemng a completed science. All the addi-
tions made to it since the time of Aristotle were, at the best,
contributions to the elegance of the subject, not to its certainty:
too often they were discussions 1llegitimately introduced from
other sciences such as metaphysics and psychology.

§The reason for the unique success and completeness of
Formal Logic is the limitation of its subject-matter. Formal
Logic 1s concerned only with the necessary laws of thought,
which hold whatever be the nature of the objects thought about.
It recognises that thought has an object, and 1t may be said
to apply to all objects n general,? but 1t abstracts entirely from
the character of the objects, and from all differences between
them. Hence it 1s able to state the formal rules of all thinking,
and to ignore the matter—that 1s, the content—of thought.
For this reason it 1s a truly generallogic, and 1n it understanding,
as the faculty of thinking, 1s concerned only with itself and
its pwn form 3
Differences in the objects about which we think produce
differences in our thinking.®# Mathematical thinking, for
example, differs 1n certamn respects from biological thinking
If we had a logic of mathematical thinking, 1t would contain
the rules for thinking rightly about a particular class of objects.
As such, 1t would be no longer formal or, in Kant’s language,
general. It would be a special (or particular) logic dealing with
a special (or particular) use of thought.5,

Again, there are certain empirical conditions under which

1 BVIII 2 Log Ewml 1 (IX 16) * BIX
4 Compare B VIII § Asz=B76
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our thought 1s exercised It 1s important to study such questions
as the influence of sense, the play of imagmation, the laws
of memory, the nature of attention, doubt, scruple, conviction,
and so on; and also the sources of error, and the part played
by inclination or habit in fostering prejudice. A logic dealing
with such questions (though 1t would still be general) would be
applied (not pure) logic. It would borrow from psychology, and
might properly be regarded as part of psychology.!

Formal Logic, as distinguished from special and from
appled logic, must be (1) general (or perhaps better universal)
and (2) pure or a pror1 As general, 1t abstracts from all differ-
ences 1n objects, and deals only with the form of thought.
As pure, 1t admits of no empuirical principles such as belong
to psychology, and everything 1n 1t must be certain @ priors.2’

Since Formal Logic 1s concerned with the laws common
to all thinking, 1t necessarily 1gnores the special laws which
govern synthetic a priors thinking 1t 1gnores in fact the problem
of the Knitik.

The philosophical logic of the present time would question
the possibility of making such a sharp separation between the
form and the matter of thought Mathematical logic, on the
other hand, accepts the view that logic 1s the science of pure
form, but it interprets form in a way different from that of
Kant. If we are to understand him, we must put ourselves
at the poimnt of view of the eighteenth century. To his muis-
fortune the doctrine of the categories 1s largely based on the
logic of his time, which since then has suffered serious, and
perhaps shattering, blows But this ts no reason why we should
refuse to understand his argument, and still less why we should
adopt towards him an attitude of superionity.

§ 2. Drvrsions of Formal Logic
Formal Logic is divided mnto a Doctrine of Elements and
a Doctrine of Method.? The latter 1s a practical or technical

1 Asz—3=B77,As4 = B78-9, Log Eml II 4 (IX 18)
*As4=B78 3 Stoicherology and Methodology.
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part of logtc—an att rather than a science. It is concerned
mainly with the distinctness, exactness, and systematic arrange-
ment of knowledge, and deals with such questions as definition
and division !

The Doctrine of Elements 1s the theoretic or dogmatic part
of logic,2 and is divided into Analytic and Dialectic.

The Analytic analyses the whole formal busmess of under-
standing or thought into 1ts elements, and 1t exhibits these
elements as first principles for all logical criticism of our
knowledge 3

Since logic abstracts from all reference to particular objects,
and truth 1s correspondence of thought with 1ts object,? it is
clear that logical criticism is concerned, not with truth, but
with formal validity. All that logic can give us is a formal
or negative criterion of truth 3 If our judgements are not
consistent with themselves, or not in accordance with the
formal laws of thought, then they are false; but a judgement
which is free from formal contradiction may have no cor-
responding object, and so 1s far from being necessarily true ¢

In this way logic 1s a canon, not an organon.” It states only
the negative condition, the condifio sime qua nom, of truth.
It can be used only for criticism, not for purposes of extending
knowledge 8

When logic 1s used for purposes of extending or producing
knowledge, 1t 1s being used as an organon. Such use 1s ‘dialec-

1 Log Eml II 3 (IX 17), Log §§ 96-8 (IX 139—40).

2 Log Enl II 3 (IX18), A6o-1 = B 843

3 A 6o =B84, Log §96 (IX 139)

4 As8=B82, A58=B83, A1s57=Bi1g6, A1gr =B236,
A 237 = Bagb 5 A6o=B84

% A150 = B18g—90 If the object to which 1t refers does not
correspond to it, then the judgement 1s false, if the object referred
to cannotbe given 1n intuition (empirical or pure), then the judgement
1s groundless, compare A 58 = B 83

" A6r =B85, Log Eml. I 3 (IX13). In A 796 = B 824 a canon
1s defined as ‘the sum-total of the a priors prnciples of the correct
employment of certain powers of knowledge’.

8 Analytic judgements can be made by the help of logical principles

but they do not add to the matter of thought; they merely improve
its form. Log. Eml. V (IX 35), Eml. VIII (IX 64), § 36 (IX 111).



190 FORMAL AND TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC [IX §3

tical’, and 1s always illegitimate. The part of logic which
criticises such use 1s called Dialectic, and 1s the second part
of the Doctrine of Elements® It 1s the logic, net of formal
vahidity, but of illusion

The distinction of Analytic and Dralectic goes back to the
distinction 1n Aristotle between the Analytics and the Topics 2
The word ‘Analytics’ refers in Aristotle primarily to analysis
of reasoning into the figures of the syllogism. The Topics are
a study of dialectical reasoning, or of the dialectical syllogism,
whose premises are merely probable, not scientific 3

Kant 1s therefore using terms which refer to a traditional
distinction in Formal Logic, but the mterpretation he gives
to Dialectic seems to be a preparation for the Dialectic of
Transcendental Logic.

# The Analytic of Formal Logic 1s traditionally divided mnto
three sections, the first dealing with concepts, the second with
judgement, the third with inference, usually identified with
syllogistic reasoning. The corresponding powers or faculties
are understanding, judgement,* and reason. ‘Understanding’

v 1salso used in a wider sense to cover all three &

~§ 3. Formal Logic 15 entn ely a prior1

For Kant all the laws of logic are known a priore, that s,
independently of all experience ® This means that they are
independent of any particular experience, not that they are
known before all experience They are discovered only through
observation of the natural use of understanding and reason.’

1 A61—=2 = B85-6, Log. Einl 1I 1 (IX 16-1%).

2 See Ross, Aristotle, p 21 Contrast A 268-9 = B 3245

3 This distinction 1s preserved mn G. ¥ Meler, Auszug aus der
Vernunftlehre § 6

4 ‘Urteilskraft ’ It 1s because of this division 1n the Logic of Peter
Ramus that ‘Deficit i secunda Petrt’ came to mean ‘He 1s lacking
m judgement’. See Ai133n =Bi173n I am indebted for this
explanation to Professor ] A Smuth

® Arjo-1 =B16g Compare A75n = Broon

8 Log Ewl 1 (IX 12)

" Log. Emnl 1I 2 (IX 17), compare A 52 = B 76—.
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Formal Logic 1s an a prior: science because the rules or laws
of thought, with which 1t deals, are universal and necessary,
and the universal and necessary must be known a priori. The
necessity of the laws of thought seems to follow, for Kant,
from the fact that logic 1s formal. just because logic is formal,
1t ignores all differences 1n the objects of thought, and the laws
which 1t sets forth must hold whatever be the nature of the
objects thought.! Laws which depend on the character of
a determinate object are contingent- they vary with the object,
and 1t 1s a matter of accident whether I think of this object
or not.

When we dealt with intuition in the Aesthetic, we abstracted
from the varying matter of sense, and found the common
or universal forms to be space and time. These were said to be
known a p1:017, not merely because they were universal con-
ditions of sensation, but also because they were wholes of such
a lund that 1t could be known what their parts must be. Space
and time are not merely necessary to sensible imntuition: they
have a kind of internal necessity 1n themselves. It was this
double necessity which justified us 1n holding that they were
the form, and not the matter, of intuition )

In dealing with thought we abstract? from the varying
matter (or content) of thought, and seek to find a common
or universal form of thought, and 1n this case also there should
be an intelligible necessity to be discovered in the form of
thought itself. This 1s, I believe, Kant’s view, although it is
not too clearly expressed. By reflexion on the use of under-

1 Log Eml I (IX12) It 1s a very common mustake to say that
for Kant logic treats thought as 1f thought had no object What Kant
says, when he 1s speaking carefully, 1s that it ignores differences in
objects (see, for example, A 52 = B 76), and this 1s true Further-
more, though Formal Logic always assumes that there are objects of
thought, 1t 1s under no obligation to explain what such objects are.
It merely supposes that objects are grven

2 The act of abstraction here must differ from that in the Aesthetic
(see Chapter V §9), for 1t does not give us mdividual wholes hike
space and time 1t must also apparently differ in some way from that
involved 1n thinking empirical concepts, since what 1t gives us has
an intelligible necessity of its own
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standing 1n general, without reference to particular objects,
we are said to discover the laws of thought, which are absolutely
necessary ; for without them we should not think at all.X
This 1s plausible enough when we consider the law of
non-contradiction, the supreme principle of Formal Logic?
It is also plausible, on the suppositions of Formal Logic, when
we consider syllogistic reasoning and the figures of the syllo-
gism 3 It 1s not so plausible, when we are concerned with the
form of the concept, and still less when we are concerned with
the forms of the judgement Kant assumes that necessity and
universality are found, and must be found, in the logical
account of the concept and the judgement, because the subject
there discussed 1s form, and not matter, but the question
1 clearly demands further examination

§ 4. The Matter of Concepts

A concept 18 a general (or universal) i1dea as opposed to
a singular 1dea or intuition As general 1t 15 an 1dea of what
is common to many different objects, whereas an intuition
is an idea of one individual object.

The matter of concepts 1s their object. their form 1s ther
universality.5 The universality of concepts 1s necessary to
judgement, and consequently to thought.

1 Log Eml I (IX 12). The laws of thought are formal, and Kant
sometimes speaks as if ‘laws’ and ‘forms’ of thought were the same
thing As in the case of the forms of intuition, Kant fails to stress
sufficiently the double necessity present in the forms of thought,
though his doctrine seems to me clear enough The forms of thought
are seen to be necessary (1) in themselves, and (2) as the conditions
of all thinking If they had not the first kind of necessity, they could
not have the second Compare Chapter VII § 4.

2 A 151 = B1go.

3 The figures of the syllogism themselves depend, however, ot
the forms of judgement, which are presupposed by Formal Logic
the doctrine of the syllogism

¢ Log § 1 (IX 91) There 1s no distinction here between ‘universal
and ‘general’, and there 1s a verbal play on ‘allgemein’ (general) and
‘gemen’ (common)

5 Log §2 (IX 91) At times Kant spcaks as if the concept were the
form (or the way mn which we know the object) see Log Eml V
(IX 33) In Log § 5 Anmerk 1 (IX 94) Formal Logic 1s said to con-
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When Kant speaks of the object as the ‘matter’ of the con-
cept, or more generally of objects as the ‘matter’ of thought,
there 1s a risk of misunderstanding, against which we must
be on our guard The matter of thought 1s what we think,
and the matter of a concept 1s what we conceive, but 1t would
perhaps be better to speak of 1t as the content, rather than the
object, of thought or conception.! That there 1s for Kant
a difference between the content and the object of thought
1s shown by his view that truth 1s the correspondence of thought
with 1ts object. We have not yet dealt with Kant’s theory
of the object proper (the phenomenal object), but we may say
provisionally that an object proper must be given to sense (or at
least be capable of being given to sense), and 1t 1s possible to have
an arbitrary concept (such as the concept of chimaera) which,
although 1t certainly has a content, has no corresponding object 2

It 1s to be observed that Kant habitually uses concrete rather
than abstract words for the purpose of indicating particular
concepts Thus he speaks, not of the concept of spatiality
(as I have done for the sake of clearness), but of the concept
of ‘spaces mn general’® Similarly he speaks of the concept
‘body’ or the concept of ‘the body’.* This must not blnd

sider the concept only as regards its form, that 1s, as regards the way
1in which 1t can be referred to objects, and this form 1s said to be
necessary for judgement

1 This 1s, I think, impled in Log § 19 (IX 101) The word for
content 1s ‘Inhalt’, which 1n the case of concepts can also be translated
as ‘intension’ or ‘connotation’ I am not qute sure of this point
Kant may perhaps use ‘matter’ for what I think 1s sometimes called
the ‘objective’ or ‘objectives’ (as opposed to the objects) of thought
In A 5989 = B 626—7 he seems to use ‘Objekt’ for the ‘objective’
of thought (which need not be real) and ‘Gegenstand’ for the ‘object’
(which must be a real thing) But his usage 1s not consistent

2 Compare A %729 = B 757 Yet even here we must distinguish the
concept of chimaera from the individual chimaeras which we 1magine
as falling under that concept

3 See A25 = B 30 Heralso speaks of the categories as concepts
of objects 1n general (A 93 = B 126) and as concepts of an object
1n general (B 128)

1 See Log §8 (IX 96) ‘der Begriff Korper’ and A 69 = B g4 ‘der
Begriff des Korpers’ He also uses ‘der Begryff von’ as 1n ‘der Begriff
vom Hunde', sce A 141 = B 180

VOL 1 G
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us to the fact that the content of a concept 1s not an ndividual
object or objects ! A concept 1s an 1dea of what 1s common
to several objects, 1t 15 repraesentatio per notas communes,* and,
as we have seen, 1ts content 1s composed of ‘partial represen-
tations’ or ‘partial concepts’ 3

It 1s obvious enough that a concept (if we ignore the possi-
bility of there bemng some concepts which are simple)? is made
up of concepts which are part of itself, but this does not seem
to be the reason why Kant speaks of concepts as containing
partial representations or partial concepts. On the contrary,
the main pomnt of this expression seems to be that the content
of our concepts 1s contained m our individual ideas, or in-
turtions, of objects themselves.® The yellowness which 1s part
of the content of our concept of gold 1s contamned in our in-
tuition of each individual piece of gold

On this view every concept 1s a partial concept, since no
concept can be adequate to our mtuitions of mndividual things.®
Likewise every concept 1s a ‘mark’ of the individual things
which fall under the concept,” and (so far as 1t 1s not simple)

1 We have seen this already as regards the content of the concepts
of spatiality and temporahty See Chapter V § 7
2 See Log §1 (IX g1) The German for ‘nota’ 1s ‘Merkmal’ (a

mark)

3 ‘Telvorstellungen’, ‘Partialvorstellungen’, or ‘Teilbegriffe’. See
Chapter V § 7.

¢ See Log Eimnl VIII (IX 59). Sumple concepts cannot be further
analysed

5 Both views are present in Kant, see Log FEinl VIII and also
§7 (IX 589 and 95) Compare Vathinger, Commentar, 1, pp 240
and 376

& ‘Every concept, as a partial concept (Zeilbegriff), 1s contamned n
the 1dea of things’, see Log § 7 (IX 95) Compare Log §1 (IX 91)
‘A conceptis . an idea of what 1s common to several objects, and
therefore an 1dea so far as 1t can be contaned in different ideas’
(? or objects). See also B 133n A concept, however, can never be
completely determuned (ommmode determunatus) 1t 1s only individual
things, and apparently also inturtions, which can be so determined
See Log §15 (IXg9) It may be observed that mn definition 1t 1s
possible for a concept to be ‘complete determinatus’, that s, to be
‘rer adaequatus wn mumms termums’, but this has a different meaning.
See Log § 99 (IX 140) 7 See Log. Ewml VIII (IX 58).
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it 1s made up of such ‘marks’.! From one point of view the
matter of the concept 1s contained as a ‘partial representation’
in our ntuitions of individual things, from another point of
view the matter of a concept consists of ‘marks’ whereby we
are able to recognise? individual things given to us mn in-
tuition * Yellowness 1s not only a ‘partial representation’
contained 1n our intuitions of pieces of gold; 1t 1s also one
of the marks whereby we can recognise pieces of gold and
distinguish them from other things.* Considered as made up
of ‘partial representations’ every concept has a content® (that
is, intension or connotation); considered as made up of
‘marks’ every concept has an extension or, perhaps better,

denotation.®

This 1s not the place to consider the difficult questions
raised by these distinctions. For the sake of simplicity it waill
be convenient to speak of concepts as made up of ‘marks’,
ignoring the difference between ‘marks’ and ‘partial representa-

1 For example, among the ‘marks’ contained in the concept of
‘body’, we may reckon substance, force, divisibility, impenetrability,
hardness, colour, extension, and figure See A 20-1 = B 35.

% ‘erkennen’

3 ‘A mark . . . 1s a “partial representation”, so far as the “partial
representation’’ 1s considered as a criterion (Erkenntnisgrund) of the
whole 1dea’, and so as a criterion of the thing itself See Log Emnl
VIII (IX 58) Perhaps ‘Erkenntmisgrund’ might be translated as ‘causa
cognoscendy’ ‘The whole 1dea’ cannot, 1n my opmion, be the whole
concept here, and must be the whole ntuation, though the language
1s not unambiguous.

4 Kant distinguishes, 1n Log Eml VIII (IX 58), between the
internal and the external use of ‘marks’. 5 ‘Inhalt.

8 ‘Umfang’ or ‘sphaera’ This seems to refer primanly to the
individual things of which the concept 1s the criterion, or mark, but
I believe 1t sometimes refers also to the spectes Kemp Smuth, I
think, usually translates ‘Umfang’ as ‘extension’.

Note particularly that the connotation 1s contained  the concept,
the extension (species) and denotation (individuals) are contamed
under 1t It 1s easy to get confused on this point, since Kant speaks
of the species as ‘concepts’ (‘lower concepts’), and of the individuals
as “1deas’ {Vorstellungen) We must not imagme that the concepts and
1deas contained under a concept are the partial concepts or ideas
contained 1t
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tions’.} It must, however, be noted that the universality of the
concept (which we have seen to be identical with its form)
rests, not on the fact that the concept 1s a ‘partial representa-
tion’, but on the fact that 1t 1s a criterion or mark.? We may
put this point more simply by saying that a concept 1s universal
because of 1ts use as a mark (or set of marks) for the recognition
of individual things. To say this 1s to say that the universality
or form of the concept is essentially dependent upon judge-
ment ; and we shzall find that such 1s Kant’s view.3

§ 5. Dafferent Types of Concept

We can understand Kant’s doctrine most easily at the
present stage, 1f we think of ordinary empirical concepts, but
we must remember that the matter of concepts origmates
in different ways Ths gives rise to a sertes of distinctions,
the study of which belongs properly to Transcendental Logic.

As regards 1its matter a concept may be given empirically
to sense; or it may be given a priori from the nature of under-
standing 1tself ; or it may be arbitrarily constructed. In the first
case we have an emperical concept ;2 in the second an intellectual
concept or notzon (the reference is primarily to the categories);
in the third an arbitrary or factitious concept.® Factitious
concepts are the result of an arbitrary combination of elements
given either empirically or a priorz. Obviously factitious
concepts mught also be regarded as empirical or a prior: ac-

1 This 18 not without warrant in Kant himself, see, for example,
Log. Esnl VIII (IX 59-62) and compare A 43 = B 6o

2 See Log. § 7 (IX 95) This almost looks as 1f the matter of the
concept, gud ‘partial representation’, were still an intuition or part
of an mtwtion, a doctrine which may be compared with that of
Berkeley 3 See A 69 = B 94 and compare Chapter XI §§ 4—5

4 An empirical concept may, however, contan marks which are
given a prior:, as the concept of body contans, or presupposes, the
mark or concept of substance An empirical concept 1s also called a
concept of experience (Erfakrungsbegriff).

§ Thus there are two kinds of conceptus dat: (gegebene Begniffe) to
be opposed to conceptus factitnr (gemachte Begriffé). A factitious
concept 15 also called arbitrary (willkurlich) and ficttious or 1maginary
(gedichtet and erdichtet)
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cording to the nature of the elements which constitute their
content. Thus the concept of centaur! mught be regarded
as an empirical factitious concept, while the concept of a
substance which was permanently present 1n space without
filing 1t2 mught be regarded as an a prior: factitious concept.
In the latter kind of concept Kant takes a special interest,
but he appears not to make this distinction 3

Kant does, however, recognise one special kind of arbitrary
or factitious concept which may be called a priorz, namely the
mathematical concept * These concepts, I take it, are arbitrary
only 1n the sense that they are concepts of figures which can
be constructed a priorz 1 a perfectly homogeneous space.
Kant always assumes that they must be in accordance with
the nature of space. The objects which they denote are arbitra-
nily delimited spaces, which, as containing no sensible matter,
are the forms of objects rather than objects in the strict sense.?

It is clear that the most important types of concept are
(1) emprrical concepts, (2) mntellectual concepts or notions,
and (3) mathematical concepts These are the three types
with which Kant usually deals, but 1t 1s necessary to recognise

1 One example Kant himself gives 1s ‘a ship’s clock’ See A 729
= B 757

? See A 222 = B2%0, where other examples are given Compare
also A g6 and A 84 = B 117 In the last passage ‘luck’ and ‘fate’
are called ‘usurpatory concepts’ (usurpierte Begriffe), compare ‘casus’
and ‘fatum’ n A 228 = B 280

3 In A 96 he speaks as if ‘arbitrary and absurd fictions’ might be
a prior: cognitions, but in A 222 = B 269 he seems to think concepts
of this kind have some matter drawn from sense-perception, and it
may be maintained that such factitious concepts cannot properly be
regarded as a priors, since they lack the character of necessity

4 See A 729 = B 757 and Log § 102 (IX 141) In the latter passage
mathematical concepts are opposed to all other factitious concepts
as conceptus factitiz a prior: to conceptus factitu per synthesin empiricam.
Curiously enough, Kant speaks here as if mathematical concepts
alone were made arbitrarily, and as if all empirical concepts were
made by an empirical synthests which 1s not arbitrary yet he still
speaks of concepts giwen a posterior: 1n Log §§ 101 and 104 (IX 141
and 142). There would seem to be some confusion here, pethaps
due to the notetaker, unless ‘given’ and ‘made’ are used 1n a special
sense. 5 Compare B 147 and A 223—4 = B 271
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that there are also tactitious concepts which are not mathe-
matical

All these distinctions concern the matter of concepts, and
it is m relation to therr matter that concepts are said to be
sometimes given and sometimes factitious (or made) Even
in the case of factitious concepts 1t 1s clear, from Kant’s ex-
amples, that the matter (or the elements of which the matter
is composed) 1s not made.? all that we make 1s the special
combination of the elements, whether these are given empiric-
ally or a preore 3

§ 6. The Foim of Concepts

The form of concepts 1s always made and not gwven. This,
I take it, is because a concept to be a concept, that 1s, to be
a general or umwersal 1dea, must be used as the mark of objects
capable (or supposed to be capable) of bemng given 1n mtuition t

1 The main references for these distinctions are to be found in
Log §§ 4—5 and 100-104 (IX 934 and 141—2) and in A 7277 = B 755 ff
They are all-important for the study of Kant’s argument, for example,
m A 219 = B266 ff

Kant never considers the concepts of spatiality and temporality,
which seem to me to be 1n a class by themselves They can hardly be
called factitious or mathematical, for there 1s nothing arbitrary about
them As we have seen, they are derived fiom, and dependent upon,
our pure inturtions, in somewhat the same way that empuical con-
cepts are derived from, and dependent upon, empirical intuitions
They are not given, like the categories or Ideas of reason, in the
nature of our understanding or reason See Chapter V§ 8

2 The elements of those ‘absurd and arbitrary fictions’ which may
be, or at least seem to be, a prior: cognitions would never even arise
in thought apart from data, see A g6

3 This 1n turn imphes that the combination of the matter of gwen
concepts (whether empirical or a priors) 1s also 1in some sense given,
although not without the co-operation of thought Compare B 130,
B 134, B161

¢ Log §4 (IX 93) Kant says ‘the form of a concept, as a discursive
1dea, 18 always made’ To be a discursive (that 1s, a general and so
mediate) i1dea 1t must be used as a means to know objects 1mme-
diately given 1n mtwtion, and all human thought (or judgement) 15
essentially discursive or mediate 1n this sense Compare A 19 = B 33

W? must for the present ignore the case of concepts which have no
object given in mtwtion.
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Formal Logic, just because it is formal, must i1gnore all the
differences 1n eoncepts which are due to differences in the
origin of theirr matter It 1s concerned only with the nature
of the concept as such, that 1s, with its form or universality;
and this Kant identifies with the way in which the concept
can be referred to a plurality of objects.

Concepts are made, as iegards thewr form, by logical acts
of the understanding, namely, by comparison, reflexion, and
abstraction Of this Kant gives a simple example. I see a
spruce, a lime, and a willow I compare them, and observe that
they differ from one another as regards their trunk, their
branches, their leaves.? I 1eflect on what they have i common,
namely trunk, branches, and leaves. And I abstract from their
size, shape, and so on; that 1s, I abstract from everything
mn which the seen objects differ from one another In this way
I obtamn a concept of ‘tree’.?

This 1s Kant’s account of the logical orgin of concepts as
regards their form I take 1t to be an account of what is neces-
sarily involved 1n every act of concewving.* To conceive 1s to
think 1n abstraction a common element found, or assumed to be
found, in different instances. Only in this way can a concept
be related to drfferent instances by means of therr common
marks, and so be a universal or general 1dea. Kant holds this to
be true of all concepts, whatever be the origin of their matter

! Log §5 (IX 04)

2 This must mean as regards the character (size, shape, and so on)
of their trunk, branches, and leaves

3 Log §6 (IX94) There are further details as to the nature of
reflexion, comparison, and abstraction, but these must here be omitted

¢ The question of the origin of concepts, as regards their form,
raises the question, ‘What acts of the understanding constitute a
concept?, or—what according to Kant 1s the same thing—‘What
acts belong to the production of a concept out of given 1deas?’ See
Log §5(IX 93)

5 These three logical operations of the understanding are the
essential and umiversal conditions for the making of any and every
concept (euies jeden Begriffes uberhaupt) See Log §6 Anmerk 1
(IX 94-5) I take it that even a pure concept of the understanding
has to be made ‘clear’ in this way, see A 195-6 = B 240-1 and
Chapter XL1IV § 2
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Kant’s account mght also be taken as a description of the
process of producing concepts out of given ideas or, in his
own words, ‘an investigation of the first efforts of our power
of cognition whereby we rise from individual sense-perceptions
to general 1deas’! Such an investigation might be psycho-
logical or, as he calls 1t, physiological 2 and masmuch as 1t 1s
empirical, 1t has properly no place in Formal Logic. It 1s
possible that Kant fails to distinguish clearly between the
logical and the psychological enquiry, but I think that for him
the logical enquiry 1s concerned only with what 1s necessary for
the making or thinking of any and every concept, if 1t 1s to be
a concept

As regards the psychological question, I believe Kant to hold
that all concepts are gradually sorted out from experience,
and our explicit or ‘clear’ knowledge of them 1s of compara-
tively late development.® This does not mean that they are all
dependent upon sensuous experience; for the matter of some
concepts may be derived, not from the nature of given in-
tuitions, but from the nature of thought itself ¢

The whole doctrine may be taken as an elaboration of the
common view, which also 1s not without its ambiguity, that
concepts are known by abstraction from individual objects 8
Kant is careful to note that abstraction i1s only the negative
condition for making general concepts* the positive condition
is comparison and reflexion.® He sometimes refers to the
whole act mvolved as abstraction,? or even as reflexion® and
in the Krit:k he implies that 1t 1s an act of analysis.

In one passage Kant speaks as if logic itself turned given
ideas (or intuitions) mnto concepts by means of analysis.? This
is a loose employment of terms. Logic gives us an account

1 A8 = B118-19 2 A8-7=Br11g

® See A 85-6 = B118and A 1956 = B z240-1.

4 This doctrine of Kant’s about the nature of the categories must
at present be taken on trust For the purpose of following his argu-

ment 1t 1s advisable to use only emprrical concepts as examples
5 Compare G F Meier, Auszug § 259
® Log. §6 Anmerk 3 (IX 95) Abstraction 1s merely the thinking
away of the differences in objects 7 Anthr § 3 (VII 131)
8 Log § 5 Anmerk 1 (IX 94) 9 A7 = B1oz
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of the method by which this transmutation is performed, but
1t is absurd to suppose that for Kant the form of all concepts
is made by the science of logic 1tself. A more correct statement
can be found elsewhere ‘Different ideas are brought under
a concept analytically (a procedure treated of 1n general logic)’.1
The act of analysis which 1s mvolved 1n all conception 1s also
alluded to 10 a difficult passage,® where Kant says that the
analytic unity of consclousness belongs to all common 1ideas
as such, and that 1t 1s the analytic unity of consciousness which
makes an 1dea a conceptus communs 3

It 1s to be observed that the act of analysis, while 1t seems
to involve judgement, 1s not to be 1identified with analytic
Judgement in the technical sense An analytic judgement is
essentially a judgement made by analysis of a concept, here
we are concerned with making concepts by analysis of -
tuttions. 1 mention this distinction because a failure to recog-
nise 1t 1s, I think, one of the grounds for the mistaken view
that Formal Logic deals only with the form of analytic judge-
ments.?

It 1s also to be observed, not only that the act of making
a concept (which I take to be identical with the act of con-
ceiving®) seems to be an act of judging,® but also that all judging,

1 A 78 = B 104. 2 B1334n

3 The phrase ‘analytic unmity of consciousness’ 1s obscure The
general doctrine of this passage 1s, however, clear that in order to
know the common element in different 1deas (or objects) by an act
of analysis I must necessarly hold these ideas (or objects) together
before the mind by an act of synthesis.

4 This view 1s considered 1n Chapter X § 5 The failure to recognise
this distinction 1s, I think, present :n Kemp Smuth, Comnientary,
p 172z fT, although the main grounds for the assertions there made
may be his apparent 1dentification of discursive and analytic thinking;
this 1s examined 1n Chapter X § 6

6 Kant does not mean that in all conceiving we must have given
intuitions actually present to the mund, but only that there 1s always
a reference to some sort of individual objects assumed to be capable
of bemng given 1n some sort of intuiion No doubt we can use a
concept after 1t 1s made, but the act of thinking any concept would
seem to be akin in certain essential respccts to the original act by

which the concept (that 1s, the form of the concept) 1s made.
8 A concept 1s regarded by Kant as essentially the predicate of a

VOL. 1 c*



202 FORMAL AND TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC [IX§6

so far as 1t 1s thinking by means of concepts,! 1s 1tself an act
of conceiving 2 For Kant concerving and judging are insepar-
able. As he himself says, all the activities of the understanding
can be reduced to judgement 3 If this 1s true, 1t follows that
an act of analysis, and what he obscurely calls ‘the analytic
unity of consciousness’, must be piesent n every judgement.t
To these difficult topics we shall have to return later.5

There 1s no reason to suppose that Kant ever abandoned
the doctrines which have been here set forth, nor 1s there any
good ground, so far as I can see, for holding that they are
inconsistent with the Critical Philosophy The account of the
concept given by Formal Logic does indeed 1gnore the possi-
bilty that concepts may be of fundamentally different kinds,
in so far as 1t ignores all questions as to the orgin of therr
matter.® It also ignores the fact that the analysis of which 1t
speaks presupposes an act of synthesis as its condition, and
in this act of synthesis concepts, and even judgements, already
play their part These points are discussed by Kant in his
Transcendental Logic, and they may suggest that a logic
restricted to bare form must be nadequate and even superficial
This does not, however, imply that the account given by
Formal Logic 1s untrue

One more point must be noted It may be thought that

possible judgement, see A 69 = B g4 That 1s to say, a concept 1s
a concept only in virtue of being applhed, however vaguely, to a
plurality of supposed objects.

1 ‘In every judgement there 1s a concept which 1s applicable (gulf)
to many ideas, and comprehends (begreift) among these a given 1dea
which 1s immedaately related to an object ’ See A 68 = B g3.

2 Compare Kant’s difficult definition of judgement ‘A judgement
18 the representation (Vorstellung) of the unity of consciousness of
different 1deas (Vorstellungen), or the representation of the relation
of these 1deas so far as they constitute a concept’ See Log. § 17
(IX 101)

# See A 69 = B g4 and compare A 126 To conceive 1s to make a
problematic judgement, to reason 1s to make an apodeictic judgement
(see A75n = Bi1oon) ¢ Compare A 79 = B 105.

& See Chapter XII § 5 and Chapter XIV § 6

¢ Kant’s own Formal Logic treats of this, as of other topics proper
to Transcendental Logic
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i his discussion of the form of the concept Kant is concerned
with the form af conceiving rather than with the form of the
concept ! I have no wish to mmmmise the difficulties of his
doctrine, and I do not altogether like the statement that we
make concepts (as regards their form) out of given intuitions.
It 1s clear enough that his view is not so simple as the view
of Berkeley—that m concewving we merely use one intuition
to stand for others of the same kind; for Kant clearly holds
that in concewving we are concerned with what is common
to different intuitions. Nevertheless one has at times the
uneasy feeling that he looks upon what 18 common as itself
an individual intuition which receives its universality by beimng
referred to many different objects as their ‘mark’.2 His doctrine
may possibly be bound up with his own idealistic theory,
which at this stage it ought not to be; but so far as I can find
any positive evidence, he regards 1t as following from the fact
that the logic with which he 1s at present concerned is formal.
He gives this as the reason why Formal Logic must consider
the concept subjectively; that is, must consider, ‘not how the
concept determines an object through a mark, but only how
it can be referred to a plurality of objects’.? This would seem
to imply that the concept can be considered objectively only
by a Transcendental Logic which does not entirely ignore all
differences in the matter of concepts.*

1 The ambiguity which we have pomnted out in the word ‘intuition’
(see Chapter IV § 2) 1s to some extent avoided in treating conception
because we commonly use the word ‘concept’ for the conceptum and
the word ‘conception’ for the act of concewving, but ‘conception’
itself can be used in two senses.

2 Anyone brought up on Plato tends to regard the concept (or the
conceptum) as umversal in itself, what we conceive 1s a common or
unmiversal ‘Form’ which is really present in its different instances
But the whole question 1s full of difficulties

3 Log §5 Anmerk 1 (1X 04)

4 T am not sure that I see why this should be so Kant may mean
that to understand how the concept determunes an object through a
mark we must understand how every object, as 1s proved in Trans-
cendental Logic, must be a substance with attributes, we must, in
short, understand what an object 1s, and this enquiry belongs only to
Transcendental Logic



CHAPTER X

‘

FORMAL LOGIC (continued)

§ 1. The Forms of Judgement

The most important part of Formal Logic for the Kantian
philosophy is the section on the forms of judgement, for on
this is based the Metaphysical Deduction of the Categores.

The classification of the forms (or functions®) of judgement,
which Kant attributes to Formal Logic, is as follows:2

Judgements are divided, according to gquantity, into uni-
versal, particular, and singular, according to qualty, nto
affirmative, negative, and mfinite, according to relation, into
categorical, hypothetical, and disjunctive ; according to modality,
mnto problematic, assertoric, and apodeictic.

From the pomnt of view of Formal Logic this 1s a good
classification. It 1s 1dentical with the list of forms which
Mr. Joseph? asserts ‘has for long been commonly accepted’—
with one exception, the so-called infinite judgement ;¢ and even
this has a respectable pedigree, gomng back to Anstotle
himself .5

I see no reason to object to Kant’s list on the ground that
under the head of relation he places simple and complex
judgements,® and 1gnores copulative’ judgements as a variety
of the complex. The modern tendency to recognise the copula-
tive judgement may have utility in mathematical logic, but for

1In this context ‘form’ and ‘function’ are used interchangeably.
‘Function’ seems to be the ‘form’ of an activity, and 1s never, I believe,
used for the form of a passivity or receptivity (such as sense)

2A70=Bogs.

3 Introduction to Logic, Chapter VIII, p 171. 4S8 1s non-P.

5 It 15 also recognised in the Logik of Baumgarten.

¢ Kant does not allude to this distinction in hus Logtk, but he explicitly
rejects the view that hypothetical and disjunctive judgements can be

reduced to categorical judgements, see Log § 24 Anmerk (IX 105).

Compare also Nachlass 3089 (XV1 652) and Log § 60 Anmerk. 2
(IX 122)

? Categorical with more than one subject or more than one predicate.
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Formal Logic 1t 1s not strictly a form of judgement, and may
be said to belong to grammar rather than to logic.!

Nevertheless there are difficulties in the list, even for the
least carping of critics. Kant’s own discussion suggests doubt
whether his list is strictly compatible with a logic which pro-
fesses to ignore content or matter, and to concern 1tself solely
with form,

The singular judgement is added to the universal and
particular judgements, because if we consider, not its use 1n the
syllogism, but 1its quantity, it deserves a special position.?
This 1s true, but we must ask whether such consideration
of quantity is not a consideration of content.

Again, the infinite judgement 1s added to the affirmative and
negative judgements, because we consider its worth or content.?
Kant even ascribes 1ts inclusion, no longer to Formal, but
to Transcendental, Logic,* and the reason given for its in-
clusion 1s that the function of the understanding in such
judgements might be of importance in the field of pure a priori
cognition. For Formal Logic such 2 reason would be irrelevant.

Finally we are told that the modality of judgements is
peculiar in the fact that it has nothing to do with the content
of the judgement, and that quantity, quality, and relation
actually constitute the content of a judgement.®

It would be unfair to press the last powmnt unduly against
Kant, but his language 1s unfortunate. He does not mean that
quantity, quality, and relation, like triangles and vertebrates,
are to be found in some judgements and not i others. He
means that they are concerned with the way in which the
constituents of a judgement must be combined, while the
distinctions of the possible, the actual, and the necessary are
concerned with the nature of the judgement as a whole, which
may vary wrespectively of the way in which its constituents

1 Compare Log § 31 (IX 109), where Kant makes thus assertion
about exponible judgements

2 A 71 = B 96—y, Log § 21 Anmerk. 1. (IX 102).
3 A 72 = B 97, compare Log § 22 (IX ro4).
‘A7 =Bog7,A73 = Bog8 5A 74 = B 100.
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are combined.! Nevertheless his discussion shows that the
whole question of the relation of form ar.d matrer in judgement
is in need of a clcser exemunation than ke kas given it.

§ 2. Are the Forms of Judgement Umzersal and Necessary ?

In regard to the forms of judgement the same difficulty
encounters us which we have already met in connexion with
the forms of intuition. Are the forms of judgement stnctly
universal and necessary’ Are they forms of all judgement,
or merely of some? It is only in the former case that they can
supply a basis for Kant’s further argument

Every judgement for Kant brings given cognitions to the
objective unity of apperception.? More simply, it asserts an
objective connexion between cogniions, not a mere subjective
connexion in our minds, such as 15 made by the association
of ideas.?

The term ‘cognition’ 1s here used in place of the term ‘con-
cept’ in order to cover hipothetical and disjunctive, as welk
as categoncal, judgements.

The matter of judgements 1s the cogmtions so connected;
the form s the way in which they are connected, and 1s supposed
to be independent of the particular matter mnvolved 4

1Log. § 30 (IX 108) If we take the constituents of the categoncal
judgement to be subject and predicate, the difference in quantty
and quality depends on the way 1n which the subject and predicate
are combined, and not on differences of content in the subject-
concept and the predicate-concept but howeser the subject and
predicate may be combined, the whole judgement may be thought
problemaucally, assertonically or apodeictically, the content of the
whole judgement being the same 1n each case In this sense differences
in quantity and quality—and also differences in relaion—may be
said to concern differences in the content of the judgement as
differences 1n modality do not These differences in content mught
perhaps be called differences m formal, as opposed to matenal,
content.

*B 141, Log § 17 (IX 101), Log § 60 (IX 121) Compare Nachlass
5923 (XVIII 386) B 142

4 A266 =B 322, Log §18 (IX 101) We may note without discussion
that the form in categorical judgements 1s said to be the copula, 1n
hypothetical judgements to be the ‘consequence’, 1n disjunctive judge-
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It is noteworthy that Kant habitually speaks as if there were
one ultimate form of judgement, which differentiates itself
into several forms. Thus the ‘function’ or form of thought
1s brought under four ‘heads’, each of which contains three
‘moments’,! and this gives us the table of the logical functions
of forms of thought 2

The ultimate form of thought 1s for Kant the unity of
apperception,® the ‘I think' which necessarily accompanies
all our 1deas of objects * The crucial question for us is why
this ultimate form of all thought should be supposed to differ-
entiate itself, independently of the given matter, into twelve
forms of judgement, no more and no less Was Kant's reason
merely the acceptance of a tradition and the analogy of the
syllogism, which does differentiate itself @ prior: into a definute
number of figures?

On this subject Kant 1s so confident that he gives little more
than hints to guide us, and even these are complicated by the
fact that he always has his own transcendental theories at the
back of his mind.® It would be tedious, and perhaps unprofit-
able, to examine them 1 detail here a man does not usually
give satisfactory reasons for the truth of a belief which he has
not seriously questioned Nevertheless 1t 1s desirable to con-
sider whether there 1s any general plausibility 1n the doctrine,
provided we do not scrutimise 1t too carefully.

Kant sometimes speaks as if there were only four forms of
judgement;® and 1t mught be argued that every judgement
must have quantity, quality, relation, and modality. If we
could only stop there, there would be httle difficulty 1n main-
taining that Kant’s forms are, as they ought to be, strictly

ments to be the disjunction, Log §§ 24, 25, 28 (IX 105 and 106) In
syllogisms the matter 1s the premuses, the form 1s the conclusion so
far as 1t contains the ‘consequence’, Log § 59 (IX 121). The ‘conse-
quence’ 1s of course to be distingushed from the ‘consequent’.

1 A7 =Bogs 2 A 79 = B r05.

3 B 140 Compare A 217 = B 264

4 B 132 Compare A 129

5 See Log §§ 17-30, and § 60 (IX 101-9, 121-2).

¢ A 406 =B 432
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universal. The difficulty arises in connexion with the three
‘moments’ which are to be found under each of the four
main ‘forms’

These moments are, from the point of view of ordinary
Formal Logic, alternatives, and the utmost that Formal Logic
could do would be to show that they, and they alone, are
necessary alternatives. By the exercise of ingenuity we might
perhaps find in these divisions enough show of intelligible
necessity to explain how Kant, under the influence of tradition
and analogy, could accept the list as complete, but there
appears to be no single principle of division such as he assumes
must be discoverable from the nature of the understanding
as an absolute umty * There 1s on the contrary a departure,
although not a departure without precedent, from the ideals
of Formal Logic itself.?

It 1s a curious fact that Kant should help us so little about
the principle of his division, especially 1n view of his interest
in such topics, and 1 view of the oddness of the division
itself, with 1ts four mamn forms and 1its three subordinate
moments It 1s also curious that he should assume without
question our a prior: knowledge of the forms of thought, when
he has made so much difficulty 1n regard to a preor: knowledge
of the forms of intuition; and 1t 1s all the more curious because
our ¢ prior: knowledge 1n Logic 1s presumably conceptual
rather than intuitional. He may have thought that 1t 1s natural
to have conceptual knowledge of an actvity which is itself
conceptual, or that we have some special insight into the
nature of our own activities, such as we never could have
in regard to things given us from without, but the question
is clearly in need of discussion, and so far as I am aware,
1t is never even discussed.

1A67=Bog2

* This 18 most obvious in the case of singular and infinite Judge-
ments, since the singular judgement takes inte account the particular
nature of the subject, and the infinite judgement takes 1nto account
the particular nature of the predicate Compare Log §§ 21 Anmerk 1
and 22 Anmerk 1-3 (IX 102 and 104)
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§ 3. Kant’s Central Argument

With the best will in the world we cannot justify, though
perhaps we can excuse, Kant’s belief in the necessity and
completeness of his list of forms It 1s, however, all-important
to understand precisely what Kant imagined himself to have
found 1n this list; for only so can we follow his argument
about the categories, and see the irrelevance of some of the
criticisms commonly brought against him.

The essential pomnt of his appeal to Formal Logic on this
matter 1s that we are supposed to have here a complete and
necessary list of the forms of judgement which are wholly
tndependent of the particular nature of the objects judged. If this
were true, and 1f, further, nothing could be an object of experi-
ence without bemg judged, then every object of experience
must be capable of being judged under all these necessary forms
of judgement.

Thus is, as it seems to me, the very crux and centre of Kant’s
argument, so far as it depends upon Formal Logic, and if his
premises were true, as all the world at the time believed them
to be true,! his conclusions might seem to have the apodeictic
certainty which he claimed, instead of being dismissed lightly
as ingenious pedantry.

§ 4. Some Criticisms

In the light of this assumption 1t is also possible to see
Kant’s answer to complaints that he has failed to recognise
distinctions emphasised by modern logic. On his view these
distinctions are concerned, not with the form, but with the
matter, of judgement.

Thus, to take a definite mstance, Kant has been criticised
for not recognising the difference between merely enumerative
and truly universal propositions. Kant does recognise a differ-
ence between general propositions (derived from induction)
and strictly uniwversal propositions?; but, as he says, this 1s

1 See, for example, M AdN Vor (IV 474 n)
2 Log § 84 Anmerk 2 (IX 133), compare A g1 = B 124, A 300
= B 356, and Grundlegung (IV 424)
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no concern of Formal Logic! Tt 1s not a difference in the
form of the judgement, but depends on the particular nature
of the matter judged

It 15 equally obvious that the kinds of proposition dis-
tinguished so emphatically by mathematical logic—as for
example, the subject-predicate, class-membership, and re-
lational propositions2—would for Kant, and indeed for any
formal logician of the old school, be distinguished by their
matter, and not by their form.® It 1s 1mportant to recogmse
this fact, because although mathematical logic, Iike Kant’s
Formal Logic, claims to be a science of pure form,* it uses the
word ‘form’ 1n a different, although allied, sense.

For mathematical logic the form of a proposition 1s what
remains unchanged, although all the constituents of the
proposttion are altered 5 For Kant there can be no pure form
of a proposition, unless every possible consiituent of a proposi-
tion can be fitted into it. Thus he would not regard ‘A = B’
as a form of judgement, because although many different
terms may be substituted for A and B, all these terms must
be quantities, that is, they must refer to a certain kind of
object, while a pure form must apply to every possible kind
of object. Hence to complain that Kant did not consider, for
example, relational propositions, 1t 1s to misunderstand what
he was trying to do

I do not suggest that there i1s any necessary antagonism
between Kant’s point of view and that of mathematical logic.
On the contrary, it 1s no part of Kant’s case that Formal
Logic 1s a suffictent account of all reasoning. He believes 1t to
be true so far as it goes, but he maintains, for example, that
it cannot account for the special characteristics of mathematical

! Log. § 21 Anmerk. 2 (IX 102) I am assumung that he uses the
words 1n the same sense 1n §§ 21 and 84. Although this distinction
makes a great difference 1n the value of a syllogism, 1t does not, I
think, affect 1ts validity from a purely formal point of view.

¢ Stebbing, Logic, p 45

? Or by a form which depended on the matter—a particular and
not a universal form

4 Stebbing, Logic, p 163 5 Ibid p 126
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reasoning. The modern study of relations in logic may be
regarded as a, development of his view that mathematical
thinking depends, not on the form of the syllogism, but on
specific spatial and temporal relations.

It must nevertheless be recognised that Kant’s Formal
Logic and modern mathematical logic are trying to do different
things, and the criticism that Kant ought to have done what
mathematical logic does 1s an unreasonable criticism.

§5 Kant's Ideal

Crticisms of this type, although, as 1 believe, mistaken,
raise a more fundamental question. Is not Kant’s ideal in
itself impossible? Can we discover universal and necessary
forms of thought 1n entire abstraction from the different kinds
of subject-matter? Are we not bound to take some account
of the subject-matter, as Kant does himself, or else to be left,
not with a form of thought, but with a mere form of words?

This 1s a difficult question which we can hardly attempt
to discuss here. There are indications in Kant of a tendency
to move beyond the verbal distinctions, and the mutually
exclusive forms of judgement, offered us by Formal Logic, and
to consider the forms of judgement as ‘moments’ present in all
thinking without exception. This interpretation 1s suggested
partly by the use of the word ‘moment’,! partly by the three-~
fold division which implies (1) a condition, (2) a conditioned,
and (3) that which arises from the union of the two,® and
partly by the treatment of the categories which are derved
from the forms of judgement If we could take this as repre-
senting Kant’s thought at its best, the mutually exclusive
forms recognised by Formal Logic would have to be regarded

1In A 70 = B 95 ‘moment’ 1s apphed only to the three subordinate
forms under each of the four mamn heads In Prol § 21 (IV 302) all
the forms of judgment are treated as ‘moments’, compare also Log.
§ 20 (IX 102) and Prol § 20 (IV 302 n)

2 See Log § 113 (IX 147-8), and compare Kd U Ewnl (V197 n)
and Nachlass 3067 (XVI 639) A fuller statcment will be found 1n
Chapter XV § 2
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as merely stressing aspects or moments of thought present
necessanly 1n all judgement. “

This is not such an 1mposstble suggestion as might appear
at first sight It mught be argued that every judgement (as
involving conception) 1s concerned with a plurality of singular
individuals considered as a totality, and this is, I believe,
Kant’s own doctrine.! Again, 1t might be argued that every
judgement—if we consider 1t as a concrete act and not merely
as an abstract proposition—denies in affirming and affirms
i denying, and so necessarily delumits.? of this view also
there are indications in Kant. Categorical, hypothetical, and
disjunctive judgements he appears to regard always as alter-
natives.? but even here it might be argued that every judge-
ment, so far as it 15 an assertion about reality, 1s categorical ;
that so far as it asserts for a reason, 1t does so subject to a
condition, and 1s hypothetical; and that so far as 1t delimts
a ‘sphere’ or ‘spheres’ within the whole of reality, 1t 1s dis-
junctive. As to problematic, assertoric, and apodeictic judge-
ments, Kant himself appears to suggest that a judgement
is problematic so far as it accords with the principle of non-
contradiction, that 1t 1s assertoric so far as 1t accords with the
principle of sufficient ground; and that it 1s apodeictic so far
as 1t accords with the principle of excluded middle ¢ If this
were true, I take i1t that since all judgements must conform
with these laws of thought, all judgements might be said to
contamn the three ‘moments’ of modality.

Even if we accepted a view of this kind, it would still remain
necessary for us to show why thought necessanly articulates
itself mto just these ‘moments’ and no others. Kant, it seems

1See A 67 = B g2 ff and compare Chapter XII§ 5

2 The infinite judgement may be said to recognise, although n an
artificial way, a necessary charactenistic of all judgement

3 See B riz, A 73 = Bg8, Log §§ 60, 23, and 27-9 (IX 121, 104,
and 106—7)

4 Log. Emnl VII (IX 52-3) I find the details of this difficult to
understand, but I think 1t 1s perhaps possible to hold that every
judgement must be logically possible, logically actual, and logically
necessary Compare Chapters XLIX and L



X §6] FORMAL LOGIC 213

to me, has manifestly failed to do this, and I do not know
whether it 1s ,possible to establish a necessary and limited
number of ‘moments’ in thought as such. Nevertheless his
argument becomes intelligible, if he believed, as I think he did,
that this ideal had been realised. If we can penetrate behind
the formalism m his expression, we shall find that his theory
1s not without plausibility, and that the connexion between
the forms of judgement and the categories 1s very much more
reasonable than 1s commonly supposed.

§6 The Form of Synthetic Judgements

Kant never varies in his assertion that Formal Logic 1s
concerned with the form of thought in general,! and gives us
the universal and necessary rules of the understanding 2 The
form of thought is for Kant primarily the form of judgement,
and the list of forms of judgement gives us the logical forms?
m all possible judgements * As we have seen, he regards the hst
as necessarily complete.

In spite of this, 1t 1s repeated from commentator to com-
mentator, especially in this country, that Formal Logic gives
us the forms of analytic judgements only, and not the forms
of synthetic judgement.® I can find no evidence that Kant ever
held such a beliet

We must distinguish three kinds of thinking in close con-
nexion with logic. There 1s, firstly, the thinking which takes
place in the science of logic itself , secondly, there is the thinking
which takes place by the rules of logic alone, without help

1A 55 = B 9. 2A 59 = B 83—4.
3 Kant uses the word ‘function ’ 4A 79 = B 105
5See Mmd, Vol XL, NS No. 159. This view 1s no doubt

complicated by a tendency to confuse, or to classify together,

judgements made by analysis of a subject-concept (analytic judge-
ments proper) and judgements made by analysis of an object I seem
to find 1t in Caird, Prichard, and Kemp Smith, the three major

Englhish commentators, who appear to be unconscious that 1t 1s even

1in need of defence For some account of it in Germany and a most

unconvincing defence, see Kinkel’s introduction to Kant’s Log:k (Phal

Bib 43) Compare also England, Kant's Conception of God, p 91
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from any other source (such as empurical or pure mtuition);
and thirdly, there is the thinking about which the logician
thinks, and of which he seeks to grasp the form.

These three kinds of thinking naturally involve inference
and conception as well as judgement. We are here concerned
with them only so far as they involve judgement !

The judgements 1n the science of logic itself are, as we have
seen, entirely a prior1 1 have not found any statement in Kant
that they are analytic and not synthetic, but—in spite of a
suggestion that the division of the forms of judgement into
three ‘moments’ 1s syntheticB—I am prepared to assume that
they are all properly regarded as analytic

The judgements which take place by the rules of logic alone,
and the judgements whose truth 1s guaranteed by the rules
of logic alone, are certainly analytic, and not synthetic.?

It 1s mere confusion of thought to suppose that, because
these two kinds of judgement are analytic, therefore the judge-
ments of which logic states the forms must also be analytic.
A logic which restricted itself in this way would not be a
general logic.

The reason why analytic judgements can be made by the
rules of logic alone (in particular by the law of non-contra-
diction) is that they affect only the form of our cognition ¢

1T am mchned to think that all the forms of judgment are for
Kant mvolved 1n conception as such (so far as conception 1s
judgement)

*KdU Eml IX(V 197n ) Compare B 110, Log § 113 (IX 147-8),
and Nachlass 3067 (XV1 635) The mere fact that logic analyses the
activities of thought does not of itself prove that the judgements of
logic are analytic judgements

% Such truth 1s, however, 2 very dubious kind of truth, 1t depends
on the suppositton that there 1s an object corresponding to the
subject-concept, see A 151 = B 190-1 This passage 1s incidentally
one of the many which show that an analytic judgement 1s assumed
to be about an object, and not merely about a concept ‘Thus 1s, however,
mmplied merely in the fact that an analytic judgement can be true,
since for Kant truth 1s always correspondence with an object Compare
also A 736 = B 764

‘Log Ewmml VIII (IX 64) That 1s to say, they make ‘distinct’
what 1s ‘indistinct’
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Synthetic judgements add to our knowledge materiahiter, not
merely formalier,! and for this reason Formal Logic gives
no account of them, so far as they are synthetic. It does not
follow from this that their form 1s not the form common to all
Judgement, or that logic gives no account of such a common
form I have yet to see a logic which refuses to admit the
judgement ‘All men are mortal’. Yet this 1s unquestionably
a synthetic yjudgement.

Formal Logic, I submit, gives an account of synthetic
judgements, not so far as they are synthetic, but so far as they
are judgements 2 The forms of judgement are common to all
judgements, whatever be the origin of their matter, just as the
form of the concept 1s common to all concepts, whatever
be the ongmn of their matter

What does the opposite view mean? It means that synthetic
judgements are nerther umversal nor particular nor singular;
neither affirmative nor negative nor infinite, neither categorical
nor hypothetical nor disjunctive, neither problematic nor
assertoric nor apodeictic That 1s to say, they are not judge-
ments at all, which 1s what we should expect of anything that
does not share the form of judgement.

This view—if we state it clearly—is nonsense, and a source
of nonsense.? It ought not to be attributed to Kant without
the most conclusive evidence, and such evidence seems to me
to be lacking. To my mund 1t 1s a palmary instance of the way
in which Kant 1s first musunderstood, and then condemned
for something which he has never said

1 Log §36 Anmerk 1 (IX 111).

2 Formal Logic treats all judgements alike 1t ought not even to
know the name of synthetic judgements, see A 15 = B 193

3 For example, since all empirical judgements are synthetic, this
view implies the further nonsense that no empirical judgement partakes
of the form of judgement. Yet Formal Logic deals with all judge-
ments, whether their content be empirical or pure or transcendental,
since 1t ignores these differences See A 53 = B 77; A 56 = B 80;
A 57 = B83, etc
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§ 7. Discursice and Analytic Thinking

Although there 1s, so far as I can see, no evidence for the
view that Formal Logic, either in the eyes of Kant or of any
of his contemporaries, gives us the forms of analytic judge-
ments only, there are a number of statements which have
been taken as offering such evidence. These I have examined
elsewhere. I can deal here only with the most important of
them

Formal Logic 1s for Kant the logic of discursive thought, and

discursive thought 1s sometimes supposed to be identical with
analytic thought 2 This 1s an error

The word ‘discursive’ 1s equivalent to ‘conceptual’, and
is opposed to ‘mntuitive’.3 ‘Cognition through concepts 1s called
thought (cogmtio discursiwa)’t All human, and indeed all finte,

1 Mind, Vol XL, NS No 159 See also Chapter IX§ 6

2 Professor Kemp Smith habitually identifies discursive thinking
with analytic thinking, and opposes 1t to synthetic thinking See, for
example, Commentary, pp 176 ff

3Since in human bemngs intuition alone 15 immediate (as well as
passive and smngular), this should be taken to imply that discursive
thought 1s mediate (as well as active and general) Discursive thought
would seem to be mediate in the sense that 1t 1s a2 means to ntuition
(see A 19 = B 33), or perhaps better 1n the sense that 1t 1s not related
immediately to its object, but is related (in the last resort) to an
mturtton which alone 1s 1n immediate relation to an object (see A 68
= B 93) More simply, discursive thought 15 about an object given
immediately to a passive intuition (intuition 1s of 1ts object, and not
about 1t)

I have found no clear account of the history of the word ‘discursive’,
but 1t appears to have developed from Plato’s distinction between
ddrota and vanorr m the Republic ‘Discursive’ 1s equivalent to ‘con-
ceptual’ only so far as conception 1s mediate A power of intuitive
conception, if we possessed 1t, would not manifest itself mn dis-
cursive thinking

On this topic, compare Murhead, Coleridge as Philosopher, p 65

4 Log.§ 1 (IX 91) Compare A 68 = B 93, where cognition through
concepts 18 said to bc ‘not inturtive but discursive’, and A XVII-
XVIII, wherediscursive ‘distinctness’ 1s through concepts, and intuitive
‘distinctness’ 1s through intuition In Log Emi V (IX 36) the difference
between intuiuve and discursive cogritions 1s the same as the difference

between intwitions and concepts Sce also Log Ewml VIII (IX 58)
and A 230 = B 283
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thinking, smce it 15 conceptual, 15 necessaraly discursive. Human
beings have no way of obtaining inturtions apart from passive
sensibility,! and do not possess inturtive understanding? or
mtellectual intuttion ® That 1s to say, human beings can only
think, by means of general concepts, about individual objects
given immedsately 1n sensuous intuition; and apart from what
is given 1n sensuous intuition, their thoughts or concepts would
have no reference to any determinate object.? This would
apparently not be true of a being which possessed intuitive
understanding: for such a being, objects would be given or
produced in the very act of cognition itself &

Knowledge is to be distinguished from mere thinking, since
it involves both thought and intuition.® In the Kruk Kant
goes so far as to say that all krowledge yielded by human
understanding, since it 1s through concepts, 1s not intuitive
but discursive.”? More correctly, knowledge involves for human

1A 678 = B gz, B 135 2A68 =Bo2

3B 68 and B 159 An intellectual inturtion would be immediate,
but active or spontaneous like thought. a sensuous intuition 1s
mmmediate, but passive or receptive Intellectual intuition apparently
could not belong to any kind of dependent finite being, but only to
a self-sufficient primordial bemng (Urwesen), see B 72 I presume that
the sole object of such a being would be 1ts own acts of cognition:
1ts knowledge would be »dnoig vorjicewe (see B 145).

A s1 = B7s,A 258 =B 314

5B 145 I do not know whether this 1s the reason why Professor
Kemp Smith opposes ‘discursive’ thinking, not only to ‘synthetic’,
but also to ‘creative’ thinking (see, for example, Commentary, pp
177-8) Synthetic thinking as such 1s not creative 1t depends on
matter given to intuition Synthetic thunking by means of the cate-
gories—even 1f 1t 1s alleged to be pre-logical and unconscious—can
have nothing to do with that creative thinking (if 1t can be called
so) which belongs to an intuitive understanding and alone 1s opposed
by Kant to discursive thinking, for the categories have ‘absolutely
no significance’ 1n connexion with the cognitions of an ntuitive
understanding Thinking by means of the categories 1s just as dis-
cursive as thinking by means of empirical concepts, and 1t always
requires a matter given to sensuous intuition

8 B XXVI n, B 146, etc, and compare Chapter II § 4

7A 68 = B 93 Compare Log Ewnl VIII (IX 58) In the first
passage ‘knowledge’ (Erkenntnis) may be used loosely for ‘thought’,
but I doubt if this can be so in the second passage
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beings both thought and sensuous intuition, that 1s, 1t mnvolves
both a discursive element and an intuitive element * According
as the discursive or the intuitive element 1s the more prominent,
we sometimes describe the whole cognition as discursive
or intuitive.?

Thus mathematical knowledge 1s often described as intuitive,
because we can construct ¢ priorz 1 pure intuition objects
corresponding to our mathematical concepts; and thts in-
tuitive element 1s, for Kant, the basis of mathematical reason-
mg. Philosophy, on the other hand, 1s described as discursive
knowledge, because 1t must work through mere concepts
(although always in relation to possible intuition).? This
distinction 1s one of degree, and not of kind

All analytic judgements are discursive,? but it 1s a mistake
to suppose that all discursive judgements (that 1s, all judge-
ments 1n which the discursive element 1s more prominent than
the intuitive) are analytic. Some discursive judgements are
certainly synthetic. Indeed, so far as I can discover, the only
synthetic judgements which are called mtuitive are those
of mathematics.?

There can in any case be no doubt whatever that the syn-
thetic principles of Kant’s own philosophy are discursive.
Even the Principle of the Axioms of Intuition, although 1t 1s
a synthetic a priorz principle, 1s not itself an axiom, but 1s
obtained by means of concepts, and so 1s discursive.® And,
as 'Kant himself says explicitly, a transcendental proposition

1A s0o=DB74

2 Fortschr d Metaph , Bedlag 1, Abs 2 (Plul Bib. 46¢c, p 156)

$Log Ewml III (IX 23), Eenl IX m, 3 (IX 50), A 719 = B 747

4 Compare Nachlass 3140 (XVI 675)

® Perhaps this 1s because we construct the object a priors 1n pure
ntuition, and so approximate most closely to intellectual intuition

8 A 732-3 = B 7601 Compare Log § 36 Aumerk 2 (IX 1r11).
Synthetic @ prior: principles are axioms only if they are intuitive,
that 1s, 1f they possess that immediate certainty which arses from
the fact that we can construct @ prior: in intuition objects corre-
sponding to the concept employed in the axiom This 1s possible
only in mathematics The contrast between discursive and mtuitive
knowledge 15 a contrast between philosophy and mathematics
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1s synthetic knowledge, through reason, m accordance with
mere concepts; and it 1s discursive.!

One example of this kind 1s enough to show that the analytic
and the discursive are not identical. Hence the fact that Formal
Logic is concerned with the torms ot discursive thinking gives
not the slightest warrant for asserting that these forms are the
forms of analytic judgement alone;? and it is altogether un-
Kantian to oppose discursive and synthetic thinking to one
another.

So far as I can see, the doctrine of Kant on this matter
is clear and consistent, and there 1s no confusion between
Critical and non-Critical theories. From the pomt of view of
Formal Logic there 1s an element of analysis 1n all judgement;
for all judgement involves conception, and to concetve or to
judge 1s always to think of what 1s common to different objects.
Hence thought as such may be regarded, and properly re-
garded, as mnvolving an analysis of the objects about which
it thinks,3 This has nothing whatever to do with analytic
Judgements, which are made, not by analysis of objects, but
by analysis of the subject-concept. It seems to me that a
confusion between these two kinds of analyss 1s to be found
in many of Kant’s critics: 1t 1s never found in Kant himself.
Furthermore there 1s not the shightest inconsistency between
the doctrine that analysis 1s to be found in all judgments and
the doctrine of synthesis to which we are about to be intro-
duced.

§ 8. Judgement 1s Synthess

The recognition that the forms of judgement are the forms
of all judgement (both analytic and synthetic) makes a funda-

1A 422 = B 750

2To say that Formal Logic 1s concerned with the forms of dis-
cursive thinking 1s merely to say that 1t 1s concerned with the forms
of human or finute or conceptual thinking, a very harmless observation,
indeed

3 Discursive thinking 1s at least closely connected with this. kind
of analysis, and this connexion may be one of the sources of the
misunderstanding I have discussed.



220 FORMAL AND TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC [X §8

mental difference to our interpretation of Kant’s Deduction
of the Categortes. Indeed unless the forms of judgement are
forms of synthetic, as well as of analytic, judgement, the
Deduction 1s as arbitrary and unintelligible as it is commonly
believed to be But I venture to submut that both the tortured
efforts to reduce Kant to sense, and the crushing demon-
strations of his failure to grasp the implications of his own
argument, rest alike upon what Kant would describe as a mere
Hiurngespinst,! so far as they depend upon the supposition that
the forms of judgement belong to analytic judgements alone.

I will go farther, and 1nsist that for Kant there is an element
of synthesis in every judgement, and indeed i every form
of judgement This explains (what to so many 1s unintelligible)
how Kant could think that the forms of judgement are the
source of the categories, which are principles of synthesis.

This pont will be made clearer as we examine Kant's
argument in detail. It is, however, implied even 1n his definition
of judgement as ‘a way of bringing given cognitions to the
objective umty of apperception’,? for the objective umity
of apperception 1s that through which the given manifold
is wmted 1n the concept of an object.3 In the logical functions
(that 1s, forms) of judgement combmation, and therefore unity
of given concepts, 1s already thought.? This ‘combination’
1s identified with synthesss, and 1s defined as ‘representation
of the synthetic umty of the manifold’.5 This synthesis, Kant
insists, 1s present even where the judgements are analytic, the
distinction between analytic and synthetic judgements being
here 1rrelevant.®

In the Prolegomena” Kant is equally clear. To think is to
unify® 1deas in one consciousness, and this unification of ideas
In one consciousness is judgement. The logical moments
(or forms) of all judgement are so many ways of umifying ideas

1 A phantom of the bran 2B 141.
8B 139 Compare also Log. § 17 (IX 101).
4B 131; B 305-6 5B 130

8Bi13in 7 Prol. § 22 (IV 304-5)
8 ‘peremgen * It 1s equivalent to ‘synthetise ’
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in one consciousness.! When these logical moments (or forms)
serve as concepts (that is, as categories), they are concepts
of the necessary umification of 1deas 1 one consciousness. This
umfication 15 either analytic (through identity) or synthetic
(through the adding of one idea to another).

From these passages and others? it is clear that for Kant
every judgement (whether 1t be classified as analytic or syn-
thetic) mvolves a synthesis, and that this synthesis is thought
in the very form of the judgement itself.® Every categorical
judgement, for example, involves a synthesis of subject and
predicate, and in this connexion it is irrelevant whether the
predicate can be obtained by analysis from the subject-concept
or not. This truth, which Kant has been so often blamed for
failing to see, is an essential part of his argument, a fact familiar
to a contemporary commentator like Mellin,* though too often
forgotten to-day; and I believe it to be the key to the whole
elaborate Deduction of the Categories, both Metaphysical and
Transcendental, which i1t will shortly be our business to
consider.

1 Compare Log § 18 (IX 101)

2 See Mind, Vol. XL, N S. No 159, pp 321 fl.

3 It 1s also, I think, clear that the synthesis 1s a synthesis, not only
of concepts, but of a manifold thought by their means.

4 Encyclopadisches Worterbuch d Knit. Phil, 111, p. 519: ‘Every
judgement 1s a synthesis * Compare B 138, where Kant says that he
can comprehend 1deas as synthetically combined 1n one apperception
through the general expression ‘I think’.



CHAPTER XI

TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

§ 1. Transcendental and Formal Logic

In the Transcendental Aesthetic we examined sensibility
by 1tself, and discovered that the a 12012 elements contributed
to knowledge by sensibility were space and time. In the Tran-
scendental Logic we must similarly examine understanding,
and try to discover what, if any, are the a prior: elements
contributed to knowledge by thought

It is important to distinguish Transcendental Logic from
Formal Logic, and the difference 1s to be found 1n two main
points

The first point 1s this Formal Logic 1s concerned with the
necessary rules, or the necessary form, of all thinking, whether
empurical or pure, whether analytic or synthetic Transcen-
dental Logic, on the other hand, studies, and studies only,
the rules of synthetic a prior1 thinking 1

This means that Transcendental Logic does not, like Formal
Logic, abstract entirely from the content or matter of thought.
Synthetic a prior¢ thinking 1s 1mpossible apart from pure
intuition Hence Transcendental Yogic excludes from its
consideration cognitions so far as thewr content is merely
empirical; but without the pure manifold of space and time,
as set forth in the Transcendental Aesthetic, the a prior
element contributed by thought would be empty 2

1A 55 = B 8o, A 154 = B 193 More exactly, 1t studies the concepts
and principles of synthetic a prior: thinking

%A 55 = B79-80,A76-7 = B 1oz, A 155 = B 194 To be ‘empty’
1s to be without objective reference or validity The first passage
seemns to me to state that because there are pure as well as empirical
intuitions, 1t might be possible to find a difference between pure and
empurical thought of objects Thus 1s undoubtedly the Critical doctrine,
and I can see no reason to interpret this passage as failing to indicate
that pure thought of obyects depends upon pure intuition But even
if we 1nsist that it does not assert such dependence, there would not
be the slightest ground for maintaining that when Kant wrote this



XI §2] TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 223

The second pomnt m which Transcendental Logic differs
from Formal Logic 1s this. Transcendental Logic 1s concerned
only with what 1s known a priorz, or 1n other words with the
universal and necessary, What 1s universal and necessary can,
on Critical principles, be known only 1f 1t 1s due, not to the
nature of the object, but to the nature of the mind. Hence
Transcendental Logic has to enquire mnto the orsgm of the
a prionz cognitions which 1t studies Such a question 1s never
raised by Formal Logic, which accepts knowledge as given
and, without enquiring into 1ts source, considers its form
alone, and determunes the formal laws which govern its use
In reasoning.!

"Transcendental Logic therefore differs from Formal Logic,
firstly, because it deals with a particular kind of thought
(synthetic a prior: thinking),2 while Formal Logic deals with
all thought; and secondly, because 1t seeks to determune the
orgm of the kind of thought it studies, a question which
Formal Logic ignores

§ 2. The Nature of Transcendental Logic

The question with which Transcendental Logic 1s concerned
is whether our synthetic a prior: knowledge has elements
contributed to 1t by the nature of the human understanding,
1n addition to those elements contributed by human sensibility.
The elements contributed by sensibility were pure intuitions
which contaned the form of intuition The elements con-
tributed by understanding would by analogy be pure thoughts,

sentence he was unaware of this dependence And indeed the state-
ment that Transcendental Logic would not abstract from all the
content of knowledge, but only from the empirical content, seems
itself to imply such dependence

1A 56 = B &

2 This statement remains true, although we shall find that synthetic
a priors thinking 1s present 1n all our empirical judgements, just as
pure ntuition 1s present 1n all empirical intuitions Thus 1s indicated
in the account of Transcendental Logic given 1n A 55 =B 79 ff,
and 1n the account of its divisions given 1n A 62 = B 87 ff The
common complamt that Kant does not make thus clear at the start
seems to me groundless
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or pure concepts, containing the form of thought! We have
already learnt that pure concepts are given, as regards their
matler or confent, m the nature of understanding 1tself 2 and
this can only mean that the content of pure concepts 1s the
form of the acts of thinking. Such pure concepts would have
their origin 1n the nature of thought itself, and would not
be derived by abstraction from either empirical or pure 1n-
tuition, although, like all other concepts, they would be empty
apart from intuition 3

We are now told that pure concepts would be acts of pure
thought. This 1s a difficult statement, and we are offered little
help as to its precise meaning. We can hardly take ‘concept’
to mean ‘concewving’; if we could, every concept would be
an act of thought, and every pure concept would be an act
of pure thought Kant 1s presumably asserting that the content
of the pure concept must be acts of pure thought; or more
exactly that the content of the pure concept must be what 1s
common to acts of pure thought.® I doubt if this means more
than that a pure concept 1s a concept of what 1s common to
acts of thinking or judging, so far as these acts are formal and
therefore pure; 1t 1s, 1n short, another way of saying that pure
concepts are concepts of the forms of thinhing.® We must,
however, remember also that although we can isolate pure
concepts 1n philosophy and concewve them ‘in their purity’,?
they are mamifested throughout our ordinary experience in the
very form of the judgements which we are continually making

1 A 51 = B 75, “The form of thought of an object in general ’

% See Chapter IX§ 4 and compare Log §§ 3 and 5 (IX 9z and 93)

3'Their content would be empty forms of judgement Compare
A 239 = B29g8

4 A 57 = B 81, ‘Handlungen desreinen Denkens > Compare also A 96,
where the categories are said to contain the pure thought involved 1n
every experience

& It must not be forgotten that Kant describes, for example, the
concept of spatiality as the concept of spaces 1n general, and that the
concept of activity might be described as the concept of acts 1n general

8 As Kant himself adds, they are therefore not of empirical or
aesthetic origin  Perhaps the word ‘aesthetic’ 1s added to cover space
and time as well as empirical intuitions "A 66 = B o1
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about empirical objects * As such they may be said to be acts
of pure thought,? the formal acts which are present in every
judgement and are the same whatever be the particular objects
thought This statement remams true, whether the pure
concepts 1n question have been explicitly concerved in philo-
sophical reflexion or not.

It should also be noted that such pure concepts ‘merely
as acts of thought, would be related a pr011 to objects’® The
reference to objects must not be overlooked A pure concept
1s not merely a concept of the form of thought, 1t 1s a concept
of the form of thought as related to and determiming an object.t
The meaning of this will be explamed later.5

We have still to prove that there are such concepts, but
m anticipation of such a proof we say, provisionally, that the
science which studies such concepts—or, to use a wider term,
such cognitions—is Transcendental Logic.

Transcendental Logic studies ‘the origin, the extent, and
the objective validity of such cognitions’ ¢ It will show that
there aie a prior: concepts distinct from space and time It will
show also (1) that they are due to the nature of thought, (2) that
they apply only to what 1s given to sense, and (3) that they are
necessarily valid of all objects given to sense. The first point
1s concerned with origin, the second with extent, and the third
with objective validity

These pure concepts of the understanding are called ‘cate-
gories’. They are a prior: 1in the scnse of being necessary and
unrversal, If concepts are properly called categories, they must
apply to all objects without exception,” and to speak as if

! For example, when we say ‘This house 1s large’, we are applying
the category of substance and accident

2 It would be more exact to say that they are manifested in, or
constitute the common character of, such acts of pure thought

3 Simularly 1in A 51 = B 75 Kant says that the pure concept contains
the form of thought of an object 11 general 4 See B 128—-9.

5 Compare Chapter XII § 6 $A 57 = B 81

? This 1s why they are said to contain the form of thinking of an
object 1n general Indeed we shall find that they may be called concepts
of an object wn general

VOL 1 H
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categories could apply to some objects, and not to others,
is a contradiction In terms

It may be objected that each category aﬁphes only to a
particular kind of object, for example, that the category of
cause and effect applies only to events But an event 1s not
an object 1n the strict sense, 1t 15 only a change 1n the accidents
of a substance, and not itself a concrete thing For Kant an
object 1s a concrete thing, and every concrete real thing, so far
as 1t can be experienced, must fall under all the categories
1t must be a substance possessed of quantity and quality and
interacting with other substances in accordance with the laws
of cause and eflect. We can no doubt consider different de-
terminations and relations of an object in abstraction, but they
are nevertheless only determinations and relations of an object,
and not, properly speaking, objects themselves !

If Transcendental Logic 1s to prove that a number of cate-
gories necessarily apply to all objects given to sense, 1t will
have to establish a series of necessary and universal synthetic
propositions. These propositions are called ‘Principles’; and
to speak of Transcendental Logic as a science of pure concepts
does not mean that it considers concepts only and ignores
principles

§ 3. Transcendental Knowledge

The use of such phrases as ‘Transcendental Aesthetic’ and
“Transcendental Logic’ calls for some explanation of the
meaning of the word ‘transcendental’, and Kant at this stage?

1The view that I have taken 1s sometimes questioned, but it seems
to®me the only one that will make sense of Kant’s doctrine I have
not found any absolutely unambiguous statement of it in the Kritik
itself, but such a statement can be found 1 Nachlass 5932 (XVIII 3g1).
If 1t be objected that this destroys the connexion between the cate-
gones and the forms of judgement, since the latter are altcrnatives,
I can only reply that this 1s not true of the main divisions of the
forms of yjudgement, and that I believe the theory at the back of Kant’s
mund 1s that all the forms of thought must be present in every judge-
ment (and even in every conception), compare the identification of
the form of the concept and the form of thought in A 239 = B 298

2A 56 = B 801
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attempts to state what he means by calling knowledge ‘transcen-
dental’. His stafement 1s unduly complicated,’ and I will
attempt to explain his doctrine more clearly.

While all transcendental knowledge is necessanly pure,
it 1s not to be supposed that all pure knowledge 1s transcen-
dental. Transcendental knowledge 1s knowledge of a critical
or reflective or philosophical type, that 1s to say, it 1s knowledge
that knowledge 1s pure or a preorz Thus the Transcendental
Aesthetic 1s transcendental, since 1t shows that our mntuitions
of space and time are pure; and Transcendental Logic 1s
transcendental, since 1t shows that the human mind possesses
certain pure concepts or categories Mathematical knowledge,
on the other hand, 1s pure or a priorz, but not transcendental.
only the knowledge that mathematics 1s an a pri072 science can
be called transcendental.

So far, to speak of knowledge as transcendental indicates
only that such knowledge 1s a2 philosophical theory of the
a priorz, but I think we must also say it indicates that such
knowledge 1s Kant’s own philosophical theory of the a prior:.
On Kant’s view a przo12 knowledge 1s possible only 1f 1t has its
origin 1n the nature of the mind; and a transcendental theory?
1s a theory which attributes the o12gm of a piorz knowledge
to the mind 3

1Thus transcendental knowledge 1s said to be knowledge ‘that
and how' certain 1deas (1) are applied a prior: or (2) arc possible a priort
This looks as if there were four things to be known transcendentally
A parenthesis suggests that these can be reduced to two (1) the
possibility, or (2) the applicability, of a prior: knowledge As possibility
means real (not logical) possibility here, I am inclined to think that
‘possibility’ and ‘applicability’ mean the same thing Later on trans-
cendental knowledge becomes knowledge (1) that certain ideas are
pure, and (2) (although even the grammar 1s bard to follow) how
1t 18 possible to apply them a priori—the word ‘possibility’ now
referring cleaily to the possibility of their application (1) and (2)—or
‘that’ and ‘how’—then refer to the Metaphysical and Transcendental
Deductions respectively

21 use the word ‘theory’ only to avoid a continual repetition of
the word ‘knowledge’ For Kant this theory 1s knowledge

3 Or which attributes the ouigin of .an element 1n a prior: knowledge
to the mind Kant habitually uses ‘knowledge’ or ‘cognition’ (Erkennt-
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We have seen n the case of space and time—and I beleve
it holds of the categories as well—that our ai101z knowledge
has not only a kind of internal necessity,! but also a necessary
applicability to objects This necessary applicability, or objec-
twe wahdity, must also be considered by a transcendental
theory of the a priorz ®

There 1s yet another point A theory which attributes the
origin of a prior: knowledge to the mind will be forced, Kant
believes, to conclude that the objects of which such knowledge
is valid cannot be things as they are in themselves Hence
a transcendental theory 15 a reflective theory of a prior1 knowledge
which deteynunes the extent and himuts of such knowledge as well
as ifs ongin and objective vahdity 3

It may be asked which of these many characteristics 1s the
essential one 1n virtue of which a theory (or a prece of know-
ledge) 1s called ‘transcendental’ I think we must reply that
a theory 1s transcendental primarily because of 1ts concern
with the orzgin of our cogmitions It 1s because of our msight
into ‘origin’ that we are able to determmne ‘extent’ and ‘limits’,
and even to determine ‘objective validity’. A transcendental
theory must deal with all these questions, but the cardinal
question would appear to be that of origin.

ms) to mndicate what 1s strictly only an element m knowledge This
seems to me reasonable encugh and to offer no real difficulty to the
intelligent reader if Kant put the necessary qualifications into every
sentence, the Krittk would be unreadable Here, as always, 1t 1s our
task to see the reality he 1s describing, and not to interpret hus words
m a merely mechanical way

1The categories differ in certamn fundamental ways from our
intuitions of space and time, but nevertheless the unity of thought
18 supposed to differentiate itself into a necessary system of the forms
of judgement and so of the categories

2 In the Aesthetic Kant’s argument was that the combination of
internal necessity and objective validity in a priort knowledge 1s
possible only if the origin of such knowledge 1s to be found in the
nature of the mind In the Analytic the objective validity of the
categories has to be ‘deduced’ or justified In the Dialectic it 1s
maintained that the Ideas of reason have no objective vahdity

3 We have already seen, 1n §§ 1—2 above, that such are the charac-
teristics of Transcendental Logic
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T have tried to state the position as simply s possible, but
we must not wholly overlook the many complications which
1t involves The a prior: knowledge with which a transcendental
philosophy 1s concerned 1s not only a przor: knowledge proper,
such as 1s to be found 1n mathematics and 1n the presuppositions
of physics.! It covers also what merely professes to be a priore
knowledge, namely, the metaphysical doctrines of the ration-
alists Above all, 1t covers what 1s only an element 1n a priorz
knowledge, namely, our pure intuitions (of space and time)
and our pure concepts (including both the categories of the
understanding and the Ideas of reason). Indeed 1t 1s primarily
our pure mtuitions and our pure concepts whose origin 1s
attributed by a transcendental philosophy to the nature of the
mind, and our whole view of a prior: knowledge (whether
genume or illusory) 1s determined by such attribution.

Since our pure mtuitions and pure concepts, together with
the capacities or powers 1n which they oniginate, are for Kant
the necessary conditions of all a prior: knowledge and indeed
of all experience, transcendental knowledge may also be
described as knowledge of the necessary conditions of experience 2
We may put this otherwise by saying that transcendental
knowledge 1s knowledge of what 1s logically prior to experience
or of ‘what goes before all experience (a prior)’ It 1s to be
distinguished from ‘transcendent’ knowledge which 1s (or
claims to be) knowledge of ‘what goes beyond all experience’
to the super-sensible or to the thing-in-itself 3

1 Such as (in the eighteenth century) that every event must have
a cause

2This statement would require some qualification to cover the
special case of Ideas of reason

3 See Prol Anhang (IV 373 n) ‘The word “transcendental” means

not something which goes beyond all experience, but something

which goes before all experience (a priori) * It would be better to
say that the word ‘transcendental’ as applied to knowledge indicates
knowledge, not of something which goes beyond all experience, but
of something which goes before all experience a prior: Kant, however,
applies the word ‘transcendental’, not only to krowledge of the neces-
sary conditions of experience, but also to these necessary conditions
themsclves.
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The question naturally anses why Kant should use the word
‘transcendental’ to describe knowledge of ,this kind. Any
answer to this question would be a matter of conjecture In
the time of Kant the word seems to have been used very
vaguely, and was more or less equivalent to ‘metaphysical.™
He adapted it to his own purposes, and gave to it the meaning
which I have explained If we find 1t helpful to think of tran-
scendental knowledge as knowledge of that which transcends
experience as s necessary condition, I do not see why we should
refrain from doing so.

It should not, I think, either surprise or confuse us that
Kant also applies the word ‘transcendental’ to the necessary
conditions of experience themselves, so far as these have their
origin 1n the nature of the mind 2 There 1s much greater danger
of confusion 1f the word 1s used also to mean ‘transcendent’ 3
We have already seen one example? in which this 1s alleged
to be the case—the transcendental 1deality of space and time.
We have now to consider another example, which 1s more
troublesome

§ 4. The Transcendental Use of Knowledge

Transcendental knowledge, so far as it 1s knowledge of the

necessary applicabihity of an a prior: 1dea, 1s knowledge of the
use of such an 1dea Kant therefore thinks 1t necessary to point

1The word seems to be derved from the schoolmen, who spoke
of certain concepts—ens, res, aliqguid, unum, verum, bonum—both as
transcendentia and as transcendentaha, on the ground that they trans-
cended the categories This doctrine has 1ts root 1n Anistotle, see Ross,
Anistotle, p. 156

2 For example, 1n phrases like ‘the transcendental unmity of appercep-
tion’ and ‘the transcendental synthesis of the imagimnation’ These
also, although they are immanent in expermence, may be said to
transcend experience, not in the sense of gomng beyond experience
to the super-sensible, but in the sense of bemng conditions logically
prior to experience Compare B 151

8 ‘T'ranscendent knowledge’ should be knowledge of what goes
beyond experience, and anything which 1s ‘transcendent’ should be
something which goes beyond experience

4 Chapter VI § 9 I do not think that this example by itself 1s
conclusive
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out that the use of the idea may itself be transcendental.! The
sense 1n which ‘transcendental’ 1s applied to the use of an idea?
is different from the sense in which 1t 1s applied to knowledge
itself ; and this may easily be a source of confusion

The use of an a priorz 1dea 1s transcendental, 1f the idea
is applied to things 1n general or things-in-themselves :3 1ts use
1s empurical, 1f the 1dea 1s applied to sensible objects or objects
of a possible experience The transcendental use 1s always
illegitimate, 1t 15 a mususe or abuse * Thus the category of
cause has, according to Kant, an empirical use only we can
say that i1t must govern all objects given to sense 1n space and
time If 1t 1s appled to things-in-themselves, this 1s a transcen-
dental and illegitimate use of the category.® Similarly, if space
is treated as a form of sensibility applying only to objects
of outer sense, 1ts use 1s empirical, although 1t 1tself 1s a pure
mtuttion Its use would be transcendental and mproper,
if the reference to sense were removed, and if space were
treated as applying to things-mn-themselves

The character of an 1dea and 1ts use are therefore quite

1A 56 = B 81 Compare A 139 = B 178 and A 238 = B 2¢7-8,
and see also Chapter LIV He does this without the slightest warning
that ‘transcendental’ 1s here used in a different sense

2 Or tothe useof a power of themind See eg A180 = B223and
A 257 = B 313 for the transcendental use of understanding, and
A 131 = B 170 fo1 the transcendental use of reason

3A 238 = B 208. In Kant’s copy of the Kritsk (see Nachtrage
CXVII) ‘things 1 general and in themselves’ 1s corrected to ‘objects
which are given 1n no intuition, and therefore are not sensible objects’
In A 56 = B 81 the 1dea 1s said to be applied to ‘objects in general’,
but in this connexion ‘objects 1n general’ 1s equal to ‘things 1n geneial’,
and covers things-in-themselves

1A 296 = B 352 Note, however, that in A g4 Kant seems to speak
of a legitimate use of the powers of the mind, which he nevertheless
describes as transcendental The statement 1n A 131 = B 170 (that
the transcendental use of reason is never objectively valid) seems
also to imply that there 1s a transcendental use of understanding
which 1s objectively valid ‘Transcendental use’ would here seem to
be use 1n determining the conditions of experience, and so 1n deter-
mining the objects of experience

5 Compate A 180 = B 223, also A 146 = B 185, A238-9 = B 295,
A 242, B 406, A 711 = B 739
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different things Although an idea 1s itself pure or a prior,
its use may be, and mdeed ought to be, empzrical Such use,
although cmpirical (in the sense of concerning only objects
of possible experience), 1s still necessary and universal, for the
1dea necessarily applies to all objects given to sense.

This meaning of ‘transcendental’ seems to have lttle or
nothing to do with the meaning of ‘transcendental’ when
appled to knowledge. Kant’s exposition would have been
stmpler, 1f he had spoken of the ‘transcendent’ and ‘immanent’
use! of 1deas i place of the ‘transcendental’ and ‘empirical’ use.?

§ 5. Can Transcendental Logic supersede Formal Logic?

It 1s often said that Transcendental Logic must supersede
Formal Logic,® although Kant failed to grasp this necessary
consequence of his own doctrine

To such a view there are obvious objections Even if
Transcendental Logic were generally accepted as true—and
this 1s far from being the case—it would still remain a logic
which studied only a special kind of thinking, namely, synthetic
a prior: thinking There must always be a logic which studies
thinking 1n general, and although we may hold that such a
logic cannot be purely formal in Kant’s sense, and that 1t must

1 Compare A 308 = B 365

2 Kant may be unconscious that he 1s employing ‘transcendental’ in
two senses When he speaks of ‘transcendental use’, he perhaps
employs the phrase vaguely (for example, as meaning a use independent
of experience), and he may have no sharply defined i1dea that such
a use ‘goes beyond experience’ I have found, however, one place
where Kant says explicitly that a transcendental use 1s one gomng
beyond the limits of experience (A 296 = B 352-3) This seems
definitely to show that here ‘transcendental’ 1s equivalent to ‘trans-
cendent’, but even 1n this passage Kant avoids such 1dentification by
defining ‘transcendent’ 1in an unusual way A principle 1s said to be
‘transcendent’, not 1if 1t merely goes beyond the limits of experience,
but if 1t takes away these limits, or commands us to transgress them.
For ‘transcendent’, see also A 781 = B 8og.

3 Sce, for example, Kinkel, in his introduction to Kant’s Logik
(Pl Bib 43, p xv1) This seems to rest partly on the view that
Formal Logic studies only analytic judgements and partly on the
view that analytic judgements have no object Both of these views
are, I believe, false
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take into account the matter of thought, Transcendental
Logic could, at the best, be only a part of such a general logic
and not the whole. Furthermore Transcendental Logic 1s
mainly concerned with metaphysical questions, and m spite
of views to the contrary I cannot see any advantage to be
gained by ignoring the distinction between logical and meta-
physical enquuries. It is no part of the task of logic to prove
that every event must have a cause, and there 1s much 1n Kant’s
Transcendental Logic which can have no place whatever in
general logic.

The most we can say is that Kant’s doctrines call for a
reconsideration of the nature of Formal Logic, and suggest
the possibility of a more philosophic and less formal, but still
general, logic, in which some Critical theories might find a place.
He professes to show, for example, that there 1s an element
of synthesis present in all judgements, and that this element
of synthesis 1s necessary for all knowledge of objects. If these
theories were accepted, we might say that any logic which
ignored them was condemned to superficiality ; but to say this
1s very far from saying either that the Kritsk of Pure Reason
can be a substitute for general logic or that 1t can be wholly
absorbed 1nto a general logic. It 1s also very far from saying
that the doctrines of Formal Logic ought to be abandoned.

§ 6. Drvsions of Transcendental Logic

Transcendental Logic isolates understanding, as Transcen-
dental Aesthetic 1solated sensibility.! This 1solation or abstrac-
tion 1s, however, less likely to muslead us, because of what
has gone before. We have to bear in mind-—though this waill
become clearer as we advance—that the use of such a preon
cognitions as are derived from thought is possible only on the
condition that objects are given to us in intuition.?

1A62=B87,A22 = B36

2'This 1s not obvious at first sight, and Kant always recognises
that there 1s a claim 1n pure thought to go beyond objects of sense.
He rejects this claim on the ground that such thinking 1s, for human
beings, empty and meaningless.

VoL I u*
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Transcendental Logic, like Formal Logic, 1s divided into
a Doctrine of Elements and a Doctrine of Method

The Transcendental Doctrine of Method determines the
formal conditions of a complete system of pure reason !

The Transcendental Doctrine of Elements 1s divided into
a Transcendental Analytic and a Transcendental Dialectic, in
this respect also following the divisions of Formal Logic.

The Transcendental Analytic analyses out of our whole
a prior: knowledge the elements which belong to pure under-
standing—the elements belonging to pure intuitton bemng
already determined 2 In this respect 1t is parallel to the Analytic
of Formal Logic, which analysed the whole business of thought
(so far as that 1s formal) into its elements.3

The Transcendental Analytic will establish the categories
and principles without which no object can be thought. It
determines positively the conditions under which any and
every object of knowledge must necessarily be thought, if 1t
18 to be an object; just as the Transcendental Aesthetic estab-
lished the conditions (the forms of sensibility) under which
any and every object must be given, if 1t 1s to be an object

If thus claum s justified, any professed cognition mconsistent
with the Principles of the Transcendental Analytic would have
no reference to any object, and would therefore have no truth—
for truth is always the correspondence of thought with its
object. Hence the Transcendental Analytic 1s a logic of truth.

We are, however, tempted to extend the use of these Prin-
ciples beyond the himuts of sensuous experience. We forget
that formal principles derived from the understanding, though
they must apply to any object which we can think, require
this object to be given to sense: they cannot produce an object
out of themselves. Because we forget this, we apply, for example,

1A 707-8 = B 735-6 The Krnitik itself 1s not to be regarded as
such a system, A 14 = B 28, A 812 = B 107

2 A 64 = B 89 Kant himself says that the Transcendental Analytic
analyses our whole a prior: knowledge 1into the elements which belong
to pure understanding, but this seems a less exact statement, although
1t gives a better parallel 3A 60 =B84
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the pure concept of substance to supposed objects which are
not, and perhaps cannot be, given to our senses.!

In doing so, we cease to use our @ prior: principles as a canon,
or conditio sine qua non, by which to criticise our empirical
judgements about exspertenced objects. We use them instead
as an organon or tool for extending our knowledge to objects
given 1n no experience This misuse of pure understanding
is dialectical, and 1s a source ot 1illusion

The Transcendental Dialectic 1s a criticism of this dralectical
llusion, of this misuse of pure understanding or pure reason
beyond the limits of what 1s given to sensuous experience.
As such 1t 1s a criticism of rationalist metaphysics.

The dialectical error in Formal Logic, 1t should be noted,
1s to use the formal principles of logic as if they gave us in-
formation about any kind of object 2 The dialectical error
in Transcendental Logic 1s to use the Principles of "I'ranscen-
dental Logic as if they gave us mformation about non-sensible
objects.

§ 7. Kant’s ‘ Architectonic’

It 1s a2 common criticism of Kant that he attempts to force
the contents of the Ktk into an artificial and cxternal frame-
work borrowed from Formal Logic This gencral plan or
framework is described as Kant’s ‘architectonic’, and his love
of architectonic 1s alleged to distort his thinking.

I believe this contention to be grossly exaggerated, at any
rate as regards the Analytic, but here I wish only to call attention
to the fact that Kant 1s very far from making the divisions
of Transcendental Logic follow those of Formal Logic in any

1 Compare A 96 Kant says, m A 63 = B 87-8, that to do this
15 to make a material use of merely formal principles of pure under-
standing Here again he seems to identify the matter or content of
thought with 1ts objects (see Chapter IX § 4) Yet 1t must be
remembered that although pure concepts have as their content or
matter the form of thought, they require a further matter derived
from intuitton if they are to have objectine validity

®This 1s what Kant believed Leibniz to have done See the
Amphiboly of the Concepts of Reflexion, A 200 = B 310 ik
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slavish manncr. On the contrary, there are marked divergences
between the divisions of the two logics, and these are due
to the differences 1n the nature of the problems dealt with
in these sciences

In the Transcendental Analytic there are two divisions:
(1) The Analytic of Concepts and (2) the Analytic of Principles
(called also the Transcendental Doctrine of Judgement) The
first of these deals with the pure concepts of the understanding,
the second with the Principles based upon these concepts.
We have already seen, and we shall see more clearly in the
sequel, that these two divisions are forced upon Kant by the
nature of his subject-matter. They are indeed parallel to the
two divisions 1n the Analytic of Formal Logic which deal
with concepts and judgements, but they perform very different
functions,! nor 1s there anything artificial or surprising 1n the
fact that both Formal and Transcendental Logic should deal
separately with concepts and with judgements.

The divergences in the division of the two logics are of
greater importance than the similarities

The Analytic of Principles has, as 1ts First Part, a chapter
on the Schematism of the Categories There 1s nothing cor-
responding to this in Formal Logic, as Kant himself points
out.2 How 1t can be ascribed to the artificial influence of Kant’s
‘logical architectonic’, I fail to understand.

Furthermore, the Analytic of Formal Logic contains three
divisions. It 1s an analytic of concepts, judgements, and infer-
ences.® The third division 1s concerned chiefly with the syllog-
ism and gives us a canon of reason. There is nothing corresponding
to this third division in the Transcendental Analytic.

1In Formal Logic the two divisions are concerned respectively
with the form of all concepts and the form of all judgements In
Transcendental Logic these two divisions give us firstly, a list of the
categories and a general justification of their objective validity; and,
secondly, a demonstration of the separate a prior: judgements or
principles based upon each of the categories

#A 135-6 = B 1743

3A 130 = B169 The powers concerned are understanding (in
the narrower sense), judgement, and reason
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The cause of this difference 1s clear enough The Analytic
of Formal Logig, since 1t 1s concerned with the form, and not
with the matter, of thought, can give an account of what
reasoning must be if it 1s to be formally correct. The Transcen-
dental Analytic 1s not concerned with formal validity, but with
truth. There 1s an objectively valid—or, as Kant calls 1t, true—
use of understanding and judgement as sources of a priors know-
ledge, and of this the Transcendental Analytic can supply
a canon, that 1s, 1t can show that the categories which originate
in the understanding are pure concepts without which no
objects can be thought, and that their application to objects
of experience must be valid There 1s no such objectively valid
use of reason,! for the Ideas which have their origin 1n reason,
and by means of which reason attempts to extend our know-
ledge beyond the limits of possible experience, have no relation
to any object which can be given as congruent with them 2
Hence the transcendental account of reason 1s not to be found
in the Transcendental Analytic, which 1s a logic of truth, but
m the Transcendental Dialectic, which 1s a logic of illusion.?

The main divisions of Transcendental Logic are not distorted
to fit an artificial framework derived from Formal Logic.*
They are, on the contrary, determined by the nature of what
professes to be synthetic a prior: knowledge.

§ 8. The Tianscendental Analytic

The Transcendental Analytic, as we have seen, seeks to
determine what, if any, are the elements 1n our @ priorz know-
ledge which ought to be attributed to pure understanding.®

As understanding 1s, i the first instance, a power of con-

1'This 1s called a transcendental use, A 131 = B 170 Compare
§ 4 above ? Compare A 336 = B 393.

3 A 131 = B 170. It may also be observed that the division of the
Transcendental Dialectic into two books, the first of which deals
with the concepts of pure reason and the second with the dialectical
inferences of pure reason, 1s not determined by the framework of
Formal Logic

4 Adickes 1n hus earliest book—Kants Systematik—carries this theory
to absurdity 5A 634 =BS§g
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ceiving, we may assume, to hegin with, that it will be a source
of concepts. If we are to find concepts of the type required,
they must be pure and not empirical; and they must be due
to thought, not derived from intuition. They must not be
derived even from pure intuition, as are temporality and
spatiality. Further, we are concerned only with primary, not
wit derivative, concepts. Lastly, if we are to have a true
science, the table of these concepts must be complete.

If we are to be sure that the table 1s complete, it must be
derived from one Idea! of the whole of our a prir: knowledge,
so far as that is due to pure understanding. This Idea of the
whole must be @ pr1012 1n the sense of being the 1dea of a whole
which articulates itself necessarily into a complete system of
pure concepts.

The possibility of having such an Idea of the whole system
of pure concepts depends upon the fact that the understanding,
considered apart from everything empirical and sensible (even
apart from pure intuition), 1s a self-subsistent and self-sufficient
unity.?

This doctrine—the doctrine that the unity of thought
differentiates itself necessarily into the forms of judgement and
so mto the categories—will become clearer to us as we advance.

§ 9. The Analytic of Concepts

The First Book of the Analytic 1s the Analytic of Concepts.
It 1s not concerned with the analysis of concepts, such as 1s
necessary to gwve them ‘distinctness’. On the contrary, it is
an analysis of the power of understanding itself in order that
we may find whether pure concepts are necessarily involved
in 1ts activity.® Here once more we have the two characteristics
of a transcendental theory, that 1t (1) recognises the a prior:

1 An ‘Idea’ 1s used 1n a technical sense for the concept of a science
as an articulated system, and 1s ‘architectonic’ 1n Kant’s sense of the
word See A 832 = B 860 2A 64 = B8g;A67 =B og2.

3A 65-6 = B 9o The very clear statement 1n A 66 = B g1 that

pure concepts are ‘developed’ only on the occasion of experience
should be specially noted
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character of certatn 1deas, and (2) explains this as due to the
nature of the knpwing mind.

The Analytic of Concepts 1s divided into two main parts,
and each of these 1s, in the first edition, divided into three
sections.!

The first main part 1s entitled ‘The Clue to the Discovery
of all Pure Concepts of the Understanding’. This 1s referred
to in the second edition? as the ‘Metaphysical Deduction’, and
this title may be used for the sake of brevity. The second main
part 1s headed ‘The Deduction of the Pure Concepts of the
Understanding’, and may be called the ‘Transcendental
Deduction’ proper, though the whole argument from beginning
to end is, 1t need hardly be said, a transcendental argument.

We have, therefore, a Metaphysical and a Transcendental
Deduction of the categories corresponding roughly to the
Metaphysical and Transcendental Expositions of space and
time 3

§ x0. The Metaphysical and Transcendental Deductions

Before examining the Deductions in detail, 1t 1s necessary
to consider what Kant himself has said about them as a whole.

1 It 1s mmportant for beginners to read the first edition entirely
by 1itself, and above all to grasp clearly the differences between the
various parts and sections which form the skeleton of Kant’s thought.

2B 159

371 do not think that much importance should be attached to the
description of the First Book of the Analytic of Concepts as a Meta-
physical Deduction This 1s an afterthought probably suggested by
the distinction between Metaphysical and Transcendental Expositions
in the Aesthetic, a distinction which 1s itself an afterthought The
more modest description of this book as “The Clue’ 1s 1n some ways
preferable

For an explanation of the meaning of the word ‘Metaphysical’
in this connexton, see Chapter V § 2. As I have suggested there, the
Metaphysical Deduction may be said to consider the categories n
themselves, and the Transcendental Deduction to consider them 1n
relation to other knowledge The Metaphysical Deduction might also
be said to determine the number and nature of the categories by an
analysis of judgement taken by utself, and the Transcendental Deduction
to show that judgement, by means of the catcgories, 1s also a source
of a prior: knowledge of objects
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" In the Metaphysical Deduction the a prior: origin of the
categories 1s established by their perfect agreement with the
universal logical functions (that 1s, forms) of thought- In the
Transcendental Deduction what 1s shown 1s their possibility
as a priors cogmitions of objects of intuition ! More precisely,
the Metaphysical Deduction 1s concerned with determining
the Ahst of the categories, and explaming their origin in the
nature of the understanding.*The Transcendental Deduction,
which 1s a justification rather than a deduction, shows how
it 15 possible, and indeed necessary, for categories of such an
origm to apply to objects given mn ntuition It 1s, in short,
concerned with their objective vahdity, and so with therr
extent and with the Lmts of their legitimate use

In the preface to the first edition? Kant calls special attention
to the Transcendental Deduction as of the utmost importance
for the theory of knowledge, and asserts that 1t has cost him
more pawns than any other portion of his work—a statement
not easily reconciled with Vaihinger’s theory as to its com-
position.

The Transcendental Deduction, he adds, has two sides,
a subjective side and an objective side. He even speaks as if
there were two deductions, a Subjective Deduction and an
Objective Deduction.® The Subjective Deduction 1s of great
mmportance, but 1t 1s the Objective Deduction which 1s essential.
Kant expresses his own complete confidence m the Subjective
Deduction, but recognises that the reader may be inclined
to regard it as a mere hypothesis or opinion Even so, he
msists, the Objective Deduction 1s adequate and conclusive by
itself.

In view of such an emphatic statement, 1t is our duty to
concentrate on the objective side of the Deduction To treat

1B 159 In this passage Kant speaks of the Transcendental Deduc-
tion as concerned with objects of intuition 1 general, and deals later
with objects of human intwition, but this pomnt does not concern
us here The possibility in question is what Kant calls ‘real’ as opposed

to ‘logical’ possibility , see BXXVI n and compare Chapter XLIX§ 4
2AXVI 3A XVII
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the Deduction as if 1ts mamn concern were with the subjective
side, 1s to give a distorted view of Kant’s thinking

-§ 11. The Subjective and Objective Deductions

The primary question of the Transcendental Deduction
1s concerned with the objects of the pure understanding It asks
‘What and how much can understanding know independently
of experience?’ Its aim is to prove and make ntelligible the
objective vahdity of the categories, and thus, Kant believes,
is done adequately in A g2—-3 = B 124-6, taken by itself ! This
fundamental argument 1s the Objective Deduction, which
however is by no means confined to the passage mentioned

The Subjective Deduction, on the other hand, 1s concerned
with pure understanding itself, with its possibility, and with
the powers of cognition upon which 1t rests It 1s said to ask
‘How 1s the power of thinking itself possible?? T should
prefer to say that 1t asks how the power of thinking can be
a power of a prior1 knowledge, and 1t professes to show how
this 1s possible through the co-operation of imagination and
sense.?

It 1s our business to keep separate m our minds the Meta-
physical Deduction, and the subjective and objective sides
of the Transcendental Deduction. This 1s the more necessary
because Kant himself does not separate the Subjective from
the Objective Deduction, at any rate in the first edition It 1s
even doubtful where we are intended to draw the line between
the two. All references to imagination are a sure sign that
we are dealing with the Subjective Deduction. It 1s not so
clear whether the references to human sensibility and the
form of time?* are mtended also to belong to the Subjective

1A XVIIL

2 I do not think thatthis question properly indicates Kant’s problem,
which 1s concerned rather with knowledge of objects than with mere
thinking.

3 Compare A 97.

4 If the reference to time 1s removed from the Objective Deduction,
the Objective Deduction 1s incomplete, for the pure concepts would
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Deduction. I am mnclined to think that they are meant to do so
m the second edition, when Kant had thought out his position
more clearly,

then be empty Kant humself points out this incompleteness in B 144-5.
As the Objective Deduction m the first edition 1s supposed to be com-
plete 1n itself, presumably the account of time must there be reckoned
as part of the Objective Deduction; but 1t 1s difficult, 1f not impossible,
to constder the part of time without bringing 1n 1magination and sense;
and the argument of A 92—3 = B 1246, which 15 said to be adequate
on the objective side, does not appear to rest on the nature of time.
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CHAPTER XII

CONCEPTION AND JUDGEMENT

§ 1. Divisions of the Metaphysical Deduction

The Metaphysical Deduction, as was pointed out above,
1s composed of three sections. Of these the first deals with
the logical use of the understanding in general, the second
with the forms of judgement, and only the third with the
categories.

This means that the third section alone deals with the
special problem of Transcendental Logic, and 1s the Meta-
physical Deduction proper The first two are preparatory, and
strictly speaking belong to Formal, or at any rate to General,
Logic, as is suggested by their very titles, In particular, the
use of the understanding n general can be discussed only 1n
General Logic, and furthermore this use 1s explicitly said
to be logical

Nevertheless even 1n the second section, whose contents we
have already discussed,? we found considerations introduced
which belonged to Transcendental Logic, and I think this
is true, to some extent, of the first section also.? The very
obscurity of the first section 1s an indication of this, for when
Kant 1s expounding a traditional view he 1s generally clear.

§2. The Meammng of ‘Function’

The obscurity of the first section 1s due partly to the fact
that Kant gives us no help as to the stages into which his
argument is divided, and partly to his use of the word ‘function’

1The ‘logical use’ of the understanding 1s not to be taken as a
special use confined to a special kind of judgement, but as the general
or formal use present 1n all judgements and studied by Formal Logic

2 Chapter X § 1

3The doctrine that sensibibty 1s receptive and understanding
spontaneous (or active) 1s metaphysical, not logical, compare Log
Ewl V (IX 36)
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in different senses. With very little trouble Kant could have
made this section much easter

Thus he asserts (1) that functions of unity are to be found
m judgements; (2) that judgements @e functions of unity;
and (3) that a function s the unity of an act which (I believe)
15 judgement. Any attempt to interpret these statements
mechanically 1s bound to produce as pretty a mess as one could
wish to see.

In 1ts primary sense the ‘function’ of anything 1s that work..
which 1t alone can do, or which 1t can do best ! Thus 1t 15 the
function of a boat to sail, and of a pruning-knife to prune;
for only a boat can sail, and although 1t is possible to prune
with other things than a pruning-knife, a prunmng-knife is
the mstrument which does this best The word 1s, however,
applied especially to the work appropriate to organs of a hving
body It is, for example, the function of the eyes to see.

In this sense the function of the understanding 1s to think
or to judge

The word ‘function’ is, however, used also, not for the work
which a thing performs, but for its way of working, or, in the
language of the dictionary, for the ‘mode of action by which
it fulfils its purpose’. The function 1s then a common nature,
or a common fo1m, present in the separate acts

However this may be, Kant, when he speaks of understanding
and judgement, uses the word ‘function’ as synonymous with
the word ‘form’ The functions of understanding are the same
—at any rate in their denotation—as the forms of understanding,
and the functions of judgement, or the functions in judgement,
are the same as the forms of judgement * The general function

! Compare Plato’s account of &pyov, Repubhc, 3533, and also
Armstotle, Eth Nic 109%7b

# Note especially A 7o = B 95, at the beginning, where the ‘form
of understanding’ 1s equivalent to ‘the function of thought 1n judge-
ment’ and to the ‘logical function of the understanding 1n judgement’
This use of ‘function’ as equal to ‘form’ 1s, I think, found only
where we are concerned with an activity Kant never, to my knowledge,

speaks of a function of intuition, but only of a form of inturtion,
since intuition 1s passive
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of the understanding, namely judgement, 1s supposed to
differentiate 1tse]f into the necessary forms of judgement, and
these are identified with the functions of the understanding.

It is 1mportant, and not always easy, to distinguish which
of these two senses of ‘function’ Kant 1s using Unfortunately
the only definition which he gives of ‘function’ 1s by no means
clear ‘By “function”’, he says, ‘I mean the unity of the act
of ordering different ideas under one common idea.”? He is
referring to the word ‘function’ only as 1t 1s used 1n connexion
with understanding, and the ‘act’ spoken of must, I think, be
the act of judgement itself 2 In that case the ‘unity of the act’
would seem to mean ‘the form of the judgement’, and this
is how 1t 1s understood by Mellin.? The form of the judgement
is the way in which the judgement unites 1deas, and thus the
form or function of the judgement 1s 1dentified with its special
kind of unity 4

It 1s embarrassing when Kant applies the word ‘function’,
not to the forms of judgement, but to individual judgements
themselves ‘All judgements are functions of unity in our
1deas.’s I take the statement to mean that judgements are acts
whose essential task or function 1s to produce unity in our
ideas.t

1A 68 = Bog3 A ‘common 1dea’ 1s a ‘conceptus communis’ Compare
Log § 5 Anmerk (IX 94) and B 133—4 n The ‘act’ 1s an act of analysss,
not of synthesis

2 This 1s suggested both by the description given of the act and
by the fact that all acts of the understanding can be reduced to judge-
ment, see A 69 = B 94 3 Marginalien, p 22.

4 This 1dentification 1s possible only because judgement 1s an act
The form of intwution, which 1s passive, 1s, apart from synthes:s, a
mere multiplicity, since unity cannot be given in intuition See B16on

Even so, we may feel some difficulty at the identification of the
unuty of the act with the way 1n which 1t produces unity 1n 1deas, and
consequently with 1ts form This type of difficulty will recur frequently
as we advance.

5A 69 = B g4 This 1s, I think, loose termunology which ought
to be avoided Note also that a function of umity 1s apparently a
function productive of unity, whereas a function of understanding
1s a function which understanding performs

8 Compare Mecllin, Encyclopadisches Worterbuch, 11, p 687.
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Kant combines this statement with another which implies,
more correctly, that the forms of judgement are ‘functions
of unity 1 judgements’? It would be better to say that a
judgement 1s essentially an act of umting our 1deas; and that
the forms of judgement are the different ways in which judge-
ment unites our ideas, so far as these ways are determined
by the nature of thought and not by the special nature of
the 1deas themselves.

When these different senses of the word ‘function’ are dis-
tinguished, Kant’s argument becomes easier to understand 2

§ 3. Outline of the Argument
The main stages of the argument seem to be as follows:

1. Understanding 1s a power of knowing by means of
concepts.?

2. To know by means of concepts 1s to judge.t
3. To judge 1s essentially to unite our 1deas.b

4. The different ways in which judgement unites our 1deas
(independently of the nature of the ideas themselves)
are the forms of judgement as stated by Formal Logic.®

1The fact that ‘function’ and ‘unity’ were previously identified
15 a further cause of embarrassment The form or function would
now seem to be regarded as the source of unity in judgements

? At times Kant seems to use ‘function’ as equivalent to a power
or faculty For example, he speaks of 1magination as a ‘blind function’
of the soul, A 78 = B 103

3A 68 = B g3. ‘The knowledge yielded by every understanding,
or at least by every human understanding, 1s by means of concepts ’
This ‘knowledge’ 1s rather an element in knowledge* 1t mught be
called ‘thinking’ Compare Log § 1 (IX 91) ‘Knowledge through
concepts 1s called thinking (cogmtio discursiva)’

“A 68 = B g3 and A 60 = B 94 “The only use understanding
can make of these concepts 1s to judge by means of them.’ ‘We can
reduce all acts of the understanding to judgements ’

d‘ A’69 = B 94 ‘All judgements are functions of unity among our
1deas

% This 15 not said explicitly, but 1s assumed Compare Chapter
IX§§ 13
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5. Consequently the complete list of the forins of judgement
1s a complete list of the different ways in which under-
standing unites 1deas by means of judgement; that is
to say, 1t 15 a complete list of the functions of the
understanding.l - ’

The interest and 1mportance of the passage depends, not
so much on its obvious conclusion (granting Kant’s pre-
supposttions), as on the doctrine of the concept and the judge-
ment which is mmplied in 1t.

§ 4. The Concept

Concepts are grounded on the spontaneity of thought, as
sensuous 1ntuitions are grounded upon the receptivity of sense.?
What does this mean?

According to Kant, a creative intelligence is conceivable,
which by its own activity would create intuitions, these would
be what he calls mtellectual intuitions Human beings recerve
their intuitions passively. This 1s why human intuitions are
called sensuous, and are said to be grounded on receptivity 3
VConcepts, on the other hand, are due to the activity or
spontanerty of understanding In other words, understanding
produces concepts,? and concepts spring from understanding 5
Ths tells us nothing as to the way in which understanding
produces concepts, but we have seen® that concepts are made,
as regards thewr form, by comparison, reflexion, and abstraction.?
Thus is the account offered by Formal Logic.

1 A €9 = B g4 ‘The functions of the understanding can, therefore,
be discovered if we can give a complete list of the functions of unity
1 judgements ’

2 A 68 = B 93 Kant says ‘of impressions’, but this destroys the
parallelism with the spontaneity of thought Compare also A 19= B 33
and A 50 = B 74

3 This receptrvity 1s 1dentified with sensibility in A 51 = B 75,
For Kant ‘sensuous’ as applied to intuitions means ‘passively recerved’.

4In A 51 = B 75 Kant says understanding produces 1deas, and
these may perhaps include the ideas produced by imagmnation, but
the 1deas produced by understanding in the narrower sense are
concepts 5A 19 =B 33

¢ Chapter IX § 6 ?Log § 4, 6 (IX 93, 94)
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Kant may not intend to make his own view more precise
when he informs us that intuitions, as sensuons, rest on affec-
tions, and concepts on functions, but, if so, 1t 1s odd that he
goes on immediately to assert that by ‘function’ he means
the umity of the act of ordering different ideas under one
common 1dea! This act 1s an act of judgement, and 1t looks
as 1f ‘function’ is to be taken here in its technical sense as
equivalent to ‘form of judgement’

I do not want to make too much of this, but in view of
what follow s2 we are bound to consider such an interpretation.
Kant appears to be saying at least this, that the act of abstraction
or analysis® whereby we make a concept! 1s a judgement
and if to conceive 1s essentially to think in abstraction what
is common to a plurality of possible individual 1nstances,
his assertion seems to be true &

1This common 1dea must be a concept

2 Especially in A 70 = B 104—5 It must be remembered that the
whole of the present passage 1s offered to us as a preparation for the
Metaphysical Deduction

3 See again Chapters IX § 6 and X § 7 (at the end), and note the
word ‘analytisch’ n A 76 = B 102 and A 78 = B 104 It 1s all-
important to recogrnuse here that the act in question 1s the act of
analysis (not the act of synthesis) which 1s present 1n all judgement
as such

¢If I am mnght, this 1s also the act present in thimkmg any
concept

5 It would seem to be a problematic judgement Kant himself n
A%y5n = B 100 n connects understanding as a power of concerving
with problematic judgements, and this view 1s suppoited by the
doctrine that a concept 1s essentially the predicate of a possible
judgement (A 6g = B 94) It will be remembered that understanding
1 the wider sense covers (1) understanding 1n the nairower sense
(the power of concening), (2) the power of judgement (that 1s, of
assertoric judgement), and (3) the power of reason (or judgement
by mediate inference) See Chapter IX § 2

% A doctrine of thus hind 1s already set forth 1n one of Kant’s early
works, Die falsche Spuzfindigkeit der wier Syllogistischon Figuren
(Il 58-9) The relevant passage i1s translated by Kemp Smith,
Commentary, pp 181-2 There Kant 1s dealing only with ‘distinct’
concepts (that 1s, concepts made up of ‘marks’ which are ‘clear’),
and he blames logicians for discussing ‘distinct’ concepts before
dealing with judgements, although a ‘distinct’ concept 1s possible
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The same doctrine scems to be implied in Kant’s statement
that all the acts, of understanding can be reduced to judge-
ment.! The obvious objection to this i1s that the act of con-
ceving 1s a different act from the act of judging Kant meets
this objection by asserting that 1t 1s as predicates of possible
Judgements that concepts relate to some idea (ultimately to
some intuition) of an object as yet undetermmed Indeed he
affirms that a concept 1s a concept only because it contains
under 1t other 1deas (ultimately 1ntuitions), by means of which
it can relate to objects.? This imphies that 1t 1s a concept only
as the predicate of a possible judgement 3
To say that concepts are essentially predicates of possible
judgements 1s to say that concerving 1s really judging Concepts
do not precede judgement, but rather are abstractions from
judgemen{/lf 50, they must rest upon the form of judgement;
and this may turn out to be of importance later.

§ 5. The Yudgement

Kant’s discussion of concepts has as its immediate purpose
the establishment of the conclusion that the functions of under-
standing are identical with the forms of judgement. This
conclusion 1s reached (with the help of presuppositions drawn

only by means of judgement He also mamntains there that under-
standing and reason are ultimately the same power Both are a power
of judging, but reason 15 a power of judging medately, that 1s, of
inferring

tA6g =Bog

2 It should be noted that the predicate-concept 1s related to imntuitions
by means of the subject-concept I do not examine this complication
here, because we shall have to consider it presently in connexion
with judgement

3 Kant’s principle holds even for concepts which are subject-
concepts In ‘All bodies are divisible’ the subject-concept 1s ‘body’,
but ‘body’ 1s also the predicate of a possible judgement See A 69 =
B 94, and also Nachlass 4634 (XVII 616), where every judgement
1s said to have two predicates which we compare with one another
‘When I say “A body 1s divisible”, this means ‘‘something X, which
I know through the predicates that together constitute a concept
of body, I think also through the picdicate of divisibihity”’
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from Formal Logic) on the ground that concerving 1s judging;
and that all the acts of the understanding cap be reduced to
judgement
\There is a further pont to be made—that the functions
of the understanding (or the forms of judgement) are the
ways in which understanding umites 1degs Here again Kant
takes his general doctrine of the forms of judgement for granted.
His discussion of judgement is concerned, not with the separate
forms of judgement, but with what he believes to be the general
nature of judgement as a whole. If the essence of judgement
is to unify, the different forms, it 1s assumed, will be the different
ways of unifying

The only use that understanding can make of concepts 1s
to judge by their means! and n judging we refer a
concept to an object 2 But no 1dea other than an 1ntuition 1s
immedately related to an object.- Hence when i judgement
we refer the concept to an object, we do so by means of
intutiony

Judgement, therefore, since 1t must employ concepts, 1s
discursive or mediate,® and not intuitive,® cognition.

So far I have spoken as if there were only one concept n
a judgement, and as 1f this concept were referred to a sensible
reality—a doctrine reminiscent of Mr Bradley. Kant, however,
recognises a distinction between subject and predicate, and
consequently recognises what may be called a double mediation
in judgement The concept may refer to an object, not only
by means of an intuition, but also by means of another concept.
The predicate-concept is referred to the object by means of

1A 68 = Bo3

2 Presumably also to a number (or to a class) of objects.

3 Kant expresses this by saying also that judgement 1s the 1dea
of an 1dea of an object, and such a statement may seem artificial. It
1s, however, only another way of asserting that 1n judgement we refer
a concept to an object by means of another 1dea (ultimately by means
of intwition) Compare the account of thought 1n A 19 = B 33

% As we have seen, mathematical judgements may nevertheless be
called intuitive, 1n the sense that 1n them inturtion plays a prominent
part See Chapter X § 7
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the subject-concept, which 1s assumed to 1efer immediately?
to the object .

At this stage we approach the crucial point of Kant’s dis-
cussion, namely the sense in which (according to Formal
Logic) judgement 1s supposed to unify 1deas.

Kant gives us an example of what he means. In the judge-
ment ‘All bodies are divisible’, the concept of divisibility,
which 1s applicable to other things? than bodies, 1s referred
n particular to the concept of body, and the concept of body
1s referred to certain intuitions® which present themselves to
us Taking this example as typical of all judgements, Kant
asserts that every judgement 1s essentially an act which produces
unity in our 1deas.t Instead of using an immediate 1dea® (e.g.
the subject-concept of ‘body’) for the purpose of knowing
the object.® 1t uses a ‘higher 1dea’ (e g the predicate-concept
of ‘divistbility’) which comprehends” under 1t the subject-
concept and other concepts,® and in this way many possible
cognitions are gathered into one

1'This immediacy 1s of course only relative The subject-concept
can refer to the object only by means of intuition, but 1t refers directly
to the intuition, whereas the predicate-concept 1s referred to the
intuition by means of the subject-concept

2 Kant says ‘other concepts’, but the concept of divisibility strictly
applies to the things thought under these concepts

3 'The text says ‘appearances’ (Erschemnungen), but this 1s obviously
a slip or musprint corrected by Kant, Nachtrage XXXVI See edition of
Raymund Schrudt, note on A 69 = B g3

41 express this 1n my own words Kant says ‘All judgements are
functions of unity in our ideas’

5 Kant does not say whether he means the strictly immediate
mtuition of a body or the relatively immediate concept of ‘body’
I think he must mean, primarily at least, the latter The concept of
‘body’ 1s relatively immediate because 1t 1s the subject-concept of
the judgement m question

8 There 1s no special significance attached to the singular ‘object’.
Compare the preceding sentence ‘These objects are mediately repre-
sented through the concept of “divisibility” ’

7 ‘begreift ° The word 1s appropriate to a concept (Begriff).

8 Here again Kant says simply ‘that which comprehends under
it thus (immediate 1dea) and others’ He may be referring, not only
to the subject-concept and other concepts, but also to the ntutions
of divisible objects which fall under the concept of ‘body’ and other
concepts as well as under the concept of ‘divisibility’
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This statement 1s of cardinal importance for the argument,
yet 1t 1s unfortunately obscure In what professes to give a
description of all judgements, we ought to consider judgements
other than categorical,! even 1f we belicve that hypothetical
and disjunctive judgements are in a sense made up of categorical
judgements 2 As regards categorical judgements themselves, 1t
1s necessary to recognise that in them we may use our own
ideas as objects,® and that a mere abstraction may be the
subject of a judgement Kant’s example 1s a very special kind
of categorical judgement, 1 which not only does the subject-
concept refer to concrete physical things, but the predicate-
concept 1s taken to be ‘higher’? than the subject-concept, and
this 1s by no means necessary ®

It must, however, be remembered that Kant 1s not writing
a treatise on Formal Logic, and his theory may be sound
even 1f his example 1s 1nadequate and 1s described 1n a way
which does not fit the general case What we really want to
know 1s the sense in which ‘many cognitions are gathered
together 1n one’ when we judge

_ Every categorical judgement may be said to unite 1ts subject
and predicate, but this 1s manifestly not Kant’s primary
meaning. We have always to face the difficulty that he describes
as cognitions, and even as intuitions, what on a realistic assump-
tion would be described as things I believe him to mean
that instead of intuiting each body separately, we gather
together our different mturtzons of many individual bodies

! Compare B 141.

2 Kant does believ e this 1n a sense, but he considers that hypothetical
and disjunctive judgements involve distinct forms of thought

2 The object 1s here simply the subject of the judgement

*The term ‘higher’ or “wider’ is applied most appropriately to
cases of genus and species The concept ‘animal’ 1s higher than the
concept ‘man’, and this 1n turn 1s higher than the concept ‘negro’.
We get a similar series 1 ‘thing’, ‘substance’, ‘body’, ‘metal’, “1ron’.
‘Drvisibility’ 1s not a genus of which ‘body’ 1s a species, and ‘body’
1s not contained under ‘divistbility’ as 1t 1s containcd under ‘substance’,
1t has, however, a wider denotation, and this may be the reason
why 1t 1s here called hugher Compare Log §§ 9-13 (IX 96-8)

SE g 1 the judgement ‘Some divisible things are bodics’
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under the concept of divisibility More simply, we unite
different individual bodies before our minds by means of
their common mark of divisibility.! This we do by an act
of analysis

Kant’s broad contention 1s this—that to judge 1s essentially
to think a plurality of sensible individuals by means of umversal
or general Concepts Just as he maintaned that conceiving 1s
Judging, so now he maintamns that judging (whatever else it
1s) 1s concerving. What we have to consider 1s this highly
general doctrine* his account of the part played by the subject-
and predicate-concepts clearly demands modification, if 1t 1s
to fit all the different types of judgement.

Even the general doctrine 1s by no means free from difficulty.
Yet I do not see that 1t 1s 1ncompatible with the recogmtion
of the different forms of judgement set forth in Formal Logic,
or even with the recognition of different forms which, as I
have suggested,®? may be present in all judgement as such.
It can, I think, be argued that every judgement makes use of
umversal concepts,® and that to conceive a unrversal 1s to
think a mark which belongs, at least potentially, to a plurality
of individuals,t even if we apply 1t 1n a singular judgement &
The assumption that in the last resort these individuals must
be sensible may seem more difficult to defend,® but I think

1 As Kant himself says, these objects (that 1s, bodies) are mediately
represented through the concept of divisibility (A 69 = B 93—4) The
word ‘mediately’ presumably refers both to the fact that we use the
concept of body and also to the fact that the concept of body refers
to sensuous 1ntuitions 2 See Chapter X § 5

3 Certamn types of judgement (e g “Tully 1s Cicero’) offer difficulties
in the way of this contention These difficulties mught, I think, be
evaded , but 1n any case 1t would be absurd to suggest that this doctrine
applies only to categorical judgements, and still more absurd to
suggest that 1t applies only to one type of categorical judgements.

4 There are difficulies here in regard to such concepts as
‘omnipotence’ 5 Compare B 1334 n.

6 When we say ‘Honesty 1s admurable’, the sensuous element is
reduced to a mmmmum Perhaps Kant would still maintain that we
were, 1n the last resort, referring to individual acts of which we have
some sensuous cognition His main interest, however, 1s 1n our know-
ledge of the physical world
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this tuo could be defended, although I should have thought
that 1t was 1rrelevant to Formal Logic

In spite of difficulties 1t 15 not unplausible to maintain that
all judgement makes use of universal or general concepts for
the purpose of knowng, directly or indirectly, a world of
sensible mndividual objects,! and even that (whatever else 1t
may do) it gives umity to a plurality of different individual
objects,? so far as these individual objects are thought by
means of a common mark (or marks) The umty so given
may be called an ‘analytic unity’, a umty dependent on an
act of analysis.® This has nothing to do with analytic judge-
ments, or indeed with any special kind of judgement * Whether
Kant 1s right or wrong, a failure to see that he at least professes
to describe all judgements without exception 1s bound to lead
—and has indeed too often led—to a"complete distortion of
his argument.

§6 The Categories

The whole argument so far 1s only a preparation for the
Metaphysical Deduction 1t states, and perhaps in some ways
corrects, the doctrines of Formal Logic on which that Deduction
15 based. In particular 1t leads up to the list of forms of judge-
ment which 1s supposed to give us the clue to the categories.
Kant would have helped us greatly if he had also given us
at this stage a clear statement of what he means by categor:es,
and why he describes them in so many different ways, the
connexion between which 1s at first by no means easy to see.

1 Compare A 19 = B 33. 'All thought must, whether directly or
indirectly, by way of certain marks, relate ultimately to intustions *

% I thunk thus 1s what Kant means when he says (iIn A 79 = B 104)
that ‘the same function’ ‘gives umity to the different ideas 1 a
Judgement’

9 See A 79 = B 105 and B 133—4 n Compare also Chapters IX § 6,
X § 7 (at end) and XIV § 6 The act of analysis 1s the act present 1n
all conception as such

4 In the different forms of judgement objects may be unmited 1n
different ways, but they are all supposed to be united in virtue of an
analysis of common charactenstics,
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I will attempt to make good this omission even at the risk
of being imperfectly understood until the argument has been
developed further

From its beginnings 1n Aristotle the science of metaphysics
had been concerned with the real as such. Its aim was to
deduce the detailed nature of the universe from some central
principle,! and 1n so doing 1t concerned itself with pure forms
apart from their connexion with matter.? By the time of Kant
one of the main parts of metaphysics—if we may take the
writings of Baumgarten as a guirde—was called Ontology, and
was concerned with the more general or abstract predicates
of the thing 3 Some of these predicates are umversal predicates,
predicates which belong to all things ¢

These umversal predicates are not called categories by

Baumgarten. The word ‘category’ was revived or reintroduced
by Kant on the analogy of the Aristotelian categories.® The
Arnstotelian categories are a list of the widest predicates which
are predicable essentially of the various namable entities.®
There are differences between the sense in which Aristotle
uses the word and the sense 1n which 1t 1s used by Kant, but
these differences do not concern us here.
». If we use the term ‘category’ for the umiversal predicates
of Baumgarten, we may say that the categories are the ultimate
predicates which umversally and necessarily apply to every
thing so far as 1t 1s a thing. As universal and necessary, the
categories are pure or a przorz, and we mught call them ‘pure
concepts of a thing in general’,

Kant believes that 1t 1s impossible to have a prior: knowledge
of the unuversal and necessary character of thigs, 1f we suppose
these things to be things-in-themselves. We can have a priori
knowledge by means of the categories, only if the categories
are due to the nature of the mind and are imposed by the

1 Ross, Aristotle, p. 155 2Ibd. p 62.

3 Baumgarten, Metaphysica § 4 (XVII 24) The Latin 1s ‘scientia
praedicatorum entis generahorum’ 1 mterpret this i the hght of
G F Meier’s German translation

$1bid § 6 (XVII 24) These are opposed to disjunctive and relative
predicates 5 A 79-80 = B 105. 8 Ross, Aristotle, p 23.

VOL 1 1
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mind on the objects which 1t knous‘)(ant’s metaphysic there-
fore, while retaining many of the 1deals of the older metaphysics,
ceases to be a speculative metaphysic concerned with reality
as such. It becomes instead a Metaphysic of Experience, and
(is concerned with the umiversal and necessary characteristics
of obyects of experience, so far as they are objects of experience.
Hence for him the categories are pure_concepts, not of a thing
in general, but of ‘an object i general’

When we consider what an object 1n general essentially 1s,
we shall find that 1t consists of a sensible matter held together
1 a necessary synthetic unity.? It 1s this necessary synthetic
umty which constitutes the universal and necessary character
of any and every object; the matter may vary indefimitely.
Hence the more exact description of a category 1s that 1t 1s
a pure concept of the necessary synthetic umty winch is present
wm every object of experience®

So far the doctrine offers little difficulty (Kant, however,
believes that this necessary synthetic unity 1s imposed on the
given sensible matter by an act of synthesis which 1s always
the same whatever be the special character of the matter
synthetised,* and he believes that a concept of an object 1s
also—1t might be better to say ‘includes’ or ‘involves—a
concept of the synthesis whereby such an object can be con-
structed 5 Henceﬂle regards the category, not only as a concept
of an object 1n general, but also as @ concept of synthesis
general® a concept of that synthesis which 1s necessary to

1 Compare A 93 = B 126 Wec must, however, still regard an object
as essentially a concrete thing 2A 104 ff, B 137.

3 Compare A 321 = B 377 and A 326 = B 383 Also A 79 = B 105.

4 B 130 Houses, ships, and motor-cars, for example, must all be
synthetised as substances with accidents, however much they may
vary as regards the matter given to sense

& For example, the concept of a circle 15, or mcludes, a concept of
the synthesis by which a circle can be constructed a circle s essentially
a figure which can be constructed 1n a certain way The construction
In question 1s an 1maginative construction, but must be based on
given mtwitions if we are to have a real object before us

® We mught call 1t, more elaborately, a concept of the synthesis
of the manifold of intuition w general, compare A 79 = B 1045
and Chapter XIV § 3
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constructany and every objectand to1mpose such synthetic unity
as constitutes the gssential character of any object gud object .

Kant’s account of this synthesis 1s complicated and difficult.
The synthesis 1s a synthesis of inturtions and 1s the work of
imagination, but according to Kant 1t must conform to the
principles of intellectual synthesis present in judgement. These
principles are tmplicit in the forms of judgement, and they are
supposed to control! the imaginative synthesis. If an object
1s to be an object, it must be judged, and the imagnative
synthesis must combine the given manifold in such a way
that 1t can be judged under the various forms of judgement.
(The categories are therefore said to be the forms of judgement
—I think 1t would be better to say concepts of the forms of
judgement®—so far as the manifold of a given intuttion 1s deter-
mined® mn conformty with them®) This 1s stated with many
variations into which we need not at present enter.? Curiously
enough, the one place where 1t 1s not stated, but merely sug-
gested,® 1s just where 1t ought to have been stated, namely
in the Metaphysical Deduction.

The imaginative synthesis which 1s controlled by the forms
of judgment 1s essentially a synthesis of the pure manifold of
time and space* because 1t imposes synthetic unity on the
manifold of time and space, 1t also imposes synthetic unity on
the manifold given under the forms of time and space. Conse-
quently the category 1s described as a concept of pure synthesis?

These different descriptions of the categories—as concepts
of an object 1n general, concepts of necessary synthetic unity,

1 Compare B 162 n But see Chapter XXXIV § 3.

2 “The form of judgements (converted into a concept of the synthesis
of mtuitions) yielded the categorics,’” A 321 = B378

3 To ‘determine’ the manifold 1s here, I think, to give 1t umty

or form 4B 143
8 See, for example, B 128, A 244-5, M AdN Vor (IV 474);
and KdpV (V65) ¢A 79 = B 105.

7 In A 78—9 = B 104~5 the concept 1s regarded as a concept of
the pure synthesis and also as a concept of the umity of the pure
synthesis, but I do not thmk that this 1s a substantial distinction
the category might also be said to be a concept of the rule of the pure
synthesis
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concepts of the forms of judgment, and concepts of pure
synthesis—may suggest that Kant 1s using the word in different
and confused senses We must, however, entertain the possi-
bility that his meaning may become more intelligible as we
advance At present we can note only the distinction involved
1n the last two Jescriptions

§7. The Schematised Categortes

he categories as concepts of the forms of judgement! are
pure categories. As such they are said to be ‘empty’, n the
sense that their content is the empty forms of thought, or
forms of judgement, through which no determinate object is
known 2 They do indeed relate to an object in generaf, and
since they are forms of discursive or conceptual thought, they,
8o to speak, await an object to be given 1n some sort of sensuous
intuition—which Kant calls ntustion in general. For us, however,
they must be related to human mtuttion, which 1s given under
the form of time It 1s only when translated into terms of time,?
that the categories can be said to have meaning, that is, to
have as their content the necessary and universal characteristics
of objects of human expertence, and not merely the empty forms
of judgement As so translated mnto terms of time they are
no longer pure categories, but schematised categories. It 1s as
schematised that the categomes are concepts of the pure
synthess.4
JThus the pure category of ground and consequent, which
1s thought n the hypothetical form of judgement, has no

1 Here, as always, we must understand ‘the forms of judgement
as applied to and determumung intustions’ 1t seems undesirable to repeat
this qualification every time the phrase 1s used

2 Compare B 150 and A 245

3 Compare Caird, The Philosophy of Kant, p 407, and The Cntical
Philosophy of Kant, Vol 1, p 441

4 Yet even the pure categones, being concepts of the synthesis of
the manifold of ntuition in general, must also be 1n a sense concepts
of the synthesis of the manifold of pure intuition The first synthesis

15 the genus, and the second a spectes of the genus Compare
Chapter X111 § 6



XII §7] CONCEPTION AND JUDGEMENT 261

reference to time,/4nd cven 1if we think of 1t as applying some-

how to objects ggven 1n intuition, this thought 1s so vague as

to be called empty. Ifzit 1s translated mnto terms of time, it

becomes the schematised category of cause and effect, that 1s,

of a consequent which necessarily succeeds 1ts ground 1n time,
The thought that all changes in objects of experience must

be causally determined 1s very far from empty; and if 1t could

be proved, as Kant believes 1t can, 1t would be an important

addition to metaphysical truth

For a clear understanding of this side of Kant’s thought,
we must await the further development of a long and compli-
cated argument. The details will not be given to us until we
reach the chapter on Schematism, and this is one of the main
reasons for the difficulty of Kant’s Deduction as a whole. It
is, however, all-important to recogruse from the first that the
reference to time 1s not a late interpolation, but 1s essential
to Kant’s argument.

Apart from time, there could be no Transcendental Logic
at all. There could only be a Formal Logic concerned with
the forms of judgement. It is because there are pure as well
as emprrical intuitions that there can be a difference between
pure and empurical thought of objects.* For the same reason
we are able to have a Transcendental Logic which does not
abstract wholly from the content of cogmition, but confines
itself to a prior: knowledge and excludes empirical knowledge.?
It is because Transcendental Logic has a manifold of pure
sensibility before 1t, as set forth 1n the Transcendental Aesthetic,
that 1t has any content: apart from this the pure concepts
with which it deals would be without any content, and would
be completely empty.® Kant 1s as clear and explicit on this
point as a man could be If we fail to recognise this truth as
absolutely essential to his whole argument, the Kritik of Pure
Reason is to us no better than a sealed book.

1 Compare A 55 = B 79-80

2 Except 1n so far as 1t considers the a prior: knowledge which 15
present 1n all empirical knowledge

3A %6~ = B 102 It would perhaps be more correct to say that
their content would be the empty forms of judgement



CHAPTER XIII

CONCEPTION AND SYNTHESIS

§ 1 Pure Intustion and the Categories

Kant begins his Metaphysical Deduction proper by calling
attention to the fact that the categories must be schematised.
The pure categories, if they are not to be empty, must have
a ‘stuff’ or matter given to them; and this matter must also
be pure, if the categories, when filled, are to be pure concepts.
Such a pure matter 18 gwven m space! and time, for these
contain a manifold of pure a priorz intuition. ﬁut space and
time are also forms of ituition; they are conditions under
which all intuitions of objects are given to human minds.
Hence space and time are bound to affect the character of
the categories, which are pure concepts of objects 1n general.
In other words, the categories must be schematised; that 1s

“to say, they must cease to be mere empty forms of judgement,
and must receive a definite content from their relation to
space and time. The reason why they can do so 1s this: the
spontaneity of thought, which 1s manifested in the foerms of
judgement, demands that the pure manifold of space and time
should be ‘gone through, taken up, and combined’? iz a certan
way. The act of downg this 1s called synthesis, and 1t is Kant’s
contention that this synthesis of the pure manifold has different
aspects corresponding to, and 1mposed by, the different forms
of judgement.

1A 77 = B 102 Note that space, which becomes more promment
in the second edition, 1s already mentioned here as on an equality
with time Note also that just as sensibility presents a pure manfold
of space and time to thought, so the Transcendental Aesthetic may
be said to present a pure manifold of space and ttme to Transcendental
Logic The Critical Phulosophy makes explicit in reflexion what takes
place unreflectively 1n eaperience

2 These phrases, and notably ‘taken up’, are connected with what

Kant calls ‘apprehension’, see A 120 and A g9, and compare B 160
and B 162
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§2 The Nature of Synthesis

Kant believes’ that synthesis 1s an essential element n all
knowledge, and he devotes two paragraphs to an explanation
of what he means by synthesis ‘in 1ts most general sense’}
When this general explanation has been given, he will return
to the special case of pure synthesis, which, as he has asserted,
supplies a content for the pure categories.

The description of synthesis 1n general—and even the account
of pure synthesis—is a summary statement of doctrines which
will be elaborated m the Transcendental Deduction.? The
lack of detail 1s natural, and even necessary, if repetition 1s to
be avoided; but the description is too compact to be easily
mtelligible, and some of the assertions may give a false impres-
sion, unless they are interpreted mn the light of what comes
later. I have found 1t dufficult to explain Kant’s meaning without
becoming involved in a discussion of the Transcendental
Deduction, which would here be out of place, and the reader
must be warned that the present account 1s in some ways
provisional and does not attempt to meet objections which
mught very reasonably be rased.

In the second of the two paragraphs under consideration
we are told that ‘synthesis 1n general’ is the mere work (or
effect®) of imagination, and 1t is contrasted with the work (or
function) of the understanding in ‘bringing the synthesis to
concepts’. From this, taken by itself, we might conclude that
the synthesis of imagination 1s wholly imndependent of the under-
standing. Such a view 1s not borne out by the Transcendental
Deduction, and even in the present passage there are perhaps
mndications of a closer connexion between the two active powers
of the mind.* Furthermore a mere synthesis of the imagination

1A 77 = B 103, compare A 78 = B 103

2Compare A 78 = B 103, ‘as we shall see later’

3 ‘Wirkung’ may mean either ‘working’ or ‘effect’

4 The synthesis of the pure manifold—which ought surely to fall
under the general case—is demanded by ‘the spontaneity of our
thought’ (A 77 = B 102), and 1n the definition of synthesis use 1s
made of the word ‘begreifer’ (to ‘grasp’ or ‘comprehend’), which may
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would seem to cover casual association and the creative activity
of the artist, but Kant’s sole concern here is with synthesis
as a factor in knowledge of objects This latter synthesis we
shall subsequently know as the ‘synthesis of apprehension’,!
and we shall find that 1t 1s closely bound up with conception.

Synthesss, in its most general sense, is ‘the act of adding
different ideas to one another, and of grasping (or compre-
hending?) therr multiplicity 1n one cognition’ An example of
the kind ot act which Kant has in view would be the act of
combining a series of given appearances into the complex
intuition® of one individual house If we press Kant’s subsequent
statement that synthesis 1s the mere working of imagination,
we must hold that the concept of ‘house’ 1s not even uncon-
sciously at work tn the synthesss, and a fortior: that the judge-
ment “This 1s a house’ 1s an entirely different act. Personally,
I believe his view to be that the concept of ‘house’ 1s at work,
even if unconsciously, 1n this synthesis of 1magination. What
Kant has 1in mind 1s such a synthesis of 1magimation as must
be present when we judge that this 1s a house, and his de-
scription of synthesis ‘in 1ts most general sense’ might perhaps
be taken to cover the whole complex of understanding and
imagination necessarily present in the judgement ‘This 1s a
house’.

The latter view of synthesis is at any rate the view of the
Transcendental Deduction ¢ On this interpretation we mght
be tempted to identify the act of synthesis with the act of
Judgement which was described above® as ‘the act of ordering

suggest the presence of a ‘Begriff’ (concept), aseg mm A 68 = B g3
Compare also A 103 ‘Zusammenfassen’ 1s the word appropnate to
a merely 1maginative comprehension, see K d U § 26 (V 251)

1 See A g9-100, A 120, and B 160 The synthesis of apprehension
1s the taking up and combining of the given manifold 1n one intuition.

2 ‘begreifen’

* The use of the word ‘intwition’ (or even ‘1mage’) 1n such a context
does not imply that we are concerned with something subjective I
reframn from saymng ‘complex object’ only because the object, if 1t 1s
to be strictly an object, must be judged and not merely imagined
or sensed 4 Compare A 103 and B 12930

& See A 68 = B 93 and Chapter X11§§ 2 and 4
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different 1deas under one common 1dea’. Such an identification
would be a mistake. Both acts are indeed, on this interpretation,
Judgements; but in describing them Kant 1s descrnibing two
quite different aspects or implications of judgement The
earlier passage, taken in its context, suggested that in every
judgement a plurality of individual objects 1s brought under
a common mark (or marks); 1t was i fact concerned with
judgement as involving conception, and so as involving an
act of abstraction or analysis by which we think the common
characteristics of different individual objects. The present
passage 1s concerned with judgement as involving—at any
rate when we know physical objects by its means—a synthests
of different intuitions (or given appearances) into an individual
object which can be analysed.! This synthesis 1s divided 1nto
two processes—not I think to be regarded as succeeding one
another—firstly an adding of different 1deas (or appearances)
together, and secondly a ‘grasping’ of them 1n one cognition
by means of a concept 2

We may, however, prefer to suppose at the present stage,
that in lus definition of synthesis Kant 1s ignoring the act
of understanding which 1s referred to later as ‘bringing the
synthesis to concepts’. In that case synthesis ‘in 1ts most
general sense’ 1s the act of adding different 1deas to one another
and grasping therr multiphcity 1 one wfution. In certain
respects this interpretation 1s better suited to the immediate
context. Even so, we must remember that the synthesis of
imagination 1n question 1s that which 1s present in apprehending

1Eg m order to judge that this 1s a house, we must not only
recognise by means of analysis the marks of ‘houseness’ which are
common to this house and other houses, we must also by an act
of synthesis hold together this house (and perhaps other houses) as
a single complex object before the mind

2 The one ‘cognition’, 1n this interpretation, 1s primarily an mtuttion,
for the many appearances or intuitions are combined into one complex
mtuition (or object) such as a house The unuty of the complex intuition
depends, however, upon our concept of the plan by which many
different intuitions are combined into one complex intwition I have
no doubt that this 1s Kant’s doctrine, but it 1s doubtful whether he
wishes to make 1t explicit 1n the present provisional exposition

voL I r*
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a real object, and we must also remember that apart from
judgement 1t does not give us knowledge of the object.

A synthesis 15 pure when the manifold synthetised 1s given
a priort, as 1s the manifold of time and space, 1t 1s empirical
when the manifoldis given 1n sensuousintuition As the manifold
of sensuous mtuition 1s always given 1n time and space, every
empirical synthesis must wnvolve a pure synthesis as well.!

§ 3. Synthesss and Analysis

Kant now proceeds to contrast synthesis with analysis, and
to maintain that synthesis 1s the condition of analysis 2 Our
synthesis of the manifold (whether empirical or pure) may at
first give us a cogmition® that 1s crude and indistinct (or con-
fused)t. Analysis may be needed to make such a cognition
dstinct, but it 1s synthesis which gives us something to analyse.
Apart from synthesis we should have mere unrelated elements,
we should not have anything that could be described as a
determinate content to be analysed Without some determinate
content held together before the mind there could be no
possibility of knowledge, and the primary origin of know ledge,

1 Kant would have made his doctrine clearer, if he had stated this
point explicitly at the present stage, compare A 99—100 and A 102.

2 Compare B 130 and also B 133

3 Thus ‘cognition’ 1s not ‘know ledge’ 1n the strict sense, if synthesis
18 the work of mere 1magination

4 A cognition 1s ‘crude’ (roh), when 1t may contan crror ‘crude’
1s the opposite of ‘exact’ or ‘accurate’ (genaw), which means adeguate
to the object and wholly free from error, see Log Eml VII (IX 54)
A cogmition 15 ‘clear’ (klor) as opposed to ‘obscure’ (dunkel), when
we are consciously aware of it in distinction from other cognitions
with which 1t may be bound up A cogmtion 15 ‘distinct’ (deutlich)
as opposed to ‘indistinct’ (undeutlich), when its parts and their combina-
won mn the whole are also ‘clear’ Kant disapproves of the common
usage whereby ‘confused’ (zerworren) 1s made the opposite of ‘distinct’,
but he often employs this terminology himself An indistinct cogn.tion
1s made distinct by analysis, and there 1s a sensuous distinctness (of
intuitions) as well as an intellectual distinctness (of concepts) See
Log. Ewml V and VIII (IX 334 and 61-2), and Authr §§ 5 and 6

(VII 135, 137-8), also B 414-15 n. Further detaids will be found
in Chapter XIX § 8
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so far as knowledge depends on the activity of the mind, is
to be found 1n synthesis, not mn analysis 1

Kant complicates his discussion at this stage by raising
questions as to the relation between analysis and conception:
he insists that the content (or matter) of concepts can never
arise by analysis

It is obvious that if the synthesis of imagination gives us
a complex mtuition or 1mage, we can proceed to analyse the
image, to make 1ts parts and their relation to one another clear,
and so to make the whole 1mage distinct. This process may
be carried out on the intuitive level,? and i1t does not produce
either the form or the matter of concepts.

1f we turn to the origin of concepts, we have already seen?
that, according to Formal Logic, the form (or universality)
of concepts 1s always made by comparison, reflexion, and
abstraction. This complicated procedure i1s commonly called
‘abstraction’, but in the present chapter Kant describes it as
‘analytic’.* The implication of his assertions 1s that while the
Jorm of concepts arises by a procedure which may be described
generally as analytic, the matter of concepts cannot arise by
such a procedure, but must arse by an act of synthesis.

As regards the form of concepts, I do not think Kant’s
msistence upon the analytic procedure of the mund in the
making (and thinking) of concepts as such should be taken
to add anything new to what we have already learned He has
maintained that to conceive 1s essentially to think a plurality

1 It may be objected that synthesis and analysis proceed par: passu.
In a sense Kant mught be prepared to admut this, but his point here
1s that 1n an indsstinct whole we may hold together different elements
not yet distinguished from one another. This 1s obviously true It
seems to me also to be entirely opposed to the psychological atomism
of Hume

2 It may be maintained that conception 1s always present even in
awareness and analysis of images, but we can at least say that the
conceptual element plays a subordinate part An illustratton given
by Kant himself 1s looking at the Milky Way, first with the naked
eye, and then through a tclescope See Log Ewml V (IX 35)

3 Chapter 1X§ 6

$ Compare A 76 = B 102 and A 78 = B 104
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of individual objccts by mcans of a common mark or marks.
He is now maintamning that the recognition of such marks as
common 1nvolves analysis of the given objects thought under
the marks This 1t manifestly does, and 1t would be unfair
to object that mere analysis can give us only distinctness in
the image, and not a general concept. Kant 1s alluding to an
accepted doctrine of Formal Logic; and if he 1s stressing a
special aspect of that doctrine, or even if he 1s calling attention
to an aspect not usually recogmsed, there 1s no reason to
suppose that he identifies concewving with the act of analysing
given intuitions !

The further implication of Kant’s doctrine 1s that the matter
of concepts depends primarily on synthesis His main concern
would seem to be with complex concepts, such as the concept
of ‘house’.2 If we are to abstract the features common to this
house and other houses, we must hold together this house
(and perhaps other houses) as a complex individual object
before the mind.? Kant appears to have in view the making,

1'The form or umversality of the concept does not depend merely
upon our finding by analysis that 1t 1s contamed 1n our intuition or
intuitions as a part 1t depends essentially on our act of using 1t as
a common mark, and thereby relating 1t to a plurality of objects
Compare Log § 7 Anmerk and Log § 5 Anmerk 1 (IX 95 and 94).
Kant’s doctrine appears to be that by analysis we find ‘this red’ to be
present 1n several intuited objects, and that by an act of abstraction
we are able to use 1t as a common mark, and so as a universal 1dea
I have no wish to conceal the difficulty of this doctrine, but there
1s surely some sense 1n saying that in the concept of ‘redness’ the
matter (red) 1s given, while the form or universality 1s made The
concept of ‘redness’ 1s an unduly simple 1illustration, for Kant has
in view for the most part complex concepts, such as the concept of
‘house’, where the structure or combination of marks 1s as important
as the given marks themselves

2 Nevertheless even a simple concept like ‘redness’ 1s also covered
by the doctrine, see B 133—4 n Kant does not of course deny that
this red and that red must be given to sense, but he insists that we
must synthetise different red objects if we are by analysis to acquire
the concept of redness as theirr common mark

3 We must also hold together before the mind a set of individuals
as an aggregate or whole, and this too 1s an act of synthesis, but

Kant 1s concerned primanly with the holding together of the complex
individual object to which the concept refers
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or perhaps better thc discovery,’ of the concept as regards
its matter or contgnt , but hus doctrine, I believe, holds whenever
we think by means of concepts. In thinking of individual
houses under the concept of ‘house’, we require not only an
analysis of given houses, but also a synthesis whereby we
combine given intuitions mto a complex intuition of this or
that house. The necessity for analysis was generally recognised,
if not under that name, at any rate under the name of ‘abstrac-
tion’: the necessity for synthesis 1s the special doctrine of
Kant himself. He believes that both analysis and synthesis
must be present 1n all our judgements about objects.

§ 4. Two Factors m Knowledge

Kant recogmses that his account of synthesis demands a
fuller justification, to be given later.? At present he asserts
that synthesis in general 1s the work of the imagination and is
a necessary condition of knowledge The other factor 1n know-
ledge 1s understanding, which ‘brings the synthesis to concepts’.

Imagination is said in this connexion to be ‘a blind but
indispensable function® of the soul, of which we are scarcely
ever conscious’, This does not imply that we are never conscious
of the synthesis of 1magination: 1t implies on the contrary that
we may sometimes be conscious of this synthesis. Nor does
the use of the word ‘blind’ imply that imagination itself 1s
necessarily unconscious. Intuitions, which nobody could regard

11t 1s only ‘factitious’ concepts which are ‘made’ as regards therr
matter, other concepts (whether a prior: or empirical) are ‘given’ as
regards their matter See Log § 4 (IX 93) and Chapter IX §§4 and 5
In all cases synthesis—arbitrary in the case of factitious concepts,
determuned by the nature of the mind in the case of a prior: con-
cepts, determuned by the nature of sensations 1n the case of empirical
concepts—Is the necessary condition of there being a content to
analyse, and so 1s the necessary condition of the act of analysis or
abstraction by which concepts are made as regards their form.

2 A 79 = B 103 ‘Synthesis in general, as we shall see later,1s. . ..

3 Strictly speaking, 1magination 1s a ‘power’ 1ts work 1s a ‘function’.
Note mncidentally that in Nachtrage XLI Kant substitutes ‘under-
standing’ for ‘soul’, clearly regarding imagination as a lower form
of understanding
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as necessarily unconscious, are also said to be blind—apart
from concepts ! Imagmation i1s m general a conscious activity,
but not a self-conscious one, in 1magmation we have some
kind of awareness, but we have scarcely ever awareness of
the nature of our own act.?

It is a great mustake to interpret such expressions as if
Kant were expounding some dark metaphysical mystery. He
1s attempting to give a clear analysis of our ordinary experience
in such an act as the recognition that this is a red house or
that this house 1s red.? What we see initially 1s a coloured
surface, and 1f we are to know that we have before us a house
with certain characteristics, we must supplement what we see
at any moment by an imagimati e construction This imaginative
construction may depend upon previous intuitions of this house
or of other houses; it may depend on our walking round or
through the house and observing its different parts.? We are

1A 51 = B 75 Isuggested in Chapter IV § 2 that intuitions without
concepts are blind, because without thought, although we mught,
for example, see a colour, we could not know that 1t was the colour
of a chair, or indeed of anything intuition apart from concepts can
give us only a momentary appearance, not hnowledge of an object
Imagination 1s also blind apart from concepts, since it can give us
only a picture or an 1mage, and not hnowledge of an object The
parallel between intiution and imagination 1s 1n this respect exact
It 1s only because intuition and conception are combined that we
can have knowledge, and 1t 1s only because we bring the synthests
of imagination to concepts that we can have hnowledge Imagination
may, however, be blind 1n the further sense that it works according
to rules of which it 1s unconscious, and these rules can be hnown
only by reflective judgement Compare A 88 = B 521 and A 10 n

2 We have immediate awareness of the picture or image made, but
not reflective awnareness of our act of making 1t

3 We mught equally take such a judgement as “This 1s a house’
I choose the above example because 1t 1s simple, and yet brings out
the element of sense necessary for the judgement The passage m
Prol. § 19 (IV 299 n) suggests that a judgement concerned with
primary quahties (such as “This house 1s square’) would be more
satisfactory, but 1t 1s difficult to believe that the distinction there
made by Kant between ‘judgements of perception’ and ‘yjudgements
of experience’ is altogether happy

4 This second case 1s the one which Kant seems to have primarily
m view It obviously involves memory, and therefore piesumably
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scarcely ever conscious of the imaginative act, and cxcept when
we go on to observe other parts of the house, we may be
only vaguely conscious of the images or mntuitions added to
it by what we see ; but such an imaginative act 1s always present,
and must always be present, in recognising any complex object
such as a house The blind synthesis of imagination is the
first condition of knowledge

It 1s not, however, the only condition. Imagination by itself
could give us only a picture or image, and perhaps not even
that. If we are to know this house and 1ts colour, we must
‘bring the synthes:s to concepts’.?

§ 5 Synthesis and the Concept

The primary meanming of this last statement might seem
to be that we must perform on the conceptual level what is
performed on the imaginative level. We must not only combine
our 1ndividual intuitions of house and red,? we must also com-
bine our corresponding concepts in the judgement that this
house 1s red. This 1s the work of understanding, and 1t 1s the
condition of knowing a real object

So far Kant’s doctrine 1s comparatively simple, but in the
light of what follows we must add certain complications which
will be considered more fully later and have at present to be
taken more or less on trust The judgement i1s not merely
a recognition that we have combined certain intuitions in an
imaginative synthesis: it asserts that certain features are com-
bined 1n the real world.? Furthermore, although the synthesis
of mmagmation is controlled by what 1s given in sensation,

reproduction 1n 1imagination Even 1n this case imagmation probably
adds a good deal to the sum of what we have observed, but Kant’s
argument would hold, if we merely combined our successive mnturtions
into one complex intuition of this house.

1 Incidentally this could happen only by a muracle, if the imaginative
synthesis were wholly unconscious

2 Qur mturtion of this house 1s a complex intwition of which the
mtuition of red 1s a part

3 This cannot be the work of mere 1magination or sense-perception.
Compare B 142
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(as for example when we look at the house from every side),
the principle at work 1n the synthesis 1s the empirical concept
of ‘house’ The successively given intuitions—even 1f we 1gnore
those that imagination adds by way of supplement—are all
combined 1n accordance with a single plan; and this plan 1s
what is thought generally 1n the concept of ‘house’. In judging
that this 1s a house, or that this house 1s red, we are concerving
the general plan or rule which 1s manifested in the synthesis
of imagination, and only so can the intuitions synthetised form
for us one object of knowledge !

A complex concept 1s for Kant more than a collection of
common marks found to be present in different objects 1t
mvolves some knowledge of the way in which these marks
are combined To take a still simpler example, the concept
of a triangle 1s not a concept of three straight lines, but of
three straight lines combined 1n such a way as to form the
sides of a plane figure If we are to know that this 1s a triangle,
we must recogruse that in following the boundaries of the figure
given to perception we have combined three straight lines in
accordance with the concept The concept of triangle may be
said to involve—it might even by Kant be said to be—the
concept of a synthesis of three straight lines Hence 1n recog-
nising that this 1s a triangle we may be said to bring the synthesis
to concepts, that 1s, to bring into consciousness, and so make
clear, the concept of the synthesis itself Similarly in the more
complicated case of recogmising that this 1s a house we are
making clear the concept of the synthesis whereby we combined
the given manifold 1nto one complex intuition.

For Kant the concept of any object 1s (or involves) the
concept of the imaginative synthesis by which we combine
the given mamifold into one complex inturtion. More precisely

11t may be suggested that the imaginative synthess 1s dormunated
by the concept ‘red house’ rather then ‘house’ This 13 no doubt
true where we judge that this house 1s red (or that this 2 a red house),
but the concept of ‘house’ 1s of fundamental importance, and we must
concentrate on the simplest and most fundamental factors 1n the
situation, 1If we are to understand Kant’s doctrine
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(since the concept is not the 1dea of an individual®) the concept
of the characterjstics common to different individual objects 1s
(or 1nvolves) a concept of the rule of the imaginative synthesis
which 1s necessary to combine the given mamfold into one
complex imtwition of an object possessing these common
characteristics.2 Hence when we know the synthetised mamfold
by means of a concept, we are in some degree making explicit
the rule which i1s manifested 1n the synthesis of imagination.
in Kant’s language we are ‘bringing the synthesis to concepts’.

All this may sound very complicated, but 1t 1s comparatively
simple once we see what Kant 1s talking about His statement
should be taken on an empirical level, and 1s not intended to
raise any questions as to idealism and realism As I understand
him, he 1s assuming that we possess empirical concepts and
have knowledge of empirical objects. He 1s not asking either
how we come to have emptrical concepts or how we can begin
with nothing but empirical intuitions and pass to knowledge
of an object All he asks 1s what we are doing when we are
knowing empirical objects.? His answer 1s that we are combining

1 As I pointed out in Chapter IX § 4, although we use singular
terms 1n speaking of concepts (e g the concept of ‘house’), this
should not blind us to the fact that the content of a concept 1s not an
individual object

2 Compare A 141 = B 180 “The concept of “dog” signifies a rule
according to which my imagination can delineate generally the shape
of a certain four-footed animal without being limited either to some
special individual shape offered by experience or to any possible
individual mmage which I construct z concreto® This doctrine 1s
elaborated further in the Transcendental Deduction and in the
Schematism of the Categories

3] believe—in spite of his use of temporal phrases like ‘at first’
—that he 15 analysing our knowledge into contemporaneous and not
successive processes The general doctrine, however, remams the
same, if we take lhum to be describing a process whereby we first
of all synthetise the given manifold into a complex intuition of we
know not what, and finally decide that what we have before us 1s
a house This 18 a much rarer process, but even 1n such a case the
vague concept of ‘thing’ or ‘object’ 1s present all along This inciden-
tally involves the presence of the categornies, but for the moment we
need not consider their presence The fundamental error of interpreta-
tion 1s to suppose that Kant 1s describing a process whereby we first
of all have before us a mere intuition recognised to be purely subjective,
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or synthetising the given manifold nto one complex intuition
in accordance with an empirical concept, and we are making
this empirical concept explicit in such a judgement as “This
is a house’ We cannot have, in the strict sense, knowledge
of an object, unless there 1s present both a synthesis of the
imagination and a judgement of the understanding

It should be unnecessary to add that he 1s offering us a
reflective analysis of an unreflective act He does not mean
that 1n knowing an object we are reflectively aware of our
act of synthesis, and still less that we recogmse our empirical
concept to be a concept of the rule manifested in the act of
synthesis Nevertheless 1f we examine what 1s involved in our
knowledge of any concrete object such as a house, we shall
find that his analysis 1s correct *

§ 6. Pure Synthests and the Category

Having described synthesis in general, Kant returns to the
pure synthesis This pure synthesis he has already connected
with the categories by asserting (1) that the categories recerve
their ‘stuff’ or content from the pure manifold of time and
space, and (2) that the spontaneity of thought demands a
synthesis of this pure manifold 2 He now informs us that ‘the
pure synthesis, when it 15 umversally represented, gives us the
pure concept of the understanding > This can mean only that
the category 1s a concept of ‘the pure synthesis’.

We have seen that for Kant the concept of ‘house’ 1s a concept
of the empirical synthesis of 1magination® whereby the given
and then by a further act of judgement recognise that 1t 1s the subjec-

tive intuition of an objective house There 1s no such temporal transi-
tion from the subjective to the objective, and Kant 1s not describing
such a transition

1Compare A 1034 2 See A 76—7 = B 102

3A 78 = B 104 ‘Universally represented’ 1s in German ‘allgemen
vorgestellt’

4 Here, as always, we must understand this to mean, not that 1t
1s an 1dea of the actual synthesis which takes place, but that 1t 1s a
concept of the common character which this synthesis shares with

others, and so a concept of the rule or plan manifested 1n this synthesis
and m other syntheses.
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manifold 1s combined into one complex intuition of a house.
Hence it is notsurprising to find that the category 1s—I should
prefer to say ‘involves’ or ‘includes’—a concept of the pure
synthesis. The difficulty 1s to know what Kant means by the
‘pure synthesis’.

I will put my view dogmatically: its justification must be
found in the subsequent analysis of Kant’s argument. The
pure synthesis in question is the synthesis which combines
the pure mamfold of time and space,! and this pure synthesis
mmposes upon all sensible objects certain necessary and uni-
versal categorial characteristics. To take an obvious example: 1n
knowing a house I am not only synthetising empirical intuitions ;
I am also synthetising the pure manifold of the space which 1t
occupies and the time through which it lasts, This pure synthesis
necessarily imposes upon the object the categorial characteristic
of being an extensive quantity, since time and space are extensive
quantities,? and 1t is present whenever we know any sensible
object.?

Kant would seem to be concerned here with the category
as containing a ‘stuff’ given through the synthesis of the pure
manifold, and therefore with the category as schematised.
Nevertheless even the pure category might be said, on Kant’s
view, to be 1n a sense a concept of the pure synthesis. The
schematised category of extenstve quantity, for example, 1s a
concept of the synthesis of the homogeneous manifold of space
and time % the pure category 1s a concept of the synthesis of the

1 We shall have later to face certain difficulties as to the relation
between this pure synthesis and the empirical synthesis of the given
manifold, but 1t would be unprofitable to raise these difficulties here

2 Kant believes that the same synthesis also imposes intensive
quantity, and that 1t makes the object appear to us as a permanent
substance with changing qualities which interacts with other similar
substances

3 Kant 1s thinkung primarily of physical objects in space, though
his doctrine ought to apply to objects of inner sense given under the
form of time I have chosen the example of extensive quantity because
it offers little difficulty The difficulties involved as regards other
categories must for the present be postponed

4 Or of homogeneous spaces and times
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homogeneous, which 1s thought 1n the form of the judgement
‘All S is P’—for all the S’s are thought of as homogeneous.
Hence the pure category may be said to be a concept of the
synthesis of the homogeneous manifold of space and time 1n
the same sense as the concept of the genus 1s a concepe of any
species falling under the genus !

The spontaneity of thought demands that the pure manifold
should be synthetised in a certain way; the principles or rules
at work 1n the synthesis of the pure manifold must accord
with the necessary forms of thought, and so with the pure
categories. This may be the reason why Kant, who has said
that a synthesis 1s pure when the manifold synthetised 1s given
a priore (as is the pure mamnfold of time and space),? now
describes pure synthesis as one which ‘rests on a ground of
synthetic a prioz unity’ 3

I do not think there 1s any conflict between these two state-
ments. When we synthetise an empirical mamifold, as for
example in the act of knowing an individual house, the synthesis
appears to be controlled—and for the moment we may accept
this view—by the nature of intwitions which are given empiri-
cally. When we synthetise the pure homogeneous manifold of
time and space, the synthesis 1s controlled by the nature of
our concept. This can be seen 1n the procedure of mathematics.*
We construct a triangle or a circle in pure intwition according
to the nature of our concept, not according to the nature of

1 Compare A 142—3 = B 182, B 162, B 202 ff, and A 242 = B 300.
Simularly if we abstract from the tempoial element involved 1n the
synthesis of cause and effect, we are left with the pure category of
ground and consequent, which 1s thought 1n the hypothetical form
of judgement, see B 162—3 Even if we cannot accept this theory,
we must try to understand it For further details, see Chapter XXXIII

28ee A 77 = B 103 3A 78 = B 104.

4 It 1s confusing when Kant, immediately after defining the pure
concepts of the understanding as concepts of the pure synthesss,
proceeds to discuss the pure synthesis 1n relation to mathematical
concepts I find 1t difficult to believe that ‘pure concepts of the under-
standing’ can here cover mathematical concepts, they ought to be
the categories and the categories alone A mathematical concept 1s 2

pure concept inasmuch as 1t 1s a concept of a pure synthesis, but 1t
18 not a pure concept of the understanding
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what happens to be given to us 1n empirical intuition ! This
18 an arbitraryeact upon our part, and for this reason mathe-
matical concepts are said to be arbitrary.> The categories are
not arbitrary, for they are implicit 1n the nature of thought
as such; but 1t 1s necessary for the human mind to combine
the pure mamifold in accordance with the categories, just as
the mathematician combines—though only by an arbitrary
act®—the pure mamifold in accordance with mathematical
concepts.

It 1s clear that the mathematical concept of triangle is the
source or ground of the umty? of the pure synthesis whereby
we construct a triangle 1n pure ntuition; and Kant believes
that simularly the categories are the sources or grounds of the
unity of the pure synthesis which 1s necessarily present in
knowing any empirical object.’

1 Kant’s own example 1s the more complicated one of countng.
He points out that counting 1s a synthesss 1n accordance with concepts,
and this 18 most obvious in larger numbers where we employ the
conceptof the decad Prichard’s objection (Kant's Theory of Knowledge,
p- 164 n) that we do not use this concept 1n counting numbers less
than ten seems to me irrelevant For further details of Kant’s view
on this point, see K d U §§ 26 and 27 (V 251-60)

2 Compare Chapter IX § 5

3 Nevertheless this arbitrary act must itself conform to the nature
of space and time and to the categories

4 It 1s a ground of ‘synthetic a priort umty’, because the unity 1s
the unity of a synthesis and 1s independent of experience This unity
1s said to be necessary, and it should be noted that in this passage,
which 1s alleged to be late, Kant makes a particular concept, and not
a category, the ground of necessity—the very doctrine whose presence
1s one of the main reasons for maintaimng that a subsequen: passage
(A 105-6) must be early

~5 Compare A 79 = B 104 The ultimate source of the unity of the
pure synthesis 1s the unity of apperception, the ‘I think’ which must
accompany all our 1deas; but since thought, according to Kant, 1s
necessarily manifested 1n a definite number of principles of synthesis
(the forms of judgement), each pure category may be said to be the
ground of a special unity mn the pure synthesis The difficulties of
this doctrine should not detain us at the present stage
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§ 7. The Conditions of a prioni Kuowledge

This last point 1s brought out by Kant in the paragraph!
which precedes his difficult and summary statement of the
Metaphysical Deduction, but 1t 1s prefaced by a further contrast
between Formal and Transcendental Logic.

Formal Logic, 1n treating of the form (or universality) of
concepts, describes the analytic procedure which 1s present in
making—and, I believe, in thinking—any and every concept
as such ; that 1s, 1t describes the procedure of bringing different
intuitions (or objects) under a concept? by analysis and by
the abstraction of common characteristics With this analytic
procedure Transcendental Logic has no concern. its business
is to show how the pure synthesis (involved 1n knowing any
and every object) 1s ‘brought to concepts’. Transcendental
Logic, in short, will show us that the categories are the principles
at work 1n the pure synthesis which 1s a necessary element 1n
all knowledge of objects;® and consequently that by means
of the categories we have a pr7or2 knowledge of any and every
object as such.

For a priori knowledge of all objects? three things are
necessary* firstly a manifold of pure intuition; secondly a
synthesis of this pure manifold by imagination; and thirdly
the pure concepts of the understanding In this doctrine Kant
never vartes, and we shall find 1t elaborated 1n the Transcenden-
tal Deduction.

1A 789 = B 104

% Compare also the definition of ‘function’ (upon which all concepts
are said to be grounded) 1n A 68 = B 93.

3'The categories are employed in all ‘experience’ from the very
start, and they had been made explcit or ‘clear’ by reflective thinking
long before the time of Kant The business of Transcendental Logic 1s
to justify them by showing that they are the principles governing
the pure synthesis involved in all knowledge

* Note that Kant 1s concerned with a prior: knowledge of all objects
—mathematical concepts give us a prior: knowledge only o1 certan
special kunds of objects (triangles, circles, and so on), and indeed
mathematical objects arc not objects mn the full sense (for objects

proper must be capable of being given to sense), but are rather the
form of objects (see B 147)
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In view of the previous discussion it 1s hardly necessary to
add (1) that the,synthesis of the pure mamfold does not—any
more than the synthesis of an empirical mamfold’—give us
by 1itself knowledge 1n the strict sense, (2) that the pure concept
of the understanding gives unity to the pure synthesis,? (3) that
1t consists solely in the thought of this necessary umty The
last statement may indeed appear to be novel; but for Kant
there would seem to be no difference between saying that the
category 1s a concept of the pure synthesis® (or of the rule of
the pure synthesis) and saying that the category 1s a concept
of the unity of the pure syathesis.

The further pomnt to be made 1s that the categories ‘rest’
or are grounded upon the understanding, as 1s already indicated
by calling them ‘pure concepts of the understandmg’. No doubt
all concepts may be said to rest upon the understanding 1nas-
much as they rest upon the ‘function’ of judging ¢ The cate-
gories, however, do so i1n a very special and more immediate
sense, for, as Kant believes, the rules of pure synthesis which
constitute their content are imposed neither by the nature of
given sensations nor by an arbitrary act of the mind, but by
the essential nature of judgement itself.

This contention 1s the crux of the Metaphysical Deduction,
and the whole of the previous argument has been leading up
to 1t. It 1s expounded by Kant in one concentrated and difficult
paragraph § which will be examined 1n the following chapter.

! Compare A 78 = B 103 and § 4 above.

2 Just as the mathematical concept gives umty to the imagmative
synthesis 1n a mathetnatical construction We need not yet raise the
question whether the empirical concept gives unity to the empirical
synthesis of apprehension or 1s present only when we recogrse
this unity

3 This we have already learned (see § 6 abave)

4 See A 68 = B 93. All conception 1nvolves at least a problematic
judgement whereby we bring different individual objects under a
common mark. 5 A 79 = B 104-35.



CHAPTER X1V

THE METAPHYSICAL DEDUCTION

§ 1. The General Nature of the Argument

The sentences in which Kant sums up the Metaphysical
Deduction are too concentrated to be clear, and the exact
interpretation of the language employed may reasonably be
subject to dispute. It would be tedious to consider all the
possible interpretations of each separate phrase, and I propose
to state only what seems to me the most probable meaning.!
Nevertheless I believe one thing to be beyond all reasonable
doubt—that Kant 1s contrasting the two views of judgement
which have been examined in the two preceding chapters, the
views proper to Formal and to Transcendental Logic 2 On
the one hand we have learned that all judgement, and indeed
all conceiving, involves an analytic procedure whereby different
individual objects are thought by means of a common mark
and are united under that common mark On the other hand,
we have learned that all judgement, and indeed all concerving,
so far as 1t gives us knowledge of real individual objects, involves
imaginative synthesis of a given manifold, both empirical and
pure, and so involves the unification of the manifold into an
mtuition of an individual object. These two doctrines—both
of which Kant believes to be true—are brought together 1n
the final argument and are supposed to yield the conclusion
of the Metaphysical Deduction

The final argument ought to show that the categories issue
from the nature of the understanding itself and constitute a
complete? system corresponding to the system of the necessary

1 As this 1s a matter of very great importance, I wish to say—in
additton to my general acknowledgment 1n the Preface—that in the
present discussion I have profited very much by suggestions both

from Mr Barker and Mr Cousin, though they are in no way re-
sponsible for my view

2 The first view 1s given n A 67 = B gz T, and the second m
A7 =Bro2ff 3A 67 = B oga.



XIV §2] THE METAPHYSICAL DEDUCTION 281

forms of judgement ! In view of what Kant has said,? we might
expect the final argument to show also how the categories can
recerve a ‘stuff’ from the pure manifold of space and time,
and can consequently apply a prior: to all objects of experi-
ence given under the forms of space and time.

With this general plan of the argument in view we should
be in a better position to interpret the details of Kant’s
statement,

§ 2 Umty mn Fudgement

“The same function which gives unity to the different ideas
in a judgement also gives unity to the mere synthesis of different
ideas w an mtuition.’

The ‘function’ with which Kant is here concerned must
be the work proper to understanding, namely thinking or
judging. It must, 1n fact, be ‘the function of thinking’, which,
when we attend only to its form, ‘can be brought under four
heads, each of which contains three moments’.# This general
function of thinking, which according to Kant manifests
itself necessarily i the twelve forms of judgement, 1s now
alleged to do two things, of these the first 1s to ‘give unity
to the different 1deas 1n a judgement’.

I take this to be the doctrine which Kant has already ex-
pressed, not altogether happily, 1n saying that all judgements
are functions of umty (that 1s, of unification) in our ideas.’
Every judgement is supposed by Kant to unite different ideas:$
the categorical judgement umites (or relates) the subject-
concept and the predicate-concept, while hypothetical and
disjunctive judgements unite (or relate) different judgements

!B 159

2 Cormnpare the statement in A 76—7 = B 102, and also the assertion
that categories are concepts of the ‘pure synthesis’ and that the
synthesis of the manifold of pure intuition 1s necessary for a prion
knowledge of all objects (A 78-9 = B 104)

3A 79 = B 1043 A 70 = Bos

5A 69 = B 94 For criticism of this phrase, see Chapter XII § 2,
for the general sense in which judgement unifies ideas, see Chapter
XIl§ 5 ¢ Compare Log § 17 (IX 101)
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(which, I presume, are themselves categorical).! Nevertheless
in the present passage, as 1n the previous one,? I believe that
Kant’s main concern 1s not with the unification of concepts
or judgements, but with a more elementary and fundamental
aspect of thought. In all judging or conceiving we unite dif-
ferent inturtions (that 1s, intuitions of different objects) under
a concept, or, more simply, we hold many individual objects
before our minds by means of a common mark (or marks)?
The different 1deas united in the judgement are the individual
objects® referred to by the judgement, and they are united
in the sense that they are thought together in virtue of their
common characteristics.

This 1s, I think, sufficient for our present purposes, and
the various complications and difficulties 1nvolved cannot be
considered here To judge 1s essentially to think together
a plurahity of individuals by means of concepts, and 1t 15 quite
untrue to say that this doctrine holds only of universal judge-
ments 5 The simplest case to consider 1s that in which we
unite a plurality of individuals under one concept as in the
judgement ‘This 1s a house’ or “There are houses’ ¢ Neverthe-

1See A 73 = B 98 and B 140-1 If we desire a general formula
to cover all cases, we can say that every judgement brings given
cogmtions to the objective unity of apperception We should also
remember that the form of a judgement consists 1n ‘the determination
of the way in which the different ideas, as such, belong to’ (or are
united ) ‘one consciousness’, see Log § 18 (IX 101)

2 See A 60 = B 94 and compare Chapter XII § 5

3 The example previously given was the holding of bodies before
the mund by the common mark of divisibility, sce A 69 = B 93—4

4 Every individual object 1s, for Kant, given 1 imturtion (or capable
of being given in mtution), and 1s 1itself a complex intuition bound
together by necessity Kant’s use of the word “inturtion’ or ‘idea’
for the object of a true judgement 1s apt to produce misunderstanding,
yet 1t serves to bring out the fact that his philosophy 1s not repre-
sentative 1dealism but empirical realism

% I have already pointed out, in Chapter XII § 5, that to conceive
a unwversal 1s to think a mark which belongs, at least potentially, to
a plurality of ;ndividuals, even 1f we apply 1t 1n a singular judgement

® We need not consider whether other concepts are involved even
here I choose the singular judgement as one of my cxamples
deliberately—thus house 1s united with other houses m a class
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less we should note that 1n judgement we do more than unite
in a class the dsfferent mnstances to which our concepts, taken
separately, refer. we also unite (or separate) the classes them-
selves according to the way 1n which we unite (or separate) the
concepts. Hence the whole judgement—and not merely the
separate concepts of which 1t 1s composed—may be said to
unite the mdividuals to which i1t refers, and in the ddferent
forms of judgement the individuals referred to are united
in different ways !

It should also be remembered that the procedure of bringing
different 1deas (or objects) under a concept has been described
as analytic? To bring different ideas (or objects) under a
concept 1s presumably to unite them under that concept;
and if so, the procedure of uniting ideas (or objects) under
a concept must also be described as analytic This analytic
aspect 1s present in every judgement and in every form of
judgement.

§ 3. Unity and Synthesis

The second task performed by the function of thinking
1S to give unity to the ‘mere synthesis’? of different ideas4
m an intuition. Here Kant 1s manifestly concerned with the
synthesis of the given manifold into one complex intuition
of an individual object.® The ‘mere synthesis’ we may take
to be the synthesis which is the ‘mere working’ of imagnation,®

1 Kant, in dealing with the different forms of judgement, commonly
deals with ‘Umfang’ or ‘Sphare’, that 1s, with the denotation of the
terms 1n the judgement I do not wish to stress this unduly, but 1t 1s
important as showing that differences in the forms of yjudgement are
not irrelevant to the different ways in which the objects referred to
by the judgement are united Compare A 71 = B 96 fl. and Log.
§§ 2129 (IX 102-7) 2A 78 = B 104.

3 ‘der blossen Synthests’

1 ‘Ideas’ here are equivalent to ‘impressions’ or ‘sensa’, whereas
before they were equivalent to ‘objects’

& For Kant the complex mtuition and the object may in some
ways be regarded as identical

8A 78 = 103
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and which does not of 1tself give us knowledge ! Understanding
gives unity to the synthesis of 1magination, and so gives unity
indirectly to the manifold synthetised

The difficulties begin to arise when we ask ourselves what
is the nature of the mamifold synthetised Kant may be speaking
about synthesis in general,® and this would be equivalent
to the synthesis of the mamfold of mtustion 1n general ® that s,
of any and every intuition whether empincal or pure Or he
may be speaking about the ‘mere synthesis’ just mentioned,
the synthesis of the pure manifold of time and space On the
whole I think 1t more probable that he is referring us back
to the earlier passage which deals with ‘synthesis in general’$
He presumably expects us to connect what has been said
about ‘synthesis 1n general’ and about ‘pure synthesis’, and to
recognise that the thinking which grnes unity to ‘synthesis
in general’ must a fortor: give unity to pure synthesis (which
is a particular species of ‘synthesis n general’) 3

If we set aside these complications, Kant's contention

1A 78 = B 103 and A 79 = B 104 ‘Mere synthesis’ mav mean
synthests 1in abstraction from the thought without which we have
no knowledge of an object It might, however, mean synthesis in
abstraction from the grven matter, and 1t would then be equivalent
to synthesis 1n general

2 Compare A 77 = B 103 and A 78 = B 103

3 ‘Intustion in general’ 1s mentioned twice 1n A 79 = B 105, compare
also B 144 It covers any kind of semswous mtuition—any mtution
given to, or derived from, a passive or receptive sensibility—whether
empirical or pure It therefore covers all human intuitions, both
pure mtuitions of time and space and also empirical intuitions given
under the forms of time and space Kant beleves (see, for example,
A 27 = B 43) that other finite beings mught have different sensuous
wfwtions given under forms other than time and space Their intuitions
would also be covered by the phrase ‘wntuition in general’ As rational
bemngs they would use our pure categories, but the ‘stuff’ given to
these categories would be different, and so their schematised categores
would be different

4 The phrases used seem to echo those 1n A 77-8 = B 103

5 He has already explamned that pure concepts give unity to pure
synthesis (A 79 = B 104), and that the spontaneity of thought demands
that the pure manifold be synthetised i a certamn nay (A 77 = B 102)
Compare Chaptc1 XIII §§ 6 and 7
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1s that thought dves more than untte different objects—by
methods of analysis and abstraction—under concepts of their
common characteristics, it also imposes unity upon that
synthesis of imagination whereby given intuitions are com-
bined into individual objects whose common characteristics
can be conceived,

We have seen that if our manifold given intuitions are
to constitute one complex intuition of an object, they must
be synthetised, and the synthesis must be brought to concepts.
This means that whatever concept or concepts may be
required for knowledge of an object, judgement is always
required. The synthesis may vary with the particular
matter given and the particular concepts employed, but
there is one respect in which 1t does not vary: judgement
must always be present; for no object can be an object, unless
1t is judged

The doctrine, so far, may be accepted, and yet 1t may be
held that judgement recognises the unity present in the syn-
thesis of the manifold, but does not gize unity to the synthesis.
Kant, however, holds that the unity of the synthesis is not only
recogrused, but 1s also imposed, by judgement. If we take
experience at 1ts face value, we are compelled by the nature
of our sensations to combine the given, now into a house, and
now into a ship, and we recognise the unity of the particular
matter combined when we apply the empirical concepts
of ‘house’ and ‘shup’.! This 1s, I believe, fully accepted by
Kant; but he asks us to probe a little deeper, and maintains
that there are ultimate principles governing such empirical
syntheses, and that these ultimate principles are imposed
by the nature of thought itself.2 We must, for example, com-
bine the given as a substance with different accidents, and this
ultimate principle of unity i1s mposed by thought, and not

1 Compare A 103 fI.

2 The objection that the synthesis must erther be wholly determined
by the given, or else wholly determined by the mind, seems to me
quite false It 1s another example of the error which I criticised 1n
Chapter VI § 8
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by the nature of our given sensations * ‘The synthesis of 1magi-
nation, however much 1t may vary with the different matter
given, must combine the manifold m accordancc with the
principles of synthesis present in judgement as such Thought
is the ultimate source of the unity of the synthesis of our
intuitions, and 1f 1t did not impose this unity upon the syn-
thesis, there could not be any object of knowledge

This is the doctrine elaborated in the Transcendental
Deduction 2 It means that every object of knowledge, besides
the particular structure which we recogmise by our empirical
concepts, must have a universal structure or form® which
is umposed by the structure—or form—of judgement as such.
The present passage offers no argument in support of this
contention, but merely asserts, 1n the most general way, that
thought gives unity to, or imposes unity upon, that synthesis
of imagination (and ultimately on that pure synthesis of 1magina-
tion) without which there can be no knowledge of objects.
We should take this as a hypothesis to be established later;
but it must be provisionally accepted, if we are to follow
Kant’s attempt to connect the categories with the forms
of judgement.

§ 4. The Pure Concept of the Understanding

Having asserted that thought gives unity to the mere syn-
thesis of different ideas m an mturtion, Kant adds that this

unity, when ‘universally expressed’, 1s the pure concept of the
understanding .2,

1In human experience such imposition necessarily mvolves a
synthesis of the pure mamfold of time and space

2 See especially A 111, A 125, and B 143

3 By umwersal structure or form I mean one which it shares with
all objects, and not merely with some objects, such as houses or ships
If we did not combine given appearances as the accidents of a
permanent substance, we could never recognise a house or a ship.
The differences between a house and a ship are given to sense, but
the combination of substance and accident 1s due to an a prior act
of the mund

A 79 = B 105 ‘Universally expressed’ 1s ‘allgemern ausgedruckt’,
compare ‘allgemern vorgestellt’ n A 79 = B 104
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We have seen! that Kant 1egaid ,
as a concept of the synthesis (or offis a concept of an ob_‘e:ct
necessary to construct that object. H the unity of the synthesis)
which 15 a concept of an object mn re he regards the category,
unity of the synthesis which 1s nec eneral, as a concept of the

every object of expenence—that u ssar{) to COPStht dm;y a:lhd
nature of judgement as such.? juty being imposed by the

§ 5 Aunalytic and Synthetic Umty

We now come to the still more
Kant draws lus conclusion. I w
translate.

The same understanding, and b
produces two results. Fustly in ¢ precisely the same acts,
analytic unity, 1t brought into bey ReePtS) by means of the
judgement. Secondly, by means of T8 the logical form of a
mantfold of wmtustion m general, 1t 1r’the synthetic unity of the
content 1nto 1ts 1deas. Hence we can' troduces a transcendental
ably the 1deas mto which the transci call these 1deas—presum-

mtroduced—pure concepts of the “iex;dental dciglntenltuhzs beein
a prori to objects, This 15 a serv™ crstanding which apply
ice which Formal Logic

cannot perform.

In this difficult argument certaini
clear. Kant 1s carrymng further his points seem to me quite
different aspects of judgement with’ description of.the two
tence—and indeed the whole Me which the previous sen-

concerned. The same understandm"l:aphysmal Deduction—is
¢ produces two different

results, not by different acts, but by, A s
! See Chapter XIII § 5 1 precisely the same acts;
2 If the synthests 1n question 1s the s
intuition n general, Kant 1s speaking of lynthesis of the manufold of
other hand, 1t 1s the synthesis of the puretlle Pure category, i, on the
he 1s speaking of the schematsed categt ™anifold of time and space,
Compare, however, Chapter XIII§ 6 tory, as m A 98 = B 104.
3 41 the acts of judgement produce the '
some of these acts, namely those which logical form of a judgement;
objects, give 2 transcendental content to BIVe us knowledge of real

difficult and doubtful development of - the categories For a very
(IV 297-8) this theory, see Prol. § 18

Hifficult sentence 1n which
| paraphrase rather than
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and these acts are acts of ji udgement. Furthermore 1t produces
these different results by m eans of two different kinds of unity,
an analytic unity and a ¢synthetic unity. These two unities
must be the two untties re:ferred to in the previous sentence.
The synthetic umty is m.amifestly the unity which thought
gives to the synthesis of (different ideas® m an wmtuition. The

analytic unity must be the: unity which thought gives to dif-
ferent ideas® in a judgemen ¢,

§ 6. The Analytsc Unily

Since the acts of the uncJerstanding are judgements, the first
thing which the understariding produces® is ‘the logical form
of a judgement’. We muglit suppose this to be a clumsy way
of saying that understanding produces judgements; but in
view of the close connexon between the categories and the
forms of judgement, we mwst take Kant to mean exactly what
he says. In producing judgements, the understanding produces
also the form of judgement, and this form is studied in Formal
Logic.

It 1s more difficult to see why understanding should produce
the form of judgement ‘i concepts, by means of the analytic
unity’. Nevertheless Kant. has maintained* that understanding
1s a power of thinking, that 15, of knowing by means of concepts;
and that, since concepts are essentially predicates of possible
judgements, all conception is judgement. Furthermore mn all
conception we may be saic to think what is common to different
individual objects, and therefore to bring them under a concept®
and so to unite them. As this procedure is said to be analytic,
understanding 1n its use of concepts, and indeed in the very
act of conceiving, may be said to produce the judgement—and

1'That 1s, sensa or impressions 2 That 1s, objects.

2 Kant says ‘produced’ (zustande brachte) 1 take the past tense
to mean sornething hike ‘produces, as we saw’ The mam reference
must be to A 70 = B 95 considered 1n the hght of what went
before

4 A 69 = B g4 The same doctrine 1s present also 1n A 68 = B g3
EA 48 = Biog
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so to produce the form of judgement—by means of the analytic
unity ! .

The phrase is obscure, and 1ts detailed interpretation may
be uncertain, but the general lines of the contention are clear.
I see no reason to suppose that Kant 1s n any way departing
from the doctrine of judgement with which we are now
familiar. Analytic unity must be present in all judgement and
in all forms of judgement, for all judgement involves con-
ception, and so unites different objects in virtue of 2 common
character which 1s thought by an act of analysis and abstraction.

§ 7. The Synthetic Unity

‘By means of the synthetic unity of the manifold in intuition
in general’ understandmg also, in judging, introduces a trans-
cendental content 1nto its 1deas.

‘The reference to ‘transcendental content’ suggests that Kant
is now explaming how the pure categories can receive a content
or ‘stuff’ from the synthesis of time and space, and can so
become schematised categories applying necessarily to all
objects of human experience. That is what we might reason-
ably expect him to explamn, both in view of the way in which
he opens this chapter? and 1n view of his discussion of the pure
synthesis. The ‘ideas’ into which the transcendental content
is thus introduced would be the pure concepts of the under-
standing; and this seems to be borne out by the fact that

1In B 133—4 n the analytic unity of consciousness 1s said to be
wnherent in all ‘common’ concepts as such, that 1s, 1n all concepts as
involving the thought of what 1s common to different individuals
This confirms the interpretation which I have given The fact that
the much needed explanation of ‘analytic unity’ 1s given, in the
second edition, 1in the Transcendental Deduction, does not mean that
it has no bearing on the present passage The Transcendental Deduc-
tion 1n the second edition attempts 1n its first part to connect the
argument with the Metaphysical Deduction, just as it attempts in
1ts second part to connect the argument with the Transcendental
Schematism

T'here are further references to analytic and synthetic unity 1n the
Lose Blatter, see Reicke, Vol I, p 11416, B 12

2 See A 76-7 = B 102

VOL. 1 K
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the ideas 1n question are described as ifs 1deas, that 1s, as 1dcas
of the undeistanding * Because these 1deas receive a transcen-
dental content, they can be called pure concepts of the under-
standing which apply a prior: to objects.?

Thus is, T believe, the general direction of Kant’s thoug
but we must be on our guard agamnst an undue simplification
of the present statement. He does not say, as we mught have
expected, that understanding introduces a transcendental
content into its i1deas ‘by means of the synthetic unity of the
pure manifold of time and space’® On the contrary, under-
standing produces this result ‘by means of the synthetic unity
of the manifold 1n wmtwtion in general’. ‘Intuwrtion in general’
cannot be 1dentified with pure mtuition pure intuition 1s only
a species of which wiustion wm general 1s the genus. And 1t 15 to
be noted that in the following paragraph Kant says that the
pure concepts of the understanding apply a piz012 to objects
of mtution in general

It 1s difficult to be sure how far Kant 1s stressing the tech-~
nical sense 1 which ‘wntustion m general’ 1s employed later,?
but we certainly cannot set aside this possibility. If we take
the ‘1deas’ of the understanding to be the pure concepts of the
understanding, a definition of such concepts has just been
given:® they are concepts of the unity given by understanding

11t might be suggested that ‘its idcas’ means only the ideas with
which the understanding 1s concerned in judging, and that under-
standing introduces into them the transcendental content of substance
and accident, cause and effect, and so on This wouid be a correct
statement of Kant’s doctrine, except that what 1s intioduced would,
I think, be described, not as a transcendental content, but as a trans-
cendental form But in any case the statement which follows—that
‘on this account they are called pure concepts of the understanding’
—puts this nterpretation out of court Caud’s translation (7Tke
Critical Plulosophy of Kant, Vol I, p 329), which makes ‘they’ refer
to the acts of the understanding, seems to me impossible

? The relative clause would then be the emphatic one

3 Prichard (Kant’s Theory of Knowledge, p 164) translates as if
Kant had said this

4 See especially B 151 The synthesis of the manifold of wntuition
an general 15 said to be an intellectual synthesis thought 1n the pure
category 5A 79 = B1os
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to the ‘mere synthesis’ of different ideas in an intution.

If ‘mere synthesys’ 1s equivalent—as I rather suspect 1t is—to

‘synthesss 1n general’, the definition may imply that the pure

categories are concepts of the synthetic unity? of the mamfold
intuition wn general.

By 1ts acts of judgement, so far as they give us knowledge
of real objects, understanding may be said to introduce a
transcendental content into the pure categories, because in
1mposing synthetic unity on the manifold of wmturtion 1 general,
it necessarily mmposes synthetic unity on the pure manifold
of time and space The synthetic unity of the pure manifold
of time and space would then be the transcendental content?
which the pure categories must receive if they are to apply
a prioiz to objects of human expenience. When they receive
this content they may be regarded as schematised categories,
the full categories which are necessary for all human experience.

Such 1s at any rate a correct statement of Kant’s general
theory, but I must confess I doubt whether he intends to make
explicit here the reference to the synthetic unity of the pure
manifold of time and space We must, I think, introduce this
reference, 1f we suppose that the ‘transcendental content’
18 differ ent from ‘the synthetic unity of the manifold 1n mtuition
wm general’ by means of which 1t 1s said to be mtroduced. But
1t 18 possible, and perhaps even probable, especially m view
of the following paragraph, that Kant wishes to identify,

1 Compare § 4 above

2 A concept of the unity given to the synthesis of the manifold
of intuition in general 1s a concept of the synthetic unity of the
manifold of intuition 1n general Compare what Kant says in A 789
= B 104, about pure concepts that they give umty to the pure
synthesis and consist solely wn the representation of this necessary
synthetic wmty

3In A 79 = B 104 and A 78 = B 104 Kant has already asserted
that the categories must be concepts of the synthetic umty of the
pure manifold of time and space At the present stage of the argument
this may scem barely intelhgible, but w e shall discover 1n the Principles
that all the categories—and notably those of substance and accident
and cause and efiect—aie 1imposed on empirical objects 1n virtue of
the unity of time and space
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rather than to distinguish, these two things. If so, he 1s con-
cerned with the pure, and not with the schematised, cate-
gories; and he 1s saying that the synthetic unity of intuitions
tn general (and so of all possible objects of knowledge) 1s
demanded or imposed by the very nature of judgement or
conception as such. This ultimate synthetic unity demanded
or imposed by thought s the transcendental content introduced
by judgement; and such synthetic unity must have different
forms or aspects according as judgement itself has different
forms or aspects. If we interpret Kant 1n this way, 1t 1s easier
to understand, not only what he says immediately thereafter,
but also the very real difficulties which he raises at the begin-
ning of the Transcendental Deduction.!

There are, I admt, objections to this interpretation. If we
accept it, Kant’s statement fails to gather together the different
threads 1n the preceding argument, 1t establishes no connexion
between the synthesss of the pure manifold previously discussed
and the synthesis of the manifold of intuition  general; and
it seems to contradict the assertion that apart from the manifold
of pure mtuition the categories are without content® I do not
think that these objections are msurmountable Kant expects
us to remember that the reason why thought can impose
necessary synthetic unity on our human intuitions is that they
are given to us under the forms of time and space, and that the
pure manifold of time and space can be synthetised a preor1.
He has already indicated that this i1s so, but he intends to
elaborate this doctrine in the Transcendental Deduction. And
although the categories have a concrete transcendental content
only in the synthetic unity of the manifold of time and space (and
so in the synthetic unity of all objects given 1n time and space),
they may nevertheless have an abstract transcendental content
in the synthetic unity of the manifold of intuition n general.®

1A8 =Bizoff 2A 77 = B 102

$Thus in Logik § 5 Aumerk 1-2 (IX 9¢4) Kant indicates that
the categories may contain something borrowed from understanding,

and that the origin of their matter 1s intellectual, and n § 3 (IX 92)

he says explicitly that the categories originate 1n the understanding
as regards thewr content
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One point more must be added, if we are to keep clear mn our
minds the tasks svhich belong to ordinary unreflective under-
standing and the tasks which belong to Formal and Transcen-
dental Logic. Understanding, in all judgements, produces the
form of judgement, and this form 1s reflectively analysed
by Formal Logic. Understanding, in all judgements which
give us knowledge of objects, imposes upon the synthesis
of imagmation, and so upon the manifold synthetised, those
principles of synthesis which are present in judgement as its
necessary forms; and 1t 1s the task of Transcendental Logic
to show reflectively that the forms of judgement can therefore
be regarded as concepts of any and every possible object
of knowledge * The latter task cannot be performed by Formal
Logic; but in Kant’s view Transcendental Logic is only
carrying a stage further the investigation of Formal Logic
mto the nature of judgement as such.

§ 8. The Categories and the Foims of Fudgement

Kant’s conclusion 1s that there are precisely as many pure
concepts of the understanding as there are logical forms
of judgement. This 1s the central contention of the Meta-
physical Deduction, and whether we agree with it or not, we
should now be 1n a position to understand 1ts meaning.

Every judgement, as 1s rightly held by Formal Logic, unites
ideas It does so masmuch as 1t umites the concepts or cog-
nitions? which are its matter, and thereby unites the different
ideas or objects to which these concepts or cognitions refer.
The unity thus given to ideas or objects is an analytic unity:
it 1s a unity obtamned by analysis and abstraction of the commnion
characteristics which the different objects share Nevertheless
this analytic unity has certain aspects which are independent
of the particular matter analysed or judged; for every judge-

1 The essential characteristic of any and every object of knowledge
18 nothing other than 1ts necessary synthetic unity, compare A 104-35,
A 109, B 137, A 158 = B 197

2 I use this term to cover hypothetical and disjunctive judgements,
which, according to Kant, combine judgements rather than concepts
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ment must unite 1ts concepts or cognitions, and consequently
its objects, mn certain necessary ways The forms of judgement
are the different ways in which judgement as such necessarily
unites its ideas or objects, and these forms are independent
of the particular nature of the concepts which happen to be
employed and the particular nature of the objects which happen
to be judged. If we are to take Kant’s thought at 1ts best, we
must take these forms to be ‘moments’ present in all judge-
ments without exception. The subordinate divisions recognised
by Formal Logic are alternatives,! but we must regard these
alternatives as merely stressing a particular ‘moment’ of judge-
ment, not as excluding the other ‘moments’ 2

Kant has maintained that every judgement, if 1t gives us
knowledge, also 1mposes unity upon the synthesis of 1mnagina-
tion whereby given intuitions are combined into individual
objects whose common characteristics are thought m the
judgement. His present contention 1s that the forms of judge-
ment, just as they unite ideas or objects in different ways,
must also impose different kinds of unity on the synthesis
of 1magination; and so must impose different kinds of synthetic
unity on the objects judged. These different kinds of synthetic
unity will also be independent of the particular nature of the
mtutions gtven to sense and combined 1nto objects

Considered 1n 1ts most general aspect Kant’s contention
seems to me reasonable and sound Judgement does unpose
an analytic unity on the objects which 1t judges; and this
analytic unity is, and must be, expressed i whatever forms
are universally necessary to judgement, whatever be the
character of the objects judged Simularly judgement does
demand a synthetic unity 1n the objects which 1t 1s to analyse
and judge; and this demand must be satisfied because the

1If a judgement 1s affirmative, 1t 1s not negative, and so on On
the other hand a judgement may be affirmative and categorical and
umiversal and assertoric so 1t 1s only the subdivisions which are
alternatives, not the main divisions

% A footnote 1n Prol § zo (IV 302 n ) suggests that for the purpose
of denving the categories the subdivisions are not to be regarded as
mutually exclusive alternatives.
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transcendental synthesis of 1magmation must combine the
gven manifold 1 one time and space We may perhaps even
go further and say that the necessary synthetic umty imposed
by the transcendental synthesis of imagination on time and
space, and so on all objects 1n time and space, is ultimately due
to the demand of thought for synthetic unity in its objects
and indeed 1n 1ts objective world as a whole.

We are not yet 1n a position to decide whether the transcen-
dental synthesis of 1magination, 1n combining all objects 1n one
time and space, imposes upon these objects characteristics
which conform to the different kinds of synthetic unity de-
manded by the different forms of judgement,! and still less
are we 1n a position to decide whether 1t does so in obedience
to the demands of thought, and not merely as a consequence
of the given character of time and space. These ultimate
problems can be solved only 1n the light of Kant’s subsequent
account of the transcendental schemata and the Principles. All
that we can reasonably ask at present 1s whether the different
forms of thought do demand different kinds of synthetic umty
m 1ts objects 2 It 1s difficult to state the demands which pure
thought makes upon 1its objects; for these demands, as Kant
always recognises, remain comparatively vague until we con-
sider them in their relation to a temporal and spatial world.
Nevertheless 1t 1s not impossible, even at this stage, to mdicate
their general character So far as thought 1s conceptual, so far,
that is to say, as it seeks to unite a plurality of individual
objects in a whole (or class) in virtue of their common charac-
teristics, 1t seems to demand that the given objects should be
in some way homogeneous So far as thought 1s assertive,
so far, that 1s to say, as 1t affirms and denies and thereby de-
Iimits, 1t seems to demand that the given objects should some-
how combme 1n themselves bemng and not-being. So far as

1 Compare Chapter XXXIII for the transcendental schemata and
their relation to the categories.

2 The further question whether 1t imposes these different kinds of
synthetic unity on the transcendental synthesis of imagination, and

so upon all objects, 1s one which will fall to be considered later,
see Chapter XXXIV § 3
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thought is about reality and makes a distinction between
subject and predicate, it seems to demand that the given
objects should somelow offer us an ultimate subject as well
as characteristics belonging to that subject So far as thought
is based on reasons or grounds, it seems to demand that the
given objects should somehow offer us a combination of grounds
and consequents So far as thought separates off different
classes of objects from one another within a whole, it seems
to demand that the given objects should somelhow constitute
a system whose different parts mutually exclude and mutually
determine one another And so far as thought 1s possible,
actual, and necessary, 1t seems to demand that its objects
should also be  some way possible, actual, and neces-
sary! Indeed do not demands of this kind seem to be
necessary demands, 1f we accept a correspondence view of
truth?

However vague this may be, 1t 1s far from meaningless, and
it rests upon the necessary forms of thought, which are im-
perfectly expressed in the table of the forms of judgement
Its full meaning will become clear only when we can indicate
those characteristics of physical objects 1n space and time
in virtue of which the demands of thought must be satisfied.
But it seems to me there 1s no ground for suggesting, as is so
commonly done to-day, that Kant’s theory 1s merely a con-
fusion of thought, or that it rests on a pedantic attempt to
establish artificial parallels between Formal and Transcen-
dental Logic. His theory, no doubt, has been frequently
misunderstood, but this 1s no reason why we should regard
it as m itself unintelligible.

We should now be able to understand why Kant believed
that the various forms of judgement not only play the part
in thinking assigned to them by Formal Logic, but also have
at least a prima facte claim to determine the character of the
objects judged So far as they determine the character of the
object judged they are to be regarded as categories; and cor-

1The detailed account of the purc categories 1s to be found 1n
Chapter XXXIII
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respouding to the forms of judgement we have the following
table of categories.?

The categories under the head of quantity are unity, plurality,
and totality 2 under the head of quality reality, negation, and
limitation , under the head of relation subsistence and inherence
(substantia et accidens), causality and dependence (cause and
effect), and commumon? (interaction? between agent and
patient), under the head of modality possibihty and impossi-
bility, being and not-being,® necessity and contingency.

§ 9. The Clue to the Discovery of the Categortes

Kant’s argument i the Metaphysical Deduction 1s con-
cerned, as he himself indicates, with the clue to the discovery
of all pure concepts of the understanding. If we take 1t as
offering a complete proof of the origin, nature, and objective
validity of the categories, we cannot but regard it as arbitrary
and superficial Such a view fails to do justice to the subtlety
of Kant’s thinking, and we must recognise that we have here
only the beginning of the long and complicated argument
by which he seeks to establish his conclusions.

The posttion which we have now reached would have been
clearer, 1f 1t had been put forward as the hypothesis which
he intends to prove Instead of doing so, Kant has chosen,
not only to state the general logical position from which he
starts, but also to suggest the general line of argument which
he proposes to follow. There 1s m this procedure nothing

1See A 80 = B 106 For the list of forms of judgement, see
A 70 = B gs.

2 In spite of this order I believe that umty is connected with the
singular, and totahity with the universal, judgement, see Prol. § 20
(IV 302 n)

3 ‘Gememnschaft ’ Latin translations are ‘commumio’ or ‘commercium’
(see A 213 = B260) The common English translation 1s ‘community’,
but this seems to me less satisfactory.

4 ‘Wechselwrrkung’, or ‘actio mutua’, see M A d N. (IV 545) This
means the reciprocal causabty or ‘influence’ of substances. The
common translation ‘1eciprocity’ 1s altogether too vague

5 ‘Dasein’ which may be translated ‘exastence’, and ‘Nichtsen’
which may be translated non-existence

voL I k¥
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unreasonable; but the indications given are too brief to be
other than obscure, and I have been compelled to supplement
them with material drawn from the later parts of the argument.
We have still to face, as Kant recognises,! the obvious objection
that the understanding cannot mmpose principles of synthesis
on objects which are given to sense, and we have to meet this
objection by a full account of the nature of imaginative syn-
thesis 1n 1ts relation to the unity of thought, and 1n its relation
to the pure forms of tume and space under which all objects
must be given. We have still to indicate the different charac-
teristics imposed by the transcendental synthesis of the pure
manifold of time and space on all sensible objects and to
connect these charactenistics with the forms of judgement.
And we have still to show that the transcendental synthesis
of mmagination, 1n 1mposing umty upon time and space, neces-
sarily imposes these characteristics on all sensible objects
This 1s the work of the Transcendental Deduction and of the
chapters on the Schematism of the Categories and the Prin-
ciples of the Understanding To interpret Kant otherwise
1s to befog the whole argument, and if we fail to see it as a
whole, the separate parts become unintelligible.

At the present stage we should take Kant to give us the
names of the categories whose nature and validity has still
to be proved. If the pure categories are to be regarded as
distinct from the forms of judgement, this 1s possible only
by supposing that they must somehow determine the character
of things; but no real object i1s thought by their means,? nor
do we understand how they can apply to any object. The
categories have objective validity only when they are schema-
tised. Hence Kant, by anticipation, gives to them names
which belong properly to the schematised categories. Thus
he speaks of the category of cause and effect, which obviously

has a reference to tim e must not allow this to muslead
us into supposing that he imagmes himself able to extract
1A 8 = B 122

3 Compare B 288 If we do, and must, think things-in-themselves
by means of the puie categores, the thought is empty
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the category of cause and effect merely from the hypothetical
form of judgement His doctrine ought not to be etther accepted
or rejected until the argument has been carried further.

The meaning of the categories s at the present stage neces-

sarily obscure, but there 1s some plausibility in the contention”

that they are truly categories in the sense that they character-
ise all possible objects.r What is surprising is Kant’s belief
that, with the exception of the category of communion, their
connexion with the corresponding form of judgement ‘leaps
to the eye’,? and he regards this obvious connexion——a connex-
ion which, as I have said, 1s to be properly established later—
as showmg therr origin m the nature of thought.? There 1s
indeed some plausibihity in the contention in certamn cases.
When we assert a house to be square, we are uniting the given
mamifold under the category of substance and accident; and
again when we assert that 1f 1t rains, the ground will be wet,
we are uniting the manifold under the category of cause and
effect.* Nevertheless 1t 1s clear that not all categorical judge-
ments apply the category of substance and accident, and not
all hypothetical judgements apply the category of cause and
effect ® The forms of judgement are categories only 1n so far
as the manifold of intuition 1s determmed m relation to them.?
There 15 no reason to suppose that Kant discovered the
categortes origmally by means of the Metaphysical Deduction.
( On the contrary, he had a list of categories from the beginning,®

—

and attempted to deduce them from a common principle/

1 Except of course in the case of impossibility, not-being, and
contingency

2B 111-12 The category of communion 1s connected with the
disjunctive form of judgement We shall see, 1n Chapter XXXIII
§ 4, that this connexion 1s as reasonable as the others 3 B 159.

4These two connexions were commonly recognised, and may
have been the starting-point of Kant’s theory. Compare Richl (Der
philosophische Knticismus, Vol I, p 359), who suggests that Kant
first of all connected causahity with the hypothetical form of judgement

5 Compare B 1289

8 See B 143 There are many puzzles about this into which I wall
not here enter- the first thing to do 1s to get Kant’s central position
clear
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From the dawn of the Copernican revolution he sought to find
their origin 1n the activity of the understandirg, but for some
time he imagined that this origin mught possibly be found
in such activities as comparmng, combmning, and separating.?
Later he found that all activities of the understanding could
be reduced to judgement, and that judgement with 1ts necessary
forms gave hum precisely what he had been seeking.? If he
found himself compelled in the process of search to modify
his list of categories and even to improve, as he thought, the
table of logical forms, there is in this, taken 1n itself, no reason
why his method should be regarded as 1rrational, and still less
reason why we should reject the possibility that the categories
may have an a prior: origin in the mind.2

It 1s almost unnecessary to add that until Kant has demon-
strated the a prior: and systematic character of the forms
of judgement, he has failed to show any ground why we should
believe 1n the a priort and systematic character of the categories.

§ 10. Analytic and Synthetic Fudgements

Before leaving the argument of the Metaphysical Deduction
we must notice an interpretation which has had great influence
in this country 4 Formal Logic is supposed to concern itself
only with a special type of judgements, called analytic judge-
ments,® in which alone 1s to be found the form of judgement.

! Nachlass 3930 (XVII 352) We ought not, however, to exclude
the possibility that Kant 1in his own mind connected these operations
with judgement % See Prol § 39 (IV 323).

3 We mught as well suggest that Mathematics 1s not a priorz, because
the earhest mathematical discoveries were made as the result of a
process of trial and error

4 Tt 15 expounded—in different forms—by Caird and Kemp Smuth

5 Analytic judgements are judgements made by the analysis of
a subject-concept To regard yjudgements made by analysis of an object
as a subdivision of analytic judgements 1s a confusion To combine
Jjudgements made by analysis of a subject-concept, and judge-
ments made by analysis of an object, into a special class of
judgements, studied by Formal Logic and opposed to synthetic

Judgements, 1s to make confusion worse confounded Compare
Chapter X §§ 6—7
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Transcendental Logic 1s supposed to concern itself with
another type qof judgements, called synthetic judgements,
which are productive of the categories. These two types of
judgement involve fundamentally different acts, and they are
alluded to when Kant speaks of analytic and synthetic
unity .}

The difficulty then arises how Kant can say that the form
of judgement and the transcendental content of the categories
are produced by precisely the same acts. On this point he could
not be more emphatic. Nevertheless his emphatic statement
is watered down into a quite different statement—that under-
standing produces these two results by different, but analogous,
acts. It 1s then insisted that there is no analogy whatever
between the acts; and at times a half-hearted defence of Kant
is offered us on the curiously irrelevant ground that analysis
presupposes synthesis. When we read the resulting disquisi-
tions on Kant’s blindness and perversity, his incapacity to
understand the implications of lus own argument and his
devotion to an external architectonic, we do well to remember
that, 1n spite of all the pages that have been written about his
misleading analogy between synthetic and analytic judgements,
there 1s not a single sentence, throughout the length and
breadth of the Kritik, in which this analogy is so much as
mentioned.

_ Kant means precisely what he says, and on this pomnt he
1s right. Difficult and doubtful as his theory may be, we can
understand why he believed 1n 1t, as soon as we grasp that the
analytic unity, and the form of judgement, must be present
mn all judgements without exception.? To suppose that the

1In A 79 = B 105 I must confess that even after I had succeeded
in freeing myself from the main eriors 1n regard to analytic judge-
ments, I was still unable to break away from the view that Kant was
referring 1n this passage to the difference between analytic and synthetic
judgements, see Mind, Vol XL, NS No 159

2 Adickes (1n his edition, p 120) recognises quite clearly that all
judgements are analytic in the sense of possessing analytic unity,
and that this has nothing whatever to do with the limited class of
technically analytic judgements.
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forms of judgement are present only in one hind of judgement,
and the categories only in another kind of judgement, 1s to
make Kant’s whole argument, not only 1n the Metaphysical
Deduction, but 1n the Transcendental Deduction and 1n the
Analytic of Principles, completely unintelligible.



CHAPTER XV

THE CATEGORIES

§ 1. The Categories

The difficult task of following Kant’s argument in the
Metaphysical Deduction is now completed, and the present
chapter will be concerned only with relatively minor questions
in regard to the categories.

The categories, as pure concepts of the understanding, are
naturally contrasted with empirical concepts, but such a
division ignores the existence of mathematical and factitious
concepts. At times 1t 1s desirable to make a clear distinction
between the categories and ail other concepts. For this purpose
I describe the categories as ‘umversal’ concepts and contrast
them with ‘parficular’ concepts A ‘universal’ concept, 1n this
special sense, 1s one which applies to any and every object;
while a ‘particular’ concept applies only to some objects, that
is, to objects of a particular kind Empirical, mathematical, and
factitious concepts may all be called ‘particular’ they apply
to some objects and not to others.!

It should be observed that Kant gives no definition of the
separate categories, although he hmts that he might be mn a
position to do so 2 Later on? he says that apart from the con-
ditions of sensibility—that 1s, apart from the forms of time
and space—they cannot be defined. By this he means that they
can have no real definition, a real definition being one which
not only analyses a concept and so makes 1t distinct, but also
shows that it contains a mark whereby the obect* to which the
concept refers can be recogmised with certainty. Each pure
category can, of course, be defined as the concept of a par-

1 Compare Chapter IX §5 2A 82 = B 108,

3A241-2,A 240 = B 300

4 In a real defimition the thing defined (the definstum) 1s the object
and not merely the concept, and the possibility of the object must
be made intelligible, see A 241—2 n and B 300
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ticular form of judgement which 1s supposed somehow to
characterise all things without exception ! Kzant never varies,
so far as I can see, in his belief that the pure categories, when
we abstract from all reference to time and space, must be
regarded as concepts, not of an object 1n general, but of a thing
in general, that is, of things as they are in themselves Indeed
so far as we can think things-in-themselves at all, we must
do so by means of the pure categories, for all thinking
contains the forms of judgement, but such thought, apart
from mtuition, 15 so vague as to be meaningless; more
exactly, all relation to objects falls away in the sense
that ‘we cannot through any example make comprehenstble
to ourselves what sort of athing 1s to be meant by such a
concept’.?

It is only as schematised that the categories can have a real
definition, since 1t 1s only because of their relation to the
synthesss of time and space that we can establish their necessary
applicability to all objects of human experience. We may,
if we will, maintain that the schematised categories are the
only real categories; for it 1s by them alone that we have know-
ledge of the universal character of real objects. It is sometimes
held that Kant ought not to have considered the pure categories
at all, but should have confined himself to the schematised
categories. Such a view 1s inevitable, 1f we accept the perverse
misinterpretations of the Metaphysical Deduction prevalent
in this country; and, even apart from these misinterpretations,
the theory that the schematised categories are nvolved n the

1 Or, n Kant’s language, to be ‘the condition of the possibility
of things themselves’, see A 242

*A 241 = B 300 When Kant says, as he does repeatedly, that the
pure categories are without sense and without meaning (ohne Sinn
und Bedeutung), he 1s not denying that the pure concepts have as
their content the principles of synthesis contained in the forms of
Judging, he 1s only asserting that we have no means of showing their
objective validity, that 1s, of showing how they can apply to any
real object He even asserts in A 23g-40 = B 29g) that mathematical
concepts would be without sense and meaning, unless we could give

corresponding examples 1n empizical intuition  All this wall be discussed
more fully in Chapters LIV-LVI
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nature of time and space as such,! and have nothing to do with
principles of synghesis imposed by the nature of human thought,
1s worthy of the most serious consideration It 1s, however,
a theory fundamentally different from that of Immanuel Kant;
and 1f we have understood the Metaphysical Deduction, we
must see that whether Kant 1s right or wrong, his doctrine
1s a consistent whole of which the relation of the schematised
categories to the pure categories 1s an absolutely essential part

In view of the importance of the schematised categories,
1t 1s often convenient to refer to them simply as ‘categories’—
this is i fact the common practice of Kant himself. When the
pure categories alone are mn question, they should be called
explicitly ‘pure categories’.

§ 2. Trichotomy of the Categories

In a passage added in the second edition Kant points out
that there are three categories in each class. The third category
in each class arises from a combination of the second with the
first. It requires, however, a special act of the understanding
to produce the third category, and 1t must not be thought that
the third category 1s a derivatiwve, rather than an original or
primary, concept.?

In his defence of the independence of the third category
Kant goes so far as to suggest that the third category may not
be applicable in cases where the first two categories are. He
suggests that number, for example, which 1s the schema of
the category of totality,? may not be applicable mn cases where
plurality and unity are: 1t may not apply to wnfinity.* I doubt
whether this 1s a good argument, since the categories are
concepts of objects, and no category, properly speaking, applies
to infinity, which 1s not an object at all Furthermore a category
which did not apply to every object would not be a category.

1] take this to be the view of Professor Alexander

2 B 110-11. Compare Prol § 30 (IV 325 n)

3 Thus will be explained in Chapter XXXIII § 2

4 Compare also letter to Schulz (X 344—5) translated by Kemp
Smuth, Commentary, p 199 I suppose that the theory of transfinite
numbers throws doubt on Kant’s contention.
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Kant is, however, clearly right in saying that the third category
is, in each case, a concept as ultimate as the other two.

Kant seems to me to be also right n saying that the third
category involves a combunation of the first two This is obvious
in the first three classes of categories, and for the present
we may perhaps be content to await his explanation of the
dark saying that necessity 1s existence (or bemng) given through
possibility itself.

This doctrine of Kant is one of the roots of the Hegelian
dialectic, and 1t 1s unreasonable to dismuss 1t as due to a super-
stitious preference for the number three. Kant’s divisions are
not dominated by the number three, there are, for example,
four classes of categories and two forms of intuition Our
business 1s to understand his dnisions, and not to dismiss
them as irrational.

The only division possible by a prior: principles 1s, according
to Kant, dichotomy, which depends on the principle that
everything must be erther A or not—A Polytomy, as he calls
it, depends upon intuition, which may be either a prior, as in
mathematics (e g. in the case of conic sections), or empurical,
as in the case of natural science. There is, however, also
a trichotomy which depends upon the principle of a prion
synthesis. Three things are necessary for every a priori syn-
thesis: (1) a condition, (2) a conditioned, and (3) that which
arises from the union of the twol! This is mmportant to
remember when we come to study the schemata.

One can only wish that Kant had explamned how these
principles of division are manifested 1n his table of the logical
forms of judgement.?

§ 3- The Categories and Generic Concepis

Kant has been criticised on the ground that he confuses
categories with generic concepts, and makes the mistake

1Log § 113 (IX 147-8) Compare K.d U (V 197 n) and letter to
Schulz (X 344)

* He apparently considered that they did apply Sce Nachlass 3067
(XVI 639)
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of viewing the categories as 1f they were possible predicates,
whereas their peal function 1s to articulate the judgement
as a whole.2

I fail to see the poiwnt of such a criticism. Every concept
1s in a sense a generic concept—in the sense, namely, that
it applies to a number of individual instances,® and every
concept 1s the predicate of a possible judgement. To this rule
the categories are no exception.? It 1s of course true that they
may articulate the judgement as a whole, and even that they
normally do so In the judgement ‘If the trigger is pulled, the
cartridge will explode’ the mamifold is synthetised under the
concept of cause and effect. I cannot, however, detect the
slightest 1mpropriety in saying that the pulling of the trigger
is the cause, and the explosion of the cartridge the effect; or
even 1n saymng that the two events together are a particular
instance of cause and effect.

In this matter Kant, so far as I can see, suffers from no
confusion and is guilty of no mustake,

§ 4. The Piedicables

There are a certain number of pure, but derivative, con-
cepts of the understanding which Kant calls ‘predicables’4
He suggests that these are derived by combining the
categories with one another and with the modes of pure
sensibility.

Kant believes that such derivattve concepts could be worked
out easily with the help of handbooks of Ontology, such as the
Metaphysica of Baumgarten. This task, while obligatory for

1 See Kemp Smuth, Commentary, p 335, etc

2 Except 1n the case of concepts which can have only one instance,
as e g the concept of an omnipotent being

8 The categories, like any other concepts, are made ‘clear’ only
when they are ‘extracted’ from experience by means of analysis;
compare A 196 = B 241, A 86 = B 118-19, and B 1-2 Compare
also Logtk § 5 (IX 93~4) This 1s not 1n the least inconsistent with
the theory that their logical or objective ongin 1s to be found m the
nature of thought or judgement as such

4A81—2 = B1o7-8,A204 = B249ff Prol § 39(IV324,325n).
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a writer who 15 trying to produce a complete System of pure
reason, is not necessary when we are concerned only with 1ts
Krittk. An attempt to articulate the system mn more detai
1s made n the Metaphysische Anfangsgrunde der Naturwissen-
schaft! and i the Opus Postumum.®

The chief importance of the indications here given in regard
to the predicables lies 1n this, that Kant regards causality
as mvolving force, action, and passion This fact is, I think,
fata] to the view that by causality Kant meant necessary succes-
sion and nothing more.

§ 5. Is the Lust of Categories Complete ?

In the first edition Kant does not ask whether there are
other concepts with a claim to the title of category. He has too
much confidence 1n the Metaphysical Deduction. Yet such
a question should be asked and answered, even if only for the
purpose of confirming his argument

In the second edition® he does consider three possible
claimants to the title—the traditional wnum, verum, bonum,
which derives from Aristotle, and was prominent in the Schol-
astics, but by the time of Kant was already becoming anti-
quated. This section has, like so much else, been ascribed
to his devotion to ‘architectonic’. It 1s, on the contrary, a
proper discussion of concepts which had a traditional claim
to the title of category; and 1t would be a sounder criticism
to say that his confidence in his architectonic, that is to say,
his confidence in the orgamic nature of his system of categories,
is responsible for his neglect to examine other concepts which
ought also to have been examined.

In the Amphiboly of Concepts of Reflexion* he discusses
other concepts which look as if they mught well be called
categories—identity and difference, agreement and opposition,
inner and outer, form and matter. He does so, however, 1n

! Adickes examines this work carefully, but unsympathetically, 1n
Kant als Naturforscher, Berlin, 1924

% See Adickes, Kants Opus Postumum, Berlin, 1920
3B 113-16 1A260 =B 316 ff
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quite another connexion, as a criticism of the philosophy
of Letbniz.

Broadly speaking, he denies all these concepts to be categories,
on the ground that they are concerned with the nature of truth,
and not with the nature of reality, although they have been
supposed, by a confusion of thought, to give us knowledge
of reality

Kant’s examination of the unum, verum, bonum 1s highly
ingenious, but has now at the most a historical mnterest. Even
here his argument 1s not an artifiuial one mvented for the
occasion, but 1s connected with the doctrine of logical perfec-
tion discussed in his own lectures on Logic and in the textbook
of G. F. Meier. The argument of the Amphiboly is on an
entirely different footing, and 1s a penetrating criticism of the
metaphysical doctrines of Leibniz, and of the school of thought
for which he stands.
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CHAPTER XVI

THE PROBLEM

§ 1. Drvssions of the Transcendental Deduction

LfI‘he Transcendental Deduction of the Categories has, it
must be remembered, two sides, an objective side and a
subjective side.IJ In the first edition it is divided into three
sections: (1) an introduction, (2) a provisional exposition, and
(3) an authoritative exposition. In the second edition the
second and third sections were withdrawn, and a new and
clearer statement put 1n their place.

The first section is thus the only one which 1s retained in
the second edition. It was no doubt retained because of the
lucidity which distinguishes it alike from the Metaphysical
Deduction and from the rest of the Transcendental Deduction
in the first edition. It 1s divided into two subsections, the
first® of which states the problem, and the second® Kant’s
method of solution In the present chapter we shall be concerned
only with his statement of the problem.

§ 2. Principles of a Transcendental Deduction

The word ‘deduction’, Kant explains, 1s used 1n its juristic,
and not in its logical, sense. It is concerned with vindicating
a nght, and not with establishing a fact. The Transcendental

’ Deduction of the Categories attempts to show the legitimacy
Vof applying the categories to objects, and it might in English
,be called a ‘justification’, rather than a ‘deduction’, of the
categories,

The use of the word ‘deduction’ is apt to mislead beginners.
They not unnaturally expect an account of the way in which
the separate categories are ‘deduced’ from the forms of judge-

1 See Chapter XI § 1o0-11

2§ 14, “The Principles of a Transcendental Deduction 1n general.’

3§ 14, 'Transition to the Transcendental Deduction of the
Categories ’



314 THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION [XVI §3

ment and are disappointed to find that no attempt 1s made
to deal with the separate categories at all The Transcendental
Deduction 1s concerned with categories in genera!. For dis-
cussion of detailed categories we must wait m patience until
we come to the Analytic of Principles.

It must be clearly understood that Kant, both m § 13 and
in § 14, has 1 mind, not only a transcendental deduction of
categories, but a transcendental deduction  geneiral. Every
a priors idea requires, as we shall see, a transcendental deduction
or justification. This is true of time and space as well as of the
pure concepts of the understanding. Kant’s interest, however,
is, as we should expect, directed chiefly to the categories, and
only in a secondary degree to the forms of intwition
k) [In Kant’s statement of the problem there are three mam
points: (1) that the deduction of all a prior: ideas must be
transcendental and not empirical,! (2) that such a deduction
is indispensable ;2 and (3) that there are difficulties in the deduc-
tion of categories which do not arise when we deal with time
and space."‘} In a final paragraph* the first two pomts are
re-emphasised with special reference to the category of cause
and effect

§ 3. Empurical and Tianscendental Deductions

For many of the concepts employed in human thinking no
deduction or justification 1s ever supplied, and for some of
them perhaps no deduction 1s necessary. We are, for example,
entitled to use an empirical concept—such as the concept of
swan—if we find objects corresponding to this concept n our
expertence 5

1A 84~7 = B r16-19 Compare §§ 3-5 of this chapter

? A 87-8 = B 119-21 Compare § 6 of this chapter

3 A 8891 = B 121-3 Compare §§ 7—9 of thus chapter. ‘Er muss
aber auch dre unvermerdliche Schunerigheit >—or, in Kemp Smuth’s
translation, ‘At the same time, if he 1s not to lamment . ’—marks
the beginning of a new discussion

¢A g1—2 = B 123—4 Compare § 10 of this chapter

%A 84 = B 116-17 That we should find such objects 1n experience
18 easy to understand, since empirical concepts are denived from
experience by abstraction
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There are other concepts 1n wwmmon use—such as ‘luck’
and ‘fate’—which are illemtimate.! This is shown on the rare
occasions when therr validity 1s challenged ; for on examination
they are found to have no justification either in experience or
In reason.

Kant assumes that in human knowledge there are concepts—
such as cause and effect—which are marked out? for pure
a priore use, that 1s, for use mndependently of experience.®
Such use cannot be adequately justified by an appeal to experi-
ence; for experience can never give us that unsversality and
necessity which are the criteria of the a priori 4 A justification
of such use must, however, be given 1f we are to employ
concepts 1n this way, we must explain how they can be related
to objects which are not obtained from any experience 3

1A 84 = B 117, ‘usurprerte BegirTi'. compare A 228 = ‘B 280.
I presume these must be classed among factiticus’ corcepts; see
Chapter IX § 5

2 ‘bestimmt ’ Kant 1s here describing the prima facie character of
the categories—it 1s the business of the Transcendental Deduction
to show that concepts which seem to possess thus character really
do so, compare A 95

3 Note that n A 86 = B 119 11 15 their future employment whick
1s said to be independent of experience No doubt thetr emplovmeat
1s always independent of ewpenience though we can make them
‘clear’ to ourselves only after we have actually used them in expeience:
see A 196 = B241. But once we have made them clear anc recognised
their true character, we know that thereafter therr emplavmert by
us must be independent of expenence, and consequently we czanot
find therr justification by the method of Locke

¢ Compare A 91-2 = B 123—4

8A 8 = B 117 I do not think this need mear more tharn that
a prior: concepts must applv to objects which we have not expertenced.
It might perhaps also mean that the matter or content of rhase concepts
1s not ‘borrowed’ from experience (or 1s not dependent on what =
given to sense); compare A 86 = B 118, whers these cogcepts are
said to be related to their objects without having ‘borrowed’ From
expericnce anything for the representation of these objects. 1 s2e ne
need to suppose that Kant is refernng expleuly to thiugs-m—
themselves If we assume—I think unnecessanlh —that be is mabieg
such a reference, then he has 1n nund the clums ot 4 ‘transcendent”
rationalist mctaphysics, and he has a perfeet tight o treat these
claims as an open question n stanms the problom wmch as rawsed
by the assumption that we possess g prcr coneepts Puithermore —
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® (;:I‘he justification of the pure a prior: use of the categories
is called the Transcendental Deduction.!

b [A transcendental deduction must be sharply distinguished
from an empirical deduction. The former finds the origimn of
concepts in the nature of mind itself, and thereby establishes
their objective validity. The latter examines our method of
acquiring concepts; that 1s, it explamns how we gradually
disentangle them from experience, and make them ‘clear’ in
our consciousness; 1t explamns, i short, how concepts are
acquired by experience and reflexion upon experience.” I take
it that an empirical deduction 1s, in the case of empirical
concepts, really a deduction or justification—the only justifi-
cation they can have. In the case of a prior: concepts, although
we can properly give a similar psychological account of their
acquisition,® this would not correctly be called a deduction,
since 1t would not justify their a prior: use.d’

If we are to follow Kant’s argument, we must distinguish
clearly between the origm and the acquisition of concepts;
and we must recognise that the latter alone 1s a temporal
process, the study of which belongs properly to empurical
psychology.

§ 4. Space and Time and the Categories

So far Kant has been thinking, at least primarily, of the
catego?gﬁ.[‘He now points out that pure concepts are of two
)

and we \gught never to forget this—Kant himself always holds that
the pure categories are not limited through the conditions of our
sensuous intuition, but have an unlimited field (compare B 166 n
and B 148) we must think things-in-themselves by means of the pure
categories, although such thunking 1s not knowledge

1A 85 = B 117 In this passage Kant speals as if the essential
concern of a transcendental deduction were the objective validity of
a prior: concepts, but this 1n turn depends on the explanation of
their origin, see Chapter XI § 3

% Kant might seem to have 1n mind here the acqusition, or making,
of concepts as regards their form, but as the deduction 1n question
18 emprrical, 1t must be psychological rather than logical, compare
Chapter IX § 6 and scc also A 86 = B 118-19

3A 8 = B 118, compare A 94 = B 126 YA 87 = Bi1w
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distinct kinds, according as they originate in sensibility or in
understanding ! Space and time belong to the first kind. They
are forms of sensibility, and are concepts only in the looser
sense of the word,® bemng pure intwtions rather than pure
concepts. The categories, as pure concepts of the understanding,
belong to the second kind:,’

The difference between these two types of pure concept
must not be allowed to obscure theirr common character.
Nerther type 18 the result of generalisation from experience,
and the relation of both types to objects 1s completely a priori.
Hence 1n neither case can we justify them—as we can justify
such a concept as ‘swan’—by showing that experience supplies
us with corresponding objects We have to show that all
objects must be spattal and temporal, and must possess categorial
features This necessity can never be established by an appeat
to experience.

Needless to say, if these concepts are not pure concepts,
Kant’s contention falls to the ground. If, on the other hand,
we assume them to be pure concepts, Kant is certainly right.
Anyone who attempts an empurical justification (or deduction)
of pure concepts, while admitting them to be pure concepts,
shows beyond question that he does not understand what a
pure concept 1s.3

§ 5. Psychological Development in Time

This does not mean that an empirical or psychological
mvestigation of the gradual acquisition of these and other
concepts 1n our experience 1s either impossible or undesirable.,
On the contrary, 1t 1s of the greatest service, as is shown by
the proneer work of Locke.4

In this passage again, as so often—although nut often

1A 8 = B8

' This looser sense 1s very often used bv Kant. When he wants
one word to describe space and time and the wategories together, he
generally calls them e prior: concepts (Begriffe) rather than o priow
1deas (Vorstellungen), which would be n more eanct desctiption, Even
by themselves space and trme are frequenthy reterred to as concepts.

2A 87 =B AR~ B o
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enough to convince his critics - Kant repudiates the view
that he 1s offering an account of the development of our
experience 1n time ! He distinguishes clearly and correctly
between an empirical or psychological enquiry, which deals
with temporal development, and a transcendental enquiry,
which does not. It 1s psychology which must seek 1n experience
the occasioning causes which lead to the production of pure
concepts, and 1t 1s sense-impressions which give the first
inducement or stimulus to manifest? our whole powers of
cogmition 1n relation to these sense-impressions, and so to bring
about experience

We must never forget that ‘experience’ 1s a technical term,
and nvolves two factors a matter given to sense, and a form
imposed by pure intwition on the one hand and by pure
understanding on the other It 1s only when we receive sense-
impressions that pure intuition and pure thought come into
play, and give rise to space and time and the categores.
Without both matter and form there 1s nothing which could
be called human experience

A statement so clear and unqualified at the very beginning
of the Transcendental Deduction, supported as 1t 1s by a
similar statement at the beginning of the Analytic of Concepts,?
ought to put out of court, once and for all, any interpretation
which supposes Kant to explain how we begin by knowing
space and time and the categories, and then proceed to build
up experience by their means Sense-impressions, space and
time, and the categories are at work mn experience from the
start, but 1t 1s only gradually that we disentangle them from
one another.

It 1s both perverse and unfair to insist on 1mporting psycho-
logical interpretations into Kant, and then to condemn him
for bemng muddle-headed, because his argument, when so
interpreted, 1s absurd ¢

! Compare A 66 = B g1 and Chapter I1I § 3

2 A 86 = B 118, ‘eroffnen’ 3A 66 = Bogr

4 It may be objected that Kant’s doctrine 1s psychological so far
as 1t ascribes the origin of space and time to sensibtlity and the origin
of the categories to thought If we choose to call this psychology,
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§ 6 Necessity for a Transcendental Deduction

We now come to Kant’s second main pomnt. We have seen
that if there 1s to be any justification of the pure concepts,
it must be a transcendental deduction, and not an empirical
one Kant has now to show that such a deduction 1s 1ndis-
pensable.!

@[The necessity for a transcendental deduction 1s not obvious
n the case of space and time, althg}igh mn the Aesthetic such
a deduction has already been given.?:Space and time were
justified or deduced as a pr2or2 1deas, because we traced them
to their roots in human sensibility, and showed thereby that
they were necessarily valid of all objects given to sense, and
of such objects alone.?

Although such a deduction has been given, the need for 1t,
Kant insists, 1s not obv1ous/.\; The geometrician does not require
a birth-certificate* from the philosopher, before his progeny
can be regarded as legitimate. On the contrary, geometry,
quite independently of philosophy, takes its own sure and
certain way, and gives us pure a przorz knowledge, whose
validity, Kant believes, no sensible person can doubt.

The reason for the certainty of geometry we have already
seen Geometry 1s grounded on the pure inturtion of space,
and therefore can offer us wmmediate evidence or certainty.’
Furthermore, 1n geometrical knowledge objects are already
given a priori® 1n mtuition, so far as their form 1s concerned ?
1t 1 certainly not empirical psychology, and nothing but confusion
can anse from any suggestion that 1t 1s We have only to consider
the nature of the argument in the Aesthetic and 1n the Metaphysical
Deduction 1n order to see at once that this 1s so

1A 87 = B 119

2 A 87 = B 119-20 Compare Chapter V§ 2 This ‘transcendental
deduction’ of space and time must cover the whole argument of the
Aesthetic including the ‘Conclusions’.

3A 87 = B 119 The last clause 1s, I think, implied 1n the word
‘bestimmt’ 4 Compare A 86 = B 119.

& Compare A 160 = B 200, and Log E:nl. II1 and IX (IX 23 and 70).

8 They are given only because we have constructed them, compare

B 130 and B 137-8.
7 Compaie B 147 and A 239-240 = B 299.
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Geometry does not use the concept of space beyond the world
of outer sense; and since space 1s the pure form of outer sense,
geometrical knowledge must manifestly apply to objects of
outer sense
B fI‘he categories are on an entirely different footing They
are not, like space and time, obviously related to objects.
For them a transcendental deduction 1s absolutely indispensable, |
and 1t 1s because of them that we are forced to give a deduction
of space and time as well.
n ':_ In applying the categories to objects we are not making use
of predicates which are derived from empirical intustion (as are
empirical concepts) or from pure inturtion (as are the concepts
of spatiality and temporality and all mathematical concepts).
On the contrary, we are making use of predicates derived from
pure thought, and indeed (xf we assume the truth of the
Metaphysical Deduction) derived from the form of judgement
itself. Hence we cannot find an object for them 1n what 1s
given to sensuous experience, as we could if they were empirical
concepts, and we cannot find an object for them by constructing
1t @ priort 1n pure 1ntuition, as we could if they were mathe-
matical concepts. Their claim 1s to apply umversally to
all objects without any reference whatever to conditions of
sensibility fj

The difficulty 1n regard to the categories 1s this On the one
hand, as pure categories, they would seem to apply necessarily
to all objects whatsoever (including things-in-themselves);2 and
on the other hand, when we look for objects to which they must
apply, we can at first sight find 1n objects (whether given 1n
empirical or 1n pure intuition) nothing which justifies such

1 A 88 = B 120 The text 1s perhaps corrupt, but the general sense
1s plain The doctrine of the last sentence 1s to be found also 1n B 148;
B 166 n.; B 3056, Kdp V (V 54), and 1n many other places

?This claim 1s not only a rationalist assumption, 1t 1s nvolved
mm the very nature of the pure categories as discovered by Kant
Compare Adickes, Kant und das Ding an sich, Abschn IV, pp 38-74
—1I cannot, however, acceptall his conclusions Compare also Chapter 11
§ 4, where the emptiness of thought about things-in-themselves by
means of the pure categories 1s explamned
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application ! Hence suspicion 1s inevitably aroused as to the
objective validity of the categories—do they apply to any
objects at all? Suspicion 1s also aroused as to the limits of
their employment®>—can they give us knowledge beyond the
Limits of the sensible world? It 1s this double suspicion which
makes a transcendental deduction indispensable Without such
a transcendental deduction, the whole procedure of philosophy
1s blind; 1t gives rise to manifold aberrations, and ends only
1n the ignorance from which it began 3

When suspicions of this kind are once aroused, they are
mevitably directed also to space.! If we can seem entitled to
apply the pure category beyond the limits of sensible experience,
why should we not be entitled to do the same with our idea
of space? If we can know that God1s a substance, might we
not also know that God 1s a spatial substance? Such a doctrine
would never arise in the development of geometry, but it
might be put forward by a philosopher.3

It was because of such possibilities, and not because of the
need for justifying geometry, that a transcendental deduction
of space was necessary 'The negative side of such a deduction
is as important as the positive By showing that space is a form
of sensibility as well as a pure intution, Kant did not merely
establish the objective validity of geometrical concepts, he also
set the hmits (the world of outer sense) beyond which geo-
metrical concepts have no title to pass.

1 Compare A 137 = B 176 ‘Pure concepts of the understanding,
bemng quite heterogeneous from empirical intuitions, and indeed from
all sensuous 1ntuitions, can never be met with in any intuwition * See
also the questions of Maimon and Kant’s answer in a letter to Herz
(XTI 50 fT)

2 Kant could not have said this, nor what follows, if he had still
believed that categories as applied to things-in-themselves could give

us knowledge 3 A 88 = B 121.
4 And of course to time, but Kant 1s concerned primanly with
geometry

5 See B 4r,and compare Diss § 22 Scholion (11 410) Thissupposition
1s not merely fanciful, as may be seen from the doctrines of Male-~
branche, Spinoza, and Henry More (the Cambridge Platomst).

VOL 1I L
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§ 7. Difficulty of Deducing the Categoiies

A transcendental deduction of the categories 1s not only
more necessary, 1t 1s also more difficult, than a transcendental
deduction of space and time.! This 15 the third main point
which Kant seeks to establish mn § 13

In the case of space and time 1t was easy to show, both that
they are known @ priori in themselves, and also that they
apply necessarily to objects 2 In this way, Kant adds, we showed
how a synthetic knowledge of objects was possible indepen-
dently of experience® A synthesis in space and time has
objective vahidity, because space and time are pure intuitions
whose content is the form of intuition Smce an object can
appear, or be an object of empirical intuition, only under
these forms, space and time contamn in themselves a priori
the condition of the possibility of objects as appearances, and
a synthesis of space and time must govern the objects as
appearances .t

In the case of the categories no easy deduction 1s possible,
and Kant insists that we must recognise the mevitable difficulty
of the argument 'We must expect a certain obscurity in matters
by their very nature so deeply veiled, and we must not become
impatient 1f too much time seems to be spent in getting rnd
of obstacles ® The absolute necessity of struggling with the
argument to the end 1s shown by the fact that we must either
complete the Critical enquiry, or else give up all claims to
make judgements of pure reason in regard to what lies beyond
the limits of possible experience.

1A 88 = B rarand A 89 = B 122

2 Here Kant distinguishes clearly the two senses in which space
and time are a priorn

3 In the Aesthetic Kant ignores imagmnative synthesis, but he does
recognise that the judgements of mathematics are synthetic a prior:
Judgements.

4 Space and time contain the conditions under which an object 1s
given as an appearance, but when we carry our analysis further—
compare A 92 = B 125—we shall find that 1t 15 gtven only as an
appearance, and that to know an object proper, we require thought
as well as intwition

8 1 take this as a reference to the provisional exposition of Section 2.
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Tt should hardly be necessary to add that Kant is not here
proposing to show that the application of the categories
beyond experience will give us knowledge. He 1s saymg to
the rationalists that, once the difficulty of justifying the use
of the categories has been pointed out, they have no right
to employ such categories beyond experience, as they are so
fond of doing, unless and until there 1s a successful deduction
or justification of the use of the categories. The result of that
deduction 1s, 1n the statement of the problem,! properly
treated as an open question. The fact that Kant does so treat
it gives not the slightest ground for supposing that, at the
tune the passage was written, he was unaware of what the
consequences of the deduction would be His statement is
perfectly compatible with the belief that when he proves the
necessary application of the categories to objects of sense,
he will also prove that we cannot attamn knowledge by applying
them to anything else.? Any other interpretation of his statement
is not only mcompatible with everything he says elsewhere;
it 1s also mncompatible with what he says in this very section,
and even 1n this paragraph itself, i regard to a transcendental
deduction of space and time.?

The supposition that Kant has here inserted a passage in
which a transcendental deduction justifies knowledge of things-
in-themselves* 1s not only unnecessary, but, I venture to suggest,
unthinkable.

§ 8. Reasons for this Dyfficulty

What is the source of the special difficulty which belongs
to the Transcendental Deduction of the Categories?

1 It 1s simularly treated in the more general statement of the problem
m B 22: ‘It must be possible either to extend our reason with certainty
or to set 1t sure and deterrmunate limats ’

2 Compare Chapter II § 4. This of course does not modify Kant’s
view that we must thnk things-in-themselves by means of the pure
categories, although we can never krow them

3 He can state what the consequence of a transcendental deduction
of space and time 1s, because this deduction has already been given.

4 Compare Kemp Smuth, Commentary, pp 220-1
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The difficulty 1s sufficiently obvious, and arises from the
fact that, on Kant’s view, the categories have thewr origin in
the understanding. This lies at the root of Kant’s whole
philosophy and 1s the reason why the pure categories must
be schematised * The categories are not, like space and time,
conditions or forms under which objects are grven m intuition 2
Hence objects can appear to us (or be gwen to us) without
being necessarily related to the forms of the understanding?
and consequently the understanding would seem? not to
contam the a prior: conditions of objects.

This difficulty does not arise 1n regard to space and time.
Since objects cannot be known unless they are given to sense,
they must conform to the formal conditions of sensibility.
It is not so easy to see why they should conform to the con-
ditions which understanding requires for the synthetic unity
of thought.® Appearances® given under the forms of sense
might be so constituted as not to accord with the forms of

1 Compare A 137 = B 176 ff

2A 89 = B 122 Thus 1s always Kant’s view, compare B 159-60
and also B 136-7

3This mught be taken as the inference which 1s naturally, but
mustakenly, drawn by common sense. Such would, I think, be the
obvious explanation, if Kant had said ‘objects mght appear’ instead
of ‘objects can appear’ (kénnten instead of kommen)—as he does in
a parallel passage (A 9o = B 123), where he says ‘Appearances might
be so constituted that the understanding would find them to be not
in accordance with the conditions of its umity’, a supposition which
it 1s the business of the Transcendental Deduction to refute Even
as 1t 1s, this seems to me a possible explanation, although the sentence
1s better taken as expressing Kant’s own view, if we stress the word
‘appear’ and equate 1t with ‘be given’, as I have done, and as Kant
himself does expresslyin A 93 = B 125 In any case I see no reason to
believe that Kant here wishes to assert as his own view the doctrine
that objects 2 the full sense can appear to us apart from thought.

¢ The imperfect subjunctive ‘enthielte’ suggests, I think, that Kant
1s not commutting himself to this supposed consequence The under-
standing does not contamn the conditions under which objects are
given, but it does contain the conditions under which objects are
thought

5A go = B 123 Note that the unity of thought 1s here synthetic

8 If Kant had said ‘appearances’ instead of ‘objects’1n A 89 = B 122,
the difficulties of his statement would disappear
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thought ; for appearances can be given in intuition mndependently
of these forms.! Intuition gud intuition is entirely mdependent
of the form of thought,? and so appearances would present
objects® to our intuition, even 1f, for example, nothing in the
succession of appearances corresponded to the category of
cause and effect.

If we are not misled by the ambiguity of the word ‘object’,
this 1s a clear statement of the problem which we have to
solve. We must remember that the categories spoken of are
pure categories. We must also remember that at this stage of
the argument Kant 1s entitled to speak of the object—as he
does 1n the Aesthetict—on the level of common sense. The
object may be taken to be a body, such as a chair. It is given
to us 1n sense, and so must be spatial and temporal; but there
1s as yet no obvious reason why it should be subject to the
categories, which, we have argued, originate in the under-
standing.5 When we carry our analysis further, we shall find

1A go = B 122 Compare B 145 “The manifold to be intuited
must be given prior to the synthesis of the understanding and
independently of it ’

2A 91 = B 123 Compare B 132 “The 1dea which can be given
prior to all thought 1s called intuition ’ I take Kant’s use of ‘prior’
to mply logical, not temporal, priority

3A go-1 = B 123 The appearances would however, as Kant
has just said, be without unity, so that the presented objects would
not be objects 1n the full sense ¢ Compare Chapter IV § 2.
- 8 'The origin of the categories 1s the main burden of the Metaphysical
Deduction, whose himutations are plainly indicated by this preface
to the Transcendental Deduction, compare Chapter XIV § 9 Any
difficulty that arises here 1s due to the fact that Kant has already,
in the Metaphysical Deduction, given some indications—in my
exposition I have made these indications even more explicit—of
what his argument 1n regard to objects 1s going to be Apartfrom this,
the difficulties and objections commonly raised seem to me to arise
mamly from considering this passage apart from 1ts context No
doubt Kant would have made 1t easier for the reader, if he had said
“You naturally assume at this stage that the complete account of objects
—in the full meaning—is simply that they are given to sense, and this
1s not the case, as I am about to show’. But 1t 1s one thing to admut
that Kant does not give the reader all the help he might, and quite
another thing to say that he 1s using old notes which flatly contradict
his real doctrine.
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that although every determmate object must be given to
sense (or be capable of being given to sense), nevertheless the
object as given to sense apart from thought 1s an object only
as appearance.’ 1t 15 the indeterminate as opposed to the
determunate object.2 If we are to know a determinate object,
or an object mn the full and proper sense of the word, we require
thought as well as ntuition; and consequently every object
of knowledge must fall under the forms of thought, and so
under the categories® Apart from the categories we have
intuition bereft of thought, but never knowledge of objects.t
This, however, is Kant’s solution, and not his problem.

§ 9. Hllustration of the Difficulty

Kant’s difficulty may be made clearer by an illustration.
Let us suppose that the hypothetical form of judgement 1s
one of the pure forms of thought under which 1t 1s claimed
that every matter judged must fall This form 1s a clue to the
category of cause and effect, which at the present stage should

1A gz = B 125 In A 124 (supposed by Vathinger to be late)
Kant says that sensibility, when not connected with understanding
by means of the function of imagination, would give us appearances,
but not objects of empirical know ledge, and consequently would not
give us experience

2The indeterminate object of an empirical intuition 1s called
‘appearance’, see A 20 = B 34 The category determines the object
a priori, if only through the category 1s 1t possible to know anything
as an object, see A g2 = B 125 The indeterminate object may be
said to be the matter given to sense, and it 15 determined by being
subjected to the forms of combination thought in the categories A
determinate object must have an (intellectual) form imposed by
thought as well as a matter given under the forms of sensibility,
see for example A 129—30 and B 164

It may be objected that the ‘object in general’ thought by means
of the categories 1s also indeterminate apart from sense With this
Kant would agree Apart from the condition of sensuous intuition the
categories have no relation to any determuinate object (A 246) Intuitions
apart from concepts, and concepts apart from intuitions, are alike 1deas
which we cannot relate to any determunate object (A 258 = B 314)

% How 1t can, and must, do so, 1s explained in the subjective side
of the Transcendental Deduction

¢ ‘Knowledge’ and ‘object’ are here used in the strict sense.
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strictly be regarded as having no reference to time. All that
the hypothetica form suggests is that whatever object be
given to us we should be able to judge ‘If A, then B’. That
is to say, it demands that any given A should be such that
something different, namely B, must necessarily and universally
have 1ts ground in A.

Such, according to Kant, is the demand of pure thought,
but we have obviously no right to assume without examination
that in given appearances such a demand must be satisfied.
Given appearances might concervably be so constituted as to
offer us nothing corresponding to this necessary form.

If there 1s to be an object corresponding to the category
of cause and effect, there must be present 1n the series of given
appearances something which will correspond to the category.!
That something will turn out later to be necessary succession.?
Apart from this the category has no reference to time, and 1s
indeed ‘empty, null, and meaningless’.?

The difficulty of proving a necessary succession of appearances
in time as a correlate to the pure category 1s one which Kant
has not exaggerated. Many philosophers would regard such
a proof as not only difficult, but impossible.

§ 10. Appeal to Expersence is Useless

We cannot evade the necessity of so difficult an investigation
by saying that experience continually gives us examples of
regular succession in phenomena; and that consequently we
can acquire the concept of cause and effect by abstraction,
and can at the same time show its objective validity, just as
we can show the objective validity of any empirical concept.
For Kant, and for us all, causation must mvolve strict univer-
sality and necessity. It 1s not enough that the effect should
usually follow upon the cause; it must be posited through the
cause and result from it. If, all other circumstances beng the

1A go = B 123

2 A 144 = B 183, compare Chapter XXXIII § 4.

3 This means merely that we cannot indicate any object to which
1t refers
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same, the cause A fails, even once, to produce the effect B,
then it is not the cause of B at all Without necessity there 1s
no causation, and to maintan that the category of cause and
effect is due merely to empirical generalisation 1s to assert—
if we think clearly—that 1t 1s a phantom of the mind which
ought to be abandoned altogether.

§ 11. The Patchwork Theory

It is not my purpose to criticise the ‘patchwork’ theory in
detail—I have done so elsewhere.2 The best refutation of this
doctrine is to be found in an exposition which shows Kant’s
arguments to be intelligible and consistent Such an exposition
of § 13 I believe that I have now given I have also been careful
to note parallels in the second edition to the statements which
are condemned as pre-Critical in the first edition These
parallels are ignored by the exponents of the patchwork theory,
nor have I yet seen any attempt to prove that in the second
edition also Kant filled out his argument by notes belonging
to a pre-Critical stage of thought.

The subsection with which we have now dealt 1s, however,
so straightforward and clear, in comparison with most of the
Transcendental Deduction, that i1t 1s instructive to observe
some of the grounds upon which 1t has been condemned.
Such condemnation, while applying to the whole, is concen-
trated on those paragraphs which are concerned with the special
difficulty of a transcendental deduction of the categories.

One of Varhinger’s reasons for regarding the passage as
early is the negative one that imagination 1s not mentioned.?
Imagmnation, however, belongs to the solution, and to the
solution on 1ts subjective side; what Kant 1s stating 1s the
problem.

Another reason is that Kant supposes the categories to be
unnecessary for objects of intuition 4 Vaihinger objects particu-

1A o1 = B 1234
* Proceedings of the Anistotehan Society, Vol XXX, vu (1930).

2 Dre Transcendentale Deduktion, p 35 = 1 3
41bd., p 36 = 14
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larly! to thc statcment that the categories do not represent
the conditions under which objects are given in intuition.?
It 1s astonishing that he should be blind to the fact that in
this statement the emphasis 1s on the word ‘given’.

His further objection that the categories are supposed to
apply to things-in-themselves has already been sufficiently
discussed, and shown to be groundless.

There 1s one other pont on which he lays great stress
The objective validity of the categories 1s discussed in separation
from the question of how sensuous intuitions can give us know-
ledge of (determinate) objects.? Yet for the Critical Phulosophy
these questions are closely connected.

His contention is true, but the explanation is very simple.
The problemn which Kant 1s stating 1s how the categories can
be valid of objects given to sense. The solutton of the problem
1s that the categories must be valid of objects given to sense,
because unless the given intuitions are thought under the
categories, they would not refer to a determinate object at all.
It 1s pecularly unfair to Kant to argue that he is confused,
because he makes a clear distinction between his problem and
its solution. This 1s one of the many cases in which Kant 1s
blamed because he does not write the whole of his philosophy
on every page.

There could be no better 1illustration of the perverseness
of the whole patchwork theory. I do not think it unfair to add
that 1f the exponents of this theory can make such a mess of
a passage which 1s relatively simple, we can have little confidence
in their guidance when we come to passages which are really
difficult.

§ 12. Intuition and Understanding

Professor Kemp Smith? not only accepts Vaihinger’s con-
clusions, but endeavours to support them by a somewhat

1 Die Transcendentale Deduktion, p 53 = 31 2A 89 = B 122.
3 Die Transcendentale Deduktion, p 53 = 31.
4 Commentary, pp 219—22

VOL 1 L¥
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ambiguous doctrine of his own, which I doubt if even Vathinger
would have accepted * He regards as pre-Critical Kant’s asser-
tion that ‘representations can be consciously apprehended
independently of all relation to the faculty of understanding’;?
and he apparently believes the Critical Philosophy to mamtain
that ‘save 1n and through a prior: concepts no representations
can exist for consciousness’ 3

The evidence for this view is said to appear 1n § 14 and 1n
the first four paragraphs of Section 2; and corroboration 1s
found m later passages,! where the wording 1s, however,
admitted to be not altogether unambiguous

The passages to which Mr. Kemp Smith appeals show
clearly enough that for Kant there can be no knowledge or
expertence of objects—in the strict sense—apart from the
categories. To say this 1s, however, a very different thing
from saying that no 7epiesentations can exist for consciousness
apart from the categories

For Kant knowledge or experience of objects requires both
mtuition (with its forms) and thought (with its categories).
There 1s in this, so far, nothing to 1mply that mtuttion could
not exist 1n consczousness apart from thought, and so apart from
the categories. Perhaps Mr. Kemp Smith means that in
distinctively human consciousness such a divorce, on Kant’s
view, never takes place, but I cannot see that the passages
to which he appeals deny the possibility of such a divorce;
nor do I admit that Kant must necessarily be interpreted as

asserting the possibility of such a divorce in the passages
which are said to be pre-Critical 3

! Vathinger recognises that ‘synopsis’ belongs to animals, and that
Kant’s views 1n regard to their possession of knowledge are proble-
matic Op cit p 63 = 41 * Commentary, p. 222.

3Ibid p 223 From the context I take ‘@ prior: concepts’ to be
categories.

“A 111 and A 112 The passages are quoted on p 223 of the
Commentary

® Even the statement (1n A 89 = B 122) that ‘objects can therefore
appear to us without any necessary relation to the forms of the
understanding’ may mean only that so far as they appear (or are
gwen 1o sense), this has nothing to do with the forms of thought—
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As T understand Kant, experience, as knowledge of deter-
minate objects, jnvolves a matter given to sense, and a form
imposed both by sensibility and by understanding The matter
18 always given under the forms of sensibility, and is never
given under the forms of understanding. This does not mean
that in experience when we see, for example, a red billiard-ball,
we first of all see the colour red, and then proceed to bring
it under the category of substance and attribute. There is no
temporal succession of this kind in ordinary human experience;
but nevertheless it 15 due to our sensibality that we see the
red colour, and 1t s due to our understanding that we see
1t as the colour of a thing or object, namely a billiard-ball.

In this case the intuition, or sensation, given to sense apart
from thought 1s separated from experience by an act of analysis,
and does not exst by itself in consciousness apart from thought
of an object. But although in ordmnary experience we do not first
recetve ap intuition, and then think that 1t 1s the intuition of an
object, 1t does not follow that 1t 1s 1mpossible to have conscious
mtuttions without thinking that they are inturtions of an object.

Whether intuitions can exist mn human consciousness
without being referred to an object seems to me a matter for
empirical psychology, and 1t would be a mistake to say on
a prior: grounds that they cannot be found, for example, in
the penumbra of consciousness, or in falling asleep and waking,
or again 1n the earliest consciousness of an infant, What Kant’s
view on this subject was I do not know,! and I cannot see

a doctrine which, I believe, Kant always holds If we insist on
mterpreting 1t otherwise, then 1t may be taken as the common-sense
mference which Kant recognises he must meet 1n the Transcendental
Deduction

1 Kant’s distinction of ‘yudgements of perception’ and ‘yjudgements
of experience’ in the Prolegomena, § 18 (IV 298)—compare B 142—
suggests strongly that he believed intuitions could be present in
consciousness without bemng referred to objects by means of the
categories, but this may be dismussed as an afterthought and not
a very happy one. A smmular view 1s perhaps involved in his treatment
of dreams—see B 278, A 201-2 = B246-7, A 376, A 492 = B 520-1,
Prol § 13 Anmerk 111 (IV 290)—while A 123—4 and other passages
might be quoted in support of Kemp Smith’s contention, but I do
not find the evidence conclusive on either side.
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that it is of any importance for the nterpretation of the
Critical Philosophy It certamnly does not affect Kant’s doctrine
that the categories are the conditions under which an object
is thought, and are not the conditions under which an object
is given.

§ 13. Ammal Consciousness

Mr. Kemp Smuth’s doctrine 1s ambiguously expressed, but
I suspect him of holding that Kant believed the categories
to be conditions of consciousness as such.! This 1s borne out
by his identification of ‘consciousness’ with ‘awareness’® and
his assertion that ‘all awareness, no matter how rudimentary
or apparently simple, 1s an act of judgement and therefore
involves the relational categories’.? If this 1s accepted, 1t would
follow that amimals—since, according to Kant, they do not
employ categories or even concepts—must be without con-

sciousness ; and such 1s the inference which Mr. Kemp Smith
actually draws.t

He supports his contention by reference to two passages.
In the first’ anmmals are said to possess ‘apprehensio bruta
without consctousness’.® In this passage, as so often,” con-

1 Compare Commentary, p 222 ‘Relation to an object 1s constituted
by the categories, and 1s necessary in reference to sense-presentations,
because only thereby 1s consciousness of any kind possible at all’

2Eg p XXXIX IP. xlu.

4P xlix Animals ‘must also be denied anything analogous to what
we must signify by the term consciousness’. Yet he can also speak
~—see p 1—as if anumal consciousness was distinguished from human
consciousness by involving associative—as opposed to logical or
reflective—thinking

5 Sketch of a letter to Prince von Beloselsky (XI 331)

8 ‘ohne Bewusstsemn’

? Mellin (Worterbuch, 1, p 687) actually speaks as if ‘Bewusstsen’
for Kant meant only self-consciousness (conscientia, apperceptio). This
18 a common usage of the time Baumgarten, Metaphysica § 535
(XV 13), dentifies ‘consctentia strictius dicta’ with inner sense, compare
G F. Meter, Auszug § 13. In M Ad N (IV 542) Kant says that the
power of consciousness is apperception, 1n Log V (IX 33) that con-
scrousness, strictly speaking, 1s an 1dea that another 1dea 1s 1n me,

and 1n B 158 consciousness 1s equated with the fact that ‘I think
myself’.
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sclousness (Bewu.vszscm) is uscd by Kant to mean ‘self-
consciousness’ or ‘apperception’, as 1s, I think, suggested by
the passage itself.! The doctrime 1s made quite clear by the
second passage on which Mr. Kemp Smith relies.2 There
Kant maintains that if 1t can be shown that our knowledge
or experience of things is possible only under certain conditions
(the forms of sensibility and categories of the understanding),
then apart from these conditions sense-data would not represent
objects, nor would they attain to that unity of consciousness
which 1s necessary for knowledge of self 3 He adds: ‘I should
not be able to know that I4 have them, and they would therefore
be for me, as a bemg possessed of knowledge, absolutely
nothing & They might still (if I conceive myself as an animal)
be able to carry on with regularity their play in me (a being
unconscious of my own existence) as 1deas bound together by
empirical laws of association and so having influence upon
feeling and desire—uz beng assumed that I should be conscious
of each mdindual idea but not of its relation to the umty of the
representation of the object by means of the synthetic unity of uts
apperception—but I should not thereby be able to know any-
thing, not even to know this state of myself’.%

Mr. Kemp Smith has omitted the parenthesis which I have
italicised His ground for domng so 1s that Kant ‘has not
developed a terminology really adequate to the statement of
his meaning’. The parenthesis, on the contrary, 1s absolutely
essential to Kant’s meaning. He 1s saymg that if I were an

L Apprehensio bruta’ 1s opposed to ‘apperceptio’.

2 Letter to Herz (XI 52), quoted in Kemp Smuth, Gommentary,
pp xhx-1

3 For Kant knowledge of objects and knowledge of self are correlative
terms—each implies the other

4 ] take the stress to be on the word ‘I’ The words ‘for me’ 1n the
next clause are 1talicised by Kant

5 The meaning of this has been already explamed 1 the letter 1tself.
‘If intuitions did not conform to the conditions of experience, they
would be for us nothing, that 1s, they would not be objects of knowledge,
neither of self-knowledge nor of knowledge of other things.’

8 T take this to mean that I should neither know any object thereby,
nor should I know the given 1dea as a state of myself
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animal, or if the animal part of me existed mn separation, then
I might be conscious of separate given 1deas, but I should not
be conscious of these ideas either as states of myself or as
referring to objects. The categories, 1n short, are the conditions
of knowledge both of self and of objects, but they are not the
conditions of consciousness.

So far as I can discover, Kant never dewviates from this
general doctrine. As regards the consciousness of animals,
although what he says should be taken as obiter dicta, there
are many passages where he affirms his belief that animals are
conscious, although not self-conscious, and I know none where
this 1s denied For example, in his lectures on Logic,! Kant
distnguishes different grades of what may be called, 1n the
widest sense, ‘cognition’. The first grade 1s 2dea or represen-
tation;? the second 1s i1dea conjoined with consciousness,
which is semse-perception® the third 1s acquamntance,* the
representation of something in comparison with other things
in regard to both identity and difference, the fourth 1s know-
ledge,® that 1s, acquaintance with something accompanied by
what Kant calls ‘consciousness’, in the sense, I take it, of
self-consciousness. Above these there 1s understanding,® in-
sight,” and comprehension,® but these we can neglect. The only
pomt with which we are here concerned 1s that animals attain
to the third degree of cognition; they have acquaintance with
objects, though they do not know them.?

1 Log Emnl VIII (IX 64-5), compare A 320 = B 376—

2 ‘sich etwas vorstellen’ This, 1 believe, need not be conscious.

3 ‘wahrnehmen’ or ‘percipere’.

5 ‘erkennen’ or ‘cognoscere’

8 ‘verstehen’ or ‘inteligere’ This seems to be identified here with
abstract conception " ‘einsehen’ or ‘perspicere’.

8 ‘begrexfen’ or ‘comprehendere’ The last two grades are here con-
nected with reason, see also Metaphysik, p 29

% It 1s unnecessary here to elaborate this distinction A dog has
acquaintance with, for example, meat and bread, for he 1s differently
affected by them He distinguishes between the two things, but he
does not know wherein the differences consist He may, for example,
have 1n smell a clear idea of the ‘mark’ of meat, but he does not
know that this 1s a mark of meat, he does not, 1n short, possess concepts,

4 ‘kennen’ or ‘noscere’.
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It seems to me that Kant, although he 1s never dogmatic
on the subject. believed animals to possess, not only con-
sciousness, but a relatively high grade of consciousness. And
I can see no adequate reason ether for mamntaining that Kant
held consciousness as such to be inseparable from the categories
or for condemning § 13 on such a ground.

and still less does he possess categories Compare Die falsche Spitz-
findigket, § 6 (11 59-60), where Kant also imphes—what 1s his usual
doctrine—that animals possess outer, but not inner, sense Here as
always concepts and judgements imply self-consciousness, since they
mmply a distinction between the self and the object Compare Nachlass
411 (XV 166) ‘Arumals have apprehensions but not apperceptions,
hence they cannot make their 1deas uruversal’. Other references are
K dU.§ g0 (V 464 n.); Anthr Erginzungen aus d Handschrift, 141,7
(VII 395) and Forischritte d Metaphysik (Phul Bib 46c, p 95) The
clearest account I have found 1s 1n Kant’s lectures on Metaphysics,
see Metaphysik, pp. 129-30, and compare p 119 Ammals have also
pleasure and pain, and this means that they are active, not mechanically,
but 1 accordance unth ideas, see Metaphysik, p 100, and compare
pp 10z and 106 In K d U Erste Emleitung V (Phil Bib. 39b, p 18)
anmimals are even credited with ‘instinctive reflexion’.



CHAPTER XVII

[

THE METHOD OF SOLUTION

§ 1. The Copernican Revolution

In stating his problem Kant has carefully excluded any
reference to his Critical solution, He has assumed only that
we possess certain 4 priors categories which claim to apply
necessarily and universally to all objects, and consequently
cannot be derived empirically by generalsation from experi-
ence.! It 1s true that he has found the onigmn of these categories
m the understanding and 1n the necessary forms of judgement
—this 1s the result of the Metaphysical Deduction. A rationalist
mught, however, accept this, and might® none the less hold
to the rationalist position that the mind possesses, 1 its own
right, a power of understanding, or reason, by which 1t 1s able
to grasp a prior: the necessary and universal characteristics of
things as they are n themselves The difficulty of justifying
the application of the categories to objects—a difficulty upon
which Kant has laid so much stress—rests partly on the fact
that hitherto he has dehberately kept it an open question
whether the rationalist doctrine may not be the correct
one?

Having stated the problem, he now passes to the method
of solution. He argues that a ratiGhalist solution 1s impossible,
and that the only way of solving the problem 1s to adopt the
Copemican standpoint of the Critical Phulosophy.

1 We acquire knowledge of the categories, that 15, we bring them
nto clear consciousness, by generalisation or abstraction from experi-
ence, but they possess a claim to umversal and necessary validity
which cannot be derwed from experence, but must, according to
Kant, be due to their origin 1n the nature of the mind,

2 This position was actually held by some of Kant’s critics See
MA.dN Vor (IV 474n)

8 Compare B 22 It rests manly on the fact that the categories
and intwitions are heterogeneous, see A 137 = B 176
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There are only two possible ways in which ideas! can be
related to their, objects. Either the object makes the idea
possible, or the idea makes the object possible > The first
alternative is the doctrine of realism, the second is the doctrine
which alone, if Kant 1s right, can explain the possibility of
a prior: 1deas.

§ 2. Emperical Ideas

If the object makes the idea possible, the 1dea must be
empirical. This 1s true of appearances, as regards that element
m them which belongs to sensation.?

1t would perhaps be clearer to say that intuitions must be
empirical so far as they are given to us in sensation, which
1s made possible by the object. Concepts also are empirical so
far as they are derived by abstraction from such empirical
intuitions ; and they too are made possible by the object, since
the object makes possible the empirical intuitions from which
they are derived.?

1 Kant uses the curious phrase ‘synthetic ideas’ If this 1s not a
musprint, he may be referring to complex intuitions—like the intuition
of a chair as opposed to the intuition of a colour—and to concepts,
which, as we have seen, are concepts of a synthesis.

2 A g2 = B 124 Afuller statementis to be found in B XVII, compare
also B 166 and A 128-9 The usual difficulty arises here as to what
Kant means by ‘object’, and 1t may be argued that the word 1s used
in two different senses , compare Prichard, Kant’s Theory of Knowledge,
pp 15 ff It 1s probably best to take ‘object’ at first on the common-
sense level A chair, for example, 1s supposed to give us our intuition
of ‘chair’, and from this we derive the concept of ‘chair’ by abstraction
—the object makes the idea possible Kant argues that we could
have neither the intuition of a charr, nor, consequently, the empirical
concept of ‘chair’, unless we 1mposed upon the given intuitions the
category of substance and accident, the category therefore makes the
object—the chair as hnown to us—possible It we accept this, the
chair becomes a phenomenal object, but it 1s still the phenomenal
cause of our sense-data, though the ultiumate cause or condition of
our sense-data 1s the thing-in-1tself No doubt this position 1s compli-
cated—too complicated for either Kant or an exposttor of Kant to
repeat every time the word ‘object’ 15 used—but I cannot see that
1t 1s unintelhigible or self-contradictory

3A 92 = B 125 4 Compare B XVII
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So far as any 1dea, whether ituition or concept, is made
possible by the object, 1t is empirical, and s far as any idea
1s empirical, 1t 1s made possible by the object.!

§ 3. A prion1 Ideas

If an 1dea 1s pure or a prior, 1t cannot, on this view, be
made possible by the object We must either give up a belief
in a priort 1deas, or ask ourselves whether our ideas can perhaps
apply to objects a priorz, because 1t 18 they which make the
objects possible.

This 15 a more difficult case We are not considering the
will, where we can have an 1dea of an object, and then go on
to make the object real by action What we are considering
1s knowledge, and it 1s obvious, at any rate to Kant, that in
knowledge our 1deas do not produce thewr objects, so far as
existence 15 concerned Even 1if we can produce an 1dea of an
object, this does not make the object itself real.

The suggestion which Kant puts forward 1s this Although
an idea cannot make its object real, it might nevertheless
determine a prio1z the character of the object as known. An 1dea
will necessarily determine the character of all objects without
exception, 1f only through this idea 1s 1t possible for anything
to be known by us as an object.

This 1s the suggestion upon which the whole of Kant’s
philosophy rests.

§ 4 Pure Intuttion and Pure Concepts

Whatever may be said about the bemg of an object, no
object can be known without both intuition and conception
or thought. Intuition 1s necessary, for only through intuition
is an object given—yet (if we consider mtuition 1n abstraction
from thought) 1t 1s given, not as an object n the full sense,

* This doctrine 1s Kant’s own doctrine 1n regard to all empirical
1deas, so far as their matter 1s concemned The Jorm, or universality,
of empurical concepts 15, hawever, made by thinking (see Chapter IX
§§ 4-6), and the forms of empirical mtuitions—space and tiune—
are due to the nature of our sensibility
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but only as an appearance* If we are to know an object m the
full sense of a real and concrete #ung, we require also concep-
tion; for only by means of a concept? can we think an object
corresponding to our intuition.?

It has been shown i the Aesthetic that space and time, as
forms under which alone an object can be intuited, must have
their origin 1n the mind, and so must condition objects a
priort As grven appearances, objects must necessarily conform
to these formal conditions of sensibility.

The question now arises whether there may be pure concepts
or categories which, although they are not (like space and time)
conditions under which alone anything can be intuited, are
nevertheless conditions under which alone anything can be
thought as an object wn general ® If thought as well as mtuition

1 This—it should be unnecessary to say—does not mean we should
know that i1t was only an appearance we should be below the level
at which appearance 1s distinguished from reality or the subjective
from the objective Nevertheless, we can look back at this level and
describe 1t from a higher pomnt of view ‘Appearance’, 1t should
be noted, 1s commonly applied to the whole phenomenal object
(as opposed to the thing-in-itself) Here 1t seems to be used for
what 1s to-day called the sensum or sense-datum as opposed to the
phenomenal object, though the commonest sense 1s also possible.

2 The concept here may be an empirical concept—to know thus
red bilhard-ball we must not only see the colour, we must think that
1t 1s the colour of a billiard-ball This, however, presupposes the
category of substance and accident

3'The sense mn which we must interpret such correspondence, if
we accept Kant’s Critical doctrine, 1s discussed 1n A 104 ff., compare
also A 189 = B234 ff and A 197 = B 242 ff

4 Kant adds ‘as regards the form’ (der Form nach). Perhaps this
15 parallel to the phrase n A 93 = B 126 ‘as regards the form of
thinking’ (der Form des Denkens mach) If so, 1t seems to involve
repetition, and means only ‘so far as the form of nturtion 1s con-
cerned’. It 1s perhaps just conceivable that Kant 1s referring to their
empirical form—see A 127-8 and Chapter VI § 8—but I should
hesitate to maintain this

5A 93 = B 125-6 Kemp Smuth translates this passage. ‘The
question now arises whether a prior: concepts do not also serve as
antecedent conditions under which alone anything can be, if not
intwited, yet thought as an object in general’ In his Commentary,
p. 222, he implies that the words “if not intuited, yet’ are not genumely
Critical I can see no justification for this assertion
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1s necessary for knowledge or experience of an object, and 1f
there are certain conditions or forms necessary to such thought,
then our empirical knowledge of objects must conform to these
conditions of thought as well as to the conditions imposed by
our sensibility; for unless 1t did so, there could not be such
a thing as an object of experrence.

§5 The object

Difficulties may agan be raised, mn this connexion, about
Kant’s use of the word ‘object’. It may be urged, for example,
that since there is strictly no object apart from thought, we
ought not to say that the object 1s given or intuited as an
appearance.

As against this I would maintain that although such state-
ments may be difficult, 1t 1 hard to see how Kant’s revolutionary
doctrine can be stated better. If we are to follow his theory,
we must set aside any view which supposes him to be describing
a temporal process whereby we pass from given intuitions to
knowledge of an object. We must start from the fact that we
know this concrete individual object—for example, this tree.
If we are to know thus tree, 1t must be given to intuition; its
colour and shape must be given to sight under the forms of
time and space, and this means that the tree 1s so far given.
But if the tree is known as a tree, thought also is present:
we must employ the concept of ‘tree’ and indeed the category
of substance and accident. There is only one object, namely
this green tree, and it is known only through a combination
of sight and thought. Nevertheless if we separate, by abstraction,
the seeing from the thinking, the secing would at most give
us the colour, and we should not know the colour to be what
it is, namely the colour of a tree; while the thinking would
give us only the concept of ‘treeness™ and no indwvidual object

1 Or the concept of ‘green trees 1n general’ Indeed if we consider
thinking 1n complete abstraction from what 1s given to sense, all we

should have would be the empty concept of ‘something’, the concept
of an obyject 1n general.
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at all It is only through the combination of ntuition and
thought that we can know the concrete determinate object.!

If this 1s true, then, according to Kant, the conditions of
thought, as well as the conditions of intuition, must determne
a priort the nature of the object as known.

§9 The Concept of an Object in General

At this point we should expect Kant to remind us that the
conditions or forms of thought are the forms of judgement,
and that the forms of judgement as determining the synthesis
of given intuitions are the categories. He has indeed referred
to this doctrine, when he has asked ‘whether there may not
be a prior: concepts which are conditions under which alone
anything can be thought as an object 1n general’;2 and he makes
a further reference to 1t 1n a parenthesis.? The reader, however,
is apt to be puzzled by the fact that the argument 1s made to
turn on ‘the concept of an object in general’, a concept which
has been explicitly connected with the categories only in the
question which I have just quoted.

No doubt we have had, even apart from this question, many
hints that categories are concepts of an object mm general.t

1 Compare A 258 = B 314. ‘It 1s only in combination that under-
standing and sensibility can, 1n the case of human beings, determine
objects. If we separate them, we have intuitions without concepts or
concepts without intuitions, but 1n both cases 1deas which can refer
to no determunate object’ See also A 51 = B 75

It should be noted that both concepts and intwitions are necessary
to determme an object Kant sometimes speaks as if the categornes
(or concepts of an object in general) deterrned given intuitions
(or the manifold of intuition), and he sometimes speaks as if given
intwitions deterrmined the categories; see for example, B 128—9,
B 143, A 251.

2 A 93 = B 125 ‘Conditions’ are commonly equated with ‘forms’.

3 A 93 = B 126. ‘Experience (so far as the form of thought is con-
cerned) 1s possible through the categories alone’ To the further
doctrine of the Metaphysical Deduction—that the categories are
concepts of pure synthesis—he may be said to allude, though very
mdirectly, when he comes to the subjective side of the Transcendental
Deduction 1n A 94

4In A 55 = B 80 Kant speaks about purc thought of an object
(or of objects), and 1n A 57 = B 81 about thinking objects completely
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In particular the conclusion of the Metaphysical Deduction
was that the categories apply a priorz to objects,! and that
through them alone can we think an object of ntuition.?
Nevertheless the exposition would have ganed greatly in
clarity, if Kant had asserted explicitly that the categories
must therefore be regarded as concepts of an object 1n general ®

§ 7. The Method of the Objectrve Deduction

When we consider experience, we find that always and
everywhere we have, in addition to the given intuitions, the
concept of an object. It is this concept which makes our ex-
perience an experience, and not merely a series of sensations.
The s1ze, shape, colour, and so on, which we intuit, are always
thought as the size, shape, and colour of some thing or some
object %

That 1s to say, the concept of an object in general 1s always
present 1n, and necessary to, our experience It 1s impled 1n
all our empirical concepts, such as ‘house’ or ‘ship’; for to be
a house or a ship is to be something.

Kant believes that the concept of an object in general
necessarily involves a vartety of different concepts To be an
object 1s, for example, to have quantity and quality and to be
a permanent substance with attributes, a substance interacting
causally with other substances The concept of an object 1n
general therefore differentiates itself into concepts of objects
m general,? just as the form of judgement differentiates itself
a prion, and also about concepts which may refer a prior: to objects,

compare also A 62 = B 87, A64 = B89, A79 = B 1og4, A 85 =
B 117-18, etc

1A 79 = B 105 A 80 = B 106.

® The required assertion 1s made in B 128 Compare also Chapter
XII§ 6

¢ From the point of view of common sense 1t would be more natural
to say that the concept of thing in general 1s present in all experience.
Kant’s contention 1s that only by substituting for this the concept
of an object 1n general can we justify @ prior: knowledge

& Compare Metaphysik d Sutten, Eml III1 (VI 218 n) I do not
think this implies that each category 1s vald of some objects but
not of others Kant sometimes speaks of ‘the concept of an object
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mto the forms of judgement. These concepts of objects 1n

general, or of an_object 1n general, are the categorses.

If the concept of an object in general 1s necessary for
experience, and if this concept differentiates itself a priori
into the categories, then clearly the objective validity of the
categories 1s established ; for through them alone is experience
of objects possible. Every object, to be an object of experience
must be thought, not only by means of empurical concepts, but
by means of the categores.

The categories render experience possible, only in so far as
the form of thought'—not 1n so far as the given matter or the
form of intuition—is concerned.

The categories, on this view, make the object possible in
the sense that they make it possible for us to have experience,
or knowledge, of the object as an object. We must think the
object by means of the categories, if 1t 1s to be known. Hence
our thinking 1mposes upon the object certain categorial charac-
teristics, and the object as an object known to us must have these
characteristics. It 1s therefore possible for us to have a priori
knowledge of objects by means of the categories; and just
because thinking imposes these characteristics upon objects,
the objects known are not things as they are i themselves,
but are things as they must appear? to human minds, which

mn general’ or ¢ the concept of something 1n general’ (etwas uberhaupt)
as the ultimate concept which 1s articulated in the categories But
the categories themselves are referred to indifferently as ‘concepts
of objects 1n general’ or ‘concepts of an object 1n general’; see, for
example, B 128 Siumularly there 1s no difference between ‘the concept
of spaces 1n general’ and ‘the concept of space in general’, see
A 25 = B 30.

1A 93 = B 126 By referring to the form of thought, Kant remunds
us, but somewhat late and not too clearly, of the argument in the
Metaphysical Deduction The form of thought 1s also called the
ntellectual form of all knowledge of an object (see A 129). It differen-
tiates 1tself mnto the forms or conditions of thought (see A 94 = B 126).

2 We are now concerned with the object, not as 1t would appear
to sense 1n abstraction from thought (as we were 1n the previous
chapter), but as 1t must appear to both sense and thought. Compare
Chapter 11 § 2
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can know ubjects only by a combination of sense and
thought.!

L]

§8. The Principle of Transcendental Deduction in General

The basic contention of this argument—that necessary
and universal characteristics of objects, if they are to be known
as necessary and universal, must be due to the nature of the
mind which knows—is the fundamental doctrine of the whole
Critical Philosophy and the ground of the Copernican revolu-
tion. We have met 1t already 1n connexion with space and time;
and 1t 1s here emphasised at the beginning of the Transcen-
dental Deduction, as it 1s reiterated at the end, both in the
first? and 1n the second?® edition.

Kant makes the general character of lis argument perfectly
clear. The transcendental deduction of all a priorz concepts—
whether they are pure intuitions, like space and time, or pure
concepts of understanding, like the categories—rests on one
principle, and on one principle alone that they must be
known as a prior: conditions of the possibility of experience.
If they are pure intuitions, they must be known as conditions
(or forms) of the intuition to be found in experience; and if
they are pure concepts, they must be known similarly as
conditions (or forms) of the thought to be found 1n experience.
One or other* of these they must be, and there 1s no justification
of a priors concepts on any other ground.

§ 9. The Method of the Subjective Deduction

So far Kant has dealt only with the objective side of the
"T'ranscendental Deduction, and he has informed us® that the

1 We have so far the first part of Kant’s answer to the question
‘How can the categories of the understanding apply to an object
given to intuition which 1s independent of thought?’ His first answer
1s that they must apply, if any object 1s to be known The explanation
of how they can, and must, apply 1s to be found in the subjective
side of the Transcendental Deduction together with the chapters
on the Schematism and the Principles of the Understanding

A 1289 3B 166-7.

“A g4 = B 126 Compare A 111 5 A XVII.
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argument’—unduly condensed as 1t 1s—is by itself sufficient
as an objective deduction. Since the Transcendental Deduction
has also a subjective side, 1t 1s only proper, in a general intro-
duction of this kind, that he should refer to 1t, and this he
duly proceeds to do.2

He does so m a short paragraph? which looks back to
A 77-9 = B 103—4, and forward to A 97 and A r15-16. This
paragraph is omitted in the second edition, and three other
paragraphs are substituted as a more suitable introduction to
the new version *

There are three onginal (or underivative) capacities or
powers® of the soul which are to be regarded as sources of
knowledge ® These contamn 1 themselves what we are looking
for, namely, the conditions of the possibility of all experience.
Therr names are sense, imagmation, and apperception. This is

1A 92-3 = B 124-6 2 A 94-5.

3 For no other reason than that 1t deals with the Subjective Deduction
this passage 1s regarded as late by Vaihinger and Kemp Smith As
against this view the continuity of Kant’s thought should be noted
The Transcendental Deduction of all a prior: concepts (including
space and time) must show that they are conditions of the possibility
of experience A transcendental deduction can, as we know, do so
only by finding their origin 1n the mund and 1ts powers But there
are three such powers, and each of these must be investigated The
three powers are sense, imagmation, and apperception Sense has
been treated 1 the Aesthetic, it Temams for Us to treat the other two

The reason why 1magination must be treated (as well as apperception
or understanding) 1s that imagination 1s the power which overcomes
the heterogeneity, already noted, in the concepts of the understanding
and the mtuitions to which they are supposed to apply

4Tt 15 1n the third of these paragraphs (B 128-9) that Kant gives
us a definition of category which connects 1t clearly with the form
of judgement, and which ought to have been given in the Metaphysical
Deduction 1tself The first two paragraphs give an interesting criticism
of Locke and Hume

8 Strictly speaking, a capacity (Fahigkert) 1s passive, and a power
(Vermogen) 1s active Sense 1s a capacity, mmagination and under-
standing are powers

8 They are called ‘sources’ here, and ‘sources of knowledge’ in
A g7 Strictly speaking, they are sources only of elements in knowledge.
To speak of a power as a source of elements 1n knowledge 1s to say
that these elements of knowledge have their oregin 1n this power.
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our first introduction to apperception 1n the first edition,! and
we might reasonably have expected understanding as in the
previous passage? Apperception as a power seems to be
identical with thought or understanding, but there 1s always
implied 1n the use of this word a suggestion that thought
or understanding is 1n some degree self-conscious.

These three powers—if this word may be used to cover both
capacities and powers—have an empirical and a transcendental
use 3 In their empirical use they are concerned with the given
matter of empirical 1deas; in their transcendental use they are
the source of @ pr20r2 1deas, and are concerned only with the
form, and not with the matter, of knowledge. The transcendental
use of sense was considered 1n the Aesthetic, where we found
that our sensibility was the source of space and time, the forms
of mturtion ¢ We have now to consider the transcendental use
of imagination and apperception, and to find in them the sources
of the schematised and pure categories, the latter being forms
of thought (as determining given mntuitions).

Kant mentions what 1s contributed to knowledge by these
three powers in their transcendental use.® We have three
things grounded upon them: (1) the synopsis of the a priori
manifold® through sense, (2) the synthesis of this a prio:
manifold through imagmation; and (3) the unty of this syn-
thesis through original apperception

1 In the second edition 1t 1s mentioned in B 68

* A 78 = B 103 It must, however, be remembered that ‘appercep-
tion’ was a word more familiar to Kant’s readers than 1t 1s to us.

3'The transcendental use of powers 1s here their use as sources of
the conditions of expemence—not their use beyond the lrnits of
experience See Chapter XI § 4

¢ 'The empincal use of sense 1s the reception of given sensa.

® Kant does not here state the obvious fact that in the empirical
use of these powers the given manifold and the synthesis would be
empirical, compare A 77 = B 103

® Vahinger (Die Transcendentale Deduktion, pp 6o-1 = 38-0)
seems to hold that in this passage sense gives us an a priorz synopsis
of an empirical manifold By this means he contrives to make A 94
inconsistent with § 10 He 1s followed by Kemp Smuth, Commentary,

p 226 This interpretation seems to me not only superfluous but
mmpossible
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This doctrine 1s the same doctrine as 1n § 10, for 1n addttion
to the a priori manifold and the pure synthesis mentioned
there,! it was pointed out that the unity of the pure synthesis
was due to the concepts which rest on the understanding; or in
other words which have their origin in original apperception .2

The word ‘synopsis’ 1s applied to sense, because there is
always in intuition, whether empurical or pure, a manifoldness.?
The word ‘synthesis’ would be inappropriate in connexion
with sense, because synthesis involves an active uniting of the
manifold, while sense 1s passive and does not unite its manifold.

Kant does not take enough trouble to make his terminology
uniform,? and this leads his critics to attribute to him incon-
sistencies In doctrine which are the product of their own
excessive attention to his words, and their failure to penetrate
to the meaming behind the words ® Kant nowhere recognises
original sources of knowledge other than sense, imagination,
and understanding or apperception, and he nowhere supposes
that the pure or transcendental synthesis can take place except
through the medium of a pure manifold.®

1 A489= Biog 2 See Chapter XII1§ 7.

3 A 97 Kant’s use of this term, I think, supports the view that
he did not accept the psychological atomism of Hume, compare
Chapter VI § 8

4 It may be observed that even Plato, superior as he 1s to Kant
both 1n elegance and 1n accuracy of style, 1s inconsistent in his
termunology 1n connexion with the Line and the Cave in the Republic.

5 In some cases Vathinger forces inconsistencies on Kant by failling
to see even the plamn meanmng of his words.

' The pure category, 1t 1s true, 18 the concept of the synthesis of
a manifold in general (without reference to the pure mamfold of
time) But this concept has no vahdity except as schematised with
reference to the mamnifold of time.



CHAPTER XVIII
THE PROVISIONAL EXPOSITION

§ 1. The Method of Exposition

Kant 1s conscious that the elaborateness and intricacy of the
Transcendental Deduction will be a source of difficulty to the
reader. For this reason he gives us first of all a provisional or
preparatory exposition.! He hopes to simplify the final exposition
by working out some of the details beforehand. Perhaps he
thought that the reader should be introduced by stages to the
most revolutionary part of his theory.

Such a method of exposition has, I think, something to
recommend 1t in principle, but 1ts application 1n detail suffers
from serious defects.

Kant himself suggests that the provisional exposition by
itself will be obscure, and will become clear only when we
have mastered the final or authoritative exposition in Section 3.
He even warns us that the provisional exposition is to prepare
rather than to instruct us, 1t deals 1n abstraction and in 1solation
with questions whose systematic treatment 1s reserved till
later.2

This warning must be taken seriously, if we are to understand
the argument. We must not suppose that because Kant treats
in isolation the three factors in synthesis, he has therefore
mtroduced a new doctrine that there are three syntheses instead
of one. Still less must we suppose that because he first discusses
what is meant by an ‘object’, and reserves till later the justifi-
cation of the categories, the account of the ‘object’ must
therefore have been written at a time when he did not know
what categories were.

It 1s more difficult to be sure whether Kant’s warning
means that some of the doctrines set forth in the provisional
exposition are not to be taken as his true view, but are intended
only to lead the reader towards the truth. The doctrine of

1A ¢8 2A 08, A 115
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imagination differs in the two expositions, and I believe that
Kant may have 1ntended to suggest that where the two exposi-
tions differ, it 15 the final exposttion whose doctrme 1s to be
accepted.

This is, however, a source of real difficulty. We are expected
to fill up the details of the final exposition from the provisional
one; but how can we do so with confidence, if the provisional
exposition is not in all respects reliable? Nevertheless it is
impossible to avoid doing so, for in certain respects the earlier
discussion, as Kant himself suggests, 15 more adequate and
detailed than the later.

In this matter we must do the best we can, but it is not
surprising that in view of the real defects in his method of
exposition, Kant has substituted a clearer and better statement
m the second edition.

§ 2. Repetitions

The method adopted by Kant 1s bound to lead to a great
deal of repetition, and these repetitions are increased by his
habit of beginning new sections with a little introduction and
finishing them with a review or summary of what has gone
before. From the accounts given of his method in lecturing,!
1t looks as 1f a practice which is useful in expoundmg difficult
subjects, especially to beginners, had become somewhat
exaggerated, and perhaps almost mechanical, with the advance
of years.

Kant’s habit of repetition, and indeed the mere fact that,
apart altogether from introductions and summaries, there are
two expositions in the first edition, and another one in the
second, makes the task of expoundmg the Transcendental
Deduction peculiarly difficult. For good or for evil I have set
out, not merely to state what I believe Kant’s doctrine to be,
but also to show, in the face of modern criticism, that his
argument 1s an argument, and not a collection of contradictions,

1 See the account given by Jachmann, quoted by Caird, The Critical
Plulosophy of Kant, Vol 1, p 64.
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In such a task I cannot avoid repetition. I can only hope to
reduce it to the necessary mmimum, and I will try to keep
the lines of the argument as clear as possible by relegating to
footnotes discussion of the many obscurities which we are
bound to meet.!

§ 3. The Objective Deduction

True to his method, Kant begins the provisional exposition
with a new introduction, which sums up his previous argument
and describes the Transcendental Deduction, firstly on its
objective, and secondly on 1ts subjective, side.

On the objective side we learn httle more than we know
already. The categories contain a priori the pure thought®
involved in every experience, and in order to show their
objective validity we have to prove that through them alone
can an object be thought.3

This contention 1s supported by considerations with which
we are now familhiar. Concepts have no content* apart from
intuitions, by which alone objects can be given to us. Intuition
m general constitutes the field, or the total given object, of
posstble experience Hence an & prior: concept must be related
to possible experience, if 1t 1s to be the thought of an object
and not a mere empty form which thinks nothing 3

If the categories are a prior: concepts, they cannot contain
anything empirical, or 1n other words they cannot be derived
from empirical intuition. They must none the less, if they
have objective validity, be related to possible experience,
and this they can be, only if they are @ priorz conditions of

1 As I have now indicated the broad lines of Kant’s argument 1n
the Transcendental Deduction, the reader who wishes to discover
how the general theory works out may prefer to go straight on to
Chapter XXX

® Kant mught also have said ‘the form of thought’; compare
Chapter XI § 2. 3 A 96-7

4 They could have the form of thought as their content, but Kant
regards this form as empty A concept of this kind would be ‘the
logical form of a concept’, rather than a concept which thinks any
object 5A g5
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such a possible experience Hence we have to enquire what
are the a prior: conditions on which experience rests (so far
as the thought volved 1n experience 1s concerned); and the
concept which expresses these conditions! adequately and
universally? will be the pure concept of the understanding
which we seek. These pure concepts of the understanding
must contain® pure a prior: conditions, both of experience,
and of 1ts object * Otherwise not only would they be thoughts
of nothing; they would not arise, even 1n thought, apart from
the given data of experience 3

Kant makes one new point Although the categories must
have this relation to experience if they are to be thoughts of
an object, and even if they are to arise in thought, nevertheless,
once I possess the categories, I can invent concepts of objects
which are erther impossible 1n themselves or incapable of
being given 1n any experience

For example, I can invent the concept of spirit or soul,
that 1s, the concept of an 1mmaterial substance possessed of
reason,® I do so, however, by leaving out something which

1'These conditions are ‘formal’, concerned with form not with
matter, and they are ‘objective’, that 1s, they are universal and
necessary conditions of objects being hnown—a subjective condition
would, I take 1t, be pecubar to an individual o1 a set of individuals
These objective conditions have their origin in subjective capacities
or powers, and such capacities or powers are therefore, in the last
resort, conditions of objects being hnown, but Kant would not call
these capacities or powers ‘objective’, presumably because they belong
to the mind and not to the object This suggests that objective
conditions must be elements 1n the character of the object itself,
as well as conditions of i1ts being known

2This seems to me to mmply that the categories are conditions
of all experience and not merely of some

3 A 96 Kant says indifferently that the categories ‘are’ or ‘express’
or ‘contamn’ the conditions of experience

1A g6 Compare A 111. ‘The a prior: conditions of a possible
experience are also conditions of the possibility of objects of
experience’.

51 take it that when Kant speaks of ‘the elements of all @ priori
cognitions’, he has 1n mind the categories, which are correctly so
described

8 See Traume eines Gestersehers, 1. Teil, 1. Haupts (I 321) and also
the Paralogisms
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1S a ne'cessary condition of possible experience Kant does not
tell us what 1s left out I take 1t to be ‘the permanent’ which
is given 1n inturtion This we can find only 11 outer intuition,
and so only 1n matenal substances, and 1t 1s necessary, if the
category of substance 1s to have validity

I can invent also the concept of God, and thus I do by
extending the categories beyond the limits of experience
Again Kant gives us no details of this process, but it obviously
takes place when we say that God must be the First Cause,
or that He must be the ens realissimum

Possibilities of this kind are no argument against the view
that the categories must contain the conditions of experience
and must be justified because through them alone can an object
of experience be thought.

§ 4. The Subjective Deduction

The contention that the categories must have objective
validity since only by means of them can an object of experience
be thought is the central argument of the Objective Deduction ?
But such a thought of objects, if 1t 15 objectively valid, 1s know-
ledge, and 1ndeed a prior: knowledge; and in this knowledge
more must be at work than understanding considered merely
as'a power of #iunkmg 2 Understanding, so far as 1t has a relation
to objects, 1s a power, not merely of thinking, but of knowing;
and we must explain how it can have this relation to objects,
or 1n other words how 1t can be a power of a prior: knowledge.?
This explanation 1s the task of the Subjective Deduction.

Understanding, as a_power of knowing, requires the co-
operation of sense and 1magination, and we have to 1nvest1gate
the possibility of pure understanding (as a power of a priors
knowledge) and of the powers of cognition on which 1t rests.

YA 96-7

?A 97 For the distinction between thinking and knowmg see
Chapter 11§ 4

2On Kant’s view, 1if it were not a power of a priorz knowledge,
1t could not be a power of knowledge at all

4 A XVI-XVII When Kant says this investigation 1s concerned with
the question ‘How 1s the power of thinking itself possible?, he ought



XVIII §s] THE PROVISIONAL EXPOSITION , 353

We have therefore to consider the subjective sources of
cognition which form the a prior: foundation of the possibility
of experience. These sources we already know to be sense,
imagination, and understanding (or apperception)—the last,
apart from sense and 1magnation, being a power of thinking,
not of knowing. Since we are concerned with them as giving
us (1n conjunction) @ prior: knowledge, we are naturally con-
cerned not with their empirical, but with their transcendental,
character.?

§ 5. The Threefold Synthesis

We are already aware that for knowledge we must have
three things: (1) a given sensuous manifold, which may be
empirical or pure, (2) a_synthesis of imagination, and (3) a
bringing of the synthesis to concepts by understanding ®
We are also aware that for a priors knowledge the manifold
must be pure, and that the synthesis of this manifold receives
its unity from pure concepts which have their origin 1n apper-
ception 3 Furthermore these pure concepts are concepts of
pure synthesis,* and they receive their stuff from space and
time, which contain a pure manifold and also are forms of the
empirical intuitions through which alone an object can be given &
This implies that every empirical synthesis 1s conditioned by
a pure synthesis

Kant proceeds to state his theory again; but as he has just
referred to the fact that sense, imagmation, and understanding

to say rather ‘How can the power of thinking give us a prior: know-
ledge?’ See also Chapter XI§ 11

Note also that 1n A g7, when Kant says that the three subjective
sources of cognmition—which must be sense, imagination, and under-
standing (as a power of thinking)—make understanding itself possible,
he must mean that they make understanding possible as a power
of knowwng

1 Compare A 789 = B 104, A 94, and Chapter XVII § 9. They
have a transcendental character—called 1n A g4 a transcendental
‘use’—as sources of a prior: 1deas, compare Chapter XI § 3—4

2A 77-8 = B 103

3 A 48-9 = B 104 and A 94, see Chapter XVII§ g

4A 48 = B 104, compare A 79 = B 104 5A 77 = B 102.

VOL 1 M

.
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have both an empirical and a transcendental character, he does
nut thank 1t necessany to repeat this Turthermore he makes
certain additions, and he also introduces needless variations
i termuinology  With this help Vathinger 1s able to argue
that the doctrine here 1s entirely different from that found
elsewhere I venture to mantan that the differences are more
in the expression than 1n the thought.

Ideas require to be combined, 1f we are to have any-
thing that can be called knowledge * Consequently sense by
itself 1s not enough for knowledge. sense may be said to
have a passive synopsis,? because 1t contains a manifold,
but it does not umte or combine the given mamfold, and
therefore we require in addition an active synthesis in order
to do s0.2

This synthesis 1s a threefold synthesis necessarily present
m all knowledge. (1) a synthesis of the apprehension of 1deas,
as modifications of the mind in intuition, (2) a synthesis of
the reproduction of ideas 1n 1magination, and (3) a synthesis
of their recognition 1n the concept

These three syntheses point to three subjective sources of
knowledge which make possible understanding (as a power
of knowledge) and experience itself (as an empirical product of
understanding) No reasonable man can doubt that these three
subjective sources of knowledge are sense, 1magination, and
understanding (as a power of thought) 4

It will be made sufficiently clear later that the three syntheses
are aspects of one synthesis,® and that each of them 1s pure
as well as empirical. The new doctrines expressed are that the
synthesis of imagination, even when 1t is pure or transcendental,
is a synthesis of reproduction (a doctrine pecular to the pro-

1A 97 Compare A 77 = B 102 2 Compare A 94

? Given appearances or 1solated sensa must be combined into an
object, such as a chair. This 1s 2 common-sense view quite distinct
from the atomism of Hume.

* Compare A 115 The synthesis of apprehension, although it 1s
the work of imagmation, points to sense as a source of knowledge
because 1t 15 a “taking up’ of what 1s given to sense

% Even here they have just been called ‘a threefold synthesis’
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visional exposition), and—what 1s more troublesome—that
there are four factors at work (one synopsis and three syn-
theses) instead®of the three factors which were described
before.

Nevertheless the fact that there are still only three subjective
sources of knowledge shows that Kant does not intend any
sertous departure from his usual doctrine The synthesis of
imagination, which was described before,! 1s here analysed
mto (1) a synthesis of apprehension and (2) a synthesis of
reproduction There 1s only one synthesis of imagmnation n
which both apprehension and reproduction play their
part 2

The synthesis of apprehension certainly cannot be ascribed
to sense, and must be ascribed to imagination, since all syn-
thesis 1s active Its character 1s made clear 1n A 120-1.
Imagination must apprehend the 1mpressions of sense, that 1s,
1t must take them up? into 1ts own activity ¢ Apprehension is,
however, closely connected with intwition, since 1t 1s an act
exercised 1mmedrately or directly on inturtion or sense-
perception 5

This unnecessary complication comes from speaking of
powers or faculties—a form of speech which 1t 1s easier to
condemn than to avoid. It would be simpler to say that the
mund (1) apprehends the given manifold of sense, (2) repro-
duces 1t 1n 1magination, and (3) recogmses or judges it by
means of the concept. These three acts are necessary for know-
ledge of an object.

One further addition made by Kant should be noted.
Apprehension 1s apprehension of ideas ‘as modifications of
the mund 1n intuition’. This implies that what 1t takes up

YA 779 =DB1o34,A 0

2 “The synthesis of apprehension 1s iseparably bound up with
the synthesis of reproduction’, see A 102

3 ‘aufnehmen > Compare A 77 = B 102

4 See also A 99 and A 102, and compare B 162 n

5 A 120 See also A g9 In other places it 1s said to make intwmtion
into sense-perception, and even itself to be sense-perception For
the connexion of imagination and sensibility see B 151.
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belongs to inner sense, and so 1s subject to the form of time.!
The consideration of this point must be postponed.?

¢

§ 6. Plan of the Argument

The argument 1s expounded 1n four ‘numbers’, which we
may call subsections These are as follows:

(1) The synthesis of apprehension 1n intuition.

(2) The synthesis of reproduction 1n 1magination.

(3) The synthesis of recognition in the concept.

(4) The provisional explanation of the possibility of the
categories, as a prior: cognitions

It will be observed that there 1s no mention of the categories
till we come to subsection 4 It will also be observed that the
first three subsections seem to be concerned with the sub-
jective side, and the fourth subsection with the objective side,
of the Deduction. As a matter of fact, the objective side of the
Deduction 1s found 1n the second part of subscction 3 as well
as in subsection 4. This distinction 1s, as usual, the main reason
why the latter half of the exposition 1s regarded by Vaihinger
as earlier 1n origin than the beginning

1 Hitherto no stress has been laid on time as opposed to space,
see Ass = B79,A77 =Br1o2, A78 = B1o4, A 8 = B 118, etc
The use of the singular ‘condition’ (Bedingung) in A 93 = B 125
seems to have no special significance, and I have presumed in Chapter
XVII § 4 that Kant was referring both to time and space.

9 See Chapter XIX § 2.



CHAPTER XIX

THE THREEFOLD SYNTHESIS

§ 1. The Importance of Time

The Transcendental Deduction is possible only because
tiume 1s the form of mner sense. This is emphasised by Kant
at the very beginning of his exposition,! and lus emphasis
is the more necessary, because time tends to fall into the
background as the argument proceeds.

Our 1deas, as we have seen, are of various kinds. Some are
emprrical and some are pure; some are due to the influence
of outer things,? while others are due to the working
of our own minds® However they originate, they are all,
in one aspect of them, modifications of our mind, as such
they belong to inner sense, and are necessarily subject to
time, the form of inner sense. It is this fact alone which
enables us to have a prior: knowledge of all objects of ex-
perience 2

If an object of experience 1s to be known, it must be given in
sensuous mtuition Kant believes that every intuition contains
1n itself a manifold or a manifoldness,® but he does not believe
that this manifold can be ‘represented’ as a mantfold by means
of mere sense. If we are to be aware of a manifold as a manzfold,
we must be aware both of 1ts unity and of 1ts multiplicity; and
for this purpose the mind must be active as well as passtve.

1A g9

2'These things may be taken either as things-in-themselves or as
physical bodies

3 Ideas due to the working of our minds are probably ideas of
states of the self, compare B 156 Concepts (as regards their form)
and 1deas of imagination might possibly be described as due to the
working of the mind, and so too might all a prior: 1deas, if ‘working’
could cover passive sense as well as active thought

% Compare A 55 = B 79-80, A 76~7 = B 102, A 1389 = B 177-8;
also Chapter VII § 2

5 A g7 Compare B 140
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The manifold must be ‘run through’ and ‘held together’, and
not merely received passively by sense.! ‘

One of the main reasons for this necessity is that it takes
time to apprehend a manifold as a manifold. Kant puts this
obscurely by saymg that the mind must distinguish the time
in the succession of impressions,? since each 1dea, as contained
mn one moment, cannot be anything but absolute unity.?

Kant is clearly mistaken, 1f he means that at every moment
we are given a single undifferentiated sense-impression, and
that we go on to join up undifferentiated atomic sense-impres-
sions into an intuition contamning a mamifold 4 His view 1s more
plausible, if we take 1t as expressing a limit reached by analysis.
Let us suppose him to mean that if we were to abstract from
the time-element in our consciousness, and ignore the con-
tinuous successive synthesis by which we hold together what
is given at different times and 1n different places, we should
be left with something which has no parts outside one another,
or before and after one another 3

For the present we must pass over the difficulties of this
doctrine. It is, however, obvious that we cannot be aware
of an intuition as lasting through time—and all intuitions last
through some time—without holding together before the mind
what 1s given at different times This need not commuit us to
the view that 1n any moment, taken apart from what comes
before it, we can be aware of a sense-impression which 1s an

1 Kant says ‘so st erstlch das Durchlaufen der Manmgfaltigkeit
und dann die Zusammennehmung desselben notwendig’ The use of
‘desselben’ 1nstead of ‘derselben’ 1s presumably due to the influence of
the words ‘aus diesem Manmgfaltigen’ at the beginning of the sentence

21 do not know what this means, unless 1t means that the mund
must know as parts of a succession the different times in which
impressions are gtven Compare A 167 = B 209

3A 99 Compare B 154, B 202, A 167 = B 209, B 218, A 192 =
B 237 See also Chapter XXXVIII § 1

% On thus view hus ascription of ‘synopsis’ to sense would be meaning-
less, and the first results of synthests would not be ‘confused’, see
A 94, Ag7,and A 77 = B 103

% See especially A 167 = B 209 and note that even then there 1s,
according to A 168 = B 210, a kind of multiphcity present Compare
also Chapters VI § 8 and XLII § 1.
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undifferentiated unity.! There can be no 1dea in an isolated
point of time any more than there can be a colour 1n an isolated
point of space. The fact that we can discuss these as abstractions
does not mean that they are given elements out of which our
experience is constructed. They are, at most, elements into
which our experience can be analysed.

§ 2. The Synthesis of Apprehension

The synthesis by which we run through the manifold and
hold it together in unity 1s called the synthesis of apprehension.

The synthesis of apprehension, unlike the synthesis of
reproduction, 1s exercised directly> on sense-impressions or
sensa.? It involves a ‘taking up’ * of given3 sense-impressions
mto empirical consciousness. Through apprehension of given
sense-impressions we acquire sense-perception.®

The synthesis of apprehension involves more than a mere
momentary taking up of sense-impressions. It holds the
manifold of intuition together in unity.” Passive sensibility,
although it can be said to offer or present a manifold,® cannot
produce® 1t as a mansfold, that is, as contained m one idea,
without the help of an active synthesis.

Kant adds that this synthesis of apprehension must also

! Compare A 1912 = B 236—7

® A 99, ‘geradezu’ This corresponds to ‘itmmediately’ (unnuttelbar)
m A 120, and ought to be translated

3In A g9 Kant says ‘on intwition’, and 1n A 120 he says ‘on sense-
perceptions’, but he means the given mamnifold, that 1s, sensa or
sense-1mpressions,.

4 ‘aufnehmen.’ See A 120, B 153, B 202, and A 190 = B 235.

b See A 201 = B 246

¢ ‘Wahrnehmung® See B 162 Kant, hke Leibniz, beheved that
sensations need not be conscious, but that apprehension and sense-
perception always are conscious Compare A 120, B 160, B 207,
and Anthr. §§ 5 and 9 (VII 135 and 144), also the curious doctrine
about sounds and colours in K d U. §§ 14 and 51 (V 224 and 324).

"In KdU § 26 (V 251) Kant distinguishes the ‘taking up’
(Auffassung or apprehensio) from the ‘holding together’ (Zusammen-
fassung or comprehensio) , but the synthesis of apprehension, and even
apprehension 1tself, 1s commonly used to cover both

8 ‘darbietet’ 9 ‘betvrr ken °
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be exercised a priore, that 1s, it must be exercised on the pure
manifold of space and time, which has its oriqin 1n our sensi-
bility.! He may mean, not only that a pure synthesis of appre-
hension is necessary for knowledge of space and time, but also
that such a pure synthesis of apprehension 1s present in every
empirical synthesis of apprehension as its condition. The latter
point is in any case made clear later;? and it is obvious from
what he has already said, namely, that all our ideas are n time
as the form of inner sense

In the second edition,® as indeed even in the first,* Kant
defines the synthesis of apprehension as if 1t were empirical
only. This 1s one of his many variations 1n terminology which
do not indicate a real difference 1n doctrine. Kant never ceases
to hold that the empirical synthesis of apprehension 1s con-
ditioned by a pure synthesis of the manifold of time.®

The full description® of the synthesis of apprehension 1s
‘the synthesis of the apprehension of ideas, as modifications
of the mund mn wntwtron’. This shows that apprehension qud
apprehension is concerned with ideas as these are present
to us in inner sense.” These 1deas may be called subjective
in the sense that for mere apprehension (that 1s, for appre-
hension considered 1n abstraction from thought) they are not
1deas of an object They would be described more accurately,
if they were said to be neither subjective nor objective, since
for mere apprehension they are certainly not modifications
of a subject which is distinguished from objects.? It 1s through

1 According to B 160-1 n 1t 1s through this synthesis that the
manifold of space (and time) recerves that unity which 1s necessary
if we are to have a pure intuttion and not merely a form of inturtion

2 The synthesss of apprehension 1s the transcendental ground of
the possibility of all knowledge, not only empirical, but also pure,

A 102 Compare also B 1601 3B 160.
4 A 120 Compare A 108
5 See, for example, B 160-1 and A 165-6 = B 206. %A 97.

" Thus 1s confirmed by A 98-9 and by A 101, and also, I think, by
the reference to empirical apprehension in A 115
8 As apprehended, 1deas are modifications of the mind or events

n a mental history We do not, however, know them to be such
except by inner sense and reflexion
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thought, and not through mere apprehension, that they are
recogrused to be 1deas of an object, and it 1s only when they are
recogmised to be 1deas of an object that they are recognised
to be themselves modifications of the mind. Knowledge of an
object and knowledge of a subject are for Kant correlative
terms, so that one always implies the other.

Kant is not maintaining that 1deas are first of all apprehended,
and then referred to an object by thought. He 1s, on the con-
trary, analysing our ordinary experience of objects; and his
doctrine is that when we are seeing, for example, a red box,
we must be taking up and synthetising given sensa by means
of imagination. This activity 18 a necessary element in our
experience, and must be distinguished from the thought
which is also a necessary element in the same experience

The synthesis of apprehension 1s closely connected,! or even
identified,2 with sense-perception,® and therefore involves
sensation® (which presupposes the actual presence of the
object5). Nevertheless the synthesis of apprehension seems
to give us more than a mere sensum.® In the above example
1t not only unifies the red colour, but combines 1t 1n 1magination
with other sensa, and so gives us the mtuition or image of

1B 162. 2A 192 = B 237, compare A 11920

3 ‘Wahrnehmung ’ 4B 207, ‘Empfindung ’

5 A so = B 74 The object may be taken here on a common-sense
level, but I think Kant would defend this statement both as regards
the phenomenal object and also as regards the thing-in-itself (in
accordance with his doctrine of double affection) The ‘presence’
attributed to the thing-in-itself does not imply that it 1s present in
a poimnt of space at a point of time, but only that 1t 1s the unknown
reality which appears Imagination when not manifested in appre-
hension does not involve the presence either of a phenomenal object
or of a thing-in-itself, compare B 151 and A 100

Something sumilar to apprehension must be present in dreams
and 1n fancy, but Kant seems to use ‘apprehension’ technically for
apprehension of a real object Apprehension 1s thus essentially an
element 1n experience, though 1t must be supplemented by thought
to give us knowledge of objects Compare A zo1 = B 246.

¢ I am taking a sensum here to be, for example, a colour or a sound,
and not merely the non-spatial and non-temporal elements into which,
according to some interpretations, Kant believed a colour or a sound
could be analysed

VoL 1 m*
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a box.! 1f this interpretation 1s correct, the synthesis of appre-
hension is the name for the whole synthesis of imagination,
whereby w e take up given sensa and combine them into objects?
in space and time This synthesis involves, as we shall see,
a synthesis of reproduction; and so far as we know that the
combined sensa constitute a real object, and not a product
of mere fancy, there must also be present a synthesis of recog-
nition

One other pomnt must be added It 1s sometimes held that
Kant makes a mistake 1n regarding sense as passive. I do not
believe that this can be properly called a mustake, unless by
those who maintain that there 1s no passive element in sense

1 Compare B 162 where we apprehend a house, and also the freezing
of water

2 Apart from the difficulty of being sure about what Kant meant,
1t 1s far from easy to find an unambiguous terminology for the expres-
sion of his meaning The synthesis of apprehension secms to give
us, not only colours, sounds, and so on, as individual wholes, but
also complete visual and tactual ‘1mages’—compare A 120 n —n three-
dimensional space Such an image apart from thought would be
indistinguishable from the similar images or appantions in fancy
and 1n dreams, and could not be known as a real object Nevertheless
the complex 1mage apprehended in sense-perception 1s not an 1mage
of the real object (except in so far as 1t 1s the appearance of an unknown
thing-in-itself) , 1t 25 the real (phenomenal) object, which, however,
1s known to be so only because thought 1s present in the experience
as well as sense and mmagination We are entitled to call 1t an ‘tmage’
only by an act of reflective abstraction which separates apprehension
from thought The realist would call it simply a ‘thing’

Kant’s doctrine would have been clearer, if he had used, say,
‘sensum’ for a colour or sound, ‘impression’ for the manifold elements
mto which 1t can be analysed, and ‘appearance’ or ‘mntuition’ or
‘image’ for that combined whole of sensa which by thought we recog-
nise to constitute an object of experience and which, 1n abstraction
from thought, might be called an indeterminate object We ought
to have other words for an imaginary object (or ‘appartion’) and for
the simular elements to be found within it Perhaps we ought also
to have neutral words for the case where the distinction between
real and imaginary objects 1s not made Kant leaves us to guess his
precise meaning from the context, and this 1s not always easy

3 By the synthesis of recognition we judge the combined colours

and sounds and so on to be accidents of a permanent substance 1n
a common space and time
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at all. If we consider sense-perception 1n abstraction from
thought, Kant holds that on analysis 1t 1s found to contain both
a passive and ah active clement. To be aware even of a colour
we require not only passive sense, but an active taking up,
running through, and holding together of what 1s passively
received. This actvity of imagination 1s, as he says, a necessary
ingredient 1n sense-perception;! and I cannot see that we
ought to recognise any further element of activity in sense-
perception—at any rate not on the level of common sense
or even of science

§3 The Synthesis of Reproduction

Apprehension involves more than ‘taking up’ the given
at the moment when 1t 1s given. Since our awareness of a
colour, and still more our awareness of a concrete object,
1s a process which occupies time,? we must, if we are to have
experience of objects, be able to keep before our minds what
has been given, when it is no longer being given. This 1s the
work of memory, without which there could be no knowledge.
Memory, however, involves thought or judgement, and this
1s reserved for subsection 3. The first thing that 1s necessary—
and this 1s still commonly believed to be a necessary element
in memory—is a_power of reproducing past ideas in imagina-
tton, which Kant regards primarily as the faculty of represent-
g an object even when that object is not present to us in
mtuition.?

If we are to be aware of intuitions (and still more of objects)
lasting through time, we must have reproduction of past ideas.
The synthesis of apprehension 1s inseparably connected with
the synthesis of reproduction.® It would, I think, be a clearer
statement of Kant’s doctrine, if we said, not that there are two

1A 120n

2 Compare Metaphystk, pp 55—6, and also A 103

3B 151 Compare A 100 This perhaps could be stated more
clearly by omitting reference to the ambiguous ‘object’. Imagmnation
reproduces mtwitions which are no longer given 1n sensation.

4A 1oz
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inseparable syntheses, but that the synthesis of agpx:ehensxon
includes reproduction as a necessary element within itself

Now awareness of pure mtuitions (ttme and space) 1s also
a process that tahes time If I am to be aware of a number
of units,! I must not only be aware of each unit, I must keep
them in mind, or reproduce them, as I go on to the other unuts,
Apart from such reproduction I could never be aware of a total
that I had counted; and indeed I could never be aware of
space and time, for they also are made up of parts which
I must know one after another

The pure synthesis of the apprehension of time 1s the neces-
sary condition of all knowledge (whether empirical or pure),
since all 1deas are given to us 1 time Hence the pure? syn-
thesis of the reproduction of time (as inseparably connected
with the synthesis of apprehension) is also a necessary con-
dition of all knowledge. The pure synthesis of reproduction
and the pure synthesis of apprehension alike belong to the
transcendental? acts of the mind, and we are entitled to speak
of the transcendental power of imagination, since imagination
1s the power which performs these acts The transcendental
synthesis of imagination 1s a necessary conditton of every
empirical synthests.

In 1ts essentials this doctrine 1s present everywhere 1n the
Kritik, but with one important modification Elsewhere, both
m the first and in the second edition, the transcendental
synthesis of 1magination 1s not reproductive but productive.?

It 1s this striking fact which (along with some others of less
importance) inclines me to the behef that the provisional
exposition may represent an earlier® level of reflexion, and

1 Other examples Kant gives are the parts of a line, and the divisions
of time between one noon and another

? Kant does not say expressly here that this synthesis 1s pure
(though this should be obvious from the context), but he does speak
of this synthesis as a pure transcendental synthesis in A 101

3 Transcendental acts are those which are sources of @ prior: know-
ledge and conditions of all experience 1A 118, A 123, B 152.

5 Vaihinger’s view (that Kant regarded the transcendental synthesis
of imagination first as productive, and then as reproductive, and finally
agamn as productive) seems to me to have nothing to recommend 1t
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perhaps gives us the line of thought by which Kant progressed
to his conclusions. He himself tells us that imagimation was
commonly regarded as reproductive,! and this part of the
Déduction seems to me to have taken 1its start from the Meta-
physica of Baumgarten 2 While 1t is barely conceivable that
Kant introduced this view into the provisional exposition
m order to conform more closely to the probable*views of his
readers, 1t 15 much more likely that he made use of it because
1t was a view which he had at one time held, and which he had
perhaps already written 1n this form 2

The two doctrines of imagination (as_reproductive and as
pw however, so different as might seem
at first sight. In_both cases a transcendental synthesis of the
pure bure manifold of time is the necessary condition of all know-
ledge.

Kant was perfectly correct 1n supposing that a pure repro-
ductive synthesis was necessary for knowledge of time There
must be such a reproductive synthesis, and 1t must be pure,
in the sense that the manifold synthetised 1s a pure manifold.
The reproduction, however, does not depend upon the fact
that the manifold of time 1s pure, 1t depends, like any other

preproduction, upon the fact that we tend to reproduce mn
imagination what has recently been before our minds mn a
particular context 4 It requires only a step to see that the pure
synthesis of time derives its transcendental importance from

1A 120n

2 See Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Vol XXX, p 174 (1930).

H J de Vieeschauwer in La déduction transcendentale has recently
shown that it 1s even more closely connected with the psychology
of Tetens He has also, I think, proved that Kant’s whole doctrine
of imagination was developed in the years immediately preceding
the publication of the Krutik

3 This has the further advantage that, if there are any reasons for
regarding the rest of the argument as early—it 1s certainly not pre-
Critical—the provisional exposition can be treated as all of a piece,
which 1n my opinion 1t undoubtedly 1s

4 For this reason 1t mught even be regarded as (so far) empirical
Compare A 118 ‘the reproductine synthesis rests on conditions of
experience’.
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the fact that time, like space, can be constructed a prior:,! and
that the reproduction mvolved 1s secondary There 1s no
revolution 1n passing from reproductive to productive (or
constructive) imagination, and the second doctrine 1s only
a more adequate expression of what was imperfectly expressed
in the first.

I believe Kant’s reasoning on this matter to be fundamentally
sound. It may require some modification 1n the light of the
difficult modern theory of what is called the ‘specious present’,
but I do not think that this theory affects the soundness of
his contention.?

§ 4. Three Kinds of Iinagination

So far Kant’s argument 1s sumple, and even obvious He
18 saying no more than this, that if we are to be aware of a
succession of appearances (or ideas) in time, we must be able
to keep before the mind both the past appearances and the
past time 1n which they appeared 2

This 1s, i the first instance, the work of reproductive
imagination. But imagination, according to Kant,* 1s of three
kinds. Firstly, there 1s plastic tmagmnation, which 1s concerned
with making 1mages or figures s space;® secondly, there is
associative imagmation, which connects ideas wm #me; and
thirdly, there is imagination which connects i1deas because
of their kinship or affinity8 that 1s, because they are derived
from a common ground? This latter kind of imagination
helps us to deal with a single theme, whether 1n silent reflexion
or in conversation.

1 For this reason pure synthesis can rest upon a ground of synthetic
a priort unity—see A 78 = B 104—and ultimately upon the categories

and the unity of apperception Compare Chapter XIII § 6

* See Mind, Vol XXXVIII, NS No. 151, pp 318 ff.

3 This requires judgement (or memory) as well as reproduction,
but we are at present concerned only with reproduction

1 Anthr § 31 (VII 174)

®When this imagmation 1s uncontrolled 1t 1s ‘phantasy’ (as 1n
dreams), when 1t 15 controlled 1t 15 ‘composition’ (as 1n the mmagination
of the artist) See Anthr § 31 A (VII 175) ¢ ‘Verwandtschaft.’

? Anthr § 31 2nd § 31 C (VII 174 and 156)
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It may be thought that the synthesis of reproduction is the
work of associafive imagination, which connects ideas 1n time.
But plastic 1magination seems also to be concerned, since
space 1s mvolved as well as time, and the busimness of 1magina-
tion (in apprehension and reproduction) 1s to make a picture
or image.! I believe, although Kant 1s far from making this
clear, that he has 1n mind all three kinds of imagination; and
of the three 1t 1s the 1magination determined by affimty which
is the most important, for 1t 1s this kind of 1magination which
enables us to associate 1deas because they are all 1deas of one
object 2 As Kant himself says,® “The ground of the possibility
of the association of 1deas, so far as it kes n the object, 1s called
the affinsty of the manifold’.%

If we keep this fact in mind, much that seems obscure or
arbitrary 1n Kant’s doctrine will become intelligible.

§ 5 Transcendental Affinity

Kant complicates his exposition of the synthesis of repro-
duction by introducing a doctrine which we may call the

1A 1201

2 Association by affinity 1s of course not confined to the assoctation
of the qualities of one concrete physical object It is also presenteg
when we associate the units we have just counted with the total pro-
duced by counting

Thus kind of association seems to me to be distinct from association
by contiguity or similarity, and to be clearly a factor 1n our experience
of objects Such association, 1t should be noted, presupposes the
concept of an object in general, and even in most cases the concept
of the special kind of object known It therefore could not mark
a stage 1n the process from subjective sensations to knowledge of
objects, but with such a process Kant 1s not concerned We shall
find later that the whole synthesis of apprehension 1s controlled by
thought (as well as by what 1s given). 3A 113

4 It may be obyected that in this passage Kant 1s dealing primarnly
with association 1n virtue of causal sequence, and that ‘affiuty’ 1s
here used 1in a wider sense than the restricted one considered here.
Even so, I think the terms of the definition are interesting as showing
some connexion between the doctrine of the Anthropologie and that
of the Krittk Moreover 1t must be remembered that for Kant causality
itself 1s involved 1n the nature of the object as such
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doctrine of ‘transcendental affinity’ ! This doctrine shows the
importance of the pure synthesis of imagination by explaining
how it conditions or determines the empirical synthesis

Every philosopher recognises, in some form, the empirical
law of the association of ideas. Ideas which habitually follow,
or accompany, one another? become associated, so that when
one of these 1deas 1s present, the mind commonly passes to,
or reproduces, the other 2 We have thus a power of repro-
duction which acts according to a fixed rule.t

This power of reproduction would have no chance of being
exercised, unless appearances were given to our senses In a
regular order. The empirical synthesis of reproduction pre-
supposes that given appearances are themselves subject to
a rule or law 1n accordance with which they follow or accom-
pany one another.

The examples by which Kant illustrates this point are
interesting, for they suggest that he 1s thinking mainly about
reproduction through affimty The synthesis of reproduction
would be 1mpossible 1f, for example, cinnabar were now red
and now black, now light and now heavy. In this case re-
production would seem to take place (as 1t commonly does)

1A r14; A 122, A 766 = B 794 The name of this doctrine 1s not
mentioned 1n A 100 ff nor 1n A 105-6 and A 108, where 1t seems to
be mmplied

2 Kant may be thinking only of 1deas which are habitually successive
or contemporaneous in time, but he may also be thinking of the fact
that 1deas accompany one another as ideas (or appearances) of one
object. This 1s suggested by the example of ‘cinnabar’

3 A 100 Compare Anthr 31 B (VII 176) Note that imagination
here (and this 1s the primary characteristic of imagination) can work
without the presence of the objcct, whereas mtuition—see, for example,
Prol § 8 (IV 281)—always mvolvcs the presence of the object Com-
pare also B 151 and Anthr § 28 (VII 167) Kant sometimes speaks
of intuition loosely, as in the passage from the Anthropologie, where
he says that ‘Imagination 15 a power of intuition, even without the
presence of the object’ It 1s unfortunate that he has no special word
to distinguish the 1dcas or 1mages of 1magmation from the intuitions
which contain direct scnsation

4'nach ewmer bestandigen Regcl’ It 1s difficult to be sure how far
the rule 1s really ‘fixed’ As usually formulated, the so-called laws of
Association seem to express only a tendency
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because we believe that certain qualities or appearances
belong to one ,object. Such association 1s distinct from
thinking, and need not involve consciousness of the rule to
which 1t conforms !

All this 1s reasonable enough, but 1t seems an immense leap
when Kant goes on to say, not only that something® must make
this reproduction possible, but that 1t must do so ‘because
it 18 the a przor: ground of a necessary synthetic unuty of appear-
ances’ 3

It 1s obvious that unless there were some regularity in given
appearances, there could be no association of ideas through
the frequent recurrence of similar ideas 1in immedate succes-
sion.? It 1s equally obvious that any attempt to infer from this
a necessary law of cause and effect governing all appearances
would be as fallacious an argument as one could wish to see.
A very limited degree of regularity in the succession of appear-
ances would make association possible, and even 1if regularity
were without exceptions 1n our experience, this would be far
from proving that the regularity was necessary

If Kant 1s thinking especially about the association of 1deas
through affinity, that is, through their connexion with one
object, such an association could not take place unless there
were objects whose given characteristics have some constancy
and coherence. But here again we are not entitled to infer that

1 Anthr § 31 C(VII 17%) Although not derived from understanding,
1t takes place 1n accordance with a rule of understanding, for there
would be no object, unless the understanding thought that the different
appearances were appearances of one object

2 A 101 This ‘something’ 1s, I think, in the first instance, the
transcendental synthesis of imagination which imposes necessary
synthetic unity on appearances The ultimate ground is the umity
of apperception See A 101-2, A 105, and A 122~3

3 This necessary synthetic unity 1s manifested, at least partially,
1in the fact that appearances accompany or follow one another in
accordance with rules, see A 100

4 Or simultaneously Kant 1s, however, interested 1n immediate
succession because of its connexion with causality, and he does not
mention simultanerty when he formulates the law of association (in
the narrow sense connected with associative imagination) Anthr.
§ 31 B (VII 176).
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the coherence of these characteristics in the object is a necessary
coherence.

These criticisms would be conclusive 1f we assumed the
doctrines of realism On a realistic basis the observed associa-
tion of 1deas will, at the most, lead us to ask whether we can
prove that there is an @ priort ground for that necessary syn-
thetic unity! of appearances? which seems to be presupposed
by such association The proof of such a ground cannot in any
case depend on the contention that without necessary syn-
thetic unity of appearances there would be no such association
of ideas as we find 1n experience If we are to prove thar there
15 a necessary synthetic umty of appearances, we must—as 1n
the proof of any kind of necessity—show that 1t has 1ts ongin,
or a priwr: ground, 1n the nature of the mind The possibility
of finding such a ground rests on the doctrine which Kant
concerves himself to have already established: that given
appearances, or phenomena, are not things-in-themselves,
but are only the play of our own ideas, and can be re-
duced to determinations of mner sense® This means that
they must necessarily conform to tiume, as the form of mner
sense

If we can show that a pure transcendental sinthesis of
imagination 1s necessary for knowledge of time (and space)*
this will 1mply, according to Kant, not only that there must
be a necessary synthetic umty of time (and space), but also
that there must be a synthetic uruty, or transcendental affinity,
of appearances 1 time (and space) 3 As I have already shown
that there must be such a pure transcendental synthesis of

! We can describe this as ‘transcendental affinity’, and take 1t to
cover both the necessary regulanty and the necessary coherence of
which I have spoken above

® For the realist ‘appearances’ would be ‘things appeanng’.

3A 101

4 The presence of space 1n this argument as well as time 1s typical
of Kant’s argument throughout in spite of his imsistence on the
special importance of time

8 Thus 15 what Kant claims to prove in the Principles, and especially
mn the Analogies, but he seems to assume 1t here.
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imagination,! the argument 1s now complete;? but we must
consider Kant’s gwn exposition a little more closely.

§ 6 The Pure Transcendental Synthesis of Reproduction

The sentence :n which Kant expresses the crucial stage
of his argument?® 1s unfortunately intricate, and leaves many
gaps to be filled in I will try to deal in my own way with
the elements of which i1t 1s composed When the reader has
grasped the relation of these elements to one another, he will
be able to follow Kant’s general meaming in spite of the awk-
wardness with which 1t 1s expressed.

Kant assumes that experience presupposes the reproduci-
bility of appearances.* He takes this to mean that 1t presupposes
the possibility of a ‘thorough-going’ synthesis of reproduction,
that 1s, of one which rests, not on occasional conjunctions
of the given, but on necessary and universal conjunctions;
or 1n other words on necessary synthetic unity (or transcen-
dental affimity) If there 1s such a mecessary svnthetic umity
In given appearances, it must have an a prorz ground 1n the
nature of the mind Let us suppose that this @ przorr ground
1s a pure transcendental synthesis of the imagination® which
combines the pure manifold of time (and space)

So far we have a provisional analysis which attempts to

1 See § 3 above Whether we regard this transcendental synthesis
ag productive or reproductrve 1s, as I have said, of nunor importance
It1s properly regarded as productive, but in this passage Kant describes
1t as reproductive This may be the source of his obscure statements
about ‘necessary reproduction’ in A 105-6

2 In the Kruttk der Urteilskraft, Eml V (V 181—6)—and especially
mn the ‘Erste Ewmleitung’ IV (Plul Bib 39c, pp 15-18)—Kant scems
to recognise that the necessary synthetic umity proved in the Knitik
der remen Vernunft docs not by itself guarantec that homogeneity
and regularity which we all assume to be present in nature I doubt
whether he was aware of thus when he wrote the present argument.

3'The last sentence of A 101, 1In Kemp Smuth’s translation. ‘For
if we can show reproducibility of experience’

41 am beginning with the end of the sentence, where it overlaps
mto A 102

5'This in turn 1s grounded mn the umty of appcerception
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discover, by a regressive argument, where we are likely to find
the conditions of experience If we are to justify our view
of these conditions, we must proceed by a progressive argu-
ment.! This we are now 1n a position to do

Kant believes he has proved that time (and mn some degree
space) are conditions of experience, and that appearances are
not things-in-themselves, but mere 1deas, which as such must
necessarily conform to time, the form of inner sense Hence
all he has to show, at the present stage of the argument, 1s that
a pure transcendental synthests of 1magination is necessary for
knowledge of time (and space); or 1n other words that without
such a transcendental synthesis we could not represent the
pure manifold of time (and space) as a manifold or have one
whole idea of time and space as possessing necessary synthetic
unity. He assumes that this transcendental synthesis will
impose necessary synthetic unity? on the empirical manifold
given in time (and space), and in this way will make a thorough-
gomng synthesis of empincal reproduction (and therefore
experience 1itself) possible.®

Kant then shows—on the ground that 1t takes time for us
to apprehend a pure manifold as a whole, or as combmned
in one idea—that a pure reproductive synthesis of 1magination
is necessary, 1f we are to know a line, or the time from one noon
to another, or a definite number, and even 1f we are to know
time and space themselves. The pure reproductive synthesis

1 See Chapter VI § 2.

?This has already been asserted 1n A 79 = B 104 Kant makes hs
argument more difficult to follow by speaking, not about ‘necessary
synthetic unity’, but about ‘such a combination of the manifold as
makes a thorough-going synthesis of reproduction possible’ I take
:comblnatlon’ here as equivalent to ‘necessary synthetic unity’ There
is a further difficulty 1n the fact that he leaves 1t to us to make the
connexion between such ‘combination’ and the pure transcendental
synthesis of the imagination, which 1s mentioned later 1n the sentence

* He also assumes that the thorough-going synthes:s of reproduction,
since 1t has 1ts ground 1n the necessary synthetic umty imposed by
the transcendental synthesis of imagination, will be grounded on the
a prior: principles which are bound up with this necessary synthetic

umity These principles are primarnly the Analogies of Experience
Compare ‘a prior: rules of synthetic umty’ n A 110
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of imagination 1s therefore a condition of all experience and
all knowledge, and 1s properly described as transcendental.!

Kant’s exposition 1s awkward, and for this reason I have
considered his argument in a different order, not only at the
crucial stage, but throughout the subsection as a whole. Never-
theless no part of the argument 1s to be regarded as a digression 2
There would be Iittle point 1n insisting on the necessity for
a pure synthesis of reproduction, unless it were also shown
that this synthesis is a source of necessary synthetic umty;
and 1n view of Hume’s doctrines 1t was very important for Kant
to distinguish clearly between an empirical synthesis of repro-
duction and the transcendental synthesis which 1s its con-
dition.3

In this complicated exposition I have followed what I believe
to be the orthodox translation and interpretation Nevertheless
1t seems to me that another translation and interpretation is
possible; for in the clause ‘die emme duichgangige Synthesis der
Reproduktion moghch macht’, ‘die’ may be the object, and not
the subject. On this translation Kant’s argument 1s as follows:
if we could show that even our purest a priorz intuitions give
us no knowledge except 1n so far as they contain a combination
which is made possible by a thorough-going synthesis of repro-
duction, then this synthesis of reproduction (since 1t 15 a pure
synthesis) is grounded on a prior: principles independently
of experience, and must be supposed to be a pure transcen-
dental synthesis and a condition of the possibility of experience.

This version 1s simpler, for only one synthesis (the pure
transcendental synthesis of reproduction) 1s in question; and
it seems to describe better what Kant goes on to prove, namely
that apart from a pure synthesis of reproduction we cannot

1 Compare § 3 above

2 Nor do I think 1t necessary to hold with Adickes that the awkward-
ness in this and other cases must be due to a later insertton Why
should we assume that the first draft of an argument 1s likely to be
the most clear?

3 Compare A 115-16 and A 766 = B 794 This was all the more
important when Kant was himself describing the transcendental
synthests as reproductive



374 THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION [XIX §7
[ 4

have a whole 1dea of a line or a period of time or indeed of the
one time (and space) which 1s a condition of experience—the
whole idea bemng ‘an intwition which contains combmnation’
If we object that Kant assumes without argument that a pure
synthesis of time and space will impose necessary synthetic
unity, and so reproducibility, upon appearances, this objection
applies equally to the orthodox view.

I believe that this interpretation finds some support 1n A 123,
and on the whole I am inclined to think 1t 1s the correct one.

§ 7. The Synthesis of Recogmition

We already know that our synthesis of imagination has
to be brought to concepts by understanding ! This doctrine
Kant seeks to make more exphecit in dealing with what is here
called the synthesis of recognition 1n the concept

The example by which Kant seeks to make his meaning
clear 1s the act of counting This 1s presumably a pure syn-
thesis,? that 1s to say, the counting 1s concerned with abstract
units, and not with concrete things like sheep or goats His
argument applies, however, both to pure and to empirical
synthesis; and, as we have seen, an empirical synthesis always
involves a pure synthesis as well

If we are counting up to, say, twenty, we must remember
(or recognise) that the units which we finally think of as twenty
are the same as the units which we have counted on our way
to this total. Kant regards this, rightly or wrongly, as involving
the reproduction of the units 1n imagination; but the really
important point 1s his contention that 1n order to count up to
twenty units we must recognise, not only that the twenty units
are the umts we have counted, but also that the total 1s produced

by one act of counting, that 1s, by the successive addition of
unit to unit

A 78 = B 103, compare A 78 = B 104 Scc also Chapter XII1§ 5

2Asin A 102 Even 1n A 99 the example he gives in connexion with
the synthesis of apprehension 1s the 1dea of space His main 1nterest 18
directed to puie synthests, because 1t 1s through the pure synthesis
of time (and space) that the categories are imposed upon objects
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Such recognition involves the presence of concepts! In
particular 1t involves the concept of ‘number’, which Kant
regards as the concept of the successive addition of homo-
geneous units to one another 2 To recognise that this 1s the
number twenty, we must have a concept of the general char-
acter of the synthesis by which number 1s produced. That
1s to say, we must be conscious, however dimly,®of the char-
acter or the rule of the synthesis and so of its unzty. These
phrases are treated by Kant as if they were 1dentical in mean-
ing;* and he asserts here that the concept of ‘number’ consists
in consciousness’ of the unity of the synthesis ¢

We can now state Kant’s position more generally. In order
to recognise any object as an object, we must unite 1n one 1dea
the manifold which we have (1) mtuited in successive moments,
and (2) reproduced 1n 1magination,” and this means that we
must, 1n one act of consciousness, be aware of the unity of the
synthesis whereby the manifold 1s combined 1nto one object. Such
awareness Kant describes as ‘recognition® 1n the concept’. Were
1t not for this power of recognition, mere reproduction would be
useless We mught have a variety of intuitions ‘hovering’ before
us at any moment, but we should be unable to 1dentify them

1 It involves the concept of ‘unit’, all units bemg regarded as
homogeneous with one another, see A 142 = B 182. It also involves
the concept of the decad—we know that we have grasped the added
units 1n two scts of ten, see A 78 = B 104 I take 1t that the concept
‘twenty’ 1s also involved, although the proposition 1n which the result
1s expressed 1s a singular proposition, see A 164—5 = B 205-6

2 Compare A 142 = B 182 Here as usual Kant identifies the concept
of what 1s produced by the synthesis with the concept of the synthesis
itself 3 This qualification will be explained in § 8 below.

¢ Compare Chapter XIII § 7

5 This, I think, involves some degree of self-consciousness

6 It should be noted that the judgement which makes use of the
concept of ‘number’ 1s 1n some degree making explicit the rule which
1s at work mn the synthesis of imagmation and which gives that
synthesis its uruty, see Chapter XIII § 5 It should also be noted that
number 1s the schema of the pure category of quantity, see A 142 =
B 182 In applymg particular concepts we are also, consciously or
unconsciously, applying the categories 7 See A 103.

8 The word ‘recognrtion’ presumably implies that reproduction and
memory are mvolved.
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with ;nythmg that went before,! or to find 1n them that unity
without which they would not constitute an individual whole.

Kant 1s clearly right in holding that unity 1n consciousness
and unity 1n the object are correlative, and that unless con-
sciousness grasps the given elements together, these will not
form one object for us. The interesting part of his doctrine
15 that such ‘grasping’ involves, not only one synthesis of the
imagination, but also consciousness, however elementary, of the
character of this synthesis, and so of the rule which 1s at work
in 1t and 1s the source of its unuty To say this is to say that for
knowledge of an object we require a concept of the synthesis
whereby the manifold 1s combmed in one 1dea or intuition 2
Such a concept—and this 1s definitely Kant’s doctrine—
implies some degree of self-consciousness.?

Kant’s own summary* of his theory shows quite clearly that
we are dealing with only one synthesis, and not with three.
Apart from the addition that 1magination 1s reproductive, 1t 1s
identical with the doctrine of the Metaphysical Deduction ®
It prepares the way for the unity of apperception, and for the
doctrine that there 1s no object (as distinct from given 1mpres-
sions) without concepts or without judgement ©

In this argument there are three main questions which
require further elucidation before we can go on to consider
the part played by the categories. These are (1) the nature
of an ‘object’, (2) the nature of a ‘concept’, and (3) the nature
of ‘unity of consciousness’. It 1s these questions with which
Kant now proceeds to deal.’

1Ths fact 1s, I think, sometimes forgotten 1n modern discussions
about memory Compare my article in Mind, Vol XXXVIII, NS
No 151, pp 320 ff

* Kant even asserts that the word 'Begriff’ (concept) itself suggests
consciousness of the unity of synthesis—presumably because ‘begreyfen’
(to concerve or understand) 1s to ‘grasp together’ or ‘comprehend’

? Ammals cannot have concepts because they have no self-
consciousness, compare Nachlass 411 (XV 166)

‘In A 103 5A 779 = B 1034 " A 104

7 In spite of this Vathinger alleges that Kant at this point (A 104)

introduces notes belonging to a pre-Critical period, and entirely
irrelevant to the argument!
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Before we consider these, there are some points which
require to be cleared up.

§ 8. Clear and Obscure Ideas

It would be absurd to suppose that in knowing objects
we always make clear to our minds the concepts employed,
and still more absurd to suppose that we consciously recognise
these concepts to involve the unity of our act of synthesis !
Kant meets this difficulty by his doctrine that ideas may be
either clear or obscure.

When an idea 1s present to our minds as different from other
ideas it 1s a clear 1dea When the elements of which it 1s com-
posed are also clear, the 1dea is a destanct 1dea The opposite of
‘clear’ is ‘obscure’, and the opposite of ‘distinct’ is properly
‘indastinct’, although in common philosophical usage it is
‘confused’. We make our clear ideas distinct by means of
analysis.?

Since an obscure idea is not present to our minds as different
from other ideas, 1t may be said to be an unconscious idea.?
This 1s a paradox, and Locke, in his attack upon innate ideas,
rejected the existence of unconscious ideas. It is, however,
possible to be mediately conscious of an idea, without being
immediately conscious of 1t Obscure 1deas are those of which
we are mediately conscious.t We are not immediately aware
of them, but they are imnvolved in ideas of which we are im-
mediately aware.

1 For example, 1n counting up to twenty we need not make clear
to ourselves that we are employing the concept of ‘number’, much
less that the concept of number is, or involves, the concept of the
unity of the synthesis whereby we successively add homogeneous
units to one another Nevertheless we must be dimly aware of the
character of what we are doing, for otherwise we should not know
that we had before us twenty units

For the obscurity of the concept see also A 106

2 Anthr. § 5,6 (VII 135, 137-8), Log Eml V and VIII (IX 334,
61-2), B 414-15 n , A 77 = B 103, and also Leibniz, De cognitione,
venitate et iders (IX m the edition of J E Erdmann) Compare also
Chapter XIII1§ 3 (p 266 n 4)

3Log Eml V (IX 33) & Anthr § 5 (VII 135)
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That is to say (and it is, I suggest, true), there may be 1deas
implicit in our consciousness which we haye not yet made
explicit, and there are different degrees in which we make our
ideas explicit. This 1s obvious, for example, as regards the
laws of thought, which are presupposed by our thinking long
before we make them clear to our own minds; but it 1s true
also both of such concepts as are at work in recognition and
of the unity of consciousness which they imply.

According to Kant the concept of an object imphies conscious-
ness of the umty of the synthesis without which the object
cannot be known; and this consciousness must itself be one
consciousness.! Such consciousness may be faint (or obscure)
In various degrees. We may connect it with the production
of the idea of the object only 1 1ts effect, and not 1n the act
of synthesis itself, that is, not? immediately.? In other words,
in the act of synthetising an object, we may not be Zmmediately
aware of the unity of consciousness (or even of the concept)t
which 1s necessarily involved. The fact that such unity of
consciousness must be involved can, however, be discovered
by considering the effect of our act of synthetising, namely,
that an object is known If we know an object, then, as Kant
says, ome consciousness (or umty of consciousness) must
always be present, although 1t may lack clarity® and may not
stand out® among the 1deas of which we are aware ; and without
this one consciousness (whether clear or obscure) there can
be neither concepts nor any knowledge of an object.

More simply, this consciousness of the unity of the synthesis

1 This 1s clearly a kind of self-consciousness

2 Kant omits the word ‘not’ which 1s imphed after ‘that 1s’ This
seems to be a Kantian idiom, see B 72 ‘weil sie mcht ursprunglich, d 1
emne solche 1st * Kemp Smuth’s translation inserts the ‘not’ which
18 required 1n English ‘it 1s not original, that 1s, 1s not such %

3The emendation of Adickes seems to me to obscure, rather than
to clarify, Kant’s meaning See Raymund Schmidt and Kemp Smuth’s
translation ¢ Compare A 106

§ Not merely ‘distinctness’ as Professor Kemp Smuth’s translation
suggests It 1s not separated out from other elements 1n the experience

8 A 104. The actual words are ‘die hervorstechende Klarheit mangelt’
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may be obscure in varying degrees. It may not be immedrately
present to our minds, but a reflective analysis of the ideas
immediately present to our minds will indicate that it must
be present.!

All this 1s, it must be admitted, full of difficulties. Never-
theless unity of consciousness is clearly necessary for know-
ledge of any complex object whose parts are successively
apprehended. How far we are aware of this unity of conscious-
ness, that is, how far we are self-conscious, may vary greatly
m degree,® but we can always become aware of this unity
by reflective analysis. The relation between concepts and unity
of consciousness 1s less obvious, but the concept of any object
is certamnly impossible apart from unity of consciousness:
it is perhaps impossible even without some awareness, however
dim, of this unity of consciousness as manifested in the syn-
thesis whereby we combine the manifold imnto one object; and
this means that it is impossible apart from some awareness
of the character (or rule) of the synthesis whereby we combine
the manifold into one object. The fact that we do not ordinarily
separate, or make clear, these different elements in our experi-
ence of objects 1s in any case irrelevant to the correctness
or incorrectness of Kant’s analysss.

§ 9. Emprrical and Transcendental Apperception

If Kant had possessed a tidy mind, he would have pointed
out (what is sufficiently obvious) that recognition in the concept
involves understanding or apperception He would also have
asked whether there is a pure transcendental synthesis of
recognition as well as an empirical one; for 1n this way alone,
it would seem, can the parallelism of the threefold synthesis
be complete. His failure to deal with these points and his
slowness in coming to the distinction between empirical and

1'This doctrine 1s stated more fully in A 117 n. Compare B 132-3
and B 134 For ‘clarity’ see also A 196 = B 241.

2 T should imagmne that 1n counting up to twenty there 1s usually
a considerable degree of self-consciousness we know what we are
doing, even if our attention 1s not dirccted to our act, but to 1ts results.
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transcendental apperception® have led Vaihinger to maintain that
the rest of subsection 3 has no connexion with what goes before.
Yet it is one thing to recognise that Kant’s argument is untidy,
and quite another to maintain that 1t is not an argument at all.

There can be no reasonable doubt that in addition to em-
prrical recognition by means of empirical concepts there 1s also
pure recognition by means of pure concepts—the 1llustration
from counting 1s itself an example of this 2 The transcendental
importance of recognition does not, however, depend upon the
fact that in some judgements we employ pure mathematical
concepts as opposed to empurical ones. It depends upon the
fact that in all recognition and 1n all judgement there must
be unity of thought and awareness (clear or obscure) of this
unity ® The empirical manifold given to sense 1s conditioned
by the form of time (and space), the empirical synthesis of the
given manifold 1s conditioned by the transcendental synthesis
of time (and space); and the recognition of the empirical object
and of the complex synthesis by which 1t 1s combined is con-
ditioned by the unity of thought or of self-consciousness.
Hence Kant ignores the difference between empirical and pure
recognition, and discusses instead the difference between
empirical and transcendental apperception—transcendental
apperception being the ultimate condition of all recognition
and the source of the forms of thought.#

1 See A 107

2 Compare § 6 above Every mathematical judgement 1s an example
of pure recognition

3 Kant believes this 1s necessary to conception and judgement as such.

4 The view taken in this paragraph 1s borne out by Kant’s own
summary of the provisional exposition mn A 115 There the three
subjective sources of knowledge are said to be sense, 1imagination,
and apperception—the only three which Kant ever mentions, f (as
even Vaihinger admits) apperception as a power can be identified
with understanding This passage displays Kant’s usual carelessness
in termunology, but it should be noted that empirical apperception
1s manifested 1n recognition, recognition being 1dentified with ‘empirical
consciousness of the identity of the ideas reproduced with the appear-
ances through which these 1deas were onginally given’ I take it that
such recognition would cover the case where the manifold reproduced
was 1tself pure
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To the distinction between empirical and transcendental
apperception we shall come in due course We must not,
however, forget that transcendental apperception, although it
is the condition of all recogmtion (including empirical recog-
nition), 15 not a condition under which the empirical manifold
is giwen. The empirical manifold must conform to the unity
of apperception only because the empirical synthesis of 1magina-~
tion must conform to the transcendental synthess of imagina-
tion; and the transcendental synthesis of i1magination can
conform to the unity of apperception, and so to the forms
of thought, only because 1t is a pure synthesis.!

1 As a pure synthesis 1t rests upon a ground of synthetic a prior:
unity—see A 79 = B 104, as a pure transcendental synthesis 1t has
1ts ground in the umty of apperception (and the categores), and 1t
imposes necessary synthetic umity upon the pure manifold of time
(and space), and consequently upon the empirical mamfold given
under the form of time (and space)—compare A 118, A 123, B 1512
See also Chapter XIII § 6, and § 3 of the present chapter This view
has at least a show of plausibility if we regard the transcendental
synthesis as essentially productive.



CHAPTER XX

THE OBJECT AND THE CONCEPT

§ 1. Kant's Method of Exposition

Instead of passing straight from empirical recognition (or
empirical apperception) to transcendental apperception (and
the transcendental unity of apperception), and from transcen-
dental apperception to the object and the categories, Kant
makes a break in the argument, and deals at first with the
nature of the object which is known in recognition. In this
he is doing what he did in regard to transcendental affinity.
He is leading us, by a provisional and regressive (or analytic)
argument, to the position where we can follow the progressive
(or synthetic) argument on which his doctrine 1s based.!
This method of exposition has been severely criticised by
many commentators. It 1s certainly awkward, but it does not
appear to me to be unreasonable

Kant’s exposition may be criticised more generally on the
ground that an account of the object ought to have been given
long ago. The absence of such an account has certainly led
to difficulties of interpretation, but he may have thought we
were not in a position to grasp hts meaning till we had under-
stood the theory of synthesis, and again he may have intended
to lead us gradually from the assumptions of common sense
to the central doctrine of the Critical Philosophy.

The awkwardness of Kant’s methods in exposition makes 1t
the more necessary for us to follow, if we can, the connexion
between the different parts of his argument. I can see no
reason for holding—with Vailinger and Kemp Smith—that
the present account of the nature of the object 1n its relation

to the umty of apperception 1s irrelevant to a transcendental
deduction of the categories 2

1 See Chapter VI § 2 and Chapter XIX § 6.
2 It should be noted that in the version of the Transcendental
Deduction given in the second ediion Kant again discusses the
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§2 The Object

Kant starts his, account of the object! with what he calls
‘appearances’. These are described as ‘sensuous 1deas’, and
they might also be described as ‘mtuitions’2 He seems to
have in mind, not mere sensa such as colours or sounds, but
the complex ‘image’ 1n which such sensa are combined. In other
words he 1s concerned with the individual ideas in which,
as we have just learnt,® consciousness unites the manifold
which has been intuited and reproduced. He 1s concerned,
for example, with the appearance or intuttion or idea of this
white house 4

Kant’s analysis so far has led him to the view that the
appearance of this white house (which I know by means of
apprehension, reproduction, and recognition) 1s an tdea which
1s real as a modification of my mind, but 1s not itself a real
object (or thing) independently of my mind.? Such an account,
however, 1s incomplete. We believe that our idea 1s an idea
of a real object; and this seems to 1mply that there is a real
object which corresponds to my idea, and which consequently
must be different from my idea The question therefore arises
whether we can attach any meaning to this contention, if we
hold, as Kant does, that what we are given 1s only 1deas,® and
nature of the object and the unity of apperception before he comes
to the categories in B 143 He has every right to reserve his considera-
tion of the categories till he has dealt adequately with the present
topics, and 1t cannot be said that he devotes too much attention to
them 1t mught more reasonably be said that he does not devote enough.

1A 104 ff This account should be compared with A 18g—91 =
B 2346, A 197 = B 242-3, and B 137

2 See A 105 and B 162 3A 103

4 The same type of problem arises if we ask what 1s our justification
for saying that this white, which we see and which as a modification
of our mund 1s an 1dea, 1s the colour of a real object

5 Such 1deas are appearances of things-in-themselves, and theiwr
elements are not made by my mund, but are given to me through
the influence of things-in-themselves Nevertheless without some
human mind they could not exist, and they are not to be regarded
as things-in-themselves

& What we are given 1s, strictly speaking, the elements of such a
complex 1dea as ‘this white house’
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that nothing else is given to us which can correspond to our
ideas and so be their object.

Kant’s first suggestion 1s that the object must be thought
of as an unknown ‘something’ to which our ideas somehow
correspond. This ‘something’ is described as ‘something n
general’.! Sice it has no known characteristics, the ‘something’
to which we refer one complex 1dea cannot be distinguished
from the ‘something’ to which we refer another complex 1dea;
or at any rate 1t can be distinguished only by the fact that we
refer one complex 1dea to 1t and not another. If this s so, the
concept of an object must be the concept of ‘something in
general = .2

This prima facie analysis Kant regards as inadequate, and
he endeavours to carry it further. If we take our experience
as 1t stands, we find that our thought of the relation between
our 1deas and the object mvolves some kind of mecessity.
The object—which at present we are regarding as an unknown
something to which our ideas are referred—is thought of as
preventing our ideas from being haphazard or arbitrary; or,
to put the same point positively, 1t 1s thought of as a source
of necessary agreement 1n our 1deas. Ideas referred to an object
must agree among themselves, that is, they must possess
unity. From this we are expected to conclude that the concept
of an object is essentially the concept of the necessary synthetic
unity of our 1deas 3

1 ‘etwas uberhaupt.’

21 need hardly say that ‘x’ here stands for the unknown, but 1t may
perhaps be worth recalling that categories are concepts of an object
n general—concepts of what an object mustbe if 1t 1s to be an object.

31 have added the qualifications ‘necessary synthetic’ to ‘umity’,
compare A 101. This unity, as a synthetic or qualitative unity, 1s a
umity of different elements, not the quantitative and homogeneous
umty which 1s thought under the category of unity, see B 131 and
B 114. The concept of this necessary synthetic umity 1s identified
by Kant with the concept of an object, because 1t 1s the concept of
the essential characteristic or necessary form of all objects, whatever
may be the differences in their given matter What distinguishes a
real object from an imaginary one 1s that its elements are necessarily

connected together (and ultimately that 1t 1s a part of the one objective
world whose elements are necessarily connected together)
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We have indeed spoken as if the essential character of the
object were to be found 1n its being the source of necessary
synthetic unity, ‘and not 1 this necessary synthetic unity
itself Such a view 1s a transitional stage introduced in order
to lead us to the true view of the character of the object and
to clear our minds of erroneous theories. We have to do only
with our ideas, not with an unknown something which corre-
sponds to our ideas, and which in being different from all our
ideas 1s for us nothing at all.! According to Kant, when we
judge that the 1dea (or appearance) of this white house is an
idea (or appearance) of a real object, we are judging that the
elements of which 1t is composed are bound together in a
necessary unity.? To know an object 1s to recognise the presence
of this necessary synthetic unity in our ideas.?

All this must be taken as a prama facie analysis of experience
i the light of doctrines already established Its aim is to lead
us up to the doctrine which Kant believes he is able to prove.
It must not be taken as 1tself a proof 4

§ 3. The Formal Umty of Consciousness

On Kant’s view the necessary synthetic unity which consti-
tutes the essential character of an object of experience must,
if 1t is properly to be regarded as necessary, have its origin
in the nature of the mind. Hence he asserts that this umity
is sumply the formal unity of consciousness in the synthesis of the

1 Kant 1s not here renouncing the thing-in-itself. he 1s only denymg
that we can know 1t, and that we can know 1t to be the source of
unity n our ideas. Compare Chapters LV and LVI

2 Compare A 109

3 How far such knowledge involves also a reference to an unknown
‘something’ or thing-in-itself 1s a difficult question. Kant always
holds that the object we know, while 1t 1s not the thing as 1t 1s mn 1tself,
1s the thing as 1t appears, and must appear, to human minds. The
really important point, however, 1s that the necessary synthetic unity
of the object comes, not from the thing-in-itself, but from the
mind

1 Kant has, however, already shown the necessity for unity on the
subjective side, see A 103

VOL 1 N
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mam:fakld of 1deas ! This assertion 1s explamned by the further
statement that we know the object when we have produced
synthetic unity in the manifold of inturtion.

Here Kant seems to udentify the unity of the object with
the formal unity? of consciousness, and that this 1s not a mere
slip is shown by several repetitions of the view.3 Perhaps such
an 1dentification can be justified on Copernican principles,
but personally I find it difficult to justify, or even clearly to
understand. It seems more intelligible to say that the umity
of the object originates 1, and 1s produced by, the unity of
consciousness ; and again that unity of consciousness 1s mani-
fested only 1n the unity of the synthesis whereby the manifold
is united into an object. In short, it seems easier to regard
the umty of consciousness and the unity of the object as
correlated and interdependent than to regard them as 1dentical.
Kant himself at times speaks of unity of consciousness and
unity of the object as if they were correlated and imnter-
dependent ,? and if we find it easier to follow his argument on
this supposition, I think we are entitled to adopt 1t. We must,
however, leave open the possibility that the language which 1m-
plies identification 1s the more exact expression of lus meaning.®

1 A rosg. This formal umty of consciousness s, I think, the same
as the umty of apperception, but it 1s perhaps possible that the unity

of the transcendental synthesis of imagination could be described in
similar terms Compare A 118 and A 125, also Chapter XXI § 1
(at the end)

2 'This unity, as formal, 1s independent of differences in the matter
synthetised, and I take 1t that (just as in the case of the forms of time
and space) we should be able to understand both 1ts internal necessity
and 1ts necessity as a condition of experience The character of this
necessity 1s discussed 1n A 106 (the second paragraph) and the following
pages

4 Compare, for example, A 109, where the relation to an object
1s said to be simply the necessary unity of consciousncss Such a view
seems to be implied also when Kant identifies the unity of the object
with the uruty of the synthesis whereby the manifold 1s combined,
and again when he identifies the concept of the object with the
concept of the synthesis (or with the concept of the unity, or rule,
of the synthesis) 1 See, for example, A 250, B 134, and B 143

% I believe that a doctrine of this type 1s to be found in Hegel and
evenmm T H Green
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Tt should m any case be obvious that we have here flo pre-
Critical doctrine. The same theory 1s expressed more briefly
in the second edition ! There an object 1s defined as ‘that in
the concept of which the manifold of a given ntuition is
umited.” All unification of 1deas is then said to demand unity
of consciousness in the synthesis of these ideas. The inference
1s finally drawn, precisely as i the present passage, that it
1s the unity of consciousness which alone constitutes® the
relation of ideas to an object

§ 4. Synthesis and Concepts

Kant next proceeds to connect his doctrine of synthesis
and conception® with that formal unity of consciousness (or
unity of apperception) which he has identified with the umty
of the object. Since the concepts most obviously at work in
the synthesis of recognition are particular concepts, he 1s obliged
to explaimn the part played by such concepts in experience. For
the purpose of ilustration he uses the concept of ‘triangle’ and
the concept of ‘body’. These are particular concepts, and not
universal concepts or categories—the categories are reserved
for subsection 4. The first is presumably a pure, the second
an empirical, concept.

Here again the order of exposition 1s awkward: we might
have followed him more easily, if he had proceeded to explain
at once what he meant by the formal unity of consciousness.
Further difficulties arise from the fact that the language which
he uses is 1n many ways obscure. I believe that if we are to
obtain even an approximate understanding of what he means,
we must remember that he is still giving us a provisional
analysis of experience, not his ‘progressive’ and authoritative
proof .2

1B 137. 2 ‘ausmacht.” Compare A 109

3This doctrine 1s adumbrated in the Metaphysical Deduction
(A 77-9 = B 103—4), and has been further elaborated in the account
of the threefold synthesis

1 We must indeed remember that the whole of Section 2 is pro-
visional, see A ¢8
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§ 5. Concept and Rule

We have been told! that we know the object when we have
produced synthetic unity—that is, necessary synthetic umity—
in the mamifold of intution. This task 1s the work of a synthesis
of imagination which must be brought to concepts; and 1n
bringing the synthesis to concepts we make explicit, to a
greater or less degree, the rule at work in the synthesis. Kant
repeats this doctrine here by asserting (1) that synthetic unity
is impossible, unless the total complex inturtion can be pro-
duced by a function? of synthesis in accordance with a rule;
and (2) that such a function of synthesis makes possible a
concept in which the given manifold 1s united. The concept
is made possible by the synthesis because 1t 1s a concept of
the rule of the synthesis- if there were no rule in the synthesis,
there could be no concept.

So far we have nothing new, but Kant says further that the
function of synthesis also makes the reproduction of the manifold
necessary a priori. A similar phrase recurs later,® and we may
postpone consideration of its meanmng.

Kant illustrates his doctrine by the concept of ‘triangle’.t
When we think a triangle as an object, we are conscious® of
the combination (or synthesis) of three straight lines 1 accor-
dance with a rule,® and an intuition of triangle can always be
produced? by such a synthesis 8

1A 105.

2 Tt 1s perhaps safer to suppose that ‘function’ 1s not here used 1n a

technical sense, but 1t may indicate that the synthesis must be one act;
compare A 68 = B 93 The word I have translated as ‘produced’ 1s
‘hervorgebracht’

3In A 106 For the discussion of this, see § 7 below

4 We must remember that the concept of ‘tniangle’ 15 not a singular
1dea, not an idea of ‘thus tmangle’ It 1s the idea of the umversal
character ‘triangularity’ present in this and other triangles, see
Chapter IX § 4.

®'This, I think, implies a concept of the synthesis (or rule of
synthesis).

¢ Note that in A 141 = B 180 thus rule 1s 1dentified with the ‘schema’
of triangle 7 ‘dargestellt ’

8'The illustration explains, 1n the reverse order, the two general
assertions just made. 1t throws no light on ‘necessary reproduction’
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i 'I'he concept of ‘triangle’ is presumably a pure mathematical
concept, and the synthesis 1s a synthesis of the pure manifold
of space; but it 1s doubtful whether we are to attach importance
to this, since the assertion for which this illustration 1s given
seems to be quite general. If we pass over the difficulty about
necessary reproduction, we have merely Kant’s usual doctrine
that 1n order to know an object the manifold must be united
i accordance with a rule of synthesis which is made explicit
n the concept of the object ! He expresses this here by saying
that this unity of rule determines all the manifold;® and he
adds that 1t limits the manifold to conditions which make the
unity of apperception possible. This further statement is, at
the present stage, obscure; but so far as unity of apperception
is necessary for unity of rule, the manifold—if we are to know
an object—must conform to the conditions?® without which
there could be no umty of apperception

We are then informed that the concept of ‘this unity’ is the
idea (or concept) of the object = x. Unfortunately Kant’s
language leaves 1t uncertain whether by ‘this umity’ he means
‘the unity of the rule’ or ‘the umty of apperception’.t His
general position 1s, however, clear enough. When we think an
object such as a triangle, we do so not merely by means of
the particular predicates contamned 1n the concept of ‘triangle’;
we also think of i1t as an object, and therefore bring 1t under

1 Compare Chapter XIII § 5

2 We may add ‘so far as 1t constitutes an object’

3 These conditions are the forms of thought or the categortes,
compare A 111 It would be as true to say that the unity of apperception
1s the condition of the categories as to say that the categories are
conditions of the unity of apperception

4 Whichever interpretation we adopt, it will make hittle difference
to Kant’s doctrine The unity of the rule 1s the umity manifested
whenever we know an object by means of a concept, and this universal
unity of rule 1s dependent on the unity of apperception as the umty
of apperception 1s dependent upon 1t On the whole 1t seems simpler
to take Kant as identifying the concept of the object in general with
the concept of the unity of apperception, provided we remember that
the unty of apperception 1s necessarily manifested 1n unity of synthesis
and unity of rule
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the concept of ‘an object 1n general’ ! This concept (which 1s
a concept of the necessary synthetic umty charactersstic of all
objects) is identified by Kant with the concept of the unity
of apperception, and 1n the present passage perhaps also with
the concept of that umity of rule m which the unity of apper-
ception 1s manifested 2

§ 6. Emparical Concepts

All knowledge, w hether empirical or pure, requires a concept,
however imperfect® or obscure? the concept may be, and the
concept must always be universal, so far as 1ts form 1s concerned ®

his 1s true whether we are dealing with pure concepts like
‘triangle’ or emprrical concepts like ‘body’ The account which
Kant has given 1s intended to be general, and since pure
mathematical concepts differ in many ways from empirical
concepts, 1t 1s necessary to see how the account can apply to
empirical concepts.

An empirical concept also 1s, or contains, a rule.® The

1 We need not mahe this concept ‘clear’ to ourselves, still less need
we make 1t ‘distinct’ by discoveiing on analysis that 1t 1s 1dentical
with the concept of the unity of appeiception

2If the concept of ‘triangle’ 1s a pure concept of mathematics,
Kant’s illustration 1s not altogether satisfactory, for a mathematical
triangle 1s, strictly speaking, not an object, but only the form of an
object (see B 147), and it 1s not the appearance of a thing-in-itself
The concrete physical triangle alone 1s an object proper, and 1t 1s
a thing, not as 1t 1s 1n 1tself, but as 1t must appear to human minds
Kant has presumably chosen his example because the connexion
between the concept and the rule of synthesis 1s obvious If his state-
ment 1s intended to cover the concrete physical triangle, the problems
raised are similar to those connected with ‘body’ in A 106.

3 To possess logical ‘perfection’ a cognition should be (1) universal,
(2) distinct, (3) true, and (4) certan, see Log Eml V (IX 38) By
‘imperfect’ here I think Kant means primarily ‘imperfect in quality’,
that s, “indistinct’.

4 ‘Obscure’ 1s the opposite of ‘clear’ We need not be immediately
conscious of the concept, still less need we have analysed it and so
made 1t ‘distinct’,

§ Compare Log § 2 (IX 91) “The form of concepts 1s their uni-
versality, their matter 1s their object’

 Or ‘schema’, compare A 141 = B 180
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concept of ‘body’, for example, serves as a rule for our km:wledge
of appearances in space It 1s concerned, as we should expect,
with the unity of that manifold which 1s thought or conceived
through it !

The concept of ‘body’ can serve as a rule for synthetising
intuitions, only 1f ‘it represents, in given appearances, the
necessary reproduction of their manifold, and therefore the
synthetic unity 1n our consciousness of them’.

The concept of ‘body’ 1s a concept of body as an object,
and therefore 1t naturally represents that necessary synthetic
unity? which 1s, and must be, present 1n appearances, if they
are to constitute an object According to Kant this imples
that the concept of ‘body’ must also represent the necessary
synthetic unity of our consciousness of such appearances.

It is more difficult to understand what Kant means when
he says that the concept of ‘body’ must represent the necessary
reproduction of the manifold of given appearances.

This phrase was used also in regard to the concept of
‘triangle’, but the two cases are very different. We are not
thinking about a mathematical body which can be constructed
a prior: in pure mtuition. We are thinking about a concrete
physical body, as Kant himself makes perfectly clear. The
concept of body, when we percerve® anything 1n space, makes
the 1dea of extension (and therefore of impenetrabulity, shape,
and so on)* necessary.

1 A 106, ‘nach der Emheit des Manmgfaltigen’ Substitute ‘in regard
to the unuty’ for ‘as the unity’ in Kemp Smith’s translation Compare
also A 140 = B 179

2 Such unity 1s the condition of the necessary reproducibility of
appearances, compare A 101 + Not ‘imagine’.

4 ‘Extension, impenetrability, shape, and so on’ are all thought 1n
the concept of body, and the judgements which attribute these to
bodies are analytic judgements, see B 12 In the Prolegomena (IV 28g)
Kant asserts that these are the primary qualities of a body, and are
dependent upon space In A 21 = B 35 he suggests that impenetra-
bility (like hardness and colour) belongs to sensation, and only extension
and shape belong to the pure intuition of space In A 284 = B 340
substance 1tself 1s 1dentified with ‘‘impenetrable extension’, which 1n
turn 1s 1dentified with matter 1n A 398.
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In soplte of the difficulties raised by some commentators
I can see nothing pre-Critical in such a statement It is little
more than an elaboration of what Kant has already said in
his analysis of the object When we percerve any object, we
think that all our 1deas of 1t must be consistent with one another.
When we perceive a body, we think that 1t must have extension,
impenetrability, shape, and so on. Thus 1s a necessity which we
all recognise in our experience.!

Kant is still grving us his prima facie analysis of experience.
He is not using this necessity as a premuse for his argument,
but is directing our attention to something 1n experience
which requires explanation and justification. By this means
he leads us up to the unity of apperception and the categories;
but the doctrine of the unity of apperception is established
independently, and only so can 1t justify and explam the
apparent necessity which we find 1n experience

The necessity, as Kant immedately goes on to explain, is
not due to the concept of body taken by itself. It 1s due to the
fact that when we think the mamufold under any concept, we
bring it under the unity of apperception. Why 1t should be
assumed that Kant knew nothing of the categories when this
was written passes my comprehension. He has a nght, and
even a duty, to explain the unity of apperception and its
relation to concepts, and especally to the concept of an object
in general, before he goes on to show that the categories are
involved in the unity of apperception.? The four short pages
in which he does so seem to me none too long.

1'We must also remember that when we judge this to be a body,
we also judge 1t imphaitly to be an object and so to have necessary
synthetic unity

?We already know that the concept of an object in general
differentiates itself into the categories (A g3 = B 126), and we know
from the Metaphysical Deduction that when we unify the manifold
by means of any concept we are judging, and that such judgement
by means of 1ts form imposes the categories upon objects, see especially
A 79 = B 104-5
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§ 7. Necessary Reproduction

The chief difticulty which I see mn the passage 1s the phrase
‘necessary reproduction’. We have two statements to consider.
There is first of all the general assertion—illustrated by the
example of ‘triangle’—that ‘the function of synthesis in
accordance with a rule’ makes the reproduction of the manifold
necessary a prwri! And secondly there is the assertion that
the concept of ‘body’ can serve as a rule for intuitions only
if it ‘represents the necessary reproduction of the manifold of
given appearances’.? In spite of the differences in terminology,
and 1n spite of the differences between a pure and an empirical
concept, it seems to me probable that Kant’s doctrine in these
two statements is intended to be the same.?

It may be thought that Kant means something comparatively
simple, namely, that the concept of the object controls the
synthesis of reproduction, whether that synthesis be empirical
or pure. For example, in knowing a triangle the concept of
‘triangle’ will compel me to reproduce the side AB when appre-
hension has gone on to side BC; and again 1n knowing a body,
the concept of ‘body’ will compel me to reproduce extension
when apprehension has gone on to impenetrability 4

I cannot bring myself to accept this sumple explanation,®

1A 105 2 A 106.

3'The concept ‘represents’ necessary reproduction, because 1t 1s a
concept of the rule of such a synthesis as makes reproduction necessary
a prion

These two passages should be compared with several others with
the statement 1n A 108 that ‘the rules of synthesis make appearances
necessarily reproducible’, and so determune an object, with the two
statements mn A 101 about making ‘reproduction of appearances’
possible, and about making ‘a thorough-going synthesis of reproduc-
tion’ possible, and with the doctrine of affimty in A 121 ff

4 These would be examples of association by affimity; compare
Chapter XIX § 4 and A 122

5 This explanation 1s concerned only with the law of subjective
reproduction which 1s empirical and not a prior:, see A 100, A 121,
and B 152 I doubt if it can be justified even on the ground that
Kant 1n A 102 regards the pure transcendental synthesis as repro-~
ductive.

VOL I N*¥
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and I believe Kant 1s trymng to state something more difficult
and more obscure I think he 1s concerned with that necessary
synthetic unity of the object upon which rests the possibility,
and indeed the necessity, that all appearances should be
themselves ‘associable’.! He appears to me to be suggesting
that the synthesis mn accordance with a rule (or a concept)
tmposes necessary synthetic unity on the manifold.2 To do this
is to make possible a thorough-going synthesis of reproduction,?
or to make appearances necessarily reproducible 4 This doctrine
offers no difficulty 1n the case of pure concepts like ‘triangle’.
In the case of empirical concepts the statement can be accepted
only as a provisional analysts of our expenence, the proper
significance of which is explaned 1n the following paragraph®
by reference to the unity of apperception.?

Kant’s statement 1s certainly not clear m 1tself? and it is
possible that his thinking 1s confused ® Nevertheless he has
warned us to expect obscurities which will be clarified only
by what comes later 2 This makes it more than usually ille-
gitimate to interpret the passage as if i1t stood entirely alone;

1 Compare A 122

2 Stnctly speaking, 1t does so only because 1t involves, and 1s
conditioned by, a transcendental synthesis of imagination

3 Compare A 101 and Chapter XIX § 6

4 Compare A 108 and A 122

5 Compare A 78-9 = B 104 and Chapter XIII § 6

¢ The second paragraph of A 106

?'The synthesis 1n accordance with the empirical concept of ‘body’
1mposes necessary synthetic unity on the given manifold only because
1t 1s also a pure transcendental synthesis based on the umty of apper-
ception (compare A 101, A 108, and A 122~-3) and therefore on the
categories

8 I should have felt hittle difficulty, 1f he had spoken of ‘necessary
reproducibility’ instead of ‘necessary reproduction’.

® Confusion may result from the fact that he has spoken as if the
pure transcendental synthesis of imagination were 1tself reproductive
The ‘necessary reproduction’ of which he speaks may in that case
be the transcendental synthesis which combines the given manifold
m accordance with the categorics This should not be described as
‘reproduction’ at all The empirical concept ‘represents’ this synthess

only because 1t presupposes the categories
WA o8,
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and while I do not speak with confidence, I think we
are justified in finding here the doctrine of the transcen-
dental affinity which 1s more clearly expressed in his later
exposition. !

11n A 121 fI. The passage should also be compared with B 142.



CHAPTER XXI

APPERCEPTION AND THE UNITY OF NATURE

§ 1. Necessary Synthetic Unity and Apperception

The essential characteristic of an object, according to Kant’s
provisional analysis, is necessary synthetic unity, and this
unity has been identified with the formal unity of consciousness
in the synthesis of the manifold of 1deas® But all necessity
must have a transcendental ground or condition—it could
never be derived from empirical concepts 2 To have a trans-
cendental ground 1s to be derived from the nature of the
knowing mind Hence if we are to justify our belief in the
necessary synthetic umty of the object—and n the umty of
consciousness necessarily present in the synthesis of the
manifold of all® our intuitions—we must discover 1ts trans-
cendental ground, and this will at the same time be the trans-
cendental ground of our concepts of objects 1n general,* and
consequently of all objects of experience’>—for without these
concepts (or categories) we could not think any object for our
intuitions,

This transcendental ground or condition 1s transcendental

1See A 105 and also A 106 2 A 106, compare A 111

2 Here Kant may be passmng from the unity of consciousness
present 1n the synthesis of each separate object to the umty of con-
sciousness present 1n the synthesis of all objects, which taken together
constitute the world of expenience, compare § 7 below

4 It 1s perhaps concervable that this may refer here to concepts
Lke ‘tniangle’ and ‘body’ but I believe 1t refers to the categornes,
which alone are strictly concepts of objects 1n general Since the
categories are concepts of the necessary synthetic unity which 1s the
essential characteristic of all objects, the transcendental ground of
necessary synthetic unity 1s also the transcendental ground of the
categories, and indeed necessary synthetic unity 1s imposed on the
manifold only by means of the categories

® An ‘object’ 15 defined by Kant 1n this passage as ‘something the
concept of which expresses necessity of synthesis’. Here again the
concept of the object includes—and 18 perhaps identical with—the
concept of nccessary synthesis
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apperception, and 1t 1s not derivative, but ultimate or
‘original’.

This is the point at which we really come to grips with the
most central, the most important,! and yet in some ways the
most elusive, of all Kant’s doctrines. His thought 1s no doubt
difficult enough in 1itself, but the difficulty 1s greatly increased
by his carelessness in the use of language How far this care-
lessness of language represents a real confusion of thought 1s
to me a matter of uncertainty; but it 1s no easy task to clarify,
and if possible to reconcile, statements which too often are,
at least verbally, incompatible.

Thus apperception 1s spoken of as a power or faculty,?
which I have taken to be identical with understanding. But it
is also spoken of as an act®—an act of spontanerty which is
dentified with the idea? ‘I think’ accompanying all my 1deas.
No doubt the power of apperception 1s manifested in the act
of apperception, but we must keep in mind these two different
meanings when we consider Kant’s other assertions; for
example, his identification of apperception with the simple
dea ‘I’,5 or again with ‘thorough-going self-identity’.®

The difficulties seem to me to concern chiefly the act,
rather than the power, of apperception. In particular there
1s the difficulty how far this act can be separated, even in
thought, from the synthesis of imagination, and especially
from the transcendental synthesis of 1magination.?

1'T'o regard the stress laid upon 1t as due merely to Kant’s private
convictions seems to me erroneous Compare Kemp Smuth, Commen-
tary, pp 212 and 261

2 Compare A 94, A 114, and A 117 n This power 1s explicitly
identified with understanding 1n B 134 n Curiously enough the

umty of apperception (in relation to the synthesis of imagination)
1s 1dentified with understanding 1n A 119 Compare also M Ad N.
IV s54).

3B r32 This act mught be described as a formal act, and 1t seems
at times to be equivalent to the form (or unity) of acts of judgement

4 Ths 1dea 1s a concept, or better a judgement, see A 398. Compare
also A 342 = B 400 and A 348 = B 406

5 See B 68 SA 116

7This difficulty 1s already present in the immediately preceding
passages In A 105 ‘the formal unity of consciousness 1n the synthesis
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§ 2. Empurical and Transcendental Apperception

Kant seems to take it for granted that apperception s to
be identified with self-consciousness'—a word which also may
be used ambiguously either for a power or for an act (or state)
—and he proceeds to distinguish empirical from transcendental
apperception.?

It should be noted that Kant sometimes speaks as 1f pure or
transcendental apperception were equivalent to self-identity,?
and this has led some commentators to stress self-identity at
the expense of self-consciousness 4 Such a view 1s legitimate to
this extent—that Kant does not maintain consciousness of self
to be necessarily a ‘clear’ 1dea 3 Nevertheless although it may
be convenient at times to take apperception—or, better, the
unity of apperception—as equivalent to the unity or identity
of the thinking self, it seems to me quite certan that Kant
regarded self-consciousness (not merely self-identity) as
necessary for all knowledge of objects,® and considered

of the manifold of 1deas’ (1dentified with the unuty which constitutes
the concepts of the object and makes the object necessary) seems to
be the unity of apperception If so, then 1n A 106 ‘the svnthetic umty
in the consciousness of the manifold’ (which 1s reriesented by the
rule) ought presumably to be the unity of apperception Immediately
thereafter we are told that we must find a transcendental ground ‘for
the unity of consciousness 1n the synthesis of the mamfold of all our
intuitions’, and this transcendental ground 1s transcendental apper-
ception Kant may mean that transcendental apperception 1s the
ground of the unity of apperception, although if so, we should like
to know whether ‘transcendental apperception’ 1s used here for the
act or for the power But perhaps he may mean that transcendental
apperception 1s the ground of a unity manifested in the synthesis
of 1magination

Note that :n A 114 pure apperception 1s said to give a prnciple
of the synthetic unity of the manifold in all possible intuition, and
m A 118 this synthetic unuty s said to presuppose, or wnclude, 2 pure
synthesis, namely the transcendental synthesis of imagination.

1'This, I think, 1s the ordinery usage of Leibniz The corresponding
word 1n Descartes 1s ‘conscientia’ 2A 107 3 See A 116

¢ Notably Ewing, Kant’s Treatment of Causality, pp 49-50.

5See A 117 n

¢ To know an object as an object imphlics the distinction between
the object on the one hand and the self and 1ts states on the other.
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apperception to be equivalent to self-consciousness. To 1gnore
or minimise this doctrine 1s to reject Kant’s repeated assertions
and to omut an tssential part of his theory.

The clearest account of the difference between empurical and
transcendental or pure apperception 1s to be found in the
Anthropologie, and I think that the same doctrine Lies behind
Kant’s briefer statements in the Krtsk (The knowing mind 1s
both active and passive, and to be conscious of self we must
be conscious both of what the mind does (its thinking) and
of what 1t suffers (its states) * The first kind of self-consciousness
belongs to the understanding and 1s pure apperception; the
second is empirical apperception or inner sense 2 The form
of inner sense 1s time, and inner sense perceives the relations
of mental states only in time, and consequently in a continual
flux.3

This doctrine 1s borne out as regards empirical apperception
by the passage we are considering ¢ Empirical apperception 1s
consciousness of the self with regard to the determinations of
our state, and 1s commonly called inner sense. It 1s always
changing,5 and there can be no permanent or abiding self in
the flux of inner appearances.

1Anthr § 24 (VII 161) Compare the whole argument of the
Paralogisms, also Nachlass 4723 (XVII 688)

2 Anthr § 4 at the end (VII 134 n) It may be noted that 1n psycho-
logy we study ourselves 1n accordance with the ideas of inner sense,
while 1n logic we study ourselves in accordance with what 1s given
by intellectual consciousness, the self-consciousness of the under-
standing, compare B 134 n Logic studies the ‘I’ as a subject of thought;
psychology studies 1t as an object of perception. I can, however, be
conscious, through inner sense, of the changes in my inner states,
only because I represent myself, through pure apperception, as one
and the same subject 1n these different states

3 Anthr § 4 (VII 134) Compare B 275 and B 133. The permanent,
according to Kant, 1s to be found only in space

4A 107

5 Presumably 1t 1s the acts (and not the power) of empirical apper-
ception which are always changing Yet these change only as regards
their matter their ulumate form, the ‘I think’ which accompamnes
all our ideas, remains the same
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§ 3. Inner Sense and Empirical Apperception

It is difficult to be sure how far Kant accepts the 1dentification
of inner sense and empirical apperception Empirical apper-
ception 1s identified here with what 1s commonly called nner
sense, but a distinction between them 1s implied later ! In the
second edition? Kant says that he carefully distinguishes
between 1nner sense and apperception, but by ‘apperception’
there he seems to mean ‘pure or transcendental apperception’.
In the Anthropologie, which 1s one of his latest works,® inner
sense and empirical apperception are, as we have seen, once
more identified

The whole doctrine of 1nner sense 1s full of difficulties and
is reserved for discussion later.4 Nevertheless 1t may be observed
that 1f inner sense 1s properly called ‘sense’, 1t must be distinct
from understanding, even though 1t can belong only to beings
possessed of reason® and 1s impossible apart from the activity
of understanding.® Empuirical apperception, on the other hand,
ought to be the power of understanding as manifested empiri-
cally in the recognition of our states of mind Such recognition
no doubt 1nvolves inner sense, but empirical apperception and
inner sense ought to be different powers ?

This interpretation 1s necessaryif the doctrine of the threefold

1A 115-6 B 1353

37t 1s, however, of a semi-popular character

4 See Chapters LII and LIII A provisional statement has been
given 1n Chapter IV § 4

5 Die falsche Spitzfindigkeit (I 60) In this passage reason 1is not,
I think, opposed to understanding

8 See B 153—4 and B 68 Why this 1s so must be left over for the
present, but i1t may be suggested that if inner sense 1s dependent
upon time, there can be no awareness of time apart from memory
and judgement Such a view may indeed be denied in the hght of
modern theories about the specious present, but I am not sure that
this demial would be justified

7 By 1nner sense we should be aware of what 1s directly before the
mund By empirical apperception we should be aware of the nature
of our thinking so far as 1t 1s empirical (or particular) this clearly
requires inner sense By transcendental apperception we should be
aware of the nature of our thinking so far as 1t 1s formal
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synthesis 1s to be imtelligible, and it finds definite support in
Kant himself.! There are three subjective sources of knowledge
on which all kndwledge depends. These are sense, 1magination,
and apperception, each of which can be considered empirically,
that 1s, in their application to given appearances. Appearances
are ‘represented’ empirically by sense in sense-perception (which
of course mvolves apprehension), and all sense-perceptions as
1deas are subject to time as the form of ner intuition. Appear-
ances are ‘represented’ empirically by apperception 1n recognition,
which 1s described as ‘consciousness of the identity of the
reproduced?® ideas with the appearances through which they
were given’ 4 Such recogmtion clearly involves concepts and
must be the work of understanding, not of inner sense

Kant’s view seems to be this: that in all knowledge of
objects we must be able, not only to reproduce, but also to
remember, a series of given appearances. Such memory 1s
a memory of the order in which the appearances were given
or perceived, that 1s, of the order in which they became mod:-
fications or states of our mind. Apart from such a memory we
could not know any object; and Kant seems to hold that in
regarding appearances as appearances of an object, we must
at the same time remember them as appearances given to, and
50 as modifications of, the knowing subject.® This 1s the work
of empirical apperception.

Empairical apperception on this view 1s not passive sensibihity,
but the active power of memory and judgement, through

1 See A 115-16 and compare Chapter XIX § g.

2 We mught translate this as ‘cognised’, if we remember that such
‘cognition’ 1s only an element 1n our knowledge of objects

3 Reproduction 1s the work of imagination, but that we need not
consider here.

4 ‘Consciousness that what we now think 1s the same as what we
thought a moment ago’—see A 103—must be recognition by means of
empirical apperception Without 1t all reproduction 1s useless

% The temporal order of appearances as modifications of the mind
may of course be different from the temporal order of these appearances
1n the object The appearances of a house are given to me successively,
but are coexistent in the object Compare A 19o-1 = B 235-6 and
the Analogies generally
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which the distinction of subject and object 1s made.! Kant
stresses the fact that the acts of judgement in which empirical
apperception 1s mamfested are a recognition or memory of
past ideas, or past states of mind, and are necessary for know-
ledge of the object 2 They appear, however, to include knowledge
of the object as well as knowledge of our states of mind
Recognition 1s recogution ‘in the concept’; and the concept
is a concept both of the object and of the particular synthesis
through which 1deas successively given are combined in the
object.

This, however, raises a further difficulty Empirical apper-
ception 1s said to be concerned with states of mind, but it
must at the same time be concerned, not only with the order
in which these arise mn our mental history, but also with the
particular way 1n which (as appearances) they are combined
i the object. This means that 1t must be concerned with the
act of synthesis, so far as that act 1s empirical (or, perhaps
better, ‘particular’) 3 This seems to be the view of Kant himself,
for he implies that empirical apperception (or empurical
consciousness that what we now think 1s the same as what we
thought before) mnvolves knowledge, obscure or clear, of the
act whereby successively given appearances are combined in
one 1dea.t

11t 1s not to be supposed that we first recognise appearances as
states of mind, and then refer them to objects We can recognise
states of mind only 1n distinction from objects, and we can recognise
objects only in distinction from states of mind-—though such a dis-
tinction may have different degrees of clanty This distinction has
no existence for sense and imagination by themselves it presupposes
the principles set forth in the Analogies 2 See A 103—4

3 It must be concerned with the act of synthesis so far as that
act 1s bound up with particular kinds of manifold and particular
kinds of objects such as triangles or bodies—it 1s a matter of
mdifference whether the manifold 1n question 1s pure or empirical
So far as the act 1s uruversal, that 1s, involved 1n knowledge of any
and every object as such, 1t 1s the concern of transcendental apper-
ception.

4 See A 103 Ths act 1s, for example, the particular act of addition
present in counting so many units, the universal act of synthesis
which 1s an element, not only in counting, but 1n all knowledge what-
soever must be known through transcendental apperception
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"L'he acts of recognition 1n which empirical apperception is
mamifested are acts of thought, and as such are conditioned
by the forms of thought and by the umity of thought (or
apperception).

§ 4. Transcendental Apperception

Our main concern is with transcendental apperception.
Unfortunately the meaning of this term 1s here indicated only
incidentally, and by no means clearly.

As a power, transcendental apperception must be identified
with pure understanding, but the word ‘apperception’ indicates
that this power involves some kind of self-consciousness.
It 1s pure or transcendental as the source of a priorz cog-
nitions These cognitions are 1n the first place the act of
pure apperception itself, and in the second place the cate-
gories. The act of pure apperception and the categories are
alike elements 1n, and conditions of, our ordinary empirical
judgements *

The main difficulty concerns the act of pure apperception
1n which transcendental apperception 1s mamfested ; and when
Kant speaks here? of transcendental apperception as ‘this
pure, original, and unchangeable consciousness’, and again®
as ‘the original and necessary consciousness of the identity of
the self’, he must be treating it, not as a power, but as an act
This act appears to be at once an act of thinking and a con-
sciousness of thinking*—all thinking being 1in some degree
self-conscious, even if we do not separate out this element

1 Note that in A 115 sense, umagination, and apperception—here
presumably capacities or powers—are all described as ‘a prior: elements
or foundations’ (conditions), which make the empirical use of these
powers possible There 1s no opposition between being an element 1n,
and a condition of, empirical judgements The condition does not
precede the judgement, but 1s a necessary element withun 1t, without
which 1t could not be 2A 107 3A 108.

4 Hence 1t 1s described as the judgement ‘I think’, see A 399. It
1s purely intellectual (B 423 n ), and 1t gives us no knowledge of an
object (B 406, B 429)—except 1n so far as the actiity of thunking
determunes a manifold given to sense
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in 1t or bring 1t explictly before our mund ! Furthermore this
act is a consciousness of the umity or identity of thinking,?
not of those differences within i1t which are determined by
the differences 1n 1ts matter ¥ We mught perhaps describe 1t
as consciousness of the ultimate and necessary form of thought,*
or perhaps better of the ultimate and necessary form of know-
ledge.® As such it 1s an & priorz element 1n all knowledge, and
it exists concretely only as such an element.

This doctrine finds parallels 1n other parts of Kant’s
philosophy. Sensibility gives us pure intuitions (time and
space) whose content 1s the forms of intuition. Understanding
gives us pure concepts (the categories) whose content 1s the
forms of thought (so far as given intuitions are determined
in relation to these forms), and these pure concepts are
described as acts of pure thought ¢ We have now come to
the ultimate (or fundamental) act’” of pure thought whose
content 1s the ultimate form or unity of thought itself

It seems not unreasonable to say that in knowing any
object there must be present a judgement, which we may
indicate by the form ‘S 1s P°. But such a judgement 1s not
only an awareness that S 1s P 1t involves also, dimly or clearly,

1'The act of pure apperception 1s not to be regarded as introspection,
nor 1s 1t the judgement ‘I think that I think’

2 This unity 1s supposed to articulate itself necessarly in the forms
of judgement, and so 1n the categories

3 These differences, being empirical, must be known through
empirical apperception.

4 Compare ‘the formal unity of consciousness’ in A 105 Kant
habitually 1dentifies the form and unity of thinking, for example, 1in
his definition of ‘function’ 1n A 68 = B 93.

5In A 129 the form of all knowledge of objects 1s said to consist
in the unity of possible consciousness Compare ‘the intellectual
form of all knowledge of the object’ 1n the same passage The references
to ‘the pure form of all possible knowledge’ in A 118 and ‘the form
of an experience 1n general’ in A 125—compare also A 110—INay
also be relevant, though certain complications are mvolved which
need not be considered here In B 169 the original synthetic unity of
apperception 1s described as ‘the form of understanding m relation
to space and time as original forms of sensibility’.

8 See A 57 = B 81 and Chapter XI § 2

7 I take ‘Aktus’ and ‘Handlung’ to be synonymous, compare B 130
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the judgement ‘I think?® that S 1s P’. We need not be ifhmedi-
ately aware of the idea ‘I think’; but it 1s involved 1n, and
presupposed byythe 1deas of which we are immediately aware.
To know an object 1s to distinguish that object, however
dimly, from the states and acts of the self through which 1t
1s known.

The pecularity of Kant’s doctrine 1s that from the total
judgement ‘I think that S is P’ he separates out the purely
formal element (which is the same whatever be the object
judged), and describes 1t as an act of pure apperception.
This act, when we abstract from all empirical elements, can
be nothing but the thought of the necessary unity (or form)
of thinking itself.?

§ 5. The Umty of Apperception

Throughout all this Kant is attempting to analyse experience,
and, by abstracting from the empirical elements in it? to
determine 1ts necessary conditions or elements.* So far as
these elements are elements in thinking, there is a certamn
difficulty in speaking of them as acts; for it 1s the whole
thought which 1s naturally regarded as an act, rather than
any element within it.> Kant himself tends at times to speak

1 A modem view, found notably in Cook Wilson and Prichard,
maintamns, if I understand 1t aright, that thinking and knowing are
fundamentally different acts, the first necessarily implying fallibikity
or uncertainty, while the second implies infalibility If this 1s true,
Kant’s analysis 1s defective, although not for that reason worthless.
Personally I am not convinced that the modern distinction—supported
though 1t be to a certain extent by Plato—s one which will bear
philosophic examination, and 1 feel justified 1n following Kant’s
termunology, according towhich all employment of concepts 1s thinking,
and such thinking 1s knowledge when the concepts are applied correctly
to actual—or at the very least to possible—objects of experience.
Compare Chapter II§ 4.

2 Kant, at least at times, identifies this with the necessary umty
which 1s the essential characteristic of an object

3 Compare A 96

4 These conditions do not precede experience, they are necessary
elements 1 experience without which experience could not be

§ Compare the difficulties raised in Chapter XI § 2
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as if tHe ultimate condition of experience were the unity of
consciousness or of apperception, rather than the act of apper-
ception which has that unmity as i1ts content In the passage
with which we are at present concerned,! his attention is
concentrated on the unity of apperception to the neglect of the
act, and he seems to speak almost as 1f the act of apperception
and the unity of apperception were one and the same thing 2

If such an 1dentification could be defended, it looks at first
as if we should be compelled to say that the act of apperception
1s strictly not an act at all, but 1s merely a name for the unity
present m all thinking Pure apperception in that case would
be equivalent to self-identity rather than self-consciousness.?
Such a wview, however, omits an essential part of Kant’s
doctrine, as we shall see more clearly 1n the sequel The alter-
native 1s to say that the unity present in all thinking or 1n all
knowledge 1s 1tself a formal act—if such a thing 1s possible—
and one which 1s conscious of itself 4

In these matters 1t 1s difficult to avoid talking nonsense,

1A 107

2 With this we may compare the way 1n which he speaks of pure
inturtion and the form of intuition almost as if they were identical,
and again his habit of treating the concept of the synthesis and the
concept of the unity of the synthesis—and even the concept of the
object and the concept of the unity of the object—as the same thing.
There are, of course, differences 1n these parallels, on which 1t would
be unprofitable to enlarge 3 Compare A 116.

4 The pure act of apperception 1s an element 1n, and a condition
of, all acts of empirical apperception—just as pure mtwition 1s an
element 1n, and a condition of, all empirical intuitions The pecuharity
of the pure act of apperception 1s that 1t 1s the source of the necessary
umty of all acts of empirical apperception (while the differences in
different acts of empirical apperception are due to the differences 1n
the matter recogrused), and it 1s also (obscurely or clearly) conscious-
ness of this unity Compare A 79 = B 104 (where the concepts which
give unity to the pure synthesis consist only in the representation of
this necessary synthetic unuity).

Kant seems at times to 1dentify consciousness of unity with unity
of consciousness, for example, 1n A 103 a concept 1s described as
‘consciousness of umity’ and immediately thereafter as ‘this one
consciousness’ Hence 1t 1s not altogether surpnising if he seems to
1dentify the act of apperception with the unity of apperception
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and thuse who 1nsist that every term must be dcﬁncd‘clearly
before 1t is used will find no satisfaction in Kant. On the
other hand I see’no reason to hold that a simple view, sharply
defined, 1s for that reason likely to be correct; and I believe
1t 1s more important to discover, if we can, what Kant 1s
talking about than 1t 1s to seek perfect precision 1n the definition
of words Thus I think we can understand what he 1s talking
about when he speaks of the necessary unity of the object,
although volumes might be written on the precise shades of
meaning which that term mught be taken to convey. What 1s
meant by the unity of thinking, or of consciousness, or even
of apperception, may seem to some as easily intellgible as
what 1s meant by the umty of the object; but I must confess
that 1t appears to me difficult to be sure what Kant is talking
about 1n these terms, and only too easy to imagine that he
1s referring to something quite different from what he really
had i1n view.

The phrase ‘unuty of apperception’, inasmuch as it implies
some kind of self-consciousness, 1s more difficult than phrases
like ‘unity of thought’, ‘uruty of consciousness’, or even
‘umty of self’ and ‘self-identity’, difficult as these are; and
it may perhaps be a help if we keep these latter alternatives
mm mund as expressing at least a part of Kant’s meamng.
We must hope to get a clearer view of what he 1s talking
about as we discover the kind of thing he says about it
At present I can only offer a warning against two possible
InISConceptions

We may say provisionally that in order to know a world of
appearances given successively in time, the successively given
appearances must be known by one and the same self-conscious
self which remembers the past and thinks of these appearances
as necessarily combined 1n a changing objective world. This
does not mean that the soul must be a permanent substance
contemporaneous with all our thinking. The whole aim of the
Paralogisms 1s to prove that we can have no knowledge of the
soul as a permanent substance. On that pomnt there 1s no
ambiguity whatever
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The second pont 1s this Kant’s doctrine of thc unity of
apperception 1nsists on the necessary umty of thought or
of thinking, of an act and not of a substance; but we must
not imagine that he 1s 1nsisting merely on a common element
which we can find 1n our separate and successive acts of thought.
Such a common element could be discovered only by an act
of thought which held before itself, and compared and dis-
tinguished, these separate and successive acts; for we can
find ssmilarities—and indeed differences—in different acts of
thought, and in different objects of experience, only 1if our
mind 1s capable of holding these different acts and objects
before 1tself in one single, and (Kant believes) to some extent
self-conscious, act. The act of pure apperception 1s not merely
an act which on analysis we find to be repeated 1n each successive
act of empirical thought and to be the source of the unity of
each of such successive acts. It 1s essentially a synthetic act
which 1s the condition of all analysis and of all uruty found
by means of analysis;! and Kant seems to regard it, not as
a series of qualitatively identical and numerically different
acts, but as one and the same act.2 As such 1t is not merely
the source of the unity of each successive empirical act, but
is also the source of the unity of these acts with one another)
Whatever be the difficulties, and even the errors, of his view,
I have httle doubt that he 1s trying to express an important
philosophieal truth. -

§ 6. Apperception as the Condition of Experience

We must now turn back to Kant’s own exposition.? He 1s
seeking a transcendental ground for that necessity which his
provisional analysis has found in experience—a necessity

1 Compare B 133 where the synthetic unity of apperception 1s the
condition of the analytic unity of apperception

2 One and the same act of pure apperception 1s presupposed by all
our emprrical acts of thinking, as one and the same space and time
1s presupposed by all our empirical mtuitions The main difficulty 1s
whether 1t can properly be considered as an act when 1t 1s considered
in abstraction from all the empinical differences with which 1t 1s
bound up 3 A 107.
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which I think we shall understand best if we regard it as the
necessary synthetic unity of the object ! He assumes that what
he seeks must nécessarily possess numerical 1dentity or unity;?
and he assumes also—though this surely requires further
argument—that such necessary numerical identity implies
absence of change. Empirical apperception cannot supply us
with necessary numerical 1dentity, since necessity cannot be
derived from empirical data, and empirical apperception 1s 1n
any case subject to continuous change. The transcendental
ground which we seek must be independent of experience?
and must make experience possible. Experience 1n turn must
make this transcendental ground (or presupposition) valid.

This view accords with Kant’s general account of formal
conditions of experience we should be able to find 1n them
an imternal necessity independently of experience, and at the
same time we should be able to see that they are necessary
as conditions of experience? If we could not see the latter
necessity, they might be mere phantoms of the mind.

In accordance with these distinctions we should expect
Kant to insist (1) that there must be 1n thinking a unity whose
necessity 1s intelligible,® and (2) that this necessary umity of
thinking is, and 1s known to be, a necessary condtion of all
knowledge or experience of objects ¢ Kant fails to make

1Tt might perhaps be described also as ‘necessary reproduction’,
or even as ‘the necessary unity of consciousness 1n the synthesis of
the manifold of all inturtions’, but the difficulties of these statements
(see Chapter XX § 7 and Chapter XXI § 1) I wish now to avoid

2 This implies 1dentity or unity ‘as regards’ the different times 1n
which 1t exists; see A 344 = B 402, and compare A 263 = B 319
‘As regards’ seems to mean ‘throughout’

3 Kant says must ‘precede’ experience, but I do not think this has
—it certainly ought not to have—any reference to time It precedes
experience ‘objectively’ (or logically), not subjectively (or psychologi-
cally), compare A 452 n = B 480 n.

4 Compare Chapter VII § 4 (for space and time) and Chapter XI § 3
(for the categories)

5 T leave out of account for the present the questionof self-conscious-
ness, which Kant elaborates in A 108

¢ This must follow, if thinking 1s a necessary element 1n knowledge
or experience
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this distinction with sufficient clarity, but I think 1t1s present
1n his exposition

He starts with knowledge, and insists that we can have no
cogmitions,! and no conjunction or umty of cognitions,? apart
from that unity of consciousness which precedes all the data
of intuition, This latter unity must be the unity of pure thinking,
which Kant presumably regards as self-evident, unless he
thinks he has established 1t in his account of conception.®
All representation (that 1s, all knowledge) of objects 1s possible
only in relation to this unity *

As I have already said, Kant seems to speak as 1f this unity
were identical with ‘the pure, original, unchangeable conscious-
ness’ which he calls transcendental apperception If we ignore
this complication, we may call the unity in question ‘the
transcendental unity of apperception’. If this unity 1s properly
called ‘transcendental’, this must be because other a pizor:
cognitions depend upon 1t That they do so 1s at once clear
from the fact that ‘even the purest objective umity, namely,
that of the a pr20r2 concepts (space and time)’ 1s possible only
through the relation of our pure intuitions to the unity of
apperception.®

1 ‘Erkenntmisse’, here ‘hnowledges’—if we may usc the word—in
the full sense 2 Compare the description of knowledge 1n A 97

3 Compare A 103, though 1t must be admutted that throughout
Kant fails to distinguish sharply between thinking and knowing See
also the account of yjudgement 1n A 69 = B g4.

4 It would be less vague to say that this unity 1s a condition of,
and element 1n, all knowledge

5 The ‘purest objective unity’ 1s the unity of objects given 1n pure
inturtion, since to be objective the unity must be a unity of intuitions,
and to be pure 1t must be a unity of pure mntuitions The objects 1n
question can only be space and time These are often described as
concepts, though strictly speaking they ought to be described as
mtuitions Kant has just said that the unity of apperception precedes
all the data of intuition he now asserts that even the purest inturtional
unuty, namely, that of space and time, depends on the unity of apper-
ception Ths s the transition from pure thought to pure knowledge

I see no ground for asserting, as Vaihinger does—Die Transcen-
dentale Deduktion, p 52 = jo—that Kant could not havc expressed
himself 1 this way unlcss the only @ prior: concepts in which he was
interested, when he wiote this passage, were space and time The
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It would be simpler to say that apart from the u.nity of
apperception even our pure intuitions of space and time could
not have that umty which 1s necessary if space and time are
to be objects and to be known as objects.!

The umty of apperception 1s therefore the necessary con-
dition of all our knowledge of objects, for 1t 1s the condition
of our a prior: knowledge of space and time, and there can
be no knowledge of objects apart from a prior: knowledge of
space and time. The unity of apperception 1s, however, the
condition of the conceptual element in such knowledge,? as
space and time are the conditions of the intuitive element in
such knowledge This 1s one of the most fundamental doctrines
of the whole Critical Philosophy.?

§7. The Umty of Natwie

So far we have been gradually mounting up to the trans-
cendental umity of apperception We must now descend.
In our descent we no longer consider 1solated objects:

introduction of space and time 1s essential to the argument, and
concepts without an inturtional element (such as the pure categores)
could not serve his purpose

This passage should be compared with the corresponding passages
about time and space in connexon with apprehension (A 99-100)
and reproduction (A 101-2)

1 Compare A 103, A 1012, and B 160 n Incidentally the statement
shows clearly that conception as well as intuition 1s necessary for our
knowledge of space and time, compare Chapter V § 8 To know
space (or time) we must be able to recognise the common character
of different spaces (or times), and tlus 1s impossible apart from the
unity of thought or apperception

% Kant says only that 1t 1s the a prior: condinon of all concepts,
but the context shows that these concepts are treated as elements
in knowledge A certamn obscurty attaches to the argument from the
fact that space and time have just been referred to as ‘concepts’—
which makes the argument look like an a fortior: argument from the
concepts of space and tume to other concepts On the other hand, I
see no difficulty whatever 1n the statement that the unity of apper-
ception 1s the condition of all concepts (and not merely of the cate-
gories, which Kant 1s reserving for treatment later)

3See A 110, A 117 n, A 123—4, B 136, and B 144 Compare also
B 150-1 and B 160-1
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¢
what we are concerned with 1s the system of nature as a
whole.?

Out of all possible appearances which can cohere 1n one
experience the transcendental unity of apperception makes,?
and must make, a system of appearances in accordance with
laws.® This system of all appearances 1s what 1s commonly
known as ‘nature’.4 Kant’s doctrine may be expressed by the
statement that the unity of apperception 1s the source of the
uniformity of nature.

The paradoxical character of this contention 1s recognised
by Kant himself ;® but once we ascribe the necessary synthetic
unity of any and every individual object to the transcendental
unity of apperception, 1t 1s hardly possible to avoid ascribing
the necessary synthetic unity of the whole objective world to
the same source What 1s really interesting 1s Kant’s reason
for coming to this conclusion ; for it shows beyond any shadow
of doubt that he takes the transcendental unity of apperception
to 1nvolve self-consciousness.

Kant repeats his argument twice over He says first of all
that this unity of consciousness would be impossible, unless
the mind, 1n 1ts knowledge of the manifold, could® be conscious
of the 1dentity of the function whereby 1t binds the mamfold

1 'There may have been refcrences to this before, but 1t 1s not clear
whether 1n phrases hke ‘all objects’—as 1n A 106—XKant 1s using the
word ‘all’ collectively or distributively

2'This word perhaps again suggests that ‘the transcendental unity
of apperception’ 1s equivalent to ‘the pure act of apperception’

3 A 108, ‘Zusammenhang nach Gesetzen’ The laws are probably
the universal laws of nature set forth in the Principles (especially
the Analogtes), not the particular laws which we discover by experi-
ment and observation, see A 127-8

4 Compare A 114 at end This system may perhaps be ‘natura
materialiter spectata’, the totality of phenomena (Inbegriff aller Erschein-
ungen) governed by umiversal laws, but the word ‘Zusammenhang’
suggests more readily ‘natura formaliter spectata’, the uniforrmty or
law-abidingness (Ordnung, Regelmassigkeit, Gesetzmassigkeit) of such
a totality Compare B 164-5, A 125, and for ‘Zusammenhang' A 2

5 See A 114

8 This perhaps imphes that the consciousness may i some cases
be ‘obscure’
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together synthetically in one cognition. This 1s elahoratéd later
in the statement that the mind could not possibly think, and
think a prior:, 1ts own 1dentity 1n the mamifold of 1ts 1deas,
unless 1t had before 1ts eyes the 1dentity of its own act,* which
subjects all synthesis of apprehension (which 1s empirical)? to
a transcendental unity, and thereby makes possible the inter-
connexion® (or system) of appearances in accordance with
a priorz rules ¢

The mamn difficulty of these assertions concerns the precise
meaning to be attached to the word ‘function’ and the word
‘act’. Kant 1s certainly referring to a function® or act of syn-
thesis; but since he has spoken of synthesis as threefold, and
has maintained that each of the three factors in this synthesis
1s both transcendental and empurical, 1t 1s not easy to be sure
whether the synthesis now 1n question 1s to be identified with
the whole of the threefold synthesis or only with some aspect
(or aspects) of 1t. On the whole it 1s simplest to suppose that
he has in mind primanly the transcendental synthesis of
imagination®—with the proviso that since the transcendental
synthesis of imagination 1s at once an element in, and a con-

1'This act incidentally 1s the act which Varthinger, and to an almost
greater degree Kemp Smith, maintain to be for Kant unconscious
and pre-conscious

2 Kant has previously said that the synthesis of apprehension may
also be a priori, see A 99 The present statement seems due to his
special concern for empirical objects Carelessness of this kind 1s
regrettable, but 1t certainly must not be taken as a denial of the doctrine
that every empirical synthesis of apprehension 1s conditioned by a
pure synthesis of time (and space) 3 ‘Zusammenhang.’

4 These rules are the categories For the fuller understanding of
this we must, as Xant has told us (see A 98), await his later explanation
Vaihinger 1s, 1t seems to me, 0éow dtadvAdrray when he suggests
—Dxre transcendentale Deduktion, p 50 = 28—that ‘a priori’ should
be taken with ‘moglich macht’ (makes possible) Compare the a prior
rules of synthetic unity in A 110

5 ‘Function’ here seems to be equivalent to ‘act’, for ‘identity of
function’ seems to be equivalent to ‘identity of act’—see Chapter
XXIII§ 6

8 The ‘act’ of synthesis in question 1s explicitly opposed to the
empirical synthesis of apprehension, and therefore presumably to the

empurical synthesis of reproduction which 1s bound up with 1t The
latter pomnt 1s further supported—though there are complications
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dition 8f, every empirical synthesis. conscionsness of the unity
of the transcendental synthesis of imagination 1s also conscious-
ness of the unity of every empirical sy nthesss

Perhaps we mav put Kant’s doctrine best as foliows The
pure act of apperception is consciousness of the necessary
unity of thought. Such conscicusness 1s 1mpossible anart from
consciousness of the necessary unity of the transcendental
synthesis of 1magination whereby space and time are held
together as individual objective wholes.2 This transcendental
synthesis is an element 1n, and a condition of, all empirical
synthesis, and consciousness of its necessary unity 1s also
consciousness of the necessary unity of all empirical synthesis,
and so of the necessary synthetic unity (or uniformity) of the
whole objective world

Kant’s final conclusion is that ‘the origmnal and necessary
consciousness® of the identity of the self 1s at the same time

here—by the statement that the synthesis 1n question 15 1n accordance
with rules which make appearances necessanly reproducible

It may secem obvious that the pure act of apperception cannot
involve consciousness of any emprrical synthesis This 1s true, but
it can—and ultimately does—involve consciousness of the identity
of every empirical synthesis, so far as that identity 1s also the identity
of the transcendental synthesis Indeed this 1s precisely Kant’s pomt
Transcendental apperception, according to him, inyvolves knowledge
of the necessary synthetic unity present in any and every object qud
object, and consequently present in tnangles and bodies, etc The
matter synthetised under this unity distinguishes one kind of object
from another, and must be known, not by pure, but by empincal,
apperception. Empirical apperception must know the synthesis so
far as 1t 1s particular, and consequently so far as it 1s empincal.
Transcendental apperception must know 1t so far as 1t 1s umversal
and necessary, and the umty of every empirical synthes:s 1s necessary.

1 Note the reference to the manifold in both Kant's statements If
the manifold 1s empinical the synthesis 15 empirical also, although
there 1s necessarily a pure transcendental element 1n 1t For the view
I have taken, compare A 119—the necessary unity of the pure synthesis
of imagination 1n regard to all possible appearances’

2 Compare A 107

3'This must be the pure act of apperception, which Kant agamn
seems to identfy by implication with the transcendental unity of
apperception, the ‘unity of consciousness’ referred to in the previous
sentence
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consciousness of an equally nccessary unity of the sy.nthesm
of all appearances 1n accordance with concepts, that 1s, in
accordance with'rules’! Here the pure act of apperception
clearly involves consciousness of the unity, not only of the
transcendental synthesis of imagination, but also of the empurical
syntheses which are conditioned by the transcendental synthesis.
It does so, as I have said, only because the transcendental
synthesis 1s an element in, and a condition of, every empirical
synthesis 2

Kant 1s anxious to show that all knowledge, and particularly
knowledge by means of empirical concepts, presupposes the
necessary unity of apperception, and consequently involves the
mmposttion on all objects—through the transcendental synthesis
of imagiation—of necessary synthetic unity. This necessary
synthetic unity makes all appearances ‘necessarily reproducible’;
and Kant therefore can say that concepts (or rules}—even when
they are empirical—make appearances necessarily reproductble,
for he has shown that all concepts presuppose the necessary
unity of apperception. He can also say that these concepts
determine an object for mtuition, since, as we have seen, it
1s the presence of necessary synthetic umity in appearances

1 Compare with this the statement in A 107 that the umty of
apperception 1s the a prior: condition of all concepts Such a necessary
unity of synthesis, 1t 1s almost unneccssary to say, involves necessary
unity of the objective world

2 Tt may be objected that the unity of a particular kind of synthesis
(and of a particular kind of object) 1s different from the unity of the
transcendental synthesis, and that every particular kind of synthesis
(and every particular kind of object) has its own special kind of unity
The umity of a tniangle, for cxample, 1s different from the unity of
a body, or—to take a more convement case—the umty of a plant
1s different from the umty of an animal

As T understand Kant, he would have no objection to such a state-

.Jment, and such unities might be described, I think, as particular or
empirical forms known only through empirical apperception—compare
Chapter VI § 8 Kant 1s maintaining that every object must have also
a umiversal and necessary synthetic unity (for example, 1t must be
a substance with acaidents), and that this latter unity 1s imposed by
the transcendental synthesis of imagimation and known through an
act of pure apperception What 1s true of the objects 1s also true of
the syntheses, and need not be repeated.
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which *alonc characterises them as objects This pomt he
himself makes—although not too clearly; for he equates the
determining of an object with the determining of ‘the concept
of something in which the appearances necessarly cohere’!

1¢zusammenhangen.’ Note that this concept 1s the concept of ‘an
object 1n general’ which 1s presupposed by the empirical concepts
of this and that particular kind of object. Necessity belongs to empirical
concepts only so far as this ultimate concept 1s presupposed



CHAPTER XXII
THE TRANSCENDENTAL OBJECT

§ 1. Apperception and the Transcendental Object

At this point! Kant gives us a summary of the present stage
of the argument, a summary which 1s intended to clarify, and
perhaps to correct, his previous statements. As he himself
says, we are now 1n a position to determine more accurately
the concept? of an object in general, the concept which was
obtained by our provisional analysis of the nature of an object.?

All 1deas, qud 1deas, have their object,® and they can also
be objects of other 1deas.® Appearances are the only objects
which can be immediately given to us,® and that which 1n an
appearance relates immediately to an object s called ‘intwition’.?
The appearances which are immediately given to us, and are
in a sense objects,® are not things-in-themselves, They are
ideas which have 1n turn their own objects; and the object

1 A 108 towards the end

2 The text has ‘concepts’, but this seems to be a shp 'The concepts
of an object in general are the categories

3 See especially A 104-5

4 This seems scarcely accurate, for the images of imagimation may
have no object (compare A 198 = B 243), and the need for a trans-
cendental deduction itself arises from the fact that some concepts
may have no object In A 189 = B 234 Kant says, more plausibly,
that every 1dea, so far as one 1s conscious of 1t, can be called an object

5'This presumably refers to Kant’s doctrine of judgement Every
Judgement 1s the 1dea of an idea of an object (see A 68 = B 93 and
Chapter XII § 5), or more simply every 1dea can be brought under
a concept.

¢ Compare A 190 = B 236 ‘appearances are not things-in-
themselves, and yet are what alone can be given to us to know’

7 ‘Appearance’ here—compare Chapter XX § 2—seems to be the
whole complex image, for example, this white house, and intuition
scems to be the sensum which we have at each moment and which
1s a part of the whole appearance For the immediate relation of
the intuition to the object, see Chapter IV § 2 at the end

8 The appearance considered in abstiaction from the necessary
unity immposed by thought i1s an indetermmate object or ‘mere
appcarance’, sce A g2 = B 125 and A 20 = B 34 Considered as

VOL. I o
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of whith they are the ideas (or appearances) cannot itself
be another appearance of the same kind, that 1s to say, 1t
cannot be an empirical intwition or be known by means of
empirical intwition Kant concludes, as he did before,! that
the object of these 1deas (or appearances) must be an unknown
‘something’, which he here calls the non-empurical or transcen-
dental object = #, and which he formerly called something
in general = x The ‘something’ to which we refer one appear-
ance differs 1n no way from the ‘something’ to which we refer
another appearance, if we consider 1t 1n abstraction from the
appearance which 1s referred to 1t Since ex iypothes: 1t cannot
be known by means of intuition, 1t cannot be known at all,
it can only be conceived or thought; and the concept of some-
thing 1n general?, since 1t contains no elements derived from
empirical intuition, must be a pure concept.

This concept of something in general or the transcendental
object 1s present 1n, or presupposed by, all our empirical
concepts>—when we judge that this 1s an animal, we judge
that the given appearance 1s the appearance of ‘something’
which 1s real independently of our minds The presence of this
pure concept 1n all our empirical concepts alone can confer
upon our 1deas? relation to an object, or 1n other words objective
reality.

possessing necessary synthetic unity 1t 1s, as Kant 1s about to imnsist,
the phenomenal object Perhaps 1t 1s simplest to say that so far as
we are conscious of an appearance 1t 1s an object, but this must be
distinguished from the fact that 1t also refers to an object, or 1s an
appearance of an object—a fact which Kant 1s about to explain -

1See A 104, where, however, the phrase ‘transcendental object’
was not used

2This 1s the concept—it must not be forgotten—of the general
character of ‘something’, of its ‘thingness’ or ‘objectivity’

3 Thus 1s the reason why, although empirical, they mvolve necessity

4 Erdmann’s emendation— ‘was allen’ for ‘was in allen’—is accepted
by Kemp Smuth, and suggests that relation to an object 1s conferred
upon empirical concepts Kant, however, 1s trying to explain how ths
relation to an object can be conferred upon ideas or appearances,
as 1s shown both by what precedes and by what follows The original
text therefore seems to me sound, and I have followed 1t, but 1t should

be noted that I have supplied the words ‘upon our 1deas’ from the
context
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Since the pure concept of ‘something n general’ can contan
no determinate intuition,! and since, as Kant has argued
before, a ‘sometliing’ which 1s merely something different from
all our 1deas 1s for us nothing,? the concept in question can
only be the concept of that necessary synthetic unity which
must be found 1n the given manifold of the appearance and
(on his view) actually constitutes its objective reality. What
we call the relation of an appearance to an object turns out
on analysis to be the necessary synthetic unity of the appearance
itself, and this 1s agamn identified with the necessary unity
of consciousness or apperception 2 It is consequently 1dentified
also, 1n view of the previous argument,® with the necessary
unity of the synthesis of the manifold through a common
function of the mind I take this synthesis to be the transcen-
dental synthesis of imagination, and the common function
to be the power? of transcendental imagination This function
1s ‘common’ 1n the sense that 1t 1s manifested 1n the transcen-
dental synthesis of imagination which must be present univers-
ally whenever we combine the manifold in one idea (or one
object) ©

Kant now gives us his final summary The transcendental
unity of apperception—and consequently the unity of the
transcendental synthesis of imagination’—must be regarded
as necessary a pizort, for otherwise the cogmtion (presumably

11t 1s not, like empirical concepts, derived by abstraction from
determinate intuitions 2 A r0s.

3 Kant says that relation to an object 1s the necessary unity of con-
scirousness, and this 1s awkward untilit 1s explained, as I have explained
1t, by inserting the middle term 4 See Chapter XXI § 7.

5 This 1s an irregular use of the word ‘function’—see Chapter
XI1I§ 2—but compare the phrase ‘transcendental function of 1magna-
tion’ m A 123 and also A 78 = B 103 It 1s perhaps possible that
‘function’ here means ‘a formal act’ (or ‘the form of the act’), which
as such 1s umversal or ‘common’

S Kant has 1n view, not any arbitrary combination, but com-
bination 1nto a phenomenal object—which always requires the trans-
cendental synthesis of mmagination

7 Kant says ‘this unity’, which might refer only to the latter unity,
but from what follows 1t appears to refer primarily to the umty of
apperception
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the idea or appearance) would be without an objcct ! Hence
Kant can formulate a transcendental law upon which the
objective reality® of i1deas or appearances depends, and apart
from which they could not be 1deas or appearances of an object.
The simplest statement of this law 1s that all appearances,
so far as they are appearances of an object, must conform
to the necessary unity of apperception and to all conditions
which 1t implies—just as all appearances, so far as they are
intuitions, must conform to the forms of time and space 3
Kant’s own statement 1s rather more complicated, and he
indicates that the conditions implied by the unity of appercep-
tion are a prior: rules of synthetic unuty. These conditions
or rules we must take to be the categories to which he 1s about
to introduce us  Apart from them there could be no knowledge
of objects, and ndeed no objects, 1n the strictest sense,’ at all.

§ 2. Transcendental Object and Thing-in-itself

I have discussed this third subsection in great detail, both
because of 1ts own difficulty and because of the misconceptions
to which it has given rise. It is far from being a model exposi-
tion, but nevertheless 1t offers us—as 1ts title indicates—an
analysis of what 1s 1nvolved 1n the synthesis of recognition
in the concept ® Such a synthesis alone can give us knowledge
of objects, and these objects Kant finds to be characterised
by a necessary synthetic uruty whose origin he ascribes—as

1] believe that strictly we ought to see the umity of apperception
as necessary 1n 1tself, and also as necessary for knowledge of an object:
otherwise Kant’s argument becomes circular The same principle
holds for space and time and the categories, but Kant too often fails
to bring this out In this passage the reason given spoils the argument
by giving 1t the appearance of circularity

2 Here described, not only as ‘the relation to an object’, but as
‘the relation to a transcendental object’

3 Compare B 136 and B 144

4'The unofficial introduction of the categories before their time
tends rather to puzzle than to help the reader.

5 That 1s, no phenomenal objects

8 It 1s obvious that the concepts employed 1n recogmtion are usually
empirical, or at least particular, concepts
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on Critical principles he must—to the unity of apperéeptlon.
He has still to show that the umty of apperception involves
the categories, but, as I have said before, he has every right
to reserve this for a separate discussion. He has also a right
to expect, in view of the explicit warning previously given,!
that we should interpret his analys:s of details in the light of the
argument as a whole

It 1s, 1n my opinion, through failure to see the argument
as a whole that Professor Vaihinger has been led to maintain
that the present passage 1s irrelevant to a deduction of the
categories and inconsistent with the belief that there are
categories 2 This theory seems to me palpably false; and I do
not propose to repeat criticisms which I have already made
elsewhere.? It must, however, be noted that Professor Kemp
Smith, who accepts Vaihinger’s arguments and conclusions,
endeavours to reinforce them by the contention that the very
phrase ‘transcendental object’ 1s 1tself a pre-Critical or semi-
Critical survival His main ground for this contention 1s that
the transcendental object 1s ‘the thing-m-itself, concerved as
being the object of our representations’.#

Professor Kemp Smith himself points out® that even Vathinger
has not detected the un-Critical character of the transcendental
object. Curiously enough, he does not observe that Vaihinger
expressly denies the transcendental object to be equivalent
to the thing-m-itself. 1t 1s, on the contrary, the object which
we, from the nature of our munds, think into appearances;
it 1s therefore wnmanent, and 1s to be sharply distinguished
from the #ranscendent object, which is the thing-in-itself ¢
A similar view, though not without qualifications, is taken
by Adickes.” If these views were sound, then the transcendental

1A g8

2 It may be observed that this extraordinary view finds no support
whatever 1n Adickes

3 Proceedings of the Aristotehan Soctety, Vol XXX, vu, pp 167 fl.
(1930) 4 Commentary, p 204 51bid, p. zo5.

8 Die transcendentale Deduktion, p 33 n == 55 n

7 Kant und das Ding an sich, pp 99 ff This work was published 1n
1924, and 1s therefore subsequent to Kemp Smuth’s Commentary
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object would be—what from its name 1t ought to be—an object
which 1s thought a prior: into the manifold because of the
nature of the thinhing mimd )

It is surprising that Professor Kemp Smith should ignore this
possibility, since the present account of the transcendental
object has often been taken as explamning away the thing-in-
itself * For my own part I do not believe that Kant anywhere
renounces the doctrine of the thing-in-itself, and since the
transcendental object appears to be 1dentified elsewhere? with
the thing-in-itself, there 1s reason to suppose that it is so
here, at least mtially, On the other hand Kant’s statements
have, so far as I can see, nothing in the least pre-Critical
about them.

Kant never ceases to hold that the phenomenal objects
we know are only appearances of unhnown things-n-them-
selves.? On his view there are not two objects, but only one
considered from different points of view (1) the thing as 1t
is in 1tself, and (2) the same thing as it appears to us * The
thing-in-itself 1s the object which appears to us, though it
never appears to us as it 1s 1n 1tself, but only as transformed
by the nature of our understanding and sensibility The thing
as it 1s in 1tself is therefore the unknown object of which the
objects known to us® are the appearances This unknown
object is spoken of as affecting the mind and so causing the
appearances.

We may object to this doctrine and especially to the use
of the word ‘cause’ in a sense which mmplies no temporal
succession ; but such objections do not alter the fact that this

1 This scems to be the view of Caird, The Critical Plilosophy of
Kant, Vol I, pp 365-6, compare Cohen, Kommentar, pp 65-6

? See especially A 366, and compare A 277-8 = B 333—4 and
A 288 = B 344

3 Strictly speaking, 1t 1s the matter of these objects which 1s an
appearance of unknown things-in-themselves their universal form—
not, however, the empirical forms, which are partly determuned by
the matter—s contributed by the mind Compare Chapter VI § 8

4 Comparc B XXVI-XXVII

8 These may be called ‘empirical’ or ‘phenomenal’ objects, they
are what we ordmanly call ‘thuings’—houses and trees and so on
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and this alone 1s the doctrine to which Kant eve;'ywhere
adheres.

The Critical doctrine may be expressed by saying that the
transcendental object—as opposed to the empirical or pheno-
menal object—is the thing-in-itself. This does not, however,
mean that we know things-in-themselves as transcendental
objects, either by means of empirical concepts or by means
of the categories'—such a doctrine would indeed be un-
Critical! Nerther does 1t mean that the thing-in-itself 1s the
source of that necessary synthetic unity which for us 1s the
essential and unwersal charactenistic of all our phenomenal
objects 2 Kant’s contention 1s, on the contrary, that since the
thing-in-itself 1s unknown, the necessary synthetic unity
m question cannot be ascribed to the transcendental object

11 do not think Kemp Smuth wishes to assert that it does mean
this, but I cannot understand what he does mean except on some
such interpretation—unless he 1s claiming as un-Critical the view
that appearances are appearances of an unknown object or thing-in-
itself, which seems to me equally impossible His main pomnt 1s that
when the categories are distinguished from empirical concepts—at
the present stage Kant 1s supposed to be innocent of categories—the
doctrine of the transcendental object ‘applies the categories to the
thing 1n itsclf’ (Commentary, p 206) We mught infer that since at the
present stage empirical concepts are alleged to take the place of cate-
gories, these too must be applied by Kant to the thing-in-itself, but
on this point again Kemp Smuth’s interpretation remains obscure It
1s not even clear to me what he means by saying that this doctrine
‘applies the categories to the thing in itself’. As I have said above,
Kant often applies the category of cause to the relation between the
unknown thing-in-itself and its appearances If Kemp Smith means
more than this, he ought to mean that we know things-in-themselves
by means of the categories—a view which 1t 1s quite impossible to
extract from the present passage or indeed from any other

Kemp Smith even maintains, with all the emphasis of italics, that
1n the later doctrine of the transcendental object ‘Not only therefore
are the categories regarded as vahd of things in themselves, they are also
declared to have no possible apphcation to phenomena’ (Commentary,
p 218) A conclusion so incredible ought to suggest reconsideration
of the prermuses on which 1t 1s based

2 In an obscure passage Kemp Smuth seems to 1mply that according
to the present passage the contents of our representations are grounded
and umfied 1n the thing-in-itself (Commentary, p 206)
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considered as a thing-in-tself.t All we really know about
appearances when we assert that they are appearances of an
object is that they possess necessary synthetic unity, and this
necessary synthetic umity must be explamned as due to the
nature of the mind Hence our concept of the transcendental
object, so far as we actually employ 1t in knowng?® that appear-
ances are appearances of an object, must be reduced to a concept
of the necessary synthetic unity found in appearances,? and
this unity, as we have seen, 1s grounded upon, and even identi-
fied with, the necessary unity of consciousness On this view
the object as known, or the phenomenal object, 1s composed
of appearances so far as they are combined in a necessary
synthetic unity *

There 1s a certain awkwardness i Kant’s exposition, for the
change in the meaning of the term ‘transcendental object’,
even when the reasons for it are explained, must lead to con-
fusion. His view becomes clearer, 1f we suppose him to be
analysing the concept of objectivity ® He first of all suggests
that the concept of objectivity as applied to appearances 1s the
concept of reference to an unknown ‘something’ independent
of the mind He then adds that 1t 1s the concept of reference
to an unknown ‘something’ only in virtue of a necessary

1 On Kant’s view w e could not know that a unity due to the thing-in-
1tself was necessary, even if the thing-in-itself were known

2We may, and perhaps must, still believe that the phenomenal
object 1s an appearance of a transcendental (or transcendent) object
regarded as a thing-in-itself The transcendental object thus in a

sense remains the object as 1t 15 1n 1tself (unknown to us) the empirical
or phenomenal object 1s the same object as 1t appears to, and 1s known
by, us

3 Compare A 250—1 and Chapter LV § 3 It 1s 1n this reduced form
that Vaihinger and Adickes rightly deny the transcendental object
to be equivalent to the thing-in-itself This contention 1s very clear
in the more ‘accurate’ analysis of ‘object’ given 1n A 108—9, but 1t 1s
already present in A 105, yet Kemp Smuth’s interpretation seems to
1gnore 1t entirely

4 The object as a thing-in-1tself or transcendent object 1s still for Kant
the unknown cause (or condition) of the appearances so combined, or
more exactly 1t 1s the unknown thing which appears

& The use of concrete words instead of abstract when w ¢ are speaking
of concepts 1s apt to be misleading Compare Chapter 1X § 4
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synthetic unity, and this necessary synthetic unity must be
imposed by the mind.! The concept of a necessary synthetic
unity imposed by the mind 1s the only element in the concept
of objectivity which can give us knowledge? when appled to
appearances. We can easily understand how the reference to an
unknown ‘something’ falls into the background 1t is ultimately
abandoned, not indeed by Kant, but by his successors.

The awkwardness of Kant’s exposition should not be allowed
to obscure the essentially Critical character of his doctrine;
and I believe that his view 1s unaltered in the second edition,?
although the new passages mserted do not employ the phrase
‘transcendental object’.* So far from not recogmsing the
phenomenal (or empirical) object 1n the present passage,® Kant
1s giving us in some detail his usual account of the phenomenal
object, namely, that it consists of given appearances necessarily
combined 1n the unity of apperception

1 'The difficulty of this 1s to explain why w ¢ should regard appearances
as appearances of an unknown ‘something’ because they have a necessary
synthetic unity imposed on them by the mind But this difficulty 1s a
difficulty of the Critical Philosophy as a2 whole, not of this particular
passage, and appearances are appearances of an unknown some-
thing, not merely because they have a necessary synthetic unity mm-
posed upon them, but because the matter thus united 1s gzven to sense

2 We not only conceive necessary synthetic unity, but we know
that 1t must be found in our intuitions We may also conceive the
thing-in-1tself, but we cannot know 1t, since we cannot mtuit 1t (as
1t 1s 1n 1tself), compare B XXVI.

3 Compare B 130-1, B 137, and B 142.

4 Some of the passages excised in the second edition contain the
phrase ‘transcendental object’; but even if we supposed—a doubtful
supposition—that one of Kant’s reasons for the excision was dis-
satisfaction with the phrase, this could not mean, as Kemp Smuth
alleges, that Kant recogrused the doctrine contained 1n these passages
to be ‘completely untenable’ (Commentary, p 219) Kant denies this
explicitly in B XXXVII f., and I believe him to be right in saying
that he 1s only trying to explain the same doctrine 1n a clearer way.

5 Compare Kemp Smuth, Commentary, p. 206.

VOL. 1 o¥



CHAPTER XXIII

APPERCEPTION AND THE CATEGORIES

§ 1. The Order of Exposition

When Kant has finished his analysis of the different factors
in the three-fold synthesis, he proceeds to mtroduce us to the
categories.! In so doing he reminds us once more that his
present account 1s to be taken as prelimmary or provisional.2

The argument hitherto has led to the conclusion® that in
human experience all appearances, so far as they are appear-
ances of an object, must conform to the conditions of the
necessary unity of apperception. The simplest statement
of Kant’s further argument 1s that the categories are? these
condrtions, since they are the conditions (or forms) of the
thought which 1s necessarily present mn experience. Such
in essence 1s Kant’s actual contention, but he complicates the
argument m two ways firstly, he describes the categories
as conditions of thought before he refers to them as ‘conditions
of the thoroughgoing unity of self-consciousness’, and secondly
he makes a fresh start at the beginning of the subsection, and
describes the nature of ‘experience’ before he comes to the
argument proper.

The description of ‘experience’ is, I think, best taken as one
of the brief introductions which Kant, not always happily,
tends to place before the different stages of his argument.
We need not dispute its awkwardness, but we should not
overlook the fact that it helps to clarify, and 1n some ways
to expand, what has been already said.®

The whole argument is followed by the usual appendix.?

1 1n subsection 4 (A 110 ff)

2 ‘vorlaufig ’ 3A 110; compare A 105
4 Kant mught equally say ‘express’ or ‘contain’ 5In A 111

¢ It may be obscrved that Adickes regards the first part of sub-
section 4 (A 110-11) as an earlier and self-sufficient deduction I do
not believe that the difficulties of the passage justify such a conclusion.
7A 112 ff



XXIII §2] APPERCEPTION AND THE CATEGORIES 427

§2 The Unity of Experrence

Kant’s introduction appears to take its start from an earlier
passage,’ where i1t was said that ‘the transcendental unity
of apperception makes, out of all possible appearances which
can cohere 1n one experience, a system? (or connexion) of all
these 1deas mn accordance with laws ° We are now told that
there is only one experience 1n which all sense-perceptions are
represented® as in a thoroughgoing system (or connexion)
governed by law.t This assertion finds a parallel in the state-
ment that there 1s only one space and time 1n which all forms?
of appearance and all relations of being and not-being occur.

When Kant speaks thus of one experience in which all
sense-perceptions (or appearances) are represented, we must
not take him to assert the reality of an all-embracing divine
experience, or to suggest that human experiences are part
of such a divine experience. a divine experience, if 1t could
be called experience, would have nothing to do with human
categories or with the forms of time and space On the other
hand no individual human experience, and indeed no sum of
such experiences, can give adequate knowledge of all possible
appearances 1 the phenomenal world We may affirm with
confidence that doctrines of this type play no part i the
Crtical Philosophy.

It 1s less easy to determine the precise character of the
posttive doctrine which Kant’s words are intended to convey.
If we omut the ambiguous word ‘experience’, we may say that
for Kant all possible appearances (so far as they are appearances
of objects) are parts of one phenomenal world which fills
space and time and 1s governed throughout by causal laws.
Of such a world I, as an individual, can perceive only an

1A 108
2 ‘ Zusammenhang ° Compare the other two uses of the word (once
as a verb) on the same page 3 ‘vorgestellt.’

4A 110, compare A 123, B 13940, A 230 = B 282, A 2312
= B 284

5 These ‘forms’ must be the empirical forms, the given shapes
and sizes and so on, to which I refer in Chapter VI § 8.
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msignifiant fraction, and although with the aid of thought
I can know more of this world than I can directly perceive,
even so, my detailed knowledge 1s still confined only to a
fraction of the whole I do, however, know (according to Kant)
that the whole must be governed by causal law, and that
whatever is connected by causal law with the appearances
actually perceived 1s as real as these appearances themselves,
and must be capable of fitting into an experience continuous
with my own

We may perhaps interpret his view—provided we set aside
anything that savours of mysticism or ‘Schwdrmerer’—as
affirming an 1deal all-embracing experience which 1s, however,
only possible and not actual - actual experience 1s the experiences
of individual men The one all-embracing experience may
be regarded as an 1ideal expansion or completion of such
actual experiences, and actual experiences may perhaps be said
to be limited parts of 1t.

Kant’s view will become in some respects clearer when
we have studied the Postulates of Empirical Thought.® It may
be objected at present that there 1s no justification on his
premuses for speaking of one experience, and even that there
1s no justification for speaking, as I have done, of one
phenomenal world To these objections I will return later 2

Curiously enough, Kant does not even ask how the experi-
ences of different individual men are related to the one all-
embracing experience. He mentions the fact that we speak
of different experiences,® but he takes the phrase to refer
to different sense-perceptions, not to the experiences of this
man and that His point appears to be that when I talk about
my experience of this house or that road, these are called
experiences, not in themselves, but as parts of a whole exper:-
ence, which he describes as ‘one and the same universal ex-
perience’.

Here again, I should prefer to speak, not of one experience,
but of one phenomenal and objective world, though it 1s
possible that on Copernican principles Kant’s terminology

1 See Chapter § L 4 2 See Chapter XXIV § 4 3A 110,



XXIII § 3] APPERCEPTION AND THE CATEGORIES 429

1s the correct one 'I'he general tenor of Kant’s view seemns
to me sound. It may indeed be urged that my experience
of this house 1s an experience of an object 1n virtue of the
necessity which binds together the different elements of the
house and in virtue of the categories under which 1t falls;
in short, 1t may be urged that my experience of the house
is a complete experience 1n itself. This view seems to me
to be false. My experience of this house 1s experience of an
object only so far as I realise, however obscurely, that this
house is part of one objective world The categories by which
I think this house as an object include the category of cause
and effect, and indeed the category of interaction; and these
categories 1mply that this object, Iike every other, has its
necessary place mn the one world which is the total object
of my experience. This 1s what I take to be Kant’s general
meaning when he asserts that my different experiences are
all part of one umversal experience,! and his reason for using
this language is doubtless the fact that he regards the objective
world, not as a thing-in-1itself, but as something which exists
only 1n relation to human forms of thought and sensibility.

§3 Unity in Accordance with Concepts

Kant reasserts his position 1n more technical language when
he says that the thoroughgoing and synthetic unity of sense-
perceptions—by which I take him to mean all possible sense-
perceptions—is the form of experience. This umty (or this
form?) 1s identical with the synthetic unity of appearances
1n accordance with concepts;? that 1s to say, 1t 1s 1dentical with
the necessary synthetic unity which we have found must be
present when we judge objects by means of concepts.?

When Kant speaks of the synthetic umity of appearances

1 Perhaps he 1s also excluding what 1s peculiar mn the experience of
individuals and especially the secondary qualities

2 Adickes takes the subject of this sentence to be ‘experience’, but
this seems to me to give less good sense, for we cannot identify
experience with that unity which constitutes its form

3 Compare A 108
4 Compare A 79 = B 104-5, A 101, A 104-5, A 108, A 109-10
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‘in accordance with concepts’, he must be taken to mean—
as mn subsection 3—in accordance with the empirical (or
particular) concepts which we apply 1 our ‘ordinary judge-
ments.® He now goes on to assert expressly2—what has hitherto
been implied rather than stated®—that if this synthetic unity
depended merely on empirical concepts, 1t would not possess
that necessity which on his view 1s essential to experience.
We are told once more that such synthetic unity, if 1t 1s to be
necessary, must have a transcendental ground Unless there
were 1n appearances a necessary synthetic unity—which as
necessary must on Kantian principles have its origin in the
nature of the mind—we might have a mob of appearances
thronging our soul, but no experience and no knowledge
of objects. Knowledge of objects depends on the connexion
of appearances in accordance with necessary and umniversal
laws—in particular on the fact that appearances must be
appearances of permanent spatial substances interacting 1n
accordance with the laws of cause and effect Apart from such
necessary connexion In appearances we should have, not
knowledge, but intuttion divorced from thought, which for
us would be as good as nothing ¢

§ 4. Categories and Forms of Thought

Kant then states, in one brief paragraph, what may be
tegarded as the essence of the Objective Deduction.

The a prior: conditions of a possible experience 1n general
are also conditions of the possibility of objects of experience.®

! Compare A 142 = B 181, ‘a rule of unity in relation to concepts
i general’ 2A 111

3 It1s, I believe, implied clearly enough 1n A 106, where the necessity
which appears to be involved 1n the use of empirical concepts 1s said
to possess a transcendental ground

4 Thus passage seems to me to suggest that inturtional consciousness
1s possible apart from thought when we assert that a thing 1s ‘as
good as nothing’, we 1mply that it 1s 7ot nothing Kant 1s, however,
capable of saying that such intuitions are ‘for us nothing’—compare
A 120—though this may perhaps mean that they arc not objects
Compare Chapter XVI § 13

" A 111, compare A 96, A 158 = B 197, B 234, A 202 = B 247,
A 213 = B 259-60
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This 1s a central principle of the Critical Philosophy, and
on 1t Kant’s whole argument depends

For experienge, or knowledge of objects, two things are
necessary. (1) intuition and (2) thought. Space and time are
pure ntuitions whose content 1s the conditions (or forms)
of the intuition necessary to experience; and so all objects
must conform to space and ttme Simularly the categories are
pure concepts whose content 1s the conditions (or forms)
of the thought necessary to experience,! and so all objects
must conform to the categories. The essential character of any
and every object as an object of experience 1s this conformity
with the categories - its character as an object of a particular
kind (such as a house or a table) 1s determined by the nature
of intuitions given in space and time The categories are
therefore concepts of objects in general (not concepts of a
particular kind of object), and they must apply to all objects,
or 1n other words they must have objective reality; for apart
from conformity to them there can be no object—in the strict
sense—at all.?

This argument may seem open to the objection that although
on Kant’s suppositions every appearance must be given as
spatial and temporal, 1t 1s a mere accident whether given
appearances will conform to the categories and so possess the
character without which they would not constitute an object.?
Such 1s not Kant’s view, He 1s presupposing that the transcen-~
dental synthesis of imagmation necessarily combines given
appearances 1 conformity with the unity of apperception and
therefore in conformity with the forms of thought in which
that unity 1s necessarily mamnufested.* The defect of his ex-
position lies 1n the fact that he has left us to connect the con-

1 Note that Kant says space and time contain the conditions of
mtuitions, while he says that the categories are the condittons of
thought For him ‘contain’ (or ‘express’) and ‘are’ are interchangeable
i this connexion ? Compare A 93 = B 126.

3 Thus 1s the difficulty raised by Kant himself in A 88 = B 121 ff

4 Compare A 108, where the transcendental synthesis 1s said to
subject every synthesis of apprehension (which 1s empirical) to a
transcendental unity
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ditionss(or forms) of thought with the conditions of the umty
of apperception previously mentioned This defect he proceeds
to make good 1n the following paragraph, and we must re-
member that he has already connected the umty of appercep-
tion, 1f not too clearly, with the transcendental synthesis
of imagination. He does not adequately bring out the connexion
between the forms of thought and the transcendental syn-
thesis of imagination t1ll he comes to the chapter on Schematism.

§ 5. Apperception and the Categories  ,~

The possibility, or, rather the necessity, that the categories
should apply to objects rests for Kant on the relation which
he claims to have already established between our entire
senstbility? (and so all possible appearances) and original
apperception, All appearances must necessarily conform to the
conditions of? the unity of apperception—conditions which
must be 1dentified with the categories This statement 1s said
to mean that appearances must be subject to ‘universal func-
tions of synthesis’ in which the unity of apperception 1s neces-
sarily mamifested 3 These ‘functions of synthesis’ may be taken
as equivalent to pure categories,® that 1s, to the functions
(or forms) of judgement, so far as the given manifold 1s deter-
mined, or synthetised, 1n accordance with them 3 On the whole

1A 111 This curious phrase perhaps refers to space and especially
time as the necessary forms of all sensibiity In B 1512 1imagination
1s said to deterrmune sensibility a prior:, and this 1s equivalent to
determuining sense a prior: as regards 1ts form

2This gemtive 1s presumably an objective genitive, see A 10§
(where conditions are said to make the unity of apperception possible)
The phrase occurs also 1n A 110

81 take this to be the general sense of ‘Identitat a prior: beweisen
kann’ (‘can demonstrate 1ts idcntity a priore’)

4 Compare A 349 where the categories are described as ‘functions
of synthetic uruty’, and also A 356 where the concept of ‘substance’
18 said to be used ‘only as a function of synthesis’

8 Compare B 128 This may be supported by the fact that the
synthesis 1n question 1s said to be ‘in accordance with concepts’,
for we may take this as equivalent to ‘the synthesis of recognition
in the concept’, that 1s, to judgement itself But every synthesis
which 1s a factor in experience 1s ‘in accordance with concepts’ so
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I prefer to take them as functions (or forms) of the “ranscen-
dental synthesis of imagination which conform to the pure
categories and.are a determining element in every empirical
synthesis,!

This general statement is followed by an illustration, which
15 too obscurely stated to be of much help. Kant chooses
as his example of a category the concept of cause; and he says
that 1t zs a synthesis 1n accordance with concepts, a synthesis
of what follows 1n the time series with other—and presumably
preceding—appearances 2 It would have been more satis-
factory if he had said 1t was a function® of synthesis o ac-
cordance with concepts The concepts must be empirical (or
particular) concepts, such as ‘fire’ and ‘smoke’ 1n the judgement
‘If there is fire, then 1t must be followed by smoke.” Here the
successively given manifolds, synthetised respectively under the
concepts of ‘fire’ and ‘smoke’, are also synthetised as cause and
effect 1n accordance with the hypothetical form of judgement.

that this argument 1s inconclusive The phrase ‘synthesis 1n accordance
with concepts’ occurs also 1n A 108, compare the ‘synthetic unity of
appearances 1n accordance with concepts’ 1n A 110, and also ‘a rule
of unity 1n accordance with concepts 1n general’ n A 142 = B 181

1'To take them 1n this way 1s to take them as schematised categories
(or as the ‘rules’ of the transcendental synthesis conceived in the
schematised categories)

2A 112 1 should have thought the concept in question would be
described better as the concept of effect (or of cause and effect).
In A 9o = B 122 the concept of cause 1s said to mean a particular
kind of synthes:s.

3 Or that 1t was the concept of such a function, but Kant habitually
treats the category both as a function or form of synthesis at work
1n knowledge and also as a concept of this function (just as he treats
space both as a form of outer intuition and also as a pure intuition
of this form).

1 The hypothetical form of yjudgement gives us only the relation
of ground and consequent, but 1t 1s here applied to a ground which
immediately precedes its consequent 1n time and this involves a
transcendental synthesis of imagination Perhaps Kant wishes also
to indicate that the relation of cause and effect applies 1n virtue of the
common character which 1s thought in the concepts of ‘fire’ and ‘smoke’
If anything has the character which 1s thought mn the concept of
‘fire’, 1t must be succeeded by something with the common character
which 1s thought 1n the concept of ‘smoke’.
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Apart from such a necessary synthetic umty, which 18 1m-
posed on appearances by means of the categories,' apperception,
as we have seen, would not be able to manifest its necessary
and umversal unity Appearances (or sense-perceptions) would
then belong to no experience, for 1t 1s precisely such necessary
synthetic unity which constitutes the essential nature or form
of experience We may put this in other words by saying that
appearances (or sense-perceptions) would not be appearances
(or sense-perceptions) of an object,? they would be a mere
blind?® play of 1deas, something less than a dream *

§ 6. The Meanng of ‘ Function’

The reader may perhaps feel, as Kant himself suggests,® that
this long argument has done something to prepare, but little
to instruct, him: 1t has introduced a number of theories, but
1t 1s not sufficiently clear to produce conviction Many of
Kant’s statements are open to different interpretations, and
between these interpretations the student has to choose on
msufficient evidence. Most of the obscunty 1s, however, due
to the absence of a clear distinction between imagination and
thought It 1s difficult to be sure where the work of thought
18 supposed to end and the work of 1magination to begin; and
consequently 1t 1s difficult to be sure how the work of the one
is supposed to affect the work of the other We can only say
that without the synthesis of 1magination thought can give us

1 Or which, 1n Kant’s language, has 1ts a prior: rule

2 Necessary synthetic unity 1s the essential character or form of
an object of experience just as 1t 1s of experience 1tself

3 The word ‘blind’ does not, I think, indicate an absence of con-
sclousness, but an absence of self-consciousness and of objects,
compare Chapters IV § 3 and XIII § 4

4 They would be less than a dream because even our dreams are
reflexions of our experience Though the unreal objects revealed
mn them are not substances, and though there 1s no real causal
connexion 1n dream-cvents, the images of dreams seem to be the
appearances of bodics, and sometimes seem to be causally connected
The real causal connexions found by the psychologist in dreams are
found only when the drcam itself 15 made an object, and are not
usually present to the mind of the dreamer 5A g8.
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no knowledge of objects, and on the other hand that thought
with 1ts forms 1s the source of the ultimate principles which
control the synthesis of 1magination

The obscurity of the argument may be illustrated by Kant’s
use of the word ‘function’, which has been a source of difficulty
to us from the beginning. I fear that I am unable to remove
this obscurity, and the reader may be advised to treat this
discussion, and the discussion of ‘functions of synthesis’ in
§ 7 below, as an appendix which may be omitted on a first
reading. It involves a certain amount of repetition, but I
think 1t may be useful to have a summary of the evidence on
this difficult topic

The forms of judgement have been described as functions,
functions of understanding,? functions of judgement,® functions
of unity i judgements 4 The word ‘function’ 1s, however, not
always used 1n this technical sense,’ and at times there 1s some
doubt whether 1t 1s intended to convey this technical sense or
not.® Furthermore Kant does not restrict the word to thought
or understanding, but speaks also of the function of transcen-
dental imagination 7 Here again 1t 1s not clear whether this usage
indicates some relation between the work of transcendental
imagination and the forms of judgement; and when the word
‘function’ 1s used by itself, we may have no sufficient ground
for deciding whether Kant has 1n mind the function of thought
or the function of imagination 8

‘Function’, 1t will be remembered, was defined® as ‘the
umity of the act of ordering different 1deas under a common
idea’ (or concept). Though this definition professes to be

1 Compare Chapter XII § 2 2 A 69 = Bog.

3A 79 = B 105, compare B 128 and B 131 tA 69 = Bog.

5InA 75 n = B 10on, ‘function’ seems to be used definitely for
a ‘work’ or ‘task’

¢ For example, in A 70 = B g5 ‘the function of thought’ (which
can be brought under four heads each containing three moments)
may be the ‘work’ or ‘task’ of thought, but it may carry with 1t a
suggestion of ‘form’

7 See A 123—4, where the word 1s used four times

8 Sce, for example, ‘function’ 1n A 108. 9A 68 = B g3
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general,'1 Kant seems to have in mind the unity of judgement;
for judgement alone brings different individual intuttions (or
objects) under a general concept or concepts.? It 1s difficult
to connect this defimition with the senses in which Kant appears
to use the word. If we take ‘function’ to be originally the work
or task proper to anything, it 1s used naturally enough for the
work proper to a power such as understanding We can see
how 1t may come to mean the way of working peculiar to that
power, or the way of working common to all its different acts.?
Thus the function of understanding 1s to judge, but the phrase
‘function of understanding’ seems to be used for what 1s
common to different acts of judgement, namely their form.
Hence the functions of understanding are 1dentified with the
forms of judgement 4 As Kant uses ‘function’ also for the
‘form’ of an activity,®the forms of judgement are called ‘func-
tions of judgement’; and so the functions of understanding
are 1dentified with the functions of judgement ©

How 1s this to be connected with the view that a function
1s the umty of an act,” and in particular the umty of the act
of judgement? Presumably because what 1s common to the
different acts of yjudgement 1s a kind of unity which 1s mani-

1 When Kant says in A 68 = B 93 that concepts are grounded upon
functions, he may mean that they are grounded on the umty of our
acts of thought, and even that they are grounded on the forms of
judgement

2 There 1s no judgement without conception, and there 1s also no
conception without judgement, for a concept is a concept only because
1t 1s assumed to apply to different individual instances

3 What 1s common to the different acts 1s presumably due to the
way 1n which the power works, while differences 1n the acts are due
to the material on which 1t works

4 Strictly speaking, the forms of judgement should be present in
all judgement

" He does not, I think, use function for the form of intuition,
because mtuition 1s passive

T take 1t that ‘yudgement’ here 1s not a power, but an activity.

?”We must keep 1n mund the possibility that ‘function’ 1n a more
general use indicates the unity of any act whose essential character
1s to be one act, for example, 1n the phrase ‘function of synthesis’

(A 105) Kant may wish to indicate that every act of synthesis 1s
essentially one act.
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fested 1n umiting cognitions,! and in particular 1s manhifested
1n ordering, or uniting, different 1deas under a concept 2

It 1s this essential aspect of judgement with which Kant
1s concerned when he speaks of a function which gives umity
to different 1deas 1n a judgement ? Every judgement not only
unites different concepts (or cognitions?) it also thinks, by an
act of abstraction and analysis, the common characteristics
of different individual objects,> and so unites these objects
by means of an analytic unity ©

Judgement has, however, another essential aspect, and 1t 1s
with this aspect that the Transcendental Deduction 1s con-
cerned. The same function which gives enalytic umty to the
different individual objects referred to 1n a judgement also
gives unity to the mere synthesis of different 1deas 1n an intui-
tron.” In this way 1t 1s a source of synthefsc unuty, masmuch
as 1t mmposes unity on that synthesis of 1magination whereby
given sense-impressions are combined into one intuition or
one object 8

On Kant’s view the mind could not by an act of analysis
determine 1n judgement the characteristics common to different
individual objects unless 1t were able by an act of synthesis
to hold before itself at least one such complex individual

1 All judgements are functions of umty (or unification) and the
functions of the understanding are functions of unity in judgements;
see A 69 = B 94 and compare B 141 The difficulties of these state-
ments I have already discussed 1n Chapter XII § 2

2A 68 = Boj

3A 79 = B 104 Here 1t 1s hard to be sure whether ‘function’ 1s
used 1 a technical sense, whether 1n short 1t means the form (or the
unity) of judgement

4 According to Kant hypothetical and disjunctive judgements unite,
not concepts, but judgements, see B 141

5 These may be descritbed by Kant as ‘ideas’ or ‘intuitions’.

¢ Compare Chapter XIII § 2 and Chapter XIV §§ 2, 5, and 6 The
different forms of judgement, or logical functions, are the different
ways 1n which this act 1s performed 7A 79 = B 104.

8 Compare Chapter XIV § 3 In the Nachlass 4629, 4631, 4635
and 4638 (XVII 614 ff) Kant distinguishes logical and real functions,
but the relation between this distinction and the one at present under
consideration 1s not altogether clear.
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object *So much seems (o me obviously true Kant, however,
maintains further that the mind zmposes upon sense-1mpressions
that necessary synthetic unity without which there could be
no objects. we do not merely recogmse the synthetic unity
of objects, for such synthetic unity cannot be given to sense,
and even 1if 1t were given, 1t would be contingent and not
necessary. By means of the transcendental synthesis of 1magina-
tion mind can impose necessary synthetic unity on the pure
manifold of time and space which has 1ts origin 1n our senst-
bility alone, and consequently 1t can impose necessary synthetic
unity on the manifold of sense-impressions which must con-
form to the nature of time and space This imposition of unity
would be impossible 1f time and space and sense-impressions
were things-in-themselves, and 1t 1s determined, not by any-
thing 1n the nature of pure or empirical intuitions,! but by the
nature of judgement (which must itself be a unity and which
must have unity 1n the objects judged)

We may ignore the further complications due to Kant’s
belief that different kinds of necessary synthetic unity must
be 1mposed corresponding to the different forms or functions
of judgement: this may seem obvious to him and impossible
to us, but his proof of 1t 1s to be found later in the Analytic of
Principles It seems to me clear that, if we speak strictly, the
function of judgement cannot be said itself to synthetise the
manifold—it can merely give unity to the imaginative synthesis.

The question then arises whether, when Kant speaks of
‘functions of synthesis’, he 1s referring to a function of judge-
ment or a funcuon of imagmation If he 1s referring to the
latter, does he wish to suggest by the phrase that the function
of 1magination must conform to the function of judgement?

And what 1s the precise meaning he attaches to ‘function’
in this context?

1 'The character of the whole which results from this 1mposition of
unity 1s partly determined by the character of the intuitions synthetised
Thus one space 1s differcnt from one time, and although every object,
to be one object, must for cxample be a substance with accidents,
empirical mtuitions determine whether the substance 1 question
1s a chair or a table, compare Chapter VI § 8
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§ 7. Functions of Synthesis

These questidns are, I think, hard to answer There 1s a
danger of reading more mnto Kant than he means, but there
1s also a danger of making Kant’s theory seem vague when
he intended 1t to be precise,

Kant tells us! that we know the object when we have pro-
duced synthetic #nity 1in the mamfold of intuition; and he adds
that this 1s 1mpossible unless the intuition could have been
produced by a function ot synthesis 1n accordance with a rule.
The rule seems to be the kind of rule which 1s contained
in particular concepts [ike ‘triangle’ or ‘body’, and on the
whole 1t seems most natural to take the ‘function of synthesis’
as a function of 1magination. Apart from Kant’s previous and
subsequent use of this term there would be httle ground for
supposing him to mean that this synthesis 1s a transcendental
synthesis? or one which conforms to the nature of judgement;
but it 1s at least possible that he wishes to attribute umity
to the act of synthesis in question,? and to suggest that the
unity of the object 1s possible only because of the umty of
the synthesis

The next appearance of the word ‘function’ 1s 1n a passage?
where the argument seems to follow roughly the same line,

1 A 105, compare Chapter XX § 5

2 The only ground 1s the fact that this function 1s said to make
the reproduction of the manifold necessary a prior:, but thus phrase 1s
too obscure to enable us to speak with confidence

3 The mtuition 1s produced through the unity of the act of synthesis
—there can be one intuition only because 1t 1s combined by one act
of synthesis, and 1t 1s the unity of this act of synthesis which makes
a concept possible This interpretation accords also with Kant’s
further statement that ‘this umty of rule determnes all the manifold’.
When he adds that 1t ‘limits the mamfold to conditions which make
unity of apperception possible’, he suggests that the unuty 1n question
1s connected with the unuty (and perhaps even with the forms) of
judgement, and not merely with the unity of the particular rule or
concept employed

‘There 1s perhaps a bare possibility that the ‘function of synthesis’
1s to be identified with ‘the formal unity of consciousness in the
synthesis of the manifold of ideas’ immediately before.

4 A 108, compare Chapter XXI § 7.
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althougfl Kant 1s no longer concerned with the unity of an
individual object, but with the unmity of the whole objective
world. The transcendental unity of apperception 1s said to
make out of all possible appearances a system governed by
laws. The reason given 1s that the umty of apperception would
be impossible unless the mind, 1n knowing the mamifold, could
be conscious of the identity of the funct:on by which 1t combines
the mamifold synthetically in one cogmtion Consciousness
of the 1dentity of this function 1s later equated with conscious-
ness of the identity of the mind’s act, and 1t may perhaps also
be equated with the consciousness of the necessary umity!
of the synthesis of all appearances 1n accordance with con-
cepts? or rules

The interpretation of this passage 1s difficult. Since Kant
equates “identity of function’ with ‘identity of act’, it looks
as if function were not used technically for the ‘umty of the
act’?® The association of ‘function’ and ‘necessary unity of
synthesis’ should nevertheless be noted. it occurs too often
to be dismissed as accidental More important 1s the nature
of the act of synthesis with which the ‘function’ seems to be
equated. This act 1s definitely opposed? to the synthesis of
apprehension, but 1t must itself be an act of synthesis and,
I think, an act of pure synthesis Unless 1t be taken as a pure
or formal act of judgement,® 1t must be the transcendental

11t 1s possible that this necessary unity is intended to be parallel
to the system (Zusammenhang) of all possible appearances or ideas 1n
accordance with laws, but this system may rather be the result of this
necessary unity, as 1s indeed suggested by what Kant goes on to say
about the object

2 These seem to be particular concepts Like ‘triangle’ or ‘body’

3 ‘Identity of function’ can hardly be taken as equivalent to ‘identity
of the unity of the act’. If 1t could be so taken, Kant would be insisting
that the unity present in the successive acts was one and the same
unity Compare the numerical identity of pure apperception 1n A 107.

4 Unless indeed 1t 1s the wdentity of the act which 1s so opposed

® Kant speaks of apperception as a pure act (B 142) and of the
categories as ‘acts of pure thought’ (A §7 = B 81), and 1t might be
argued that when he speaks of ‘the necessary unuty of the synthesis
of all appearances 1n accordance with concepts’, he 15 most naturally
interpreted as referring to the synthesis of recognitzon—which indeed 1s
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synthesis of 1mnagination ;! and the unity of the transcendental
synthesis of 1magination 1s the necessary correlate of the umity
of apperception or thought 2

In the next passage? Kant connects the necessary unity
of consciousness with the necessary umity of the synthesis
of the manifold through a common function of the mund, a
function which combines the manifold in one idea Here
‘function’ may mean merely ‘work’ or ‘task’,* but it 1s again
productive of unity and consequently must be a unity itself,
The fact that the function 1s said to be ‘common’ is of impor-
tance: the function of synthesis 1s always the same whatever
be the special character of the mamfold synthetised

This common character 1s further emphasised in a later
passage.’ Kant asserts that all appearances must necessarily
conform to the conditions of the thorough-going umty of
self-consciousness, that 1s, they must be subject to umwersal
Junctions of synthesis, namely of the synthesis in accordance
with concepts. Here the function of synthesis has differentiated
itself into the functions of synthesis, just as the function
of understanding differentiates itself into the functions of
understanding (or forms of judgement) These functions are,
as usual, necessary conditions and correlates of the umty of
apperception, and they are umversally present 1n all knowledge
of objects Their technical character can hardly be doubted,
and the only question 1s whether they are to be identified

the subject of the present subsection The same possibility meets us
1n a later passage (A 111-12) considered below I do not wish summarily
to set aside this possibility, but on the whole it seems to me to give
a less satisfactory interpretation than the one I have adopted

11t 1s hardly necessary to repeat that the transcendental synthesis
of imagination 1s an element 1n every empirical synthesis and deter-
mines the essential nature of the empirical synthesis

2 Simularly the kinds of unity imposed by the transcendental synthesis
of 1magination are the necessary correlate of the kinds of unity thought
1n the forms of judgement 3A 109

4 It might even be used loosely for ‘power’ The German 1s ‘durch
gemewnschaftliche Funktion des Gemuts, es in ewner Vorstellung zu
verbinden’ Note, however, that ‘ Funktionen 2u urterlen’ (e g 1n B 143)
18 used for functions or forms of judgement 5A 111-12
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simply *with the functions, or forms, of judgement (so far
as these involve synthesis of the manifold) or whether they are
to be 1dentified with the corresponding funttions, or forms,
of the transcendental synthesis of 1magination

It mught be suggested that since these universal functions
are functions of a synthesis ‘in accordance with concepts’, the
synthesis 1s most naturally taken as ‘the synthesis of recognition
in the concept’ and the ‘universal functions’ as the forms of
judgement But 1t must be remembered that every synthesis
of imagination (so far as 1t 1s a factor in experience of objects)
18 a synthesis ‘in accordance with concepts’; and also that the
pure concepts which determine the transcendental synthesis
of imagination determine also thereby the empirical synthesis
of imagination, which 1s 1n accordance with empirical concepts.
The example which Kant gives of a synthesis 1n accordance
with concepts 1s the synthesis of what follows 1n the time series
with other—and presumably preceding—appearances * Here
the form of time 1s definitely taken into account, and con-
sequently we are not concerned with the abstract synthesis
of a manifold s general (which may be thought in the form
of judgement): we are concerned with the transcendental
synthesis of 1magination, or at least with the whole synthesis
of imagination of which the transcendental synthesis 1s at once
an element and a condition On the whole 1t seems most
satisfactory to take the ‘umiversal functions of synthesis’ as
functions of the transcendental synthesis of imagination.?

From this review of Kant’s usage 1t looks as if the phrase

1A 112,

2 The synthesis of the manifold i general—which 1s thought in
the form of judgement (and in the forms of judgement)—s an
intellectual synthesis (compare B 151, B 143, and B 131) As such
1t 1s one step farther removed from the empirical manifold than 1s
the transcendental synthesis of imagination Yet these two syntheses
are for Kant closely connected, for if we consider the transcendental
synthesis in complete abstraction from the pure manifold of time and
space 1t becomes identical with the mtellectual synthesis thought
in the forms of judgement (compare B 161 ff ) The difference between

the two syntheses 1s parallel to that between pure categories and
schematised categories
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‘functions of synthesis’ played an important part in the argu-
ment, but 1ts precise meaning unfortunately remains uncertain:
we cannot even'be sure that 1t has one precise meaning, nor
can we see 1t clearly as developing different meanings related
to one another 1n a way that we can understand I incline to
think that the word ‘function’ carries with 1t the implication
of unuty. Kant’s general doctrine 1s that judgement, and indeed
conception, 1s impossible apart from an 1maginative synthesis
which possesses unity, and that this unity of synthesis 1s the
correlate of the unity of thought or apperception. The 1magna-
tive synthesis does not receive 1ts unity from the unity of the
given manifold- rather 1t imposes unuty on the given manifold
in accordance with the needs of thought This 1t can do only
because there 1s a transcendental synthesis of the pure manifold
of time (and perhaps space) present as an element 1n, and
condition of, every empirical synthesis, but whether the phrase
‘function of synthesis’ 1s intended to make any allusion to the
transcendental synthesis of 1magination, and still more whether
1t is itended to suggest any relation between different func-
tions of the transcendental synthesis and the functions (or
forms) of judgement—all this 1s a matter on which 1t seems
to me 1mposstble to arrive at any conclusion.



CHAPTER XXIV

9

THE AFFINITY OF APPEARANCES

§ 1. The Affinity of Appearances

In accordance with his usual practice Kant completes his
argument by an appendix.! In this he argues that only by
means of his Copernican revolution can we justify our belief
in pure concepts of the understanding. Incidentally he explains
what he means by the ‘affiiity’? of appearances.

If there are pure concepts of the understanding which
apply necessarily and umversally to all possible objects, such
concepts cannot be mere generalisations from experience.
Experience cannot give us necessity and umversality* 1t may
teach us, for example, that A 1s usually followed by B, but
not that A 1s the cause upon which B necessarily follows as
the effect. So far we have the ordmary Kantian doctrine- but
the special problem which we have to consider is that law-
abidingness or affimity of appearances which, according to
Kant, 1s the objective condition of association and cannot be
derived from association.3

Kant’s language 1s not altogether clear, and he might almost
be taken to 1dentify the causal law of nature with the empirical
rule of association.® His aim, however, 1s to distinguish these
two things He believes that there could be no empirical asso-

1A 112 ff 2t Affinitat’ or ‘Verwandtschaft'

3 Compare Kant’s criticisms of Hume i A 766-7 = B 794-5

4 This 1dentification 1s stressed in Kemp Smuth’s translation, ‘this
rule, as a law of nature’ in A 113 I should prefer to take ‘dieses’
(whuch 18 neuter) as referring, not to ‘jene empirische Regel der Assozia-
tion’ (which 1s feminine), but to the formulation of the causal law
immediately preceding Nevertheless Kant’s language 1s odd and gives
some colour to Kemp Smith’s view It would seem more natural to
say that the empirical rule of association presupposes causal law—
compare A 100—than to say, as Kant does, that causal law presupposes
the empirical rule of association Our knowledge of causal law does,
however, presuppose the empirical law of association, since 1t pre-
wsupposes the synthesis of reproduction
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ciation 1 our minds unless appearances were goveraed by
necessary laws, and in particular by the law of causality ! This
law-abidingness of appearances (which may be 1dentified with
their necessary synthetic unity) 1s called ‘affinity’, and affinity
1s the ground of the possibility of the association of the given
manifold, so far as such a ground hes in the object.? There must
also be a subjective ground. that 1s to say, we must also have a
power of reproduction and a tendency to associate 1deas which
have often followed or accompanied one another.?

The affinity of appearances might be described in more
modern language as the uniformity of nature, and Kant
believes that this 1s the presupposition, not only of empirical
association, but also of all science and indeed of all experience.
He maintains that 1t is intelligible only 1n the light of Critical
principles. All possible appearances of objects belong, as 1deas,
to the total possible self-consciousness. Such self-consciousness
1s said to be a transcendental idea,® and as such to involve
a numerical 1dentity® which 1s certain @ priorz ® This 1dentity
must enter into the synthesis of all the manifold of appearances,
so far as the synthesis 1s to give us empirical knowiedge.”
Hence the empirical synthesis of apprehension whereby we
take up and combine given sense-impressions must conform
to the umity of apperception and to the necessary conditions,
or principles of synthesis, therein implied This means that
appearances, or phenomenal objects, must conform to these

1 Compare Chapter XIX § 5 The law of causality 1s only one aspect
of what Kant calls ‘affimity’ 2 Compare Chapter XIX § 4.

3 A 100 In Section 3 (A 115 ff) Kant distinguishes reproduction
and association, but I doubt whether this distinction 1s to be found
1n Section 2

4 Compare A 107 It 1s presumably transcendental as the condition
of synthetic a priort knowledge 5 Compare again A 107

8 The reason given for the last assertion 1s ‘because nothing can
come mto knowledge except by means of original apperception’ In
A 109 this was expressed by saying that the unity of consciousness
must be regarded as necessary a prior: ‘because knowledge otherwise
would be without an object’ I believe that the unity of apperception
should be necessary (1) 1n itself and (2) as a condition of know ledge

7 Compare A 108, A 109, A 110, and A 112
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necessay conditions In other words they must be subject
to necessary laws, for a law 1s sumply the formulation of
the necessary and universal conditions to which objects must
conform.! To say this 1s to say that all appearances must
possess a transcendental affinity, a necessary affimty which 1s
derived from the unity of apperception and 1s the condition
of experience.

§ 2. Transcendental and Empirical Affimity

It 1s manifest that, apart from the introduction of the
word ‘affinity’, we have here only a summary statement of the
argument which has already been expounded Kant does not
offer us a special proof of causality, such as 1s to be found
the second Analogy. He simply repeats his ‘transcendental
deduction’ of the categories, and in so doing he endeavours
to show that by his methods 1t 1s possible to demonstrate
such umversal laws as are implied 1 all the categories and
particularly 1n the category of causation His exposition has
all the difficulties of the previous argument 2 It does, I think,

1 In obscure language Kant contrasts a law with a rule A rule
presumably lacks strict universality and necessity 1t applies to some
objects and not to others and 1s a generalisation from experience
I take it, however, that all rules presuppose, and are particular
determinations of, these higher laws with w hich we are here concemed
Compare A 126, which throws some light on the present passage,
and also 1illustrates incidentally the fact that Kant does not adhere
consistently to the distinction between ‘rule’ and ‘law’

Note that Kant connects ‘law’ (Gesetz) with the representation
of a universal condition 1 accordance with which a certain manifold
must be posited (gesetzt)—a statemnent which seems to connect the
root of the German word for ‘law’ with lus own Crntical theories
For the definition of a ‘rule’ we must substitute ‘can’ for ‘must’.
I confess that the word ‘posited’ always puzzles me 1t seems to 1mply
that a defimite position 1s assigned 1n a common space and time and
5o in a common world of nature, and this can be done only 1n accor-
dance with the Analogies, which are the ultimate principles or laws
governing objective existence The exact meaning of the parenthesis
(‘mithin auf emnerler Art’) seems to me obscure 1t suggests perhaps
that a manifold as ‘certain’ or dctermunate 1s of a certamn kind and
falls under an empirical concept Compare Chapter XXVII § 3

2 Particularly the reference to a ‘total possible self-consciousness’
and 1ts ‘numerical identity’ 1n A 113
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serve to bung out one point more clearly—that by né mere
accident does the synthesis of apprehension conform to the
unity of apperception and the categories.! The ultimate
principles determimng the synthesis of apprehension are to
be found, not 1in what 1s given, but in the nature of human
understanding itself 2

Kant makes a further pomnt in regard to affinity: he
distinguishes ‘transcendental’ from ‘empirical’ affinity, and
asserts that the latter 1s merely the consequence of the
former.?

If we wdentify ‘affinity’ with synthetic unity, transcendental
affimity 1s that necessary synthetic umity which characterises
every object as such and i1s known a priori—the unity of a
substance whose accidents possess quantity and quality and
are determined through causal interaction with other sub-
stances Empirical affimity 1s that synthetic unity which, as
we learn from experience, belongs to a particular object or to
objects of a particular kind—the umity of certain elements
empirically percerved. Thus a lump of sugar, like every other
object, must have the unity of a substance with accidents and
so possesses transcendental affinity ; but we know from experi-
ence that the accidents united in the substance of a lump of
sugar are such qualities as being hard and white and sweet,?
and it 1s the unity of these perceived elements which constitutes
1ts empurical affinity. The two types of affinity must be present
in every object. A lump of sugar could not unite 1n 1tself the
qualities of being hard and white and sweet unless 1t were
a substance whose accidents are determined by causal law;?
and on the other hand it could not be a substance whose

1 Compare also A 108 and A 121.

2 It need hardly be repeated that this 1s possible only on the
supposttion that time and space are forms of human sensibility.

A 114

4 If we wish to avoid the mention of secondary qualities, we may
substitute such primary qualities as the physicist and chermust would
find 1n a lump of sugar

5 Hence even empirical affinity 1s necessary in the sense that it
must be determined 1n accordance with necessary lawns
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accidelits are determined by causal law, unless these accidents
were given, or at least could be given, to sense.

Transcendental affinity 1s thought 1n the'a priorz concept
of an object in general (which differentiates itself into the
categories); 1t is 1mposed by the transcendental synthesis of
imagmation,! which depends on the pure manifold of space
and time but is independent of any particular experience.
Empirical affinity 1s thought 1n empirical concepts, for example
in the concept ‘lump of sugar’, and this concept 1s derived
from experience. The empirical concept, however, presupposes
the concept of an object 1n general and the whole system of
the categories—just as the empirical affinity of any particular
object presupposes the transcendental affizity which belongs to
any and every object.

The empirical affinity of an object cannot be deduced from
1ts transcendental affinity; for in that case it would not be
empirical. We do not know that sugar 1s hard and white and
sweet until we perceive 1t. Nevertheless the empirical affinity
is a consequence of the transcendental; for all empirical
qualities, and their union 1n a particular object, are determined
in accordance with the categories and particularly 1n accordance
with the category of cause and effect 2

If we can assume, as Kant appears to assume, that the
affinity of objects implies their relative constancy and the
repetition of causal sequences,® then the doctrine of affinity
explamns the objective ground for our association of ideas.
Certainly we could never associate 1deas, as we do, because
they are ideas of qualities of the same object, unless we were

1In A 115-16 Kant describes the pure synthesis of imagination
as the a prior: condition of association The reason for this may be
that the pure transcendental synthesis of 1magination 1s the ultimate
source of affinity, and affinity 1s the objective ground of association

2 Or of interaction, which 1s reciprocal causation Kant, 1t may be
observed, always insists that although we know the causal law a
priors, we can learn that A 1s the cause of B from experience alone

3 Kant seems to have mn mund association based on repeated
sequences as well as association based on affinity in the narrower
sense, see Chapter XIX § 4
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already aware of objects; and our knowledge of objects“cannot
be derived merely from this kind of association.! Nevertheless
1t appears to be theoretically possible that a world determined
throughout by the categories would be wholly lacking 1n con-
stancy and 1n repetitions 2 It 1s perhaps also possible that a
world possessed of merely empirical regularities would offer a
sufficient basis for association® Such objections must not,
however, blind us to the fact that Kant 1s attempting to estab-
lish transcendental affimity, not as an inference from the fact
of association, but by an independent proof

§ 3. The Unity of Nature

Kant recognises the paradoxical character of a doctrine
which makes the uniformity and unity of nature depend on the
character of human apperception.? This difficulty disappears
once we understand that nature, as we know 1t, is not a thing-
m-itself, but an aggregate of appearances. On such a view the
unity of nature can be derived from, or even identified with,
the unity of apperception and can be known as necessary
imndependently of experience. If on the other hand nature
were an aggregate of things as they are in themselves, we
rmught recognise a matter-of-fact unity in individual objects
and suppose that a similar umity might be found in other
objects ; but we could never know that nature must be a umty
and must be governed throughout by law.5 Many philosophers
to-day would accept the view that we possess no such a prior
knowledge of nature and 1ts laws. Kant believes that to accept

1 Simularly we could never associate 1deas, as we do, because of an
objective contiguity, unless we were already aware of this objective
contiguity, and this awareness, according to Kant, already presupposes
the law of cause and effect Hence our knowledge of cause and effect
cannot be derived merely from association by contiguity

2 Kant seems himself to recognise this possibility, though in a
different connexion, 1n A 653 = B 681 A discussion of the doctrine
of affinity 1n this part of his work—see especially A 657 = B 685 ff
—would take us too far from our present subject See also Chapter
XLV § 7 3 See Chapter XIX § 5

*A 114, compare A 127 5 Compare A 128 ff, B 166 fI

VOL 1 p
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this vikw 1s to cut away the foundations of science and to
make the world of experience indistinguishable from the
world of dreams. '

§ 4. The One All-embracing Experience

Kant’s insistence that nature is essentially the object of all
possible experience,! and again that all possible appearances
belong as ideas to the total possible self-consciousness,? raises
once more the question, to which I have already alluded,?
whether Kant 1s entitled, on his premises, to speak of one
experience or even of one phenomenal world

Let as assume that there 1s a world which 1s real indepen-
dently of our knowing, but that we know this world only as
1t must appear to us, and not as 1t 1s 1n 1tself Of this world
m its own imnner nature we know, and can know, nothing;
but we know that 1n relation to human minds 1t must appear
as a world of substances interacting in time and space. The
spatial and temporal world of interacting substances 1s the
phenomenal world which we know as ‘nature’. Its character
as spatial and temporal 1s due to the nature of human sensibility;
and the ultimate laws by which 1t 1s governed are due to the
nature of human thought, since thought imposes universal
principles of synthesis on the acts of imagination whereby we
take up and combine what 1s given 1n time and space. The
empirical differences of things are due to the nature of things-
in-themselves, but even these empirical differences must
conform to, and so be transformed by, the universal charac-
teristics 1mposed by the mund Thus 1t 1s due to something
in the nature of things as they are in themselves that one body
i the phenomenal world appears as a cube and another as
a sphere; but if space 1s due to the nature of our sensiblity,
the something 1n question cannot with any justification be
regarded as the shape of things as they are in themselves.
Simularly 1t must be due to somethmg in the nature of things

1A 114 2A 113 3 See Chapter XXIII § 2
% Compare Chapter VI § 8
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as they are 1n themselves that A appears as the cause of B and
not of C; but since causality 1s imposed by the nature of the
mind, we cannot with any justification regard the something
In question as a causal relation holding between things as
they are in themselves.

Even if we grant all this, and grant that different human
beings possess powers of sensibility and thought which are
identical as regards their forms, 1t may be objected that there
would be, not one experience, but several similar experiences;
and even that there would be not one phenomenal world, but
several similar phenomenal worlds The experiences and the
worlds would be at least numerically different; for the indivi-
duals who possess these experiences and are aware of these
worlds are numerically different.

I have not found i1n Kant any attempt to answer this type
of objection, which I have touched upon already in regard to
space and time.! I then suggested, tentatively, that there 1s
some difficulty in supposing that when each of two men 1s
aware of one infinite and homogeneous space (or time), the
space (or time) of which one 1s aware 1s different from the
space (or time) of which the other 1s aware The same difficulty
arises when we come to consider the phenomenal world in
space and time If the phenomenal world which I experience
1s precisely the same 1n character as the phenomenal world
which you experience, are we justified in saying that there
must be two numerically different phenomenal worlds, simply
because you and I are numerically different persons? We
should never dream of maintaining this, 1f the world experienced
were regarded as a thing-in-itself. Are we compelled to maintain
it, if the world experienced 1s one which exists only in relation
to the human mind?

It seems to me difficult to give a confident answer to this
question If we think of different human experiences on the
analogy of a series of mirrors which reflect, and by reflecting
distort 1n precisely the same way, an independent physical
world, there can be no doubt that even if all the reflexions

1 See Chapter VIII § 7
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could be precisely the same 1n character,! they would never-
theless be numerically different The reflexions would, how-
ever, occupy different spaces or times, and this fact might be
the source of their numerical difference ?

It will no doubt be said that different human experiences
also occupy different periods of time and even that they reflect
the world from different points in space But the phenomenal
world of which Kant 1s thinking 1s primarily the physical
world as it 1s known to science, and to that world the differences
in the time and place of human perceptions are irrelevant 3
Kant 1s an empirical realist, and he believes that science 1s
justified, from 1ts own point of view, 1n treating the physical
world as a thing-in-itself ¢ But he 1s also a transcendental
1deahist, and he believes that the physical world exists only
in relation to human sensibility and human thought  general,
even when we eliminate from it those differences which depend
on our individual sense-organs and the position of our bodies
1n space.

It 1s for this reason that Kant can speak of ‘one and the same
universal experience’,5 and even of ‘the total possible self-
consciousness’® fo which all appearances belong The whole
phenomenal world of science 1s simply the content of one
ideal human experience; for it 1s the real world, not as it 1s
in 1itself, but as 1t must appear to all minds which share the
same forms of sensibility and of thought.

There are of course as many human experiences as there
are men and women; and these human experiences differ, not
only numerically, but also qualitatively. But each contains
within 1t elements of the one 1deal experience, so far as each
human being 1s able to distinguish the real world as 1t must
appear to all human minds from the real world as 1t must

1'This 1s not really possible, for the mirrors would either reflect
reality from a different point of view, or if they reflected it from the
same point of view, would do so at different times

* Compare Kant’s treatment of the Identity of Indiscermibles
A 263-4 = B 319~20, A 272 = B 328, A 28t = B 337-8

3 Compare Chapter II §1 4 Compare A 456 = B 62—3.

A 110 °A 113
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appear to an individual possessing his particular sensé-organs
and his position 1n space and time Furthermore it 1s possible
for more and mbore of this 1deal experience to become a part
of my individual experience; for since the phenomenal world
must be governed throughout by the same ultimate laws, 1t is
possible for me to extend indefimitely my knowledge of the
phenomenal world in time and space For this reason we might
perhaps say that the one 1deal experience 1s ‘obscurely’ present
In my experience, so far as our conscious knowledge of the
phenomenal world implies further knowledge of which we are
Unconscious

I cannot see that this view of the world 1s ab 20 an 1mpos-
sible one. Many of the objections commonly brought against
it presuppose the realistic assumptions which Kant 1s en-
deavouring to overthrow It seems to me both possible, and
even probable, that in science we know the world, not as 1t 1s
in 1tself, but as 1t must appear to human minds. If we know
the world only as 1t must appear to human minds, may there
not still be only one phenomenal world for us to know? And
may not this phenomenal world be described as essentially the
object of one 1deal experience 1n which we imperfectly share?

What 1s really baffling 1n such transcendental idealism 1s the
complications to which 1t gives rise as soon as we begin to take
into account secondary qualities and the differences in our
individual human experiences; for these also are apparently
subject to the laws of causation, and ultimately must find their
place in one ideal experience and one phenomenal world.
But for the present we must set these difficulties aside.






BOOK VI

THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION
OF THE CATEGORIES






CHAPTER XXV

THE PROGRESSIVE EXPOSITION

§ 1. The Authoritative Expositron

It 1s natural to hope that the final or authoritative exposition
of the Transcendental Deduction will be easy, after so much
tume has been spent 1n working out the details This hope is
doomed to disappointment The authoritative exposition would
be unintelligible without the help of the provisional exposition;
but even with all the help that has been given us, it remains
one of the most difficult chapters in the whole Kritk.

The provisional exposition has shown us that the proper
starting-point for a Transcendental Deduction 1s the unity
of apperception In this way alone can we get a progressive,
or synthetic, argument from the condition to the conditioned,
and 1t 1s this type of argument which the Kruik professes to
give.! But in 1ts own method the provisional exposition 1s,
for the most part, analytic or regressive; it moves from the
conditioned to the condition, as 1s natural in a preparatory
statement.

The authoritative exposition begins, as we should expect,
with the umty of apperception, and offers us a progressive
or synthetic argument 2 This argument 1t completes by a
longer exposition,® which follows the limes of the provisional
exposition pretty closely, and so helps us to understand
Kant’s final statement in the hght of his preparatory dis-
cussion.

Kant could perhaps have made his position clearer by
another method, but there 18 no difficulty in understanding
why his final exposition falls into two parts, the first beginning
with the unity of apperception, and the second beginmng with
sense-perception.

1'The Prolegomena offers us an analytic, or regressive, argument
See Prol Vorw and § 4 (IV 263 and 274—5) and Chapter VI § 2

2A 116-19 A 119-A 126

VOL I P*



458 THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION [XXV §2

As ubual, there 1s an introduction? and an appendix 2 This

appendix 1s followed by a summary description of the Trans-
cendental Deduction as a whole.?

§2. The Umty of Apperception

‘We are conscious & priori of our own self-1dentity in relation
to all 1deas which can belong to our krowledge **

Knowledge 1s for Kant knowledge of objects given 1n
intumtion, He seems to believe, as Leibniz does, that intuitions
may be unconscious, but if they are to mean anything to us,
they must be ‘taken up’ into consciousness, or, in other words,
they must be ‘apprehended’

At times Kant speaks as 1f intuition meant direct sense-
perception; at other times as if intwition meant something
much wider. Intuitions, he says here, may ‘flow 1nto’s con-
sciousness directly or indirectly If we see a fire, the intuition
flows into consciousness directly If we see some burnt-out
ashes, and judge that there was a fire, the intuition® flows into
consciousness indirectly.

For knowledge 1t 1s not enough that one inturtion should
be taken up 1nto one consciousness, and another intuition 1nto
another consciousness If an intuition 1s to be an 1dea of
‘something’, 1t must belong to one consciousness, along with
all other 1deas,? or at any rate it must be capable of being
combined with all other 1deas 1n one consciousness.

A succession of 1solated and momentary consclousnesses
could never give us even knowledge of the succession of 1deas,
let alone knowledge of objects If our 1deas are to be ideas of

1A 115-16 The introduction summarises the provisional exposition
and leads up to the umity of apperception The mamn interest of it
15 the description of empirical apperception, compare Chapter XX1§ 3

2A 126-8 3A 12830 4A 116

5 Kemp Smuth translates ‘participate in’, but ‘ewnfliessen’ may be
connected with the technical term ‘influence’ (Emfluss) One substance
‘influences’ or ‘flows into’ another, when 1t causally determines the

attributes of another This word 15 used by analogy for the action
of things-in-themselves 1n giving appearances to us

8 Such an ‘intuition’ 1s constructed m imagination
7'That 1s, with all other 1deas which are 1deas of objects
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an object, they must be present to the same conscidusness.
This means that 1f our 1deas are to be 1deas of an object m
a world of objeits,! they must belong, with all other ideas,
to one and the same consciousness which 1s aware of one
objective world.

Needless to say we are not at any moment consciously aware
of all the appearances of all objects,? nor can we consciously
combine the given momentary appearance with all other
appearances This does not alter the fact that every given
appearance must be capable of being combined 1n one conscious-
ness with all other appearances. When we regard it as the
appearance of an object, we imply that it 1s capable of being
so combined 3

§3 The Unity of the Mamyjold

We are conscious of self-identity in relation to all ideas,
and all 1deas must belong to one consciousness. These state-
ments are, for Kant, different ways of expressing the same
truth The unity of apperception is impossible apart from the
unity of the known manifold, and the unity of the known mani-
fold 1s impossible apart from the unity of apperception.

If we distinguish these two umities—Kant himself speaks
often as if there were only one—we must say that the unity
of apperception 1s the source of all umty, for the manifold
as given has no unity of its own The unity of apperception
1s origmnal and not derivative; it 1s necessary whatever be the
matter given to thought. But it 1s not self-sufficient, for all
thinking? 1s ultimately about a matter given to thought, and
this matter it unites under concepts Hence pure apperception
gives us our first principle—the transcendental principle of

1To be an object 1s to have a necessary place in the law-abiding
system of nature. Through lack of this objects ;n dreams are not
objects 1n the strict sense 2 Or even of any single object

3 Kant may also be referring to appearances which are not actually
given to consciousness, but have a kind of existence as related to a
possible consciousness See A 120 and Chapter XXVI § 2

4 That 1s, the thinking of fimte beings 1n general, and of man 1n
particular
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the melessary synthetic umty of the mamfold n all our ideas,
and consequently 1n all possible intuitions.?

Such a unity 1s the unity of intuitions, so far as they
are intuitions of an object 1n a world of objects It 1s
obviously a synthetic unity, a unity of different intuitions,
not a blank or empty unity, such as 1s thought in the category
of that name.?

It is absclutely necessary to reahise that in all this Kant
1s speaking of an objective umity, or of unity which exists for
thought. He is not saying merely that an 1dea must be an 1dea
of some mind, or even that 1deas, to constitute any sort of
whole, must be ideas of one and the same mind. This would
be true of any image or 1illusion or fiction, and from this we
could make no inference to the kind of umity involved, we
could only say that there must be some sort of unity. What
Kant is arguing 1s this—that 1f an 1dea 1s to belong to knowledge,
or to be an idea of an object, 1t must conform to the unty of
the thinking (and not merely of the imagining or sensing)
mind ¥ Without thought there could be for us no object, and
thought must have unity in itself and 1n 1its object. It is because
thought or judgement asserts connexion in the given, and does
so in accordance with certain necessary forms, that we can
affirm a prior: the necessary unity of the object, and specify
the forms which that necessary unity must take

§ 4. Emprrical and Transcendental Consciousness

The transcendental principle of necessary synthetic unity
is elaborated in a very important note.4

1A 116-17 The word ‘transcendental’ shows that the synthetic
unuty 15 (1) a necessary condition of expenence, and (2) due to the
nature of the mund, in tlus case to the nature of thinking, compare
Chapter X1 § 3

% See B 131 and B 114, and compare Chapter XXVIII § 4 towards
the end. The unity 1n question 1s a qualitative uruty hke that of the
theme 1n a play

8 This contention rests on the analysis of ‘object’ n A 105 ff and
A 108 fI

4A 117 n Kant often makes his most important statements 1n
footnotes
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Kant 1s not stating the obvious fact that ideas exsst only
m consciousness, or, in his language, that they have a necessary
relation to a posszhle empirical consciousness What he is stating
1s that all empirical consciousness (so far as 1t is conscious-
ness of objects)' has a necessary relation to a transcendental
consciousness which 1s independent of any particular experience.
This transcendental consciousness is original apperception, the
consciousness of self as thinking

The absolutely first principle of all our thmkimg®—and it
1s a synthetic principle—s this* that all our varied emprrical
consciousness must be combined mn one single self-consciousness.3

Empirical consciousness is varied m the sense that 1t 1s
composed of one idea after another, but I must be able to
think all my successive 1deas as my 1ideas, and this thinking
must be one synthetic and potentially self-conscious act.
Apart from such thinking I could not be aware of the succession
of my 1deas, nor could I be aware that they were 1deas of
one objective world. It 1s absolutely necessary that mn my
knowledge all consciousness should belong to one consciousness
(of myself).4

In this place again Kant 1dentifies the unuty of consciousness
m 1ts relation to the manifold with the unity of the manifold
in consclousness.? As so often, the necessary synthetic unity

1'The parenthesis I have introduced because 1t 1s imphed by several
phrases 1n the main text, and by the next sentence in the footnote
‘in my knowledge all consciousness must belong to one consciousness’,

2This 1s described as ‘thinking in general’, which shows that 1t
covers all thinking, whether analytic or synthetic Compare B 131 n

3 Kant seems to regard this as another way of stating the principle
of ‘the necessary synthetic unity of the mamfold in all our 1deas’.
See § 3 above.

4 ‘Consciousness of myself’ 1s not consciousness of myself as an
empirical individual, but of myself ‘as original apperception’. Kant’s
language may suggest that he 1s stating the conditions of my experience,
but I think he 1s attempting to state the conditions of experience as
such The self-consciousness of which he speaks 1s consciousness of
the nature of thinking as 1t must be 1n any and every experence.

5§ When he says ‘Here then 1s a synthetic umty of the manifold
(of consciousness)’, ‘of consciousness’ goes, I think, with unity, not
with manifold
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of congciousness and the necessary synthetic unity of the
manifold are treated as the same thing.

§ 5. Principles of the Understanding

This necessary synthetic unity of the mamifold is known
a prwri, and is the source or ground of synthetic a prior:
propositions.! These propositions are the ‘Principles of Pure
Understanding’, such as the principle that every event must
have a cause. They concern pure thought, for they tell us
what pure thinking can affirm a priorz in regard to all objects
of experience.?

Hence this necessary synthetic unity—which may perhaps
best be described as the unity of apperception, although it s,
or involves, also the unity of the manifold—is for thought
what space and time are for inturtion. The unity of apperception
may be called the ultimate form of thought, as space and time
are the ultimate forms of intuition. It gives rise to synthetic
a prior: propositions which concern the pure thought involved
in experience, just as space and time give rise to synthetic

a priort propositions which concern the pure intuitions?
involved 1n experience 4

1 For this reason the principle of necessary synthetic unity 1s a
transcendental principle

2 Thus 1s the task of Transcendental Logic, which contains only the
rules of the pure thought of an object See A 55 = B 80 The Principles
can be denived from pure thought, only because a manifold of pure
intwitions conditions all our intuitions of objects

3 Kant says ‘which refer to the form of mere mntuition’. I do not
believe that ‘blossen Anschauung’ can mean ‘pure mntuition’, as Kemp
Smuth translates it 1t must mean mtuition in abstraction from thought.
Kant, as usual, 1s careless about exact parallehsm Pure thought
should be parallel to pure intuition, and the form of thought to the
form of inturtion, but here pure thought 1s made parallel to the form
of mtuition

4 I take the one set of synthetic @ priorz propositions to be those
established by Transcendental Logic, and the other set to be those
established by the Transcendental Aesthetic, though 1t 1s possible
that the latter set includes all mathematical propositions. It 1s a
matter of indifference whether we say that these propositions concern
the pure thought and the pure mnturtion involved 1n experence, or
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§ 6. Clear und Obscure Ideas )

Pure apperception, or transcendental consciousness, is
identified with $elf-conscious thinking, or with the ‘I think’
which is implicit m all our judgements. It 1s even identified
with the mere idea ‘I’; but the idea ‘I’ 1s the idea of the self
as thinking, the 1dea of the self ‘in relation to all other deas’
This 1dea 1s said to make possible the collective unity of all
other ideas; it 1s the transcendental consciousness in which
they are all necessarily combined.

Kant again points out that this idea may be ‘clear’; that is,
it may be separated out from our other ideas, and brought
explicitly before our empirical consciousness. At other times
it may be ‘obscure’; that is, it may not be explicitly before
empirical consciousness 1 It does not matter whether empirical
consciousness? that I am thinking 1s or is not present; I do not
at every moment direct my attention to the fact that I am
thinking, and Kant 1s not suggesting that 1 always do direct
my attention to this fact Nevertheless the fact is that I am
always thinking, and must always be thinking, whenever I have
knowledge of an object. All knowledge has a logical form
imposed by thought, just as it has an intuitional form
mmposed by our sensibility, and the possibility of this logical
form depends on the relation of knowledge to apperception
as a faculty®

All our experience and -all our knowledge 1s based upon
the presupposition that our thought is a unity. We need not
be immediately aware of this, but we are mediately aware of
it, if it is implied 1n all our knowledge. To make this awareness
explicit to any degree 1s so far to become self-conscious.
whether we say that they concern the form of thought and the form
of mntuition involved 1n experience

1 See Chapter XIX § 8

2 Note that 1t 1s the reality of the empirical consciousness—as
1s shown by the gender of the word ‘desselben’—and not the reality
of the 1dea, which Kant asserts to be a matter of indifference Kemp
Smith’s translation fails to make this clear

3 T should prefer to say that i1t 1s due to thinking which 1s
potentially self-conscious
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We are obviously self-conscious when we say ‘I think that
A is B’, but self-consciousness 1s obscurely present even
when we say that ‘A 15 B’; for to say this 1s to assert an objective
connexion, and an objective connexion 1s one which 1s dis-
tinguished (however vaguely) from a subjective connexion 1n
our minds.

§ 7. The Pure Synthests of Imagmation

Hitherto we have been concerned with the transcendental
unity of apperception ! Kant now takes a step forward, and
deals with the synthesis of imagination.

The synthetic unity of the manifold, which is thought in
all experience, presupposes, or includes,? a synthesis; and this
synthesis—which 1s ascribed to imagination—must be pure or
a priort, since the synthetic unity which 1t imposes 1s a necessary
{nity.

Such a pure synthesis must be a productive? synthesis;
for a reproductive synthesis depends upon conditions of ex-
pertence 4

With this doctrine we are now famihiar. The manifold 1s
given to us successively in sense; and apart from thought,
which goes beyond the moment, 1t has not even the unity of
a succession of 1deas, still less the unity of an ordered and
objective world. Thought, however, cannot give unity to the

11t 1s transcendental because 1t 1s a ground of synthetic a prior:
propositions (see § 4 above) and the ultimate source of the necessary
synthetic unity of the manifold given to us in intuition (see § 3 above,
and compare A 107)

2 A 118 The addition of the word “includes’ suggests the difficulty
of markung off the work of thought from that of imagmnation Com-
pare A 108

3 A productive synthesis 1s one which 1s independent of experience,
and 1s concerned with time and space See Anthr § 28 (VII 167)
We can, I think, afford to ignore the fact that the imagination of the
artist 1s sometimes described as productive—see K d U. §§ 22 and 49
(V 240 and 314), and also that imagination 1s described as productive
and empirical 1n apprehension (as opposed to reproduction)—see
Lose Blatter B 12 (Reicke, Vol 1, p 114)

4 This has already been discussed See Chapter XIX § 3
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manifold except by the help of imagmation We, cannot
conceive a particular set of inturtions as bemng intuitions of
a house, unless,we gather them together 1n imagination, and
so synthetise them 1n accordance with our concept of ‘house’.
This 1s true, both of empirical concepts like ‘house’, and of
mathematical concepts like ‘triangle’. In every case the concept
at work in our judgement presupposes, or includes, a synthesis
of imagination. Kant is here insisting that the same principle
holds 1n regard to the concept of the necessary synthetic
unity of all intwitions, a concept necessanly involved in all
knowledge and in all experience Just as each particular
concept! presupposes a special kind of imaginative synthesst
and a special kund of manifold synthetised, so the unity of
apperception presupposes a umuversal synthesis? of every given
manifold by imagination; and this synthesis must be a pure
synthesss, 1f 1t is to 1mpose a necessary unity.

Thus is what Kant means when he says that the transcendental
unuty of apperception 1s related to the pure synthesis of 1magina-
tion as an a priort condition of the possibility of all combination?
of the manifold 1n one knowledge.

Hence we have a second® transcendental principle, which
is a condition of the possibility of all knowledge and all
experience. This principle 1s the principle of the necessary
umty of the pure (produciive) synthesis of imagmation.

1] use ‘particular’ concepts to cover empirical and mathematical
concepts, they are opposed to strictly universal concepts or categories,
and apply to some objects but not to all Compare Chapter XV § 1

2 This universal synthesis has different aspects, which are thought
in the separate categories.

3 Tt 1s so because every empirical synthesis 1s at the same time a
pure synthesis; perhaps also because all empirical association pre-
supposes the transcendental affimity which 1s imposed by the pure
synthesis

4 Pure thought cannot by 1tself give us a prior: knowledge of objects
apart from the transcendental synthesis of imagination.

8 For the first see § 3 above

¢ Thus 1s said to be ‘prior to apperception’ This phrase illustrates
the way 1n which Kant 1s prepared to call any necessary factor in
a whole ‘prior’ to any other necessary factor in that whole.
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Herc,as usual, the synthesis which produces unity must
itself possess unity ?

§ 8. Pure Synthests and Expertence

\There may seem to be a difficulty in the fact that a pure
synthesis of the 1magination must work with a pure manifold,
whereas we have here a pure synthesis whose unity is the
condition of experience. How can a pure synthesis determine
the empirical manifold given to sense ?*

It should be unnecessary at this stage to pomt out that it
does so because space and time are, not only pure intuitions
containing a pure manifold, but also the forms of all empirical
intuition.® The pure synthesis of the manifold of time and
space? conditions and determmes every empirical synthesis of
the manifold given 1n time and space.’ This 1s the doctrine
of the Metaphysical Deduction, and has been elaborated in
the provisional exposition in order to avoid excessive diffuseness
here.8 It will be re-emphasised again and again in the chapters
on Schematism and the Principles of the Understanding.
The empirical mantfold must conform to the synthetic unity
imposed by imagination on the pure manifold of time and
space; and therefore 1t must conform to the unity of apper-
ception and to the categories 7

11t 1s possible that Kant again 1dentifies the unity of the synthesis
with the unity produced by the synthesis, and as usual we must
ask ourselves whether on Copernican principles such an identification
1s justifiable

2'This 15 implied, if 1t 1s a condition of experience, and a condition
of all combination of the manifold 1n one knowledge

3 Kant points this out clearly in B 1501

4'The pure synthesis 1s m accordance with the categories, and
mmposes the categories on the mamifold

! The empirical synthesss 1s 1n accordance with empirical concepts.

® See A 98, and compare also A 115-16

7 If we are to combine the manifold in one time and space, we must,
for example, combine the given appearances (of such an object as
a house) as accidents of a perinanent substance
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§ 9. The Transcendental Synthesss of Imagmation

There are various kinds of pure synthesis, and these have
different kinds of unity. Thus the synthesis by which the
mathematician constructs a triangle in pure ntuition is a pure
synthesis, and 1ts umty depends on the particular concept of
‘triangle’ ! Among all these pure syntheses we must distinguish
the pure synthesis which 1s transcendental, and has a trans-
cendental unity.

A synthesis is transcendental when, without regard to the
differences m wnturtions, 1t 1s directed to the @ priors combination
of the manifold 2

In other words, a transcendental synthesis 1s not directed
to produce a particular kind of umity, dependent upon the
special differences of the given mtuitions 2 It aims at producing
that unity,* or @ prior: combination, which 1s necessary for
any object to be an object, whatever be the character of the
empirical intuitions through which 1t 1s shown.

The transcendental synthesis of imagination does not make
one object a house and another a ship.® For these differences
we depend on differences in intuition. It does make every
object (whether it be a house or a ship) a substance with acci-
dents, an extensive quantity, and so on These are necessary
forms of unity, or of combination, which must belong to
everything that 1s known as an object 1n a common space and
time.

1 Compare A 78 = B 104 A synthesis 1s pure which synthetises
a pure manifold (A 77 = B 103), and rests upon a ground of synthetic
unity a prior: (A 78 = B 104)

A 118 Compare A 123 where the transcendental function of
imagination 1s said to aim only at ‘necessary unuty’ in the synthesis
of the manifold The same doctrine 1s found in B 151.

3'The pure syntheses of mathematics produce only a particular
kind of unity, for example, the unity which belongs to trangles
qud triangles

4Such a umity 1s the counterpart or correlate of the umty of
apperception

5 Compare Chapter VI § 8



468 THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION [XXV §10

§ 10. The Transcendental Unity of the Synthests of Imagmation

We should expect Kant to add that this yvnthesis of the
imagination 1s transcendental because 1t 1s the necessary
condition of all expenience We sheuld also expect um to say
that the necessary forms of combination imposed upon the
given manifold by the transcendental synthesis of space and
time correspond to the forms of synthesis necessarily involved
m the umty of apperception, or in other words that they
correspond to the forms of judgement, and so to the pure
categories

This is what he goes on to say, but for some reason he
chooses to say 1t, not simply about the transcendental sy nthesis,
but about the transcendental umity of the transcendental
synthesis. I cannot see that he gans anything by this compli-
cation,! and his statement 15 not so clear as one could
wish.

‘The umty of the transcendental synthesis of imagination
is called transcendental, when it is represented as necessary
a prior: n relation to the original umty of apperception.™

Kant’s doctrine 1s this. that the transcendental synthesis of
imagination synthetises all the mamfold given in tme and
space 1n accordance with the umty of apperception and
the categories, as the empirical synthesis of imagination
synthetises the given manifold in accordance with empirical
concepts 3

The transcendental unity of the synthesis of 1magination is
thus subordinate to, and implied 1n, the original umty of
apperception.® Since the latter umity 1s transcendental, as

1In B 151 the transcendental synthesis of imagination 1s itself
said to be directed to the onginal synthetic umty of apperception,
that is, to the transcendental unity which 1s thought 1n the categones

Ths 18, I think, a clearer and simpler statement of what Kant 1s

saying in the present passage Compare A 145 = B 185, which 1s

also clear 2A 118
? For the differences between these two syntheses see § 14 below
*1In spite of being ‘prior’ to 1t The fact that the unity of apper-

ception 15, as always, ‘origmal’, shows that a unity connected with 1t
18 denvative
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being the condition of the possibility of all knowletlge, the
former unity must also be the condition of knowledge, and
so must be trariscendental In other words, the transcendental
unity of the synthesis of imagmation 1s the pure form, or
condition,® of all possible experience, whatever be the matter
given to sense.

For us, at the present stage, the connexion between the
categories involved in the unity of apperception and the forms
of necessary combrnation 1mposed upon the manifold by the
transcendental synthesis of space and time 1s something which
awaits further justification 2 If such a connexion were estab-
lished, we could obviously have a prior: knowledge of all
objects of possible experience.?

§ 11. Apperception and the Understanding

All that Kant has now to do 1s to show that the categories
are necessarily mvolved 1n the unity of apperception, and give
us @ prwr: knowledge of objects because the transcendental
synthesis of imagination is a synthesis 1n accordance with the
categories. This he does, but 1n a way which seems unnecessarily
elaborate 4 At the same time he attempts to connect appercep-
tion with understanding—a connexion which has awaited
an explanation ever since this difference in terminology
was imtroduced. Even now his explanation gives us little
help.

1 As we have seen so often, a ‘form’ of knowledge 1s equivalent
to a ‘condition’ of knowledge.

2 Perhaps 1if we accepted Kant’s view of the forms of judgement,
we could say that it is now justified 1n principle, and awaits justification
only 1n detail.

3 This would be a ‘formal’ knowledge—a knowledge of the form,
but not of the matter See A 129-30

4 When Kant’s expressions seem unnecessarily elaborate, we must
always, I think, ask ourselves whether a deeper insight mnto his meaning
mught not enable us to understand why he expresses himself 1n this
elaborate way On the other hand we cannot ignore the possibility
that his expression 1s unnecessarily elaborate, because he has
falled to see the shortest way to his goal See M AdN Vor
(IV 476 n)
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‘The fmty of apperception in relation to the synthesis of the
imagination 1s the understanding.’

The unity of apperception 1s 1n relation to? the synthesis of
imagination, so far as the synthesis 1s in accordance with a
concept; for there can be no concept apart from the umty
of apperception, and every concept® contains a rule for the
imagination.

By ‘understanding’ I take Kant to mean understanding as
a faculty of knowledge, and not merely a faculty of thought.t
Understanding, as a faculty of knowledge, 1s made possible
because the faculty of thought is brought into relation with
imagination and sense.® We know an object, when by means
of any concept we conceive, 1n one act of thought, the manifold
as synthetised by imagination 1n accordance with that concept
Thus is the work of understanding, and such work 1s impossible
apart from the umity of apperception

“The same unity of apperception, 1n relation to the trams-
cendental synthesis of imagnation, 1s pure understanding.’

The umty of apperception, as we have seen,® is in relation
to the transcendental synthesis of imagimnation, because the
transcendental synthesis of imagmation synthetises all the
manifold given 1n time and space 1n accordance with the unity
of apperception.”

We know objects a priori, when, 1n one act of thought, we
conceive the manifold as necessarily combined by the trans-
cendental synthesis of imagination® in accordance with the
unity of apperception. The concepts? by which we thus know

1A 119. Compare B 134 n. I do not know why Kant identifies
understanding with the unity of apperception, rather than with apper-
ception 1tself In A 127 he says that the unity of apperception 1s the
rule, and the faculty of these rules 1s understanding

2 ‘1n relation to’ 1s unnecessarily vague.

3 Compare A 106 Highly abstract concepts like ‘virtue’ and so on
would require a special treatment 1n a full system of philosophy.

‘A 97 5A 97-8 88§ 7 and 10 above

? And 1n accordance with the categories which the umty of apper-
ception 1nvolves

8 That 15, combined 1n one common space and time

9 These concepts are of course the categories
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objects a prior: are necessarily involved i the unity dof apper-
ception itself. Hence pure understanding, as possessing in ntself
such concepts df objects in general, 1s to be identified with
the unity of apperception , and, in relation to the transcendental
synthesis of 1magination, 1t 1s a faculty of a prior: knowledge.!

§ 12 Understanding and the Categories

The understanding therefore (so far as it 1s 1dentified with
the unity of apperception in relation to the transcendental
synthesis of imagination) contamns n itself pure a priors cog-
nitions. These cognitions are cognitions of the necessary unity
of the pure transcendental synthesis of imagmation,2 which
combines all possible appearances in one time and space.
As we know, such cognitions are the categories, or the pure
concepts of the understanding,? in accordance with which the
transcendental synthesis of 1magination 1s performed 4

It follows that the empriscal power of human knowledge
necessarily contains® an understanding which s related to all
objects of sense. This relation 1s a mediate relation, not an
immediate one, for understanding 1s always related to its objects
by means of intuition and the synthesis of mtuition through
imagmation

1 Apart from the transcendental synthesis of imagination pure under-
standing 1s not a faculty of a prior: knowledge I do not, however,
like the identification of a faculty with the umty of apperception,
although this 1s perhaps repeated in B 134 n

2 And consequently of the necessary unity mmposed on the manifold
by the transcendental synthesis of inagination

3 Here also we might expect Kant to refer to the connexion between
the categories and the forms of judgement, but he has no consideration
for the weaknesses of human nature, and 1s satisfied to have shown
this connexton in the Metaphysical Deduction

4 It 1s because the transcendental synthesis 1s performed in accor-
dance with the categories that the categories (or the pure a priori
cognitions of the understanding) are said to contan the necessary
unity of the pure synthesis

® Compare A 124-5, where Kant msists that experience in empirical
recognition (or understanding) ‘contains’ concepts which make possible
the formal umty of experience

¢ Compare A 19 = B 33 and A 679 = B 924
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Kant®is msisting, though not too clearly, that empirical
understanding 1s conditioned by pure understanding,! and that
every judgement, whatever empirical concepts 1t uses, must
apply the categories to objects given 1n intuttion.

§ 13. Understanding and Appearances

When Kant says that understanding 1s related to all objects
of sense, he means that understanding and objects stand 1mn a
necessary relation to one another. This necessary relation can
be looked at from two sides.

From the side of understanding Kant means that the under-
standing in itself contains pure concepts or categories, by
which 1t has @ prior: knowledge of sensible objects. From the
side of the objects he means that all the given matter of sense
must conform to the categores, if it is to be an element in
experience.

Kant’s whole argument turns on the possibility of experience,?
experience being always 2 compound of intuition and thought.
Unless given mtuitions or appearances can be thought, they
cannot be for us intuitions of objects, and so cannot give us
knowledge or experience But if they are to be thought or
judged, they must conform to the conditions or forms of
judgement, and therefore to the categories. Apart from the
categories there can be no experience of objects.

Pure understanding 1s therefore, by means of the categories
which it contains in itself independently of any given matter,
aformal and synthetic principle of all appearances. Appearances,
if they are to be giwen, must conform to space and time as
forms of mtuition. If they are to be appearances of objects,
they must conform to the categories as forms of thought,

! The umty of apperception, when 1t 15 related to an empirical
synthesis of imagination, 1s always related to a pure transcendental
synthesis of imagination as well Obviously when we construct a
house 1n 1magination, starting from a given sensum, we construct
time and space also

?'This was made clear even 1n A 93-4 = B 126, and 1t dominates
the whole of the Analytic
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or as formal principles of synthesis contained in the nrture of
understanding 1itself.1

This 1s the essence of the Objective Deduction, while the
doctrine that there must be a transcendental synthesis of
imagmation 1 accordance with the categories is the essence
of the Subjective Deduction.

§ 14. Understanding and Imagination

It may help to clarify Kant’s doctrine, if we review the
different ways in which the work of understanding or thought
is related to the synthests of imagination.

In an empirical concept? thought conceives the rule of the
empirical synthesis of imagination whereby the given manifold
is combined 1nto an object such as a house; and this synthesis
1s partly determined by the intuitions which are given, and
partly determmned by the ultimate principles of synthesis
which belong to the mind itself.

In a mathematical concept thought conceives the rule of
the pure synthesis of imagination whereby the pure mamfold
of space 1s ‘arbitranily’ combmned into such an object as a
triangle. In_this case the synthesis is not determined by given
empirical inturtions, though it must be consistent with the pure
mtuttion of space,® and must also be consistent with the
ultimate principles of synthesis which belong to the mind
itself.4 The character of the synthesis 1s, however, primarily
due to a choice of the mind, which ‘arbitrarily’ constructs
a figure 1n accordance with its concept of ‘triangle’, and not one
in accordance with its concept of ‘circle’.

1 Compare B 164

2 For the differences 1n concepts see Chapter IX § 5.

3 For example, we cannot construct a figure enclosing space by
means of two straight lines

4 Some qualifications are necessary for this statement, since a
mathematical triangle 1s only the form of an object and not strictly
speaking an object itself (see B 147) Perhaps we could say that not
all the ultimate principles of synthesis are at work unless there 1s
a synthesis of the given empirical manifold as well as a synthesis of

the pure homogeneous manifold of space A mathematical triangle
has quantity, but only a real triangle 1s a substance
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In pare concepts of the understanding! thought concerves
the rule of the transcendental synthesis of imagination whereby
the pure manifold 1s combined 1nto one time and space possess-
ing a necessary synthetic unity in accordance with which all
empirical manifolds must be combined ? Here the relation
between the pure concept of the understanding and the
transcendental synthesis of 1magmation 1s akin to the relation
between the mathematical concept and the pure synthesis
whereby a mathematical figure 1s constructed the concept 1s
the main factor in determining the synthests The difference
between the two cases 1s to be found 1n the fact that while
the mathematical concept 1s arbitrary, the pure concept 1s
necessarily 1nvolved in the nature of thought 1tself 2

If we ignore the differences between the categories—as
Kant for the most part does himself in the Transcendental
Deduction—thought as such, conception as such, necessarily
requires synthetic unity mn its object; and consequently it
requires a synthesis of imagmation which has a rule and so
is capable of being concerved as a unity.? If we had only
empirical mtuitions, and if empirical intuitions were things-
in-themselves, this requirement of thought might not be met
by reality But since time and space consist of a pure homo-
geneous manifold, the imagination must be able to perform

11 ignore complications 1s regard to the difference between pure
and schematised categories These have already been indicated in
Chapter XIII § 6, and will be explamned more fully in the sequel,
see Chapter XXXIII

2'To combine an empirical manifold into an object 1s to determine
1ts place 1n one common space and time We shall see later that to
deterrmine the relation of spaces and times to one another requires
n turn a combination of the empirical manifold 1n these spaces and
times.

2 We can think about objects without using mathematical concepts,
but not without the categories

% Conception as such requires not only that we should by an act
of analysis grasp the common characteristics of different objects
(whatever these may be) 1t also requires that we should be able to
hold together by one act of synthesis the object or objects which

‘we seek to analyse This is the whole burden of the Metaphysical
Deduction
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a pure transcendental synthesis which satisfies the need for
unity, and since time and space are also forms of our sensi-
bility to which°all empirical intuitions must conform, the
transcendental synthesis of imagination must be able to
mmpose necessary synthetic unity on the empirical manifold
in accordance with the demands of thought

It 1s Kant’s belief that the different forms of judgement
presuppose different principles of synthesis, and consequently
different kinds of synthetic uruty in the mamfold judged; and
1t 15 also his belief that the transcendental synthesis of 1magina-
tion works according to these principles, and 1mposes on the
manifold the different kinds of necessary synthetic unity
required, The correspondence between the categories as prin-
ciples of synthesis and the forms of judgement ‘leaps to the
eye’;! but Kant has yet to give us the details which alone can
explain the alleged correspondence and justify his belief mn
regard to the transcendental synthesis of imagination. The
Transcendental Deduction establishes only the general possi-
bility of his view. The details are reserved for the Analytic of
Principles.

This doctrine, so far as I can see, does not really depend
on the view that the mind has separate faculties of under-
standing and imagination. Its essence i1s to be found 1n the
contentton that one and the same mind performs two different,
but related, acts®—the act of imagmative synthesis and the
act of conceiving the principle at work in the imaginative
synthesis. It is easy enough to see that the second act may
properly be described as an act of self-consciousness or
apperception.

1 See B 111-12

2 Or two different aspects of what 18 essentially one act Certamnly

we must not suppose that there are two acts such that one precedes
the other 1n time.



CHAPTER XXVI
THE REGRESSIVE EXPOSITION

§ 1. The Regressive Exposition

The Transcendental Deduction has now been completed,
since we have established the fact that appearances! and the
understanding are necessarily related, or connected, by means
of the categories.

Our proof, however, has not that pellucid character which
secures easy conviction, and Kant proposes to make this
necessary relation or connexion still more clear, to lay 1t before
our very eyes He will begin with the lowest element 1n experi-
ence, sense-perception, and will gradually mount up to the
uruty of apperception 2 In this way we shall be able more
easily to interpret his account in the light of the provisional
exposition, which follows the same order We shall also be
able to do more justice to the empirical elements 1n experience,
which have, very properly, played little part in his synthetic
or progressive proof, a proof concerned primarily with the
transcendental use of 1magination and apperception 3

§ 2. Given Appearances

The first thing that is given to us 1s appearance, and when
this is combmned with consciousness, 1t is called sense-
perception.t

1 'That 1s, appearances as data for a possible experience. See A 119.

2 It should be unnecessary to repeat the warning that Kant 1s
offering us an analysis of the different factors and elements 1n
experience, not an account of the way 1n which experience develops
out of something that 1s not experience

3 Compare A 94—5 ‘This passage also explans, I think, why Kant
says so little about time and space in the authoritative exposition—
they are supposed to have been adequately treated 1n the Aesthetic

4 A 120, ‘Wahrnehmung’ or ‘perceptio’, compare A 320 = B 376
Sense-perception 1s said to be an 1dea accompanied by sensation
(B 147), and again to be empurical consciousness, that 1s, consciousness
in which sensation 1s present (B 20%), and agamn to be empirical
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Appcarance in the first instance would seem to be what is
to-day called a sensum, while sense-perception 1s the whole
state of mind of which the sensum is the content.! Appearance
is also used 1n a much wider sense by Kant to cover an ‘image’,
such as the image of a house;? and he seems to use the word
‘impression’® (though not very often) for what we call a sensum
or even for the elements into which a sensum can be analysed.

Kant does not believe that appearances exist apart from
consciousness ¢ Nevertheless they are not made by, but given
to, the mind, which must take them up into 1ts own activity,
if we are to be conscious of them. They have no objective
reality in themselves, they exist only in knowledge, and apart
from the mind they are nothing at all.5

Kant puts this pownt by saying that appearances must be
related to a consciousness which 1s at least possible. Would it
not be simpler to say that they exist only for actual conscious-
ness?

I think the reason for Kant’s expression 1s this. The
appearance given to us at any moment 1s something very
poor and thin, which imphes other appearances beyond itself.
We see the appearance of the front of a house, but we think

consciousness of intuition as appearance (B 160) See also A 115,
where sense 1s said to represent appearances empirically in sense-
perception

1 Kant’s termnology 1s not always consistent, and ‘sense-perception’
1s sometimes equivalent to ‘sensum’ We may note that a sense-
perception considered 1n relation to the subject, as a modification of
a state of mund, 1s a sensation (Empfindung), considered as relating
immediately to an object 1t 1s an intuition (Anschauung) See A 320
= B 376-7, where, oddly enough, an objective perception 1s equated
with ‘cognitio’ and 1s sard to be either an mtuition or a concept

2 Such an “1mage’ 1s not opposed to an object 1t may be, and often
1S, an object—but not apart from thought

3 Emdruck.’ For this termunology see Chapter XIX § 2, especially
footnote on page 362

1 He belhieves, ike Leitbniz, 1n petites perceptions which are uncon-
scious 1n a sense, but even these do not exist apart from consclousness.

5 Kant’s language is ambiguous, but I do not think he can here
mean merely that apart from the mind appearances would not be
appearances of objects
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that the sides and back of the house could also appear to us
None of these appearances has any reality apart from human
minds, but they are all equally real for human minds We can
pass by means of the Analogies, and especially by the law of
cause and effect, from our actual sense-perception to other
possible sense-perceptions, and the possible sense-perceptions
which are thus connected with our immediate sense-perception
are also real. In this way appearances may have a kind of
existence as related to a possible consciousness !

§ 3. The Synthesis of Apprehension

Sensa or 1mpressions must be ‘taken up’ into the activity of
the imagination, or n other words they must be ‘apprehended’.
Apprehension 1s an act which 1s exercised immediately or
directly? upon such sensa or impressions.3

Apprehension 1s certamly the work of imagination, but
Kant does not make 1t clear whether apprehension is an
element 1n a whole synthesis which may be described as repro-
ductive, or whether apprehension is the whole synthesis in
which reproduction is an element The latter interpretation
seems the more probable * In any case there 1s only one syn-
thesis of 1magmation, in which both apprehension and repro-
duction play their part, and the name by which we describe
this synthesis does not greatly matter.

What 1s given to us by sense 1s always a manifold, but it
has to be combined by the activity of imagination, and represented

1 See the Second Postulate, A 225-6 = B 272—4 Sense-perception
18 there said to be sensation of which one 1s conscious, but a thing
may be actual, though 1t 1s not wmmediately perceived Compare
A 493 =B 521

2 A 120, compare A 99 and Chapter XIX § 2

3 Kant himself says ‘sense-perceptions’, but the following sentence
shows that these are meant to be equivalent to ‘sensa’ or ‘impressions’
In A g9 the synthesis of apprehension was exercised directly upon
‘intuition’ This loose use of language makes Kant very difficult,
but to correct his terminology would be an almost impossible task,
and we must be content to grasp his general meaning

4 Compare Chapter XIX § 2
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as a mamfold The mamfold given to sense has no wnity or
combination in 1itself, and 1t must be combined mto a
whole which, a# this stage, Kant describes as a picture or
image.}

By ‘image’ Kant seems to mean, not something simple, like
a red colour (which, I take 1t, would to-day be called a sensum),
but something more elaborate, like the 1mage of a house.2

Kant’s contention would obviously be more questionable, 1f
the 1mage were a red colour; though the fact that 1t takes some
time even to see one colour might be urged in his support.
If,the 1mage 15 more elaborate, like the image of a house, the
presence of an 1magative synthesis seems to me undeniable.?

§4 The Synthests of Reproduction

A mere ‘taking up’ of one tmpression or sensum after another
would not by itself produce an image or a connexion? of
mmpressions. For this reproduction is necessary.® We must
therefore have a reproductive power of imagination which is
able to reinstate earlier sense-perceptions beside later ones, and

1 Compare A 99 There 1s a play upon ‘Budd’ (an image) and
‘Ewnbildungskraft’ (imagmation)

2 Compare ‘images of objects’ in A 120 n When Kant says that
every ‘appearance’ contains a manifold, and therefore different ‘sense-
perceptions’ occur in the mund 1n 1solation, it looks as if ‘appearance’
were not a mere sensum, but an appearance such as a house, which
15 1ts commoner meaning It also looks as if the ‘sense-perceptions’
were sensa or impressions (or states of mind containing only sensa
Or IMPIessions)

3 In a note Kant adds that imagination 1s an ingredient in sense-
peiception (1n spite of the fact that 1t 1s exercised on sense-perception),
but sense-perception here involves awarcness of an image, such as
that of a house Compare B 162 where he says that the empirical
mtuition of a house 1s made 1nto a sense-perception by apprehension

4 Zusammenhang * This word suggests that an ‘image’ 1s something
more than a sitmple colour

5 Compare A 102 Curiously enough, Kant does not here use the
phrasc ‘synthesis of apprehension’ or ‘synthesis of reproduction’,
but 1n A 120 he speaks of imagination as a ‘power of synthesis’
(compare also A 120 n ), and the doctrine 1s the same as that of the
provisional exposition
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so to exhibit a whole series of sense-perceptions.! In that case
the reproductive power of 1magination 1s said to be empurical

It is obvious that this reproductive power of imagination
works by rule.? and indeed that it must do so, if it can help
us to know objects. We do not reproduce past 1deas at random,
but any given 1dea recalls certamn other ideas by rules, for
example by contiguity or similarity These rules are subjective,
they belong to the nature of the mind, although they would
not be possible unless given 1deas were contiguous and simular.
The subjective and empurical ground of reproduction 1n accor-
dance with such rules is therefore called the association of
ideas.3

Unfortunately Kant does not state what the laws of associa-
tion are, nor does he give us examples of what he means.!
All the laws of association no doubt help our thinking (though
they sometimes also disturb 1t) The law of contiguity, for
example, helps us to think of causes and effects, and this 1s
one of the laws that Kant probably has in mind 3 I cannot
help suspecting that he has 1n mind also, and perhaps even
primarily, the law of reproduction by affinity,® the outstanding

11 say ‘sense-perceptions’ rather than ‘impressions’, because Kant
does so, but I doubt whether there 1s any real distinction intended
here (unless Kant means that the whole state of consciousness 1s
reproduced)

2 Kant says ‘by a rule’, yet there are several rules or laws of associa-
tion, and 1n the next sentence he himself speaks of ‘rules’

3'The association of ideas 1s usually the name given to the laws
goverming reproduction, but here 1t seems to be used for the natural
tendency of the mund which 1s described 1n these laws

4The examples given 1n A 102z are all too special, because they
are concerned with a pure synthesis

5 See Anthr § 31 B (VII 176) and compare Chapter XIX § 4

8 See Anthr § 31 C (VII 176)and compare Chapter XIX § 5 Affinity
15 1itself the objective ground of association, but our tendency to
associate 1deas because of their affimity 1s subjective and empirical.
It should, however, be noted that when we speak of association by
affinity, ‘affinity’ 1s used 1n a narrower sense, for 1t refers to association
because of the coherence of qualitics 1n one object, whereas affinity

as the objective ground of association 1s piesumably the objective
ground of all association
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example of which 15 to he found when we associate 1deas
because they are all ideas of the same object In any case he
1s, I think, certainly concerned with something more than
a simple image like the colour red.

§ 5 Transcendental Affinity

For purposes of reproduction we require not only a subjective
ground, or a natural tendency 1n the mind, we require also an
objective ground, or a ground in the object! This objective
ground s called the ‘affinity’ of appearances 2

It 1s obvious enough that there must be some regularity or
repetition in the succession of given mmpressions, if there 1s
to be any association by contiguity. It 1s also obvious that if
there 1s to be association by affinity (that 1s, because 1deas are
derived from a common ground, and more especially from
a common object), then there must be some coherence and
consistency in the given qualities of objects.2 Without such
regularity and coherence our power of association could never
be exercised,’ and apart from the exercise of this power there
could certainly never be knowledge. We could never even be
aware of the succession of sense-impressions, for such awareness
itself 1s impossible apart from reproduction and recognition
(or memory)

From the fact that our ideas are associated in accordance

1A 121

2 A 122 Compare also A 113 where affinity 1s said to be the ground
of the possibility of association, so far as it les in the object

3 This 1s the work of associative 1magination, which connects 1deas
in time See Chapter XIX § 4

¢ Compare the example of cinnabar 1n A 100

5 Simularly if no given sensa were like one another, there could
be no association by similarity In this Kant seems to be less interested,
but there must be similarity in objects, if there are repetitions 1n the
successions of given impressions I feel some doubt whether trans-
cendental affinity could, even on Kant’s own premuses, necessarily
1mply constancy 1n objects and the repetition of causal sequences,
and the same doubt applies to similarity in objects, see Chapters XXIV
§ 2 (at the end) and XIX § 5

VOL 1 o)
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with certain empirical laws! we could infer only that there
must be some regularity and some coherence in given impres-
sions.? We could never infer that this regularjty and coherence
must be a necessary regularity and coherence.?

Kant believes that the regularity and coherence mn given
impressions 1s umwersal and necessaiy. It 1s no accident that
appearances are given in such a way as to fit mnto a system
of human knowledge. This he establishes, not by arguing
fallaciously from the empirical facts of association, but by
arguing from the unity of apperception, which is the ultimate
condition of human knowledge ¢ The unity of apperception 1s
impossible apart from the necessary synthetic umty of
appearances.® This necessary synthetic umity of appearances
is identical® with what Kant calls their transcendental affinity;
and he assumes that 1t imphes a necessary regularity and
coherence manifested 1n repeated causal successions and in the
relative constancy of objects.

If gven appearances were things-in-themselves, or even 1f
their succession were due to real changes of things-in-themselves
in a real time, this argument, as Kant himself recognises,
would be quite unjustifiable.® The argument holds, according
to him, only because appearances are essentially dependent
upon human sensibility, and because the time in which they
succeed one another is a form under which human beings must
intuit reality.

1The most mmportant of these are the laws of association by
similarity, by contiguity, and by affinity

2 The inference seems hardly necessary, since we know this fact
by experience, an experience, however, which would be impossible
but for the fact of association 8 See Chapter XIX § 5

4 In the provisional exposition Kant argued this first of all from
the transcendental synthests of imagimation (A 101—2), and only
later from the umty of apperception See especially A 113

5A 116-17 Compare A 105 and A 1067

®'The necessary synthetic unity involved mn the umity of apper-

ception may indeed be taken in abstraction from time, but when 1t 1s
taken as realised in tume, then 1t 1s identical with transcendental
affinity

?A 114 It 1s transcendental because it 1s necessary a prior:, and
15 the condition of all experience 8 A 101 and A 113-14.
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On these suppositions the affinity of appearances,oor the
objective ground which makes association of 1deas possible,
rests upon the principle of the unmity of apperception. All
appearances, If they are to be elements in my knowledge,
must come wnto the mind, or be apprehended, in such a way
that they agree with the unity of apperception. This could
not happen without synthetic unity in thewr combination,
which is therefore objectively necessary, that s, necessary if
we are to have any experience of objects.!

Kant’s argument 1s difficult enough 1n any case, but if we
approach it with realist presuppositions, it is bound to seem
absurd and even nonsensical 2

§6 The Tianscendental Synthesis of Imagination

All empirical consciousness, if 1t 1s to be consciousness of
objects, must be united 1n one transcendental consciousness,
that 1s, 1n original apperception 3 This principle is the necessary )
condition of all possible sense-perception as an element iry
experience )

Kant’s argument rests upon the doctrine that unless thid
were so, there could be no experience of objects, no knowledge,
and no thought There could only be a successton of unrelated
sense-perceptions, which we could not even know to be a
succession.

This argument he proceeds to strengthen by an account of
the subjective machinery by which this necessary umity is
imposed upon sense-perceptions 4

The transcendental affinity of all appearances, whatever be
their posttion 1n our common space and time, 1s, Kant main-

1 A 122 Because there can be no experience of objects apart from
the unity of apperception

2A 114 38ee A 123 and A 11y n

4 With this we pass to the subjective side of the Deduction, as 1s
necessary to complete the argument From the unity of apperception
we can argue that if we are to have knowledge of objects, all the
manifold must conform to the pure categories, but we cannot under-

stand from this alone why the conformity of the manifold should
be more than a mere accident.
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tains, 2 necessary consequence of a transcendental synthesis of
imagination. This 1s the transcendental synthesis of space and
time, which 1s grounded a prior: upon rules, that 1s, upon the
categories.! The transcendental synthests of 1magination
imposes upon all appearances, not only extensive quantity, but
also necessary regularity and coherence.?

‘Necessary regularity and coherence’, or ‘transcendental
affinity’, may perhaps still seem terms too wide to be clearly
understood. They cover, I think, all the necessary laws of
appearances, discussed 1n the Principles, and especially in the
Analogies. For the sake of clearness, we may take one particular
example from the law of cause and effect. Kant believes that
the laying of a heavy ball on a soft cushion will always be fol-
loned by a depression 1 the cushion (other circumstances
being unchanged),® and that this necessary successton, or
causal connexion, is due, not to changes 1n things-in-themselves,
but to the transcendental synthesis of imagination, which
mmposes the causal law upon all succession of appearances.
The transcendental synthesis does not make the depression
the effect of the ball, but 1t makes every event the effect of
some cause, and the cause of some effect, in accordance with
a rule. Whether we like it or not, I do not think 1t can be
doubted that this 1s what his doctrine 1s.

§7. demtal Imagmation and Experience

“Lvmgmatlon has, on this view, a transcendental, as well as
afi empirical, use A Ttis a power of a priori, as well as of empurical,
synthesis, and as such 1t may be called productlve5 _y_n_ggmatlon

1A 123, compare A 125

2 I need hardly repeat again that the reason why the transcendental
synthesis of imagination can (1) be grounded upon the categores
and (2) can impose categorial principles of synthesis upon the given
manifold 1s that 1t 1s a synthesis of a pure manifold given 1n the nature
of our sensibility and conditioning all empirical sensation.

3A 203 =B 248

* A 94, compare Chapters XVII § g and XI § 4

8 A 123. Note that the word ‘productive’ 1s here restricted to
imagination manifested 1n an a prior: synthesss, that 1s, 1n a synthesis
independent of experience , compare Chapter XXV § 7
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Productive 1magimation might, however, have a special, use n
the pure synthesis of mathematics, and we must distinguish
the transcendental synthesis from these pure syntheses.! The
synthesis of imagination 1s transcendental, so far as it aims,
not at the construction of a particular figure in accordance with
a particular concept, but at that necessary synthetic unity in all
the manifold of appearances without which they could not be
appearances of objects 2

However paradoxical it may seem, Kant believes that the
transcendental synthesis® of imagination 1s the source of the
affinity of appearances, and therefore of the association and
reproduction of appearances in accordance with laws,* and
therefore of the possibility of experience itself. Without such
a transcendental synthesis no concepts of objects would come
together into one experience.’

1The transcendental synthesis 1s of course present in these pure
syntheses, as 1t 1s 1n every empirical synthesis Compare Chapter
XXV § 14

2A 123 Compare A 118 and Chapter XXV § 9 Kant seems to
speak here as if the imagination itself (so far as 1t 1s a power of a
prior: synthesis directed to necessary unity) were the transcendental
Junction of imagination, compare A 78 = B 103 This seems to me
due to carelessness in language, but perhaps the word ‘diese’ (this)
can be taken as referring loosely, not to imagination, but to the a
priors synthesis itself, which can properly be described as a tran-
cendental function of imagination

3 Kant says ‘function’, but I do not see that anything 1s added by
this termunology, unless perhaps 1t 1s intended to suggest that the
transcendental synthesis 1s formal and is related to the forms or
functions of judgement, see Chapter XXIII §§ 6—7

¢ Kant seems sharply to distinguish ‘reproduction in accordance
with laws’ both from affimity and from association, Perhaps ‘association’
1s here meant strictly for the subjective ground, the tendency 1n our
minds, on which reproduction rests (A 121) This 1s not, however,
very satisfactory, since affinity 1s the ground, not of our subjective
tendency, but of 1ts successful exercise ‘Reproduction according to
laws’ looks a little like the ‘necessary reproduction’ which is so puzzling
1in A 105-6 (see Chapter XX § ) Perhaps ‘laws’ 1s here equvalent
only to ‘empirical rules’, but compare ‘universal rules of a thorough-
going connexion in reproduction’ 1n A 122

8 All particular concepts (including all empirical concepts) depend
upon the universal transcendental synthesis which 1s involved 1n the
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§8. Yranscendental Imagmation and Apperception

The proof of transcendental affinity rests qn the contention
that transcendental affinity is necessary for, and 1s imphed 1n,
the umty of apperception, and that the subjective activity by
which transcendental affinity 1s realised 1s the transcendental
synthesis of imagination. The connexion between the unity of
apperception and the transcendental synthesis of imagmation
obviously requires further explanation, and this Kant now offers
us, although not in a very adequate way. At the same time he
stresses again the fundamental importance of the umty of
apperception, and the parallel between 1t and time.! In our
concern with 1magination we must not forget that the
unity of apperception is the ultimate ground of all our
knowledge.

The unity of apperception, the constant and unchanging
‘I’? is the correlate of all our ideas, so far as 1t 1s possible?
for us to become aware of them, that 1s, to be aware of them
as 1deas of something.* All empirical consciousness belongs to
one all-comprehensive pure apperception, as all sensuous

particular synthesis corresponding to the particular concept Hence
Kant may be referring to particular concepts as well as to categories,
but he may have 1n mund only the categories

1 A 123-4 This makes what looks ke a momentary break mn the
argument, and enables Vaihinger to mamtain that we have here the
beginning of one of the substrata into which he arbitranly divides
this argument In view of my conclusions in regard to his main strata,
I do not think that these alleged substrata require any further dis-
cussion The suggestion of Adickes—that this paragraph connects
more easily with the first paragraph of A 123 than with the intervening
paragraph on imagination, and consequently that the paragraph on
1magnation 1s a later insertion—has more plausibility Even if this
1s true, the paragraph on imagination 1s necessary to the argument

2'This does not 1mply that the soul 1s a permanent substance

3 'Thus may be a reference to the fact that 1deas exist only 1n relation
to a possible consciousness See A 120 and § 2 above

41 introduce the last clause from A 116, where Kant adds the
necessary parenthesis to the statement that the unity of apperception
1s the condition of the possibility of all ideas (because they are 1deas

of something only through the fact that they belong with all others
to one consciousness).
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mtuttion (considered as an 1dea) belongs to the pure
intuition? of time 2 This has already been stressed in many
places 2 0

We have seen that the transcendental synthesis of 1magination
works in conformity with the unity of apperception and so
produces necessary synthetic unity in the mamfold in accordance
with the categories. We have now to add that pure apperception
must bring the transcendental synthesis to concepts? and so
make explicit the principles by which the transcendental
synthesis of imagination is guided and controlled.® In other
words 1t must make intellectual what in 1itself i1s sensuous®;
for the synthesis of imagination is always sensuous, even
when 1t 1s a pure synthesis as mn the construction of a
mathematical figure ?

This doctrine 15 now familiar to us, both as regards the
categories and as regards particular concepts 8 Imagmation by
itself could give us only pictures or images, but because one
and the same understanding 1s able to conceive the various
principles upon which imagination synthetises the given
manifold, the concepts of the understanding are able to give

1 Kant calls 1t a pure nner intuition, usually it 1s the form of inner
ntuition

2 Here, as so often, Kant makes time parallel to the unity of
apperception, without stating (1) that only through the umty of
apperception 1s time one, and (2) that only through time, and the
transcendental synthesis of time, 1s the umty of apperception the
ultimate principle of the umty of the manifold in consciousness.
Compare A 98-9, A 107, B 151, and A 138-9 = B 177-8

3 See A 107, A 110, and A 117 n, and compare A 127-8, B 136,
and B 144

¢ Compare A 78 = B 104.

5 It may be objected that this 1s the task of Transcendental Logic;
but Transcendental Logic 1s for Kant carrying out more systematically
the work of ordinary thought Whenever, for example, we use the cate-
gory of cause and effect, we are making explicit a principle by which,
even if we are unaware of 1t, the transcendental synthesis of imagination
1s controlled Compare Chapter XIII§ 5.

8 A 124 Compare B 151

? Imagination 1s concerned with synthetising mtuitions, not with
concerving the principle by which 1t 1s itself guided

8 Sec Chapter XIII §§ 5-6, Chapter XX § 5, and Chapter XXV § 14.
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us knowledge of ohjects! This doctrine may he compared
with what Kant previously called the synthesis of recognition

For an esplanation of how the transcendental synthesis of
space and time 1s controlled by the categories we must await
the chapter on Schematism. Kant at present 1s dealing only
with the most general character of the relation between the
unity of apperception and the transcendental synthesis of
imagination Imagmation 1s the connecting link between
understanding and sensibility, and by 1ts transcendental
synthesis it connects the manifold of intuition with the umty
of apperception, for 1t imposes upon the manifold that neces-
sary synthetic unity without which the unity of apperception
would be impossible Sensibility by 1tself could give us only
appearances, but never objects of empirical knowledge, and
therefore it could never give us experience.?

§ 9. The Categories

In all this exposition ‘from below up’® Kant has deliberately
kept the categories 1n the background, just as he did in the
provisional exposition He now gives a summary review of
the argument, with a manifest allusion to the account of the
threefold synthesis, and suddenly presents us with the
categories.?

1 Here, as so often, 1t 15 not absolutely certain whether Kant 1s
talking only of the categories or of all concepts (including the cate-
gories) The fact that they ‘belong to the understanding’ suggests
the categories (although all concepts belong 1n a sense to the under-
standing), and I think this 1s on the whole supported by the general
context The previous mention of concepts, at the end of A 123, 1s
also ambiguous, and the same ambiguity 1s found m A 125 It 1s
unfortunate that Kant does not use a special word, such as ‘notion’,
when he means categories as opposed to particular concepts See
A 320 = B 377

2 A 124 This 1s an admurably clear statement of the essentially
Cntical doctrine which 1s stated more ambiguously in A 89 = B 122,
and 1n A 90 = B 123 See Chapter XVI § 8 3A 119

4 In the first edition the categories always appear in the Deduction
as 1if they were intended to be a dramatic surprise, following necessarily,
but unexpectedly, from what has gone before (See A 111, A 119,
and the present passage ) Kant sometimes treats the unity of apper-
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Experience consists in apprehension, association of repro-
duction,! and recognition, of appearances These are empirical,
although apprehension 1s conditioned by tmme, reproduction
is conditioned by the transcendental synthesis of 1magination,
and recognition, or empirical apperception, 1s conditioned by
pure apperception 2 The last and the highest of these, empirical
recognition, contains concepts, which make possible the formal
unity of experience, and so enable us to have empirical
experience of objects and to attain truth.?

What are these concepts? The fact that they make possible
the formal unity of experience suggests that they are categories,
but all concepts are 1n a sense the source of unity.?

One could have wished Kant to be more precise, but thé
interpretation does not greatly matter, since we never employ
concepts 1n empirical recognition (or 1n judgement of intuitions)
without also employing categories. These concepts, which are
grounds? for the recognition of the manifold, so far as they
concern only the form of an experence in general, are the

_categories ®

Here again one would have liked some reference to the
Metaphysical Deduction and the forms of judgement, but in
the Iight of all that has been said there 1s no difficulty 1n under-
standing Kant’s meaning.” The categories are concepts of the

———
——

ception 1n the same way (e g. 1n B 132, the beginning of § 13). This
method produces a curious abruptness, which some have mstaken
for inconsequence

1 Association and reproduction seem here to be equated Contrast
§ 7 above, p. 485 n 4. 2 See A 115-16.

3'The objective vahdity of empirical knowledge 1s equated with
truth, since to have valid knowledge of objects 1s to have truth.

4 Compare A 78-9 = B 104 and A 105-6

5 This may mean only that all recogmtion depends upon concepts

8 A 125 The words ‘so far’ are either restrictive, showing that only
some of the concepts mentioned are categories—this 1s perhaps the
most natural interpretation—or else they mean that the concepts
referred to, because they make possible the formal unity of experience,
are categories

7 Vathinger’s complaint of obscurity (Dze Transcendentale Deduktion,
pp 59-6o = 37-8) 1s due to the fact that he has not understood
what has been said before, as 1s sufficiently obvious from his theory

VOL 1 Q*
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§ necessaty synthetic unuty which 1s necessary for every experi-
ence and for every object.! They are a priorz conditions of
the thought involved in experience, and they make experience
possible, so far as the form of thought 1s concerned.? The unity
of experience and the itellectual form of experience are the
same thing.?

v ‘All formal umty 1n the synthesis of 1magination 1s therefore
grounded upon the categories.” The synthesis of imagimation
to which Kant here refers 1s presumably the transcendental
synthesis of imagmation; but if he means every synthesis of
mmagination the result i1s the same, for the transcendental
synthesis 1s present 1n, and 1s the condition of, every synthesis.
The transcendental synthesis 1s a synthess 1n accordance with
the categories, and the formal unity in the synthesss is tmposed
upon all appearances, and 1s the condition of their agreement
with the unity of apperception. It 1s consequently the condition
of appearances being appearances of objects 4

The conclusion of the whole matter 1s this. Just as the
spatial and temporal character® of appearances 1s determined

1A 79 =B 105 2A 93 = B 126.

3 Compare A 129—30 Needless to say, the categories are present
1n emprrical recognition because the unity of apperception 1s present
1n every judgement Why Kemp Smith (Commentary, p 225) should
question 1n this passage a doctrine which 1s at the root of the whole
Crtical Philosophy 1s beyond my comprehension. It 1s the more
surprising 1n view of his almost excessive 1nsistence that the categories
articulate every judgement as a whole See Chapter XV § 3.

4The text 1s so corrupt 1n the last sentence of the paragraph in
A 125 that 1ts exact meanung can hardly be determined. Even with
Adickes’ emendation the empirical use of imagination 1s said to be
present 1n recognition, which seems hardly a possible statement for
Kant to make-—at any rate if 1t imples, as 1t appears to do, a use
distinct from reproduction, association, and apprehension The word
‘element’ may refer to categories, as Kemp Smuth suggests, for 1t 1s
so used 1n A g6, but one would naturally expect the sense to be the
same as m the immediately preceding sentence, where 1t refers to
apprehension, assoctation, reproduction, and recogmition

8 That 1s, the general character, not the particular character, for the
latter 15 determuned by things-in-themselves We know a prior: that
everything must be spatial or temporal, but we do not know a prior:
what shape 1t will have, or how long 1t will last,
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by human sensibility, so the unity or uniformity, the order
and regularity, which we find 1n appearances and to which
we give the name of ‘nature’,! 1s imposed by the character
of human thought If it were not so imposed we could never
say that there was mecessary unity or uniformity in the world
of appearances. Because the unity of nature is necessary and
universal, 1t must have its ground, not 1n things, but in powers
of the mind which are the original source of a priori knowledge.
The unity of nature 1s due to the subjective conditions or
forms of human thinking; and these conditions are valid of
objects, because they are the conditions of the possibility of
experiencing or knowing any object whatsoever.

! Natura formaliter spectata Compare A 419 n. = B 446 n. Here
also 1t 1s only the general unity or umformuty (not particular unities
or uniformities) which 1s imposed by thought We know a prion
that every event must have a cause, but we do not know a priori
what the cause must be



CHAPTER XXVII

UNDERSTANDING AND NATURE

§ 1 Understanding as a Power of Rules

We have now reached the conclusion of the Transcendental
Deduction, but Kant adds some points of explanation The first
of these concerns the nature of understanding.

Understanding has been described as a spontaneity of
knowledge,! as a power of thought,? and as a power of concepts®
or of judgements.t It 1s now described as a power of rules,?
and that in two senses. firstly because 1t seeks to discover
the empurical rules or laws of nature, and secondly because
1t 1mposes upon nature a certain number of necessary and
universal laws.

It will be remembered that the unity of apperception in
relation to the synthesis of imagination was said to be under-
standing  The unity of apperception 1s now said to be the
rule, and the power or faculty of these rules 1s the under-
standing.”

I do not see how these descriptions can be made fully

1 Compare A 51 = B 75

2 Compare A 15 = B 29, A 51 = B 75, and A 97 In A 97 under-
standing 1s also said to be a power of knowledge

3 Compare A 68 = B 93, and also A 15960 = B 199

4 Compare A 69 = B 94 5A 126

¢ See A 119 and Chapter XXV § 11 Compare B 134 n where the
synthetic unity of apperception as a faculty may be ident:ified with
understanding, though there the statement 1s ambiguous

7 A 127 ‘The unmty of apperception 1n relation to the manifold of
ideas (that 1s, as determining the manifold by one idea) 1s the rule’
The meaning of this 1s obscure, and Kemp Sruth translates it rather
differently ‘One 1dea’ I take to be a concept, the German 1s ‘aus
emer emnzigen’, and ‘Vorstellung’ must be understood I do not under-
stand why Adickes takes the ‘one 1dea’ to be the unity of apperception
If Kant had said ‘contains the rule’ rather than ‘1s the rule’—and he
often uses 1s’ and ‘contains’ as equivalent—the statement would have
been easier to understand
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consistent with one another ! Kant seems to take the unity
of apperception, now as a power or faculty, and now as the
formal unity (o5 even the formal act) present in all acts of
judgement 2 As a power or faculty 1t appeais to be 1dentical
with understanding.

The really important point 1s the difference between empirical
and necessary laws, and 1t 1s unfortunate that Kant does not
consistently use the words ‘rule’ and ‘law’ to indicate this
difference.

§ 2. Rules and Laws

The different kinds of law (if ‘law’ may be used as a general
term covering ‘laws’ and ‘rules’) ought to correspond, approxi-
mately if not precisely, to the different kinds of concept

Corresponding to the categories there ought to be original
(or non-derivative) laws which are strictly umiversal and
necessary. These laws are the Principles of the Understanding,
which may be called the ‘Principles’ for short They apply to
objects in general.

Corresponding to the ‘predicables” there ought to be
derivative laws which are universal and necessary, at least
i asense The predicables however seem, unlike the categories,
to apply, not to objects in general, but to objects of outer
sense If so,? the corresponding laws, although necessary, are

1 Kant complicates his exposition still further by saying (1) that
understanding 1s 1tself the source of the laws of nature (A 127), and
(2) that pure understanding zs 1n the categories the law of the synthetic
unity of all appearances (A 128), but the second statement 1s pre-
sumably meant to convey the same meaning as the first

2 Compare Chapter XXI §§ 1 and 4 for similar ambiguities 1n regard
to apperception I have already noted—Chapter XXI § 5—that Kant
seems at times to equate the unity of apperception with the act of
apperception 1t 1s even more puzzling when he equates the umty of
apperception with the power of apperception or understanding.

38See A 82 = B 108 These are for Kant pure but derivative
concepts

4 The whole question of the application even of the categories to
objects of inner sense 1s a difficult one, 1 regard to which caution
18 necessary
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not cogpletely unwersal They apply to some objects,
and not to others, and may be called parficular necessary
laws.? [

There ought also to be laws corresponding to the pure
concepts of mathematics, which are themselves particular, and
not umversal, concepts If so, there ought to be a second set
of particular necessary laws of a more limuted character than
the previous ones

It is enough for the present purposes to say only that there
are particular necessary laws, without considering any dif-
ferences that there may be among them 2

There are also particular empirical laws corresponding to
emprrical concepts They are to be found most conspicuously
1n the natural sciences

Hence there are at least three different kinds of law,
(1) Punciples, (2) particular necessary laws, and (3) particular
empirical laws. The last may be called simply ‘empirical laws,’
for we could never know that an empirical law was strictly
unuversal.

We require three words for the three kinds of law,® but
Kant uses only two The word ‘law’ seems to cover both
‘Principles’ and ‘particular necessary laws’, while ‘rule’ 1s used
for ‘empurical laws’. That 1s to say, the essential characteristic
of law 1s 1ts necessity, although a law which 1s also completely
umversal 1s a law in the fullest sense, and the Priaciples are

sometimes described simply as ‘laws’ and opposed to ‘particular
laws™,

1These are set forth in the Metaphysische Anfangsgrunde der
Naturunssenschaft, and belong, not to Transcendental Philosophy,
but to the Metaphysic of Nature See M Ad N Vor (IV 470)

2T am not sure that the difference suggested could be maintaned,
since (1) pure mathematics 1s not concerned with objects in the
strict sense (see B 147), and (2) the particular necessary laws of science
depend upon mathematics See M A.d.N Vor. (IV 470).

3E g Prnciples, laws, and rules

#B 165 The particular laws are not there divided into necessary
laws and empirical rules
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§ 3. Kant’s Own Defintions ;

The definitions of ‘rule’ and ‘law’ given by Kant himself
are not altogethér clear. ‘Rules so far as they exhibit existence
as necessary* (and are therefore necessarily involved® in know-
ledge of the object) are called laws’.?

This 1s unfortunately ambiguous, since if by ‘object’ Kant
means ‘object in general’, the ‘laws’ are the Principles. He may,
however, mean merely that where we have necessity, there we
have law.

His other defimtion is equally difficult.t “The 1dea of a
umversal® condition in accordance with which a certain®
manifold (therefore in the same kind of way7) can be posited
18 called a “‘rule”, and if 1t must be so posited, is called a “law”,’

Whatever the difficulties of this may be, a law is clearly
marked by necessity, while a rule 1s not, and the reference to
‘a certamn manifold’ suggests that particular pecessary laws, and
not merely principles, are to be mncluded under the deﬁ.mtlon
of law.

Unfortunately Kant, even in the passage which we are
considering, does not use his distinction between rule and law
consistently, and, as we have already seen,® he talks freely of

1 This 1s taken from a correction by Kant (Nachtrage L1I) quoted
by Raymund Schmidt The text says, ‘Rules so far as theyareobjective’,
but this 1s obviously a mustake

2‘anhangen’ Kemp Smith translates ‘and therefore necessarly
depend upon knowledge of the object’ I do not think the German
can mean this, and 1t makes nonsense of the distinction At least
some laws, namely the Principles, do not depend on knowledge of
the object, while all rules (as opposed to laws) most certainly do

3A 126

4 A 113 There 1s a play 1n this on the words ‘gesetzt’ (posited)
and ‘Gesetz’ (law)

5 ‘Universal’ here covers ‘general’ (or ‘particular’) as well as
‘stnctly universal’, that 1s to say, 1t covers ‘all of a kind’ as well as
‘absolutely all’ 8 ‘geguisses.’

7 (‘muthin auf emerler Art’). The precise meaning of this I do not
see, and therefore translate literally Perhaps Kant means that where
we have similar manifolds given we can posit them under the same
condition or order them 1n the same kind of way

8 Compare Chapter XXI1V § 1, footnote on p 446

"Eg A 108 and A 110
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‘a prioy rules’ He also talks freely of ‘empirical laws’!
Nevertheless an understanding of these distinctions 1s essential,
if we are to follow his argument ‘

§ 4. The Understanding as Law-grer

Kant believes 1n a hierarchy of rules and laws, but all
empirical rules and all particular laws are only particular
determinations of the universal laws, or Principles, which
arise @ priorz 1n the understanding itself These Principles
are not borrowed from experience like empirical rules They
are imposed upon appearances by the understanding, and
thereby make experience 1tself possible Understanding 1s thus
the law-giver for the world of nature, and it can be so, only
because the world of nature 1s an appearance to human minds 2

The understanding 1mposes upon nature only the ultimate
and universal laws, as Kant 1s careful to explain The detatled
empirical laws of nature can no more be derived a prior: from
pure understanding than the infinite variety of empirical
intuttions can be derived a prior: from the forms of space and
time Nevertheless just as all intuitions must be spatial and
temporal, whatever be their empirical form, so all appearances
of objects must be governed by the universal law of cause and
effect (and by all the other Principles), whatever be the detailed
differences which we can learn from experience, and from
experience alone 3

Kant 1s no idealist, 1if an 1dealist 1s taken to be one who
believes that pure thought can create reality.# Empirical
reality must always be given to fimte minds by something
other than themselves. But finite minds do not merely receive
the given passively from without, they also determine the
form of the given in certan ultimate and universal ways
They can recewve 1t, and must receive it, only under the

1E.g. A 127.
2 A 126 ff Compare A 114, B 165, and A 150 = B 108
3 Compare Chapter VI § 8

% I doubt whether any considerable philosopher has been an 1dealist
in this sense
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universal forms of time and space, which depend on the nature’
of human sensibility In addition, the mind as active imposes.
upon the manifpld given 1n time and space its own necessary
and umversal laws, so that nature as we know 1t must have
unity and uniformity. That unity and umiformity is known
a priors, and 15 not a generalisation from experience. The
particular ways 1 which that uniformity 1s realised can be
known only by the patient investigations of science, which
depends partly upon pure mathematics, but always to a greater
or less degree upon empirical observation, that 1s, upon
experience.

§5 The Final Summary

The final summary® repeats emphatically Kant’s central
doctrine that if the objects of our knowledge were things-in-
themselves, a prior: knowledge of them would be impossible.
If all our concepts were derived by abstraction from things-in-
themselves, then, granting that things-in-themselves might be
known, all our concepts would be empirical 2 If, on the other
hand, some concepts were derived from our minds, there
would be no ground for supposing that things-in-themselves
must correspond to these concepts In neirther case could we
possess a prior: concepts giving us knowledge of reality Only
if our knowledge 1s concerned with appearances alone, 1s it
possible, and indeed necessary, that we should possess such
a priory concepts; for then the necessary connexion and unity
of appearances which constitutes the essential nature of the
object must be 1mposed by the mind 1tself, and can be known
independently of the varying matter which is given to sense.

The details added in regard to the umity of apperception
and the transcendental synthesis of imagination are merely
a summary of the previous argument and offer no new diffi-
culties; but Kant seems to stress the view that the intellectual
form of all our knowledge of objects—a form which 1s found
in the unity of apperception and the categories—constitutes

1A 12830
2 This 1s the contention from which Kant stairted in A 92 = B 124-3.
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a formal, @ prior: knowledge of all objects, not of course so far
as they are given to sense, but so far as they are thought, as
they must be if they are to be objects at all .

§ 6. The Patchwork Theory

The detailed analysis of the Transcendental Deduction, as
set forth 1n the first edition, 1s now complete I do not claim
to have established the soundness of its conclusions, and still
less to have shown that 1t 1s well arranged or well expressed
I do claim to have shown that so far from being a collection
of unrelated jottings,! or a mishmash of contradictory exposi-
tions,? 1t 1s an argument, a coherent argument, and an argument
on the grand scale. The provisional exposition may have been
composed at a slightly earlier date than the authoritative
exposition; but it contamns substantially the same doctrine,
and 1s, as Kant maintains, necessary for the full understanding
of the authoritative exposition. If we can penetrate beyond
the grammar of Kant’s thought to the reality which he 1s
attempting to describe, we shall see that the changes made
in the authoritative exposition, when they are not confined
to matters of terminology, are such changes as we should
expect to arise when the doctrine of the provisional exposition
has been thought out with greater clarity.

1 Compare Vaihinger, Die transcendentale Deduktion, p 24 = p 2,
‘eine Rethe “loser Blatter” . . welche . . . nur in emnen losen Zusammen-
hang gebracht worden sind, ohne inmere Durchdringung und Ver-
schmelzung’

% Compare the same work, p. 46 = p. 24, ‘emn sehr lose kompomertes
Neben- und Durchemnander verschiedener, sndersprechender Darstellungen
aus verschiedenen Zeiten’ 1 may add that these words do not
exaggerate the chaos to which Vaithinger has reduced the Transcen-
dental Deduction.



CHAPTER XXVIII
THE OBJECTIVE DEDUCTION

§ 1. The Deduction 1 the Second Edition

In the second edition Kant substituted an entirely new
version of the Transcendental Deduction, retaining however
the original mtroduction.! The main purpose of the change
was not to add anything to what we have already learned, but
to clear away obscurties and difficulties which, even in Kant’s
time, had given rise to misunderstanding.?

That there are many such obscurities and difficulties cannot
be dented Among these may be mentioned Kant’s failure
to explain clearly what 1s meant by a category, what is the
distinction between apperception and inner sense, and what
is the relation between apperception and imagination. These
points are fundamental, and are to be distinguished from
difficulties due to carelessness 1 terminology and expression.

A stll greater defect of the earlier version 1s that 1t does not
make explictt the connexion of the categories with the forms
of judgement, and the necessity for judgement if we are to
have knowledge of objects. The first point Kant had made
clear in the Metaphysical Deduction, while the second is
mvolved in the connexion between the concept and the object?
—to call understanding a power of concepts or a power of
judgement 1s the same thing, when properly understood.*
Nevertheless these contentions ought to have been emphasised
in the Transcendental Deduction itself.

Still more detrimental to the understanding of Kant’s
argument is his failure, 1n the first edition, to stress sufficiently
the importance of time as the connecting link between ap-
perception and the mamifold of sense. He does indeed assert,
at the very outset, that his whole argument rests upon the fact

1 Section 1, §§ 13-14 The last paragraph of this section was removed

and three new paragraphs put 1n 1its place
2B XXXVII-XXXVIII 3A 103 ff tA 126
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that all pur cognitions are subject to time as the form of inner
sense.! This 1s clear enough in the earlier parts of his pro-
visional exposition 2 but as he proceeds time 1s so httle empha-
sised that it mght seem to be a mere parallel® to the unity
of apperception, rather than the medum through which the
categories must apply to the sensible world.

Kant has made it clear from the first that apart from pure
mtuition there could be no Transcendental Logic,* that a
transcendental synthesis of imagination, as pure, must be
a synthesis of time and space;% and that only by a pure tran-
scendental synthesis can the categories apply to objects ¢ All
this 1s confirmed beyond any possibility of doubt by the
subsequent chapters on the Schematism and the Principles
Nevertheless he would have made things much easier, if he
had explamed in the Transcendental Deduction itself how the
categories must be schematised in reference to time, and how
—what 1s another aspect of the same fact—the transcendental
synthesis of 1magination must work through the mediumof time.

All these points Kant attempts to make clearer 1n the second
edition. The new account gathers the argument together,
looking back towards the Metaphysical Deduction and forward
towards the chapter on Schematism In my opinion 1t 1s—even
with all 1ts defects—the firmest and most intelligible account
which Kant has given, and I find 1t difficult to understand
how competent critics have thought otherwise 7 I believe Kant
is right 1n saying that it does not add anything which was not
mnplicit 1 the first edition, and the suggestion that he was
retracting the views there expressed seems to me groundless.
The difference between the two editions 1s mamnly one of

1A g9 2 Subsections 1 and 2 of Section 2

3 A 110, A 123-4 Compare B 136, B 144 Time stands to intwitions
as the unity of apperception stands to thoughts

*Ass=By9, A76—7=DB1oz2, A 78 =B 104

5A 77 =B 103, A 101 %A 118-19, A 123

? Compare, e g , Prichard, Kent’s Theory of Knowledge, p 161 Ido
not of course deny that the first version goes into more detail on

many pomnts, and so helps greatly towards the understanding of the
second version
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emphasis, though the new account shows an increased tendency
to treat space as almost on an equality with time, and 1s more
mchned to describe 1magination as understanding working
at a lower level

§ 2. The Objectrve and Subjective Deductions

In spite of the fact that in the first edition Kant had not
grasped the shortest method of proof,! the proof 1n the second
edition 1s not noticeably shorter

The argument falls into two separate parts, the first of
which deals with the pure categories, and the second with the
categories as schematised In other words, the first part shows
that the categories are principles of synthesis imposed by the
nature of discursive thought itself, and are necessary for any
mtelligent bemng who can know only objects given mn in-
tuition to some kind of sensibility, the second part shows how
the categories, as principles governing the transcendental
synthests of imagination, are necessary for intelligent beings
possessed of human sensibihity, that is, possessed of a sensi-
bility which involves the form of #ume.

More sumply, the first part establishes the objective validity
of the pure categories, while the second explamns the sub-
jective machmery which makes understanding possible as a
faculty of human knowledge.

It 1s at least a plausible hypothesis that the distinction
between the two halves of the Deduction in the new version
is a distinction between the objective and subjective sides
of the Deduction.? If so, on this pomnt also Kant has now
disentangled for us what has hitherto been confused. For this
reason I have called the present chapter ‘The Objective Deduc-
tion’ and the following chapter “The Subjective Deduction’?

The difference between the two halves 1s explamned 1n

AMAdN Vor (IV 476 n)

2 See A XVI-XVII and Chapter XI § 11.

31 do not claim that in the first edition Kant distinguished the
Objective and Subjective Deductions precisely in this way, as it 1s
possible that he did not at first think out the distinction cleatly
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§21 of the Deduction,! and it is convenient to regard the
second half as beginning at § 22 2

§ 3. Summary of the Objective Deduction

The whole argument 1n the second edition is divided into
a number of subsections ? It is not easy, even with the help
of Kant’s own headings,? to be sure what 1s the main point
of each subsection, but the skeleton of the Objective Deduction
is roughly as follows

Synthesis of the manifold of intuition is necessary for
knowledge of objects, and 1s due to understanding (§ 15).

The unity of apperception 1s necessary for synthesis of the
manifold of intuition, and 1s itself impossible apart from such
a synthesis (§ 16)

Knowledge of objects therefore depends on the umity of
apperception (§ 17)

The unity of apperception 1s an objective unity, that 1s,
it involves the umity of the object known. It must be dis-
tinguished from a merely subjective unity, that 1s, from the
unity which 1deas have because they happen to be associated
in our minds (§ 18)

The synthesis of the manifold under the unity of appercep-
tion takes place by means of judgements (§ 19).

Hence the given mamfold, if it 1s to be synthetised under
the unity of apperception, and so to be an object of knowledge,
must be determined 1n relation to the form of judgement,
It must therefore conform to a category, and indeed to all the
categories,® since the categories are the forms of judgement

1 Buch references in the next two chapters apply to subsections
of the Deduction 1n the second edition, and not (unless expressly
stated) to the subsections of these chapters

* §§ 22—3 might be regarded as an appendix to the first half

38§ 1527 In the present chapter I have tried to make my own
divisions follow those of Kant even at the expense of making them
unduly long

“ These are sometimes 1lluminating, and should not be 1gnored

8 The reason for this 1s that the general form of judgement articu-
lates 1tself into different forms, and an object which 1s determined



XXVIII § 4] THE OBJECTIVE DEDUCTION 503

so far as these forms determme the manifold of 1..ntuition
(§ 20).

§ 20 is the essgnce of the Objective Deduction.

The whole argument is an analysis of the formal element
contributed by thought to our knowledge of objects and so
to objects as known. We must not forget that Kant 1s dealing
in abstraction with one element in knowledge or experience,
just as he is in the Aesthetic. If we fail to remember this, we
shall, in the one case as 1n the other, be unable to understand
s doctrine.

§ 4 Combmation or Synthests

All synthesis (here 1dentified with combination!) 1s said
to be the work of understanding. It 1s an act of the mind, and
cannot be ascribed to sense, which 1s passive. The mamfold
of 1deas can be given 1n a sensuous intuition, but it can never
be umited by sense.? It must indeed be given under certain
forms (space and ume), which are due to the nature of our
sensibility and are not the products of our thought. Neverthe-
less space and time, considered as existing for sense alone,
have no umty or combmnation in themselves,® and cannot
be the source of unity or combination 1n the empirical mamfold.

In this passage* Kant apparently considers understanding
to be the source of all the mind’s activity or spontaneity, and
the only antithesis mentioned 1s that between passive sense
and active understanding.’ This suggests that he regards
imagination as understanding working at a lower level;® yet
although he speaks of combmnation 1 general, he 1s, I believe,

by the general form of judgement must be determunable by all forms
of judgement

1B 129, ‘Verbindung’ or ‘comunctio’ Compare B 201 n.

2 Compare A 99, where Kant says it can never be ‘represented as
a manifold’ Here, however, I think he means 1t can never be unted
by sense into an object (or concrete thing)

3 Compare B 160-1 n and A 107 ¢B 129-30.

5 Compare A 15 = B 29, A 19 = B 33, A 51 = B 75 Spontaneity
1 here called ‘understanding’ ‘in distinction from sensibihity’.

® Compare B 162 n.
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thinking only of that kind of combination which 1s necessary
for an object! An objective combination (or objective unity)
requires thought (as well as 1magmation) and 1s to be dis-
tinguished from the subjective combination of ideas in our
mind through mere 1magmation.?

Synthesis may be of various kinds It may be a synthesis
of intwitions either empirical or pure,? or it may be a synthests
of concepts 4 These syntheses are not to be regarded as mutually
exclusive; for all of them may be involved in the same act
of judgement. Furthermore we may or may not be conscious
of the act of synthesis 3 In all cases the synthesis 1s said to be
an act of understanding, and this seems to imply that 1t is an
act of judgement &

Difficulties may be felt in thus ascribing to judgement,
or even to understanding, the synthesis of wmiuitions In the
Metaphysical Deduction Kant described the function of
judgement (or of understanding) as giving unity to the wmagina-
twe synthesis of different 1deas (or sensa) in an intuition,’
and if we distinguish between understanding and imagmation,

1B 130 ‘We cannot represent anything as combined 1n the object,
unless we have ourselves already combined 1t, and of all 1deas combina-
tion 1s the only one which cannot be given through odjects.’ In B 129
he speaks of the combination of a manifold 1 general This may imply
that he 1s thinking of that (objective) combination which 1s always
the same, whatever particular manifold be given if he means objective
combrnation, he 1s surely night in saying 1t cannot come through
sense

2 Compare B 141 The detailed discussion of unagmation 1s
reserved for the Subjective Deduction, see § 24

3 Kant says ‘sensuous or non-sensuous’, but this seems to be a
slip for ‘empirical or non-empirical’

4 For example, a synthesis of the subject-concept and the predicate-
concept, using these terms in therr widest sense Even a hypo-
thetical or disjunctive judgement 1s a synthesis of concepts mnasmuch
as 1t 15 a synthesis of judgements which 1n turn are syntheses of
concepts

 Compare A 103, A 117 n, and Chapters XIX § 8 and XXV § 6

% Compare § 19 and also A 69 = B g4 ‘All acts of understanding
can be reduced to judgement ’

"See A 79 = B 104-5 The phrase ‘mere synthesis’ implies that
the synthesis 1s imaginative, see Chapter XIV § 3
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we must say that understanding imposes synthetic unity
on the given mantfold only through the activity of 1magination.
At present Kans seems anxious not to make this distinction.!
he is concerned only with the synthesis (or unity) of intuitions
so far as it is demanded, and (as he believes) imposed, by
thought tself. It is enough to say that if we consider judgement
concretely, it involves synthesis of a given manifold of in-
tuition,? and not merely a synthesis of concepts 2 Indeed it is
on the synthesis of the manifold of intuition that Kant seems
to lay the greater stress, the synthesis through which alone
we can have knowledge of an object

This act of synthesis must be one act, 1f 1t is to unite a given
manifold ; and 1t must be the same act, no matter what be the
differences in the mamifold united.* Analysis, which 1s supposed
to be its opposite, always presupposes 1t, for we cannot analyse
anything, unless we are holding 1t together before the mind.?
It is only because understanding has combined the mamifold,

1 He seems to avoird reference to the subjective machinery of
cognition at this stage of the argument No doubt understanding
and sensibility as well as 1magination may be regarded as belonging
to that subjective machinery, but their connexion with the concepts
and intuitions necessary to knowledge 1s commonly accepted, whereas
the part played by imagination 1s a doctrine peculiar to Kant himself
Furthermore 1magination 1s bound up with time, since 1t 1s a power
of representing an object which 1s not present to mntuition (see B 151),
and here we are considering synthesis without special reference to
time. Perhaps he has also 1n mind the view which he makes explicit
later—see B 162 n —that imagination 1s understanding working at
a lower level

2 This 1s the central doctrine of the Metaphysical Deduction and
need not be further elaborated here It applies to conception as well
as judgement, if we distinguish conception from judgement

3 T think Kant means to assert that there 1s a synthesis of concepts
in all judgements, including analytic judgements, see B 131 n In
the logical functions of judgement combination and therefore umity
of given concepts 1s sard to be thought, see B 131 The context leaves
little doubt that this unity 1s a synthetic unity

4B 130 ‘It 1s originally one, and 1s the same (gleichgeltend) for all
combination * Kant 1s thinking of the act of synthesis so far as it 18
mvolved 1n judgement as such, compare his doctrine of the umty
of apperception 1n A 107 ff

5 Compare A 77 = B 103and B 133 n
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that we can suppose the mantfold to be given® as a whole
which requires analysis *

Synthesis, as always for Kant, involves not ~nly unity of the
act of synthess, but also unity of the mamfold synthetised.
He speaks as 1f he were engaged i an analysis of the concept
of ‘combination’; and finds that this concept carries with i,
not only a concept of the mamfold® and a concept of its
synthesis,® but also a concept of the unity of the mamifold.
‘Combination 1s representation of the synthefic unity of the
mamnifold.’

Here again Kant does not distingwish the different factors
at work—(1) the synthesis of imagination and (2) the bringing
of the synthesis to concepts 8 The exact interpretation of his
view is difficult; for ‘representation’ 1s ambiguous ® On the
whole I take him to mean merely that combination mvolves
conception of the synthetic unity of the manifold ?

1 Note that ‘given’ 1s a relative term We can regard all our past
knowledge as given for subsequent analysis, and we can regard the
whole world as given to us, if we 1gnore the fact that 1t must be taken
or thought as well as given See § 11 of this chapter

2] am supposing that Kant has in view pnimanly the synthesis
and analysis of the manifold of intuition (as united into an object
or objects), but 1t 1s equally true that the analysis of a concept pre-
supposes a synthesis of the elements which that concept contains
The synthesis may of course give us a cognition which 1s ‘rough and
confused’ and 1n need of analysis, see A 77 = B 103

3 This suggests that in all combination—even 1n combmnation of
concepts—the manifold of intwition must be combined

4 Thus second concept seems to be superfluous I cannot see that
Kant 1s making any distinction between ‘synthests’ and ‘combination’
they are both described as ‘acts’ in B 130

& Compare A 77-8 = B 103. By brninging the synthesis to concepts
we conceive the synthetic uruty of the manifold and so attain to
knowledge of an object

8 It may 1n itself be used either for intwition or for conception
or for the union of intuition and conception 1n knowledge.

?The fact that Kant uses the word ‘s’ in place of ‘involves’ 1s
not, I think, fatal to this interpretation, for he uses the word ‘s’
very loosely He can hardly intend to 1dentify combination with concep-
tion of synthetic unity to the exclusion of the imagmatine synthesis
of intwitions 1 doubt also whether he could intend 1n this sentence
to 1identify combination with the whole work of understanding and
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The objection may be raised that combination or synthesis
is mdependent of conception, and that conception, whether
it be regarded as conception of the principle governing the
synthesis or as conception of the synthetic unity of the mani-
fold, 1s 1tself distinct from synthesis. We must however remem-
ber that for Kant the understanding in concewving or judging
does not merely 7ecognise the principle governing the synthesis
and the umity of the manifold thereby produced- it zmposes
the ultimate principles governing the synthesis, and so imposes
certain kinds of synthetic unity on the mamifold synthetised.
Kant may have this point 1n mind when he says that represen-
tation—which I take to be conception—of this synthetic unity
cannot therefore arise out of combination.2 On the contrary,
by being added to the representation® of the manifold it makes
the concept of combination possible.*

Much of this is obscure, but Kant’s central doctrine is clear
enough: the act of understanding—and therefore presumably
judgement—is an act of synthesis which involves, or pre-
supposes, conception of the synthetic unity of a manifold given
to sense ¥ To this it may be objected that on his own showing

imagination as manifested in hnowledge—if he did, 1t would be
more natural to say that combination 1s 1epresentation of objects.
On my view he 1s merely restating what he has said in the previous
sentence, and both the preceding and the succeeding sentences seem
to mply that combination 1s not to be identified with conception
of synthetic unty, which 1s only one of the elements mn 1t.

1 Compare Chapter XIV § 3

2B 131 I confess that the reason for using ‘therefore’ 1s not clear
to me So far as I can see, Kant means that the representation (or
conception) of synthetic unity cannot arise out of combination, because
1t 1s present 1n, and presupposed by, combination

3 1 suppose ‘representation’ here must mean ‘mtuition’ ‘Addition’
15 not a very satisfactory term to express the relation between the
concept of synthetic unity and the intuitions which are united under 1t

4 Perhaps he means that only because we conceive the manifold
to be united 1n an object can we acquire the concept of ‘combination’
by analysis, but the statement 1s obscure

5 'This manifold 1s described 1in B 129 as a ‘manifold iz general’.
The phrase warns us that the manifold 1n question 1s not necessarily
to be regarded as given to human senses under the forms of time and
space, see Chapter XXIX § 2
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some judgements are analytic Kant replies that the distinction
between analytic and synthetic judgements 1s here irrelevant.!
It is true that in judgements the concepts? employed may be
identical in the sense that one can be thought analytically
through the other. Nevertheless we must distinguish con-
sciousness of the one from consciousness of the other, and the
relevant point here 1s that there must be a synthesis of such
(possible) consciousness.

I believe Kant to hold that even in analytic judgements
there 1s a synthesis of concepts ® His main point here, however,
1s that consciousness of the one concept differs from conscious-
ness of the other, so far as the mamfold 1eferred to by these
concepts enters into the guestwon. In the judgement ‘All bodies
are divisible’ we may say that the concept of ‘divisibility’ 1s
already thought 1n the concept of ‘body’ Nevertheless the two
concepts do not refer to the same manifold, since the concept
of divisibility 1s ‘wider’ or ‘higher’ than the concept of ‘body’,*
and if our consclousness of a concept involves consciousness
of the manifold to which 1t refers, the consciousness of the one
concept must be different from that of the other ® Kant seems
to have 1n mind that even 1n analytic judgements the manifold

1B131n

2 Kant says ‘ideas’, and 1t may be suggested that as this 1s a note
to the statement that combination 1s representation of the synthetic
unity of the manifold, Kant must have in mind analysis of mntuitions,
not of concepts If this were true, the note would have nothing to do
with analytic judgements. If, however, Kant were referring to intwi-
tions, he could hardly, I think, say that one 1s thought through the
other, and 1t must be remembered that for Kant synthesis of the
manifold involves concepts and concepts involve synthesis of the
manifold .

3 In the logical functions (or forms) of judgement combination and
therefore unity of concepts 1s already thought, see B 131. As I pointed
out above, this unity 1s a synthetic unity

4 See A 68—9 = B 93—4

® When Kant says we must distinguish consciousness of the one
concept from consciousness of the other, so far as the mamfold enters
ito consideration, he may have in mund the further pomt that so far
as the form of thought 1s concerned one and the same transcendental
consciousness must be present throughout
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must be synthetised 1 accordance with concepts and with
therr union 1n the judgement.! !

Every judgement 1s a synthesis, not only of concepts (for
example, the subject- and predicate-concepts), but also of the
manifold which is thought under these concepts. In every
judgement we think that the manifold is united or combined in
accordance with the concepts used.? The unity of the manifold
is therefore thought in every judgement so far as 1t gives us
knowledge of objects.

That umity of the manifold which 1s involved 1 all our
thinking (and so i all objective combination) 1s not a blank
numerical unity such as 1s thought in the category of unity.?
It is a synthetic unity, a unity of different elements. We may
compare it with the qualitative unity which is to be found
m a play or a speech or a story 4 It 1s involved n every form
of judgement,® and not merely in what 1s called the ‘quantity’
of judgement, for in every form of judgement we think the
unity of different concepts and consequently of the manifold
concerved under these concepts The manifold has to be

1 Ths explains, I think, why the note 1s appended to the description
of combination as representation of the synthetic unuty of the manifold.
It explains also the reference to possible consciousness In an analytic
judgement the consciousness of each concept 1s actual, not merely
possible The consciousness of the manifold to which the concepts
refer 15 alone properly described as possible, and the characteristic
of analytic judgements 1s that in them we make no appeal to actual
mtuition.

2This 1s true when we say ‘All bodies are extended’, as well as
when we say ‘All bodies are heavy’ Kant has in mind, not the analytic
unity of different bodies 1 virtue of their common characteristics,
such as extension and heaviness, but the synthetic unity whereby
extension and heaviness are combined in each body, for example,
as accidents of a substance

3 The category of unity 1s the concept of a uut homogeneous with
other units. In counting we ignore the internal differences of what
we count.

4 See B 114. Note that in B 131 Kant seems to describe this unity
indifferently as a unity of the manifold and a unity of concepts

5 It 1s to be observed that ‘combination’ or ‘unity of concepts’ 1s
thought 1n the logical forms of judgement Yet Kant 1s said not to
have recognised the presence of synthesis 1n every judgement, and
to have confined the forms of yjudgement to analytic yudgements
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united in accordance with all the categories, and its synthetic
unity 1s %o be sought, not merely in one category or in one form
of judgement, but in the ultimate ground aof all judgement
and all thought !

§ 5. The Synthetic Unity of Appes ception

The ultimate ground of zll judgement and all thought,
whether that thought 1s analytic or synthetic, 1s pure or original
apperception. This 1s described as an act of spontaneity and
is tdentified with the idea ‘I think’ which must be able? to
accompany all my ideas;® but 1t 1s also described as that self-
consciousness which produces the :dea ‘I think’.*

The reason why the 1dea ‘I think’ must be able to accompany
all my ideas 1s that otherwise they would not be ideas of any-
thing, or 1n other words they would not be 1deas of any object ®

1 Note that the ground of synthetic unity 1s also the ground of the
possibility of understanding even 1n 1ts logical use The logical use
seems here to be connected with the unity of different concepts n
Judgement, but 1t must cover the whole use described in Formal
Logic and manifested in all judgement so far as judgement unites
a plurality of different individual objects under general concepts
obtained by abstraction and analysis, see A 67 = B g2 fT and Chapters
XII § 5 and XIV especially §§ 2 and 8 If there were no synthesis of
the manifold, there could be no objects and no objective world, and
consequently we could never acquire concepts of these objects by
analysis nor unite these different concepts 1n judgement on the basis
of such analysis

2The reason why Kant says ‘must be able to accompany’ rather
than ‘must accompany’ 1s, I presume, that the ‘I think’ need not be
made explicit 1 consciousness, see A 117 n and also B 134 He
may also have 1n mind the fact that ideas may have some sort of
existence, if they are related to a possible consciousness, see A 120

3B 131-2 This confirms the view that the synthesis which Kant
has hitherto described 1s the synthes:s involved in judging an object,
and not merely an 1imaginative synthesis We mught call 1t the synthesis
of recognition For some reason Kant seems anxious to keep judge-
ment (and 1ts connexion with objects) 1n the background, till he comes
to § 19, but 1t 1s clearly present 1n his thought throughout.

4 Here apperception might be taken as a power rather than an
act, compare Chapter XXI § 4

5B 132, compare A 116 Kant says ‘Otherwise there would be an
tdea 1n me of something which could not be thought’, and he adds
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At the present stage, however, Kant 1s apparently avoiding
reference to objects,! and a Iittle later he urges the ﬂ’ecessuy
of pure apperception on the ground that without 1t my ideas
would not be my 1deas 2 But this seems merely to assert the
same point in another way; for the only reason why my 1deas
must be my 1deas (or ideas belonging to one and the same
self-consciousness) 1s that, unless they were, they could not
possess umity and so be 1deas of objects 1n one objective world.?

It s this fact which enables us to say that although in-
tuitions are ideas which can be given prior to all thought,*
they have nevertheless a necessaiy relation to pure appercep-
tion §

Here, as always in Kant, pure apperception involves self-
consclousness, at least potentially: 1t 1s consciousness of the
act of thinking, and to think is to be potentially consctous
of thinking. As pure 1t 1s consctousness of the act of thinking®
m abstraction from the matter of thought, and so 1s distin-
guished from empirical apperception It 1s also ‘origmal’ and

that such an idea would be impossible, or at least would be nothing
for me The meaning of this 1s not too clear, but in the light of B 137
I think Kant 1s reasserting the doctrine of the first edition See
also B 144 n Kant’s whole proof rests on our conception of that
umty of intuition whereby an object 1s constituted—a umty which
involves both synthesis of a given manifold and relation to the umity
of apperception

1 Though ‘object’ 1s mentioned ncidentally in B 130

2B 132—3 Note that Kant has in mund the manifold ideas given
in one definite mntuition (in ewner gewissen Anschauung)—presumably
the mntuition of an object Note also that as my ideas they must
conform to the condition under which alone they can stand together
in one umversal self-consciousness We should have been grateful
if Kant had stated clearly whether this universal self-consciousness
15 to be regarded as piesent in the intuitions of other men as well
as 1n my other intuitions, and whether 1t extends beyond the actual
inturtions of human beings to possible intuitions Compare Chapter
XXIV § 4

3 Kant explicitly disclaims the view that I am necessarily conscious
of them as my ideas, compare A 103—4 and A 117 n

4 This may mean only ‘independently of thought’. It 1s the doctrine
which 1s alleged to be un-Critical m A 89 = B 122.

5 Or to understanding, compare A 119.

8 Prcsumably as regards its form
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not derivative that s to say, it produces—or 1s—the 1dea
‘I thmkk, which 1s one and the same 1n all consclousness, and
must be able to accompany all my 1deas, but 15 not derived!
from any of them

The unity of apperception 1s transcendental as the uitimate
condition of knowledge, and as the source of further a prior
knowledge 2 .

So far we have seen that 1f 1deas are to be 1deas of an object,
they must be united 1n one potentially self-conscious thinking,
or 1 other words must be related to the unity of apperception.
We have now to look at this from the other side The unty
of apperception 1s 1tself impossible apart from synthesis of the
given manifold, and consciousness of this synthesis  As always
in Kant, the unity of apperception and the unity of the manifold
mutually condition one another, if indeed they are not to be
regarded as 1dentical with one another %

In supporting this contention Kant 1s able to explain more
clearly what he means by self-consciousness, and why he
identifies the umity of apperception, not with mere self-identity,
but with consciousness of self-identity

It 15 obvious that an 1dea, at any rate if 1t 1s to be a ‘clear’
1dea, must be accompanied by consciousness. But Kant 1s not
talking about empirical consciousness of this kind. He 1s not
saying merely that there must be awareness of this followed
by awareness of that.5 To say this is to break up our experience,
after the fashion of some modern philosophers, 1nto a succes-
sion of momentary awarenesses, or momentary selves, as

1B 132 ‘beglertet’ (accompanied) seems to me an obvious musprint
for ‘abgelestet’ (derived), which 15 the correct anthithesis to ‘ursprung-
lick’ (original) If an 1dea A must be able to accompany ideas
B,C,D, . , then surely i1dea A can be accompanied by ideas B,C,
D, . Kemp Smuth retains the original text

? Kant mentions here only the latter point Compare A 106—7 and
A 116 Note also that the phrase ‘unity of apperception’ seems intended
to imply that the idea ‘I think’ must be one and the same 1n all
consciousness No other explanation of the phrase 1s given

*This 1s, I presume, the synthesis alleged by Vaihinger to be
unconscious. * Compare A 105, A 109, B 137, and Chapter XX § 3

¥ Compare A 117 n. and Chapter XXV § 4
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diversified and transient as the 1deas of which they are aware.
Such a view destroys the very possibility of knowledge!

The unity of apperception, on the other hand, 1s the con-
dition of the possibility of knowledge. It 1s not to be found
m the fact that every idea 1s accompanied by consciousness.
It 1s to be found 1n the fact that I add one 1dea to another,
or conjoin one idea with another, and am conscious of this
act of synthesis. It 1s only because I can combine the manifold
of ideas 1n ore consciousness that I can represent to myself
the 1dentity of consciousness 1n these 1deas.?

Kant puts this point more technically by saymg that the
analytic unity of apperception presupposes the synthetic.

The analytic unuty of apperception appears to be the unity
of thought which 1s manifested in uniting different 1deas (or
objects) under a common concept by means of analysis.> The
synthetic unity of apperception 1s the unity of thought which
15 mamfested 1n uniting different intuitions into one object
by means of synthesis ¢ The analytic unity always presupposes
the synthetic, because we can analyse only what is held together
before the mind.® In the case Kant i1s considering the analytic

1If I am right—see Chapter XXI §§ 3—-4——consciousness of the
act of synthesis so far as this act 1s determined by the nature of the
given matter must be empirical apperception Transcendental apper-
ception 1s consciousness of the universal nature, or form, present in
all such acts of synthesss, and this Kant seems to regard as conscious-
ness of one pure formal act of synthesis which 1s the same 1n all
synthesis—or 1n his language 1s ‘oniginally one, and 1s equivalent
(gleichgeltend) for all combination’, see B 130 B 133

31 do not think the analytic unity of apperception has anything
to do with the analytic judgement ‘I am I’, as Caird seems to imply,
see The Critical Philosophy of Kant, Vol 1, pp 399 ff It 1s primarily
connected—according to the note on B 133—with the making or
thinking of concepts by analysis of given intuitions of objects Perhaps
Kant may have regarded it as present also in analytic judgements,
which are made by analysis of concepts, not of intuitions, but for
this I have seen no evidence

4 Both analyuc and synthetic unity are present in every judgement
whereby we have knowledge of objects, see A 79 = B 104—5

5 The synthetic unity does not presuppose the analytic in the
same way, since we can hold the manifold together 1n an ‘indistinct’
or ‘confused’ 1dea, which has not yet received the analysis 1t requures

VOL 1 R
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unity of apperception 1s manifested 1n finding the common
charactenistic of being ‘mine’ mn all my 1deas, or in finding that
all these ideas belong to one and the same self * This would
be impossible unless I held these 1deas before the mind in one
act of consciousness, so that the analytic unity of apperception
presupposes the synthetic 2

It should be emphasised that here, as i the first edition,
Kant does not claim that synthesis necessarily takes place
m the full Iight of consciousness I may, or may not, be aware
of the act of synthesis 3 I may, or may not, be conscious of my
ideas as mine ¢ If I am conscious of my 1deas as my 1deas, this
implies® that I umte (or can unite) these i1deas n one self-
consciousness. It does not, however, imply consciousness

1This 1s what Kant calls ‘representing to myself the identity of
consciousness 1 these ideas’

2To take a more modern example—see Broad, The Mind and
its Place 1n Nature, p 606—if I could be aware by analysis that the
self 1s ‘a numerically 1dentical substantial constituent common to all
our successive total states’, this would depend upon the fact that I
could hold these states before me 1n one synthetic act I do not think
that this truth 1s sufficiently recognised to-day

It should be noted that the analytic unity of apperception 1s
involved (anhangt) n all concepts as such In thinking of ‘redness’
for example—to take the simplest of concepts—I recognise by an
act of analysis that redness 1s a characteristic common to different
intuitions or objects But this means that I must by an act of synthesis
have held together the different intuitions found in this red apple
(and 1n other red objects) I need not of course, once I have acquired
the concept, actually see a red apple, if I am to think of redness:
1t 1s enough that I combine possible representations Synthesis is,
however, the condition of that analysis which 1s involved 1n conception
as such, and so 1n judgement This means that the synthetic unity
of apperception 1s the ultimate condition of all knowledge, including
Logic and the Transcendental Philosophy.

"There are complications 1n this doctnine which I must pass over,
and some of Kant’s phrases are puzzhing, for example the statement
that I must thunk in the 1dea ‘red’ the analytic unity of consciousness,
which makes 1t a conceptus commums, but his doctrine 1s clear enough
in 1ts broad hines, and I suggest that 1t 1s also true

3B 130 4B 132

5 Kant says that these two thoughts ‘mean’ the same, but we must

not suppose that they are the same The argument implies that we
can have one without the other
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of the synthesis, though 1t does imply the possibility of the
synthesis (and ultimately the possibility of conscioushess of
the synthests)

To say that Kant regarded the synthesis involved in ap-
| perception as erther necessarily conscious or necessarily un-
conscious is remote from the truth !

The conclusion of the whole matter 1s that the synthetic
unity of apperception is the ground of the necessary synthetic
unity of the mamifold, and wzice versa This 1s Kant’s way
of saying that neither 1s possible apart from the other,? but
1t 1s the synthetic unity of apperception which s ultimate
or ‘oniginal’,? since synthetic unity of the mamnifold 1s not given
in or through the objects ¢ So far as we can speak of it as
‘given’ at all, we can do so only because the manifold has
been synthetised by the understanding.®

Apperception, as a power or faculty, 1s identical with under-
standing 7 Understanding 1s a power of & prior: synthesis
whereby the manifold of given 1deas 1s brought under the unity
of apperception.® Thus 1s to say that understanding is a power

1 Compare A 117 n

2B 134 Compare A 105, A 106—7

3 Unity comes from apperception alone, though this unity can be
manifested only in the synthesis of a given manifold

4 B 134 Compare B 130

5 ] see no need to change the reading in B 134, where 1t 1s said to
be ‘given’ a priori Compare B 143 and § 11 of this chapter

¢ B 130 at the end Given 1deas may be erther concepts or mnturtions,
and the manifold so far as given 1n one intuition 1s already determined
1n relation to a form of judgement, compare B 143 The one mtuition
must be an object

7B 134 n Kant may mean that the umty of apperception 1s identical
with understandmng, since A 119 supports this view I have avoided
saying so above, because 1t would clash so obviously with the sentence
following

8B 135 Understanding 1s a power of a prior: synthesis, since 1n
all judgement as such there 1s a synthesis which 1s one and the same
whatever be the matter combined, compare B 130 All empirical
synthesis (the differences between which depend on differences 1n
the matter given) must conform to the a prior: synthesis without
which there could be no judgement at all Compare Chapter XXVII

§1
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of judgement,! and 1t implies that in all judgement there is
an a prior: synthesis.?

Kant insists further that the manifold to be synthetised by
human understanding must be given to sense.® The possibility
of an understanding for which this 1s not so need not be con-
sidered here.t

§ 6. Apperception and Objects of Knowledge

We have now to draw the obvious conclusion that the
synthetic unity of apperception (since 1t is the condition of
necessary synthetic unity 1n the manifold of intuition) 1s the
condition of knowledge (or experience) of objects. If so, it
must be the condition of objects themselves.®

Kant begins® with his customary imntroduction. He reasserts
that space and time are the conditions under which the mani-
fold 1s grwen, while the synthetic unity of apperception 1s the
condition of its bemng thought or kmown? Nothing can be
thought or known unless 1t 1s capable of being combined
in one coNsSClOUSNESs

Understanding 1s the power of knowing,® and knowledge
always involves a determinate® relation of our ideas!® to an
object. An object 1s that 1n the concept of which the manifold

1B 141 Compare A 126

2 All this supports the doctrine considered by Vaihinger and Kemp
Smuth so impossible 1n A 104 ff, and zlso the doctrine mn A 125,

3B 135 4 See Chapter XXIX §§ 1 and 4.

5 Compare A 111 and A 158 = B 197 B 136.

7'That 1s, thought or known as an object. Compare A 93 = B 125-6.

8 Kant says 1t 1s ‘the power of cognitions’ (Erkenntmisse). Unfortu-
nately we cannot talk of ‘knowledges’ in English, and even to talk
of ‘knowngs’ 1s difficult For other definitions of understanding
see A 126 and Chapter XXVII § 1

? The word ‘determinate’ 1s difficult Compare the statement in
B 128~9 To determune our ideas 1s to give them an intellectual
form, and so to bring them under the categories and make them ideas
of an object See also A 266 = B 322 ff Determination may take
place by means of any concept—see, for example, the concept of
‘line’ n B 137-8 and compare A 105—but the categories are always
presupposed 10 Here given intuitions or appearances
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of a gven intuition 1s unted.! Our mtuitions must be united
or combined or synthetised, if they are to be intuitions of an
object, and sucli combination or synthesis is impossible apart
from the umity of apperception. Hence the synthetic unity
of apperception 1s the condition under which alone 1deas can
have reference to an object It constitutes the objective validity
of 1deas: that 1s to say, through it alone are 1deas cognitions
of an object. .

The synthetic unity of apperception is therefore the con-
dition of all knowledge, and on 1t depends the possibility
of understanding itself 2 It 1s for this reason that the principle
of the synthetic unity of apperception is the supreme principle
of all employment of the understanding.?

Kant emphasises the fact that his argument applies to all
inturtions, pure as well as empirical Every intustion must
be subject to the synthetic unity of apperception in order
to be an object for me.*

This doctrine 1s familiar to us, and 1s identical with the
doctrine of the first edition

It 1s unfortunate that we are not given one authoritative and
precise formulation for the ultimate principle of the synthetic
unity of apperception 5 The simplest statement 1s that ‘all the
]

1B 137 ‘United’ 1s equivalent to ‘necessanly united’. Compare
A 106, ‘An object 1s the ‘‘something”, the concept of which expresses
such a necessity of synthesis’, also A 1035, ‘that unity, which con-
stitutes the concept of an object’ This 1s confirmed by A 109 In the
present passage Kant does not use the term ‘transcendental object’,
but his doctrine has not changed

2B 137 Here the umity of apperception 1s distinguished from
understanding, not identified with 1t as in A 119 and possibly even
in B 134 n From the context understanding mught be taken as the
power of knowing—compare A 97—but the unity of apperception 1s
necessary to thought as such, see B 138

3 ‘All employment of the understanding’ must cover thinking—as
well as knowing, compare B 138 and B 134 n For thus distinction, see
B 146 and compare Chapter II § 4

B 138 This 1s equivalent to ‘referring or relating to an object’
as 1n B 137 above

5 It 1s formulated 1n B 134-5, 1n B 136, 1n B 137, and again 1n B 138
(in the last passage twice)
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manifold of intution stands under conditions? of the origmal?
synthetic unty of apperception’.?

As so formulated, the principle does not lock like an analytic
proposition, but Kant asserts twice over that his ultimate
principle is an analytic proposition * To bring out its analytic
character he formulates it as follows ‘All sy 1deas m any
given intution® must be subject to that condition under which
alone I ean ascribe them as my 1deas to one and the same self,
and under which therefore I can grasp or comprehend them,
through the general eapression “I think”, as synthetically
combined in one apperception’ ¢

This assertion 1s obviously analytic, so far as it affirms that
all my 1deas must be my 1deas. It nevertheless makes synthetic
unity the condition of all thought.? The implications of the
principle seem to go far beyond any merely analytic proposi-
tion, and to presuppose the possibility of making assertions
about human knowledge as a whole ® The proposition can be
analytic only if 1t 1s made by analysis of the concept of human
, knowledge ®

§ 7. The Objectrve Unity of Appeiception

Kant has been arguing, as in the first edition, that the
transcendental unity of apperception 1s the ground of necessary

! The plural, as usual, must refer to the categories Compare A 111

2 The German s ‘ursprunghch synthetischen’ (oniginally synthetic)

3B 136. 4B 135, B 138

% Sometimes for Kant intwtions are combined 1nto ideas, but here
1deas seem combined into one intuition (of an object) ‘B 138

"B 138. In B 135 Kant says that hus analytic proposition shows
the synthesis of the manifold to be necessary, because without it
identity of self-consciousness could not be thought

8 This 1s surely implied m Kant’s statement that the principle
would not apply to an understanding possessed of intellectual mturtion
Thus statement 1s 1n both cases added to the assertion that the prninciple
18 analytic, See B 135 and B 138—9

® For ‘human knowledge’ we may prefer to substitute ‘human
thought’ or even ‘human understanding' In B 135 the proposition
1n question seems to be a defimtion of understanding and 1n B 138
to be a definition of the synthetic umty of consciousness
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synthetic unity 1n the given manifold; or in other words that
through the unity of apperception the mamifold 1s unitedd under
the concept of an object.!

One difficulty of such a contention 1s this. Even if we admit
that an object 1s nothing more than a particular set of ideas
conjomed 1 a necessary unity, this unity cannot be due to the
unity of apperception, for the unity of apperception 1s surely
present, and perhaps must be present, when we have no such
necessary unity, and consequently when we have no object
in the strict sense Many 1deas are connected m our mind, and
could not be so connected unless our mind were one, yet we
do not suppose that they are connected in the object; there
1s no objective connexion when we associate black cats with
good luck, or when we suffer from toothache while listening
to an orchestra

This obvious objection Kant attempts to meet in a difficult
passage,? in which he points out that the transcendental unity
of apperception 1s an objective unity, and must be distinguished
from the subjective unity of consciousness, described also
as the empirical unity of apperception.

The subjective unity of consciousness 1s not to be found
m the ‘I think’ which must accompany all our ideas of an
object. It is on the contrary a determination of inner sense.
Inner sense gives me a series of intuitions, and the order m
which these intuitions come to me depends upon circumstances
or upon empirical conditions ? For example, ideas may be
associated in my mind accidentally, one man associates
a word with one thing, and another with something quite
different * This accidental or contingent® connexion of

1 B 139 Kant says ‘mmto a concept of the object’. 2B 13940

3 It 1s not clear whether ‘circumstances’ and ‘empirical conditions’
are meant to be the same or different Kant mentions only ‘associa-
tion’ by which certain ideas happen to come together in our mund,
but I believe he 1s thinking also of physical sttmuli which give us
now one mtuition and now another See B 142 at the end

4B 140 Compare A 101

& The ‘accidental’ or ‘contingent’ (sufallig) does not exclude neces-

sity The contingent 1s that which 1s necessary under a condition
Everything contingent must have a cause See B 289—go
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ideas in my mind 1s what Kant calls the subjective unity of
consciousness

The transcendental unity of apperception, on the other
hand, involves more than a mere happening to combine different
ideas in imagination 2 It wvolves an ‘I think’, and to think
1s to think an objective connexion which does not depend
on my subjective states 3 This 1s why the transcendental unity
of apperception 1s said to be objectve,? and again to be objec-
tively valid.?

The transcendental unity of apperception 1s ‘original’,
while the empirical unity of apperception 1s ‘derivative’; the
empirical umity 1s derived from the transcendental under given
conditions n concreto.

The meaning of this last assertion 1s not clearly explamed.
I believe that Kant’s doctrine 1s roughly this. through the
necessary relation of time (and all that 1s 1n time) to the trans-
cendental unity of apperception, the order in which our 1deas
come to us—whether because of external stimuli or subjective
association—is determmed by causal law. It 1s in this sense
that the subjective connexion of 1deas 1n our minds 1s derived
from, or conditioned by, the original synthetic unity of apper-
ception.®

1The fact that he calls 1t also ‘the empirical unity of apperception’
supports the doctrine that empirical apperception 1s consciousness
of what I suffer, that 1s, of my mental states, whereas pure
apperception 1s consctousness of my act of thinking See Chapter
XXI1§2

2] use ‘umagination’ to cover not only reproductive imagination
(which Kant clearly has 1n view), but also the imagination which 1s
present in ‘apprehension’ or ‘sense-perception’ If we hear music
and feel toothache at the same time, this 1s a subjectuve and accidental
connexion, as 1s also the fact that we happen to see the front of a
house before we see the back, although these coexist 1n the object

B 142. ‘B 139 5B 140

¢ This difficult doctrine 1s, I think, present also 1n the Analogies,
and Kant tries to work 1t out in detail 1n the Opus Postumum It 1s
connected with what Adickes calls Kant’s doctrine of ‘double affection’
In any case 1t should be clear that if we make our own mental history
an object to ourselves, 1ts unity, hke that of any other object, must
depend on the transcendental unity of apperception
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It should be added—though Kant 1s not too clear on this
side of his doctrmel—that I can judge my own subjective
states. When I do so I make them an object, and affirm an
objective connexion The fact that I associate a word with
a particular thing 1s an objective event 1n time, and 1t 1s causally
determined by other events, some of which are physical. These
causal connexions are, however, all dependent, according to
Kant, upon the transcendental umty of apperception.

The essential pomnt of § 18 1s this that the transcendental
unity of apperception 1s an objective unity, mnasmuch as it is
the source of unity mn objects. The reason for thus 1s that 1t 1s
the necessary unity of thinking,® and not merely a unity of
what we may, perhaps not illegitimately, call imagination 3

§ 8. Apperception and the Form of Fudgement

The next step which Kant takes 1s obvious. The synthesis
of the manifold under the unity of apperception, a synthesis
+ which 1s necessary if we are to have knowledge of objects,
| takes place by means of judgement. To say this is merely
i to expand the statement that the synthesis of which we speak
\ is due to the understanding.

" The subsection* which establishes this point is concerned
with the logical form of all® judgements, according to Kant’s
own heading. As such, it belongs to Formal Logic, and attempts
to connect the Transcendental Deduction with what has
already been said in Section 1 of the Metaphysical Deduction.®

1 His doctrine of judgements of perception in the Prolegomena
§ 18 (IV 208) seems to be incompatible with this view

2 A unity 1n thinking which 1s impossible apart from unity in what
1s thought or known This unity in thinking 1s not conditioned, but
ultimate or original

3 Kant humself supports such a use 1n B 141, where he speaks of
reproductive imagination, but I think that his view covers also ‘appre-
hension’, which 1s the work of imagination Compare B 142 We
mught also put the distinction as one between the unity of thought
or experience as such and the unity which belongs to the individual’s
thought or experience merely as the thought or experience of this
individual 1§ 10.

5 Not of analytic judgements only %A 679 = B g92—4.

VOL 1 R*
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It should be compared with the discussion of judgement
in Kanf's own lectures on Formal Logic !

Kant refuses to define judgement as the representation of a
relation betvieen two concepts ® Such a defimtion has two faults
Tt refers only to categorical judgements, and 1t fails to indi-
cate the nature of the relation Ideas may be related by mere
association in my mund, and this 1s certanly not judgement.

The first fault Kant corrects by substituting ‘cognitions’
or ‘knowledges’ 3 for ‘concepts’ This 1s a general word which
covers both concepts and judgements According to Kant,
hypothetical and disjunctive judgements assert a relation, not
of concepts, but of judgements

The second fault Kant corrects by mnsisting that the relation
asserted in judgement 1s an objective relation Judgement 1s
the way? of bringing given cogmitions to the objective unity
of apperception 3

When I say ‘The body 1s heavy’, I am not saying merely
that two ideas are associated in my mind, or have been fre-
quently given together in intuition ® I am saying that they are
connected 1n the object, no matter what the state of my mind
may be. The copula ‘s’ 1s mtended to distinguish the ob-
jective unity of 1deas from the subjective ?

1 Log. 8§ 1740 (IX 101 ff)

*This 18 the view of G F Meter and Baumgarten, except that
Meirer speaks of a ‘logical’ relation, and Baumgarten speaks of ‘a
relation of concepts as agreemng or disagreeing with one another’.
These additions go some way to meet Kant’s objection

3 ‘Erkenntnisse * 1 recognise the difficulty of finding a good English
translation for this word, but Kemp Smith’s ‘modes of knowledge’
seems to me even more than usually musleading in the present
connexion

4 “Art.’ I think 1t would be better to say ‘act’ Compare B 143

® B 141. Compare M AdN Vor (IV 475 n): ‘Judgement 1s an
act through which given 1deas first become cognitions of an object’
Compare also Log § 17 (IX 101)

¢ This shows clearly that under the empirical unity of conscrousness
Kant includes 1deas given together to sense, as well as 1deas jomned
together by association

" This applies only to categorical judgements, whose form 1s the
copula See Log § 24 (IX 105) The form of hypothetical judgements
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The objective unity of 1deas 1s the unity of 1deas 1n an object.
This unuty involves necessity, but 1t must not be thought that
the necessity is to be found 1n the 1deas themselves as these
are given to empirical mtuition. The necessity 1s mmposed
upon them by the nature of thought. Such ideas belong to one
another, not mn themselves, but ‘i virtue of the necessary
unity of apperception 1n the synthesis of imtuitions’.!

This in turn implies that such 1deas belong to one another,
or are combined with one another, in accordance with certain
principles which are necessary for knowledge of objects.
These principles are derived from the unity of apperception.
Since apperception is understanding, and understanding 1s the
power or faculty of judgement, these principles are based
on the forms of judgement, the ways m which given 1deas are
necessarily combined by thought. This 1s made explcit in the
following subsection.

It should be noted that Kant is assuming throughout that
judgement mmposes objective umity, not only upon the cog-
mitions (concepts or judgements) combined n judgement, but
also upon the ntustions to which these cognitions refer.?

§ 9 The Objective Deduction

All that remams for Kant to do 1s to gather together the
main pomts of the previous argument, to explan how the
principles® derived fiom the umty of apperception are bound
up with the forms of judgement and the categories, and to
draw the conclusion that the categories have objective validity.

This Kant does i a passage which he himself describes®

1s the sequence or consequence (Konsequenz), the form of disjunctive
judgements 1s the disjunction itself See Log §§ 25 and 28 (IX 105
and 106)

1 Jt should be observed that, just as in the first edition, this necessity
18 present 1n emprrical judgements which employ empirical concepts.

2 Compare B 143 where this 1s stated explicitly He must have 1n
mind the synthetic unity imposed—according to the Metaphysical
Deduction—upon intuitions, and not merely the analytic unity which
1s recognised by Formal Logic 1n 1ts account of conception

3B 142 ‘B 1sg
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as the Transcendental Deduction ! I have called 1t the ‘Objec-
tive Defluction’ because 1t 1s the Transcendental Deduction
on 1ts objective side * o

We saw 1n § 17 of the Kritzk3 that the manifold of every
mtuition must be subject to the synthetic unity of apperception,
because only so can the inturtion have that umty which 1s
necessary for it to be an inturtion of an object We saw in § 19*
that judgement 1s the act® whereby the manifold of all givenideas
(whether intuitions or concepts) 1s brought under the unity of
apperception ¢ Hence all the mamfold, so far as 1t 1s given m
one mtuition,” 15 determined by judgement,?® and therefore 15
determined 1n relation to one of the forms of judgement

The categories are the forms of judgement, so far as the
manifold i1s determimed 1n relation to these forms.® Therefore
the mamfold of given intuition must be subject to the cate-
gories, ¥ 1f the intuition is to have that unity which 1s necessary
for 1t to be intuition of an object.

In other words, the categories necessarily apply to all objects
given to sensuous intuition. They are, 1n short, objectively

1§ 20 Kant includes § 21 also 1n the Transcendental Deduction,
but § 21 1s a restatement of the conclusion, and a rev.ew of the argu-
ment as a whole

2 The Transcendental Deduction on its subjective side 1s to be
found 1n § 26, which also Kant entitles the “T'ranscendental Deduction’

3§ 6 of this chapter

4§ 8 of this chapter

8 Kant says that the act 1s the function of judgement This 1s a
loose use of terms, since the function (or form) of judgement 1s not
the act, but the unity of the act of judgement See A 68 = B 93

8 That 1s, under the unity of apperception which 1s described as
synthetic, objective, original, and transcendental

? Kant says emprrical intwition, but his argument covers (in some
sense) all mtwtions (empirical and pure) See B 137-8

8 Or by the general function or form of judgement Kant as usual
passes from the function to the functions, and from the form to the
forms, of judgement See A 70 = B g5

®B 143 Compare B 128 and MAdN Vor (IV 474 n)

1 This assumes that what 1s determuined 1n relation to one form

of judgement 1s necessarily capable of being determined in relation
to all forms of judgement
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valid. This is what the Transcendental Deduction was required
to prove ! !

§ 10. Ambguity of the Word ‘Grven’

There may seem to be inconsistency in the statement that
the manifold, so far as 1t 1s gzwen in one intuition, is determined
1n relation to a form of judgement. Elsewhere? intuition 1s said
to be given independently of thought and its forms.

The inconsistency 1s, I think, merely verbal The word
‘given’ can be used as a relative term. Any idea, whether
intuition or concept, can be ‘gwven’ in relation to further
processes of thought 2 Thus from the point of view of Formal
Logic the cognitions (concepts or judgements) combined 1n
judgement are taken as given? Formal Logic always takes
cognitions as given, for it makes no enquiry into their origin.3

An mtuition given independently of thought 1s given in the
strictest sense, and 1s a mere multiplicity without unity.®
An intuition which 1s given as a umty 1s given only in a relative
sense, and 1t 1s so given, as Kant says expressly, only because
1t has been united by thought.?

This does not mean that mtuition 1s first given and then
thought It means that if we abstract from the element of
thought, we find a mere manifold without unity. Synthesis
1s necessary for the unity of an intuition, whether the intuttion
be empurical or pure.®

1AXVI, A8 = B117, A 8 = B 122 Note Kant’s clear summary
of the Deduction 1n the first sentence of B 144 and the footnote

2Eg A 89 =B 122, B 132, B 145

2A 56 = B 8o, Log § 4 (IX 93)

4 See the definition of judgement :n B 141

5A 56 =B 80 In Log § 4 Kant speaks of empurical concepts and
even of notions (categories) as giwen, the first a posteriorz, the second
a priors.

¢ If we abstract stil further, and consider 1t as contammed in a
moment of time, 1t would seem to be absolute unity without multi-
plcty See A 99 and compare Chapter XIX § 1.

7B 130 Compare B 161 n, and especially the very clear statement
m B 144 n In B 161 unity of synthesis 1s said to be given along
with (although not ) intuitions 8B 136 n, B 137-8



CHAPTER XXIX

THE SUBJECTIVE DEDUCTION

§ 1. The Categories and Human Experience

The Objective Deduction has, Kant believes, demonstrated
the objective validity of the pure categories for every intelligent
finite being. Intelligent finite beings are only parts of a wider
universe, and theirr thinking does not make the world which
they have to know All finite thinking, so far as 1t 1s about
something other than itself, must have objects given to it
from without; and so far as objects are merely given, they are
given to a passive capacity for rcceiving impressions Such
a passive capacity Kant calls sensibility, and of such sensibility
our human sensibility is an example, the only example with
which we are acquamted. Other kinds of sensibility might
recetve altogether different impressions, and might not be
subject to the forms of space and time. The pure categories
would nevertheless be applicable to an experience which
depended upon any kind of sensibiity, since (1) intuitions!
given to passive sensibility could never, apart from thinking,
possess unity,? and so could never be intuitions of an object,
and (2) thinking must always have the same forms,?® and must
therefore use the same categories

On this view the pure categories are not limited to human
experience, as are the forms of time and space.* Hence so far

1Tt 18 important to note that Kant everywhere (not merely in the
second edition) opposes wtuitions m general to human intuitions, to
our sensuous 1ntuitions, objects of our senses and so on

2The plausibility of this 1s greater when sensibiity recerves
intuitions successively.

3 Kant has been criticised for assuming this, but 1t 1s difficult to
understand how an activity with quite different forms could be
called thinking at all Nevertheless for the sake of completeness Kant

should at least have raised the question whether there could be
thinking with different forms

4 Even time and space need not be so liruted, but we cannot say
that they must be forms of all sensibihty
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as thought is concerned, the categories are not himited to
human wntuttions given under the forms of time and space,
but have an unjimited field * These wider possibilities have,
however, no meaning for us For us the categories are quite
empty, they are mere forms of thought giving us no knowledge

of objects, unless they are applied to a manifold given in time
and space.

Kant is careful to explan that for an nfinite intelligence
having no reality beyond 1tself the categories would play no
part. They are required only for an intelligence whose objects
are given to sensibility from without. In an infinite 1ntelligence
there would not be this divorce between thought and inturtion.
Its intuitions would be mtellectual, not sensuous, and its
understanding would be intuitive, not discursive.

These speculations are introduced by Kant primarily in the
interests of lis moral philosophy.? They are much more
prominent in the second edition,?® but they are found also m
the first edition ¢ For our present purposes the importance of
such doctrines 1s this—that the categories can give us knowledge
only if they are related to the manifold of intuition through
the forms of space and time In other words, the categories
do not give us a prior: knowledge of objects, except 1n so far
as they are schematised.

If we are to show how the pure categories mvolved m all
thinking gud thinking5 are to give us a priorz knowledge of
objects, we must explain their relation to the form of time and
the transcendental synthesis of imagination. This 1s the question
which belongs to the Subjective Deduction, and apart from
this the Objective Deduction 1s manifestly incomplete.®

1B 166 n. Compare B 148 Tlus 1s the doctrine condemned by
Vathinger as pre-Critical in A 88 = B 120 2 See B 166 n.

SE g. B 72, B 135, B138-9, B145, B149, Br53, B157, B 159, B 308.

4Eg. A 35 = B 52, A252, A256 =B j11-12

5§ An intuitive understanding would not think, 1t would know; for
1n 1t there would be no separation between conception and intwition.

9B 144 This suggests that what I have called the Objective and
Subjective Deductions 1n the second edition differ from the Objective
and Subjective Deductions described in the first edition, for there
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§ 2. The Objective and Subjective Deductions

Kant explains the distinction between the two halves of the
Transcendental Deduction 1n a passage of unusual clanty !

In the Objective Deduction, he points out, it 1s assumed
only that finite thinking must have a manifold given to it m
mntuttion prior to thought and independently of thought 2
This mamifold (the manifold of an wtuition m general®y must
have unity if there 1s to be intuition of an object,* 1t must be
synthetised by the understanding, and so brought under the
unity of apperception and the pure categories ®

In all this no account 1s taken of the way® mn which the
manifold must be given; that 1s to say, no account 1s taken
of the form of kuwman intuition 7 We have still to show how
the unity of the manifold of an mtuition n general, a unity
thought 1n the pure categories, can be 1dentical with the unity
of our empirical intuitions given under the form of time’

the Objective Deduction was said to be alone essential to his purpose,
see A XVI-XVII. One mught suppose that in the first edition time
belonged to the Objective Deduction, while 1imagination belonged to
the Subjective Deduction This 1s not, however, borne out by the
passage 1n A 92-3 = B 124-6 (which 1s mentioned 1in A XVII as
sufficient by itself on the objective side of the Deduction), for the
argument there does not depend on time It seems to me that a
division which was a Ihttle uncertain in the first edition becomes
clear and definite 1n the second

Although 1t 1s convenient to speak, as Kant does, about a Subjective
and an Objective Deduction, we must not forget that this 1s only a
way of referring to the subjective and objective sides of one Transcen-
dental Deduction

1§ 21. Compare also B 1601

?B 145 Compare A 91 = B 124, where the same doctrine has been
alleged by Vathinger to be pre-Critical

31t 1s called the manifold of a grven intuition 1n general 1n order,
I believe, to show that 1t does not nclude intellectual intuition

‘Bi44n 5B 144

9‘4rt> Kemp Smuth translates this as ‘mode’

" Namely time and perhaps also space

8 The second unity 1s simply the first unity applied to our sensuous
mtuitions, see B 161 Since our intuitions are given mmdependently
of thought and i1ts categories, we have to show kow the principles
of synthesis necessarily mvolved 1n judgement as such can determune
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Kant will argue that hecause onr empirical intuitions are given
to us under the form of time, they must be subject to’a trans-
cendental syntbesis of mmagmation which imposes on them
unity m accordance with the categories !

Only m this way can we explain how the categories apply
a pror: to objects of our human senses, and this 1s necessary
mn order to complete the Transcendental Deduction. Our proof
that the categories must apply to objects of mturtion 1 general
1s only the beginning, or the first stage, of the Transcendental
Deduction 2 We know that our intuittons, like all others, must
conform to the categories, if they are to be intuitions of an
object, but we have still to understand Aow they do so.?

§ 3 Framework of the Subjective Deduction

In the Subjective Deduction the most important passages
are the beginning of § 24 and the whole of § 26.

The two introductory subsections show that for us the
categories apply only to objects of experience—that is, to
objects given in empirical imntuition under the forms of time
and space—and not to things-in-themselves (§§ 22-3).

Kant then proceeds to the subjective side of the Deduction.
Because time and space are the pure forms of human intution,
there 1s possible a transcendental synthesis of umagmation
which determines the given manifold 1n accordance with the
unity of apperception and the categories (§ 24)2%.

the combination of our intuitions we know only that they must do
so, if we are to have knowledge of objects

1'This subjective side of the Deduction 1s a necessary preparation
for the Schematism of the Categories

2In view of the fact that the subjective side of the Deduction
has been completely ignored in the second edition, the surprise of
some commentators at this statement 1s a hittle difficult to understand,
see for example Ewing, Kant’s Treatment of Causalty, p 61, and
Kemp Smuth, Commentary, p 289

3 We understand this only because they are given in time. In
MAdN Vor (IV 474 n ff) a similar distinction 1s made between
‘that’ and ‘how’, but time (curiously enough) 1s brought under the
‘that’, while the ‘Ziow’ does not even bring 1n 1imagination, but argues
direct from the nature of judgement Thus suggests that the distinction
of ‘that’ and ‘how’ was not clear in Kant’s mund 1B 1502
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This is followed by an account of the unity of apperception
in relation 1o inner sense and the form of time (§§ 24-3)

The essence of the Subjective Deduction 1s to be found
in § 26. There Kant attempts to show how cur humszn mtuitions
must fall under the categories if we are to know objects 1n one
common space and time. He illustrates his contention by
examples falling under the categories of quantity and causality.
Finally he discusses the relation between the a prior: laws or
principles goverming the whole of nature and the particular
(or special) empirical laws which we discover by observation
and experiment

The last subsection? gives us a general review of the whole
argument.

§ 4. Limuts of Knowledge Through the Categortes

For knowledge (as opposed to thought) we require (1)
intuition and (2) a concept or categorv ® If no nturtion is
given corresponding to our concept, we are left with only
a form of thought which thinks nothing real

Since human beings have no intellectual, but only sensuous,
intuitions, they can have knowledge only when the categories
are applied to sensuous intuitions

Human intuitions are either empirical or pure, and 1t might
seem thatanobject might be givenin pure, as well as 1n empirical,
intuition. In a sense this is true In mathematics we can apply
the categories to pure intuitions, and so obtain a priort know-
ledge of objects 3 Such mathematical knowledge 1s, however,

1B 152—9. This I propose to reserve for discussion later, as 1t does
not seem essential to the argument, see Chapters LII-LIII 2§27

3B 146 We may usc other concepts also, but whether we do so
or not, we must always use a category, if we are to know an object

*This seems to be Kant’s meaning, though the only category
which we obviously apply 1n pure mathematics 1s the category of
quantity (and perhaps the category of possibility) Kant mentions
categories 1n the plural a Iittle lower down 1n B 147

i They arc objects only by courtesy objects strictly are concrete
things, and Kant here uscs the word ‘thing’ to distinguish real objects
from the pscudo-objects of mathematics
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knowledge of the forms of objects, rather than of objects
themselves. It can be considered knowledge of objekts, only
if we assume that objects are given to our senses in space and
time and must therefore possess the spatial and temporal
characteristics which we study in mathematics.

Strictly speaking, therefore, the categories give us knowledge
only 1f they are applied to empurical intuition. Hence although
by means of the categories we possess a priorz knowledge, this
knowledge tells us only what an object must be, if it is an
object of possible experience. Experience itself is empirical
knowledge, that is, knowledge of objects given to empirical
mtuition.?

On this principle a limit is set to the application of the
categories, just as a limit was set 1n the Aesthetic to the appli-
cation of space and time 3

§ 5. The Categories and Non-human Intelhgence

The limits of the application of the pure categories are
theoretically wider than those of space and time; for the pure
categories must play their part in the experience of any finite
mntelligence dependent on any kind of sensibility, while space
and time need not extend beyond human experience.

This 1s a purely speculative possibility which we can afford
to 1gnore. For us the categories have sense® and significance,
only 1n so far as objects are given to our senses under the forms
of space and time. We are incapable of attaching any real
meaning to the idea of objects given to another kind of sense
under another form of sensibility, nor can we understand—

1 Compare also A 239-40 = B 299

2 Compare B 218: ‘Expernience 1s empirical knowledge, that 1s,
knowledge which determines an object through sense-perception’.

*B 148

$In B 148 Kant assumes that space and time would not do so,
but 1n B 72 he recogmises that this 1s not necessarily true

& There 1s perhaps a play upon words 1n this double use of ‘sense’
(Stnn), which Kemp Smith’s translation ‘body’ fals to bring out.
Compare also A 155 = B 194 and A 240 = B 299.
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cxcept by analogy—how the pure categories could apply to
such obiects.

If we consider the still more remote possibility of an
intelligence pc .d of intellectual mtuition, we can say that
no spatial or  1poral predicate could apply to the objects
of its knowle.y..! Such negative characterisation gives us no
positive knowledg f these objects. Furthermore, the categories
themselves, « 1 their pure form, could not be apphed to
such objects even if we think such an object by means of
the categorit e cannot in the absence of empirical intuition
know that t. . e 15 anything which can correspond to our
thought.?

§ 6. The Categories and the Form of Time

We now approach® the special problem of the Subjective
Deduction

The categories whose objective validity has been demon-
strated ar: the pure categories, mere forms of thought (or of
judgement) 1nvolved necessarily 1n the nature of understanding
itself, and called for this reason pure concepts of the under-
standing. They differ from forms of thought only 1n this, that
the forms of thought treated in Formal Logic are considered

1The reason for this 1s that space and time are essentially bound
up with sense

2 Kant, I think, believes that the object of intellectual intuition
would be the thing-in-itself His view 1s always that since we can
think only by means of the categories, we can think things-in-
themselves only by means of the categories, but in the absence of
mtuition such thinking 1s not knowledge We must, for example,
think of a thing-in-1tself under the category of substance, and therefore
as something which can exist as a subject, but never as a mere predicate
But once we exclude all temporal and spatial reference from the cate-
gory, it becomes meaningless—in the sense that we have no 1dea
whether there could be an object corresponding to this thought The
category of substance gives us knowledge of objects only when 1t 18
applied to the permanent 1n space and time, that 1s, to things as they
must appear to us, not as they are in themselves See also Chapter 11
§ 4 and Chapters LIV-LVI

8§ 24 Kant’s heading for this subsection 1s “The applcation of
the categories to objects of the senses 1n general’ This 1s msleading
unless ‘the senses m general’ can be taken to mean ‘human senses’



XXIX §6] THE SUBJECTIVE DEDUCTION 533

simply as forms of thought, whereas the categories are forms
of thought considered as determining an object given’to some
sort of sensuovs intuition! As such the pure categories are
concepts of an object 1n general, and through them no deter-
minate object is thought.?

To say this 1s, according to Kant, to say that they are
concepts of the synthesis which 1s necessarily involved in
knowing any and every object given to any kind of sensuous
intuttion. This synthess 1s the synthesis which is present in
the form (or forms) of judgement. As such it 1s purely intel-
tectual, and wholly independent of the nature of the matter
judged. It 1s transcendental, since (1) it has 1ts origin in the
nature of understanding itself, and (2) 1t 1s the source of
a prior: knowledge, namely of that a prior: knowledge which
1s due to the understanding.®

What Kant has now to explamn 1s how the manifold given
to human intuition must conform to these intellectual syntheses
mnvolved 1n the very nature of thought. The difficulty of the
Deduction depends on the relative independence of thought
and inturtion, such that intuitions are given to us independently
of thought, and thought has its own forms which have nothing
to do with the nature of what s given to us in mnturtion *

We have already seen that intuitions cannot be intuitions
of an object, unless they conform to the pure categories.
We have now to explain sow they must conform to the cate-
gories, because of the special character of human experience.

1 Ruehl (Der Philosoplusche Kritictsmus, Vol 1, p 358) says truly
that the difference between categories and forms of judgement 1s
one, not of essence, but of application

2 For a determinate object we require both thought and intwtion,
and neither thought apart from mtuition nor mntuttion apart from
thought can give us a determunate object, see A 258 = B 314 For
the indeterminate object of inturtion, see A 2o = B 34 The concept
of an object 1n general 1s said 1n A 251 to be determinable through
the manifold of appearances

3'The pure forms of sensibility are also sources of a prior: know-
ledge Neither sensibility nor understanding 1s, however, a source of
knowledge apart from the other, they are sources of different elements
1n a priort knowledge 1 Compare A 88 = B 121 ff
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Kant’s cxplanation turns on the fact that the mamifold of
intuition! must, :n human experience, be given under the
form of ttme The unmversality and necessity .of the form of
time will enable us to understand how the activity of the
mind can determine, in accordance with the synthetic unity
of apperception, the manifold which s given in inner
sense.!

When we grasp the part played by time as the form of all
human mtuitions, we shall be able to understand how the
necessary synthetic unity of the manifold of wtustion in general®
(which we think a prior: in the pure categories) can be the
condition to which all objects of Auman ntuition must neces-
sarily conform; we shall also be able to understand how the
pure categories (which in themselves are mere forms of thought)
can acquire objective reality, that 1s, how they must apply to
objects of uman mturtion This 1n turn means that the categories
can apply to objects only as appearances (not as things-mn-
themselves); for, as we saw mn the Aesthetic, the fact that we
have an a priorz inturtion of time 1mplies that time is due, not
to things, but to our sensibility, and consequently it 1mplies

1B 150 Kant says ‘can determine mnner sense through the manifold
of given mtwtions’ He must, I think, mean mnner sense as regards
its form, compare B 152 and B 155 The statement 1s a difficult one,
1t seems to suggest that in order to deterrmine time 1n accordance
with the categories we must combine the empirical manifold 1n time
1n accordance with the categories, and this 1 believe to be Kant’s
view

2B 150 Kant’s own statement 1s more elaborate What we think
a prior:1s said to be ‘synthetic unity of the apperception of the manifold
of sensuous mntuitton’ In this phrase, as so often, the synthetic unity
of apperception and the synthetic unity of the manifold seem to be
identified, and indeed the phrase 1s a portmanteau phrase wluch
combines them both 1n one ‘Sensuous inturtion’ I take to be sensuous
mturtion 1n general

Kemp Smuth attaches ‘a priors’ not to ‘thinking’ but to ‘sensuous
mtuition’ On this interpretation Kant 1s saying that understanding
can think the schematised categories as conditions of all objects of
human mtuition This does not seriously alter the argument, but I
believe Kant 1s explamming how understanding can think the pure
categories as conditions of all objects of human intuition.
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that appearances given under the form of time are not things
as they are in themselves, but are things only as thdy appear
to us.t! »

§7. The Tianscendental Synthesis of Imagination

Kant at first speaks as 1f understanding itself? determined
(or synthetised) the manifold of inner sense in accordance
with the unity of apperception and the categories He now
explamns that this synthesis of the manifold under the form
of time? 15 due to imagination.t It 1s a figurative synthesis
(synthes:s speciosa), as opposed to the purely intellectual
synthesis (synthesis intellectuals) which is present in the form
of judgement, and thought 1n the pure category.5

This figurative synthesis, hike the mtellectual synthesis to
which 1t conforms, 1s a transcendental synthesis;® 1t 1s not
only itself @ priors,” but 1s also the condition of the possibility
of a prior: knowledge.® So far as 1t 1s transcendental 1t is not
concerned with differences in the given manifold, but is
directed® only to the umity thought in the categories,

1B 151 Kant’s affirmation of this i1s too brief to be wholly
clear He says ‘it 1s only of appearance that we can have a prior:
intuition’

2B 150 This must be understanding as a power of knowledge,
not merely as a power of thought See A 97

3 The understanding 1n 1tself has nothing to do with time Compare
A 152-3 = B 191-3

¢ Imagination may, however, be understanding at a lower level.
See B 162 n

5 Compare A 118 The synthetic unuty of the manifold under the
unity of apperception ‘presupposes, or includes’ a pure transcendental
synthesis of the imagmation As to the word ‘figurative’ (figurlich or
speciosa) I do not see that 1t adds anything to the word ‘imagmative’

B 151

7 That 1s, necessarily and universally present when we know any
object 1n time As such 1t 1s, on Copermnican principles, due to the
nature of the mund 1tself

8 Apart from the transcendental synthesis of time the Principles
could not be demonstrated

*B 151, ‘gelit’ In A 118 the synthesis 18 said to be transcendental
if 1t 1s ‘directed’ (geht) only to the a prior: combination of the manifold
The doctrine is expressed more clearly in A 123 The transcendental



536 THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION [XXIX §7

here identified with the origmnal synthetic umity of apper-
ception!

Kant makes perfectly clear what seems to me to be beyond
dispute, that the transcendental synthesis of 1magination
works through the medium of time It determines sense
accordance with 1ts form, that is to say, 1n accordance with time.!
It does so 1 conformity with the unity of apperception, and
therefore in conformity with the categories.?

Imagination 1tself is given an intermediate position between
sense and understanding. It 1s a power to represent an object
1n 1ntuttion, even when the object 1s not present. In this way
it 1s connected with® sensibility, since human ntuitions are
sensuous 4 None the less the synthesis of 1magination 1s always
an exercise of spontaneity.’ It 1s what determines, not what 1s
determinable (as sense 1s), or, in other words, 1t 1s a source of
form, while sense 1s a source of matter ¢

Imagination is 1n the service of understanding when 1t
synthetises the manmifold 1n accordance with concepts, and the
transcendental synthesis of imagination is 1n the service of
pure understanding when 1t synthetises the manifold n time
in accordance with the categories Hence this transcendental

synthesis ‘aims at’ (zu threr Absicht hat) nothing but necessary unity
in the synthesis of the manifold Compare A 125 and Chapter XXV
§ 9 Even 1n A 101 the transcendental synthesis of imagination (said
to be reproductive) 1s the ground of a necessary synthetic unity of
appearances

1B 152 Simlarly in B 150 understanding determines tnner sense,
because 1nner sense has an a prior: form

2 The transcendental synthesis 1s said to be productive, and not
reproductive The transcendental synthesis of imagination 1s governed
by the categories, while the synthesis of reproductive imagination
1s governed by the empirical laws of association Compare A 123
and Chapter XIX § 3

3 Kant says ‘belongs to’ (gekort)

4 Compare A 120 n where imagination 1s said to be an ingredient
In sense-perception In the present passage Kant says that imagination

alone can give to the concepts of the understanding a corresponding
mtuition Compare A gg

5 Sense 1s merely passive
8 See A 266 = B 322
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synthesis! 1s the first working? of understanding upon sensi-
bility, and the first application® of understanding td objects
of human experence.* Nevertheless as a figurative synthesis 1t
1s to be distinguished from the purely intellectual synthesis
which is to be found n the forms of judgement (or the pure
categories) imndependently of imagination, and which belongs
to understanding alone.®

In this way imagmation seems almost to become a lower
manifestation of understanding 1tself acting directly upon
mtuitions given under the form of time. This 1s stated
explicitly later.® The empirical synthesis of apprehension
(which 1s the work of imagination) must conform to the
synthesis of apperception, that s, to the purely intellectual
synthesis contamned 1n the pure category.” It 1s one and the
same spontaneity which there under the name of imagination,
and here under the name of understanding, mtroduces
combination into the manifold of mtuition ®

§ 8. Aum of the Subjective Deduction

In § 26 we have the essence of the Subjective Deduction.?
Kant begins with his usual introduction, summarising what

11 agree with Kemp Smuth’s translation, though the text ‘welches’
seems to me odd, if 1t 1s correct

2B 152, ‘Wirkung’ Compare B 164 Imagination depends upon
understanding as regards the unity of its intellectual synthesis, and
depends upon sensibility as regards the manifold of apprehension

3 Compare A 77-8 = B 103

4 ‘to the objects of our possible intuition ’

5 The 1intellectual synthesis thought in the pure category concerns
only the manifold of intuition 12 general 1t has 1n itself no reference
to time, compare B 151.

% B 162 n.

7 Compare A 108, A 114, and B 164

8 In A 97 spontaneity 1s said to be the source of the threefold
synthesis

9 Kant’s own heading 1s ‘Transcendental Deduction of the univer-
sally possible employment 1in experience of the pure concepts of the
understanding’ This heading 1s not very apt, unless ‘experience’
can be assumed to mean ‘hsnan experience’



538 THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION [XXIX §g¢

has gone before. Wc have proved that the categories, whose
a priori‘origin was shown m the Metaphysical Deduction,
give us a prior: hnowledge of objects of intuition m geneial.
We have now to show that they give us a priwor: knowledge
of objects of Auman ntuition.?

In so doing we shall be concerned, not with the form of
intuition under which objects are given, but with the laws of
combination imposed on them if they are to be thought as
objects. We have to explain how understanding prescribes laws
to nature, and so makes nature possible.® Unless we can do
this, we shall never understand how everything that is offered
to our sense must be obedient to laws which have their origin
in the human understanding.

§ 9. The Synthesis of Apprehension

The argument starts from the synthesis of apprehension.
This is defined as the combination of the mamifold in one
empirical intuition, whereby sense-perception—that 1s, empi1-
rical consciousness of the intuition (as appearance)—is posstble 2

Sense-perception by itself gives us consciousness of appear-

1B 159 Although § 26 1s headed “T'ranscendental Deduction’, he
asserts that the Transcendental Deduction 1s to be found 1n §§ 20-1
Both are transcendental deductions, but the former was concerned
with the objective, and the present with the subjective, side of the
Deduction Thus 1s, I think, the only place where Kant uses the
phrase ‘Metaphysical Deduction’

Incidentally, the presence of little introductions even in the second
edition suggests that this 1s a natural charactenistic of Kant’s style,
and requires no further explanation such as the patchwork theory
attempts to offer

2 This will be an answer to the question ‘How can the power of
thinking give us @ priors knowledge ”—see Chapter XVIII § 4, for,
strictly speaking, a prior: knowledge of objects of mntwition n general
18 not knowledge until we can indicate the nature of the intuitions
80 described

? For the two senses of nature, see B 163 and B 165 and § 15 below

4B 160 This 1s, I think, the same as the empirical synthesis of
apprehension in A 99 and A 120 It must include 1n 1tsclf the empirical
synthesis of reproduction Compare A 10z and A 121
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ances, not of objects.! None the less sense-perception is 1n
a particularly close relation with objects, since 1t *involves
sensation,? for »sensation (although 1t 1s only a subjective
modification of the mind® and not the idea of an objectt)
presupposes the actual presence of the object.’ Furthermore
the synthesis of apprehension gives unity to our intuitions,
it is conditioned by the transcendental synthesis of time, and
when 1t is brought to concepts or judged, we have knowledge
of objects.®

The precise meaning of sense-perception or apprehension
1s, as usual,” not too certain, but as we find Kant talking later
of percewving a house,® we must not suppose that 1t 1s to be
restricted to consciousness of a mere sensum *

§ 10 Apprehension Involves Space and Tune

Kant’s next point is this. Space and time are forms of all
intuition, and therefore the synthesis of apprehension, since
it combines the given mamfold in one intuition, must do so
m conformity with space and time.!

I take this to mean simply that the synthesis of apprehension
combines the manifold in time and space, or in other words
that the given mamfold appears to us as combined in time and
space, because (and only because) of our act of synthesis.

1 Compare B 134-5, B 234, and also A 92 = B 125, A 103, and
A 120-1 2 B 207, ‘Empfindung’

3B 207. Compare A 320 = B 376 ¢ B 208.

5A 50 = B 74. Sensation 1s caused by an object in space. This
may be the meaning of A 19 = B 34 See M A dN. Vor. (IV 476)
when the outer senses are said to be affected only by motion.

¢A 78 = B 103 7 See Chapters XIX § 2 and XXVI § 2.

8 B 162. In the same passage we are said to perceive the freezing
of water. In these cases 1t 1s obvious that apprehension and sense-
perception 1nvolve reproduction

9 Compare Chapter XIX § 2 One would like to know whether there
1s a synthesis of apprehension present in dreams I am inchned to
think not, because the actual presence of the object 1s not presupposed
in dreams There must, however, be at least something analogous
to the synthesis of apprehension even in dreams and 1n the imagination
of the artist 1B 160.
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The reason by which Kant supports lus contention offers
some dllﬂiculty. He says that this must be true ‘because the
synthesis 1tself can take place only n accordance with this
form’ ‘This form’ appears to be used generally in order to
cover both the form of space and the form of time.? If so,
Kant is saying merely that the synthesis of apprehension must
conform to space and time, because unless 1t does so 1t cannot
take place at all ®

§ 11. Space and Time Involve Umty

If the synthesis of apprehension combines the manifold n
time and space, it presupposes a synthesis—a transcendental
synthesis—of the one time and space 1 which the mamifold
is combined. This synthesis has already been discussed,! but
Kant, 1n accordance with his curious methods of exposition,?
proceeds to make his point without any explicit reference to
the transcendental synthesis of imagination.

Space and time as forms of intuition are a mere multiphicity
without unity. It is only as pure intuitions that they possess
unity.® This necessary unity was treated mn the Aesthetic as
if 1t b!longed to space and time in therr own right,” but
space and time, as pure intuitions, possess unity only because

1Kemp Smuth translates ‘rur nach dieser Form’ as ‘m no other
way’.

2In A 93 = B 125 the formal ‘condition’ (Bedmngung) of sensibility
1s used in the singular to cover both space and time, but there are
reasons for this in the context “This form’ can hardly be intended
to refer to time alone or to the fact that the synthesis of apprehension
18 1tself successive

3'We mught perhaps say that because space and time are forms of
intuition, we cannot synthetise a given manifold without synthetising
also the space in which, and the time during which, 1t 1s given Kant,
I take 1t, 18 here concerned only with the particular times and spaces
in which appearances are given, 1n the next paragraph he passes to
the doctrine that there 1s only one time and space of which particular
times and spaces are parts 4B 150 ff

& At crucial points 1n the argument he almost 1nvariably leaves us
to fill in some of the steps by a recollection of what has gone before
Compare A 93 = B 126, A 111, A 124-5 ¢ B 160

? Because Kant there treats sense 1n abstraction from thought
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they presuppose a synthesis which does not belong to sense
at all! "

Unity is therefore given along with? the pure intuitions of
space and time, but 1t 1s not given  these intuitions.® This
unity of time and space 1s an a preor: condition of the synthesis
of apprehension. That 1s to say, everything that 1s to be
represented determinately® in time and space must conform to
this necessary unity (or necessary combination) which 1s
mvolved in the nature of time and space themselves

If we put this 1n less technical language, we may say that
because there 1s only one time and one space, the manifold
given must be synthetised 1n such a way that it can appear
m one time and one space The whole argument of the
Analogies turns on this contention

The full 1mplications of this will not become clear till we
come to the Principles. The word ‘determinately’ in the
above assertion 1s of importance. Even a'fspearances in dreams
are spatial and temporal, but they have not a determinate
position 1n one common space and time It 1s this determinate
position which 1s the mark of real objects, and of real objects
alone.b

§ 12 The Subjectrve Deduction

We now come to the contention on which the whole argument
turns As so often in Kant, 1t 1s compressed 1nto a single sentence.
The necessary synthetic unity which must belong to all the
manifold of Auman intuition, 1f the manifold is to be combined
1 one space and time, 1s 1dentical with that necessary synthetic

1B 160-1 n This synthesis 1s presumably the transcendental syn-
thesis of imagination, but Kant does not think it necessary to say
this Ultimately the intellectual synthesis thought in the pure cate-
gories 1s also presupposed

2 B 161, ‘zugletch rut’ Perhaps this means ‘simultaneously with’,
but I prefer to keep a neutral phrase.

3 It 1s not given 1n the mtwtions, because 1t 1s 1mposed on the
intuttions by the transcendental synthesis 4 ‘bestymmt.’

5The word ‘determinately’ perhaps suggests also that the mamfold
1s ‘determuned’ 1n accordance with the categories Compare B 128-9
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unity of the manifold of a given intuition m general which 15
involved 1n the transcendental unity of apperception and
thought in the pure categories ! The only difference 1s that
the unity of an intuition 1n general 1s now applied to, or mani-
fested 1n, our human inturtions which are given under the forms
of time and space

With this doctrine we are already familiar It is another
form of the contention that the transcendental synthesis of
imagination, which 1s the condition of synthetising the given
manifold in one space and time, 1s a synthesis 1 accordance
with the unity of apperception and the categories

If this is true, the synthesis of apprehension necessary for
sense-perception must conform to the categories 2 And since
human experience 1s knowledge by means of connected sense-
perceptions,? the categories are a prrorz conditions of the
possibility of such experience They are consequently vahd
a prion for all objects of human expertence

The question 1s whether this fundamental contention 1s, or
is not, true Kant’s theory of the forms of judgement makes
him confident that 1t must be true, but this ground of confi-
dence we can hardly share. His argument 1s, however, not yet
at an end. He intends to show that corresponding to each pure
category there 1s a schema, or a transcendental determination
of time.# He also believes he can prove that these schemata
are necessanly involved in all eaperience of objects 1in one
common space and time For the present he gives us two

illustrations of his meaning, a concession which he did not
make in the first edition.

1B 161 It 1s thought in the pure categories because 1t 1s thought
in the forms of judgement Compare also B 1445

? Kant 1s presumung that sense-perception, though 1t gives us only
appearances, gives us appearances united in one space and time,
and so capable of being thought as objects. It 1s more than a mere
association of ideas.

3 Compare A 97. 4*A139=B178
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§ 13. The Category of Quantity R

His first illustration concerns the category of quantity.?
When I perceive a house,? the necessary unity of space, and
consequently of the manifold? in space, 1s presupposed. More
simply, I presuppose that the house occupies a part of the
one common® space m which all objects are. In combining the
successively given® appearances into one intuition of a house,
I as 1t were draw the shape of the house in conformity with
the necessary® synthetic umity of the mamfold in space.? This
necessary synthetic unity to which the synthesis of appre-
hension must conform 1s identical—when I consider it m
abstraction from the form of space—with the necessary syn-
thetic unity thought in the category of quantity, or more
strictly in the category of totahty.

At the present stage of the argument there should be no
great difficulty in seeing the plausibility of this contention.
The reason for it 1s that in the category of totality® we
think the synthesis® of the homogeneous in an intuition

1B 162

2 Kant 1s assuming that what 1s perceived 1s a real object. For
knowledge of such an object thought 1s necessary as well as the synthesis
of apprehension, but the special point Kant 1s making 1s that sense-
perception (or the sy . _esis of apprehension) must itself conform
to the categories of the understanding

31 take this manifold to be the empirical marufold of all outer
mtuition Kant describes 1t as ‘outer sensuous intuition in general’.
It 1s perhaps just possible that Kant may mean the pure manifold.

4 One objective space 1s assumed to be common to all men as well
as to contain all bodies.

5 T may, and probably do, supplement the given appearances with
others added by imagmnation, but 1t 15 not necessary to take these
nto account for purposes of the argument

8T introduce the word ‘necessary’, because the ‘synthetic umty’
mentioned here 1s the same as the ‘necessary unity’ mentioned above.

? That 1s to say, I draw 1ts shape as a part of the one common space
and so as having necessanly the charactenistics which belong to such
parts of the one common space

8 Derived from the form of judgement ‘All S 1s P’. Unty and
plurality are both involved 1n the category of totality. See B 1x11.

9 Or the synthetic umity
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general! In synthetising space we are synthetising the homo-
geneous; for space 1s essentiallh homogeneous, and every
particular space 1s made up of spaces The synthesis of the
pure manifold of space 1s involved 1n the synthesis of appre-
hension whereby we perceive a house. Consequently in per-
ceiving a house we are synthetising the mamifold under the
category of quantity.

Whatever else the house is, 1t must be composed of parts
outside one another 1n space, and these parts, so far as they
are spatial, are necessarily homogeneous They can be divided
into so many feet or inches.2 In this way the house must be
an extensive quantity

We can therefore understand, not only that the category
of quantity must apply to all objects—this 1s true for Kant
because of his theory of the forms of judgement—but also Aow
it necessarily applies to all objects given in human intuition
under the forms of space and time.?

§ 14. The Category of Causality

Kant’s contention becomes much more difficult, when we
pass to hus second 1illustration, which 1s an instance of causality.*
When I percewve the freezing of water, I apprehend two
states (fluidity and solidity )® as standing in a temporal relation
to one another If these two states are to be objectively deter-
mined® (as regards their time-sequence), they must have a

1 As I have suggested—see Chapter XIV § 8—this 1s implied not
merely by the form of the universal judgement, but by all conception
as such.

? For this rcason they must be measurable, not only 1n relation
to one another, but also 1n relation to all other objects 1n space

3'The argument for time 1s precisely simular to the argument for
space. The fact that Kant takes space, rather than time, to illustrate
his meaning 1s typical of the second edition, though by no means
absent from the first ¢B 162

® Kant, as often, avoids the simple case of causality where of two
successive events the first 1s cause and the second effect

¢ Note the word ‘bestiumt’ Compare B 161 and § 11 of the present
chapter Kant 1s distinguishing an objective succession of events
from a subjective succession such as takes place when I see the parts
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determinate position relatively to one another in one common
time ! "They can have this position, Kant believes, onlyf they
are causally determined, which in a more simple case than ths
would mean that the first event 1s the cause of the second.?
Hence there must be a necessary synthetic unity, or a causal
connexion, wherever we perceive successive events in time.
This necessary synthetic unity, when we abstract from the
time element, 1s 1dentical with the necessary synthetic unity
thought 1n the pure category which Kant calls cause and effect.
It ought strictly to be called the pure category of ground and
consequent, since 1t has no reference to time.?

We are not in a position to estimate this contention until
we have examined the Second Analogy 4 If 1t were true, Kant
would have shown Aow the pure category of ground and
consequent must apply to all objects given in human intuition
under the form of time

Similar illustrations could be given for all the other cate-
gories.

§ 15 Understanding as Lawgrver

Kant’s final conclusions add little to what he has said in the
corresponding passage of the first edition,® with which this
passage® should be compared ?

of a house one after another, although there 1s no corresponding
change or succession 1n the house See A 190-1 = B 235-6

1 Objective time must be one and the same for all men and all events

2 In the example actually given this 1s not the case, but the freezing
of the water 1s determuned by some non-specified cause

3 It 13 derived from the form of judgement ‘If A, then B’

4The reason why his argument is not obvious, as 1n the first
illustration, 1s that 1n the case of quantity we have intuitive certainty,
but 1 the case of causality we have only discursive certainty, see
A 1612 = Bzo1 and A 180 = B223 Nevertheless we can see that the
synthesis of cause and effect 1s the synthesis of a ground which
precedes 1ts consequent 1n time, and when we consider 1t 1n abstraction
from time 1t 1s 1dentical with the synthes:s of ground and consequent.
What remains to be proved 1s that causality 1s necessary to maintain
the unity of time

5 A 126-8 Compare Chapter XXVII § 4 °B 163-5.

7His explanation of the difference between natura materialiter
spectata (B 163) and natura formaliter spectata (B 165) should be noted

YOL I S
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Appearances exist only 1n relation to the human mind so far
as it pessesses sensibility, and the laws goverming appearances
exist only m relation to the human mind so far as 1t possesses
understanding The laws of nature are imposed by the mind
upon the phenomenal world, but 1t 1s only the universal laws
or principles which are so imposed Particular laws cannot
be deduced from these universal principles, but must be
learned through experience !

In all this the dependence of objects on the human mind
is bound up with our knowledge of their necessity. This 1s
equally manifest in hus final summary,? where he reaffirms his
Copernican principles,® and rejects the theory of pre-established
harmony with that contempt which 1t deserves.

and compared with Prol §§ 14-17 (IV 294 ff) and with M AdN
Vor (1V 467) Note also the clear statement that the empirical synthesis
depends upon the transcendental synthesis, and therefore upon the
categonies See B 164

1'They must, however, ‘stand under’ (or be particular determinations
of) these principles We learn by experience what 1s the cause of a
particular event, but we know a prior: that every event must have
a cause 2§27, B 165-8.

3 Compare B XVII, A 92 = B 124-5, A 128-9.

4 Compare Chapter VIII § 8.



CHAPTER XXX
THE ARGUMENT OF THE DEDUCTION

§ 1. The Analysis of Experience

The crossing of the Great Arabian Desert can scarcely
be a more exhausting task than is the attempt to master the
windings and twistings of the Transcendental Deduction.
Nevertheless, as we look back upon the way which we have
traversed under Kant’s guidance, we may perhaps conclude
that some of the difficulty 1s of the sort to be found in reading
the description of a game which we have never played. When
we have mastered the game, we may still have trouble n
making, or even m following, an exact description of 1t; but
once the game 1s understood, the description becomes rela-
tively easy, and the game 1itself 1s seen to be simple,

Kant’s elaborate argument 1s a philosophical analysis of
human experience on its cognitive side. Once we have a clear
view of what he is describing, the description 1itself will become
relatively clear. If on the other hand we fail to see what he 1s
describing, and if we 1magine that he 1s describing something
quirte different—for example, if we suppose he is trying to show
how we come to have knowledge of objects, or how experience
develops 1n time—then everything that he says will seem
to be almost perversely nonsensical and to be written, as he
himself suggests, in a kind of double Dutch.!

Kant is trying to make us see what 1s, and must be, involved
in all human experience, that is, 1n all our knowledge of objects;
and the objects about which he is thinking are primanly,
though not exclusively, physical objects.

If we are to know objects, we must have something given
to us in sensation, and that something must be given to us
under the forms of space and time. What 1s given us at any
moment is in itself transitory, and 1s very much less rich in
content than we commonly suppose. We are always interpreting

1See Prol Vorw (IV 262)
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it and supplementing 1t 1n thought and imagination. It 1s
given kere and now, but it must be combined or connected
with what has been given previously, and 1t must be assigned
a definite posttion relatively to other appearances in one time
and space In order to do this we must fill out or construct
the unchanging space and the continually changing time i
which such positions must be assigned Only so can we have
before us a particular part of the one world which exists for
us in a single space and time.

In all this there 1s more at work than the synthesis of imagina-
tion. There 1s also judgement. All sorts of irrelevant images
may be passing through our minds at the same time, but we
distinguish these images from the one objective world which
we construct in imagination on the basis of our given and
changing sensa It 1s not enough that 1deas or images should
be together in our minds, or that they should be suggested to
us by what 1s given In judgement we assert an objective con-
nexton and separate, so far as we can, subjective appearance
from objective reality. The greenness of the grass may suggest
to me the hills of Paradise, but what I know 1s Quainton Hill,
and 1 judge that Quainton Hill 1s green

So to judge 1s to distinguish, however vaguely, between
subject and object, between my thinking and what I think;
and apart from thinking there could be for me no distinction
between an objective world in time and space and the sub-
jective succession of my own ideas Thinking implies some
degree of self-consciousness, since it affirms an objective, as
opposed to a subjective, world. And all my thinking must
be in some sense one thinking, as I set the different parts
of one objective world over against myself.

Empirical and pure intuition, an empirical and a transcen-
dental synthesis of imagination, thought of the object and
thought of the self, these, difficult though they be 1n a philo-
sophical analysis, must be present when we experience any
object. They are all involved 1n my simple judgement that this
hill 1s green They are not stages on the way to experience, but
elements in experience; and Kant’s contention 1s that when
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we understand these elements, we can make a prior: assertions
as to what every object of experience must necessarily be.
°

§ 2. The Demand of Thought

We shall, I think, understand Kant’s argument best, if we
start with his view 1n regard to the nature of thought. In
considering this we shall do well to keep before our minds
thought which is concerned with physical objects. Indeed
1t 1s on thus alone that I propose to concentrate here.

Human thought 1s not by itself a direct acquaintance with
reality. It always takes place by means of concepts, and we
apply these concepts to a reality which is given to sense or
which 1s assumed to be capable of being given to sense. In
other words we think ‘about’ reality by means of concepts;
or in Kant’s language thought 1s not intuitive, but discursive.
To think 1s to judge, and 1n yjudgement we combine concepts,
and apply them to reality or affirm them of realty.

On this view truth is to be found 1n correspondence between
our judgements and the particular reality which we judge.
For example, mn the concept ‘house’ we think of a combination
of ‘marks’ supposed to be found 1n a number of sensible
objects; and in the concept ‘red’ we think of a ‘mark’
supposed to be found, along with others, mn a number of
sensible objects. When we judge that this house 1s red, we
not only combine our concepts in the judgement; we also
affirm that the combination of marks thought in these con-
cepts 1s to be found m this individual sensible object. If
our senses give us a complex intuition i which the marks
of a house are combined with the intuition of red, then our
judgement 1s true.!

It may be said that this correspondence between our judge-

1 A simular principle holds if even an analytic judgement—such
as ‘All bodies are extended’—is to be true of reality I ignore all
difficulties as to the way in which the marks thought in the concept
differ from ntuitions, and I ignore also, for the sake of simph-
aty, Kant’s distinction between °‘marks’ and ‘partial ideas’, see
Chapter 1X § 4
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ments and reality—or Detween the combination of maiks
thoughtb in our judgements and the combimation of intuitions
found in sensible reality—is easy to understand. Reality s
given to our senses, and we make our concepts and judgements
by acts of analysis and abstraction. If we perform these acts
of analysis and abstraction correctly, we have correspondence
and truth, In the particular example given, we have a complex
intuition of a house, and of this intuition an intuition of red
is a part. The judgement ‘This house is red’ merely affirms
in conceptual terms a combination given in intuition, recog-
nising at the same time that there might be similar combina-
tions 1n other inturtions of houses, and similar reds in other
intuitions of red objects.

With such a statement Kant, as I understand him, would
agree, but he would add certain qualifications.

He would deny that sense by itself can give us that reality
which we call a house, and still more that 1t can give us an
ordered and objective world of which this house is a part
We must in 1magnation combine the present given appearances
with past appearances, and perhaps with appearances not given
to sense at all! Above all we must regard the appearances
given at different times and through different senses as appear-
ances of one and the same object, namely a house; and we
must regard the sum of these appearances, not as a mere
phantasm of our imagination, but as constituting a real
object 1n an ordered world This 1s impossible apart from
thought,

The reality which we analyse in making our judgement that
this house 1s red 1s therefore a reality which 1s given, not
to mere sense, but to sense and thought; and apart from
thought it would not be an object for us Moreover—and this
1s the point at which Kant’s transcendental doctrine begins
to play its part—thought has demands of 1ts own which must

! We take 1t for granted that, for example, the interior of the house
1s not solid but 1s divided up 1nto rcoms We also take 1t for granted

th;:l the walls which we have seen and not touched are hard and
S0,
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be satisfied, 1f we are to have any object before us for purposes
of analysss, and if our thinking 1s to have a corresponding
object and so to+be true.

The fundamental demand of thought 1s that reality should
be thinkable. In conception and judgement we think a com-
bination of marks, and for this it 1s necessary that one and the
same mind—or (if we wish to avoid metaphysical implications)
one and the same thinking—should be able to hold before
itself these marks in combination. Thought, we may say,
manifests itself necessanily in the synthesis of concepts; and
if truth 1s to be possible at all, there must be a corresponding
synthesis or combination in the mamifold which 1s assumed
to be given to sense.

This does not mean that there must be 1n reality a combina-
tion of the mamfold corresponding to the combination of
marks thought n any particular concept such as ‘house’ or
‘chair’ or ‘chimaera’ It does mean that there must be i reality
a combination of the manifold corresponding to the combina-
tion of marks which is involved 1n all conception as such
or all judgement as such Without such combination in the
manifold there can be no truth at all, no knowledge of objects,
and no objects for us

We may put this more technically by saying that the syn-
thetic unity of thought—or the synthetic unity of apperception,
if thought is supposed to be conscious, however dimly, of 1its
own essential nature—demands a corresponding synthetic umty
in the given mamfold. This implies that every individual
object must possess synthetic unity, if 1t 1s to be an object for
us, and the whole of reality must possess synthetic unity
so far as 1t can be an object for us.

To say this 1s in some ways to say very little, though even
this little 1s denied, I think mistakenly, by some philosophers.
I ignore for the present the fact that the manifold could never
possess synthetic unity for us apart from the synthesis of
imagination as manifested in apprehension and reproduction.
All I am suggesting 1s that thought demands the syn-
thetic unity of the mamfold, and 1f this demand cannot be



552 THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION [XXX §3

satisfied there can be for us no truth, and no knowledge of
objects.*

To sum up—Kant mamntains that the marifold must have
synthetic unity in the interests of thought. He demes that we
could know this unity to be necessary merely by contemplation
of given reality

§3 The Forms of Thought

The contention that synthetic unity of the manifold 18
necessary for experience remams extremely vague, unless we
can describe in detail the nature of this synthetic umity. It may
be important to point out that apart from principles of synthesis
there can be no experience of objects, but unless we can
specify these principles, we are asserting the very mimmum
of truth

- The Transcendental Deduction 1s not concerned with the
separate categories. its only aim 1s to demonstrate the objective
validity of categories 1n general. Nevertheless 1t must be
understood 1n 1ts context, and 1ts value must be estimated
in the hight both of the Metaphysical Deduction which precedes
1t and of the Principles which follow Until we have examined
the separate Principles of the Understanding, we are not in
a position to assess the value of the Critical doctrine; but
1t would be folly not to recognise that the argument appears
to break down on one vital point, the very point which Kant
himself regarded as the most certain and the most secure.”

Kant believes that the system of the Kritik carries with
1t apodeictic certainty to those who accept two principles
(1) that all our inturtions are sensuous, and (2) that the complete
table of categories 1s derived from the forms of judgement.?

To say this 1s to say that the argument rests on the Metaphysical
Deduction

17 take 1t that what Kant calls the intellectual synthesis includes,
not only the synthesis of marks, but also the synthesis of the manifold
in general, for the aim of thought 1s not merely to combine marks,
but to affirm that this combination has an instance or instances 1n
reabity itself tMAdN Vo, (IV 474 n).
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\ In this respect, as in others, Kant’s own view of huis argument
seems to me to be sound The Metaphysical Deduction rests
upon the list of.the forms of judgement. The Transcendental
Deduction—both on 1ts primary or objective side, and there-
fore also 1n some degree on 1ts secondary or subjective side—
rests upon the Metaphysical Deduction. It follows that if we
cannot accept the list of the forms of judgement as offering
us a prior: certainty, the whole fabric of the Transcendental
Deduction, and therefore of the Kritik, 1s threatened in 1ts
very foundations.

That this 1s so must be frankly admitted, as 1t would be
admitted by Kant himself. The weakness of the Deduction
as a whole 1s not its inconsistency, but the fact that it 1s built
consistently on a logic which has now been superseded

We can afford to smile nowadays at Kant’s devotion to
Formal Logic; and his defects in this matter have been so often
condemned, and mndeed exaggerated, that I need not dwell
further on thus topic Nevertheless the more I study the Krutik,
the less confident do 1 feel that lus view as to the nature of
judgement 1s merely artificial, and the question arises whether
his doctrine cannot be freed from its connexion with the table
of forms, and stated 1n a less artificial way.

The essence of Kant’s claim 1s that there can be no experi-
ence of objects unless judgement 1s present as well as mtuition,
and that judgement as such makes certain demands upon
mtuition Judgement demands not only that our intuitions
must have synthetic unity, but that this synthetic unity must
have certain definite characteristics, or in other words, that the
gwven manifold, whatever be its nature, must be combined
in certain definite ways. I will try to put these demands 1 a
more plausible way without reference to the logical table of the
forms of judgement ?

In the first place judgement demands a plurality of homo-
geneous units which can be thought as a totality. This demand
seems to be involved in conception as such, for a concept

! Compare Chapters X § 5 and XIV § 8
voL I s*
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must have different instances which can be taken together
to forma class.!

In the second place judgement demands that 1t should be
able to affirm and to deny, and thereby to delimit. Both affirma-
tion and denial are essential to judgement, and we cannot
clearly understand an affirmative judgement till we know what
1t 15 intended to deny, nor can we clearly understand a negative
judgement till we know what 1t 1s intended to affirm

In the third place judgement demands something to think
about, that 1s to say 1t demands a subject which 1s distinct from
predicates. It also demands a reason or ground, for it does not
profess to make merely arbitrary statements Finally it demands
that objects shall be of such a character as will enable us to
apply to them concepts which mutually exclude and mutually
determine one another 1n a system,? and this means, on Kant's
view, that the objects themselves must mutually exclude and
mutually determine one another 1n a system

In the fourth place the fact that judgements must be possible,
actual, and necessary demands, according to Kant, that objects
of judgement must also have a corresponding possibility,
actuality, and necessity.

If we put Kant’s doctrine 1n this way, 1t begins to have
an arr of greater plausibility, and 1t offers us a more satisfactory
account of what may reasonably be called the necessary form
(or forms) of thought. We may feel doubt as to the truth, and
even the meaning, of some of these assertions;® but it seems
reasonable enough to assume that judgement as such does
make definite demands upon the given manifold, and that these
demands must be satisfied if there 1s to be knowledge or
experience of objects. In essence these demands amount to

11 pass over difficulties about the concepts which can have only
one nstance

 Thus 1s true of concepts not merely 1n the disjunctive judgement,
but 1n all affirmation and negation To say “This house 1s red’ imphes
that 1t 18 not another colour

3 It 18 not clear at the present stage how these demands of thought

are to be interpreted when they are directed to a given manifold
of sense
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this—that the mamfold must be combined (or be capable
of being combined) in accordance with certain prinéiples of
synthesis mvolved 1n judgement as such To recognise this
general possibility is sufficient for the purposes of the Trans-
cendental Deduction.

§ 4 The Subjective and Objective Sides of the Deduction

The pure categories are the principles! of synthesis which
are present mn judgement as such, and in accordance with
which the given mamfold must be combined if there is to be
knowledge of objects If we consider the categories in abstrac-
tion from their relation to the given manifold of sense, they
are mere forms of judgement" 1t 1s only as somehow determining
the nature of a given mamfold that they can be regarded
as categories. They are none the less pure categories; for they
spring only from the nature of judgement, and they are in no
way derived from the nature of the given manifold which
is said to be combined in conformity with them.

The argument so far maintains only that certain definite
principles of synthesis are necessarily mnvolved mn judgement
as such, and that the combination of the given manifold must
conform to these principles, if there is to be any object of
experience, for there can be no experience apart from judge-

1 Kant regards the pure categories also as pure acts of synthesis
present 1n judgement as such and determining the combination of
the manifold for us Such pure acts take place in accordance with
principles of synthesis, and when we conceive the common nature
of these acts, we conceive the principles of synthesis in accordance
with which the acts take place By describing the categories as pure
acts Kant makes 1t clear that the categories are at work 1n all expenience
whether we conceive them clearly or not But principles of synthesis
can be at work 1n experience even when we do not conceive them,
and 1t seems to me unsatisfactory to describe the categorics as pure
acts, for they are really the principles of synthesis manifested in
judgement so far as judgement 1s a pure act, that 1s, an act which
has principles not derived from the nature of the mamifold judged.

There 1s a further ambiguity masmuch as the categories are some-
times spoken of as principles of synthesis and sometimes as the concepts
of these principles This usage appears to me to be a natural one,
and I do not think 1t necessary to use two words to mark the distinction.
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ment. This argument may be called the ohjective side of the
Transcendental Deduction, and 1f we are to estimate 1t justly,
we must be absolutely clear about its limitatiozis

Thus we must not suppose that Kant imagmes himself
to have made clear the characteristics! which objects must have
if they conform to the pure categories, nor indeed has he
explained how objects can, and must, conform to them He
has shown merely that unless the mamfold 1s combined 1n
accordance with the pure categories, there can be for us no
objects of experience He always insists that apart from the
forms of space and time the categories are empty we can
neither show what they mean as applied to objects, nor can we
show that there must be objects to which they apply In order
to do this 1 detail we must follow the whole argument 1n the
Analytic of Principles, but we can explamn generally how
objects can, and must, conform to the principles of synthesis
contained 1n the pure categories, if we examine the transcen-
dental synthesis of imagination This task belongs to the
subjective side of the Transcendental Deduction, and 1t seems
to me to be necessary for the understanding of Kant's argu-
ment 2

To put the matter in another way—it mght be a mere
accdent whether appearances conformed to the categories
or not. No doubt 1f they did not conform, we should cease
to have experience, but in that case so much the worse
for us. So far as the argument has gone at present, the con-
formity of appearances to the categories must indeed have
occurred ; for there has been such a thing as human experi-
ence. That conformity might, however, have been due to
a pre-established harmony arranged by the beneficence of
God, and any view of this type 1s emphatically rejected by
Kant

We can understand how the manifold must conform to the

1 At present, for example, we are not entitled to speak of permanent
substances with accidents nor of causes and effects

% This appears to be Kant’s own view 1n the second edition, though
not 1n the first



XXX §4] THE ARGUMENT OF THE DEDUCTION 557

categories only when we remember that the appearances given
to our senses are not things as they are m themselves, but
things as they rhust appear to our senses In particular they
must be given to us under the forms of time and space; and
time and space are due solely to the nature of our sensibility.
Kant does not seem to me to be sufficiently explicit on this
pownt, but I take him to maintain that the manifold of time
and space, because 1t 1s pure and homogeneous and dependent
on our sensibility, cannot be recalcitrant to the principles
of synthesis demanded by the nature of our thought.! Time
and space must conform to that demand for synthetic unity
which 1s the most ultimate and general demand of thought, and
unless they did so, the unity of thought (or the unity of apper-
ception) would be impossible. There must be only one time
and one space, and to this ultimate necessity the combination
of the given manifold must conform.

This 1s all the more certamn on Kant’s view, because he
believes that there 1s no combination (or at least no objective
combination) mn the manifold apart from the synthesis of
imagination,? and that the synthesis of the empirical manifold
must necessarily be also a synthesis of the pure mamifold
of time and space The empirical manifold must therefore possess
such synthetic unity as is necessary for tt to have a definste position
i one time and space,

This very general conclusion 1s the result of the Transcen-
dental Deduction on 1ts subjective sitde. We can now under-
stand not only that the empirical manifold must possess the
synthetic unity demanded by thought, if we are to have experi-
ence of objects we can also understand kow it must do so

1 At the very least he holds that because the manifold of time and
space 1s pure, we are able to understand a prior: how the principles
governing the transcendental synthesis of imagination necessarily con-
form to the principles of synthesis present in judgement as such
Compare also Chapter XXXIV § 3

2 I would 1nsist again this does not mean that the mund 1s by itself
the source of empirical differences, such as that between a chair
and a table It 1s the source only of what 1s common to chairs and
tables and all other objects
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under the actual conditions of human cxpericnec, namely,
the forns of space and time and the transcendental synthesis
of imagnation ¢

If this were the whole of Kant’s doctrine, it would still seem
to be of relatively mimor importance The value of the argument
depends upon the total background of his thought As we shall
see 1n the sequel, Kant argues, whether successfully or not,
that the transcendental synthesis of 1magmation which main-
tamns the unity of time and space necessarily imposes on the
empirical manifold certain principles of combination which
accord with the principles of synthesis present in judgement
as such Only when we have followed the whole argument can
we understand  detail how the given manifold must conform
to the pure categories. When we understand thus, we shall
also understand how the pure categories acquire a definite
content by bemng schematised with reference to time and space.
We shall understand, for example, how the given mamfold
must be governed by cause and effect, and so must conform
to the demand of thought for grounds and consequents; for
a cause 1s merely a ground which precedes 1ts consequent
n time.

In the Transcendental Deduction Kant 1s dealing only with
the general principles of his long and elaborate proof. To take
the Transcendental Deduction as complete in itself, and still
worse to take 1t as a series of separate arguments each of which
is complete 1n 1tself, is to miss that synoptic view of the whole
Cntical position without which Kant’s argument must mevit-
ably seem perverse and unintelligible.

§ 5. The Nature of Kant’s Argument

There 1s a real danger that amud the intricacies of Kant’s
exposition we may be unable to see the general character
of lus argument As he never ceases to nsist, he 1s attempting
throughout to determine the necessary conditions of experience

as such, and to argue from these conditions to the necessary
characteristics of objects
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We must not suppose from this that his arguments are
merely circular. He does not, for example, argue that because
cause and effecs are everywhere assumed mn experience, there-
fore causality 1s a condition of experience, and therefore
all objects must conform to causal law Such a simplification
of his doctrine would be the merest travesty.

Kant finds his starting-point, as we all must, 1n the human
experience which we actually possess. He mamtamns—and
surely with justice—that experience involves the co-operation
of sensuous intuition and discursive thought. In the Aesthetic
he has argued that space and time are the forms of our -
tuition and are due to the nature of our sensibility. In the
Analytic he argues that thought also has 1ts own forms;
that these forms are principles of synthesis whose nature and
number can be specified ; and that a manifold combined in one
time and space must be combined in accordance with these
principles of synthesis The forms of thought may be regarded
as pure categories 1n so far as they are believed to imply that
the given manifold must be combmed in accordance with
them, 1f we are to have knowledge of objects

The question then arises 1n what sense we can regard our
knowledge of the pure categories as a prior: knowledge.

There 1s no doubt that Kant 1s repudiating claims which
had been made for a prior: knowledge 1n the past. He does not
believe that the categories play any part n a divine experience;
and he admits that time and space need play no part in other
finite expeniences But to hold this 1s not to abolish all distinc-
tion between the empirical and the @ preorz It is rather to make
the distinction itself more reasonable and the claims of human
thought less arrogant.

There 1s at least a relative difference between the empirical
and the a prior within human experience tself; and 1t appears
to me that if any knowledge 1s in any sense a prior:, then we
have a prior: knowledge (1) that there can be no human ex-
perience without the co-operation of sense and thought;
(2) that human thought must make use of concepts, must
affirm and deny and thereby delimit, must have a subject for
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its predicates, and so on;! and (3) that if the manifold of sense
did not conform to these conditions, there could be no thought
and no experience for us ¢

In this argument Kant first of all 1solates the factor of
thought which he believes to be necessary for experience,
he then finds in thought certain necessary principles of syn-
thesis; and finally he concludes that 1f experience is to be
possible, the given manifold must be combined in such a way
as to conform to these princtples of synthesis

This procedure seems to me perfectly rational, and I have
no sympathy with the criticisms which suggest that Kant made
a mistake 1n attempting to consider thought 1n abstraction from
the other elements 1n experience 2 It 1s precisely this separation
which gives plausibility to his argument We must grasp the
mternal necessity of synthests for thought by itself, and only
so can we understand that the pure categories must be necessary
conditions of experience. Simlarly 1t was only because we
found an internal necessity in time and space by themselves
that we were justified 1n regarding them as forms or conditions
of sensuous 1nturtion 3

Unfortunately Kant has too much confidence in Formal
Logic to explain the Idea or the systematic principle which
underlies his account of the forms of judgement and the
categories It does not appear to me to be enough to say merely
that they are found by an analysis of the nature of judgement
as such I need hardly add that if we attempt to free Kant’s
argument, as I have done, from 1its associations with Formal

! Compare § 3 above We need not here insist on the correctness
of these details It 1s sufficient if we can accept the general possibility
and go on to see how Kant works out the details later

tThis view 1s particularly prominent in Caird, and 1s bound up
with the belief that Kant considered thought in abstraction to be
purely analytic—an error so profound that it makes the under-
standing of the Deduction impossible Caird’s exposition 1s valuable
when 1t yields to the influence of the actual words in the Knritik, and
so breaks away temporarily from this curious doctrine, but unfortu-
nately he keeps pulling himself back to his central error at the very
moments when his just and sympathetic mind 1s on the point of seeing
the truth 3 See Chapter VII § 4
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Logic, we ought to show not only that each of these forms
of thought or principles of synthesis 1s volved in judgement
as such we ouvght also to show that they are derived from one
principle, and that they constitute a system such that nothing
can be added and nothing taken away

§ 6 The Copermcan Revolution

I have assumed so far that we can have a priorz knowledge
of certain principles of synthesis involved in judgement as such.
Such an assumption seems to me to be justified whatever
be our exact theory about the details. Nevertheless the question
mevitably arises why we can be assumed to have @ priori
knowledge of the nature of human thought, but not to have
a prwr: knowledge about the nature of the physical world.
Kant always seems to take 1t for granted that a prior: knowledge
of the former kind requires no explanation, while a prior
knowledge of the latter kind can be justified only 1f 1t 1s shown
to follow from a prior: knowledge of the nature of the mind.
This 1s 1n fact the essence of his Copernican revolution

Thus 1t might seem that we have a priorz knowledge 1n
regard to bodies, for example, we know that a body must have
shape and extension and perhaps impenetrability.! If so, we
may reasonably ask ourselves why such knowledge 1s on
a different footing from our a prior: knowledge of thought.
Kant would, I think, hold that we have such a priorz know-
ledge of bodies, but would regard this knowledge as analytic;?
and he maintains that synthetic a prior: knowledge of bodies—
such as we have in the Principles®—is possible only if space

1 We cannot dismuss such knowledge as resulting merely from the
convention that we do not call anything a body except when 1t has
these characteristics; for we recognise that there 1s a necessary con-
nexion between shape and extension, and it 1s hard to see how any
thing could be impenetrable unless 1t had both extension and shape

2 Compare A 106 B 11-1z suggests that such knowledge 1s analytic
judgement

3 This synthetic a prior: knowledge 1s the condition of our knowing
bodies empirically, and so is the condition of these empirical concepts
(such as ‘body’) by the analysis of which we can proceed to make
analytic judgements
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and time are the forms of sensibility and if the categories
originate en our understanding ! We can have synthetic a prior:
knowledge (and for the present purpose this 1" the only kind
of a prior: knowledge we need consider)—we can have synthetic
a priors knowledge only of those characteristics of bodies
which are contributed by the mind itself.

This doctrine Kant appears to regard as obvious It has
perhaps a certain obviousness as aganst the English em-
piricists. If we consider the mind as merely passive, as a tabula
rasa upon which impressions are made successively from
without, it certanly looks as if all a prior2 knowledge were
mpossible 'We could perhaps say that all things hitherto
experienced had possessed certain common characteristics,?
but we could never say that they must do so. This doctrine
is present already m Leibniz,? and to some extent 1n Plato.

If this were all that could be said, Kant’s theory would
be open to the objection that there are other possibilities
to be considered Moreover Kant does not, as does Leibniz,
maintain that knowledge of necessary truths depends only on
the activrty of the mind He does indeed hold that the activity
of the mind mn thinking 1s the ultimate source of certain prin-
ciples of synthesis in accordance with which the given mani-
fold must be combned; and consequently that our knowledge
of the mind’s activity enables us to have a prior: knowledge
of objects This general view he may, I think, be said to share
with Leibniz; but he also holds a view peculiar to himself—that
we can have a prior: knowledge of space and time as forms of
sensibility, that 1s,as contributed by the mind on its passiweside

11t 1s only on this supposition that we can know the necessary
connexion of shape, extension, and any other characteristics 1n bodies.

® Even this we could not do without holding the past and present
together before us 1n one act Furthermore we could not possibly
have knowledge of ‘things’

4] am not concerned with the onigin of Kant’s doctrine, but 1t 18
astonishing how much of the Transcendental Deduction can be found
in germ 1n the earlier chapters of the Nouveaux Essais

It must, however, be remembered that space and time can be
pure intuitions only through active synthesis, there 1s no a prior
knowledge apart from the activity of the mind
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Kant’s doctrine as a whole therefore seems to rest, not upon
the assumption that the mind can have a prior: knowdedge only
of its own activity,! but upon the assumption that it can have
a prior: knowledge only of its own nature and of what it con-
tributes out of its own nature to any known reality which is
other than itself.

Kant’s claim that the mind has a priori knowledge of its own
nature 1s strictly imited He never claims that when we con-
sider our own sensibility, we can see @ prior: that 1t must have
the two forms of time and space, no more and no less; but he
does claim that when we consider our understanding we can
see a prior: that 1t must have certain forms or functions, no
more and no less.2 Thus 1n the Analytic he begins with & prior:
knowledge of the forms of our own thought and argues from
this to the categorial characteristics of objects. In the Aesthetic
he begins with our a prior: knowledge of space and time, and
argues that such knowledge can be a prior: only if space and
time are forms of sensibility.

Hence although Kant believes that what reason produces
from itself cannot be concealed,® this does not appear to be
the only, or even the primary ground, for the Copernican
revolution; and we ought never to forget that he arrived at his
Copernican revolution by a consideration of time and space, not
by a consideration of the categories ¢ Kant’s central argument
seems rather to run along the following lines We come to know
a prwr: ideas, like all other ideas, only through experience, yet

1 Compare Croce’s view that the mind can know only what 1t does.

2 It 1s true that in B 145-6 Kant places the categories on precisely
the same level as time and space, and ascribes the categories to a
‘peculianity’ (Eigentumlichkeit) of our understanding. This does not
seem to me to express hus ordinary view He usually assumes that all
finite thinking must be by means of our human categories, although
not all finite sensibility need involve the forms of time and space

3 A XX, compare also B XXIII and B 23

4 Thus always seems to me surprising, for the doctrines of Leibniz
lead up to Kant’s view of the categories, not to hus view of space and
time Furthermore the argument, granted Kant’s assumptions, seems
more plausible 1n regard to the categories than i1t does 1n regard to
space and time
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when we are once consciously aware of such 1deas, we can find
m them 4n element of necessity, and thereby we can increase
our a priori knowledge. The fact that we cah increase our
a prion: knowledge n complete independence of experience,!
and that this a prior: knowledge nevertheless must apply
to objects of experience 1s, he believes, a clear proof that what
we are dealing with must be due, not to the nature of inde-
pendent things, but to the nature of our own minds

1t 1s the double character of a prior: knowledge, (1) as capable
of bemng estended independently of experience, and (2) as
necessarily applying to objects of experience—it 1s this double
character which Kant believes to be intelligible only if we
accept the Copernican revolution ? and the necessity of such
a revolution 1s confirmed for Kant by the fact that 1f we take
an empirical concept, which 1s derived from experience by
mere abstraction, we can never by any kind of thinking either
extend our knowledge of the concept or acquire any further
knowledge of the objects to which 1t applies.®

Our a prior: knowledge of the forms of thought, or of the
principles of synthesis necessarily present in thinking, 1s 1n
this respect parallel to our knowledge of space and time. Our
knowledge of the forms of thought enables us to extend our
knowledge independently of experience; for it enables us to
say, not only what the common character of all judgements
must be, but also what are the ultimate principles of synthesis
to which any possible object of experience must conform. Such
a priorz knowledge 1s, 1t 1s true, vague and shadowy when
1t 15 directed to objects of experience ; but 1t will become precise
and definite when we work out the implications of applying

1We do this both 1n pure mathematics and 1n Kant’s own Critical
Philosophy, though 1n the latter case only by reference to the form
(or the possibility) of experience

2 Compare Chapters VII § 4 and VIII § 4. Leibruz, I believe, also
accepted these principles, though he failed to draw the conclusion
that we can know things only as appearances and not as things-in-
themselves

# We can analyse the concept and make 1t more distinct, but this
does not extend our knowledge
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these principles of synthesis to the pure manifold of space
and time. .

§7 Dufficulties in Kant's vew

Kant’s procedure seems to me consistent, but it does not
really meet the difficulty I have raised, namely, why our
admittedly a prior: knowledge of the forms of appearances
should require explanation, while our admittedly a prior:
knowledge of the forms of thought should require no ex-
planation

Consider first space and time as forms of appearances or
intuitions, using ‘appearance’ and ‘mtuwition’ in a neutral
sense which does not commit us to the Copernican revolution

Granted that we percerve spatial and temporal relations
in the given, why should we not be able to abstract from the
given the system of spatial and temporal relations, and why
should we not be able both to recognise the necessity which
governs that system of relations throughout and to understand
that this necessary system of relations i1s a condition of all
gwen appearances?! Or rather—since Kant mamntamns that we
can do these things—why should we maintain that our a prior:
knowledge of this system 1s intelligible only if the system
itself 1s imposed upon the given manifold by the nature of our
senstbility ?

In the case of thought we become aware by reflexion of
certain principles of synthesis which are present in judge-
ment; we abstract these principles of synthesis, and we claim
to recognise their necessity as forms or conditions of judge-
ment and as principles of synthesis to which all objects of
experience must conform. Why should we accept our know-
ledge of the forms of judgement as self-explanatory, whereas
in the case of space and time we require to go behind our
knowledge and to offer an explanation for 1t? 2

1 Compare Chapter VIII §§ 4~6

2 The most formudable crticisms of this view of Kant’s in regard
to space and tume are to be found in Prichard, Kant's Theory of
Knowledge



566 THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION [XXX §7

Kant seems to believe that if finite minds are to obtan
knowledge of a reality independent of themselves, they must
be affected passively from without The mere fact that reality
1s assumed to be independent of the human mind means that
if 1t 15 to be known as 1t 1s 1n itself, 1t must reveal itself to
a mind which 1n such knowledge is completely passive and may
be described as a tabula rasa; and this in turn means for him
that the knowledge 1n question must be empirical.!

There 1s some 1nitial plausibility 1n this view, but it does
not meet the objection that the mind mught still be active
m abstracting or 1solating the system of relations and in under-
standing the necessity of the system Such an activity need not
impose or alter the character of the system which 1s 1solated
and understood.

When we turn to consider our a prior: knowledge of thought,
there 1s, I think, an element of truth in the view that in some
ways thimking 1s specially ntelligible to itself. No doubt in
thinking about our thought, the thought which we think about
1s other than the thought which thinks about it. Nevertheless
our present thinking 1s 1tself an example of what we are thinking
about Even when we think of our past thinking, we can have
an internal as well as an external view of it, we can re-think
1t as well as think about 1t. In the case of physical objects our
view 15 wholly external- we can think about them, but we
cannot ‘enjoy’ or re-create their experience—indeed we
commonly believe that they have no experence to be enjoyed
or re-created.?

There are certainly important differences m the two cases
we have considered—notably the fact that what I have called
the system of spatial (or temporal) relations looks uncommonly
like an mdividual thing, while the system of forms of thought
does not look in the least like an individual thing. Ths 1s one

* I think he really believes also that 1t implies a theory of representa-
tive 1dealism such that while we might have faith that our 1deas were
exact copies of things-in-themselves, we could not have knowledge

*1 have discussed this point mn The Idea of the Self, Uruversity of
California Publications, Vol 8, 1926, pp 73 ff
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of the reasons why Kant attributes our knowledge of space and
time, not to thought, but to inturtion. Yet in spite of their
differences, 1’cannot feel certain that we have found any
conclusive reason for maintaining that our a prior: knowledge
of space and time demands an explanation which 1s not re-
quired for our a priorz knowledge of the forms of thought.!

§8 The Copernican Revolution and the Categories

On the other hand, the Copernican revolution has in some
ways a greater plausibility as regards the categories than as
regards space and time The activity of thought is partly
determuned by the nature of the given, but it seems to have
a nature of its own such that it must take certain forms, what-
ever be the nature of the given There 1s nothing unreasonable
in the suggestion—whose full significance we have still to
investigate—that the given manifold must conform to the
prnciples of synthesis required by thought; for without this
there can manifestly be no knowledge of objects.

Let us assume the Copernican principle—which Kant
already claimed to have established from the examination
of space and time—that what 1s known to be umiversal and
necessary must be due to the nature of the knowing mind
If the categories are universal and necessary—and without this
they are not categories—we must look for their origin in the
mind. On this hypothesis 1t is natural to find their origin, not
in sense, but in understanding: we sense things in time and
space, but 1t is only by thought, if at all, that we can know
them to be governed by causal law. If we look for the origin
of the categories in the active power of understanding, we must
find it 1n the nature of judgement; for what the understanding
does 1s to judge. Furthermore we must find it in the universal
nature of judgement, in that which 1s present in judgement

17 think Kant's fundamental reason for his view in regard to space
and time 1s that in this way alone can we do justice to the individuality
of space and time—unless we are prepared with Newton to regard
them as things-in-themselves, and therefore as a kind of receptacle

in which objects are.
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whatever be the character of the matter judged. This universal
nature may properly be called the form or function of judge-
ment, and 1t 1s to be found 1n certain principles of synthesis
which are necessarily present in judgement as such Kant’s
only mistake—and I do not wish to minimise 1ts serrousness—
1s to be found 1n the fact that he takes the table of the forms
of judgement, as set forth mn his version of Formal Logic,
to give us a complete list of these principles of synthesis, and
even here 1t may be mamtained that these forms of judgement
give 1n an madequate way some indication of the genuine
necessities of thought

In all this Kant’s procedure 1s essentially reasonable. The
fact that we can no longer accept the traditional view of the
forms of judgement offers no justification for asserting that the
derivation of the categories from the forms of judgement
1s merely arbitrary, or that 1t springs from a perverse desire
to establish connexions, however artificial, between Transcen-
dental and Formal Logic

We have still to consider whether there 1s any plausibility
m connecting the forms of thought with the schematised cate-
gortes, but I think we shall find that the connexton 1s not
quite so artificial as 1s commonly supposed Some philosophers
may be able to assert ¢ prior: by an examination of the nature
of change, that every change 1s change in a permanent sub-
stance, and that every event must have a cause If they are
nght, there 1s mamifestly no need for Kant’s Copernican
revolution, but I must confess that hitherto such insight has
not been vouchsafed to me In the case of the categories of
substance and cause, 1f they are not to be set aside altogether
as useless lumber, 1t 1s, I submut, a hypothesis worthy of
sertous consideration that they are due partly to the demand
of thought for a subject of predicates and a ground of assertion.

In any case Kant recognsed clearly that the forms of judge-
ment were principles of synthesis, and 1t 1s small wonder that
when he was able, with the aid of a little ingenuity, to connect
the recognised categories with the forms of judgement, he
should be satisfied that hus list was complete. The congruence
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of the categories with the forms of judgement was not only
a proof of the a prior: origin of the categories in the mind:
1t was also a staiking corroboration of the Copernican doctrine
that the ongin of the universal and necessary must be found
in the nature of the muind itself

That corroboration 1s for ever gone, unless we can substitute
something better, and yet similar, for Kant’s forms of judge-
ment. In any case the completeness and beauty of his argument
are permanently impaired ; but we need not for that reason fail
to recognise the subtlety and ingenuity of his thought



CHAPTER XXXI

THE FACTORS IN EXPERIENCE

§ 1. The Umity of Apperception

Whatever view we take about Kant’s argument as a whole,
there is, I would suggest, a permanent value in his account
of the different factors at work in experience. This 1s true even
when we have grounds to complain of the inadequacy and
obscurity of his exposition, and I believe that it 1s true as
regards his account of the unity of apperception

We know, if we know anything, that self-identity 1s the
condition of all knowledge, and that this self-identity 1s mani-
fested 1n the act of synthesis which must be present in all
thinking and 1n all judgement. To suppose that self-identity
consists erther ;n a common constituent of recognised mental
states, or 1n the interrelation between them, 1s to destroy the
very possibility of knowledge. What 1s required for knowledge
1s the unity of the subject thinking, and not merely the unity
of a particular kind of object thought !

This doctrine Kant seems to me to have established. Its
further analysis, as he himself recognuses, 1s a matter of great
difficulty.? We are not entitled to assume that the knowing self
1s a permanent substance—a view he explicitly rejects. The
very phrase ‘the unity of apperception’ seems to warn us that
what he 1s describing 1s the unity, not of a substance, but
of an activity, or even of an act.

On the other hand, we are entitled to assume that the activity
of thinking involves some sort of self-consciousness. Thinking
always implies a distinction between appearance and reality and

11 have argued thus at greater length :n Mind, Vol XXXVIII,
NS No 151 See also Chapter XXI, especially §§ 4-5, and Chapter
XXVIIL § 5

? We shall have to consider later the extremely difficult question

of the relation between the unity of apperception and inner sense
See Chapter LII.
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between truth and error; and these distinctions are meaning-
less unless we presuppose a distinction between the knowing
self and the known world Self-consciousness 1s therefore
implicit in every judgement; for every judgement claims to
know reality and to assert truth. This 1s borne out by the fact
that we can always turn back and reflect about our thinking,
for to reflect about thinking 1s to be self-conscious.

Kant 1s also right in maintaining that to judge is to assert
objectivity, and to affirm at least the partial independence
of the known world His double principle 1s fundamentally
sound: there 1s no known world apart from a thinking and
synthetising self; and there 1s no thinking self and no self-
consciousness apart from a known and synthetised world.

§2 The Unty of the Object

The necessary unity of apperception finds its counterpart
in the necessary unity of the object, and ultimately in the
necessary unity of the whole objective world.

It may seem that Kant’s assertion of the necessary unity
of the object 1s a mere begging of the question, and that his
whole argument evades the difficulties which had been set
forth by Hume. I do not think that this criticism 15 sound.
Kant does not start from the assumption that #hngs are, and
must be, wholes of necessarily interrelated parts He starts,
even in the first edition, from an analysis of objects as they
appear to us, and he is surely correct in saying that our ideas
of an object must be compatible with one another ;! if they were
not so compatible, we should not regard them as ideas of the
same object. Besides, although Kant leads us from the unity
of the object to the unity of apperception, it is the umty of
apperception which 1s fundamental, or 1n Kant’s language
‘original’; the unity of the object 1s derivative. This 1s made
still clearer 1n the second edition.?

1A 104

2 In the first edition Kant directs special attention to the fact that

all our knowing takes time, and, that, in order to be aware of any
object (even a series of numbers) which 1t takes time to know, we
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§ 3. The Synthesis of Imagination

Kant has been criticised for failing to recognise sufficiently
the interdependence of thought and 1ntuition, and for supposing
that the faculty of imagination 1s necessary to mediate between
them I think rather that it 1s his critics who are too facile
m their solution, or evasion, of the difficulties which he 1s
trying to meet

The fact that both thought and sense, as Kant fully recog-
nises, are mnvolved 1n all knowledge 1s no reason for confusing
them- 1t 15 on the contrary a good reason why we should be
careful to mark them off from one another, if we wish to avoid
error.! And Kant’s account of imagination as having an inter-
mediate place between thought and sense 1s of permanent
value Without imagination we could not pass beyond the
momentary sensum, and human understanding, as we know
1t, would be impossible.

Furthermore the account which Kant gives of the synthesis
of imagination as both empirical and transcendental seems
to me to be clearly true. As we combine our sensa (in accor-
dance with our empurical concepts of objects), we also fill out
1n 1magination the one space and time 1n which all objects are.
The one question which still awaits an answer 1s—How can
the transcendental synthesis of space and time be said to be 1n
accordance with the categories?

4 Is Synthesis Conscious or Unconscious?

Kant’s doctrine of synthesis seems to me straightforward
and even simple, but 1t has been subjected to a great deal
of destructive criticism. It has been alleged to demand a choice

require imagination, memory, and judgement In the second edition
he begins with thought considered in abstraction and insists that
without thought we cannot have that unity of the manifold of intuition
in general which must be present if we are to have an object time
and objects 1n time are considered later In both editions the unity

of thought 1s ‘ornigmal’ and the unity of the object which we think
1s ‘dervative’

! Compare A 51-2 = B 75-6
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between two alternatives The syntheses! of which Kant
speaks are described as necessary conditions of our experience.
But 1f they are,events which take place 1n our experience, they
cannot, we are told, be conditions of it On the other hand,
if they do not take place in our experience, they cannot be
known. Hence they are either unknowable, or else they are not
conditions of experience. In erther case Kant’s whole theory
falls to the ground 2

This criticism 1s not, I think, so formidable as 1t sounds.
It seems to me to rest on a misunderstanding, and there 1s no
doubt that Kant would reject both alternatives

On the first view—the view, namely, that the syntheses
i question are events in experience—the Deduction would
be empirical It would deal with the stages which the mind
passed through on 1ts way from imperfect to complete know-
ledge It mught establish the fact that we make use of the
categories, but could never be a justification of such a use.?
This interpretation Kant has rejected over and over again
in the clearest possible terms; and in any case the fact that
1t makes his whole theory absurd 1s surely a sufficient refutation
of it To say that we first have intuitions and then synthetise
them under the categories, or that we first are aware of the
categories and then apply them to an indeterminate manifold,
1s almost ludicrously untrue

The second view suggests that the syntheses are unconscious
or pre-logical syntheses which precede consciousness and,
so to speak, prepare the phenomenal world for human con-
sciousness. They have apparently to work on raw impressions,
and turn these into ordered appearances in space and time,

1 It makes no difference whether we call this a threefold synthesis
of apprehension, reproduction, and recognition, or whether we call
1t a figurative synthesis and an intellectual synthesis—there 1s only
one synthesis with different factors at work 1n 1t, but the supporters
of this criticism tend to regard it as a series of syntheses.

2 These objections have been put very clearly by Dr. Ewing, Kant’s
Treatment of Causality, pp 65 f., but he does not see that the doctrines
1n question arise from a false interpretation of Kant The interpretation

itself has 1its ongin 1n Vaihinger and has been elaborated by Kemp
Smuth 8 A 86—7 = B 119, etc
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before experience can begin The whole elaborate machinery
which Kant finds at work 1n experience (and which must be
at work 1n experience) 1s supposed to do the same work also
outside of experience ! The result of this could only be the
pre-established harmony which Kant consistently rejects when
1t 1s ascribed, more reasonably, to an act of God, and 1t 1s clear
that the whole elaborate system of syntheses which Kant
describes in detail as taking place in time would be non-
temporal and ex hypothes: unknown and unknowable Yet this
fantastic and self-contradictory fabrication 1s asserted by
Professor Vaihinger to be the great ‘edpnua’ of the Transcen-
dental Deduction 2

What 1s there in Kant to encourage such an interpretation?®
Little enough There 1s the loose employment of the word
‘before’ to which I have so often referred There 1s the state-
ment that imagination 1s blind, and that 1t 1s a function of the
soul of which we are seldom conscious ? There 1s the insistence
that the schematism of the understanding 1s a hidden art
i the depths of the human soul; and that its true methods
we shall hardly ever divine from nature and lay open before
our gaze * Such contentions, while obviously true, are far from
asserting a necessarilly unconscious, and still further from
asserting a noumenal, synthesis Kant’s argument 1s on the
contrary that the synthesis of ummagination has to be brought to
concepts by understanding, and 1t 1s only when 1t 1s so brought
to concepts that we can have knowledge 5

! Apparently the transcendental syntheses take place outside experi-
ence and the empinical syntheses mn experience, but I cannot see
how the transcendental syntheses could be rendered unnecessary in
experience because they took place outside 1t, nor can I see how the
syntheses outside experience could be transcendental without being
also empirical, if they are to determimne empirical objects

3Die Transcendentale Deduktion, p. 66 = 44 Compare also
P 55=33. 3A 78 =B 103

*A 141 = B 180-1 Compare Chapter XIII § 4and p 170 n 1.

% Kant actually says 1n B 154 that we always perceive 1n ourselves
the transcendental synthests of imagination which deterrmnes the

mantfold His gencral view 1s, however, that our awareness of it
may be either ‘obscure’ or ‘clear’
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To marntain that the transcendental synthesis of 1magination
(or any other syntheses or systems of synthesis) is necessarily
unconscious 1s.to contradict the very essence of Kaht’s argu-
ment. The unity of apperception for him necessarly implies
at least potential self-consciousness, and this self-conscious-
ness is inseparable from consciousness of the very synthesis
which 1s alleged to be necessarily unconscious.!

§ 5. The False Assumptions of the Dilemma

The two alternatives between which 1t 1s supposed we have
to choose rest mainly, not upon the evidence of Kant’s lang-
uage, but on the assumption that Kant 1s trymg to explain the
genesis of expertence Kant’s own View 1s that he 1s not con-
cerned with the question how experience comes to be but with
what 1s contained in experience,? and this is the only view
which will make his argument intelligible.

What Kant 15 doing is to analyse experience into matter and
form 3 The matter is given to the mind and the form 1s imposed
by the mind. there 15 no reason for supposing that either
1s before the other * Whenever we know any object, sense,
mmagination, and understanding are at work together. Sense
recerves the matter under the form of time, 1magination organ-
1ses 1t 1n space and tume 1n accordance with empirical con-
cepts and the categories, and understanding judges it by means
of the same concepts and categories. I can see no ground for
saying that these processes succeed one another in time; they
are all elements in the one temporal process which is exper:-
ence, and it is a mere fallacy to suppose that an element in
experience cannot also be a condition of experience.

The supposed dilemma with which we are confronted seems
to assume (1) that we can analyse experience only into events
which succeed one another 1n time, and (2) that a condition
must precede in time that which it conditions. Both these

1 A 1034, A 108, A 116, A 122, B 133, B 154, etc.
2 Prol § zia (IV 304)

3 Compare A 96, A 129~30, B 169, etc

¢ They are distinguishable, but not separable
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assumptions are groundless The transcendental synthesis of
unagmnation 1s, not a separate event, but a necessary element
m every act of knowing or experiencing an ob_]ect and 1t 1s
a necessary condition of such knowledge or experlence although
1t 1s neither an earlier event 1n time nor a pre-conscious and
non-temporal noumenal act.!

§ 6. Example of the Transcendental Synthests

If we constder the simplest and most intelligible form of the
transcendental synthesis, the synthesis of quantity, there 1s
obviously no need to suppose either that 1t 1s a separate event
in experience or that 1t 1s necessarily unconscrous When we
follow carefully the outline of a house 1n order to determine
its precise shape or measurements, we need not be reflectively
aware of what we are domng, but there 1s no great difficulty
1n becoming so. And when we analyse what we are domng, we
find that we are not only synthetising (1n accordance with
our concept of house) a manifold given successively 1n 1n-

1 For the sake of simphicity I confine myself to the transcendental
synthesis of imagination, but what I have said 1s equally true of the
thought which 1s at once an element 1n, and a condition of, experience
Thunking 1s manifestly a temporal process Kant himself, speaking
of the thought of a mathematical figure, says, “Thinking tself, although
1t happens in tume, takes no account of time’ , see Acht Kleine Aufsdtze, L.
If thinking were not in time, how could our awareness of our own
thinking be dependent on inner sense® Compare A 357 and many
other places

A fortior, for Kant knowing must be 1n ime Knowing 1s that
whole of thought and inturtion, of @ priort and empirical factors,
which we call ‘experience’, and experience, as he truly insists, 1s
always an advance in time, compare A 210 = B 255 Yet 1t 1s too
commonly stated as an accepted dogma that for Kant knowing 1s
timeless One of the many memnts of the Master of Balliol's recent
book on Kant 1s that 1t breaks away from so groundless a tradition

I do not deny that 1n the self as 1t 1s 1n 1nself there must be some-
thing corresponding to the successive synthesis which constitutes
experience; just as in the thing-in-itself there must be something
corresponding to the motion of bodies But there 1s as little reason
to call the first unknown something a timeless and noumenal synthesis
as there 1s to call the second unknown something a tmeless and

noumenal motion, and there 1s as lttle ground 1n Kant for the one
as for the other
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tuition: we arc also synthetising the pure and homogeneous
manifold of space.! We do not first synthetise the space, and
then know the %ouse, but the synthesis of space 1s none the
less the condition of our knowing the house.?

I do not suggest that the synthesis involved in causality has
the same charming simplicity, and no doubt 1t 1s the difficulty
of this synthesis which gives rise to the theories we are con-
sidering It should, however, be observed that the account
gwven by Kant 1s intended to apply to all the necessary forms
of synthesis, and he nowhere suggests that these differ in the
respect that some are conscious and some are not. Indeed
there 1s only one synthesis, although within 1t we can dis-
tinguish different aspects.

The theory that the transcendental synthesis 1s necessarily
a pre-conscious and noumenal synthesis 1s wn flat contradiction
to Kant’s express statements. It 1s itself fantastic and self-
contradictory, and, in my opinion, alien to the whole spirit
of the Critical Philosophy To say that 1t 1s nevertheless the
logical outcome of the Critical Philosophy rests upon assump-
tions which seem to me to have no basis either in Kant or
in reality. )

§ 7 The Development of Experience

Kant 1s under no obligation to give an account of how
experience develops or how we come to be aware of objects,
and he nowhere offers us such an account. The history of how
we come to know objects and the analysis of what 1s necessanly
involved 1n knowing objects are two different things.

On the question of how we come to know the categories
Kant says comparatively hittle He recogmses that this 1s a
matter for psychology, and he never denies that it 18 com-
paratively late in our development before we become conscious
of the a priwor: principles which are determining experience
throughout

1 Compare B 154 and B 162

2 If we substitute the synthesis of substance and accident the same
principle holds

VOL I T
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.he empirical view 1s that all our concepts are derived by
mple generalisation from experience, and that this 1s their
only justification If this 1s true, then all ofir concepts are
necessarily empirical If we hold that some of our concepts are
a priori, we must look for another account of their origmn?
Kant’s own view he himself compares to a system of ‘epi-
genesis’.?

The contemporary theory of epigenesis, as propounded by
Casper Wolff, was ‘that the complex organism of the adult
is the result of a progressive differentiation of a comparatively
simple embryo wn an appropriate environment’ # Kant believes
that 1n a similar way man 1s born with a power of thinking
which 1s called into play, and differentiates itself progressively,
as the senses are stimulated "Thinking, so far as 1t 1s empirical,
18 determmed by the nature of the given manifold, but all
thinking, however empuirical 1t may be, must conform to the
laws of the understanding itself, of which the law of non-
contradiction 1s the most obvious It 1s only late 1n the develop-
ment of experience that understanding becomes reflectively
conscious of these laws, and 1s able to consider them in them-
selves and to grasp their necessity The laws or forms of
thought had, on Kant’s view, been stated by Aristotle It was
left for Kant himself to show how they must impose categorial
characteristics on all objects of knowledge, and how they are
therefore the source of a priori cogmitions which men had
accepted without bemng able to justify *

Whether Kant 1s right or wrong about the details, an account
of this kind 1s the only possible account of the general develop-
ment of a priors knowledge. the details can be given only by
psychology The account would have to be modified 1n certain
respects, 1f we hold that we have a priorz knowledge of things-

11 would remind the reader that the origin of concepts 1s to be
distinguished from their acquisition, see Chapter XVI § 3

2B 167 For Kant’s views on epigencsis, see K d U § 81 (V 423—4)

® See Ward, 4 Study n Kant, p 55 Ward’s criticism on this,
as on other pomnts, seems to me unsympathetic

¢ Compare A 66 = B 91 and A 184 = B 227
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in-themselves; but no serious thinker maintains that we
possess conscious, mnate, and a priori ideas before experience
begins.

§ 8. The Necessity of Synthesis

The central doctrine of the Transcendental Deduction, and
even of the Kritk as a whole, 18 the view that synthesis is
a necessary factor 1n experience. However unpopular this
doctrine may be at the present time,! I believe that if we ignore
synthesis altogether, there can be no adequate account of
experience

It 1s possible, and indeed necessary, to take our whole
human experience as 1if 1t were something merely given, and
we can then analyse 1t 1n various ways, We can say what kinds
of thing we know and what kinds of knowledge we possess.
The whole of natural science, very properly, concerns itself
only with the kinds of thing we know, and endeavours to know
more of them, Even the kinds of knowledge we possess can
be taken, with perfect propriety, merely as given, and can be
subjected on this basis to both psychological and philesophical
analysts These methods may perhaps be the most fruitful
methods of enquiry at the present time, and Kant never
questions the value of such methods, nor does he suggest that
those who use them are acting illegtimately in regarding
objects as things-in-themselves 2

Such enquirtes do not touch upon the Kantian problem.
They neither explain how synthetic a prior: judgements are
possible, nor set the limits of such judgements. They must
erther be content to say that we know, and know that we know;
or else they must reduce knowledge of necessity to tautology;
or else, finally, they must cast doubt upon such knowledge

1 Some of the objections at least scem to me based on mere mis-
understanding It 1s too commonly assumed that for Kant synthesis
18 arbitrary I hope I have made 1t clear that this 1s not so  All synthesis
depends upon the given, and what the mind contnibutes to 1ts object
15 (1n addition to space and timc) necessary unity and necessary order.

When this 1s 1gnored, aceounts of Kant’s view become mere canicatures.
2 Compare A 45 - I3 63
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altogether, and discover, by analysis of experience into its
given pacts, that there 1s no sort of unity to connect these
parts. All these tendencies are prominent 1#' contemporary
philosophy.

If we are not content to consider merely what are the kinds
or stages of human knowledge, we are forced, 1t seems to me,
to grapple with the part which 1s played in knowledge by the
synthetic activity of the mind.

The plain fact 1s that we can consider the whole material
world, and the whole of human experience, to be given to us
only because 1t 15 given through our own synthesis of thought
and imagination What 1s given to us at any moment apart
from the activity of the mind may be difficult to determme by
analysis, and Kant may have restricted it unduly, but 1t 1s poor
and thin and for ever changing It 1s essentially momentary,
and yet we know 1t as momentary only because we synthetise
the past and the present. It 1s in time, but the time in which
it 1s 15 not given to mere sense, for the time which can be
regarded as given to sense is only the present moment,! and
even that 1s known as a moment only because we synthetise
it with past time, which 1s no longer given On this narrow
and continually changing basis we bwld up in thought and
imagination, not only our own past history, but the history
of a world i space and time, the temporal order of which
we distinguish from the temporal order of our knowings.
Archimedes claimed that if he were given a point on which
to rest a lever he could move the world. We who are given a
point, and a continually changing point, on which to base our
thinking, are able somehow to construct a universe So long
as we ignore this elementary fact, our philosophies, however
valuable, must necessarily be incomplete

In this procedure the fact that we construct in 1magination
the one time and space 1n which all things must be 1s of funda-
mental importance. It enables us to test the constructions which
we have made, and to distinguish the work of uncontrolled
imagination from the work of imagination which 1s guided

1 Or, if we prefer 1t, the specious present.
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by thought. The transcendental synthesis of 1imagination
is no mere fiction: it is at work mn all our knowledge, and its
importance capnot be exaggerated. Whether Kant is right
or not i the consequences which he draws from its presence,
he was certainly night in drawing attention to the problem,
and also in believing that its solution is essential to the under-
standing of our human experience.

§ 9 Co-operation of Mind and Reality

Kant’s doctrine asserts that the matter of experience is given
to mind by an independent reality, while the form of experience
is imposed by the mind itself. It may be objected that such
a co-operation between mind and reality 1s impossible. thought
must either determine its object through and through, or else
1t must do nothing but apprehend what is given *

I do not see why this should be so. It is impossible to get
a precise analogy for Kant’s view, but if we look at the world
through blue spectacles, 1t 1s the spectacles which make the
world look blue; yet the spectacles do not by themselves
determine the difference in the shades of blue belonging to
different ohjects 2 Again, 1t 1s the constitution of our eyes and
bram which determines that physical bodies shall appear
to us as coloured, but the constitution of our eyes and brain
does not by itself determine which particular colours we
shall see.

Similarly, according to Kant, 1t 1s the constitution of the
human mind which makes 1t necessary for things to appear
to us as extensive and intensive quantities 1n space and time;
it 1s not, however, in the power of the human mind to determine
a prwor: the particular quantity which any particular thing
must appear to us to have. More important still, the law-
abidingness of nature is, according to Kant, imposed by the
mind; but it 1s not the mind by tself which can determine

' 1 Broadly speaking, the former view 1s that of Caird, the latter
that of Prichard, though no doubt certain qualifications would have
to be added in both cases

2 Compare Chapter VIII § 3.
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a priori that a certain combination of hydrogen and oxygen
will alway's result in water.

No doubt such a theory implies that we cin know things
only as they must appear to us and not as they are in them-
selves.} That, however, 1s precisely what Kant’s doctrine
is; and he believes 1t 1s compatible with the existence of a
common world of experience which must be explored empiric-
ally by science, although we have a priori knowledge of its
categorial characteristics.

Kant’s theory 1s certamly full of difficulties, but so are the
other theories to which his 1s opposed All I urge 1s that his
view 1s a serious alternative, which deserves examination
as much as the others, and 1s not to be condemned off-hand
as obviously self-contradictory.

§ 10. Emprrical Reabsm and Transcendental Idealsm

Kant’s doctrine does more than attempt to explain and
Justify our @ prior: knowledge of the phenomenal world:
it also confines our @ prir: knowledge, and indeed all our
knowledge, to that phenomenal world. The human mind
according to Kant can have knowledge only of that which 1s
given to 1t in sense; and sense-perceptions must be given under
the forms of sensibility (time and space) and must be combined
in accordance with the principles of synthesis mmplicit 1n

1Prichard appears to argue that this 1s impossible, since the word
‘know’ implies that what we know is known as it 1s 1 itself; see
Kant’s Theory of Knowledge pp. 118 ff and compare pp. 20 ff This
argument, if I have understood 1t properly, 1s unconvincing It 1s
natural enough that ordinary language should carry with 1t realistic
assumptions, and even naive realistic assumptions The question 1s
whether further reflexion will justify such assumptions Besides, if
we suppose that the world 1s really coloured, can we not say in ordinary
speech that the colour-blind man knows the world only as it must
appear to colour-blind men?

If Kant claxmed that this knowledge of the joint product of things
and the mind 1s to be described as knowledge of the thing-in-itself,
Prichard’s objection would no doubt be valid, but this 1s what Kant
never claims. He does claim that we know the joint product, or the
phenomenal world, as 1t 1s and must be for any human mind; and I
cannot see why this should not be described as knowledge
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thought. If so, 1t is clear that while we can have knowledge,
and @ priorz knowledge, of things as they must appear to
human minds, we have no reason whatever to regard such
knowledge as knowledge of things as they are in themselves;
and we can have no hope of attaining any other type of know-
ledge than that which we possess.

Such 1n effect is the result of Kant’s transcendental 1dealism.
We must not forget that at the same time 1t enables him to
adopt an attitude of empirical realism towards the phenomenal
world. He believes that although, or rather because, the phe-
nomenal world 1s the jomnt product of things and the human
mind, 1t must be made up of permanent substances which
teract causally m space, and he also believes that the accidents
of these permanent substances are directly present to human
minds. That 1s to say, he claims to avoid the errors of represen-
tational 1dealism, and to justify that empirical realism which
1s natural to science and to common sense.

It is only fair to take both Kant’s transcendental idealism
and his empirical reahsm as essential parts of his doctrine;
and we must recogrse, 1f we are to understand him at all, that
on his view they are mutually interdependent !

1 In this respect they differ from the subjectivism and phenomena-
lism which are attributed to Kant by Kemp Smuth, see, for example,
Commentary, pp 270 ff and many other places Subjectivism and
phenomenalism are alleged to be obscurely felt tendencies which
Kant had never thought out, whose inconsistency he had never
realised, and between which he oscillated blindly (Commentary, p 227
and p 2%2) Unfortunately Kemp Smuth regards phenomenalism as
mvolving the view that ‘the synthetic processes are of a noumenal
character’ (p 275), and that these processes must ‘take place and
complete themselves before any consciousness can exist at all’ (p. 277).
Subjectivism he takes to involve the view that ‘the synthetic actvities
consist of the various cognitive processes of the mdividual mund’
(p 274) I am unable to accept erther of these views as satisfactory
interpretations of Kant, and so far as phenomenalism 1nvolves nou-
menal synthesis, I do not think 1t 1s Kantian at all I believe that there
1s a real difficulty in reconciling Kant’s view that the phenomenal
world exists only 1n relation to human minds with his view that the
phenomenal world 1s a common world made up of permanent physical

substances 1n space 'The former view mght reasonably be called
‘subjectivism’ and the latter ‘phenomenalism’, and I believe that
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§ 1x. Limuts of the Present Argument

Throughout the whole of this exposition I have sought to
dwell mainly upon the reality of the factors foufid in experience
by Kant and the plausibility of his theories about them; but
I do not wish to give the impression that his theories offer
the only possible interpretation of these factors, and still less
that his theories are devoid of difficulty.

I have msisted, for example, that synthesis 1s a real factor
in experience, and that if 1t 1s ignored, no account of experience
can be complete. Such a contention 1s not intended to imply
that the presence of synthesis 1 expertence 1s by itself a suffi-
cient refutation of realishc philosophies. It may be possible
to maintain that synthesis 1s merely a taking up and holding
together of what already exists 1n combination 1n a reality
independent of the mind.! Even if that were so,? 1t would still
be necessary to remember that the synthesis in question 1s
a synthesis of times and spaces, and from this fact important
consequences might spring. Our main concern, however,
is Kant’s view that the synthesis of times and spaces must
conform to the principles of synthesis implicit 1n judgement.
At the present stage of the argument that view should be
regarded as neither arbitrary nor unreasonable. Our task
is to understand it so that we can appreciate Kant’s attempts
to work it out 1n detail later,

Similarly we need not attempt at the present stage to face
the difficulties which are raised by Kant’s doctrine as a whole;

Kemp Smuth 1s 1n part attempting to deal with this opposition But
if 50, he seems to me to misdescribe both the factors 1n this opposition,
and when Kant’s subjectivism and phenomenalism are taken in this
sense, 1t is absolutely essential to recognise that Kant believed them
to be mutually interdependent

1The fact of synthesis is fully recogmised, for example, 1n Price’s
Perception, and although he works on a realistic basis, he has, if I
mustake not, learned a great deal from Immanuel Kant

2 I cannot see how 1t could be so without involving us 1n a doctrine
of pre-established harmony, if we admut, as I think Price does, that
the form of our synthesis 1s @ prior:, and I find 1t difficult to believe
that any doctrine of pre-established harmony can be satisfactory
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and indeed we are not in a position to do so until we have
gone much further into the details. The central difficulty,
as I see 1t, 1s how we can have a common phenomenal world,
or common world of experience, if the matter of that world
1s made up of our private sense-impressions, and the form
18 due to the nature of human sensibility and human thought *
There are countless other difficulttes, notably as to the place
of secondary qualities 1 this common world and the relation
between the history of the individual mind on the one hand
and the succession of changes in the physical world on the
other. How far Kant offers, or 1s capable of offering, a solution
of these difficulties 1s a question upon which opinions may
differ We ought indeed to be aware of these difficulties already,
and we should have an entirely false view of the argument,
if we supposed that they had already found their solution;
yet our only hope of understanding Kant 1s not to raise these
problems prematurely, but to follow, as best we can, the
development of lus argument. |
e

11 have touched upon this difficulty ;n Chapter XXIV § 4. Here
I would merely remund the reader that the common objective world
18 the world as 1t must appear to human consciousness as such, or
to consciousness i general, not the world as 1t must appear merely
to an individual mund Kant deals throughout, not with the individual
acts of the imndividual mund as such with all its peculianities, but with
those elements 1n all individual mental acts which are necessary to
experience, and the world whose character he seeks to establish 1s

the world as 1t must be for science.
2 L\\






