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PREFACE 

THIS book is intended as a limited account of one central argu­
ment in the Critique of Pure Reaso11. It is not an elementary or 
introductory account of the Critique, and presupposes some 
acquaintance with the main features of Kant's theory of know­
ledge. It is not simply a commentary on Kant's text, but an attempt 
to pursue one continuous argument through the Critique. That this 
argument extends from the Prefaces and Introduction, through 
the Aesthetic and Analytic, to the Paralogisms and the Third 
Antinomy suggests that it forms a central part of Kant's doctrines. 
But there is much else in the Critiqm which has been left out here. 
In particular nothing has been said specifically of what we should 
call Kant's philosophy of science. 

The Critiq1te of Pure Reaso11 has had some influence on recent 
British philosophy. Significant references to Kant have been made 
in several recent books (for example, Hampshire: Tho1tght and 
Action, Strawson: l11dividuals, Stenius: Wittgmstei11's Tractatw), in 
which Kant's views are either re-stated in modern terms, or com­
pared with the views of modern philosophers, like \Vittgenstein 
(Cf. Strawson: op. cit., Ch. 3, Stenius: op. cit., Ch. XI). It is true 
that Kant, perhaps more than other traditional philosophers, in­
vites such interpretation and comparison, and there are good 
historical reasons for this. In this book an attempt is made to 
provide a basis for such interpretations by discussing Kant's argu­
ments in terms of a modern philosophical idiom. But since much 
of it is concerned to explain what Kant said, the philosophic 
issues cannot be exhaustively discussed, and are only introduced 
through Kant's attitudes towards them. No reasonably compre­
hensive account of a traditional philosopher could do more with­
out assuming from the start what his views actually are; and in 
Kant's case no such assumption can sensibly be made. 

This book will, therefore, appear defective for two opposed 
reasons. On the one hand it will not satisfy those who look for the 
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PREFACE 

thoroughness of a commentary. On the other it will disappoint 
those who hope for exhaustive discussion of purely philosophical 
issues. It is very likely that any short account of the Critique, 
which does more than merely paraphrase the text, will fall some­
where between the two stools of history and philosophy. I haYe 
tried to fall nearer to that of philosophical interest. This recipe 
seems to me to be recommended by another book on Kant with a 
similar aim, namely Prichard's Kant's Theot]' of K11o1vlcd._~c. Prichard 
provided in his book more genuine philosophical interest and 
argument than most commentaries on Kant; but he almost always 
misunderstood Kant's views. I have tried to give an account of 
the Critiqttc which is as sympathetic to Kant as Prichard's was 
unsympathetic to him. 

I would like to thank the non-philosophers who have helped 
and encouraged me. I owe also very much to the late T. D. 
Weldon, and to the kindness and help of Professor R. C. Cross 
and Dr. W. Bednarowski. 

X 



I 

PHENOMENA 

AND PHENOMENALISM 

' ... which constrains us to regard all appearances (Erscheinungen) 
as data of the senses .. .'(A 122). 

THERE is no one passage in the CritiqiiC of P11rc RMsotJ where 
Kant develops his account of perception. Such an account is none­
theless implicit in Kant's use of perceptual terms, and especially 
of his key term 'Erscheinung', which it is natural to translate 
either as 'appearance' or as 'phenomenon'. This lack of systematic 
development reflects important differences of aim and emphasis 
between Kant and modern philosophers of perception, which 
make it hard to attach any modern label to his account without 
adding some qualification. Yet both natural translations of the 
term 'Erscheinung' in English, as well as some of the ways in 
which Kant uses the term, strongly encourage the assumption that 
Kant must be a phenomenalist of some kind. Many philosophers, 
including Kemp Smith, Paton, Vleeschauwer, and Ayer, have 
indeed ascribed such a theory to Kant, although there is no 
guarantee that they have all understood this attribution in precisely 
the same way. For these reasons it is as well to be careful before 
classing Kant as an adherent of this, or any other, theory, however 
firmly such labels have stuck to him. In this chapter I want to 
indicate some difficulties in the way of at least some attributions 
of such a theory to Kant. It would not be sensible, in the space of 
one short chapter, to try to show that all such attributions are 
wholly wrong. It may nevertheless be useful to indicate defects in 
one such attribution, so that permission may be provisionally 
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PHENOMENA AND PHENOMENALISM . , 

alternative interpretation. Pnchard s 
granted to produce someh the most vigorous and clearest account of Kant has been c ose?' as 
exposition of the view to be dtsputed. 

(i) PRICHARD'S THEORY 

Prichard's account of Kant's perceptual terms can be found 
throughout his book Kant's Theory of Knowledge, and is neatly sum­
marised in a passage from pp. 2 31-2 3 5. In this passage Prichard 
argues (p. 231) that the central question of the Transcendental 
Deduction, which he identifies as 'How does an apprehension 
become related to an object?', contains an absurdity. He claims 
that. Kant manages to conceal this absurdity from himself by sup­
phosmg th~t representations, or appearances or sensations both ave a b f h · ' ' 
the thin e_m~ 0 t eJr_own' and also represent something, namely 
wh ~ 1n Itself. Th1s latter point is reinforced by Prichard else­
tha~~~ho · 1~~) through the claim, specifically about appearances, 
ance is ug rom the point of view of the thing in itself an appear­
Stan.dn ~n appearance or perception of it yet regarded from the 

r 01Ilt of what it · · · Jf ' · d 
of the k · d 15 Jn ltsc , an appearance is a reality perce1ve }·~ . '.1 n calJed mental'. 

'llclr d'(' · . . . 
. · · 411 "picture of Kant IS thus one m whtch appearances, _or 

phen'Jmt!Ja, crmntr;t tile real world of things in themselves w:•th 
Der · · 1 · · h f l also belongrng 1 ~;(.eJVJnf' su )jCCL'i by representing t c ormer anc b ·d 

' ' . thin needs to e sru 
IFJ the fatttr. l.brly on ~uch a view :o:,ed 'b;longin~ to', an~ 

about the relauons of rcprescntrng . his way. If a repre 
K ' problem 10 t h ain Prichard now reintroduces ants r sensation, t e m. 

sentation is taken to be an appearance,. 0 . that beginning with 
l . ·nghowttls , to problem becomes that of exp aml ·ons we come 

h ces or sensatl , . h t e apprehension of mere appearan . . nature wh1c , as 
h fan obJeCt 1n ' · 1 appre end an object, in the sense o . . f the phys1ca 

·· h · tton but a part 0 . ,uc , 1s not an appearance or sensa ' , 1 t' n to thls 
world' (p. z.3z.). According to Prichard Kant s sou 10 nsations 
problem is simply to say that ' ... appearances, or s~ , 
become related to an obJ'ect in the sense of an object 10 hnatlure, 
by bei ' . . 1 , ( ) . or as e ater . ng combined on certain pnnc1p es P· 2 32 ' f 'h h sical 
puts It, by ~he construction or maki~g of 'parts£ ~le~:n~s ~iven 
:world, an~ ln fact the physical world ltself, ?ut ? a footnote, that 
Jn perception' (pp. 2. 33-2. 34)· Pricha~d explamsd l'~onstruction' are 
dJc rnathtmatical illustrations of th1s suppose 
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PRICHARD'S THEORY 

the most plausible, for 'while we can be said to construct geo­
metrical figures, and while the construction of geometrical figures 
can easily Le mistaken for the apprehension of them, we cannot 
with any plausibility be said to construct the physical world' (p. 
234). This constitutes Prichard's basic objection to Kant's princi­
pal claim, that on such an account the construction envisaged has 
to be of the physical world itself (literal/_;· (p. 2 3 3 )), and, impossibly, 
out of materials of a mental kind, namely appearances, or sensations. 

It would be easy to say that Prichard's is a very unsubtle account 
of Kant, and to leave the way open for a more sympathetic inter­
pretation of'construction' along more sophisticated phenomenalist 
lines. Prichard docs not say that Kant is a phenomenalist, but it is 
not hard to see in Prichard's exposition the outline of a crude 
phenomenalist theory. Prichard's main point is that Kant's term 
'synthesis' refers to a construction of physical objects out of 
appearances, or sensations. A more up-to-date phenomenalist view 
might be expressed by saying that physical objects can be 'reduced' 
to sense-data. Where Kant, on Prichard's view, speaks of the con­
struction of the external world out of our sensations, pheno­
menalists speak of the 'reduction' of things in the external world 
to sense-data. One obvious difference is that, on Prichard's view, 
Kant's construction is literally of objects from sensations, while 
contemporary phenomenalists prefer to speak instead of the re­
duction of physical object statements to sense-datum statements. 
These similarities and differences would allow one to say either 
that Kant was a phenomenalist of a primitive type, as Prichard 
implies, or else that he was simply a phenomenalist, on the ground 
that Prichard exaggerates the extent to which Kant was misled by 
talking of the construction of objects instead of the analysis of 
statements. Certainly it is true that Prichard exaggerates the 
psychological flavour of Kant's claims, though it is also true that 
some things which Kant says appear quite strongly to support 
Prichard's interpretation. Indeed if this were not so it would be 
hard to understand the tenacity with which such an interpretation 
survives. Nevertheless, examination of Prichard's central theme 
shows that his account is defective at almost every point. 

Prichard evidently believed that for Kant the physical world is 
one of things in themselves, as well as that this world is repre­
sented to us by appearances, or sensations, of these things. It is 
not worth spending much time on the first of these interpretations, 
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PHENOMENA AND PHENOMENALIS~i 

since it is indisputable that Kant persistently denies it throughout 
the Critique. One of his most important aims is to show that our 
knowledge of the physical world is not of things in themselves, 
but is restricted to what he variously calls objects of experience, 
sensible objects, or appearances. Even the knowledge which Wt: 

have from Newtonian mechanics, to which Kant ascribes a status 
superior to that of our ordinary experience, is said to be restricted 
in this way (B 3 I 3). A characteristic passage where Kant makes it 
clear that on his view all our theoretical knowledge is so restricted 
occurs in sections 22 and 23 of the second edition Deduction 
(B I46-I 50), but the same point is made frequently elsewhere. 
Even in the first edition Deduction, where, as we shall sec, support 
for Prichard's interpretation is at its strongest, Kant shows that 
his argument would be pointless if our knowledge was of things 
in themselves. At A 128 he says: 'If the objects with which our 
knowledge has to deal were things in themselves, we could 
have no a priori concepts of them.' The point of this assertion is 
to summarise Kant's argument that we can employ a priori con­
cepts only because our knowledge is limited to phenomena, or 
appearances. 

The second claim, that appearances represent things in them­
selves, l?ses some of its plausibility as an interpretation of Kant 
once Prtchard's first claim has been rejected in this way. It is, 
n~vertheless, a more disputable claim than the first, for Kant cer­
tamly seems on occasion to say things which support it. Yet it is 
al~o t~ue that so~e such passages which naturally seem to support 
this VIew do not 10 the end do so. Two such typical passages occur 
at B I 64 and A I.o9. In the former Kant says: 'But appearances are 
~~y represen.tations of things which are unknown as regards what 

Y may be In themselves.' And in the latter: 'But these appear-
ances are not thing · h 1 · 

hi h . s 10 t emselves · they are on y representations 
w cb I~ tu~n.have their object-a~ object which (therefore) can­
not e lt~~ 10~ited by us, and which may hence be called the 
no~~~~~~~:~ I.e transce~dental object =X.' 
h ype of case It must be noted that Kant docs not say 

t at appea~a~ces are representations of things in themselves, which 
are nevert ~ ess unknown to us. He says rather that appearances 
reprebse~t t hngs, Which are unknown to us as regards what they 
may e In t emselves Th · · 1 · r: . · ese are clearly quite different c rums, 10r 
the second Is compatible With the statement that appearances do 
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PRICHARD'S THEORY 

not represent things in themsch-cs, while the first is not. There arc 
other passages where the same distinction is easy to overlook (e.g. 
Pro/., Sect. 13, note II; Pro/., Sect. ;6. Ale, Vol. 4, p. 2.89 and p. 
31 8). The first construction of this passage, which is that required 
for Prichard's interpretation, is paradoxical if not inconsistent. 
for it is hard to understand how we could be entitled to say that 
appearances represent something, and also that that thing is un­
known to us. It would not be surprising that Kant could be so 
easily dismissed by Prichard if this \';ere what he meant. It is cer­
tainly not what he here says. For what he says implies that while 
it is proper to speak of appearances' representing things in some 
way, it is not proper to speak of knowing things as they are in 
themsch·es. And this suggests that the things which it is proper 
to say that appearances represent are not things in themselves. 

Such a view is confirmed by the second passage. For there Kant 
claims that appearances might be said to represent not things in 
themselves, but the transcendental object. Nothing would have 
been easier for Kant than to have said at this point that appearances 
are not things in themselves, but only represent them. Yet he 
chooses instead to say that appearances are not things in them­
selves and may be said to refer to the transcendental object. Again, 
Kant's use of the term 'transcendental object' in the singular, and 
his use of it in other contexts (sec below Ch. 5) show that he does 
not regard the known physical world as composed of such objects, 
as Prichard would have to claim that he did. It is worth noticing, 
too, that later in the same context Kant makes it clear that it is 
not so much the thing, to which the phrase 'transcendental object' 
purports to refer, which is so important, as the concept of such a 
thing.l These deviations from Prichard's interpretation are not 
conclusive, and yet they raise doubts about it, which Prichard 
never considered. This whole passage, from A 104 to A 109, is of 
great importance and difficulty, and \vill be considered carefully 
later (in Ch. 5, pp. 76 f[). There it will be argued that the passage 
is in intention entirely opposed to such a view as Prichard's. For 
the present it is enough to notice how much it obstructs rather 
than supports this view. 

What these examined passages admittedly show is that for Kant 
it was correct to speak of appearances as representations, and even, 

1 A 109: 'The pure concept • •• objective unity. This co1rcep1 . •• relation to 
an object.' 



PHENOMENA AND PHENOMENALIS~l 

in some way, to speak of them as representations of something. 
What they certainly do not show, however much they might seem 
to, is that for Kant it was just as correct to speak of appearances 
as representations of things in themselves. In fact Kant explicitly 
denies this on at least one occasion. At B 3 p he says: 'But even if 
we could by pure understanding say anything synthetically in 
regard to things in themselves (which however is impossible), it 
still could not be applied to appearances, which do not represent 
things in themselves! The same message appears, though much 
less clearly stated, in a passage at B 63 ('The rainbow ... remains 
unknown to us'). This latter passage will be considered later 
(Ch. 3, p. 40). 

Prichard also believed that Kant wished to talk of appearances, 
or representations, or sensations indifferently, though it is clear 
that Kant himself distinguishes between all three terms. Although 
i~ is t~e. in some way, for Kant, that appearances are repr~senta­
tlons, It 1s hard to see what justification there is for the clatm that 
he believed them to be sensations as well. If it is accepted that 
Kan~'s.ter~ for 'sensation' is 'Empfindung', then it is obvious that 
he dlstlngwshes between appearance and sensation as carl y as B 3 4, 
where. he says: 'The effect of an object upon the faculty of repre­
se?~atlon, so far as we a,re affected by it, is sensation. That in­
tul':Ion, which is in relation to an object through sensation, is 
en~I~ed. empirical. The undetermined object of an empirical in­
tuition Is entitled appearance.' This makes it clear that Kant did 
not m · 1 · . ean Simp y to identify appearances and sensations, as 
Prichard suggests that he did. Yet Prichard's basic objection to 
Kant turns essentially upon the claim that Kant speaks of appear­
ances as sensations, so that there is an absurdity in talking con­
seque~tly of constructing the physical world literally out of 
~ensauons. It is quite true that to reveal these defects in Prichard's 
~terpr~tation is only to raise problems about the way in which 
~t did ~lnderstand these terms. But Prichard claimed to disclose 

~stakes In Kant's view and not merely difficulties; and this claim 
~s open to all the objections stated so far to Prichard's understand­
Ing of Kant. 

(ii) LITERAL CONSTRUCTION 

. So far t?e ~riti~ism of Prichard has dealt only with mistakes or 
madequactes In his account of the terms of the allegedly Kantian 
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LITERAL CONSTRUCTION 

construction of the physical world. But his account of the notion 
of construction itself is also defective. Prichard's view was that 
Kant envisaged a literal construction of the world of the same 
kind as the literal construction of a geometrical figure on a piece 
of paper. Nobody would deny that Kant intended some con­
nections between synthesis and construction in geometry, but the 
fact that Kant uses two terms ('Synthesis' and 'Construction') 
suggests that he also wished to distinguish between them. The 
term 'Construction' is explicitly restricted by Kant to use in the 
context of mathematics (B 867), and elsewhere (e.g. B 741 ff.) is 
treated as a concept referring quite specifically to mathematics. 

l\Jore important even than this is the proviso Kant attaches to 
the term 'Construction' in his polemic against Eberhard (Ak., Vol. 
8, pp. 190-193). For there Kant insists that the term, even in the 
restricted context of geometry, is not to be taken literally. This 
intention is reinforced by Kant's wish to extend the term's use to 
cover procedures in algebra as well as those already accommodated 
in geometry. From these passages it seems clear that although 
Kant derived his term from the field of literally constructed figures 
in geometry, he nevertheless used the term in contexts where it 
could not be taken quite literally, and that even in the central con­
text of geometry itself it was not meant to be so taken. Generally, 
indeed, when Kant speaks of construction he speaks of it in con­
nection with concepts or principles, or geometrical figures in 
imagination (cf. B xi-xiii; A 24; B 271; B 741-742). These ways 
of talking about construction involve a concern with modes of 
describing objects or appearances, rather than with ways of con­
structing such objects literally. 

The places where Kant typically connects the notions of con­
struction and synthesis are those in which he tries to justify the 
ascription to phenomena of quantitative predicates. These occur 
mainly in the Analytic of Principles. But in these passages Kant 
deals with the description of phenomena in quantitative terms, 
rather than with the construction of the phenomena to which such 
descriptions are applied. In the argument at B 221, for example, 
Kant says: 'For instance I can determine a priori, that is, construct 
the degree of sensation of sunlight by combining some 20o,ooo 
illuminations of the moon.' In such a claim Kant evidently does 
not envisage anything so drastic as the construction of the sun or 
the moon themselves, but only of a comparison or measure of 
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PHENOMENA AND PHENOMENALIS~r 

their illuminative power. If it is sensible to speak of the construc­
tion of phenomena in such a context, then these phenomena arc 
not the things to which such magnitudes arc ascribed, so much as 
the magnitudes themselves, or the models in accordance with 
which such comparisons of magnitude may be made, for example 
in photometry (cf. Vuillemin: Pl!]•sique et Metaphysique Kaintietmes, 
pp. 12.9 ff. ). 

These points argue that Kant's account of construction, even 
in the context of the application of mathematical concepts or 
models, is not a straightforwardly literal construction of objects 
in the physical world. They argue also that Kant was well aware 
of differences between the mathematical context of construction, 
and the general context of synthesis, however similar or closely 
connected these may have been for him. The mathematical sense 
of 'construction' reflects an interest in our ability to employ 
quantitative descriptions, and to construct models of numerical 
comparison; the more general sense of 'synthesis' reflects a similar 
interest in equally basic non-quantitative types of description as 
well. Arguments such as these certainly throw some doubt on 
Pr_ichard's simple account of Kant's idea of construction. They 
rrught_ also be used to dispute Prichard's claim that Kant speaks 
matenally of the construction of the physical world itself, rather 
th~n _formally of the construction of concepts applying to, or 
pnnc1ples governing, such a world. They would then provide 
some general grounds for the view that even if Kant was a 
phenomenalist of some sort he was not so naive an adherent as 
Prichard believed. ' 

Prichard's ascription of a naive literal construction to Kant is in 
part a re~ult of an over-simple interpretation of Kant's psychologi­
cal te~~nology. Some commentators (particularly Vleeschauwer) 
have Insisted that Kant's central claims have a logical importance, 
even though they may be expressed in psychological terms. It is 
not always made clear what is especially logical about these claims, 
or what exactly the contrast between psychology and logic in this 
context amo t b . · 1.r ' · · c h . un s to; ut there 1s support 10 ...... ant s wnungs wr t e 
Vlewhthat even where his argument deals with, or is expressed in, 
pbsyc ological terms, it should often be understood as an argument 
a out the st t c · 1 K a us, lOrce, or sense of concepts. To say s1mp y that 
dan~ w~s not concerned with psychology is wrong, for there is no 

ou t t at Kant was deeply interested in psychological concepts. 
R 
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\Xfhat Kant himself seems to have been clear about was that he was 
not investigating psychological phenomena empirically, but in 
some other way which we might call logical or conceptual. 
Prichard, by adopting the view that Kant's construction has to be 
taken literally, makes no concession to these points, so that it may 
be worth while briefly to review them. 

Kant helps to give the impression of investigating construction 
or synthesis empirically by his persistent use of a chronological 
metaphor. For example, at B 101, he describes what is a logical 
classification of modal terms in a chronological way by saying: 
' ... we first judge something problematically, then maintain its 
truth assertorically, and finally affirm it as inseparably united with 
the understanding.' At B 7 30 he similarly distinguishes between 
certain types of knowledge or statement by saying: 'Thus all 
human knowledge begins with intuition, proceeds from thence to 
concepts, and ends with Ideas (Idee).' The same modes of expres­
sion are used in the famous slogan which opens the Introduction 
at B I, and more misleadingly in Kant's account of the three-fold 
synthesis. This makes it very easy to associate the particular 
aspects of synthesis with successive stages in some learning pro­
cess, although it is clear that the three aspects can be so separated 
only artificially. Paton (Ka11t's MetapfD•sic of Experic11ce, Vol. I, p. 
548) expresses this concisely by saying that the three syntheses are 
not 'stages on the way to experience, but elements in experience'. 
Kant himself makes a similar point in the Prolego!Jima (Ale, Vol. 4, 
p. 304). Nevertheless Kant's use of such metaphors invites an 
unfortunate comparison with Locke's badly named enquiry into 
the 'origin' of our ideas. 

Kant's equally artificial separation of categories and intuitions 
provides the opportunity for a completion of this metaphorical 
account of our experience. For Kant sometimes speaks (particu­
larly in the Schematism) as though some mechanism were needed 
to connect the pure categories with ordinary empirical experience, 
since the categories are supposed somehow to be independent of 
such experience. It is tempting to fit this aim onto the chronologi­
cal metaphor and explain Kant's task as that of sketching a 
mechanism through which certain concepts enable us to organise 
our initial experiences, so that we come to acquire or construct 
the knowledge that we ordinarily claim to have. On this story the 
schematism is a kind of clutch ready to engage the categorial 
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engine so that it may drive the wheels of our experience. Such a 
mechanistic account may be intelligible in physiological terms, 
which Kant was not concerned with, but to extend it beyond 
them would be to commit the same speculative incoherence that 
Descartes committed (in the Regulae, Rule XII) when he tried to 
account for non-physical phenomena on the model of physical 
explanations. However tempting such a view of Kant may be, it 
certainly pushes the metaphors very much farther than Kant~ 
wished them to go. For example, although Kant talks of the pure 
categories as independent of experience, he is careful to insist that 
properly they have no sense except in conjunction with experience 
(cf. B I48-I49), and can be identified or defined only in such a 
context (B 300 ). Once again the separation which causes the simple 
~etapho~ical interpretation is recognised by Kant to be artificial 
111 a way In which the engine's separation from the wheels is not. 

Kant tried hard to avoid the misleading features of his termi­
~ol?gy by explicitly distinguishing his task from that which he 

elieved Locke to have undertaken. In the passage at B I I 8-I zo 
~ant distinguishes between an empirical enquiry into the origin of 
Ideas, such as Locke's, and a transcendental enquiry into the status 
?f.concepts, such as his own. From what Kant says in this passage 
It Is natural to read this distinction as a denial that the Critiqm is 
c?n~erned with the aims or methods of empirical psychology. A 
SllnJ.lar d. · · Istmcuon between an empirical and a transcendental 
enquiry int h ' 1 d · d A . 0 t e subjective sources of our know e . ge, Is rna e at 
h 97 In the first edition Deduction, where Kant mtroduces the 

three-fold synthesis. Once again Kant rejects the empirical and 
c oases th h" d" · · e transcendental enquiry. Whatever t 1s Isttnction 
akr:nodunts to it is plain that Kant spent much time considering what 

In of en · h 1 · d h 1 · th . quiry e was engaged on, and firm y reJecte t e c aim 
at 1t Was · · f "d VI an empirical investigation into the ongm o our I cas. 
eeschauw · · h b h · · a d . er Cites two imoortant items whic ear on t 1s Issue, 

c n testify to Kant's intere~t in the status rather than the origin of 
oncepts In h d lf with th · t e first of these Kant says: 'I concerne myse not 

co e evolution of concepts like Tetens (actions through which 
ncepts are ' · h 1"1 L bert, but rn gene~ated), _nor wit~l the a?~lysis oft e~, 1 (e am-

men.' (Re er~ly wuh their objective validity. I am no r_Ival t~ these 
th fleXIon 4900 ). And in the second: 'Tetens mvestlgated 

e concepts f h . · h b t I . 0 urnan reason merely subjectively ( uman nature), 
u Invcsti d . · h r 1 · · gate them obJectively. T e 1ormer ana ysis Is 
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empirical, the latter transcendental' (Reflexion 4901). Kant ex­
ploits the same distinctions for the same purpose in a passage in 
the Prolegonmta (Sect. 21a, Ak., Vol. 4, p. 304) where he says: 
'To put all this in a nutshell, it is first necessary to remind the 
reader that we are not here talking of the origin (Entstehen) of 
experience, but of what is in it. The former task belongs to empiri­
cal psychology, and would never be able to be developed but for 
the latter, which belongs to a critique of knowledge, 1 and especi­
ally of understanding.' This passage is parallel in the Prolegomma 
to the Transcendental Deduction in the Critique of Prtre Reaso11, and 
it is important not only because it so clearly separates the empirical 
enquiry from Kant's, but also because it reveals a connection be­
tween them. This connection is also emphasised elsewhere in the 
Critiqrte (e.g. A I I 3-1 I4), and is, as we shall see later, of importance 
in understanding some of the argument of the first edition Deduc­
tion. 

These points raise a serious problem, which did not arise for 
Prichard, since he believed that Kant's construction was literally 
of the external world and in terms of entities naturally dealt with 
in empirical psychology. For they point to the important Kantian 
distinction between empirical and transcendental, though they 
make it clear only in a negative way, that is, as the instrument by 
means of which Kant rejects the aims and methods of empirical 
psychology for his own enquiry. It is essential, however, to recog­
nise the limits which Kant's rejection of such a programme places 
on the interpretation of the Critique. It argues that any exclusively 
psychological account of the Critiq!fe will be not only incomplete, 
but even residual and incidental to Kant's main theme. Kant often 
suggests that claims which he naturally expressed in an inherited 
psychological terminology are based on logical or conceptual dis­
tinctions (cf. B 81 and B 3 I6 f.). The distinction between a trans­
cendental and an empirical enquiry strongly reinforces the view 
that his main theme was of this conceptual kind. Certainly these 
passages only encourage, and do not compel, the translation of 
Kant's terminology into a more modern language of conceptual 
analysis. They constitute, nevertheless, an obvious invitation to 
try this which Prichard never acknowledged, and perhaps never 
noticed. 

1 The phrase 'critique of knowledge' is also used at B 81, where it is associ­
ated with the contrast between empirical and transcendental. 
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(iii) THE FIRST EDITION DEDUCTION AND PI-IENO:-.IENALJS:-.l 

Although some criticisms of Prichard's theory have arisen from 
his account of the first edition Deduction (referred to as (A) in 
future), most of them have appealed to other sections of the 
Criti_que. But Prichard's view is stated chiefly as the result of his 
readmg of the _Deductio': (A), and particularly of the passage at 
A I I9-.I 2.I. !hts passage ts closely connected with another at A 97, 
and this wtth one at A 99, which Vleeschauwer (La Deduction 
Transcendentale, Vol. II, p. 2.40) found committal to what he called 
'phenomenalist idealism'. The extent of Kant's commitment in 
these passages to phenomenalism may be measured by Ayer' 
claim (Formdatio11s of Empirical KnOJvledoe p. I x7) that ph ls . . , o , enomena -
1sts aim to make the distinction ben.veen sense-data and m t · 1 
h" h . a cna 

t Ings ass a~ as posstble'. What is, in this way, distinctive about 
a phenomenalist ~onstruction is its attempt to restrict description 
of the proper objects of perception to a level below that of our 
ordinary descriptions of material objects. This is one reason why 
Prichard's view that Kant attempts to construct physical objects 
out of sensations is a rccognisably phenomenalist attribution. 

In the first of these passages (A 97: 'If each representation_ ... 
a three-fold synthesis') Kant introduces the t~ree-fold synthesis on 
the basis of two claims. The first of these ts that no knowle_dge 
could ever arise under the hypothesis that all our represent~tions 
were completcl y independent of each other; and the sec~nd1s th_a~ 
if we deny this hypothesis, by ascribing what Kant calls a synopsts 
to the senses, then we have to accept that a synthesis corresponds 
to it. It is easy to think that Kant is here committing himself to a 
Prichardian construction, on the obvious ground that the three­
fold synthesis is supposed necessary for the building of knowledge 
from isolated and disconnected representations. What tempts the 
attribution of phenomenalism in this passage is the envisaged con­
struction of objects, or our knowledge of them, from the low-level 
resources of isolated representations. However tempting this read­
ing is, it is not what Kant strictly says. Kant is not here asserting 
that the described situation in which representations ar~ quite 
independent of each other is our own originally, from whtch our 
knowledge is constructed by synthesis. He is, on the contrary, 
denying that such a situation is our own by supposing both that 
we have knowledge and that if this situation had been ours, such 
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knowledge would be impossible. Kant argues that since such 
knowledge is not impossible, it follows that our senses are not 
presented with independent representations, but \Vith a manifold 
or multiplicity of them. Kant docs not dispute that some arrange­
ment of this presented manifold is required for our knowledge, 
and this is why a synthesis is said to be necessary, but this claim by 
itself docs not commit him to phenomenalism. Kant's argument 
favours rather the language of discrimination between the multi­
plicity of things perceived than that of construction out of 
individual sensations. 

The second passage continues the argument by claiming that 
the very supposition of such a multiplicity in intuition presupposes 
an ability to discriminate between the items in it (A 99: 'In order 
that unity ... such a synthesis'). Successful discrimination, which 
Kant refers to as 'unity of intuition' presupposes, on his view, a 
synthesis of apprehension. This synthesis is explained here only 
through the metaphors of 'running through' and 'holding to­
gether', and this may again suggest a phenomenalist construction. 
But when Kant later (A Ioo-Ioi) gives examples of a synthesis 
'inescapably bound up with' the synthesis of apprehension, they 
do not seem to support such a view. For in these cases Kant 
envisages the construction not so much of an object as of a state­
ment or belief about an object, for example, to the effect that 
cinnabar is red. \V'hat these are 'constructed' out of, or as we 
should naturally say 'based on', seem not to be simply sensations 
nor items which arc not describable in material object terms, but 
rather particular experiences in which some identified material 
thing (the cinnabar) was perceived to have a certain property. 
Kant indeed seems to be talking on a level at which statements 
about the properties of objects are asserted on the basis of features 
they are perceived to have, and not on a level at which physical 
objects themselves are constructed out of lower-level elements 
sharply distinguished from physical objects. 

These passages do not show that Kant certainly was not a 
phenomenalist; but they do not show either that he unequivocally 
was. The final passage (A 119-120: '\Y/e will now, starting from 
below ... that is, have apprehended them') is much more seri­
ously committal. In this passage Kant expresses his argument in 
the form of a step by step account of what is involved in our 
experience. The conditions which he mentions are of two kinds, 
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those that arc empirical and subjective, and those that arc objective 
and transcendental. Kant hegins with what he regards as empirical 
conditions and since the Jivision between the empirical and trans­
cendental occurs at A I z I ('Now if this unity .. .') in the passage 
we arc concerned with Kant is still evidently occupied with the 
former. What he savs about these differs in one way from the 
account so far given 'of A 9? and A 99· Kant reproduces the same 
argument at A I zo, claiming that the multiplicity of intuited 
features rcc1uires that there should be some faculty responsible for 
discriminating between them. At this point he connects the original 
first t"':'o syntheses by making 'imagination' responsible for such 
operations and calling the result of them 'apprehension'. This pro­
cedure is innocent enough so long as it is understood that the 
~hrec aspects of synthesis arc properly inseparable. But now Kant 
10 the_ final sentence and a footnote complicates his argument by 
sp~aktr:g not of appearances or perceptions, as he had done up to 
thts pomt, but of impressions ('Eindri.icke') and the imagination's 
effect upon them. It is not difficult to see in these final remarks an 
attempt to get below the level of material object discourse, which 
would satisfy one criterion for a phenomenalist view . 

. Alt~ough this passage seems to contain a commitment of this 
kmd, It does not support Prichard's view. For Prichard argued 
that what was constructed on Kant's view was a physical object, 
:Vhercas Kant, _even in this passage, speaks of the pr?ductio? of an 
~mage of an obJect, which would enable us to recogmse or discrim­
Inate between items in our perception. Even so, to elaborate the 
supp~sed procedure in whichimpressionsarecombined to produce 
such Images would be to produce a crude phenomenalist theory. 
Kant~ ho:vever, docs not elaborate this procedure. He merely 
~enuons It and goes on instead to consider what for him are the 
Important transcendental conditions of experience. It has been 
suggested already that Kant's central theme was neither empirical 
nor psycholo · 1 h 

· d gtca, yet in this passage where c seems most clearly 
COITiffiltte to h . · h" d · · 
dealing · h a P enomenalist vtew, he IS on Is own a mission 
Such a c";;~ ~rnpirical and psychological features of ex~eriencc. 
b Sic ph nutment to what nowadays would be recogmsed as a 

a enomen r 1 fi K 
which he held a Ist position was evident1 y . or1 ~nt sobmething 

i i 1 . ~s a background psycho ogica v1ew a out the 
e~J r c~; ~onbdtttons of our learning ability. But if what has been 
sat car ~er a Out Kant's aims is at all correct, then this back-
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ground view was subsidiary to the transcendental aim which he set 
himself, and which was distinct from any empirical enquiry. 
Although it is natural to say that Kant is a phenomenalist on the 
basis of such evidence, it should be added that the evidence also 
shows one respect in which Kant's account of perception differs 
in aim and emphasis from that of his phenomenalist successors. 
For Kant is not interested in the elaboration of the empirical con­
ditions which commit him to such a doctrine. That he points them 
out at all seems to be the result of the connection between the two 
kinds of enquiry. It \vas noticed earlier that Kant thought empiri­
cal enquiry in psychology to be dependent in some way upon his 
transcendental enquiry, so that it is not surprising to find him 
pointing an incidental empirical moral on the way to his central 
transcendental aim. It is worth noticing a passage at A I I 8-I I 9 
('We can however ... modes of knowledge'), and another at 
B I I 7 ('The explanation of the manner ... de facto mode of 
origination') and considering whether what is there rejected as the 
main task of the transcendental deduction is not that which Kant 
incidentally performs at A I 20. 

In what has been said of the passages from the Deduction (A) 
it has been supposed that Kant's term 'Erscheinung' was not 
equivalent to phenomenalists' 'sense-datum'. Certainly the ex­
amples given of appearances at A Ioo-Ioi supported this, and yet 
when Kant speaks of appearances as 'data of the senses' (A I22) or 
as 'the first things given to us' (A 120) or as 'representations', it is 
natural to wonder whether this equivalence docs not hold. On the 
criterion that has so far been used, however, there is no such 
equivalence. For what Kant means by 'appearance' certainly does 
not exclude physical objects. Appearances are frequently called 
'objects' by him (B 34, A 109), they are indeed throughout the 
Critiq11e the only objects to which our knowledge, even of the 
physical world, is directed; they are quite certainly spatial, and 
even said to be 'distinct from all my ideas' (B xxxix, note). When 
Kant describes appearances as data of the senses, he therefore uses 
this description in a quite untechnical and neutral sense, to cover 
whatever is given to the senses unrestricted in any phenomenalist 
way. It is worth noting, too, that the term 'appearance' is not in­
tended by Kant to cater for illusory situations, as the term 'sense­
datum' is (sec Ayer: Foulldatio!lsof Empiriral Kn01vlcdge, pp. 68-69). 
Kant explains frequently that illusions can be dealt with only 

15 



PHENOMENA AND PHENOMENALISM 

empirically, and should not be allowed to influence, still less 
initiate, a philosophical account of perception.1 

Enough bas been said to cast serious doubt on the accuracy and 
fruitfulness of Prichard's interpretation. Enough has been said, 
~oo, to e.xplain why such a theory is so tempting, even though it 
IS defective. Although there is some evidence on which to hang 
an attribution of phenomenalism to Kant, it has been argued that 

he should be regarded as an incidental and unorthodox adherent. 
This is borne out also by the numerous passages where Kant rejects 
what be calls 'idealism' and with it any theory of the kind he 
believed Berkeley to h~ve produccd.2 But although Prichar~'s 
theory is defective, nothing has yet been suggested to rct:'lace It. 
What has been done is rather to disclose some of the confltcts and 
confusions which surround Kant's terms, and particular! y 'Erschei­
nung'. Prichard's account was defective because he grasped only 
one half of Kant's stated doctrine, and to show this at least reveals 
the problem of disentangling Kant's terminology. It docs not 
~uch matter whether Kant is a phenomenalist or not, but it is 
unportant to see how his conflicting claims about appearances can 
be reconciled. For appearances are objects, spatial, and distinct 
from our ideas, and yet they are also representations, mere modi­
fications of the mind, and in us. Prichard's view simply concen­
trated on the latter claims to the exclusion of the former. Other 
commentators have viewed the problem as though it could be 
settled only by regarding Kant as inconsistent (Vaihinger, Kom­
mentar, yoL II, pp. 4z. ff.) or as the helpless victim of c~nflicting 
tendenctes (Kemp Smith, Commentary, p. 83 f.). There ts a long 
history of bewilderment both on Kant's and his critics' sides about 
!his issue, and one task to be performed in the following chapters 
IS to see how this apparent conflict should be understood. 

Two guides to the solution of this problem have been already 
found. One is the distinction between transcendental and empiri­
cal, and the other is the puzzling passage about the 'object of repre-

1 There arc many important passages of this kind. Sec particularly A 3 76-
377, B 277, note, B 278-279, B 69- 70, and B xxxix, note. It is interesting to 
compare what Kant says in these passages (especially the first three cited) with 
the current, and mistaken, doctrine that the existence of illusions shows that 
some experiences must be veridical. (Cf. Ryle, Dilemma.r, PP· 93-95 .) 

2 For example the passage in the Prolegomma, Sect. I 3, where Kant says of 
his theory: 'Can one call this idealism? It is in fact precisely the opposite' 
(Ak., Vol. 4, p. 289). 
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sentations' at A 104-109. Of the latter it can be suggested that 
perhaps, since Kant regards appearances both as objects and as 
representations, the attempt to explain the phrases 'object of 
representations' and 'transcendental object' will throw some light 
on this apparent conflict. The former distinction has already often 
been recognised as of importance in understanding Kant, but no 
very convincing account of its force has yet been given. Both these 
guides will be employed and examined later (the distinction in 
Ch. 3, and the passagein Ch. 5 and 9). This whole problem also 
points, of course, to the pervasive difficulty of understanding what 
is meant by Kant's often metaphorical language about construc­
tions, and synthesis, or the making possible of objects of experi­
ence. But this task is too complex to be accommodated in any 
single chapter. All the chapters which follow may be seen as an 
effort to grapple with it. 



2 

NOUMENA 

AND NOUMENALISM 

'This latter must therefore be an external thing distinct from all 
my representations .. .' (B xli). 

' ... we shall never dream of seeking to inform ourselves about the 
objects of our senses as they are in themselves, that is, out of all 
relation to the senses' (A 38o). 

IT has often been supposed that Kant distinguished his theory 
from that of Berkeley only by admitting the existence of things in 
themselves or noumena, which served to explain and guarantee 
regularities to be found in the appearances immediately presented 
to our senses. Adickes, for example, held a view of this kind (Kant 
rmd das Ding an sich, Ch. 3, p. 3 5), and Prichard's theory, out­
lined above, also ascribes it to Kant. Passages like that at A 109 

(Ch. I, pp. 4 ff.), in which Kant appeals to the notion of a trans­
cendental object, might, mistakenly, be understood in Prichard's 
way. But there are many other passages in which Kant appears to 
speak, even more committally, of a causal relation between things 
in themselves and appearances, or of appearances as appearances 
of such noumenal objects. At the very start of the Aesthetic (B 34) 
Kant talks of objects affecting our senses, and although he does 
not there identify these objects as noumena, it has very often been 
supposed that they are identifiable in this way. In this chapter a 
number of passages will be examined which argue against the 
ascription of such views to Kant. 

Before these passages are considered it is as well to project 
something of the background in \vhich Kant uses the terms 
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'noumenon', 'thing in itself', or 'intelligible object'. There are, in 
the Critique, two apparently conflicting views with regard to these 
notions. First there is Kant's evident desire to fasten on such 
concepts a good part of the blame for mistakes in previous (par­
ticularly dogmatic) philosophy. This is obvious from the Dialectic 
alone, but is also made clear in the Amphiboly of Concepts of 
Reflection (B 3 I G If). Kant held, briefly, that mistakes arise through 
the belief that such concepts refer to known and existing objects, 
and also that once this temptation is eliminated many issues in 
traditional metaphysics can be seen to be futile. Second, however, 
Kant appears willing to make two concessions to such metaphysi­
cal issues. The first arises partly from the view that these mistakes 
are inevitable and perhaps can never be 'vholly eradicated (Prof., 
Sect. 40, Ale, Vol. 4, p8. B 397: ' ... Even the wisest of men 
cannot free himself from them'), and partly from his admission 
that some concepts, 'vhich stimulate these mistakes, have a genuine 
and indispensable use. The second concession arises from the 
argument in the transition to moral philosophy in the Antinomies 
(B 5 Go-5 86), for this argument requires, in some way, the admis­
sion of things in themselves. In this context it is not the dogmatic 
rationalists who are at fault, but the cautious empiricists, for whom 
the idea of 'freedom' is a 'stumbling-block' (Ale, Vol. 5, pp. 7-8). 
Each of these concessions needs to be examined later (the first in 
Ch. 5, and the second inCh. 12). They are mentioned here only as 
a background to the present problem of things in themselves, or 
noumena, in the context of Kant's account of perception. 

The part for which things in themselves are often cast, in this 
context, can be simply explained. Kant is indisputably committed 
to a causal relation of some kind between external objects and our 
senses. It is easy to reject the view that these external objects are 
mere appearances, for appearances are said to be ideas or, as 
Prichard supposed, sensations; and this seems to leave only 
the alternative that such external objects are noumena, whose 
sensible effects in us are appearances. Such an account as this 
raises the problem of explaining how we ever come to know about 
noumena, when the only things we perceive immediately are their 
appearances. It is, then, natural to try to solve this problem by 
supposing some relation (for example, resemblance or causality) 
in accordance with which to reconstruct the link between what is 
presented to our senses (appearance) and the external objects 
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(noumena) which present them to us. Kant is, on this view, com­
mitted to the following claims: 

(i) That things in themselves arc the causes of appearances in 
our sensibility. 
(ii) That what is strictly, or immediately, pesentcd to our senses 
are appearances, i.e. the effects of noumcna on us. 
(iii) That knowledge of such noumcnal objects can be achieved 
or explained by exploiting the inference from given sensible 
effect (appearance) to presumed objective cause (noumena). 
The exploitation of such an inference might naturally be thought 
to be implicit in the construction of objects from sensations, 
which Prichard criticised. A view of this kind can be conveni­
ently called 'noumcnalism'. 

Kant's position is made worse, once this view has been attri­
buted to him, by his frequent claims that noumena arc quite un­
known to us, and that our knowledge (not merely perception) is 
limited (permanently and not initially) to appearances. Por this 
directly conflicts with the premiss of the whole theory that 
noumena are known or supposed to affect our senses. Thus when 
Kant speaks of the causal series as restricted to appearances, for 
ex~mple, .he reinforces the difficulty he already has over this pre­
rruss, which presupposes that a causal series may have a non­
phenomenal member. It would be possible, superficially, to drop 
the claim to reconstruct knowledge of noumena, and so to produce 
a phenomenalism of the kind Prichard ascribed to Kant. But even 
if this ascription had not been shown to be inadequate in the 
pr~~i?us chapter, Kant's position would still be open to the fatal 
~nt1c1sms which Prichard himself raised against it. These conflict­
ing. features indicate an apparent muddle in Kant's thought, 
wh~ch could be put generally by saying that on his view the objects 
whtch affect us must be noumenal, since they cannot be appcar­
anc.cs~ and yet t.h~t such objects could not be known to affect us. 
This 1s the trad1t1onal puzzle in Kant's account of perception and 
~o_wledge (see Vaihinger, Kommentar, Vol. z, pp. 3 5-5 5 ). It may 
mcline one to s~y that Kant was trying to extricate himself from 
the theory. outlined above, and failing to do so; but in any case 
such conflt~ts should induce caution in the ascription of such a 
theory to hu~. !he following passages suggest the total failure of 
such an ascnptwn. 
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(i) (a) A 366-373 

This first passage occurs in the opening of the Fourth Paralogism 
in the first edition. The Paralogism itself, to be discussed in the 
whole of this section of the Critique, argues to the conclusion that 
the existence of outer objects is doubtful from the premiss that 
such objects arc not immediately perceived but are inferred as the 
cause of given perceptions. Since Kant intends to reject this argu­
ment, it might seem as though he wished to assert in contrast that 
there is nothing doubtful about the supposed inference from given 
perception to its presumed cause. And if he had meant to reject 
the paralogism in this way, then this would amount to evidence 
that he was himself adopting a form of noumenalist theory. But 
his disagreement with the argument is not of this kind, and turns 
instead on his claim that outer objects are not i11jerred from given 
perceptions at all, but are immediately given in such perceptions 
(A 371: 'In order to arrive ... but is immediately perceived', 
A 3 7 5 ). This by itself argues strongly against the ascription of 
noumenalism to Kant, but the importance of the passage lies more 
in the detail of Kant's discussion than in this summary conclusion 
to it. 

Kant's discussion of the paralogism is, formally, very badly 
presented. Since he has chosen to express the rejected argument in 
an artificially formal way, and since it is his view that the argument 
so expressed commits a formal fallacy, it would be natural to 
expect a detailed analysis of the argument's logical structure. 
What is provided, however, amounts rather to an extended digrcs­
.sion on his own account of perception in contrast to a doctrine 
(transcendental realism) which is not strictly concerned in the 
paralogism at all. This general air of confusion is present also in 
the misleading way in which Kant begins by appearing to agree 
with the premisses of the argument. Kemp Smith overcomes this 
difficulty by adding a parenthetical 'it is argued' in the translation, 
to suggest that Kant is merely rehearsing a view with which he 
wholly disagrees. It seems possible, however, that this unclarity 
arises because Kant regards the premisses, and their elaboration, 
as ambiguous, so that he might accept them in some constructions, 
but not in others, while the central point of the following dis­
cussion is to list these important ambiguities. Certainly his pro­
cedure in other paralogisms consists in detecting ambiguities in 
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the premisses (cf. B 41o-41 1), and just such an ambiguity in the 
terms 'inner' and 'outer' is revealed in the centre of the present 
argument (A 373). These formal defects of presentation arc not 
of great importance, and should not be allowed to obscure the 
doctrine which does emerge from the discussion. It is more useful 
to have Kant's unhampered account of perception than to disen­
tangle the exact pattern of his formal thesis. 

The discussion opens properly at A 369 ('Before exhibiting .. .') 
with Kant's distinction between transcendental idealism and trans­
cendental realism. The transcendental realist is said to represent 
outer appearances as things in themselves, which arc described as 
'existing independently of us and of our sensibility' and 'outside 
(or separate from) us' in some special sense. Kant goes on (A 369): 
"It is, in fact this transcendental realist who afterwards plays the 
part of empirical idealist. After wrongly supposing that objects of 
the senses, if they are to be external, must have an existence by 
themselves, and independently of the senses, he finds that, judged 
from this point of view, all our sensuous representations are in­
adequate to establish their reality.' Transcendental realism is thus 
associated with an empirical idealism in which the limits of our 
perception of ideas fall far short of establishing the reality of any 
external object. Kant declares himself to be a transcendental 
idealist (A 370: 'From the start .. .'), and is therefore radically 
opposed to the stated realist view. But what Kant calls trans­
cendental realism, in association with empirical idealism, is simply 
what we have called noumenalism. For adherents of the former 
~octrine, as Kant describes it, hold that external objects are things 
10 t~~ms~lves, that what is immediately presented to us are 
~mpmcal1deas, and that an inference from the latter to the former 
ls required. In rejecting this theory Kant is rejecting the theory of 
noumenalism. 

/t may seem that too much has been read into Kant's description 
0 the transcendental realist. But Kant later elaborates the same 
argument (A 372) and puts this reading beyond doubt. He there 
says: 

. Since so far as I know all psychologists who adopt empirical ideal­
Ism ~re transcendental realists, they have certainly proceeded quite 
consistently in ·b· . · · 1 · 1 1· f ascn Ing great Importance to emptnca 1c ca tsm, as 
onle 0 hthe problems in regard to which the human mind is quite at 
a oss ow to p d F . rocee . or 1f we regard outer appearances as repre-
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sentations produced in us by their objects, and if these objects be 
things existing in themselves outside us, it is indeed impossible to 
sec how we can come to know the existence of the objects otherwise 
than by inference from the effect to the cause; and this being so it 
must always remain doubtful whether the cause in question be in us 
or outside us. 

It is after this that Kant produces his distinction between two 
senses of the terms 'outside us' or 'external object'. In the first 
sense these phrases mean only 'what is spatial' or 'what is in 
space', and refer to appearances; in the second sense they mean 
'what is totally independent of, or out of all relation to, the senses', 
and refer to noumena. Kant's own view about the objects de­
scribed in these ways is, in contrast to that of transcendental 
realism, that we perceive appearances (spatial objects) immediately, 
and that no inference to noumena from what we perceive can be 
legitimate. 

There can be no doubt that in this passage Kant consistently 
rejects what is a noumenalist theory. The efforts of the trans­
cendental realist to establish truths about noumenal objects on the 
basis of our perceptions, sensations, or empirical ideas, parallel 
exactly those which Prichard supposed Kant himself to be making. 
Kant clearly identifies and rejects the claim that the objects said 
to affect us are noumena, and implies instead that if these objects 
arc external in the spatial sense, as we ordinarily require and 
believe them to be, then they must be phenomenal objects or 
appearances. The puzzle which Kant leaves behind in all this is 
not whether he is secretly adopting a theory which he here ex­
plicitly rejects, but rather how to understand the theory he 
advocates in place of transcendental realism and empirical idealism. 
It is not yet clear what can be meant by his claims that he is a 
transcendental, and not empirical, idealist; that appearances are 
ideas, or representations, not in an empirical, but in a transcen­
dental way; and that his theory eliminates the need for such a 
hopeless inference as that involved in noumenalism. 

(b) B 3 33-334 ('The remaining concepts ... their non-sensible 
cause') 

Kant's central points in this passage are first that we have no 
knowledge of a transcendental ground or cause of appearances, 
and second that it is quite pointless to complain of this that we 
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can therefore never know the inner nature of things in themselves. 
Once again Kant insists on the impossibility of inferring from 
appearances to noumenal objects, identified as the non-sensible or 
transcendental cause of appearances. These points :ue directed 
against Locke and Leibniz, who had been criticised in an earlier 
passage at B 326-32.7 for their attempts to establish knO\vledge of 
such noumenal objects. It has been noticed already (Ch. 1, p. G) 
that Kant denies that appearances represent things in themselves, 
and these passages show that this denial is directed primarily 
against Leibniz' alleged view that appearances represent such 
things confusedly (cf. B 326 and B 332). A similar point against 
Leibniz' noumenalism is made at B 62, where Kant says: 'It is not 
that we cannot know the natures of things in themseh·es by our 
sensibility in any but a confused way; we do not apprehend them 
in any way whatsoever.' Again in the polemic against Eberhard 
(Ak., Vol. 8, pp. 207-209) Kant dismisses the temptation to 
believe that advances in scientific knowledge bring us nearer to 
knowledge of things as they really are, and so to knowledge of 
noumenal objects. He denies that a progress in enquiry from ap­
pearances to their noumenal ground is just like that from a distant 
view of a crowd to a close view of the individuals composing it. 
Kant held that scientific advances could not lead to knowledge of 
a different kind of object from those presented to the senses; they 
could lead only to a more extensive knowledge of sensible objects. 
The temptation to adopt a form of noumenalism on the basis of 
the view that science teaches us to see behind appearances to the 
way things really are is very powerful. Radical advances in science, 
such as those embodied in atomic theory or Newtonian mechanics, 
encourage metaphors like that of the crowd scene, and the adop­
tion of noumenalism. That Kant did not succumb to this tempta­
tion and criticised Eberhard (and Leibniz) for adopting such a view 
shows once more that he himself rejected it. 

Perhaps of even more importance in revealing Kant's attitude 
to_ ':~umenalist theories of perception is the reference to, and 
cnt1c1sm of, Locke. For Locke, in his doctrine of primary and 
secondary qualities, undoubtedly held a noumenalist theory based 
partly on his belief in the special insight and status of scientific 
~xplanations. Locke's belief that our ideas of primary qualities can 

e held to resemble the qualities themselves is a noumenalist 
attempt to reconstruct the link between what we immediately per-
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ceive and the real objects themselves. This passage makes it clear 
that Kant ascribed such a theory to Locke and himself rejected it. 
He also makes clear that the restriction imposed on the scope of 
our knowledge by the failure of such an inference as Locke's, is 
not one about which it makes sense to complain. It imposes no 
practical limit on scientific investigation, but leaves open an in­
definitely large area for further scientific advance (cf. Pro/., Sect. 
57; Ak., Vol. 4, pp. 3 50-3 57). Kant seems to have noticed that 
such a philosophic failure to establish contact with an external 
world, and the consequent philosophic limitation on our knowledge, 
was not to the detriment of our ordinary and scientific beliefs 
about external objects. The same point is made in a passage in the 
Prolegomma to be discussed later (Sect. (d) below). 

These implied criticisms of Locke and Leibniz amount to the 
claims that appearances are not representations of things in them­
selves; that we have no knowledge of the noumenal causes of 
appearances, even in the most spectacular scientific theories; that 
we are limited to knowledge of appearances, but that this limita­
tion in no way prejudices our ordinary beliefs in the existence and 
properties of external objects. These claims together are quite 
incompatible with noumenalism. They would still leave it open to 
Kant to say either that it is proper to speak of a causal relation 
between phenomenal objects and our senses in empirical science, 
or that we may speak of the transcendental causes of our percep­
tions, in a non-literal way, to express a general intention to con­
tinue causal enquiries. They would not leave it open to him to say 
that things in themselves are literally or known to be the causes of 
appearances. Nor, consistently with this passage, could Kant have 
thought it worth while to attempt a reconstruction of the nou­
menal world through an inference from its sensible effects on us. 

(c) B 342-346 ('If by merely intelligible objects ... limited to our 
senses') 

In this passage Kant repeats the claim that to speak of a 
noumenal cause of appearances is to talk emptily. He also indicates 
the mistake, which 'may excuse but cannot justify' the misuse of 
such a notion. The concept of a thing in itself is shown to have a 
peculiar force and to require careful handling. Although it may 
masquerade as the concept of a genuine object, its only proper use 
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is to restrict our knowledge to appearances. This function it per­
forms by purporting to name things of which we can have _no 
knowledge, and it is therefore said to be ~ot ~concept of a genu_me 
object, but a problem. This problem 1_s stmply that of saymg 
whether there are such objects for intelligences other than ours; 
but this problem, as Kant is careful to ~xpl~in, is not a genuine 
problem, since we have no means of settling 1t. Although w_c have 
no right to say that there are objects other than those wh1ch we 
experience sensibly, we have no right to deny this either. On this 
score the theory of noumenalism, if it were accepted by Kant at 
all, must be admitted only as a theory of this curiously problematic 
kind. Such a theory certainly could not be held to make any con­
tribution towards explaining or guaranteeing our oruinary 
knowledge of appearances. 

The temptation to conceive the idea of a noumenal cause arises 
because if we restrict our knowledge to appearances, then there is 
a compulsion to label, and therefore to seem to identify, what 
stands outside this limitation. It is not difficult to see how this 
temptation applies particularly to any causal account of perception. 
Kant concedes that once we acquire this conception we may use 
the term 'noumenon' to stand for it: 'If we are pleased to name 
this obj~ct "noumenon" for the reason that its representation is 
not sens1ble, we are free to do so. But since we can apply to it none 
of the concepts of our understanding, the representation remains 
for ~s empty, and is of no service except to mark the limits of our 
s~nstbl_e knowledge.' Kant also, however, adds a warning against 
t ~ pmntless attempt to operate with such concepts of intelligible 
0~Jects, as ~hough they were genuine concepts of objects.1 The 
ffils~ake :Vhtch we may make in speaking of or producing such 
n~tiOns lS that of becoming too abstract in thought until we 
~ andon the world of sensible objects altogether. It is as though 
1~ understanding the phrase 'the cause of our perceptions' we 
~ ould think that this refers to some unique super-sensible object, 
Instead of recogni · h · · d" - r · smg t at 1t 1s a compen 1ous way ot re1errmg to 

l Kant says (B 345). 'D" K . "k 1 . h . 1 . ihren B "ff · te nu ... er aubt es ... sogar me t ctnma m 
Of 0 egn auszuschweifen.' Kemp Smith translates this as 'it docs not allow 

ur entertainin h . 
th t g even t c concept of them' although Kant clearly admits 

a we can cone · h . ' 
d b etve sue thtngs. What Kant means would therefore be better 

cxprcsse y sayi h 
h . ng t at we ought not to operate with these concepts, even 

t ough In some 1 ' way, we c early have them. 
26 



NOUMENA AND NOU~IENALISM 

a range of possible objects that can themselves be perceived. This 
account again makes it evident that Kar!.t would admit the pre­
misses of noumenalism only in a way which recognised the dangers 
of misconstruction in them. In particular to admit that we may, if 
\Ve wish, speak of a transcendental cause of appearances, is not to 
suppose that we have or could have any knowledge of such a 
relation, in the way that a transcendental realist might claim. 

(d) Prolegomma, Sect. 13, Note II (Ak., Vol. 4, pp. 2.88-2.90) 

In this passage Kant again refers to Locke's doctrine of primary 
and secondary qualities, with the intention of rejecting both this 
theory and the idealism, which Berkeley produced as a result of 
his criticism of Locke's doctrine. Much of what .Kant says in this 
passage, however, appears ambiguous, and some of it can be, and 
almost certainly has been, taken as a statement rather than as a 
denial of this latter Berkeleyan theory. The temptation in the 
passage is not only that it may be understood to commit Kant to 
idealism, but also that he may be thought to have avoided this 
theory only by committing himself to the existence of things in 
themselves. Kant says: 

That we can say, without prejudice to the real existence of outer 
things, of a number of their predicates that they belong not to these 
things in themselves, but only to their appearances, and would have 
no existence apart from our ideas,-this is something recognised and 
admitted long before Locke's time, though mostly only after it. In 
this class belong warmth, colours, taste, etc. That I ascribe to mere 
appearances over and above these the other qualities of bodies which 
are called 'primary', extension, location, space and all that goes with 
these (impenetrability, materiality, figure, etc.) against this nobody 
can cite the least objection. (Kant goes on to say that this does not 
make him an idealist.) 

On a cursory reading of this it would be natural to conclude not 
only that Kant believed all properties of objects to be ideas or 
sensations, but also that he accepted the existence of things in 
themselves, which produce these ideas in us. If it is objected that 
Kant certainly means to deny that he is an idealist, then the answer 
simply is that his assumption of the existence of things in them­
selves constitutes his denial of this idealist theory. In this way such 
a passage seems to reinforce the ascription of noumenalism to 
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Kant, even though it is incompatible with the views outlined in 
the Pourth Paralogism. 

The claims about the existence of things in themselves arise 
from the opening sentence. Kant docs not say, however, that what 
is not to be prejudiced is the existence of things in themselves, but 
only and non-committally that it is the existence of 'outer things' 
that enjoys this privilege. If this phrase is understood to refer to 
things in space, as it was construed at A 372-373 (Sect. (a) above), 
then Kant would be committing himself afresh only to the exist­
ence of spati::tl objects, that is, appearances. \X'hat can be said 
without prejudice to the existence of outer things is that a number 
of their predicates do not belong to things in themselves. This 
seems to imply that Kant is consistently denying that we know 
properties of noumenal objects. But Kant says that such predicates 
do not belong to these things in themselves, as though the outer 
things previously mentioned must after all be noumena. Yet if the 
sentenc<: is read in this way it becomes absurd, for it then states 
that some predicates which belong to things in themselves (their 
predicates) belong not to things in themselves, but to appearances. 
It would be easy to say that in this sentence Kant is outlining 
a view (Locke's) with which he really disagrees, and therefore 
that these apparent commitments to noumena apply to Locke, 
but not to Kant. Nevertheless there is, in the passage, a presump­
tion that Kant's own view could be stated by altering the opening 
sentence, so that it applies not just to some predicates, but to 
all of them. In this case once more what Kant may seem to be 
saying is that we know' properties ~f appearances only, and yet 
that this can be admitted without prejudicing the existence of 
outer things in themselves. 

It is possible to clarify this difficulty by appealing to a different, 
and more revealing, way of distinguishing between things in 
themselves and appearances. Often (e.g. B 43, B 56, B 157-153, 
B 186, B 329-3 30, etc.) Kant speaks of things as they are in them­
selves, ~nd. by ~ontrast of things as appearances. This mode of 
express10n l~phes that, for Kant, there is only one set of objects, 
although phllosophers for various reasons have sometimes ascribed 
to them a different stat_us, now thinking of them as noumena, now 
as appearances .. If th1s terminology is applied to the difficult 
passage ab?ve, lt becomes more easily comprehensible. For Kant 
1s then saymg that some predicates, ordinarily ascribed to outer 
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spatial objects, do not belong to these things as they are in them­
selves, that is, construed as noumena, but belong instead to these 
things as appearances. Locke's view that this is not true of all 
predicates is now accommodated by the implication that, for him, 
some other predicates do belong to these things construed as 
noumcna. Kant's view on the other hand, is that no predicates 
belong to these things as they arc in themselves, and that this can 
be held without detriment to the existence of outer things as 
appearances. On this account Kant is again consistently rejecting 
Locke's doctrine of the distinction between primary and secondary 
qualities, and with it a theory of noumenalism. 

This account of the distinction between things in themselves 
and appearances is of some importance. Kant puzzlingly speaks 
sometimes (e.g. B xxvi-xxvii) as though these were intimately 
related, though he spends a good deal of time distinguishing 
them. Some commentators, for example Paton (Ka11t's ll1ctapl!J'Sic 
nf Experience, Vol. I, p. 422), have rightly insisted that these arc 
not two different things, but only two different ways of looking at 
the same thing. \V'hile this usefully avoids the mistake of suppos­
ing that the two concepts name different objects, it may mislead 
by suggesting that appearances and noumena are simply two sides 
of the same coin, or equal partners in the same joint enterprise. 
The truth seems to be, however, that these are two ways oflooking 
at the same thing only because, on Kant's view, there is only one 
thing at which to look, namely appearance. These metaphors, and 
with them the attempt to subsume both appearances and noumena 
under a common category, do not properly reflect Kant's position, 
and Kant himself discourages such illustrations of his distinction 
(Ch. 3, pp. 47 ff.). Nevertheless the belief that there is but one set 
of objects, although there are two ways of accounting for them, 
helps to explain why Kant sometimes speaks of the close link 
between appearances and noumena. It also helps to make clear 
some of the difficulties of expression which Kant inevitably had in 
discussing or using the distinction. 

(ii) A 381-393 

The important part in this last passage to be considered occurs 
from A 389-392 ('So long as we hold ... void and illicit'). This 
part cannot, however, be understood without reference to what 
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precedes it both in the Fourth Paralogism and in the general sum­
mary to the Paralogisms (A 381). It has been already suggested 
that Kant's account of the objects said to affect our senses presents 
the general difficulty that these objects can appar;ntly be ~cith~r 
appearances (for these are 'mere representations ) nor thtngs 1:1 

themselves (for these are unknown to us). Yet it also seems that 
these objects must be either appearances or things in themselves. 
This traditional criticism of Kant is associated particularly with 
Jacobi's review of the Critiqu~, in which he said: '\Xlithout the 
thing in itself I cannot enter the Critical philosophy, and with it I 
cannot stay there' (F. H. Jacobi: lf/'erke, Leipzig, Vol. II, p. 304. 
Vaihinger: Kommentar, Vol. 2., p. 36). This objection presumes 
that Kant relied on noumenal objects to produce modifications of 
our senses, and yet that on his account there is no ground to rely 
on such a relation, since noumena arc unknown to us. Since 
Jacobi's time this same criticism has been persistently raised against 
Kant. In the present passage Kant seems to recognise and accom­
modate this difficulty. 

Kant begins the section after the Fourth Paralogism (A 3 8 I) by 
discussing the differences between psychology and physics. The 
central point is to explain why rational psychology is a pseudo­
science, and to recommend that this name should be used to 
stand, not for a supposed science, but for a critical discipline 
~esigned to restrain philosophic theories. Kant then (A 3 84) men­
tions. three problems, resulting in philosophic theories of a type 
need1ng the attentions of the new discipline. These problems centre 
on the interaction or 'communion' of mind and matter difficulties 
in accounting for which are, according to Kant, the' result of a 
'mere delusion' (A 384). It is plain from the elaboration of this 
de~usio.n that it consists in mistaking what are appearances for 
things In themselves, totally independent of the senses. It is, there­
fore, the same mistake as that committed by what Kant had called 
the transcendental realist in the Fourth Paraloaism. If material 
things are t~ken in this way, then they are quite heterogeneous to 
the mentaltdeas of our senses, and it then appears inexplicable 
that such material things should or could affect our senses. Kant 
argues, on the contrary, that mind and matter are not hetero­
geneous in this way: '(A 3 8 5): Matter therefore does not mean a 
kind of substance quite distinct and heterogeneous from the object 
of inner sense (the soul), but only the distinctive nature of those 
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appearances of objects-in themselves unknown to us-the repre­
sentations of which we call outer, as compared with those which 
'\VC count as belonging to inner sense .. .' Hence for Kant the 
problem breaks down either into a matter of empirical psychology, 
or into transcendental philosophy (A 3 86, A 3 87), or else into a 
question we have no means of answering at all (A 392-393). 

Kant's account of this problem of interaction, and its illusori­
ness, leans heavily on what he has already established in the Fourth 
Paralogism. The delusi\·e hypostatisation, which Kant regards as 
the mistake on which the alleged difficulties turn, is that associated 
with the doctrines of transcendental realism coupled with empiri­
cal idealism (conveniently abbreviated to 'transcendental dualism' 
at A 379 and A 389). On the assumptions of this doctrine, that 
material things arc noumcna, while their effects in us are empirical 
ideas belonging to the mind, the relation of mind and matter is 
incomprehensible. Kant insists that the correct way to deal with 
this difficulty is not to accept these assumptions and try to solve 
the problem of interaction, but instead to replace the assumptions 
so that the problem no longer arises. In this way Kant accuses 
transcendental dualists of what can be called a category mistake. 
For their pseudo-problem arises only because they wrongly assign 
mind and matter to categories so different that it is impossible to 
account for their interaction. 

At this point (A 389) Kant returns to the specific theories de­
signed to account for the interaction of mind and matter, which it 
is the task of his rational psychology to discipline. It is explained, 
in conformity with what has gone before, that these philosophic 
theories are all held on the assumptions of transcendental dualism, 
that is, that we are immediately presented with empirical ideas, 
from which we arc supposed to infer their noumcnal causes. The 
three theories now mentioned are that of 'physical influence', and 
two others which arise as objections to this, namely those of 
'predetermined harmony' and 'supernatural intervention'. In ob­
jection to the first of these it is argued by the others that: 

what appears as matter cannot by its immediate influence be the cause 
of representations, these being effects which are quite different in 
kind from matter. Now those who take this line cannot attach to 
what they understand by 'object of outer senses' the concept of a 
matter which is nothing but appearance, and so itself a mere repre­
sentation produced by some sort of outer objects. For in that case 
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they would be saying that the representations of ~utcr_ objects _(ap~ 
pearanccs) cannot be outer causes of the r~pr~senta~wns In our mmd' 
and this would be a quite meaningless obJectlon, smce n~ o:Jc could 
dream of holding that wlut be bas once come to rccogmse as m~rc 
reprcsenucion, is an outer cause. On our pri~ci~les they can establish 
their theory only by showing that that wh1ch 1s the true (tr:msccn­
dental) object of our outer senses cannot be the cause of tho_sc r~pre­
sentations (appearances) which we comprehend u~der the utlc mat­
ter'. No one, however, can have the nght to clatm that he kn~)\VS 
anything in regard to the transcendental cause of our re~rescntat10ns 
of the outer senses; and their assertion is therefore entirely ground­
less. 

The most remarkable feature of this argument is the dilemma 
constructed by Kant against those who argue against the physical 
influence theory. The basic argument against them is that they (as 
transcendental dualists) have a choice between understanding by 
'external object' either 'mere appearance (representation)' or else 
'transcendental object (totally independent of the senses)'. If they 
mean the former, then their objection amounts to saying that 
representations of outer objects cannot be outer causes of repre­
sentations in our minds. This objection is absurd, since no one 
who accepted the physical influence theory would ever have held 
that what is recognised as a representation could be an outer cause. 
Consequently such an objection must miss the point. If, however, 
they mean the latter, then their objection amounts to the claim 
that a (transcendental) thing in itself cannot be the cause of our 
representations. But in this case, since we have no ground for 
c~aiming to know anything about such objects, we have no ground 
e~ther for accepting or rejecting such a claim. Hence such objec­
tJ.Ons to the physical influence theory must be either irrelevant or 
untestable. 
~he use Kant makes of this dilemma is rather complex. \Vhat 

he lnte?ds to do is to show the futility of disputing among the 
three n':"al theories, so long as they are all constructed on the 
assumptions of the transcendental dualist. For the objections of 
one theory against another are defective precisely because they 
have to be made within the framework of these assumptions. Each 
o~ these th~ories was thus compelled to regard external objects 
either as thmgs in themselves (in which case they are unknown to 
us) or as empirical representations (in which case they are not 
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external). Thus \lrhen Kant concludes his argument (A 391) by 
claiming that the diHiculties in these theories of the interaction of 
mind and m:!ttcr are all due to this 'illicitlr assumed dualist riew', 
he is disputing that these arc the only constructions of the term 
'external object' open to him. The illicit assumption is that in 
the construction of this term there are only two categories to 
choose from, either noumenon or empirical idea. This alternative 
was also the b:1.sis of the doctrine ascribed to the tmnsccndental 
realist-empirical idealist in the Fourth Paralogism, and in dis­
puting it once more Kant is again rejecting a noumenalist 
theory. 

It is not difficult to see how this argument bears on the criticism 
made by Jacobi of Kant. Jacobi's argument presents Kant with a 
dilemma which parallels exactly that which Kant himself has con­
structed against the transcendental dualists. Both arguments insist 
on the defects of saying either that outer causes are empirical ideas 
(appearances) or things in themselves. Jacobi's criticism presup­
posed that Kant had no other alternative but to regard external 
objects in one or other of these two ways. For if Kant had some 
other way of accounting for them, then the objection would be 
inconclusive against him. Yet the passage just examined shows 
that Kant himself regarded the same dualism as an illicit assump­
tion, to which he was not committed. This argues that Kant had 
some alternative way in which to account for his notion of an 
external object affecting our senses, and this is confirmed also by 
the other passages examined above. For in them Kant makes it 
clear that he is not an empirical but a transcmdmtal idealist. Part of 
what this seems to mean is that he is not committed, as an empiri­
cal idealist would be, to the view that appearances are merely 
empirical ideas. If appearances are said by Kant to be ideas or 
representations, then they must be so not in an empirical but in 
some transcendental way. In denying that appearances can be 
regarded as empirical ideas Kant provides a possible way of avoid­
ing both the illicit dualism, and Jacobi's objection. 

It would be wrong to think that these passages establish that 
Kant never held a doctrine such as noumenalism. They show 
nonetheless that Kant often expressed views incompatible with, 
and in conscious rejection of, such a doctrine in the Critiq11e. 
There are many other passages in which it is possible to read a 
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commitment to this theory, where Kant speaks of things in them­
selves and their appearances, or of appe ara~ces ~~ appearances of 
unknown things in themselves (e.g. B xxv1-xxvu, A 391). These 
passages have always encouraged the belief that Kant was a r:ou­
menalist, even though such claims, and their mode of exprcss10n, 
are often curiously incidental to the main argument. They leave a 
puzzle for interpreters of Kant, however his doctrines are under­
stood. 

The examined passages do not solve this puzzle, but they point 
clearly enough to one solution. Their predominant message is that 
no causal relation between things in themselves and our senses can 
ever be established, and hence that any established causal relation 
between external objects and our senses must refer to appearances 
and not to things in themselves. Kant implies that he holds the 
'physical influence' theory of A 390 so long as it is correctly inter­
preted in the light of a 'well-founded critical objection' (A 392). 
He regards it as a mistaken theory, so long as it is held under the 
assumptions of transcendental dualism, but as unobjectionable 
once these assumptions are abandoned. In its purified form the 
theory seems to be an empirical theory of optics and psychology, 
of the kind outlined at A 386 and A 387. Such a theory is concerned 
with empirical objects, appearances, and not with things in them­
selves. As an. e~pirical scientific theory it is beyond reproach, and 
beco~es obJectionable only when it acquires the philosophic 
accretions of transcendental dualism. 

There is therefore one clear way in which it is proper for Kant 
to speak of a causal relation between external objects and our 
senses. Kant also, however, admits the propriety of speaking in 
another. way, as if noumena could be regarded as causes of our 
pe~cep~10ns (passage (c) above). The difference between these 
drums Is that ~hereas the first can be empirically established, the 
second can nelther be established nor rejected, for we have no 
knowledge of things in themselves and therefore no knowledge 
0~.the feat_ures they may have. Kan~ concedes that we may talk in 
t 1~ way, If we wish, but insists that we do not understand such 
cla1ms as a genuin h · h 1 · , . e t eory of perception. Sue c a1ms are, on 
Kan~ s ~lew, empty but inevitable, and permissible only so long 
as t e anger~ of hypostatisation, and limits on their use, are 
clearly recogrused .. It is possible, in the light of these claims, to 
accommodate consistently the very different ways in which Kant 
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speaks of such causal relations. :Kant's rejection of noumenalism 
is therefore not of a kind which regards the theory as false, but of 
the kind which regards it as not a genuine theory at all. 

Two further problems stand out from this account. Kant's in­
tention to replace noum<;nalism is fulfilled in his account of the 
term 'appearance'. It has been suggested already that Kant hopes 
to avoid the assumptions of transcendental dualism by claiming 
that although appearances are ideas, they are not empirical ideas. 
In order to clarify this contention Kant's distinction between trans­
cendental and empirical will be discussed in the next chapter. J\Iore 
generally, Kant raises a problem about the notion of an object. 
If, as Kant claims, our knowledge is restricted to appearances, 
then it is necessary to explain how we can speak of appearances of 
objects, or of appearances as objects. To put this in another way 
Kant is committed to providing an account of the term 'of' in 
such a phrase as 'appearance (or representation) of an object'. 
Kant certainly recognises this need, and the whole of the Analytic 
is designed to satisfy it. The question at A 104, in the opening of 
the transcendental Deduction, where Kant asks 'What is meant 
by the phrase "object of representations"?', contains an explicit 
recognition of the difficulty. That Kant admits the need to answer 
such a question, without appealing to a noumenalist theory of 
perception, argues finally that Kant was not committed to such 
a theory in the Critique. 
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TRANSCENDENTAL 

AND EMPIRICAL 

'All this clearly points to the conclusion that transcendental ques­
tions allow only of transcendental answers .. .' (B 66 5 ). 

IT has been already suggested (Ch. 1, p. 1 6) that the distinction 
between transcendental and empirical bears directly on Kant's aim 
in the Deduction; and many commentators have recognised the 
importance of this distinction in the Critique. One of the earliest, 
Mellin, understood Kant to mean that the objects said to affect 
our senses do so in a dual way. On his view Kant thought that 
although these objects were themselves empirical, yet they had an 
effect both upon our empirical and our transcendental sensibility. 
Much more recently a similar position was reached by Adickes, 
who s~gge~ted a complex 'double affection' between appearances 
and th10gs 10 themselves on one side and empirical and noumenal 
s~lves on the other. Such views are more simply illustrated by 
dtagrams such as those which appear in Kemp Smith's Co/JIJJJC/Itary 
~· 281 ) or Y'eldon's Kant's Critique of Pure Reason (2nd eel., p. 2. 53). 
bet su.ch ~a~rams presuppose that the objects drawn in them can 
~ eastly dtstlnguished, when in reality nobody has been able to 

gtved a cle1ar and unobjectionable sense to the notions of a trans­
ceo enta obJ' 

Th . ect or a transcendental self. 
d fie:r at.least one passage in Kant's writings where he notices 

anh rh Y rejects duplications of entities in this way. At the time 
w ~~ ~ ~as Writing the Pro/egomma he criticised Berkeley for 
n~e . ess 6' ~Pli.cating mental phenomena, by bringing them into 
re atton ot wuh appearances and things in themselves. He said 
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(1\k., Vol. 23, p. 58): 'Berkeley found nothing constant, and could 
find nothing so, which the understanding conceived in accordance 
with a priori principles, so he had to look for another intuition, 
namely the mystical one of God's ideas, which required a two­
fold understanding, one which connected phenomena in experi­
ence, and another which knew things in themselves. I require only 
one sensibility and only one understanding.' W"hether this is a fair 
account of Berkeley or not, it clearly testifies to Kant's lack of in­
tention to develop seriously complex relations between two kinds 
of object and two kinds of person, empirical and transcendental, 
along the lines of Adickes or I\Iellin. 

In the Critique Kant certainly distinguishes between transcen­
dental and empirical objects, transcendental and empirical syn­
theses, transcendental and practical freedom, and transcendental 
and empirical selves. But the central use of this distinction, which 
was noted earlier (in Ch. I), is to separate two kinds of enquiries 
or questions or claims. Such uses of the distinction as those cited 
above should be taken to mean that we can investigate objects or 
synthesis, the self or freedom, either empirically or transcendent­
ally. And this implies that we may also distinguish empirical from 
transcendental questions about these things, and empirical from 
transcendental claims in answer to them. Such phrases should be 
understood to refer not to two different kinds of entity, but instead 
to two different ways of talking about one and the same thing. 
The terms 'transcendental' and 'empirical' behave properly, for 
this reason, more like adverbs than like adjectives. In order to 
obtain a closer look at Kant's use of the distinction we shall con­
sider two kinds of passage. In the first of these Kant talks gener­
ally of the contrast, and in the second it is applied particularly to 
his account of perception. 

(i) THE DISTINCTION IN GENERAL 

There are many passages where Kant speaks initially of the 
special status of transcendental knowledge or transcendental 
philosophy. At B 2 5 he says: 

As such, it should be called a critique, not a doctrine, of pure 
reason. Its utility, in speculation, ought properly to be only negative, 
not to extend, but only to clarify our reason, and keep it free from 
errors-which is already a very great gain. I entitle 'transcendental' 
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all knowledge which is occupied not so much with objects as with 
the mode of our knowledge of objects in so far as this mode of know­
ledge is to be possible a priori. A system of such concepts might be 
entitled transcendental philosophy. 

Similarly at B 40 Kant explains that by a 'transcendental exposition' 
he means the explanation of a concept as a principle from which 
the possibility of other a priori synthetic knowledge can be under­
st~od. These quotations serve only to show that a transcendental 
phdosophy, or exposition, or knowledge is of a quite special kind, 
n?t to b.e classed with even a priori knowledge of a mathematical 
kind, Still less with everyday empirical knowledge. Such higher­
order en9uiries tell us nothing about objects in the accepted ordin­
ary or SCientific ways but only about the kinds status or limits of h , , , 
;,uc . ordinary or scientific knowledge. The same points arc made 0~~bly in a passage at B 296-298. 
p 1 ese first passages arc further elaborated in others at B 8o-8 I, 
lro ., Sect. 2ra, B I I7-II8 and A 97 some of which have been a read ' ' 

dis tinY ~oted (in Ch. 1 ). In the last two of these, as we saw, Kant 
gr. · gulshes his transcendental task from that empirical investi­
h <ttJOn of the formation of concepts, which he believed Locke to 

r. ave Undertaken. The same point is made in the Prolego111ma pas-Sttge v. h . . , · · 
' v ere Kant speaks of his aim as that of provtchng a crltlque 

~f knowledge' as he docs in the passage at B 2 5. This phrase occurs 
a 50 at B Bo-8 1, where Kant says: 

Not every kind of knowledge a priori should be called transce?­
dental, but only that by which we know that-and how-certain 
representations (concepts and intuitions) can be employed o~ ar~ 
~ossible_a priori .... The distinction between_ t~1e transccndenta a~. 
dhe etnptrical belongs therefore only to the cnuque o_f kno:vledge, It 

Oes not concern the relation of that knowledge to Jts objects. 

'l'Shis should be lin!· d . h ther passaae from the Prolcgomma, ect ... e Wit ana a d " 
cende 1 3 (~k., Vol. 4 , p. 29 3 ), where Kant says: 'The war trans-
ob· ntal never signifies with me the relation of knowledge to an 
I<a)ect, hut only that to our faculty of knowledge.' Part of what 

nt see...... d. · · b 
the re ~"s to mean by these denials that the 1st1~cuon ears on 
transc latton of knowledge to its objects is that, 1f we speak ~f 
is knoendental knowledge, this must not be take~ t? mean that It 
ne . Wledge of any transcendental objects. Thts ls part of the 
B ;;~ve, limiting, aim of Kant's 'critique' of knowledge (sce.also 

'B 296-2.98), that it informs us neither directly about objects 
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in our experience, nor about any special objects beyond it. This 
critical aim is well exemplified in the identification of the mistakes 
arising from the concept of a noumenal cause of appearances 
(B 344-345) as those of 'employing understanding transcendent­
ally, and so making objects conform to concepts'. For this is to 
say that such mistakes arise from hypostatising what exists merely 
in thought (A 384) and so misusing the concept of a noumenon, 
which properly (B 344) is not a concept of an ol?ject at all. 

Kant also means to suggest that his transcendental enquiry, or 
the claims it makes, is not intended to cast doubt on any ordinary 
beliefs about physical objects. The passage from the Prolegomma 
quoted above comes from a context in which Kant denies that his 
form of idealism makes the existence of external objects in any 
way dubious, and other passages at B 45 and A. 393 show how 
Kant thought such empirical beliefs were insulated from trans­
cendental claims. At B 45 he says: 'The true correlate of sensi­
bility, the thing in itself, is not known, and cannot be known 
through these representations; and in experience no question is 
ever asked in regard to it.' And at A 393: 'In all problems which 
may arise in the field of experience we treat these appearances as 
things in themselves, without troubling ourselves about the prim­
ary ground of their possibility (as appearances). But to advance 
beyond these limits the concept of a transcendental object would 
be required.' Kant's point is that ordinarily we investigate pheno­
mena, for example in science, without considering questions about 
the status of the objects referred to in such investigations. Such a 
concern about the status of our knowledge of phenomena is not 
itself of an empirical but of a transcendent~1l kind. The differences 
between these arc exemplified in the argument already discussed 
over the relation of mind and matter (A 384-394) (in Ch. z, pp. 
z9-3 3). Por this provides a concrete account of the way in which 
an indisputable empirical theory of optics may become extended 
so that it gives rise to apparently insoluble problems of meta­
physics. This progress from empirical theory to metaphysics is 
precisely that which Kant refers to in his prefatory remarks (A vii­
viii). In this case Kant evidently believed that the path away from 
the empirical theory led only to pseudo-problems, but it would be 
wrong to think that all transcendental problems could be resolved 
in this way. Such transcendental problems as those which Kant 
regards as arising from the status of mathematical or scientific 
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systems (B 8o-8I) present difficulties which cannot be resolved in 
this way. These difficulties, nevertheless, are of a transcendental 
kind and cast no doubt on the empirical validity of such systems 
(cf. Pro/., Sect. 13, Ak., Vol. 4, pp. 293-294; and B 56: 'This 
ideality ... our intuition of them'). 

These passages help to show how Kant's distinction should be 
understood in general terms. Now two important passages must 
be carefully examined which apply this general account to pro­
blems about perception. These occur at B 62-63 and B 23 5-236, 
and may be regarded as introducing Kant's complete account of 
perception in the Paralogisms and the Aesthetic. The first of these 
runs: 

. We commonly distinguish in appearances that which is essentially 
mherent in their intuition and holds for sense in all human beings, 
from that which belongs to their intuition accidentally only, and is 
valid not in relation to sensibility in general, but only in relation to a 
particular standpoint, or to a peculiarity of structure in this or that 
sense. But this distinction is merely empirical. If, as generally hap­
pens, we stop short at this point, and do not proceed, as \~e oug_ht, 
to treat the empirical intuition itself as mere appearance, In wh1ch 
nothing that belongs to a thing in itself can be found, our transcen­
dental distinction is lost ... The rainbow in a sunny shower may be 
~alled a mere appearance, and the rain a thing in itself. This is correct 
If the la~ter concept be taken in a merely physical sense ... But if we 
take _this_ empirical object (the en~pirical ilz gmeral) and ask, without 
cons1denng whether or not it is the same for all human sense, 
whether it represents an object in itself (and by that we cannot mean 
!he drops of rain, for they are already as appearances, empirical ob­
Jec~s) the question as to the relation of the representation to the 
?bJect becomes transcendental.l (And to this question Kant's answer 
1s 'No' or '\'<' h e ave no means of knowing'.) 

rhe_re i~ no real need to examine carefully what Kant says of the 
Ist~nct~on between rainbows and raindrops. It is true that we 

orddmanly regard the latter as more substantial than the former, 
an that there a · 1 d" · · 1 · h · h re Simp e tfferences 10 the ways 10 w 11c we mig t 
t~~t other P_eople's claims to have seen these different types of 
t mg. '!'h~ I~portant point in this passage is not, however, the 
exact distinction between these, but the distinction Kant draws 

'F 1 I~ is well wo~th-whilc to compare this passage with another at B 401-4oz: 
or Inner expenence ... which is certainly a transcendental enquiry.' 
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between empirical and transcendental questions about the objects 
of perception. Por Kant both rainbows and raindrops are em­
pirical objects of perception, and these terms are both contrasted 
with answers that might instead be given to a transcendental ques­
tion about the things that we perceive. The fact that Kant also dis­
tinguishes two different kinds of empirical answer to such a ques­
tion is irrelevant to his claim that both such answers are to be 
distinguished, as empirical, from another which is transcendental. 

The question which invites such different answers can be repre­
sented simply as 'What do you perceive?' or more particularly 
'What can you see?' Such questions as these might be asked in a 
context where the interest lay only in finding out whether some 
person had seen the rainbow as well as the rain. In such a case the 
appropriate answer would be one which served to distinguish be­
tween the things which as a matter of fact it would be true to say 
that the person could now see, or one which sen•ed to distinguish 
the whole scene now presented to him from others that he might 
perceive or see on other occasions. If the person's reply did dis­
tinguish in this way between such things, then he would have 
given an empirical answer to the original question. Since either 
answer 'I can sec a rainbow' or 'I can see (or hear) the rain' would 
distinguish between such things in this way, both would count 
as empirical answers. 

The same question understood in a transcendental way does not 
invite this kind of ans\ver, but instead one about the general status 
of things perceived. In this way such a question would be designed 
to ask not what is perceived on some particular occasion, but 
rather what kind or type of thing is perceived when we perceive 
anything whatever. Kant does not put the difference between the 
two questions in quite this way, though this is one way of putting 
it. For him the contrast is between asking of an intuition whether 
it represents a rainbow, or rain, which are, for Kant, empirical 
descriptions, and asking whether it could be said, however it 
might be described empirically ('the c111pirica/ in gmcra/'), to repre­
sent a thing in itself totally independent of the senses. To this 
question Kant's answer is either that it cannot be said to represent 
things in themselves of this (transcendental) kind, or else that we 
have no means of knowing whether it does, since we know of 
objects only through our senses, and these objects all have the 
status of appearances. Hence Kant's answer to the transcendental 
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question as we expressed it above would be to say that the type of 
thing that we perceive when we perceive anything is an appear­
ance, and not a transcendental thing in itself. Kant allo·ws that 
empirically we may treat appearances as things in themselves in a 
physical sense, and this is to insist once more that his transcen­
dental enquiry is insulated from our empirical beliefs in the way 
indicated in the passages quoted above (B 45, 1\ 393, B 56). 

Kant's answer to the transcendental question is for the moment 
less important than the question itself. The contrast between the 
two kinds of answer to it can be shown by the absurdity that 
would result from giving the transcendental answer to the em­
pirical question, and the inadequacy that woulJ result from giving 
an empirical answer to the transcendental question. For in the 
former case, if someone were asked to say what he particularly 
perceived on this occasion, and gave the right transcendental 
answer ('appearance'), it would be totally uninformative since it 
would not distinguish between all the things which it would be 
possible for him to perceive on this or any other occasion. I~ l~e 
g~ve the wrong transcendental answer ('noumenon'), and ~s 1t Is 
fatr to suppose we never could perceive what he now claims to 
see, his answer would be no more informative. In the latter case to 
give an empirical answer to the transcendental question would 
always be inadequate, since it would be one which cliscri~inated 
between the things that might be perceived on any occasiOn, a_nd 
so would inevitably fail to cover all the things that we p:rc~tve 
:Vhen we perceive anything whatever. As soon as a d~scnpt1on, 
In answer to such a question, becomes so gener~l that 1t d~es not 
serve to discriminate between what is perceived on different 
occasions, then it ceases to be an empirical and becomes a trans­
cendental answer. 

Kant also distinguishes between this transcendental question 
and a further problem which arises out of his answer to it. This 
furt~er problem is stated most clearly at B 234-236 ('The appre­
hension of the manifold ... necessary rule of apprehension'). 
~See Chap._ Io,_~P· 154 ff.) In this passage Kan~ begins by s~y~ng 
hat every IntuitlOn may count trivially as an objeCt, but that 1t IS a 
f~rther ~att~r to say what such intuitions represent. This ques­
~Ion, which Is again the transcendental question aired at B 62-6 3, 
Is now summarily answered (B 23 6): 'Now immediately I unfold 
the transcendental meaning of my concepts of an object, I realise 
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that the house is not a thing in itself, but only an appearance, that 
is, a representation, the transcendental object of which is un­
known'. Now, however, it appears that this answer, although 
right, is itself inadequate in respect of the further question of what 
the word 'object' signifies in regard to appearances. For, as Kant 
goes on to say, in order to count an appearance as an object it 
must be distinguished in some way from other objects. That is, 
part of what it means to be an object in this case is to be an appear­
ance of some discriminable and objective kind. Hence the right 
general answer to the transcendental question cannot help here, 
for it was a condition of its being the right answer that it should 
fail to discriminate one apprehended thing from any other. The 
same points about the need for discrimination between what is 
prese.nted to the senses, expressed in the language of a 'manifold 
of intuition', are made in the early passages of the Deduction (A) 
(A 97, A 99; see Ch. I, pp. 12-I 5). Kant's general intention in the 
Analytic of Principles is to solve this further problem by showing 
how the categories and their associated principles enable us to dis­
criminate between phenomenal objects in certain allegedly basic 
ways. This aim cannot be discussed now (see Ch. 10), and for the 
present it is enough simply to notice the emergence of this further 
problem. 

(ii) TilE FOURTH 1':\R:\LOGIS~l (A) 

In the Fourth Paralogism (A 366-380) as \Ve have already seen 
(Ch. z), Kant dismisses the view that the existence of external 
objects is doubtful, because based insecurely on a causal inference 
from the representations that are immediately perceived. Kant's 
view on the other hand explains that (A 3 7 I): 'The transcendental 
idealist (Kant) is therefore an empirical realist, and allows to mat­
ter, as appearance, a reality which does not permit of being in­
ferred, but is immediately perceived.' For Kant the appearances of 
inner and outer sense are both immediately perceived, and the 
distinction between them is a merely empirical one, which is only 
mistakenly turned into a transcendental distinction by those who 
think of external objects as things in themselves. For Kant (A 3 72-
373): 'The transcendental object is equally unknown in respect to 
inner and to outer intuition. But it is not of this that we are speak­
ing, but of the empirical object, which is called an external object 
if it is represented in space, and an inner object if it is represented 
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only in its time relations.' At this point Kant notices that the differ­
ence between transcendental realism, which he rejects, and trans­
cendental idealism can be put in terms of the distinct senses which 
each theory gives to the phrase 'external object'. To be external in 
the empirical sense (in which Kant admits the existence of external 
objects) is to be in space, or have spatial properties; to be external 
in the transcendental sense (as in transcendental realism) is to be 
entirely separate from our sensibility in the way that the transcen­
dental cause of appearances is supposed to be. Kant then attacks 
the argument from illusion (A 376-377), distinguishes his em­
pirical dualism from transcendental dualism as before, and con­
cludes by arguing (A 3 So): 'If then, as this critical argument 
obviously compels us to do, we hold fast to the rule above estab­
lis~ed, and _do not push our questions beyond the limits within 
whtch posstble experience can present us with its object, we shall 
never dream of seeking to inform ourselves about the objects of 
our senses as they are in themselves, that is, out of all relation to 
our senses.' Thh critical restriction on our powers of investigation 
is clearly the same as that made at B 6z-63. 

The central feature of this argument is Kant's denial of trans­
cendental realism-empirical idealism (which I shall call trans­
cend.e~tal du~lism) and his adoption of transcendental idealism­
empmc~l realism (empirical dualism). The force of the denial can 
?e explamed, as Kant explains it, through the detected ambiguities 
10 the ~transcendental or empirical) senses of the term 'external' 
as apphed to objects. The disagreements between the rival theories 
can th~n be stated in terms of the different ways in which they 
su~scnbe to .the following claims: (a) That there are exterm.l 
obJects of whtch we have knowledge. (b) That we are immediately 
a~~re _only of our ideas, or representations. For Kant the first 
c atm 1~ transcendentally false but is empirically true; and the 
second 1s false e · · 1 ' · d 1 Th' . mptnca ly, but true m a transcen enta sense. 1s 
1s to say that for K · b d · d · ant external obJects must e a mltte to eXIst 
as a matter of emp· · 1 £ .. li ) b d 1 1 . ltlca act (emp1ncal rea sm , ut not as a trans-
~e; enta c atm (transcendental realism); and that although it is 
~ ~e ~s ~ m~_tter of fact that we are aware only of our ideas (em­

pdlncli~ 1) ea tsm), this is transcendentally true (transcendental 
1 ea sm. 

In claiming that th fi · · · 11 K · . e rst statement ts emp1r1ca y true ant 1s 
asserttng that we know about objects of a spatial kind, and that 
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ordinarily we discuss and investigate their properties unconcerned 
about the philosophic (transcendental) problems which may arise 
out of such ordinary beliefs (cf. B 45 and A 393). To say that such 
a claim about external objects is false if it is taken in a transcen­
dental sense is to deny that we have any knowledge of objects in­
accessible to the senses, such as were supposed to exist in the 
theory of transcendental realism. This denial must be distin­
guished from the claim that we may on occasion acquire know­
ledge of things inaccessible to the senses so far in scientific em­
pirical enquiries. For Kant admits that we may properly speak of 
things which arc imperceptible to us in cases where these have 
been inferred from given perceptions in accordance with accepted 
physical laws. The example which he gives of this is at B 273, 
where he says: 'From the perception of the attracted iron filings 
we know of the existence of a magnetic matter pervading all 
bodies, although the constitution of our organs cuts us off from 
all immediate perception of this medium.' This special case is quite 
different from the radical supposition that all our appearances, and 
not just those of magnetic phenomena, stand to an imperceptible 
cause in this way. Morever this particular inference rests on the 
assumption that the things from which the magnetic matter is in­
ferred are immediately perceived empirical objects, namely iron 
filings, and not the mere ideas of the transcendental dualist. Kant 
suggests that in this limited kind of case a hypothetical analysis 
would be appropriate; that is, that we should explain what was 
meant by such an inference by saying that we should, were our 
senses more refined, come also upon an immediate intuition of the 
inferred entity (B 273). A similar analysis is suggested by Kant for 
the claim that there are men on the moon (B 5 21), but he indicates 
such analyses only for particular cases of these kinds, and not, as a 
phenomenalist would, for all perception of objects. 

Kant's approach to the second statement is dictated by his 
account of the first. For if empirically we are immediately aware 
of external spatial objects, then empirically we cannot be aware 
only of our ideas. The claim, therefore, that we are aware only of 
our ideas is, for Kant, empirically false. In the empirical sense of 
the word 'idea' or the term 'in us', an idea or inner intuition is 
specifically distinguished by Kant from any empirically external 
object. This is the basis of Kant's empirical dualism, which adheres 
to the ordinary conviction that discriminates between mental 
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phenomena, images or sensations, and spatial objects. Empirical 
idealism claims that the only things we perceive (properly ~r 
immediately) are those belonging to inner sense, and for Kant th1s 
is simply false. It is, on his view, empirically false that I do not 
(and immediately) perceive chairs and tables, and false to allocate 
such things to inner sense. For to do this would be to say that they 
are not in space, but only in time, and this is simply not so. 

Since Kant is here supporting the answer he gives to the pre­
liminary question about the status of the objects we perceive, it is 
natural to understand his account in a negative way. It can be said, 
therefore, that Kant is an empirical realist because it is false to sup­
pose that we perceive only ideas in the empirical sense, that is, 
sensations; and that he is a transcendental idealist because it is 
quite unwarranted to make claims about objects which are not 
open to any sort of perceptual inspection. Or we could say that 
Kant is an idealist because we can know nothing of (transcen­
dental) things in themselves, and a transcendental idealist because 
our knowledge is not limited to ideas in the empirical sense. 

Because of this important difference between what empirical and 
transcendental idealism deny, Kant's claims that space time and 
appearances are transcendentally ideal, or ideas in a transcendental 
sen;e, cannot be understood in terms of our ordinary use of 'idea' 
or a~pearance'. To call the objects of our perception 'appear­
ances ' or space and time 'ideal' is to treat them neither as mere 
se~sati~ns, nor as only illusory ~uides to reality. The force of the 
~l~ms ln. whi~h ~ant speaks of appearances o~ space and time in 
his w_ay ls pnmanly to deny that such things e1ther are, or belong 

to, things in themselves totally independent of the senses. To call 
the objects of our perception appearances or ideas, in this trans­
~endental way, is to make no claim about their empirical status. 
o~e appearances are empirical ideas, like sensations, belonging 

~~Inner sense; but others, those of outer sense, are not empirical 
~ eas a~ ~11, but just what these are contrasted with ordinarily and 
10 emptncal dualism 

KIt would be natu~al to object to this by saying that although 
.dan1t. talks of the ideality of space and time, he does not talk of the 
1 ea tty of ap 'b .d pearances; or that when he descn es appearances as 
1 eas, ~r representations, he does not say that this is to be under­
~ood 10 a transcendental and not empirical way. It is true that 

ant talks of the ideality of space and time much more than of 
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that of appearance, and true that he most often says only that 
appearances are ideas, and not ideas in the transcendental sense. 
But it would be wrong to think that he never talks of the trans­
cendental ideality of appearances, or that there are no grounds for 
the view that to call appearances ideas is to speak transcendentally 
and not empirically. Two passages where Kant refers to the 
ideality of appearances occur at B 53 5 and B 66. In the former 
Kant says: 'From this it then follows that appearances in general 
are nothing outside (apart from)l our representations-which is 
just what is meant by their transcendental ideality.' At B 66 Kant 
refers to the 'theory of the (transcendental) ideality of both outer 
and inner sense, and therefore of all objects of the senses, as mere 
appearances'. !\Ioreover, as this last passage suggests, it is a 
natural inference from the status ascribed to space and time, that 
this status should be ascribed also to the objects, appearances, 
which are in them. Again Kant almost always calls appearances 
ideas in contexts where the rejected alternatiye would be to call 
them things in themselves (e.g. A 12.9-1 30 ). But to call something 
a thing in itself, or to rely on the distinction between things in 
themselves and things as appearances, is to employ a transcen­
dental, and not empirical, distinction. Since Kant clearly wishes to 
reject empirical idealism, it seems certain that to call appearances 
ideas in such contexts is to talk transcendentally and not empiric­
ally. The most that could be said for such an objection in general 
would be that, although it does not show Kant to be an empirical 
idealist, it helps to show why he has been thought so often to be 
one. 

(iii) THE AESTHETIC 

There remain to be considered only the important and often 
misunderstood passages in the Aesthetic where Kant elaborates 
his view that space and time are transcendentally ideal. The first 
of these is at B 44-45. Here Kant begins by stating the negative 
force of his transcendental doctrine: 'We assert then the empirical 
reality of space, as regards all possible outer experience; and yet at 
the same time we assert its transcendental ideality-in other words 
that it is nothing at all immediately we withdraw the above con­
dition, namely, its limitation to possible experience, and so look 

1 Since Kant clearly admits the existence of outer spatial objects it is better 
to translate the term 'ausser' more neutrally as 'apart from'. 
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upon it as something that underlies things in themselves.' After 
this comes a passage which differs in the two editions of the 
Critique. In the first edition Kant expresses a difference between 
space on one side and tastes and colours on the other by saying 
that while space is a necessary condition of all outer appearances 
this is not true of tastes or colours; or again that while we have a 
priori knowledge of spatial features, in geometry, there is no com­
parable a priori account of tastes or colours. It is explained that 
this a~count of the difference is designed to prevent a misunder­
standing of the doctine of the transcendental ideality of space. 

In the second edition this aim is made much more clear. l-or 
Kant in.dicates that the difference was designed to prevent any 
c~mp~nson between space and such things as colours. On Kant's 
vteV.: lt v.:ould be quite wrong to use this comparison to illustrate 
the tdeahty of space, because in speaking of colours we tacitly 
assu.me an (empirical) object to which such colour properties are 
~scn~ed. 'The whole point of callin~r space transcendentally ideal 
l~.t Is to deny a comparable assu~ption about transcendental 
o Jects. And so Kant says: 

In such examples as these that which originally is itself only ap-
pearance fo · ' 1 1 · · · I d . ' r Instance, a rose, is being treated )y t 1e cmp1nca un cr-
standmg as a tt..: · · 1 · f · 1 •ung In 1tself which ncverthc css 10 respect o Its co our can appea d. li" , 1 

r Iuerently to every observer. The transcendenta con-
cthept of appearances in space on the other hand, is a critical reminder 

at nothi · . . ' . . . . 
a f . ng Intuited In space is a thmg In Itself ... that space Is not 

orm Inherin . h" h . . . . g tnt Ings in themselves as t e1r Intnnsic property .... 
What th · . . 

in ' en, Is wrong with such compansons Is not so much that 
lac~n~ case we have a priori knowledge, which in the other we 
app' ut rather that the empirical contrast between a rose and its 

arent colo · · "11 · f tran d ur Is Inevitably misleading as an I ustratton o the 
selv scen'T ental contrast between appearances and things in them-

es. o try t 1 . 
an em . . 0 understand this transcendenta contrast tn such 

Plrlcal wa · · h" h 1· · 
argued that anyy Is t~ ~alsify it, in the wh ay tn w tcd ear1Ier tt \~as 
about th . emptncal answer to t e transcen enta questton 
empirica~ objects of perception will be inadequate. For whereas 
from on y fV:e are entitled to distinguish the rose as an object, 
betweene 0 Its apparent properties, the transcendental distinction 
that we a:~peara?ce and things in themselves is meant to show 
transcend prects~ly not entitled in the same way to suppose a 

ental obJect distinct from spatial appearances. To say 
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that a rose has an apparent colour is to assume the existence of a 
rose; to say that spatial objects are appearances is to deny the com­
parable assumption about a transcendental thing in itself. 

At B 53 the same point is made for time: 

This ideality, like that of space, must not however be illustrated 
by false analogies with sensation, because it is then assumed that the 
appearance, in which the sensible predicates inhere, itself has objec­
tive reality. In the case of time, ho\vever, such objective reality falls 
entirely away, save in so far as it is merely empirical, that is, save in 
so far as we regard the object itself merely as appearance. On this 
subject the reader may refer to what has been said at the close of the 
preceding section (B 44-45). 

Evidently it would be a mistake to understand the transcendental 
contrast between appearances and things in themselves as in any 
way parallel to the empirical contrast between sensible predicates 
and empirical objects. Kant again makes it clear in the passage at 
B 62.-63, examined above, that the similar attempt to understand 
the transcendental distinction by means of the contrast between a 
rainbow and a raindrop is mistaken for just the same reason. 
Later, in the extended passage at B 69-70 he places the same veto 
on the comparison between illusory and veridical perceptions. 
To speak of appearances is not to suppose that such things are in 
any way illusory, and still less to suppose that any veridical experi­
ence relates to transcendental things in themselves. When Kant 
says that appearances are spatial he does not mean to say that 
bodies only seem or appear to be in space. The transcendental 
notion of an appearance is evidently unlike the empirical notion 
of appearing. And the central reason for rejecting any such com­
parison between the two notions is, once again, that the empirical 
concept presupposes the existence of an object, while the trans­
cendental notion expressly rejects the existence in our experience 
of any such counterpart (transcendental) object. 

This account of Kant's distinction between the empirical and 
transcendental enables us to estimate the peculiar character of 
Kant's account of perception, and also to resolve some of the 
paradoxes noticed earlier (Ch. I and 2.) about the notion of an 
appearance. In his use of this distinction Kant seems to have re­
cognised something of the special status which attaches to a 
philosophic account of perception. He recognised that his key 
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term 'appearance' had a special sense different from its conven­
tional empirical meaning, since it stipulated rather than described 
the objects given to us in perception. Unlike the phenomenalists' 
term 'sense-data' (sec Ch. I, p. I 5), Kant's term 'appearance' for 
whatever is presented to the senses, places no limit on the em­
pirical descriptions which we ordinarily give of perceived objects. 
On Kant's view it is not correct to say that only objects of inner 
sense, such as sensations, are given to us immediately. Even the 
physical objects of outer sense are immediately given, and count 
just as much as appearances. Such ordinary empirical descriptions 
are, on his view, insulated from the transcendental enquiry which 
required the term 'appearance' to be coined. 

What Kant wished mainly to avoid was the suggestion that we 
might on occasion have knowledge of objects that were inacces­
sible to or beyond our senses. He believed that we certainly had 
non-empirical knowledge of various kinds, but rejected the in­
ference from this belief to the claim that we have knowledge of 
?on-empirical (intelligible or transcendental) objects. On his view 
1t was mistaken to regard our experience as including any such 
reference to transcendental things in themselves, out of all relation 
to the senses. Kant's empirically neutral term 'appearance' was 
thus designed to limit the range of our possible experience to the 
objects that can be presented to our senses. This is one reason why 
the provisos about empirical illustration of t.he contrast between 
~ppearances and things in themselves a~e so tmportant. There are 
tn our empirical experience cases of ratnbows as well as of rain­
drops, of illusory as well as of veridical experiences, of colours as 
We]~ as of roses. But the analogous transcendental claim, that there 
~r~ tn our experience appearances as well as things in themselves 
ts JUst what the transcendental theory of ideality is intended t~ 
de?Y· There may be a sense in which we can admit that there arc 
thtngs in .themselves (cf. B 308-309), but it is not one .which sup­
~orts thetr existence in experience, and consequently ts quite un­
ltke the way in which we cheerfully admit the existence of rain and 
roses. Kant's central aim, so far, in employing the term 'appear­
ance' is thus largely negative, to deny knowledge of transccn­
de~tal things. Pew contemporary philosophers can ever have been 
scnously tempted to dispute such a dental, so that Kant's ar~u­
m.e~t :nJght nowadays seem trivial. Such a. conclusion was n~t a 
tnvtaluy in Kant's time, and was for Kant tn any case only a pre-
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liminary thesis required for the setting and solution of a further 
problem. It is nevertheless worth while to stress this evident 
divergence between the aims and assumptions of Kant and mod­
ern philosophers of perception. For it may help to explain some 
of the difficulty of attaching to him a modern label such as that of 
phenomenalism. 

The distinction helps also to resolve some of the paradoxes en­
countered earlier over the term 'appearance'. For appearances 
were said to be objects, spatial, and even distinct from our repre­
sentations, \vhile at the same time they were mere representations, 
modifications of the mind, and 'in us'. It is now possible to 
sec that these conflicts arise because such predicates are under­
stood in their empirical sense, and yet supposed also to provide 
defining features of an appearance. But if they are to be under­
stood as providing such a defining characteristic, then the defining 
predicate must be taken in its transcendental, and not empirical, 
sense. Por the term 'appearance' is part of a transcendental and not 
empirical contrast. Thus, if we take these claims empirically, then 
all they say is that the term 'appearance' must be understood to 
cover things that arc spatial, and distinct from us, as well as things 
that are 'in us' and mere modifications of the mind, belonging to 
inner sense, such as sensations. In this case none of the claims will 
provide any defining characteristics of the term, and there will 
then be no conflict. For there is no logical reason why there 
should not be such a term to cover all the things that might be 
given to our senses, whether inner or outer. If, however, we take 
the second claim to provide a defining characteristic of appear­
ances that they are ideas or representations, then this must be 
taken in the transcendental sense, and means no more than that 
appearances are not things in themselves, in the transcendental 
sense, out of all relation to our perception. In this case, too, there 
will be no contradiction; for to say that appearances are trans­
cendentally ideas in this way is quite compatible with their cover­
ing what empirically we call spatial objects distinct from our em­
pirical ideas. The conflicts arise because we think of the claim that 
appearances are ideas as a definition equivalent to saying that 
appearances are sensations, which is not compatible with their 
being also spatial and distinct from our ideas. Once the distinction 
between transcendental and empirical is understood this account 
of such claims can be rejected. 
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SENSIBILITY-

A_i\TD l~VVERST.A.1VDij_VG 

:It is therefore just as necessary to make our concepts sensible, that 
~s, to add the object to them in intuition, as to make our intuitions 
Intelligible, that is, to bring them under concepts' (B 75). 

!HE distinction between sensibility and understanding is of an 
.trnportance out of all proportion to the minute amount ?f space 
Kant formally devotes to it in the Critique (cf. B 29). It ts, of all 
Kan_t's basic contrasts, between empirical and transcendental, syn­
thett~ and analytic, or a posteriori and a priori, the least carefully 
explatned. Yet if the distinction made no evident sense, the central 
positive problem of the Analytic would be unintelligible. For this 
P~~blem can be represented as arising out of the view that sensi­
btlity and understanding, although distinct fa~ulties, p~oduce 
k~owledge only in partnership. Since Kant's aim ts to explain cer­
tatn general features of our knowledge he is directly involved in 
an explanation of this partnership. It is in the passages where 
!<an~ expresses his aim in the quasi-mechanical terms of a connect­
In~ hnk between the two faculties that his procedure and task seem 
phllosophically most unclear It is even within psychology, diffi-
cult to · · ' · 
b . g~ve a sense to the claim that the two faculties are connected 
Y tma~tnation, as though the latter faculty worked like a clutch 

:ec~amsm (cf. Ch. 1, pp. 9-II). Some philosophers (e.g. Prichard, 
hp. ctt., Ch. X; Warnock: Anab,sis Vol. 9· PP· n-8z) have argued 

t at Kant' bl :/ ' . · h s h · c 5 pro em expressed in this way (tnt e c emattsm, wr 
example) is nota genuine problem. Yet there are other clearer ways 
of understanding the distinction and the problem based on it. 

52 



SENSIBILITY AND UNDERSTANDING 

Kant sometimes seems to admit that the distinction between 
sense and understanding, and the 'allocation' of terms to one or 
other faculty, is, or is based on, a logical classification of concepts. 
The distinction between appearances and things in themselves, 
clearly connected with the contrast between sense and understand­
ing, is also associated with a logical classification of concepts at 
B 3 I I: 'The dirision of objects into phenomena and noumena, and 
the ~t·orld into 2 u·o:Jd o{ the senses 2.!1d 2 u·orld of the under-

sta.ndin[!. i· rhc::e::C!:rt: q:2.ir:e L"-'l.:J.dJ:F_.iss:ibk .in r.he posir:ire sease, zl­
thougi: ;:};e: GJStl;'1crion of concepts 2s sensible or inteDect7J2.} is 
certainly legitimate.' Y ct Kant had also a motive for saying, as he 
does at B 62, that the contrast between the two faculties is not a 
logical but a transcendental distinction. For to deny the contrast 
to be merely logical was, for Kant, to deny the dogmatic view that 
the understanding gave us knowledge of intelligible objects. Kant 
admitted the existence of an intelligible contribution to know­
ledge, but denied that this provided knowledge of any intelligible 
objects. His views about the objects of sense and of understanding 
arc contained in the three-fold distinction between appearances 
(Erscheinung), phenomena (Phanomen) and noumena. 

The distinction between things as they appear and things as 
they arc in themselves, between appearances and noumena, has 
been already loosely tied to the contrast between perception 
(sense) and thought (understanding). Appearances are the objects 
of perception, and so belong to sensibility, while the understand­
ing is responsible for the problematic and deceptive concept of a 
thing in itself, or noumenon. But not all the uses of the under­
standing produce similar deceptions, and if it may be misused it 
has also, on Kant's view, a correct and invaluable employment. 
It is due to our understanding, to our modes of thought, that we 
are able to categorise, or determine, or discriminate between what 
is presented to the senses. This function of the understanding re­
quires a further distinction, between what is strictly given to the 
senses (appearance) and the things into which appearances may 
be discriminated by means of the understanding. In this way Kant 
distinguishes between appearance and phenomenon, for example 
at A 249: 

Appearances in so far as they are thought as objects according to 
the unity of the categories, are called phenomena (Phacnomenon). 
But if! postulate things which are mere objects of the understanding, 
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and which nevert~eless c~n be g~ven as such to an intuit~on, though 
not to one that ts senstble-gtven therefore coram mluiti intel­
lectlfali-such things would be entitled IIOII!Jmra (intell~gibilia). 

By using this further distinction Kant points, artificially but im­
portantly, to the various contributions which the two faculties of 
sense and understanding make to knowledge. Our ability to be 
p~ese.nt~d with appearances is due to s~nsibility, and our ability to 
drscrmunate between, name or descnbe, phenomenal objects is 
due to the understanding. Kant certainly did not wish to duplicate 
the world or objects by supposing that appearances and pheno­
mena are two kinds of object. They are the same things, only 
viewed in different ways. 

(i) DATA OF SENSE AND PHENOMENAL ODJECTS 

The contrast between appearances, which are the data of the 
senses, and phenomena, among which can be counted such things 
as material objects, tempts further ascriptions of phenomenalism 
to Kant. That Kant distinguishes between what is strictly given to 
the senses and what the understanding can construct out of this 
material, suggests at once a phenomenalist inference from sense­
da_ta to material objects. For since we name and describe such 
~hlngs as material objects at least part of our knowledge of them 
Is attributable to the understanding, so that material objects can­
not be strictly given to the senses. But if what is strictly given to 
the senses cannot be said to be a material object, it is naturally 
thought of as a sensation or sense-datum; and this is apparently 
to involve Kant in phenomenalism once mor~ (cf. Ch. 1) .. 

Su;h an argument begins rightly by_ s~pposmg ~hat t_here ts.' on 
Kant s account, some oddity in descnbmg what rs stnctly gtven 
to the senses in material object terms, but it argues wron.~Iy to a 
P_henomenalist conclusion. The argument turns on the clarm that 
srnce our concepts of material objects belong strictly to the under­
standing, it would be wrong to describe appearances, which be­
long to sensibility, in these terms. But in this case what prevents 
~s fr~~ employing such a description is not th~ k!nd of descrip­
tion It rs, so much as the fact that it is a descnptton at all. Any 
attempt to describe what is strictly given to the senses in any 
ordinary empirical terms will be open to the same objection. The 
conclusion to the argument was made plausible only because it 
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contrived to place a restriction on some such descriptions, but not 
on others. But the argument places a similar restriction on all 
descriptions. To describe appearances in terms of sense-data, 
where these are distinguished from material objects, is also ruled 
out on the same grounds. So long, therefore, as a phenomenalist 
conclusion would distinguish sense-datum descriptions from 
those of material objects, the argument does not lead to such a 
conclusion. 

Although the argument does not establish this conclusion, it 
points to the sense in which appearances are indescribable, on 
Kant's view. The suggestion was that appearances cannot be 
described simply because any description involves a concept, 
which will belong not to sensibility, but to understanding. Kant 
cannot mean, however, that it is never possible to describe appear­
ances, for on his view it is of such things that we ordinarily speak 
and ac<..1uire knowledge. Phenomena, too, arc called categorised 
appearances. Kant means only that although such descriptions are 
available empirically, there is some reason why they are not avail­
able transcendentally in talking about appearances. If someone 
genuinely wished to know what kind of things appearances em­
pirically arc, it would not be out of place to identify or exemplify 
the.m in terms of ordinary empirical descriptions, whether of sen­
sations or material objects. Indeed it would be hard to understand 
what such a term was supposed to cover, if we were not allowed 
our habitual method of identifying the things we commonly say 
that we perceive. But such descriptive resources, however useful 
they may be in showing what kind of things are covered by the 
term 'appearance', will be inadequate to supply a general account 
of what an appearance strictly is. For such empirical descriptions 
always provide a contrast with some other kind of thing that can 
~e presented in experience. The transcendental use of the term 
appearance' has to cover every possible empirical description, and 

can be contrasted only with something that is never found in 
experience, that is, a thing in itself. 

Appearances are indescribable only because any empirical de­
scription will be inadequate to account transcendentally for 
them, and because it is part of the stipulation governing the 
term's usc that we should not attempt to characterise them in any 
~uch specific ways. Such a stipulation is of philosophic importance 
In that it serves artificially to separate sense and understanding, 
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but it places no empirical restriction on the ways in which we may 
describe or name what we perceive. It would be more accurate to 
say that appearances are nondescript, rather than that they are 
indescribable. To call them indescribable is to suggest that there 
is some substantial restriction to be placed on their empirical 
description, in the way that Russell or more recent phenomenal­
ists have restricted the description of sense-data ( cf. Logical Atom­
ism, Ch. II; in Logic and K.J;owledge (ed. Marsh), pp. 200-203). To 
call appearances nondescript on the other hand emphasises that 
appearances cover indeterminately whatever can be presented to 
the senses, without implying any restriction on the ways in which 
we ordinarily identify or describe what we perceive. So long as 
the term 'sense-datum' has a substantial empirical sense, in which 
it is distinguished from other empirical descriptions, as, for ex­
ample, sensations are distinguished from material objects, appear­
ances cannot be said to be sense-data. It is only in the literal 
meaning of 'sense-datum', in which it refers indiscriminately to 
~hat~ver is presented to the senses, that appearances can be 
Identified with sense-data. 

!hat Kant held such a view of appearances can be supported 
bnefly by several short quotations. In the ProleJ!,Omena (Ale, Vol. 4, 
p. :9o) Kant says: 'If appearances are given to us, then we are free 
to ~~dge .of them as we wish. For appearances rest on the senses, 
~n Judgtng on the understanding.' And again: 'In this way if we 
t~ not consider the origin of our ideas and link our intuitions of 
the se~ses, whatever they contai11, in space or time, in accordance with 
f e ru es of the connection of all knowledge in experience, decep-
tve appearanc · d · I h c f 1 e or truth may anse, accor mg to w 1et er we are 
are u or carel ' A ' - · · h establi h ess.. t B 44 Kant says: Our exposltton t erefore 

what 5 es the reality, i.e. objective validity of space in respect of 
brie;(er can be presented to us outwardly as an object.' Finally and 

y, at B 34· 'Th . d · ( d . I) b" empi · 1. . : e In etermmate un etermmec o Ject of an 
tlca Intuition . . 1 d " , ' s· "1 . the ind Is entlt e appearance . trm ar points about 

eterminate h l h . concept b c ~racter of appearances, anc t e way 1n which 
haven s ear on t~etr 'determination', can be found at B I 59 ('We 
concep~w to explatn ... making nature possible') and B 94 ('But 
B I 6S-I ~ · · B not yet determined') and elsewhere (e.g. B I 54, 

. 9, I57-I58,note). 
In thts account f h . . . 
d f d o t e dtstmctlon between the objects of sense 

an o un erstandin K k h 
g, ant rna es muc use of the contrast be-
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tween what is indeterminate and what is determinate. He speaks 
generally of what is given to the senses as indeterminate until the 
understanding is able to determine, or discriminate between, what 
is perceived. Similarly, he speaks of 'determining' or 'determina­
tion' as the specific contribution which the understanding makes 
to knowledge (cf. B 157-158, B 168-169)· The contrast between 
the objects of sense and of understanding is, therefore, best ex­
pressed in such terms as those of indeterminate and determinate, 
indiscriminate and discriminated, or nondescript and described, 
objects or appearances. The familiar distinction between what is 
strict!;• given and what is inferred or constructed from this basic 
material, is not exactly the contrast Kant has in mind. This is 
borne out, too, by his rejection in the Fourth Paralogism (A) (Ch. 
2, pp. 21-2 3) of the supposed inference from immediately given 
ideas to external objects. On Kant's view, however we choose 
empirically to describe what we perceive, these things can be said 
to be given immediately to our senses. It is nevertheless important 
to distinguish perception from conception, natural consequently 
to draw a stipulated distinction between the nondescript or indis­
criminate manifold of appearance and its description in terms of, 
or discrimination into, different kinds of perceived object. To 
stipulate the sense of 'appearance' in this way is to disallow any 
further question about the possibility of specifying its sense 
through ordinary empirical descriptions of what we perceive. 
Kant very rarely uses the special term 'phenomenon', but speaks 
instead of the things we know and investigate as appearances. 
This is entirely natural, so long as this latter term is understood to 
cover indiscriminately all the things we say we perceive, and not 
to refer to some favoured category of such things from which such 
others as material objects may be inferred or constructed. Kant's 
construction is not 'vertical', from low-level to higher level 
descriptions, but 'horizontal', from an indiscriminate manifold of 
sense to discriminated items within it. 

When Kant comes to explain the problem arising from his dis­
tinction between the two faculties he seems to produce either con­
tradiction or incoherence. In a passage at B 121-123 he contrasts 
the case with which it can be shown that space and time relate 
necessarily to appearances, with the difficulty of showing how the 
understanding is necessarily related to objects given in intuition. 
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It is made clear in this passage, and later at B 125-126, that Kant 
wishes to say ultimately that categories (concepts belonging to the 
understanding) are related necessarily to objects. He indicates in 
the later passage that the reason for this is that without such con­
cepts nothing is possible as an object of experience. Yet Kant also 
claims that there is no impossibility in supposing that appearances 
might be given in intuition independently of the understanding. 
He outlines a situation (B 1 22-123) where 'objects may appear to 
us, without their being under the necessity of being related to the 
functions of understanding'. It seems that Kant is saying incon­
sistently that appearances both are and arc not necessarily related 
to categories. 

The apparent contradiction in this passage can be nominally re­
solved by noticing that while Kant says that appearances may be 
presented uncategorised, it is objects of experience that arc related 
necessarily to categories. It is natural to understand the term 'ob­
ject of experience' to have the same sense as 'phenomenon', and so 
to signify something conceived in accordance with the categories. 
In this way the apparent contradiction reinforces the original dis­
tinction between appearances belonging strictly to sense, and 
phenomena discriminated in accordance with the categories. The 
argument would, on this account, be equivalent to stipulating 
once again that while appearances arc not logically connected with 
categories, phenomena or objects of experience are. Since there is 
so far no ground to deny the possibility that we might be pre­
sented with appearances which never reached the status of, or 
were never discriminated into, objects of experience, the contra­
diction may seem to vanish. 

There are, however, two grounds for thinking that this solution 
to ~he paradox is incomplete. The first of these results. from ~he 
belief that the situation of appearances without ca.tcgones, whtc.h 
Kant. seems to envisage, is absurd if not contradictory. There 1s 
certamly something odd in envisaging a situation w~e.re appear­
ance.s are presented but cannot be described, though lt IS not easy 
t<? P10 down the kind of absurdity involved. It will not do to say 
szmpfy that our habitual mode of identifying what we perceive in-
volves the ordin · · · 1 . ary resources of description. For lt lS certam Y 
p~sst~le to speak of creatures who are able to perceive, even when 
t ~y . ave nho such conventional resources. It is true that difficulties 
anse 1n sue a case fr h . . om t e effort to explain what such a s1tuat1on 
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would be like, but there are many positions of this kind which do 
not involve absurdity. To promote such an argument against Kant 
more would have to be said of the kind of difficulty involved in 
such a situation. Even so, this does not produce a good enough 
reason for denying Kant's claim that it is logically possible to 

perceive without being able to describe what is perceived. 
This side of the argument against Kant's distinction between 

the two faculties is, in any case, a blind alley. On the one hand 
it tempts fruitless efforts to exemplify a total separation of the 
faculties by appealing to the experiences of the animal world 
or to human mental defects. On the other it presupposes that 
Kant did not notice any difficulty in such a situation, when in 
fact he later makes much of this same difficulty ( cf. Ch. 9, pp. !26-
1 30). All that Kant wished to say was that there is no logical im­
possibility in speaking of a separation of the faculties. He did not 
wish to deny that there was any difficulty in explaining such situa­
tions; on the contrary he later argues that there is an important 
limit to be placed on our understanding of them. Nor did Kant 
wish to elaborate empirically cases which may seem to satisfy these 
strange conditions. That we speak of them at all is enough to 
establish prima facie that such a distinction between the two 
faculties is not logically impossible. 

The second incompleteness in the resolution of the paradox is 
of more direct importance. The argument at B 121-126 may be 
represented as yielding the two stipulations that appearances are 
spatio-temporal1 and that phenomena, or objects of experience, 
are categorised, or thought in accordance with categories. But 
these logical or stipulated connections do not exhaust Kant's argu­
ment; they are designed to introduce and not to settle his problem. 
The problem is that of explaining the relation of appearances to 
categories, once these stipulations are given. It is not a mere 
stipulation that appearances can be thought in accordance with 
categories, and Kant's aim in the Analytic is to explain how it is 
possible for them to be so conceived. Moreover, although Kant 
did not regard it as a logical truth that appearances can be so 

1 It is, of course, true that Kant argues in the Aesthetic that appearances 
arc spatia-temporal, and docs not simply stipulate that this is the sense to be 
given to the term 'appearance'. Nevertheless from the point of view of the 
argument in the Analytic this feature of appearances is presupposed, so that 
it is quite possible to represent the claim that appearances are spatia-temporal 
as a stipulation in this context. 
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conceived, he wishes in the end to say that it is in some way neces­
sary that they should be. The original paradox rna y now seem to 
re-appear, since Kant says both that appearances arc necessarily 
related to categories, and yet that it is not logically impossible for 
them to be uncategorised. The obvious way to resolve this para­
dox is to suppose that when Kant claims that appearances are 
necessarily related to categories, he is not denying that it is logic­
~lly possible for them to be uncategoriscd. The kind of necessity 
mvolved in the former claim is not, then, a logical necessity. 

To say this is to leave the sense of 'necessity' in Kant's claim 
unclear, and for the present this is inevitable. For the whole of the 
Analytic is needed to clarify the sense of such a claim. It would 
not ~e. wrong to say that Kant is using the term 'necessary' in a 
condu:tonal way, so that he is claiming that appearances must be 
related to categories, if knowledge is to be possible at all. This, 
however, ~erely indicates the possibility of an escape route, ~vith­
out showmg where such a route might lead. A more reliable, 
though less simple, guide can be found in the claim, made above, 
that Kant insists on the oddity of the envisaged situation in which 
appearances may be presented uncategorised. It was suggested 
that Kant indicates a limit in our understanding of such a situation, 
~nd thereby shows the kind of oddity such a situation involves. 

he attempt to elucidate such a limit or such an oddity could help 
tof~xplain why categories or modes of thought or description, are 
otmp t · ' d or ance tn our experience. It could consequently be use to 
support th l · 1 · l ki d · . e c atm that there is a necessity of some non- ogtca n 
m relattng h k" d f b . appearances to such concepts. To show t e m o 
a ~urdt~y in, or the kind of limit set to our understanding of, such 
a sthtuatton, Would be to show the kind of necessity attaching to 
sue mode f h · I h T s 0 t ought or description in our expertence. n t e 

ranscende t 1 D · h" th n. a eduction (Chs. 8 and 9) Kant argues tnt ts way at an examtn . 1 d . 
tio f . atton of this envisaged situation ea s to a recogm-

n o the tmp · d the 1 . ortance of categories in our expenence, an so to 
that c attn .that categories are in some way necessary in or for 

expertence. 

(ii) l"liE 'REPRESENTATION' PROBLEM FOR CATEGORIES 

Kant's distin . . d 
associated . . ctt?n between sense and understandmg, an the 

disttnctton between appearances and phenomena, are 
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used to introduce a general problem about the relationship be­
tween our concepts, or language, and our perception. The origin 
of this problem, at least as it affects the Critiq11e of Pr1re Rcaso11, can 
be seen in a letter to Herz (Ak., Vol. xo, p. 125), where Kant ex­
plained his dissatisfaction with the argument in the Dissertatio11 
(Ak., Vol. z, pp. 385 ff.). He wrote in the letter: 

I was content to express the nature of intellectual representations 
merely negatively in the Dissertation, by saying that they were any­
way not modifications of the mind by an object. But I passed silently 
over the problem of how a representation, which refers to an object, 
is possible without being affected by the latter in any way. I had said: 
sensible representations present things as they appear, and intel­
lectual representations present things as they are. 

This early solution was incidentally dismissed in a passage in the 
Critiq11e (B 3 1 3-3 14), where Kant exploits the distinction between 
the transcendental and the empirical senses of the term 'object'. 
He there said: 

When, therefore, we say that the senses represent objects as they 
appear, and the understanding objects as they are, the latter statement 
is to be taken, not in the transcendental, but in the merely empirical, 
meaning of the terms, namely as meaning tl1at the objects must be 
represented as objects of experience, that is, as appearances in 
thoroughgoing inter-connection with one another, and not as they 
may be apart from their relation to possible experience (and conse­
quently to any senses), as objects of the pure understanding. 

The new way of expressing relations between 'intellectual repre­
sentations' and objects in the Critiq11e is that found at B 124-125 
(and elsewhere) where Kant speaks of'making possible the objects 
of experience'. The problem in this mode of expression is that of 
explaining how certain very general concepts, categories, come to 
bear on our experience, or to apply to the appearances presented 
to the senses. Kant seems to have thought that appearances them­
selves can be explained in terms of the capacity our senses have 
for being affected by objects, and he seems to have regarded the 
comparable question about ordinary empirical concepts as a 
merely 'physiological' problem to be settled by reference to an 
enquiry of an empirical kind, like Locke's (B u8-xx9). There re­
mained, therefore, only the problem of explaining how the con­
cepts called categories operate, and it is this problem which is 
tackled in the Transcendental Analytic. 
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There are many ways in which this problem may be crippled at 
the start, and two of these have been already noticed. It is, as we 
have seen, possible to argue that Kant either contradicts himself, 
or else is muddled, in his statement of the problem at B I 2 I-I 26. 

This argument has not been conceded, but it has not been com­
pletely rejected either. All that has been done is to uncover a con­
dition which must obtain if Kant is not to contradict himself, 
namely that the necessity in which appearances are said to relate 
to categories is not a logical necessity. Nothing, however, has yet 
been done either to establish that Kant's argument in the Analytic 
fulfills this condition, or to elaborate further the kind of necessity 
involved in Kant's claim. It has been suggested that Kant's argu­
ment later relies on an elaboration of this necessity, and this cer­
tainly points to a way out of the difficulty; but the path has not 
yet been followed. It could also be argued that to enquire into 
the connections between sensibility and understanding is properly 
a ~ask of experi~ental psychology, and no_t phil<:>sophy. Some­
thing has been srud already of this charge as It applies generally to 
the Critique. In this particular context there is no doubt that much 
of wha~ Kant says of imagination and schematism co~ld be inter­
preted 1n such a way. Yet it is also worth remembenng the pas­
sages, quoted previously (Ch. I, PP· 9-II), in which Kant firmly 
rejects t_his as his primary aim. Whether Kant's account of the 
~onnections between these faculties can be construed as an essay 
10 . 
. expenmental psychology or not, it certainly can be construed 
10 othe~ ways, for example as an enquiry into the status and force 
of certam ver ' · h Y general concepts. These arguments agamst t e pro-
gramme of the Analytic are not therefore wholly wrong, or have 
~~~yet been shown to be so, but neither are th:y wholly right. 
d ~ may be allowed to point to features whtch hamper the 
t eve _opme_nt of Kant's argument, but they should not be allowed 
o cnpple lt permanently 

These are not th · ' bl h fac E . e only objections that Kant s pro em as to 
e. ven If he · k d · h h f · stat f Is ta en to be concerne wit t e unction or 
us o concept hi probl hi s~ s task may still be regarded as a pseudo-

sense ~m, w ch anses only because of the artificial separation of 
rom understa d' f b' K times ( . n mg, or concepts rom o Jects. ant some-

how it ~-g. 10 t_he Schematism (B 177)) puts the problem by asking 
. _Is posstble for categories to apply to appearances and this 
IS a qutte natural d f . . ' mo e o express10n. Yet It has been suggested 
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(by Warnock: Ana!;rsis, Vol. 9, pp. 77-82) that this is a 'silly 
question' to which there properly is no answer. Warnock argues: 
'To ask how I can apply a concept that I have is to ask how I can 
use a word that I know how to use. And this is a silly question, 
brought on by illegitimately separating the application of con­
cepts from having them.' The failure of this argument, as an objec­
tion to Kant's programme, arises from the falsity of the claim that 
the question 'How can I use a word that I know how to use?' is 
silly. If this were a question about the conditions in which it is 
possible for me (or anyone) to use a word, then it is not obviously 
a silly question at all. The fact that I know how to use a word, or 
that a word's use is known, does not make an enquiry into the 
conditions of its use absurd; on the contrary, such an enquiry 
could be prosecuted only on the supposition that the word had a 
known use. It is not difficult to understand Kant's problem in 
somewhat this way, as an enquiry into the conditions in which 
certain concepts are, or can be, used. 

Once these initial objections to the problem are avoided, all the 
different formulations of it can be seen to come to the same thing. 
To speak, as Kant does at A 97 and A 99 (Ch. 1, pp. 12-1 4), of the 
manifold presented to the senses is to draw attention to the need 
for discriminations among the items presented. To speak of 
appearances as nondescript or indeterminate is again to draw 
attention to the same need. To distinguish appearances as inde­
terminate from phenomena or objects of experience as determinate 
objects is to point to an examination of the ways in which such 
discriminations can be effected. The distinction between sensi­
bility and understanding is thus implicit in all these contrasts be­
tween what is indeterminate in perception and what is discrimin­
ated within it. Yet the problem about these discriminations does 
not strictly require a rigid and artificial distinction between the 
faculties or their objects. It is an indisputable truth that we are able 
to discriminate items in our perception, and this is enough by itself 
to introduce a general problem about the ways in which we are 
enabled to do this. An enquiry into the means by which such dis­
criminations are effected may naturally seem a part of empirical 
psychology. Yet Kant generally formulates his problem, as we 
have suggested, as an enquiry into the conditions in which such 
discriminations are possible, and this can naturally be regarded as 
an enquiry of a conceptual kind. 
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The other way of formulating Kant's problem emphasises this 
conceptual interest. His account of 'intellectual representations' 
and the claim that he wishes to examine the conditions in which 
certain concepts can be used supports this. Kant's problem about 
'intellectual representations' reflects the fact that certain concepts 
in mathematics and some natural sciences play a complex and 
puzzling role. The superior status of claims in such sciences, and 
the peculiar authority they seem to possess, led Kant, as it led 
many other traditional philosophers, to consider how these con­
cepts, ce~trally involved in such disciplines, operate. Kant's argu­
ment agamst Hume over the concept 'cause' reflects Kant's belief 
that there are many concepts of this kind, which similarly set a 
problem about their function or operation (Ak., Vol. 4, p. zGo). 
~ant was therefore naturally led to enquire, as we have suggested, 
Into th d' · · . e con 1t10ns in which such concepts can be used. Kant was 
not Interested in all concepts but rather in those which he took 
todin~e centrally embedded in :Uathematics and science and in our or ary · 
hi . expenence. These concepts he called categories, so that 

s task In the An 1 · d · · h 
eli . . a yt1c can be represente as an enqutry mto t e con tlons 1n whi h . . . 

0 . c categories can operate m our expenence. 
lat dn.ce agrun this aim is not essentially different from that formu-

e 1n terms of th · . fli d · · · · · Pe . e ways 1n whtch wee ect tscnmtnattons m our rceptton or . . 
cliti . expenence. Kant believed that to examme the con­

ons In which t . . h . l . h wear b ca egones operate is to examme t e ways 111 w 11c 
e ena led to d. . . . . . I . 1 

say th t h _Iscnminate Items m expenence. t ts natura to 
a w at We di · · · · · f ob1· ect f scnffilnate 1n our expenence iS one category o 

rom anoth d h 1 · h ways in hi er, an t erefore just as natura to examme t e 
concept which We effect such discriminations by examining the 
tions ofs w ch ~ark or effect them. All concepts mark discrimina-

some kind d · · 1 · certain · • an to examine categones 1s on y to exam1ne 
wish 1mportant or basic distinctions in our experience. Kant 

es to say as we h . . . 
relatin ' . ave seen, that there is a certam necessity m 
it g categon:s to appearances, that is in discriminating among 
e~s presented In our perception. But this is not a different en­
qu~ fr?m the one already mentioned. The data for a conclusion 
of thi~ ~d ~re ~ontained already in the examinations of categories 
and discr1m1nat1ons projected above. 



5 
INTELLIGIBLE OBJECTS 

'Doubtless, indeed, there are intelligible entities, corresponding to 
the sensible entities .. .' (B ;o8-3o9). 

' ... But in that case a noumenon is not for our understanding a 
special (kind of) object, namely, an intelligible olljecl' (B ; I I). 

IN this chapter something is to be finally said about the notions of 
noumena, things in themselves, transcendental or intelligible 
objects, all of which have a common root in the Critique. \Vhat has 
been said so far concerned mostly the negative way in which Kant 
employed these terms; and some problems remain about other 
ways in which Kant uses them. Many philosophers have implied 
that Kant's views about such noumenal objects went far beyond 
the bounds of truth or sense. At least something has already been 
done to dispute the naive idea that Kant required the existence of 
things in themselves to counterbalance the paradoxical claim that 
all our immediate perception was of ideas or sensations, in the 
ordinary empirical sense. There have, nevertheless, been other 
criticisms of Kant's use of such terms, and some of these will be 
considered here. This discussion of Kant's account of noumena 
will not deal with their function in the context of moral philo­
sophy, for Kant's views about such things in that context involve 
separate issues and deserve a chapter to themselves (see Ch. 1 z). 

Kant indicates three general aspects of the use of such concepts, 
which are to be mentioned here. The first is his belief that such 
concepts arise predominantly from the need to adopt certain 
heuristic principles in any theoretical enquiry. The second is his 
belief that mistakes arise from this need through a failure to dis­
tinguish adequately between concepts and objects. The third is his 
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belief that an important instance of this general temptation to n:is­
use concepts can arise even in the field of transcendental phtlo­
sophy. Kant certainly does not treat all such misuses of concepts 
as though they were exactly the same; the arguments in the various 
sections of the Dialectic clearly show sharp differences between 
such mistakes. But for the purposes of a general account of these 
notions it will be necessary to minimise the extent of the detailed 
differences between them. 

(i) THE OCCASIONS OF MISUSE 

We have already seen (in Chs. 2. and 3) how mistakes may arise 
through a failure to recognise ambiguities in such a phrase as 
'external object'. These mistakes could be occasioned by the mis­
construction of a scientific theory about the worldng of our 
sens~s; and in this way they followed the pattern of illusory meta­
phystcal speculation outlined by Kant at A vii-viii. In the 
'I_'ra~sce_ndental Dialectic Kant provides a range of somewhat 
stnular tnstances of the same pattern, in which a concept is mis­
understood or misused and gives rise to similar mistakes. These 
co~cepts Kant calls 'Ideas' ('Idee' not 'Vorstellung') and with 
thet: a~sociated principles they cover many kinds of case from the 
ascr~ptton of immortality to persons to the Idea of an ultimate 
parttcle of m tt . a er or a necessary bemg. 

Kan~. shows that such notions cannot be treated as ordinarily 
exe~p ~ed in our experience. Some of them produce conflicts or 
anttn~mtes which evidently cannot be settled by inspection of 
:xper~~ed objects, and others produce claims which it is at best 
nerytu 1 cult to understand in terms of that experience. It is a ra and t . 
to a ' ld emptmg, to argue therefore that these concepts refer 
encew~r hand to objects, beyond those which we normally experi­
ligibie u~· a world would be composed of what Kant calls intel­
suggest~d Je~ts, corresponding to these concepts. It has been 
a priori a. ready :hat although Kant admitted the existence of 
was kno~~ l~telligtble knowledge, he rejected the view that this 
ligible ki ~ ~e of any special object of a non-empirical or intel­
such a w::Cld b ant shows in th~ Dialectic that the supposition of 
and co ld eyond our expenence could not solve the conflicts, 
1 t d -~ . not m_ake more comprehensible the claims, which stimu-
a e 1 s Invention. He did not, however, believe that nothing 
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further could be said of these difficulties. On his view such Ideas 
and their associated principles were genuine aids to investigation, 
which were sometimes mistakenly thought to refer to objects of 
an inevitably non-empirical sort. Kant expresses this point often 
by using the contrast bet\veen regulative and constitutive notions 
(B 647-648, B 672) and less often by using that between heuristic 
and ostensive concepts (B 644, B 699). The Ideas which cause 
these difficulties are, for Kant, always regulative or heuristic, and 
never ostensive or constitutive. They serve to regulate or guide 
our enquiries, but do not refer to any objects dealt with in such 
enquiries. To treat them in the latter way is to invite all the mis­
takes of hypostatisation associated with the concept of a noumenon 
or thing in itself. 

In the concluding note to the Antinomy of Pure Reason Kant 
sums up the general features of the process which engenders such 
contradictions (B 59 3-5 94): 

So long as reason, in its concepts, has in view simply the totality 
of conditions in the sensible world, and is considering what satis­
faction in this regard it can obtain for them, our Ideas are at once 
transcendental and cosmological. Immediately, however, the uncon­
ditioned ... is posited in that which lies entirely outside the sensible 
world, and therefore outside all possible experience, the Ideas become 
transcendent .... Such transcendent Ideas have a purely intelligible 
object; and this object may indeed be admitted as a transcendental 
object, but only if likewise we admit that for the rest we have no 
knowledge in regard to it. 

Here Kant emphasises rather the limits placed on the use of these 
Ideas, or principles of the totality of conditions, though he also 
envisages a proper use for them in relation to the sensible world. 
Such a use, as he points out earlier (B 53 6), is only to encourage the 
continuation of a certain kind of enquiry, for example, into the 
series of empirical causes, or the basic particles of matter; any 
other employment is transcendent and a misuse. This heuristic 
function is very well expressed in a passage at B 672: 

I accordingly maintain that transcendental Ideas never allow of any 
constitutive employment. When regarded in that mistaken manner, 
and therefore as supplying concepts of certain objects, they are but 
pseudo-rational, merely dialectical concepts. On the other hand, they 
have an excellent and indeed indispensably necessary, regulative 
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employment, namely, that of directing the underst_anding towards a 
certain goal upon which the routes mar~ed o~t b_y ~litts rules converge, 
as upon their point of intersection. Thts pomt Is mdeed a mere Idea, 
ajoms imaginari11s, from which, since it lies outside th_e bounds of_ a 
possible experience, the concepts of the un~erstandmg do not tn 
reality proceed; none the less it serves to gtve these concepts_ the 
greatest (possible) unity combined with the greatest (poss1bie) 
extension. 

In other passages (B 7Io-717, B 699-700) Kant expresses t~1is 
heuristic aim by saying that Ideas enable us to treat the genuine 
objects of our enquiries as if they had certain features, to which the 
Ideas point, although we have no knowledge of such features. 
For example, we may be helped in psychological investigations by 
treating the mind as if it were a simple substance, or in physical 
enquiries by treating causal connections as if the series of appear­
ances were endless. 

In the passage at B 593-594 Kant speaks puzzlingly of admitting 
an intelligible object as a transcendental object, so long as we also 
concede that we have no knowledge of such an object. What Kant 
means by this can be explained by reference to another passage at 
B 5 I 9-5 24 where Kant shows how transcendental Idealism can 
solve the problems of the Cosmological Dialectic. In this passage 
Kant reiterates the central doctrine of transcendental Idealism that 
objects of experience are never given as they are in themselves. 
He says (B 521): 'The objects of experience are never given in 
~hemselves, but only in experience, and have no existence outside 
lt. That there may be inhabitants in the moon, although no-one 
has ever seen them, must certainly be admitted. This, however, 
only means that in the possible advance of experience we may en­
co~nter them.' Thus such cases in which we speak empirically of 
thmgs to which we have no sensible access are not cases of refer­
~e to things in themselves, but only ways of talking about the 
f ds of appearances, or phenomena, we might meet in some 
uture expe · H 

nence. e goes on (B 522-523): 

We ~ay, however, entitle the purely intelligible cause of appear-
ances In gen 1 h . b . 
have so ~ra t e transce_ndental ob!e~~' u~ merely 1n order to 
T h" mething corresponding to sensibility VIewed as receptivity. 

0 t Is _transcendental object we can ascribe the whole extent and 
connection of 0 "bl . h 

1 h" ur poss1 e perceptions ... t us we can say that the 
rea t mgs of past time are given in the transcendental object of ex-
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perience; but they are objects for me and real in past time only in so 
far as I represent to myself (either by the light of history, or the 
guiding clues of causes and effects) that a regressive series of possible 
perceptions in accordance with empirical laws conducts us to a past 
time series as a condition of the present time .... 

In this passage Kant makes clear the force of the term 'transcen­
dental object' in these contexts. It is evidently designed as a con­
ceptual repository for our ways of referring to the remote past, 
distant regions of space, or the series of causal connections. To 
use the term in this way is to abbreviate what would be a longer 
claim about ordinary phenomenal objects and our possible experi­
ences of them. \Ve may, if we like, speak of the whole extent of 
past time as embodied in a transcendental object, but this can be 
understood, like the claim about the men in the moon, only in 
terms of an imagined series of experiences linking my present 
situation with some past or possible state. Such a mode of speech 
for referring to objects in the remote past is certainly clumsy, but 
it is also clear that our ordinary claims about 'the past' embody a 
similar, though perhaps less misleading, compression. Kant insists, 
however, that there is nothing improper about such a way of 
talking, so long as the restrictions on its use, and the dangers of its 
misuse, are clearly recognised. To use the term in such a way, at 
least in the effort to guide or encourage investigations into the 
past or into causal connections, is legitimate so long as the term 
is understood as an abbreviation and not as referring to a super­
sensible object. 

The development of mathematics since Kant's day may have 
made some of his treatment of such conflicts outmoded. Yet it is 
in general true that philosophers and scientists are tempted to 
make mistakes through neglect of a distinction to which Kant 
points in this argument. Kant distinguishes between claims which 
may be made within some science, and claims which, though not 
made within the system, may nevertheless serve to direct enquiries 
in it. There is, for example, a difference between working on the 
assumption that pis true, and believing or claiming to know that p 
is true. A physicist or psychologist might work always on the 
assumption that everything has a physical explanation, but there 
is no compulsion for him actually to believe this to be true. Nor 
would success in providing such explanations by itself entitle him 
to claim that he knew it to be true. It is very natural for a 
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scientist to believe such an assumption to be true, but such a belief 
has rather the status of a heuristic goal than of a constitutive 
truth. It expresses a chosen manner of enquiry rather than a 
general truth about method. It is, consequently, easy to generate 
fruitless arguments through failing to notice such differences. For 
disputes about the truth of such a claim are doomed to lapse into 
challenges either to produce an event which it would be impossible 
to explain physically, or, on the other side, to show that such 
explanations are available for every possible situation. Neither 
challenge can be met. An impasse in just such a conflict might, in 
Kant's time, have led the disputants towards the realm of intel­
ligible objects. Pew philosophers would nowadays COil<;ciously 
take refuge in such a realm, but to continue such an argument as 
~hough we had some means of settling it is to make a mistake of 
JUSt the same kind. 

It is worth while at this point to clear up one confusion that 
results from Kant's ambiguous usc of the terms 'constitutive' and 
'regulativ~'· In the Analytic of Principles Kant distinguishes the 
math:ma~Ical principles from the dynamical, by calling the former 
constitutive and the latter regulative (B 221-223, B 296). This 
~atural!y suggests the mistaken view that Kant regarded such a 
ynam~cal principle as the Second Analogy as a merely heuristic, 

~egulauve principle like those cited in the Dialectic. !vlr. Warnock, 
0
6r example, argued in this way (Logic and Lang11age, Vol. 2, pp. 

9 -97): 

( hKant found difficulties both in the claim that the allegcu statement 
. t at every event has a cause) was true, and also in the assertion that 
~t :vas ~alse; and accordingly suggested that it must be regarded as an 
InJ~nctiOn to extend the search for causes as far as possible, and to 
s~e always to make more coherent and comprehensive our formula­
tlfons of natural laws. Earlier however, he had written as if the law 
o causation ' were a necessary truth. 

~~ th~passage ~o which Warnock refers to support his contention 
of ~2 ), Kant ls discussing quite generally the whole Antinomy 
A . ure Reason. He says that the dialectical arguments in the 
thntmo:ny rest on the supposition that 'If the conditioned is given, 

e entue series f 11 · · · · 1"1 · · ' h K him o a Its cond1twns 1s 1 .;:ewlse g1ven ; w ereas 
ant . self will admit only that 'If the conditioned is given, a 

regress ln the series of conditions is set us as a task'. This general 
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formulation of these dialectical arguments is not restricted to its 
causal interpretation, nor does Kant say anything in this passage to 
identify the regulative principle he favours with the principle of 
the Second Analogy. There is no textual support at all for War­
nock's view. Nevertheless it is natural to read this principle as 
though it were about specifically causal conditions, and then to 
argue that since Kant regards this principle and that of the Second 
Analogy as 'regulative', it follows that the Second Analogy is 
supposed to be an injunction. 

Such an argument is mistaken simply because Kant takes the 
trouble to distinguish between this dialectical principle and that 
of the Second Analogy, and also because he explicitly distinguishes 
the two senses of 'regulative' in which these two principles are 
said to be regulative. At B 5; 7 Kant denies that the dialectical 
principle is a principle of possible experience, or of the under­
standing; but the Second Analogy is a principle of this kind. At 
B 692 Kant states that the dynamical laws, such as the Second 
Analogy, are constitutive 'in respect of experience' in a sense in 
which the dialectical principles never could be. Kant, therefore, 
recognises the dual use of this contrast, and cannot mean to say 
that the principle of the Second Analogy is regulative in the way 
that the cosmological principle cited above is regulative. There is, 
therefore, on this argument no reason to hold that Kant believed 
the principle of the Second Analogy to be an injunction, or believed 
it to be neither true nor false because it was an injunction, or 
believed it to be an injunction because he found difficulties in the 
claim that the cosmological principle was neither true nor false ( cf. 
Ch. 12, p. I 98). 

(ii) CONCEPTS AND OBJECTS 

The regulative Ideas in the Dialectic and the temptation to mis­
use them provide some account of the occasions on which mistakes 
about an intelligible world may easily be made. On Kant's view it 
is also possible to provide a general account of the type of mistake 
involved in such dialectical inferences. This general account is 
given in such passages as the Amphiboly of Concepts of Reflection 
(B 316-349), the Postulates (B 265-287) and the Ideal (B 595-670). 
It is contained also in the many scattered passages in which Kant 
talks of the differences between 'things in general', 'things in 
themselves', and 'things as appearances'. In these passages Kant 
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argues that the source of the trouble lies in the attempt to infer 
truths about objects from truths about concepts, or of a concep­
tual type. Such inferences arc generally invalid, although Kant 
would presumably have admitted that some such inferences may be 
legitimate. This simple mistake is typified in a passage at B 302, 
where Kant claims: ' ... to substitute the logical possibility of the 
COitcept (namely that the concept docs not contradict itself) for the 
transcendental possibility of thi11l;s (namely that an object corre­
sponds to the concept) can deceive and leave satisfied only the 
simple-minded.' Similar distinctions arc made at B xxvi, note, and 
throughout the Postulates of Empirical Thought. Kant eYidently 
supposes that we have certain concepts, particularly among our 
Ideas, from which alone we arc inevitably tempted to infer the 
existence or possibility of a corresponding object. The best known 
example of such a concept is that dealt with in Kant's attack on 
the ontological argument (B 62o-63 1), but for Kant the most 
general of such concepts is that of an object, which may be directly 
associated with the supposed inhabitants of a noumenal world. 

In the Amphiboly (particularly B 335 f., and B 345-346) Kant 
gives examples of such mistaken inferences, taken allegedly from 
the views of the Leibnitz-Wolff philosophy. Kant argues in this 
section that such principles as the Identity of Indiscernibles, or 
that the real in things can never conflict, may be true conceptually, 
but are not necessarily true of actual objects. On Kant's view the 
Leibnitz-Wolff school made the mistake in these cases of arguing 
that since these claims are evidently not true of the world of our 
sensible experience, they must be true of an intelligible world 
beyond experience, of which our senses give us only a confused 
representation. It is not of prime importance to decide whether 
this is an accurate account of the Leibnitz-Wolff theory. \Vhat 
matte~s at present is only to see what sort of mistakes it is easy to 
make 1n th1s way. The general fault in all these claims is, according 
~o Kant (B 3 3 7), that of supposing that if a distinction is not found 
111 the concept of a thing in general, it is also not to be found in 
the things themselves. 

One mistake of this kind can be seen to arise on Kant's view 
from the claim that realities never conflict (B 3 ;9, B 3 3 8-33 9 and 
note). Such a claim might be held on the basis of the view that 
strictly affirmative concepts cannot contradict each other. If such 
concepts were thought to reflect all and only the real items in the 
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world, then it might seem as though there could be no conflicts 
in the real world. For certainly a language which contained only 
such affirmative concepts would fail to contain, and so to reflect, 
any formal contradictions. Kant held that the inference from an 
absence of contradiction between concepts to an absence of con­
flicts in the world was invalid, since there are many such conflicts 
which cannot be expressed as contradictions. He explains that the 
argument strictly establishes only that 'a concept which includes 
only affirmation, includes no negation' (B 339, note), and this is a 
tautology about affirmation and negation, which certainly tells us 
nothing about conditions in the world. A much simpler, and 
therefore perhaps less tempting, example of a similar mistake 
would be that of someone who argued from the conceptual claim 
that 'Contradictions are impossibilities' to the material claim that 
contradictions never occur. In such a case what is an admitted 
truth about the concept of 'contradiction' is misconstrued as a 
truth about events in the world, of which it is in fact false. To argue 
from this evident falsity to the claim that contradictions never 
occur in some world of intelligible objects would be to make a 
mistake of the kind Kant exposed. 

Kant believed that such mistakes were liable to occur in any 
context where our concepts have become abstract and apparently 
divorced from sensible reference. But such contexts are particu­
larly likely to occur on the fringes of sciences, where the regulative 
Ideas are used or misused, or where the status of the science is 
considered. A good example of the latter context is given by Kant 
at B 313-314, where he rejects the view that Newtonian physics 
informs us not about things as appearances, but about things in 
themselves. What happens generally in such arguments is well 
described at B 345-346: 

Consequently what we do is to think something in general; and 
while on the one hand we determine it in sensible fashion, on the 
other hand we distinguish from this mode of intuiting it the uni­
versal object represented ill abstracto. \'\!hat we are then left with is 
a mode of determining the object by thought alone-a merely logical 
form without content, but which yet seems to us to be a mode in 
which the object exists in itself (110flllle11o11) without regard to 
intuition, which is limited to our senses. 

Such notions as that of a 'thing in general' form the bridge across 
which philosophers may carry admitted truths of a conceptual 
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kind, until they become totally unrelated to any possible e~p~ri­
ence. Even our general notion of an object produces a stmtlar 
temptation (B 306-307): 

The understanding, when it entitles an object in a (certain) relation -
phenomenon, at the same time forms, apart from that relati~n, a 
representation of an object in itself, and so comes to represent Itself 
as also being able to form co11cep1s of such objects ... and so (it) is 
misled into treating the entirely i11delermi11ale concept of an intelligible 
entity, namely of a something in general outside (apart from) our 
sensibility, as being a determi11ale concept of an entity that allows of 
being known in a certain manner by means of the understanding. 

Kant places three general limits on all such procedures. One is 
to insist that to have a concept is no guarantee that the concept is 
not empty. He believes that there are numerous concepts which 
we indisputably 'have', which are nevertheless empty in various 
ways (e.g. 'fate' and 'fortune' (B I I 7), 'spirit' and 'God' (A 96), 
'telepathy' (B 269-270), 'noumenon' (B 344)). Another is to insist 
that the division of 'things in general' into phenomena and nou­
mena has to be understood only in a negative and not in a positive 
s~ns~ (B 307, B 3 II). Such a division is not, like an empirical clis­
tlnctton, between two genuine kinds of object, but only between 
phenomena, which are the things we ordinarily perceive and know 
about, and the empty (but not inconsistent) concept of a non­
phen?mcnon. The final restriction is to say that concepts do not 
acqutre an extension of their force, when they are freed from 
reference to sensible objects; on the contrary in such a situation 
concepts are apt to lose their meaning altogether. For concepts in 
general even a · · · · 1 · 

1 . ' ' pnon concepts, can acqutre a meamng on y 1n 
re atton to appearances (B I 78, B 186, B 299). 

It has been suggested (e.g. by Warnock in AJ/a(ysis, Vol. 9, 
PP· 77-82) that Kant makes the mistake of 'illegitimately scparat­
t~g t~~ application of concepts from having the~', and this implies 
that IS account of the dialectical mistakes is itself mistaken. For 
t e account rests, as we have seen on the belief that we have some 
concepts which n h 1 ' . . 
( f B 6 evert e ess have no appllcatlon, and are empty 
c · h 34 -:-349). What tempts one to make this criticism of Kant 

are t e clatms t~1at to have a concept just is to be able to apply (or 
use) an_ expresston, and that the application (use) of an expression 
determines the sense of the concept so possessed. On these views 
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any expression that is used at all must be used to express some 
concept, that is, have some function in our discourse. The con­
cepts 'fate' and 'fortune', for example, are regarded by Kant as 
empty, and yet there is in our language and society an evident need 
to talk of good or bad luck. It may seem, therefore, that such con­
cepts cannot be empty, since we do in fact make some use of them. 
But this docs not rule out the possibility that such expressions may 
be misused, either because they are given no precise sense, or 
because they arc given a sense which strictly has no application to 
the occasions on which they are used. Kant's criticism of the 
dialectical inferences thus rests only on the claims that just as con­
cepts may be correctly applied, they may also be mis-applied, that 
they may be misused as well as used. Kant did not deny that the 
concept of a noumenon had a function in (philosophic) discourse; 
he insisted only that the function was not that of referring to an 
object (B 344), although some philosophers had believed that it 
did so refer. 

Kant expressed this claim about the function of such a concept 
sometimes by saying that it had only a negative, and not a positive, 
use, that it could be given some sense through the notion of what­
ever was not phenomenal, a non-phenomenon, but must not be 
supposed to refer to any object. It has been argued that Kant's 
practice in this matter does not live up to such admirable precepts. 
Korner, for example (Penguin: Kant, p. 9 5 ), says that 'Kant's 
assertion that in the Critiqm of Pure Reaso!l he uses the concept of a 
noumenon as a negative and limiting concept is thus incompatible 
with his actual use'. Korner goes on to say that although the 
Critique might be reconstructed to avoid this incompatibility, to 
do this would be to do more than merely interpret Kant's argu­
ments. This argument rests on Kant's distinction at B 307 between 
the positive and negative uses of 'noumenon', and on Kant's 
sometimes saying or implying that things in themselves afFect our 
senses. For Korner holds that this latter claim is a positive use of 
the notion. This is based on his account of the difrerence between 
the two uses of such a concept, which he explains by saying 'The 
concept of a noumenon is positive if its use, besides being gov­
erned by the rules governing "phenomenon" and "not", is also 
governed by other rules'. For on this score to talk of a noumenon 
as a cause is to treat the concept in a positive way. 

But Korner's distinction between the positive and negative uses 
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of the concept is not Kant's. All that Kant says is that if we under­
stand by 'noumenon' an object of a non-sensible intuition, then 
we use the concept in a positive way; and if we understand by it 
only whatever is not an object of our sensible intuition, then we 
use it only in a negative way. One central difference between these 
versions of the concept is plainly that while the former implies 
that the concept names an object, the latter does not. The test for 
determining whether such a concept was being used positively or 
negatively does not therefore turn only on the properties ascribed 
to noumena. The test depends rather on whether in so describing 
such purported things it was to be understood that a certain type 
of object was being talked about.1 It would then be possible to 
speak of noumena as affecting our senses, and still be using the 
concept in a merely negative way, as Kant uses it, for example, at 
B 344-345. For the reasons already given Kant would not have 
admitted that the concept of a noumenon was a concept of an 
object at all, but this does not prevent, and is not inconsistent 
with, attaching to the concept of noumena descriptions other than 
those of 'phenomenon' and 'not'. Once again, as in the case of the 
term 't.ranscendental object', there is no objection to saying things 
about lt, so long as these are not misunderstood. 

(iii) THE 'OBJECT OF REPRESENTATIONS' 

It was suggested earlier (Ch. I, p. I 7) that the passage at A 104-

IIo, where. Ka?t dfscusses the meaning of the phrase 'object of 
repr~sentat1ons , m1ght throw some light on Kant's term 'appear­
a?ce ·For ~ppearances are said to be both objects and representa­
t~~ns. I? th1s passage Kant does not say that appearances represent 
trung~ 1n themselves, or intelligible objects, but only that they can 
be. Sald to represent the transcendental object. Now that some­
thm~ has been said of the way in which Kant uses this phrase it is 
possible to begin to understand Kant's argument. The argument 
can usefully be divided into two halves a preliminary part from 
A I ('A h" . , 

d 0 4 t t ls pomt .. .') to A Io6 (' ... necessity of synthesis'), 
an a.s~mmary and conclusion from A Io8 ('Now, also, we are in 
a position··.') to the end of the whole section at A Ioo. What 

1 At B 3~z Kant seems to use 'positive' and 'negative' in another way. The 
difference Js apparent only, not real. 
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occurs between A 106 and A xo8 (three paragraphs only) is of 
importance, but is too complex to be dealt with now. For present 
purposes the two identified passages are what matter. 

In the opening section of the first passage Kant reiterates his 
view that appearances are representations and not things in them­
selves, and abruptly introduces the question '\'\'hat, then, do we 
mean by the term "object of representations" or "object corre­
sponding to and distinct from our knmdedge" ?' To this question 
he answers simply that we can conceive such an object only as 
'something in general= X'. This question, its mode of formula­
tion, and the answer to it, are all couched in traditional terms. 
Since Kant speaks of appearances as representations he recognises 
that he is bound to explain what can be meant by the notion of an 
object of such representations. At the same time he concedes to a 
farr.iliar sceptical argument, also rehearsed in his Logic (Ak., Vol. 
9, pp. 49-5 o ), that this question is apparently unanswerable. For 
we cannot identify such an object without representing it, and in 
that case we do not succeed in identifying an object independent 
of representations. Neither here, nor at any other point in this 
whole passage, does Kant try to answer the question by outlining 
any supposed causal relation between objects and our senses. It 
is clear that such a relation, and with it any general 'representative' 
theory of perception, such as Locke's, was not a candidate for the 
answer to the question. 

Kant nevertheless does not abandon the question. Instead he 
considers why we have such a notion as that of an object at all. The 
answer now given is that such a notion derives from our ability to 
reach agreement in the application of concepts, and consequently 
from our ability to decide about the ascription ofpredicates.1 Kant 

1 This is important in connection with Korner's criticism mentioned above. 
Korner emphasises that Kant docs sometimes speak of noumcna in the catc­
gorial terms of c;:usality. Kant also says (B 149, n 344, B pz) that noumena 
can be regarded ;:s non-spatio-tcmporal, and non-catcgorial. I cannot sec how 
this is to be reconciled with the other modes of description, unless Kant held 
(as I think he did) that descriptions of noumena were a matter of indifference. 
Since there is no way in which such ascriptions could be tested, nothing is 
more natural than that contradictory predicates should be applied to the term, 
e.g. by different people. Such a situation is sharply contrasted, according to 
Kant, with that ·which obtains over phenomena. The whole basis of our idea 
of a phenomenal object is precisely that agreement and ability to decide about 
the ascription of predicates which is so hopelessly lacking in the intelligible 
world. 
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speaks of the 'unity that constitutes the concept of an object', and 
of the 'unity of rule' determining applications of concepts, and 
concludes (A 105): 'The concept of this unity is the representation 
of the object =X, which I think through the predicates above­
mentioned of a triangle.' The same points about agreement in the 
application of concepts, and about the unity of conceptual rules 
required for our notion of an object in general, are repeated in the 
remainder of this passage, and in the ProlegoiJicna, Sect. 18-20 (Ak., 
Vol. 4, pp. 297-302). 

When Kant returns to the task of answering his question in the 
summary (A 1o8) the same points stand out again. To call some­
thing a representation is to suppose some object for it; appear­
ances are not things in themselves, but they are the only things we 
are given immediately. If we regard them as representations, and 
say that they have an object, then such an object can be called a 
transcendental object. But to refer to such a thing is only a general 
way of expressing certain features of our experience. For the con­
cept of such an object contains a way of expressing the idea of what 
confers objective reality on our empirical concepts. To speak of 
relation to this transcendental object is to speak of the objective 
reality of our empirical knowledge. These features of our experi­
ence, and this objective reality of our knowledge, depend at least 
partly on the rules which govern certain basic concepts in our 
lan~uage. They rest once again on what Kant earlier called that 
'umty ?f ~le' ~etermining the application of concepts. Kant puts 
the pomt m th1s way (A 109): 

The pure concept of this transcendental object ... is what alone 
ca~ confer u~on all our empirical concepts in general relation to an 
obJect,. that ~s, ~~jective reality. This concept cannot co~ltain any 
determtnate IntUition, and therefore refers only to that umty which 
mus~ be met with in any manifold of knowledge which stands in 
relation to an object .... Since this unity must be regarded as 
n;:ces.sary a priori ... the relation to a transcendental object 
\at Is, the objective reality of our empirical knowledge rests 0~ 
\ e tran~cendental law that all appearances, in so far as through 
t em ObJe~ts are to be given us, must stand under those a priori rules 
of sy_n~het~cal ':l~ity whereby the inter-relating of these appearances in 
empmcalintultion is alone possible. 

The use made of the term 'transcendental object' in this passage 
can be understood through the similar use made of it at B 5 22-5 z4 
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(see above pp. 68-69). There it was explained as a conceptual 
repository, or abbreviation, for certain ways of thinking about the 
past, or distant regions of space, or causal connections. Such an 
abbreviation, like the way of thinking it represents, sets a task for 
those who investigate the past, or space, orc:msal connections. But 
in the context of such scientific enquiries the philosophic interest 
of the term was limited to an account of its status and force. In the 
passage at A 104-110 Kant again uses the term as an abbreviation, 
but this time it represents certain ways of thinking about our ex­
perience or knowledge. In this case the philosophic interest lies 
not just in explaining the status of the notion, but actually in 
carrying out the task of investigation to which it points. Just as the 
term may set a task for scientists, so it may also set a task for 
philosophers. This task is that of explaining the ways of thinking 
which it abbreviates, that is, of accounting for that feature of our 
experience which can be called its 'objectivity' or 'objective 
reality'. 

The reference to a transcendental object in the Deduction is 
thus not intended to represent a solution to Kant's problem about 
the meaning of the term 'object'. In particular it is not intended, as 
Prichard thought, to solve this question by relating our sensations 
to an imperceptible object beyond them. The term is only a cipher 
for expressing a philosophic task yet to be completed. The point 
of saying, as Kant curiously does, that the transcendental object= 
X, the unknown (cf. B 12-1 3), is to show that it presents us with 
an equation containing unknown terms, which it is a philosophic 
task to solve. The sense of the phrase 'the unknown' here is not a 
reference to any mysterious realm of intelligible objects, but refers 
only to the way in which '\Ve speak of an equation as containing so 
many unknowns. Kant does not believe that this term is in anyway 
unknowable, or that the metaphorical equation is unsolvable. It 
is the task of the remainder of the Transcendental Deduction and 
the Analytic of Principles to solve it. 

This helps to explain why Kant distinguished between the 
notions of a transcendental object and a noumenon at A 2 53, where 
he said: 'The object to which I relate appearance in general is 
the transcendental object, that is, the completely indeterminate 
thought of something in general. This cannot be entitled the nou­
menon; for I know nothing of what it (something in general) is in 
itself, and have no concept of it save as merely the object of a 
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sensible intuition in general. .. .' The thought of an objec_t i~ 
general is presupposed in all our empirical knowledge, an~ 1t 1s 
this thought that stimulates Kant's problem about the me:uung of 
our notion of an object. This notion is precisely not the thought 
of any intelligible object, but only the idea of certain objective 
features of our knowledge and experience. The problem, then, is 
to say what exactly does confer objective reality on our experience, 
or again, what the notion of objective reality itself means. Kant, 
as we have seen, is prepared to answer such questions ultimately 
through the notions of conceptual rules, and agreement in the 
application of concepts. 

The problem that Kant sets for himself in the Deduction yields 
another aspect of the general 'representation' problem for cate­
gories mentioned above (Ch. 4). That problem began from the 
difficulty of accounting for the use in our experience of certain 
very general concepts associated with the superior status of claims 
in such scientific systems as Newtonian mechanics. Kant wished 
to make clear how such concepts are attached to, and operate in, 
our ordinary empirical experience. Now he reaches the same task 
from a different starting-point. For the problem outlined at A ro4-
I Io begins from the difficulty of accounting for a certain feature 
of our ordinary experience, namely, that it is 'objective'; that we 
speak of objects corresponding to, and yet distinct from, our 
knowledge; that we have public agreed criteria for the truth of 
factual statements. And the basis for an explanation of this feature 
of our ~xperience has been suggested in the important influence 
of certa10 conceptual rules on our experience. 

Th_ese two tasks are only two different aspects of the same 
enquuy. ~o show how categories operate in our experience is to 
reveal the~r spe~ial status, and to explain the objective features of 
our ~xpenence Is, evidently, to appeal to the unifying function of 
ccrt_a10_ conceptual rules (categories). The special status of cate­
gones 1s p_recrsely shown in their responsibility for this feature of 
our expenence, and their responsibility in this direction can be 
shown by an examination of the ways in which they operate in our 
experience. It has been suggested (Ch. r, pp. rz-q, and Ch. 4, 
pp. 63-64) that the general way in which such concepts operate is 
by enabling us to discriminate between certain basic types of per­
ceived thing. This is the problem outlined in the passage at B z 3 5-
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236. It is not an empirical task in psychology, but a conceptual 
enquiry into the relations between the categories and these basic 
discriminations. 

This account of Kant's problem may seem very far from clear. 
Nothing has been done carefully to elucidate the notion, which 
sets the problem, namely that of an 'objective' feature of experi­
ence, or simply of an 'object'. A rough guide in more modern 
terms could be given by saying that Kant wishes to account for 
the fact that our experience is a common, publicly shareable one, 
that we arc able to think and talk about commonly identifiable 
phenomena. Kant's problem would then arise because it is for 
him indisputable that this experience can be traced back ultimately 
to private or personal experiences. There is, on this view, a gap 
between the privacy of our experiences and the publicity of our 
experience, which it is Kant's task to bridge. This account can 
give no more than an illusory clarity to Kant's aim. For the terms 
in which it is now fashionable to state such an aim are themselves 
only dubiously clear. Moreover Kant's problem is just as much to 
analyse, or clarify, the sense of his notion of an 'object', or the 
modern notion of 'publicity', as it is to 'explain' them. The whole 
of the Analytic is engaged in this operation, so that it is not sur­
prising that in the statement of the problem there should be terms 
whose sense is dubious. The problem indeed largely is to render 
the sense of such terms less dubious. 
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:Pure c~mccpts of the understanding arc thus a priori possible, and 
1n n:bt1on t() experience arc indeed necessary' (A 1 30). 

'TI1is peculiarity of our understanding, that it can produce a priori 
un11 y r >f apperception solely by means of the categories, and only 
such and sr > many, is as little capable of fur~her expl~nation as why 
we han.: just these and nn other functions of Judgment .. .' 

(B 1.15 qr>). 

~( > far Kant's problc:m in the Analytic,. refe~rec~ to generally as th~ 
rcprc·;c-nratir>n' problem, has been bncfly mdicatecl without any 

acC:r>unt of the "\Va\· in which l(ant attacks it. But without som 
gutd I . I. - . f ~ · c:_ tr > t 1c manner in which the c Iflerent scctwns o the Analyti 

lcnnt nhutc to the solution of this problem Kant's argument ma ~ 
)C.: lnst · · · b f I · )' - In a maze of Interestmg, ut o ten perp exmg, detail. Th 

l11f)St } . . . . b ~ 
. · () )Vtous gu 1ck to this "\vholc argument Is to e found in th 

diffc.:rc: 1 f h h · · (! ·nt rc.: ations ·which each o t c t ree main secttons have to 
~J~c catq~orics. The arguments of the l\fetaphysical Deduction 

:ansccnclcntal Dcduc~ion, and the 1\nalytic of Principles cer~ 
Ll.I n h· ( . 1 . - b · · I I f 1 · · allv - >\ er ap In a number ot ways, ut It ts 1C P u 'even arttfict, 

- ' 1 C) scp h 
1 - ; aratc t em. 
"-ant s 1 d · f · tra - . pro )I em could be expresse tn terms o an enqutry, of a 
nsccnd I . l . h . . disc · . cnta and not empirical kmc, tnto t e ways In whtch we 

. nn1Jn·n d ()r 'h . I ~ c among the items prescnte to our senses. The force 
c.: c <llrn } 1 d · · a ppc:ars t l~t this is a transccndenta. an .no.t emptncal enquiry 

spcc1·• 1 Partly tn the investigation's bemg hm1ted only to certain 
,t con h d' · · cepts, and their influence on t e tscnmmations we 
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effect. For Kant is not concerned to investigate the discriminatory 
powers of all concepts, but only of those which have a special 
status in our experience. This claim is connected with another of 
the ways in which Kant's problem has been explained, namely, as 
an enquiry into the features of our experience which can be called 
'objective'. On Kant's view it is just the particular concepts he is 
concerned with, which are in some way responsible for this feature 
of our experience. These same concepts have also a central position 
in the disciplines of 1\Jathematics and the Natural Sciences. Kant's 
argument throughout the Analytic can be regarded as an attempt 
both to explain what is meant by ascribing a special status to these 
concepts, and to establish the ascription of such a status to them. 
The different sections in the whole argument can, therefore, be 
separated in terms of their different contributions towards the 
understanding of this status, and its ascription to these central 
concepts, the categories. 

In the Metaphysical Deduction Kant identifies certain concepts 
as categories. But to say this is to raise at once a difficulty about the 
proper understanding of this passage. For this might be taken to 
mean that in the Metaphysical Deduction Kant shows that certain 
concepts have all the properties which are to be ascribed to cate­
gories. Such an account of the argument in this passage is bound 
to end in the complete dissatisfaction with it, which most com­
mentators have registered. For if the argument were designed to 
establish finally that the chosen concepts are categories, it would 
certainly fail, and, at the same time, would have to be regarded as 
making the subsequent arguments of the Transcendental Deduc­
tion and the Analytic of Principles redundant. It is odd to regard 
the earlier passage as a failure because it does not perform suc­
cessfully the tasks naturally allocated to the later sections, and it 
would be more economical to conclude not that the ?vfetaphysical 
Deduction is a failure, but that it is not intended to perform these 
other tasks. The Metaphysical Deduction is an introductory argu­
ment and contains extensive claims about the properties of its 
selected concepts. But almost all of what is claimed to be true of 
categories in this passage refers for support to the Transcendental 
Deduction or Analytic of Principles. It would be better to say that 
in the Metaphysical Deduction certain concepts are initially, or 
tentatively, identified as categories, but that they are not yet 
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proved to have all the properties which are ultimately ascri~ecl to 
them. Its conclusion presents certain concepts rather as candidates 
for categorial status, and it is left to the later passages to show that 
these are successful candidates. Nevertheless it is clear that some 
properties are, however tentatively, ascribed to the chosen 
concepts on the basis of the arguments in this introductory 
section. 

It would be natural, for example, to believe that the property of 
a priority is ascribed to categories in this passage. for Kant him­
self seems to say as much at B 1 59· Yet it would be just as natural 
to think that this elusive property is ascribed to categories on the 
basis of arguments in the Transcendental Deduction. For its pre­
liminary sections (in B I 3 and I4) suggest criteria for a priority 
which, it would be easy to think, the categories are shown to 
satisfy in the Transcendental Deduction. To complicate matters 
still_morc, it could certainly be argued that this same property is 
ascnbed to the categories in the Analytic of Principles. For the 
proofs of the principles are designed to show how each category 
~akes experience, or the objects of experience, possible; and this 
Is. the suggested test for a priority in Sect. 14 (B I 24-126). This 
difficulty cannot perhaps be settled without considering each of 
these_ sections in detail, but it may be worth while to suggest one 
way 1_n which it could be resolved. This is to regard the property 
of bemg a priori either as a complex property, the ascription of a 
part of which to the categories is supported by each section; or 
t~ regard it as a property ascribed to the categories on the basis of 
t e arguments in all three sections. It is certainly true that the 
understanding and establishment of the special status ascribed to 
categ?ries depends upon each of these sections. It would be wrong 
to t~mk that the only place to which reference need be made to 
~nstde~ the claim that categories are a priori is the Metaphysical 

eduction. Kant gives, in this section, some reason for saying that 
~he selected concepts are a priori and consequently some reason 
tOr ad . . ' 

ffiltting that they are categories. But these reasons cannot 
profitably be regarded as a proof of such claims.1 

1 The illusio h · · · h' c I r.. • n t at a proof IS given m t IS passage, wr examp e at B 1 oz-
10'-ll, Is fostered by Kemp Smith's translation. For at B 105 where Kant says on y: 'On th. , 
·h· h 15 account they are called pure concepts of the understanding, 

\\ Ic refer a p · · b' , h' · 1 d '0 v . non to o )ects . . . t IS IS trans ate as n tuis account we 
are entitled to 11 h · f · 

ca t esc representations pure concepts o the understanding, 
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The 1\Ietaphysical Deduction can be regarded, therefore, as an 
effort to support, rather than to prove, the claim that the selected 
concepts have certain special properties. Kant provides an explana­
tion of his method of selection, and some account of the relations 
between forms of judgment and categories. He provides also a 
number of claims about the merits and completeness of his classi­
fication, which have generally been regarded as exaggerated. To 
regard the whole section as a total failure, hO\vever, because of this 
would be to miss much that is valuable in it. One of the difficulties 
in attempting to understand this obscure passage is the pervasive 
temptation to load it with a force it certainly cannot bear. Kant 
himself encourages this in some of his claims, but it should be 
remembered that he speaks of the section in the unambitious terms 
of a 'clue to the categories', rather than in the ambitious terms of 
the establishment of certain concepts as categories. 

The Transcendental Deduction can be represented as an argu­
ment about the categories, or rather categories, in general. In this 
it is chiefly distinguished from the detailed analysis of the cate­
gories, which appears in the Analytic of Principles. There are two 
central aspects of the argument in the earlier section, and both are 
concerned rather to explain or elucidate the notion of a category, 
than to establish that any particular concept is a category in the 
elucidated sense. Kant connects the notion of a category, through 
the terminology of 'transcendental apperception', with the ideas 
of 'objectivity' and 'personality'. Both of these connections can be 
seen in the arguments at A 104-llo, A 119-123, and B 131-140, 
and both are associated with corresponding arguments in the 
Analytic of Principles. The arguments relating the idea of a 
category to that of an object reappear in the detailed proofs of the 
principles, where it is shown that each concept is related to a 
certain objective discrimination in our experience. The arguments 
relating categories to the notion of a person are much less obvious 
in the Analytic of Principles, but they reappear in the Refutation 
ofldealism (B 274-279) and in the 'General Note on the System of 
Principles' (B 288-294). 

Both aspects of a category are designed to show that categories 

and to regard them as applying a priori to objects .. .'. This may suggest, 
what Kant docs not say, that the grounds for this entitlement have been 
already given in a proof of the a priority of the chosen concepts. 
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are in some way fundamental concepts in our experience. Kant's 
account of the term 'object' results in the claim that we can under­
stand such a not~on o~ly in terms of the conceptual rules, which 
govern the way 1n ~hich we discriminate items presented to the 
s~nses. The categones ca~ be sa~d to be responsible for the objec­
tive feat~res of our expene~ce, ~n ~his way, since they arc the con­
~epts wh1ch embody these hng.Ulst~c rules. But since the argument 
m the Transcendental Deduction 1s an explanation of the notion 
of a category, a~d not an argument about any particular concepts 
it would be a rrus.take to think that it has yet been shown that th~ 
concepts chosen 1n the Metaphysical Deduction are categories i 
this sense. It is true that some few references are mad~ to tl;es~ 
concepts, and moreover that there is a natural tendency to think 
that the claims made in the Transcendental Deduction for cate­
gories are true of the chosen concepts. But this is another of the 
complicating overlaps in the whole argument, which it is better to 
disentangle. What Kant claims to have shown in the Transcenden­
tal Deduction is only that some concepts must be fundamental in 
these ways, and not that any particular concepts are fundamental 
in this way, or must be so. 

These are neither the only features of the Transcendental Deduc­
tion, nor the only features which reappear in the Analytic of 
Principles. Kant provides in the earlier section an account of 
imagination (A 1oo-1o2., A 123-12. 5, B 150-152), which corre­
sponds to the later argument of the S~h~matism (B q6-r 87). He 
provides also an account of the restnctiOns placed_ on th~ c~te­
gories, that they have a significant employment only 1~ apphcatlon 
to appearances (B q6-15o), and this reappears later m the argu­
ment in the section on Phenomena and Noumena (B 294-3 I 5). 
Finally, Kant provides in the Transcendental Deduction some 
examples of the ways in which categories bear on our discrimina­
tion of appearances (B I62.-163), which ought properly to have 
appeared in the Analytic of Principles. This does not exhaust the 
points of contact between the two sections, but it can serve to 
shoW the way in which Kant's arguments sprawl over the Analytic, 
and sometimes to places where they do not strictly belong. 

The Transcendental Deduction is sometimes thought to have a 
close connection with Kant's idea of the sciences, particularly 
mathematics and physics. When, at the end of the argument(A rz6-
xz9, B 159-165) he speaks of'prescribing laws to nature', it may 
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seem as though he is referring to that procedure in which scientists 
formulate and test their hypotheses.1 There is, of course, no doubt 
that Kant intends to explain certain features of scientific enquiry, 
and particularly the special authority which claims in the sciences 
seem to possess. But it would be wrong to think that this is all 
that can be meant by 'prescribing laws to nature', or to think that 
in the Transcendental Deduction Kant is primarily engaged in 
what we should call 'philosophy of science'. The arguments of the 
Transcendental Deduction are not restricted to this scientific con­
text, and to talk of prescribing laws to nature is for Kant a meta­
phorical way of expressing a complex relation between categories 
and the whole range of our experience. It is plain that Kant's 
account of the laws which we might be said to prescribe to nature 
points not to the particular empirical laws which scientists might 
formulate, but rather to certain basic, conceptual laws, on which 
these empirical claims are supposed to rest. But these conceptual 
laws operate even in our ordinary experience, and not only in the 
context of a science. The examples which Kant gives in the Trans­
cendental Deduction of the operation of categories (B 162.-163) 
are designed to show their influence in quite unscientific contexts, 
in which there is no reference to the formulation of any scientific 
hypothesis. For these reasons, to give an account of the Trans­
cendental Deduction in purely scientific terms is to present only 
one side of the whole argument. 

It would be natural to say that even if Kant's argument in the 
Transcendental Deduction is not directly or exclusively related to 
scientific claims, the argument in the Analytic of Principles is. All 
the principles formulated and proved in this latter section, with the 
possible exception of the Postulates, are closely connected with 
certain principles in mathematics or natural science. Yet even in 
this section it would not be true to say that Kant is interested only 
in the scientific implications of these principles. At B zo1-zoz 
Kant seems to indicate that the principles have a wider scope than 
this: 

But it should be noted that we are as little concerned in the one 
case with the principles of mathematics, as in the other with the 

1 An account of the Analytic along these lines is given in Martin: Kant's 
Nfetaph;·sics and Theory of Srienre, particularly Ch. III, pp. 9o-9s. 
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principles of general physical dynamics. We treat only of the ~rin­
ciples of pure understanding in their relation to inner sense (all ditTer­
ences among the given representations being ignored). It is through 
these principles of the pure understanding that the special principles 
of mathematics and dynamics become possible. 

Earlier in the same section (B I97-I98) Kant expresses the same 
point in another way: 'That there should be principles at all is 
entirely due to the understanding. Not only is it the faculty of rules 
in respect of that which happens, but is itself the source of prin­
ciples in accordance with which everything that can be presented 
to us as an object must conform to rules.' For the contrast between 
the two sides of understanding appears to be that between its 
operations in a scientific context, and the more basic operations it 
reveals in the whole of our experience of objects. 

This general argument in the Analytic of Principles is the 
consequence of the account given in the Transcendental Deduc­
tion of the term 'object'. When Kant claims that everything 
that can be presented as an object must conform to certain 
rules, he is echoing the claim that categories are responsible 
for the objective features of our experience. This claim is expressed 
elsewhere (B 125-126, A I 1 I, B 197) by saying that the categories, 
or conditions of a possible experience, are also conditions of the 
possibility of objects of experience. It is in this general way that 
the Amtlytic of Principles completes the argumcut of the Tmm­
ccndcntal Deduction, by showing for each category that it 
genuinely is a conditior:t of this kind. 

What it means to be a condition of the possibility of objects of 
experience is, in part, explained in the Transcendental Deduction. 
It can be understood in the light of what has been said already of 
Kant's aim, and in the light also of Kant's procedure in the proofs 
of the principles. Kant speaks of what is presented to the senses 
as an undifferentiated manifold, indeterminate or nondescript 
until it is conceived to be of some definite kind. This sets Kant the 
problem of explaining how we arc enabled to differentiate between 
the distinguishable items in our experience. On this score the 
principles are intended to reveal the power of each category to 
make certain discriminations possible in our experience. Kant 
hopes to show how categories are involved in these discrimina­
tions, by showing the ways in which they operate to distinguish 
one kind of appearance from another. 
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The general procedure in proving the principles is to connect 
each category with a certain temporal discrimination. But it is 
clearer to understand what Kant could mean by an 'object', or an 
'objective feature of experience', by referring to certain concepts 
which mediate between the categories and these temporal notions. 
Such mediating concepts occur in our ordinary experience, and 
are supposed to contain a reference both to a category and to a 
temporal feature. They include such concepts as that of a class, 
number, magnitude, degree, object, property, alteration, state, 
and event. Kant indicates the relation between a category 
'cause' and such a mediating concept 'event', in a specific case, at 
B 8I6: 

In the Transcendental Analytic, for instance, we derived the prin­
ciple that everything which happens has a cause, from the condition 
under which alone a concept of happening in general is objectively 
possible-namely by showing that the determination of an event in 
time, and therefore the event as belonging to experience, would be 
impossible save as standing under such a dynamical rule. 

What the category, and its associated principle, make possible in 
such a case is the discrimination of such an 'object' as an event. 
Kant claims to be able to show in similar ways that all the cate­
gories arc responsible for such objective features of our experi­
ence. It is also in this way that he intends to reveal finally the 
importance ami special status of the concepts selected in the 
Metaphysical Deduction as candidate categories. 

The general relations between all three sections of the Analytic 
can be briefly summarised. In the Metaphysical Deduction Kant 
identifies certain concepts, in a non-committal way, as candidates 
for categorial status. These identifications are supported by argu­
ments designed to show that the method of selection picks out 
certain concepts which arc basic in our language. In the Trans­
cendental Deduction Kant argues, without special reference to the 
chosen concepts, that a category is a concept responsible in some 
way for the objective features of our experience. This argument is 
no more than an attempt to elucidate the meanings of such terms 
as 'object' and 'category'. Nothing is said in this section to show 
that the concepts chosen in the 1.\Ietaphysical Deduction are cate­
gories. It is argued only that some categories are necessary for our 
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experience, and not that any particular concepts are necessary in 
this way. It is, finally, the task of the Analytic of Principles to tie 
these threads together, by showing in detail how the concepts 
selected in the Metaphysical Deduction satisfy the requirements 
for categorial status which were elucidated in the Transcendental 
Deduction. It is in the Analytic of Principles that Kant shows how 
each particular concept makes possible the objects of experience. 
Thus it is only at the end of the whole Analytic that one is strictly 
entitled to call the chosen concepts categories, and to understand 
by this that they enjoy all the properties that Kant ascribes to 
categories. 



7 
CATEGORIES 

AND JUDGMENTS 

'It is to synthesis, therefore, that we must first look to determine 
the origin of our knowledge' (B 103). 

'To put all this in a nutshell, it is first necessary to remind the 
reader that we arc here not talking of the origin of experience, but 
of what is in it .. .' (Pro/., Sect. 2 I a. Ak., Vol. 4, p. 304). 

IT is obvious enough that in the Metaphysical Deduction Kant 
identifies certain concepts as categories, and something has been 
already said about the non-committal nature of this claim (Ch. 6). 
If it is held that in the Metaphysical Deduction Kant finally 
establishes that his chosen concepts have all the properties that 
categories are supposed to have, then the argument will seem in­
evitably defective. But if the chosen concepts are regarded instead 
as candidates for categorial status, then the argument has at least 
some hope of success. In this case the whole passage is designed to 
give grounds for, and explanations of, the list of candidate cate­
gories which terminates it. Unfortunately neither the grounds nor 
the explanations are at all clearly expressed. Throughout the 
section Kant contrives, even more successfully than usual, to 
condense his argument to the point of assertion. This means that 
much of the discussion can be only guided, and not dictated, by 
Kant's own words. There are two points at which the discussion 
will deviate from Kant's own exposition. Appeals will sometimes 
be made to the later arguments of the Schematism, and the pas­
sages which introduce the Analytic of Principles (B 169-202). The 
reason for this is that the later passage contains further elaboration 
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of the links between categories, judgments, and the con~epts ?f 
space and time. More importantly Kant's order_ of exp?s!tlo~ m 
the Metaphysical Deduction will not be followed 111 the chscuss10n. 
Of the two central passages to be considered, B 92-9 5 and B I o2-
1o4, the latter will be discussed first. For these reasons it may be 
useful to give a brief outline of the arguments in these passages 
as Kant states them. 

In the introductory passage at B 91-92 Kant indicates in general 
terms that he intends to collect, or classify, concepts in his effort 
to isolate what he calls (B 89) the elements of pure understanding. 
He says: 'When we call a faculty of knowledge into play, then as 
the occasioning circumstances differ, various concepts stand forth 
and make the faculty known, and allow of being collected with 
more or less completeness.' This argument serves to explain ·what 
is to be meant by claims about the faculty of understanding, or 
about the elements of understanding. Such claims are to be under­
stood as testable, to be established or rejected, by reference to the 
classification of concepts. Kant insists that such a classification 
s~ou~d be 'systematic', and 'proceed according to a sing_le prin­
ciple, so that the concepts classified can be 'connected w1th each 
other according to one concept or idea' (B 92). 
. The search for a system of classification appears to be conducted 
m th~ next section on 'The Logical Employment of the Und_er­
standmg' (B 92-95). And, indeed, the conclusion to this sectiOn 
s~ems to point to the discovery of the required systematic prin­
ciple (B 94): 'The functions of the understanding can therefore be 
discovered if we can give an exhaustive statement of the functions 
of unity in judgment.' This is to say, apparently, that after a search 
~or ~he required principle Kant succeeds in stating it. The principle 
1 ~ ~tmply that the classification of concepts should proceed by 
listing forms of judgment. That this is what Kant means is borne 
out by a passage at B xo6, where he says: 'This division h 
developed_ systematically from a common principle, namely, the 
faculty of judgment (which is the same as the faculty of thought).' 

It ha_s not always been thought so easy to identify the principle 
on whtch Kant relies to make his procedure systematic. And it 
may be that some such complex set of inter-relations between the 
forms of judgment, as that investigated by Klaus Reich,1 lies con-

1 K. Reich: Die Vollstiindigkeit der Kanliscbm Urteilstafel. Kant docs not 
seem to distinguish at all carefully between being systematic and being com-
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cealed behind the apparent simplicity of Kant's own exposition. 
Kant certainly makes no explicit appeal to such an elaboration in 
this passage, but seems to hold that to classify forms of judgment 
is to proceed systematically. Kant's execution of the systematic 
plan leans heavily on accepted classifications of judgments in 
formal logic. Unfortunately neither formal logic, nor anything 
else, can justify the claim that every form of judgment has been 
listed by Kant. The most that can b(! said of the list is that it may 
be comprehensive. Nevertheless Kant's choice of judgment-forms 
as the basis of his classification of concepts is important, and will 
be discussed later. 

The remaining arguments in the Metaphysical Deduction deal 
with the transition from the table of judgments to that of cate­
gories. In the first section (B ro2-104) Kant discusses the differ­
ences between general and transcendental logic, and the associated 
difference between analysis and synthesis. In the second part 
(B 104-105) he gives a brief account of the relation between the 
two tables. The argument in this passage is particularly obscure, 
but is evidently supposed (cf. B 105) to provide some ground for. 
regarding the chosen concepts as a priori, and some ground for 
using the table of judgments as a guide to the chosen concepts. 
Clearly both of these claims need to be considered. In the following 
account the argument from B 102-ro4 will be considered first, 
and the passages from B 92-95 and B Io4-1o5 will be discussed 
afterwards. 

(i) ANALYSIS AND SYNTHESIS 

Kant's argument in the passage at B 102-ro4 proceeds along 
these lines. General logic and its analytic activities should be dis­
tinguished from transcendental logic and synthesis. Indeed the 
former discipline rests on the latter, so that analysis can be said to 
presuppose synthesis (cf. B r 33-134 and note). For this reason it is 
to transcendental logic and synthesis that we must look for the 
'first origins of knowledge' (B 103). Kant also represents the 
difference between these disciplines as that between bringing 
different representations to concepts (analysis), and bringing the 

plete, but Reich is concerned rather with the claim that Kant's classification 
of judgments is complete, than that it is systematic. It may be that while 
Kant's programme of classification is systematic, his execution of the pro­
gramme is not complete. 
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pure synthesis of representations to concepts (synthesis). General 
and transcendental logic are thus to be distinguished not only in 
terms of their, analytic or synthetic, procedures, but also in terms 
of their empirical or a priori materials. Transcendental logic has 
at its disposal the transcendental content of space and time, but 
general logic abstracts from all content of knowledge and requires 
items to be given, perhaps empirically, as its material for investi­
gation (B 102). 

What Kant means by an analytic procedure in general logic 
can be explained in this way. If we suppose a set of items named 
and described in various ways, then it is an analytic procedure to 
arrange the concepts used as names or descriptions in a logical 
order. It may be possible, in this way, to clarify the concepts, or 
even to enla~ge them by grouping the items unde.r other mo~e 
general headmgs based on the descriptions already given. Analytic 
procedures therefore presuppose some set of discriminations in a 
lan!?iuage, which it is a task of general logic to analyse, order, or 
cla':Ify. That certain items are supposed already name.d ~nd de­
scnb~d reflec:s Kant's view that analysis requires certai? Ideas to 
be giv:n. T~Is supposition is quite neutral as to the eXIstence of 
~ny objects ln our experience which satisfy the descriptions. This 
1s one way in h' h ' b · h'l w 1c general logic may mislead y temptmg p 1 o-
sophers to thi k h · . ' 1 fl h n t at analyuc claims about concepts a ways re ect 
tr~ ab~t objects! (cf. Ch. 5, pp. 7I-76). 

h en ant says, therefore that general logic looks to some 
okt er source for its data, or ;hat it abstracts from all content of 

nowledge or th · f 1 · h · . ' at no concepts can first anse by way o ana ysis, 
e Is argumg that analytic procedures always presuppose certain 

cho~cehpts, or certain discriminations in a language. It follows from 
t Is t at anal · f 1 . . ysis cannot provide a complete account o anguage, 
smce lt must alw h' h ld h b . ays presuppose certain concepts, w Ic wou 
t en de omitted from the explanation. If for example, an analytic 
proce ure wer d ' · 1 · 
1 d c use to explain the way in wh1ch a anguage 1s 
carne then K , 1 · 

1 ' ant s argument shows that such an exp anauon 
Cf. the Amphib 1 · I 1 K ' 

Point in th' 1 ° Y generally (B p6-349) and B 325 parucu ar y. ants 
IS a tter pas . . 1 1 . b concepts · 1 sage IS that \ve may elaborate Jog1ca re auons etween 

, Wit 1out sa · h · 
whether a h Ytng whether the concepts arc empty or not; t at IS, 

ny P enom · · · h · 1 about the a r 0 cna sausfy them. General Jog1c 1s t us non-comm1tta 
t d ,othpp Icatton of concepts but transcendenta1logic is not. This is con-nee c w I anothe f K ' o 
h of r 0 ant's claims (B 174- 175) that transcendental philo-

sop y can speer y a Priori the instances in which categories are applied. 
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would be incomplete. For analysis can show only how certain con­
cepts depend logically upon other cor:cepts, and these latter must 
in the end be assumed to have been g1ven, or already learned. But 
a complete account of the way in wh~ch a language is learned 
would have to explain how a concept 1s learned, when no prior 
concepts are presupposed. Analysis would, for this reason, always 
be left with some unexplained concepts on its hands, and would 
therefore fall short of a complete explanation. It is for this reason 
that analysis indicates the need for some further kind of explana­
tion, to which Kant gives the name 'synthesis'. Kant's claims that 
analysis presupposes synthesis should thus be understood as a 
denial that analysis can provide a complete account of language. 
If analytic methods are supposed to show how languaaes are 
learned, then they yield only partial explanations; if tl~ey are 
used to show the logical dependence of concepts in a language 
then they cannot explain or exhibit the dependence of ever; 
concept. 

It is not altogether easy to see what conclusions should be 
drawn from this account of analysis and synthesis. It may seem 
trivial to say that in order to analyse concepts, there must be con­
cepts to be analysed; or to say that when a child first learns or 
understands a concept it must have gone through a process of 
synthesis, and not analysis; or to say that the statement '"Red" is 
a colour' depends in some way upon the statement 'That is red' 
(B I33, note). Yet it is not easy to see how such claims bear on 
Kant's account of categories. It would be nai~e, for example, to 
suppose that when Kant claims that categones embody a pure 
synthesis, which is presupposed in analytic procedures, he means 
to say that concepts like 'cause' or 'substance' or 'necessity' are 
among the first that a child learns. (Cf. Berkeley's criticism of 
Locke: Prilmple.r, Introduction, Sect. 14·) 

Kant's argument contains a radical criticism of such an empiricist 
theory of language as Locke provided. And if it were shown that 
such an empiricist account is defective, then it would be natural to 
say that not all concepts in a language are open to such empirical 
explanation. Kant certainly believed that an empiricist theory 
such as Locke's could not explain the status of categories, and un­
compromisingly rejected any such account of them (B I I 7-1 I 8). 
Moreover, it is clear from the conclusion to the argument at B Ioz­
I04 that the distinction between analysis and synthesis is supposed 
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to give some ground for saying that the categories are non-empiri­
cal or a priori (B 105, and cf. B I 58). Kant's claim, therefore, that 
some concepts are a priori may be understood, and perhaps 
justified, if it can be shown that Locke's account of language is in­
complete. To put this in less committal terms, Kant might show 
that Locke's account is incomplete, and that it requires a reference 
to categories for its completion. 

It is easy to understand Locke's programme as an analysis of 
co~plex concepts into simpler. When Locke outlines the way in 
which we might acquire a complex concept, he can generally be 
~nderstood as explaining how such a concept depends upon 
sunpler concepts. The concept of a type of material object, for 
exampl.e, might be shown to depend upon the simpler concepts of 
a certain colour or shape or feel. If this were all that Locke in­
tended, then it could be said that his account of concepts, because 
analytic. in this way, is inevitably incomplete. For all his analyses 
rest ultunately on the identification of certain simple concepts, 
whi~h are thus presupposed in every explanation. But this is to 
ad~t that his account is incomplete, since, although it. may ex­
p~am how co~plex concepts depend on simple concept.s, It cann?t 
glVe a? analysis of the simple concepts themselves. It might be said 
that srmple concepts are just those which do not depend on any 
other concepts. Or again if Locke's account is expressed in terms 
of our learning languag~s then it may succeed in showing how 
complex concepts are or ~ould be learned, once certain simple 
concep4 s 1 ' ' · h 

L are a ready understood. But it cannot In t e same way 
tell us how these simple concepts are learned, since there are no 
other concepts from which to learn them. If such an account were 
to cover all th h · ld · co . e concepts in a language, t en 1t wou requrre 

mple~Ion of a kind to which Kant points when he speaks of synthesrs. 

It is natural to defend Locke by saying that he also admitted the 
need for so1 ti · 1 · h 1 . ne urther explanation of the way In w uc we earn 
even the stmpl · · 1 

e concepts. On Locke's view even a srmp e con-
cept, such as 'r d' . · 1 b 
· . e , can be analysed not mto simper concepts, ut 
Into padrttcular ideas from which' the concept 'red' may b:! ab-
stracte . Lock h' f h · 1 e apparently supposed that IS account o · t e 
Slfmpb e con_cepts could be completed by appealing to the doctrine 
o a stractron to 1 . . d Th' d fi . exp am theu origin or depen ence. Is e ence 
of Locl ... e helps to reveal the extent of Kant's deviation from such 
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an empiricist programme. For it is clear that the kind of completion 
which Kant envisaged for analysis is radically unlike that which 
Locke produced. While Locke tried to break out of the framework 
of concepts, by appealing to entities supposed to be simpler than 
any concept, Kant appeals to other concepts in the language, and 
these of the most abstract and general kind. Locke pursues the 
things he regards as most particular and most sensible, while 
Kant looks to those which are the most general and most 
intelligible. 

There have been many criticisms of the doctrine of abstraction,1 

and its limitations can be only briefly indicated here. It is in 
the inadequacies of the doctrine that Kant's deviation from it 
may best be seen. Because the doctrine purports to break out of 
the framework of concepts, it is primarily a claim about learning, 
and not about the logical dependence of concepts. If it is treated 
in the latter way, then it gives rise to circularities of the kind that 
Locke's own explanations seem sometimes to commit. Locke 
claims, for example (Esst~y: Bk. II, Ch. xiii, Sect. 4), that our ideas 
of 'certain stated lengths, such as are a foot, or yard, etc.' can 
explain how we 'frame to ourselves the ideas of "long", "square", 
"feet", "yards", etc.'. But to say that the concept 'long' or 'foot' 
depends on our concepts of stated lengths, such as a foot or yard, 
is to commit a circularity. Such an account can avoid triviality 
only by supposing that there is some process in which we learn 
the concept 'long' from our perception of certain lengths. It 
would be very imprudent to deny that there was any such process, 
and yet Locke gives very little reason to suppose that it is of the 
kind he describes. 

The main support for Locke's description of this process comes 
from an analogy with the analysis of concepts. Because it is pos­
sible to learn a complex concept by attending to the simpler con­
cepts, on which it logically depends, Locke supposes that we must 
also learn the simplest concepts by attending to, and abstracting 
from, the simple experiences in which the concept is exemplified. 
But it is all very well to say that we must learn what 'red' means in 
a way like that in which we could learn what 'colour' means, once 
we already understand 'red'. It is quite another matter to produce 
evidence of a sort to support the use of such an analogy. Locke 
produces no such evidence, and this is in general what is wrong 

1 Most recently, and very violently, in Gcach: Mental AciJ', pp. xS-44· 
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with his doctrine. For it is properly a claim in empirical psychol­
ogy, and yet it rests on an a priori assumption. ?n tl:e evtJence 
that we all ordinarily have about learning there 1s quae as much 
reason for denying as for affirming the use of the a~alogy. for 
the process to which the analogy is applied is admitted to_ b~ 
radically unlike that from which it Jerives. There is no a pn~m 
reason for supposing that the analogy can or should be earned 
over into such a different context. 

Even if these arguments reveal defects in Locke's final account 
of language, they do not yet show that Kant's account is any 
better. Kant certainly avoids some of the objections that can be 
raised against Locke. Although Kant, for example, speaks of the 
'origins' of our knowledge on occasion, he plainly is talking of the 
dependence of concepts, and not of their learning.lt may, however, 
still be unclear that Kant could be justified in arguing from these 
defects in Locke to the conclusion that there are a priori concepts. 
Certainly the mere fact that Locke's analysis of concepts is incom­
plete, in the way that any such analytic account would be, does 
not mean that his simple concepts are a priori. Nobody would say 
that the concept 'red' is a priori, even though it has to be pre­
supp?sed in his account of the dependence of concepts. For what­
ever 1s the process by which such a concept is learned, most people 
have a conviction or prejudice that it is learned somehow from the 
perception of particular red items. 

This conviction shows the extent to which the contrast between 
empirical and a priori even now is attached to a hypothesis about 
the learning of concepts. But since Kant is not offering an account 
of the ":'ays in which concepts may be learned, this contrast ought 
to be gtven some other sense in the field of concept dependence. 
~hat evidently tempts Kant to say that the categories are a priori 
1 ~ that they are associated with concepts on which even Locke's 
stmple concepts depend. If there were such concepts, then it 
wo~ld be natural to conclude both that such a dependence is 
unlike that exploited in empiricist analyses, and that the concepts 
themselves are not of a type standardly regarded as empirical. It 
~a~es no sense to speak of a priori concepts if the idea of an em­
pmcal concept is unexplained. If Locke's simple concepts are 
standard examples of empirical concepts, then Kant has some 
reason to say that any concepts of a different kind which are pre­
supposed in such simple concepts can be regarded as non-
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empirical. It may be that the labels 'empirical' and 'a priori' are no 
longer acceptable in philosophy,1 so that it would be preferable 
to use Kant's own contrast between 'sensible' and 'intelligible' 
concepts (cf. Ch. 4, p. 53). For Kant holds the view that concepts 
may be classed in these ways, according to their relation to per­
ception. But whatever labels are used for this purpose Kant's 
argument is that certain .concepts can be identified, on which even 
the empirically simple sensible concepts depend. How these con­
cepts may be identified can be better considered in Kant's other 
arguments. 

(ii) CONCEPTS AND JUDG~IENTS 

The kind of completion that Kant envisaged for an analytic 
account of language is two-fold. At the first stage it gives a ground 
for selecting certain concepts as basic in our language, and so 
indicates those concepts on which even the simple concepts of 
empirical analysis depend. This first stage in the argument is 
carried through in the passage on 'The Logical Employment of 
the Understanding' (B 92.-95). At the second stage Kant connects 
the identified forms of judgment with the concepts he calls cate­
gories. This argument is given in the brief passage from B I 04-1 o 5. 
It is in this second stage of the argument that Kant finally indicates 
the connection between the analysis of judgment-forms and the 
synthesis involved in the categories. 

(a) B 92-95 

Kant provides several clues to the argument supporting his 
decision to classify forms of judgment as a guide to the categories. 
He says, for example, that the only use which understanding can 
make of concepts is to judge by means of them (B 93), and that 
all acts of the understanding can be traced back to 2 judgments 
(B 94). In another passage in The Mistaken Sttbtlety of the Fo11r 

1 Some philosophers would say that this contrast can be understood only 
in terms of the distinction between synthetic and analytic. (Cf. Ayer: Lan­
guage, Truth and Logic, pp. 16 If.) But this latter contrast is of no usc to Kant 
in the present context, since no sense has been given to the idea of analytic 
or synthetic concepts. 

2 Kemp Smith translates 'zuri.ickfi.ihrcn' as 'reduce', which may mislead in 
the light of the modern philosophical use of 'reduction'. 'Trace back' is less 
misleading. 
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S)'llogistic Figures (Ak., Vol. z, pp. 58-59) Kant also argues that 
distinct concepts presuppose judgments. What needs to be done 
is to consider the ways in which it is correct to say that concepts 
presuppose, or can be traced back to, judgments. for in this 
argument can be found not only the basis of Kant's decision to 
classify forms of judgment, but also the ground for claiming that 
even simple concepts depend in some way upon other concepts in 
a language. 

It would be natural to understand Kant to mean that concepts 
can be shown to have a relation to assertions, or judgments, which 
the latter do not have to them. And it is not difficult to sec that 
simple concepts require forms of judgment, if they arc to be under­
stood. This rests on the obvious truth that in order to be used 
intelligibly, concepts need the sort of completion that judgment 
forms provide. Even the notion of a concept itself points to this 
need~ for_ it involves the notion of something conceived to be of a 
~ertam kind, or in a certain relation. Such an account of concepts 
Indicates at once the idea of a form of judgment in which the 
concepts may figure, and this is implicit in Kant's account of a 
conc~pt a~ a possible predicate. Most, and perhaps all, of our term 
classificat_lOns, such as 'name', 'predicate', 'description', refer back 
to op~r~ttons of the judging kind, such as naming, predicating, or 
descnbmg. 

. But if it is true that concepts require a reference to forms of 
!udgment for their completion, it is also true that the forms of 
J~d~ment themselves require particular concepts for their cam­
p ~tlion. The idea of someone's understanding what a concept is 
Wlt 1out having · · · d" h" · . a not10n of what It Is to pre Icate so met mg seems 
Impossible· b t · · f ' h . ' u It IS no more impossible than that o someone s 
1 av1r~~ a notion of what it is to predicate something without the 
east I ea of what a predicate or concept is. The notion of a judg­

ment on which d" . · d t: d ' our Iscnmination between JU gment 10rms an 
concepts rests ha b h f h 1 

d d ' s a necessary reference to ot o t ese e cments 
an oes not sugg~ t "ill 1" h . . h of · th I ... s , su css cstab IS , any pnonty on t e part 
d ei Jr. f Kant had meant to rely on any such asymmetry in the 

epetn encledbetween judgment-forms and concepts, then his argu-
men wou be in d . . h 
f B a equate. But there is no sign, 1n t e passage 
. rom 9hz-915, that he is relying on such a claimed asymmetry. He 
IS nevert e ess pl · 1 1 . · f 

h ain y re ymg on the v1ew that concepts o all types ave a ref, . 
erence to forms of Judgment, even though a 
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similar relation holds also in the opposite relation. Some further 
reason, however, seems to be needed to support Kant's decision 
to classify forms of judgment. 

One answer to this difficulty would be to say that Kant regards 
the classification of judgments as a way of classifying simpler 
concepts in the language. On such a view a classification of judg­
ments is not opposed to a classification of concepts, it is rather 
that the former is a comprehensive example of the latter. When 
Kant says that he chooses to appeal to a classification of judgments, 
because it is in judgments that all concepts have their use, he 
suggests that only a classification of judgments can be compre­
hensive, or cover all the simpler concepts in a language. And this 
suggestion is supported by the truth that classifications of judg­
ments in logic are not independent of the simpler concepts which 
may complete a given verbal form. The classification in traditional 
logic of the universal affirmative form 'All S is P' is dependent 
upon the distinction between predicates which apply distributively 
through a class, and those which apply only collectively to the 
class. The two propositions 'All Texans outnumber the citizens of 
any other state in America' and 'All Texans are taller than the 
citizens of any other state in America' do not both exemplify this 
logical form, however similar their verbal structure may be. If this 
relation between judgment and concept classifications is generally 
true, then there would be some reason for saying that the classi­
fication of judgments covers or comprehends that of the simpler 
concepts which complete forms of judgment. 

Kant has, however, another argument at his disposal, which is 
based on the _criticism of Locke already discussed. It is that if all 
concepts have a reference to judgments, or to forms of judgment, 
then even such 'simple' concepts as those on which Locke based 
his analysis of language also have such a reference. For this pur­
pose it does not matter that the dependence between judgment­
forms and concepts is entireiy symmetrical. All that Kant needs to 
say is that there are certain features of a language on which even 
the simplest concepts depend, even though it is also quite true 
that, in another direction, these same features depend on the 
simpler concepts. Kant evidently has the belief that even though 
simple concepts, such as 'red', acquire their meaning primarily 
through their relation to certain sensible experiences, they also 
owe a part of their meaning to something else. This additional 
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. . . h the ways in which a con-

feature could be md1cated by saymg t at d d" . . 1 d ~ine our un erstan mg 
cept may figure m JUdgments part y eteru.u . . 
of it. A concept like 'red', for example, has 1ts n:eamng not on~y 
in terms of our perception of red items in ~xp~nence, but also !n 
terms of the framework of judgment in whlch lt figures, or has ltS 

use. We say that 'red' names a property, for example, so that part 
of what we understand by it relates to our ideas of~ property,_ or 
of property-ascription, in ordinary discourse. Agam, t?e ~~uon 
of a property is logically connected with that of an mdtvtdual 
~o ';hich a property may be ascribed. Our unders:anding of 
_re~ , . therefore, also depends in part upon our nouons of an 
mdt~l~ual, and upon categorical forms of judgment in which 
C~~nptton~ of p~operties to individuals are standardly expressed 

f .£The dtsc.usslon of substance. Ch. 10, pp. 163-164). To speak 
01. o~m~ of Judgment in this way is quite plausibly to speak of a 
mgutsttc fram k · · 1 ewor 1nto which every concept, even a stmp e 
concept fits d . . 

If h.' , an to whtch every concept owes a part of 1ts sense. 
t ts accou t b . able w n can e accepted, then Kant has gone a constder-

ay towards 1 · · . · · h" c c forms of . ud exp_ ammg and JUStlfyu~g 1s pre1ercnc_e ror 
simpler l gment. It 1s not that forms of Judgment are pnor to 

concepts b h . upon the £ ' ut rat cr that the latter depend 1n some way 
tion of theo~mer fo~ ~ part of their sense, and also that a classifica­
is clear moormer ls ln some way comprehensive of the latter. It 

. , reover th h" d stdered in su h ' at t 1s ependence is not of the kind con-
e ane · · · characteristic idea mptnctst accou~t of b~g.u~ge ~s Lock~'s. If the 

complex cone of dependence 1n emp1r1c1sm 1s that m which 
the_ir applicati~~tst~epend on simpler concepts for the criteria of 
of Judgment is \ . e~ the dependence of simple concepts on forms 
~aso~ for sayi; a~~ Y no~ of this kind. Kant has, therefore, some 

rectton away fg at thts dependence points in a non-empirical 
~? others whichrdom the standard empirical, or sensible, concepts 
lntelli "b eserve b g1 le' con Y contrast the labels 'non-empirical' or 

Kant' . cepts. 
alloc s p~cture of lan . . . . 
re .;te prtorities wh·g~age ls, m thts way, destgned not to re-
si ctt f a distortio~ h ~\ Locke had misplaced, but rather to 
l mp e sensible conw lc results from Locke's over-emphasis on 
angu~gc was acce ctet~s. Kant admitted that Locke's account of 
d~fccttvc in failin; ~0 e on the sensible side, but regarded it as 
picture of the st ~' P pcrly to acc~mmodate a~y other. Locke's 

ructurc of language ts that of a ptlc of bricks, each 
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course of which is supported by a larger number of smaller bricks 
underneath it. The operations by which such a pile is erected leave 
apparently no particular trace. Kant's picture, by contrast, is more 
like that of a balance, in which sensible concepts on one side are 
balanced by intelligible concepts on the other. Locke's account of 
dependence is in one direction, that of complex concepts on 
simpler concepts; Kant's is an account of interdependence, that 
of sensible and intelligible concepts on each other. 

Nothing has been very precisely said about the concepts, on 
which even the simplest are supposed to depend. All that has been 
suggested so far is that if there are such concepts, then they can be 
called non-empirical, and can be found in our classifications of 
judgment-forms. But the arguments considered so far are intended 
to do no more than explain the belief that such a classification of 
judgment-forms can be regarded as a clue to the categories (B 91, 

chapter heading). A clearer idea of Kant's use of such a clue can 
be gained through the transition from the table of judgments to 
that of categories. 

(b) B 104-105 

The same function which gives unity to the various representa­
tions in a judgment, also gives unity to the mere synthesis of various 
representations in an intuition; and this unity in its most general 
expression we entitle the pure concept of the understanding. The 
same understanding, through the same operations, by which, in con­
cepts, by means of analytical unity, it produced the logical form of a 
judgment, also introduces a transcendental content into its repre­
sentations, by means of the synthetic unity of the manifold in in­
tuition in general. 

It has been suggested already that this brief passage contains an 
explanation of the relations between the two tables, of judgment­
forms and categories. This explanation has two parts, one in each 
of the two sentences. The first is designed quite generally to con­
nect the unities of function, revealed in the analytic classification 
of judgment-forms, with what is called 'unity of synthesis in 
intuition'. The second qualifies this general connection by speak­
ing of the introduction of a 'transcendental content' into the 
representations of the understanding. Since categories, or pure 
concepts of understanding, are concepts expressing, or representing, 
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the mentioned synthetic unity, it is clear that they must be 
also connected both with the analytic unity of judgment-forms 
and with the transcendental content. 

The general connection between forms of judgment and cate­
gories is that they both share a reference to, or both derive from, 
the same function. Part of the force of this claim is that whatever 
unities, or functions of unity, are present in judgments, are also 
pre~ent or preserved in our manner of synthesising what we intuit. 
_fhis means that if we analyse or classify the functions of unity in 
Judgme~t, then our intuitive Sfntheses can be identified or ex­
pr~ssed ln terms of such functions. That the same unities expressed 
~n Judgments are preserved in our intuitive syntheses should not 

e regarded as a psychological discovery or coincidence. It is 
~~the~ that Kant is explaining how we should understand and 
1
1 en~fy what he calls an intuitive synthesis. Just as his proposal to 

c asstfy concepts at B 95 can be taken as an explanation of what is 
meant by claims about the faculty of understanding, so the claimed 
connection b tw · · b k 1 · d e een analysts and synthesis can e ta en toe uct-

ate what is b · · · · · ' I< l · that in mea~lt Y. 'synthetic umty 10 ~~~~tl~n : ant .c rums 
a 1 order to Identify such synthetic umues, It Is possible to 
t~pea to the analytic classification of judgment-forms. It is clear 
that ahnalysis and synthesis are not intended to be identical, but 

at t e latt 
Th· er can be identified in terms of the former. 

Is conne t" "d · h fi of j d c Ion may be illustrated by cons1 ermg ow arms 
of u hgment are related to our perception or to our understanding 

w at w . , h . 
expr d .e perceive. If we say, for example, t at one umty 

esse In · d f · d" "d 1' havin JU gments involves the notion o an In IV! ua s 
uncle g a property, then we may say also that one way in which we 

rstand . · f h relati W our perceptual experiences will be 10 terms o sue a 
in teron. e normally express judgments about what we perceive 
therefims of the ascription of properties to individuals. It follows 

ore that · d d What i one way in which we synthesise, or un erstan , 
proper:.Presented to us intuitively is in terms of individuals and 

Ies To h 1 . analytic 1 · . say t at there is some common e ement 1n our 
~atter ca~ ~SI~cati~ns and our intuitive synthese~ is to say that the 
JUdgment. e Identified in terms of, but not with, our forms of 

It is true th . . . 
of the c at our experience generally can be Identified 10 terms 

oncepts · · d l · h synthetic . . In our language. Kant's restncte c atm t at 
unities can be identified in terms of judgment-forms 
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indicates in part his own direction of interest, 1 in part the con­
viction that judgment-forms have a special importance in the 
language. Up to this point Kant's argument could be represented 
as justifying the claim that forms of judgment are central in our 
language. At this point it is argued that such forms of judgment 
may be regarded as guides to certain concepts central in our 
experience. For forms of judgment reveal certain general dis­
criminations through which we understand what we intuit or 
perceive. To say that our ways of synthesising what we intuit may 
be identified in terms of our forms of judgment is to say that these 
forms of judgment are guides to the concepts which express or 
represent these ways. Such concepts are the categories. 

It is important to insist that the forms of judgment are, on this 
view, not identical with the categories, but only guides to them. 
If this proviso is not made, then Kant may be thought to hold that 
categories and forms of judgment are identical, so that it could be 
objected to him that a certain judgment-form does not always e.'t­
press the appropriate categorial proposition. Korner, for example 
(Km1t, p. 55), says that ' ... the category embodied in the 
given and any other hypothetical judgment is that of causality'. 
But there are many hypothetical judgments of which it would be 
quite wrong to say that they embodied a notion of causality, as we 
ordinarily understand it. To say that for Kant the categories simply 
are forms of judgment would perhaps be to guarantee the transi­
tion from one table to the other. But it invites the criticism that 
Kant failed to notice the variety of uses to which a given judg­
ment-form might be put. 

Kant expresses the relation between the two tables, or between 
the two kinds of unity, not in terms of identity, but in terms of 
their common origin. But to say that they both share a reference 
to some basic function is not to say that they are identical, but 
only that they are intimately related in the way suggested above. 
Kant often indicates that a given category contains something 
more than a mere logical form (B 12.8-12.9, B 186-187), in the way, 
for example, that the notion of a substance is more than that of a 
logical subject. It is, however, also true that on occasion Kant 
speaks of 'pure categories', divorced from their sensible reference 

1 To say, for example, that transcendental logic teaches how to bring not 
representations, but the pure synthesis of representations to concepts (B 104) 
is to indicate an interest in complex rather than simple concepts. 

105 



CATEGORIES AND JUDG11ENTS 

to space and time as 'mere logical forms' (B 175). But Kant could 
not have failed to notice that not all judgments of a given form 
express claims about categories, for he himself gives examples of 
judgments which have certain forms but are explicitly supposed 
not to contain any category. Such judgments are called 'judgments 
of perception' in the Pro/egomma (Ak., Vol. 4, pp. 297-299: 
Sect. 18-19). It is clear from all this that Kant would not have 
agreed without qualification that categories and judgment-forms 
are the same. But it is also clear that some of the difficulty arises 
from an ambiguity in the notion of a category. This ambiguity is 
resolved in the second sentence of Kant's explanation at B 104-105. 

In Kant's second sentence it is indicated that the categories are 
related to space and time, as well as to forms of judgment. The 
'transcendental content' at B 104 is the 'manifold of a priori 
sensibility' (space and time) supposed to be at the disposal of 
transcendental logic. This link between categories, judgment­
forms, and space and time could be made to yield a general rule 
for extracting the appropriate category from a given form of judg­
ment. For the addition of certain spatia-temporal concepts to the 
forms ~f judgment provides a schematic outline of the various 
categonal claims. But it is more important to notice the analysis 
of categories, which such a connection indicates. It suggests that 
~he categories, as we ordinarily understand them can be analysed 
~~~ a sensibl~ (spatia-temporal) and an intclli~ible component. 
, ~s lea?s dtrectly to Kant's distinction between 'pure' and 
sc emattsed' categories. The pure categories have no reference to 
space or tim h . f ' , ' b e, so t at the ordtnary concepts o cause or su -
stance' for l . . Th , ' examp e, are not pure but schemattsed categones. e 
term catego , · · . . . . c · 

ry ts tn thts way ambtguous, smce 1t re1ers somettmes 
to a concept . h . 

Wlt , and sometimes to a concept without, any spauo-
tfemporal content. Since the 'intelligible' component is derived 
rom the log· 1 1 . . . 

. . tea c asstficatton of JUdgment-forms, the pure cate-
gones mtght b h · b "d 
b ·d . , ut t e schematised categones could not, e sat to 

e 1 enttcal w· h c 
K tt 10rms of judgment. 

g _ant has, therefore, some ground for saying that pure cate-
ones diva d f . . 

for ' B rce rom any senstble reference, are mere logtcal 
clat~s. h ut the sense in which this is true is compatible with the 

m t at a g· · d . 
of the a t~en JU gment-form does not always express a clatm 

itt d ppropna~e categorial type. Kant would not, then, be com­
m e to the Vtew that all hypothetical judgments embody the 
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category of causality. For our ordinary concept of a cause is that 
of a schematised category, which is certainly not identical with a 
mere form of judgment. The classification of hypothetical (or 
conditional) judgments nevertheless indicates the general notion 
of a condition, which is involved in the ordinary concept of a 
cause. Such a classification of judgments points to an intelligible 
component of the schematised category, and it is generally in this 
way that the classification of judgment-forms is a guide to the 
categories. Schematised categories are not identical with any 
logical classification or any forms of judgment, but they contain 
a reference to an intelligible concept, which can be extracted from 
the classification of judgment-forms. These intelligible, or pure, 
concepts are themselves identical with certain logical terms em­
ployed in the classification of judgment-forms, but even these terms 
are not identical with any verbal forms of expression. They are 
rather labels which show what such verbal forms standardlyexpress. 

Kant indicates, in the Schematism and elsewhere in the Prin­
ciples, the analyses that might be given of the schematised cate­
gories. He is himself reluctant to talk of defining the categories 
(B to8-xo9, A Z41-z4z), and does not devote much space or care 
to the elaboration of the analyses. Consequently it would be a 
mistake to put too much stress on them, or to regard them as more 
important than a schematic elucidation of these concepts, which 
are properly considered only in the proofs of the principles them­
selves. The schematised category of extensive magnitude, for 
example, has a reference to the intelligible concept of homogeneity, 
or of a class in general, which is standardly expressed in quantita­
tive judgments. Kant's argument is that the addition or measure­
ment of spatia-temporal units, and the notion of number itself, 
presuppose the general concept of a class. Intensive magnitude 
is supposed to have a reference to the general notion of a scale, 
applied to the content of a spatia-temporal instant. I The concept 

1 The logical classification of qualitative judgments may seem only dubi­
ously connected to the idea of a scale. Rylc, for example, calls the classifica­
tion of 'infinite' judgments a fraud. Yet there is an analogy between the half­
way position of the predicate ' ... is immortal' between the predicates ' ... is 
mortal' and ' ... is not mortal', and the notions of presence, absence, and 
half-presence, or 'on', 'off', and 'half-on'. ' ... is immortal' occupies this 'half­
way' position because it applies to objects which share the property of being 
alive with those which are mortal, and the property of not dying with those 
which, because they are not alive, arc not mortal. 
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'cause' refers to the intelligible idea of a sufficient or necessary 
condition, with the notion of temporal priority; and the concept 
'substance' refers to the idea of an individual, or logical subject, 
with that of persistence in space. The concepts of modality are in­
tended to contrast the logical notions of possibility, necessity, and 
~ctuality with their material counterparts. Kant's central interest 
m the Principles is to show how these concepts operate, and are 
relat~d., in our experience; it is not to provide detailed analyses or 
definittons of the categories. For the purposes of the argument in 
the M~taphysical Deduction, however, it is enough to show that 
there Is some relation between the concepts we ordinarily under­
stand by the categories, and the classification of judgment-forms. I 

The .argument in the Metaphysical Deduction may be repre­
s~~ted l1l two general ways either as a series of strong, committal, 
chat~s, or else as a set of w'eaker, and less committal, theses. That 
t e listed con . . h h li . cepts are categories that they are a pnon, t at t e 

st ~~omplete, and that these co~clusions have been conclusively 
elista d shed in the passage, these form the stronger theses. That the 

ste concept 1 . 1 h 
· s are on y candidates for categonal status, t 1at t ere 
ts some reaso 11 d h 
b . n to ca them 'a priori' and that some groun s ave 

een giVen to 1 · ' d"d th c exp am the procedure for selecting the can 1 ates, ese LOrm the k . 
to £ wea er set of claims. Kant himself sometimes seems 

avour the st 1 .. 
ism B . rong c aims and so invites the more severe cnttc-

. ut if the ' d h · 
will c t · 1 argument is measured by such standar s, t en It er atn yap .. 
in th pear as a total failure and much that lS tmportant 

e argume t , th 
passage in th" n ~ay be missed. Moreover, to represent . e 
the Tr ls way ls to leave nothing for the later arguments 1n 

It is canscendental Deduction and Analytic of Principles to do. 
' onsequentl b h hi h are mor 1 . Y' etter to emphasise the weaker t eses, w c 

The ae p ausible, and no less important than the stronger. 
rgume · ' 

1 One nt 10 the Metaphysical Deduction may be repre-
uscful con l . . f 

category. I<.a . .c us1on can be drawn from Kant's ambiguous notion o a 
his proofs arnt tnststs that his principles arc synthetic not analytic, and that 
h" c not d . • 

Is argurncnt ogrnattc, not from concepts alone (B 23, B z63-264). Yet 
This can be rs aplpear to be what philosophers nowadays call 'conceptual'. . . . eso ved b . . . h 
lntutttons not Y nottctng that the principles connect concepts wit 

' concepts · h · · fi ence to space and . Wtt concepts. The pure categones contain no re er-
analytic, on I<. , tl~e, and so any proposition which relates these cannot be 
h . ants VIew Th" d f d" ts arguments as 0 • ts oes not, however, prevent us rom regar mg 
Kant's Theory of K fa conceptual kind. (Cf. Prichard's mistaken argument, 

IIOW/edge, p. z69.) 
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sented as a step from the claim that certain features are central in 
our language to the conclusion that certain concepts are central in 
our experience. Kant gives reasons for supposing that forms of 
judgment embody certain features of our language which influence 
our understanding even of the simplest empirical, or sensible, 
concepts. But it is not a logical step from this claim to the con­
clusion that the categories are central in our experience, and this 
conclusion cannot be taken to have been finally established in the 
Metaphysical Deduction. The step is supported in the passage by 
the argument that intuitive syntheses can be identified in terms of 
our judgment-forms, but this is a quite general point about lan­
guage and experience, which still needs elaboration and support 
in the Analytic of Principles. In this later passage Kant shows how 
the chosen concepts operate in our experience, and can reveal the 
central position of these concepts in our experience only at this 
stage. The Metaphysical Deduction has, in this respect, justified 
the choice of a certain starting-point, and of a certain direction of 
interest, but it should not be confused with the ultimate destina­
tion. 

In a similar way the Metaphysical Deduction can be made to 
yield an analysis of the categories, but this does not make the 
further analyses in the Transcendental Deduction or Analytic of 
Principles superfluous. Indeed the hints contained in the earlier 
passage can be understood only by referring to the later elabora­
tions of them. These later passages are, therefore, required for the 
completion of arguments only begun in the Metaphysical Deduc­
tion. The Transcendental Deduction, for example, completes the 
elucidation of the concept 'category' which is begun in the transi­
tion from features of language to features of experience. The 
Analytic of Principles completes the connections between cate­
gories and intuitions, and pur~orts to show that the categories are 
concepts central in our exper1ence, and therefore with a special 
status in it. 
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THE TRANSCENDENTAL 

DEDUCTION 

'To the synthesis of cause and effect there belongs a dignity which 
cannot be empirically expressed .. .' (B I 24). 

(i) INTRODUCTION 

ANY short account of the Transcendental Deduction such as this 
must fail to do justice (even in the stern sense) to Kant's argument. 
This is not only because the argument branches profusely in so 
~any different directions, but also because Kant provided rather 
different versions of it in the two editions of the Critique, in the 
~r~legometJ~, and in the Metaphysical Foundations of the Natural 
cunc~s. It ts, for these reasons, hard to say simply, but truthfully, 

what Is the central issue in the argument and impossible to cater 
for all its ramifications. Kant nevertheless' provided a short general 
summary of his aim (B u6-u9), saying that he intends to justify 
~ur use of certain concepts, or to establish their objective validity. 

nfortunately this way of expressing his task is apt to be mis-
Understood 1 d d · K . ' un ess some qualifications are ad e to It. 
. . ant himself makes some of these qualifications clear. He Insists a h 
n ' s We ave seen (Ch. 1) that his task should be understood 

ot as an emp· . l b , . . 
ce ts trtca ut as a transcendental enqutry tnto our con-
thp ~r ~ental powers (B II 7_ 1 19 A 97). It is natural to read 

Is re)ectio f L k , , . . f l int . n ° oc e s procedure as a repudiation o any centra erest In · 1 
ph'! questtons of empirical psychology, a though many 
ob~ os?phers would claim that the argument in the Deduction is 

Jectionably psychological. This conflict has been considered 
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already (in Ch. I), and there is no further point in any general 
attempt to settle it. In one way the conflict is unsettlable; the truth 
is that Kant deals with both logical and psychological terms. He 
speaks of such things as recognition and consciousness, as well as 
of such other things as concepts and linguistic rules; indeed on 
his view all these notions are intimately related. But the account 
given of even the psychological terms is not of an empirical so 
much as of a conceptual kind. It is, as Kant himself often puts it, 
an account of the status or 'dignity' attaching to certain concepts. 
This is certainly part of the force of claiming to conduct a trans­
cendental enquiry. 

When Kant speaks of establishing the objective validity of cer­
tain concepts, or of justifying their use, it is easy nowadays to 
think that he wishes to establish that certain terms have a correct 
use in our discourse, or to establish what that correct use is. Yet 
Kant certainly means to do neither of these things in the Trans­
cendental Deduction. It is quite apparent that the central argu­
ments (A 95-I3o, B I29-I44) show no interest whatever in any 
particular concepts, but deal with categories in general, or with 
the general notion of a category. Nothing in these passages can be 
understood as an analysis of the concepts listed as categories in 
the Metaphysical Deduction, nor is any attempt made to show 
that there are certain standard occasions on which such concepts 
would be correctly used. Yet it is tempting to believe that Kant 
should be conducting such an enquiry into the correct use of these 
concepts if his aim is to justify their use. If Kant is thought to be 
properly engaged on a task of this kind, then the whole of the 
Transcendental Deduction must seem a pointless if not mistaken 
enterprise. 

Kant does not merely not perform this kind of enquiry in the 
Deduction, but actually rejects it. What he calls an 'empirical 
illustration' of the categories' use (B I 2 3, B 126-I 2 7) would be an 
attempt to solve the problem in this way, and is evidently regarded 
by Kant as of no use to him. Again in the Pro!ego!Jlma (Ak., Vol. 
4, pp. 258 ff.) Kant makes it clear that his argument against Hume 
over the concept of 'cause' and categories in general cannot be 
settled by any appeal to the 'ordinary use' of these terms. Kant's 
phrase for such an appeal is 'Die Berufung auf den gemeinen 
Menschenverstand' (literally 'The appeal to common human 
understanding'), but the force of such an appeal, like the appeal to 
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ordinary language, is initially to establish that a certain term has a 
correct use in some field of discourse. Kant does not regard such 
an appeal as generally mistaken, but only as inapplicable to his 
enquiry. Hume's critics, for example, arc censured for having 
missed the point when they tried to refute Burne by appealing to 
the use or usefulness of the disputed concept. The point at issue 
~or _Kant is not whether such a concept is 'correct, usable, or even 
mdtspensable for natural science' (Pro/., Ak., Vol. 4, p. 258), but 
rat~er whether it can be said to have a special status or dignity, to 
whtch Kant generally gives the label 'a priori'.1 

It wo_uld be wrong, therefore, to think that the Transcendental 
Deductt_on must be defective simply because it does not appeal to 
our ordinary discourse in the attempt to justify the usc of certain 
concepts. It is clear from what Kant says that he is not asking a 
qu~stlOn to which such an appeal could provide an answer. The 
mam reason for this is that the ascription of a special status to a 
concept could not be established only by showing that a term has 
~ cor~ect use, or even only by showing what that correct use is. 
n thts way Kant's problem about status presupposes that the dis-

puted terms h . · · h h" h ave a correct emptncal use, concern wtt w tc 
;'auld_ presumably count as a 'question of fact' rather than as a 
tqhuel stt~n ~flaw' (B I I 6) where Kant's main interest lies. Never-

e ess lt lS rea bl f ' c· th "d sana e to obJ. ect that features o a term s use tn 
e Wt est se ) · d ascrip . nse must have some bearing even on the proJecte 

that t tto~ of a certain status. It was suggested earlier (Ch. 5, p. 7 5) 
emptyo s ow terms like 'fate' and 'fortune' to be fraudulent or 
Conse Wou\d be to examine ways in which they may be misused. 
canno(~ent Y there is some reason to believe that Kant's goal 
cepts co e reached without some enquiry into the use of the con-ncerned 

'This argume · . 
Transcend nt ts quite correct, though it is not a criticism of the 
notion of ,ent~l-Deduction. Kant would have admitted that if the 

use ts co . . £i the use of c nstrued as wtdely as posstble, then eatures of 
oncepts are relevant to the ascription of a special status. 

1 It is difficult to . 
sta~d non-commit ~raid prejudices about this label, but it is chosen here to 
ganes to have. It it\ Y for whatever special features Kant believes the cate­
stand it strictly on~ .etter not to jump to conclusions about it, but to under­
of this special sta~ ln connectio~ with the passages in which the ascription 
Deduction, and the l t~ ~ategones is supported, i.e. the Transcendental 

na yttc of Principles. 
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It was admitted earlier (Ch. 5, pp. So-81) that Kant's general 
problem about categories was ultimately to be solved by showing 
how these concepts operate in connection with our experience. 
But Kant's appeal to such features of these concepts is made not 
in the Transcendental Deduction, but in the Analytic of Principles. 
Some philosophers would be inclined to say that this shows the 
Deduction to be superfluous (cf. Weldon: Kant's Critique of Prtre 
Reason, znd ed., p. 1 6o ), but this is a mistake. For in order that such 
features of the use of concepts should be shown to be relevant to 
the ascription of a special status to them, something needs to be 
said of what the special status is or amounts to. Until some­
thing has been said to elucidate such an ascription there is no 
guide to the type of features needed to establish that categories 
are of this special kind. It is in the Transcendental Deduc­
tion that Kant shows the relevance of such features by 
providing a general account of this status, and of the notion of a 
category. 

It has already been hinted that the argument of the Deduction 
provides a general account of categories rather than of the cate­
gories. This is perhaps the most important qualification to be 
made to Kant's expression of his problem. The evidence for it lies 
less in any explicit claim on Kant's part, than in his manner of 
tackling the problem. It is quite obvious that in the central argu­
ments of this passage Kant does not rely on any appeal to particu­
lar categories. Sometimes, it is true, Kant illustrates his theme by 
referring to a category (e.g. that of 'cause' at A III-IIz), and 
sometimes he provides an analysis of particular categories briefly 
(e.g. of 'cause' and 'quantity' at B I62-16;), which should be 
regarded as an anticipation of the arguments in the Analytic of 
Principles. But these rare descents to particularity are illustrations 
of what is a quite general theme about categories. At the start of 
the Deduction (A 95) Kant refers to 'pure a priori concepts, if such 
exist . . .',as though he envisages an argument about the function 
of categories, whichever they may turn out to be for us. Again in 
the crucial arguments from B 12.9-144 Kant makes no effort to 
specify or mention particular concepts, or to argue from dis­
covered features of the concepts listed as categories in the Meta­
physical Deduction. The argument is about categories in general, 
and the conclusion is expressed quite generally in the last sentence 
of Sect. zo (B 143): 

n; 



THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION 

Consequently the manifold in a given intuition is ·necessarily 
subject to categories.1 

This point has been obscured both by Kant's failure to insist 
on it, and also by the inevitable supposition that if the categories 
have been correctly listed in the Metaphysical Deduction, then 
even a general argument about categories must apply to the chosen 
concepts. This latter supposition appears even in Kant's over­
concise argument in Sect. 20 (B 143-144), but it would be a 
mistake to imagine that Kant has at this point finally proved that 
the selected concepts are categories. If this were so, there would 
then be no point in providing the arguments in the Analytic of 
Principles. For it is in this last passage that Kant tries to prove 
that the chosen concepts have features which justify their being 
called categories. If this account is admitted, then it yields a satis­
factory general picture both of the relation between the Trans­
~endental Deduction and the Analytic of Princip.les, and of the 
lnternal structure of the Deduction itself. For th1s account sup­
ports the view mentioned above (Ch. 6, pp. 89-90) that in the 
~ranscendental Deduction there is provided an analysis of 'objec­
tlve validity' and of 'category' which is essential for the claim in 
the ~nalytic of Principles that the concepts chosen in the Meta­
physical Deduction are objectively valid, or are categories. In the 
Metaphysical Deduction certain concepts are chosen as candidates 
.for a priority; in the Transcendental Deduction this notion and 
ot~er. associated notions are elucidated; and in the Analytic of 
Pnnc1ples it is finally shown that the candidate categories are suc­
cessful candidates. 

!he internal structure of the Transcendental Deduction is, on 
thls account, designed not to prove any concepts to be categories, 
~r to be o.bje~tively valid, but to explain the notions of a category 
~ of ~bJectlve validity. Kant himself says at th~ end of the 

educt1on (A) (A 1 2 8): 'More was not required 10 the Trans~ 
~end~ntal Dedu.cti~n of the categories ... than. to. make com pre~ 
~ns1bl~ the ObJecuve validity of (its) pure a pr1on concepts.z .. ' 

ant tnes to explain quite generally what it is to be objectively 
1 KemS'h b' l ., althou P mtt ~ransla.tes this as • ... necessarily su Ject to l~e categones , 

2 Kegh no d:fimte arttcle appears in the text. . . 
h mp Smtth cuts Kant's sentence into two and thereby shghtly dtstorts 

t e force of the claim that this comprehensibiiity is the limited aim of the 
argument. 
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valid, what kind of concept a category is, and why there have to 
be categories of one sort or another. Kant is, of course, not in 
doubt that our categories are the concepts listed in the !Yfetaphvd 
cal Deduction. But the argument of the Transcendental Deduction 
is wrongly understood to show why we must have these. The 
Deduction shows that we must have categories, but not that we 
must have the ones we do have. Kant's analysis of these central 
terms is contained in the difficult notion of apperception, which 
points both to the notions of a personal and a conceptual unity. 
The core of the Deduction can be examined by concentrating on 
these twin ideas within the framework of argument just outlined. 

Associated with Kant's ascription of a special status to cate­
gories there is a series of distinctions which derive from this status. 
The existence of these distinctions in our experience is part of the 
empirical basis for Kant's general representation problem (cf. 
Ch. 4, pp. Go ff. and Ch. 5, pp. 8o ff.). For Kant believed that 
such ordinarily accepted distinctions required validation by means 
of the special status of categories. Some of these distinctions are 
between different kinds of judgment, for example, those between 
empirical and a priori generalisations (B 3-6), or between judg­
ments of perception and judgments of experience (Pro/., Ak., Vol. 
4, pp. 297-299). Others involve more vaguely a distinction between 
the kinds of support we have for making judgments, for example, 
those between a 'mere association of ideas' and their 'necessary 
unity' (cf. A 10o-102, A 121-1 22), or between subjective and objec­
tive unity (B I41-142), or between persuasion and conviction 
(B 848-849). These distinctions are related to each other and also 
to the special status of the categories. Indeed in the Prolegomena 
Kant largely replaces his account of apperception by an analysis of 
the distinction between judgments of perception and judgments of 
experience. The argument in the Transcendental Deduction can 
therefore be further elucidated by considering these conventional 
distinctions, and the claim that their existence rests in some way 
on the categories. 

In particular this subsidiary classification of judgments and the 
licences on which their assertion rests can help to show how Kant's 
defence against Hume is organised. Kant regards Burne's analysis 
of the concept 'cause' as reducing causal relations to the level of a 
'subjective necessity' (B r68) or a 'mere association of ideas'. 
Hume is thus represented as having obliterated, or cast doubt on 
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the validity of, the mentioned contrasts between what is subjective 
and what objective, what is a mere association of ideas and what a 
genuine connection between objects (cf. B 127-128). Kant treats 
these distinctions as self-evident facts, so that his task can be 
represented as that of preserving what is commonly believed 
against the suotle but misleading attacks of a sceptic such as 
Hume. Kant points out that generalisations based only on an 
enumeration of observed positive instances are of an inferior kind 
to those found in mathematics or physics. He argues that the 
mere association of ideas can license only a weak assertion of the 
for~ 'I~ I support a body, I feel an impression of weight', whereas 
or~manly we recognise a right to assert something stronger than 
thts when we say 'The body is heavy' (B 142). Such facts as these 
are enough to dispute Hume's supposed obliteration of these 
~ccept~d ~ontrasts (cf. B 128), but they are Kant's initial data for 
tnves.ugatton and not his conclusions. They point to a means of 
refuttn~ Hume by examining the force of and justification for 
such d t" · . ts mcttons, but they do not by themselves constitute a re-
fu~atton. To think that they did would be to commit Beattie's 
~ake, (Prol., Ak., Vol. 4, p. 25 8, and above pp. I II-I 12) . 

. ants attempts to obtain a sympathetic hearing for his suit 
ad~at.nst .Hume, by appealing initially to such commonly accepted 

lsttncttons ha b 1 c h" li ' s not een generally successfu . One reason ror t ts 
es, n? doubt, in the rather simple view ascribed to Hume, but a 

mt. or~ tmportant one lies in the labels Kant attaches to these dis-
tncttons It ma . · · 1 as h · Y seem reasonable to admtt that we can legtttmate y 
ans~rt t at ~he body is heavy, and not merely that if I lift it I feel 
dentmphresst~n of weight. But it may seem just as reasonable to 

Y t at tht d" · 
betw s tsttnction can properly be marked by the contrast 

een a mere as . . . d . 
It is t 1 soctatton of tdeas an a necessary connection. 

na ura to feel th h . h , neith at t e statement 'The body ts cavy expresses era mere · · · 
betwe b" assoctatton of ideas nor a necessary connection 
tion ~n ~ )~c~s. When Kant speaks of the necessary connec­
notion vof ve tn causal relations he appears to be inflating the 
deflated ~t. a cause to a pressure from which Hume had rightly 

Yet this is a · k 
of himself as ffilst~ en view of Kant, who certainly did not think 
scribe to h de.nytng all that Hume had said, and did not sub­
meant thatt t~e:tew that the necessity o~ 'objective' statements 

e statements were necessanly true (cf. B I4I-I42). 
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In particular Kant's effort to reinstate the 'dignity' of the causal 
relation was not meant to restore the situation as it had been before 
Burne's criticism. On Kant's view Burne had been right to deny 
that particular causal laws could be known a priori (A I27-I28, 
B 165), but had gone too far in suggesting that such laws should 
be regarded as a mere association of ideas (Pro/., Ak., Vol. 4, pp. 
257 ff.). Kant regarded himself in this way as rectifying a distortion 
which resulted from Burne's otherwise correct, but incomplete, 
analysis of the 'cause'. This distortion appears in the claim that 
Burne obliterated the conventional distinctions outlined above, 
and reduced objective truths such as causal laws to subjective 
associations of ideas. The incompleteness appears in the belief that 
Burne failed to see a feature of the concept 'cause' which gave to 
causal laws a dignity which raised their status above that of 
associations or conjunctions of ideas, without making them neces­
sarily true (cf. B 794-795). This conviction, that there are features 
of such concepts as that of 'cause', which Bume failed to notice, 
should not be swept aside merely because Kant expresses it in 
terms of necessity and a priority. For what these terms mean can 
be understood only by examining the Deduction and Analytic of 
Principles where they are elucidated and their ascription to cate­
gories supported. 

(ii) APPERCEPTION 

It has been suggested above that one central argument in the 
Transcendental Deduction provides an analysis of the notion of 
apperception. In this section some preliminary points will be 
made about it, within the general framework of argument, before 
it is properly discussed in the next chapter. Kant's introduction of 
the concept differs in the two editions of the Critiq11e. In the first 
edition the term 'apperception' appears at the end of Kant's 
account of the three-fold synthesis, but in the second edition there 
is no introductory appeal to this doctrine (B 129-I 33). Something 
has been already said of the opening arguments in the first edition 
(Ch. I, pp. 12-I7), and it is enough here simply to restate and 
explain the general framework of Kant's procedure. Once apper­
ception is introduced the arguments in which it figures do not 
differ essentially in the two editions. 

Kant's opening argument in the first edition has two crucial 
steps. First it is supposed that the ability to apprehend (reproduce 
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and recognise) is required for, or involved in, knowledge of em­
pirical truths. Second it is supposed that such an ability is required 
also for knowledge even of a non-empirical kind. The first of these 
steps is made in the elaboration of the terms 'apprehension', 're­
production', and 'recognition', and the second in Kant's persistent 
inference from empirical to transcendental claims. The term 'ap­
perception' is introduced to stand for a complex condition govern­
ing even the transcendental operation of these abilities (A 106-
107: 'This original ... transcendental apperception'. Cf. B 150). 
The central argument of the Deduction is an elucidation of this 
condition. In the second edition Kant wastes no time on the moves 
from an empirical to a transcendental account of the three-fold 
synthesis. He points instead to one basic condition of all empirical 
knowledge, personal consciousness, and argues from an empirical 
to a transcendental account of that (B 130-13 3). That this argu­
ment is also present in the first edition, although it is concealed 
behind the detail of the three-fold synthesis, can be seen from the 
~oncise summary of the argument at A 117, note. For there ~he 
introduction of transcendental consciousness or apperception 
follows the pattern of the second edition. In both versions the 
s~me general features remain. There is first an insistence on the 
v1ew that knowledge involves essentially the ability to judge 
(syn~h.esise or combine); and second a move from what is true 
empmcally of our knowledge to what is true transcendentally 
of 1t. 

~omething should be said to unravel part of these two points. 
It lS a mistake to think of the three-fold synthesis as a description 
of the steps by which we originally learn empirical truths. There 
are not, strictly, three successive syntheses, but one synthesis, that 
of ~pprehension,l which breaks down or unfolds into three distin­
gmshable but inseparable elements. If we admit 'apprehension' as 
~he n~me of a general ability to discriminate between, name and 
e~:r~be what is presented to our senses, then the other synthetic 

abilities are part of what is already involved in such an achieve­
ment. Apprehension involves the ability to reproduce (remember) 

1 Kant very likel h · · h" B h Y was not w olly cons1stent 1n t IS. ut such passages as 
t. at at A Io:t, where he discloses the intimate connection between apprehen-
SIOn and d · ' repro uctlon, and that at B 16o-16z where apprehension clearly 
~vers the other abilities, make it certain that 'in one of the ways in which 

ant used these terms they do have this 'telescopic' relation. 
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and recognise (identify) what we perceive, and is not a first step 
in our mental lives to be succeeded by reproduction and recogni­
tion. It is exercised in such operations as that of counting, which 
requires us to remember what has gone on so far (how many we 
have already counted (A 102)), and to continue in accordance with 
a rule for counting things of this kind rather than that (recognising 
what we are counting (A 103)).1 That we cannot know truths of 
such an empirical kind without perceiving, without remembering, 
or without recognising discriminations between different kinds of 
thing, may seem to be a trivial claim, but it is certainly not false. 

Kant's second step from an empirical to a transcendental account 
of synthesis, or consciousness, is more difficult to explain and to 
accept. Some passages (e.g. A Ioo, A 102, and B 135) in which 
Kant effects this transition appear to involve ambiguity and even 
mistakes. For Kant seems to conclude that there is an a priori or 
non-empirical synthesis on the basis of his examination of empiri­
cal apprehension. This involves a move not only from an empirical 
to a transcendental account of synthesis, but also from an account 
of empirical to an account of a priori synthesis, so that the term 
'non-empirical' seems to be ambiguous. For it indicates both a 
non-empirical, that is, transcendental enquiry, and also a non­
empirical, that is, a priori synthesis. This ambiguity may seem to 
point to an elementary mistake in the argument. For the argument 
could be represented as a move from the claim that a synthesis is 
necessary for empirical knowledge to the claim that there is a 
necessary synthesis, and therefore that there is a non-empirical 
or a priori synthesis. Such an argument would be fallacious. It 
would be like arguing that since, in order to make a cake, a mixing 
of ingredients is necessary, there must be, somehow, a necessary, 
that is, non-empirical or a priori mixing, over and above the con­
ventional procedure. 

This fallacious argument certainly misrepresents Kant's argu­
ment at this point. He is not arguing to the existence of a priori 
knowledge or synthesis, but rather presupposing that there is such 
knowledge, and arguing that it must involve abilities of the kind 
contained in apprehension. Kant explains in the introduction to 

1 This example can illustrate what may seem to be a defective unclarity in 
the distinguished abilities, but what is really a reflection of their intimate con­
nection. For certainly remembering how many we have already counted in­
volves remembering how many things of this kind have been counted so far. 
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the argument that the whole Deduction presupposes rather than 
proves the existence of a priori knowledge (B 120-12 I). This is 
borne out by the suggestion made earlier that Kant's central aim in 
the Deduction is to clarify rather than establish such a claim. The 
fallacy disappears as soon as it is made clear that Kant is not 
arguing towards such a claim, but presupposing its truth. The am­
biguity in 'non-empirical' can be resolved by saying that Kant 
means to conduct a transcendental enquiry into the general con­
ditions of all our knowledge (cf. B 401-402), and also that he calls 
it transcendental partly because it is designed to explain the possi­
bility of even a priori knowledge, as in mathematics ( cf. B 2 s, B 40, 

B So-81). 

The central negative lesson of these arguments from empirical 
to transcendental claims can also be learned from the account given 
already (Ch. 3) of this basic distinction. In distinguishing between 
empirical and transcendental syntheses, or between empirical and 
transcendental consciousness, Kant does not mean to point to two 
separate syntheses or two types of consciousness. ] ust as the 
ansv:er t~ the transcendental question about the objects of per­
cepu~n did not serve to distinguish properly between two kin~s 
of_ Object, so the arguments from empirical to transcendental In 

thts new context do not constitute a move from empirical objects 
to transcendental objects. There are not two identifiable syntheses 
or types of consciousness, but only two ways of talking, empiric­
a~y or transcendentally, about synthesis or consciousness. Cer­
~~ly when Kant speaks of a transcendental consciousness he 
~vttes the dangerous assumption that this names an identifiable 
t ng, both like and unlike its empirical correlate. Yet Kant also 
~ade considerable efforts to avoid such misleading interpretations. 
n the Paralogisms, for example, he insists rigorously on the limits 

to b~ set to the notion of a transcendental consciousness or apper­
c~pt1on, and exposes the mistakes which result from the naive view 
t al t such a term names an obj. ect correlative to that of an empiri-
ca c · onsctousness. 

. 'fhhe term 'apperception' is given a dual, if not ambiguous, sense 
111• t e Deduction. It is elucidated through the notions of con­
~~~us?es~ and personal identity, as well as through those of 

d . l _cttve judgment and conceptual rules. Kant very rarely tries to 
H~ "h "h guts these two aspects of apperception. Even terms whic 
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appear to us to fall naturally on one side of this division, such as 
'concept', are explained by means of terms which appear to fall 
equally naturally on the other side, such as 'consciousness'. At 
A I03, for example, Kant says: 'The concept of a number is 
nothing but the consciousness of this unity of synthesis.' Again, 
in the footnote to B I 3 3, where Kant speaks of different ways in 
·which a concept, such as 'red' may be understood, these logical 
distinctions are expressed in the clumsy and unfamiliar termi­
nology of 'analytic and synthetic unity of consciousness'. To 
speak of consciousness was evidently for Kant one way of speak­
ing about concepts. Thus when he elaborates the synthesis of 
recognition in concepts he appeals not only to the functions which 
concepts have, but also to the notion of self-consciousness. Apper­
ception is the common anchorage in which these two appeals, to 
personal and to conceptual unity, are moored. 

As a result of this duality Kant's use of such terms as 'unity (or 
identity) of apperception', or 'unity (or identity) of consciousness' 
is unclear. When Kant speaks of the 'thoroughgoing identity of 
the apperception of the manifold' or of 'the identity of conscious­
ness in (i.e. throughout) these representations' (B I 33), it is not 
clear whether he is referring to the identity of a person apperceiv­
ing different ideas, or to a person's apperceiving identical ideas. 
Consequently such phrases seem sometimes to refer to a claimed 
unity or identity in concepts or language, and sometimes to a 
claimed unity or identity of the person. Often both elements are 
undeniably present, for example, at B I 39: 'The transcendental 
unity of apperception is that unity through which all the manifold 
given in an intuition is united in the concept of an object.' Here it 
is tempting to understand the unity through which the manifold 
is united in terms of a certain unity of person; and yet it is obvious 
that the same unity might be understood, in the light of what 
follows, to be a certain unity of language in accordance with 
which we name and describe what is presented to our senses. 

There is no doubt that the arguments involving apperception 
turn on both these types of unity or identity. One part of what 
Kant wishes to say is that identity of self-consciousness is a con­
dition of our having any knowledge whatever; and another part 
is that it is a condition of our having any knowledge whatever 
that there should be a certain unity of synthesis or language. The 
first part of this argument is developed in the references to Hume's 
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account of personal identity (B 134), in the link between this and 
our ability to conceive ideas (B 131-133, A 117, note, etc.), and in 
the insistence on the limitations of a non-intuitive intelligence 
(B 135, B 138-139). The second part is developed in terms of the 
function of conceptual rules (A 104-1 10), the features of objective 
judgment (B 140-143),1 and in all the places where Kant appeals 
to classifications of judgments (Pro/., Ak., Vol. 4, pp. 297-299). 

It would be natural to regard the two aspects of apperception 
as the result of a confusion on Kant's part about the concept. But, 
at least initially, it must be said that Kant develops these two 
aspects in a parallel way, and fails sharply to distinguish them, not 
because he was confused about his term but because he wished in 

' the end to insist on the intimate connection between the two 
aspects. This intimacy is expressed in a number of passages, of 
which the most clear occur at A 108 and B 1 3 5. In the first of these 
Kant says: 

. The original and necessary consciousness of the identity of the s~lf 
ts thus at the same tin:e a consciousness of an equally necessary umty 
of the .synthesis of all appearances according to concepts, that is, 
acc?rding to rules which not only make them reproducible neccs­
~arily, but also in so doing determine an object for their intuition, that 
ts, the concept of something wherein they arc necessarily connected. 

In this ~assage consciousness of personal identity is equated 
to consctousness of a certain conceptual unity. The same point 
emerges from the second passage: 

I am con~cious of the self as identical in respect of the manifold of 
repres~ntattons that are given to me in an intuition .... This amounts 
t~ s~ytng that I am conscious to myself a priori of a necessary syn­
t fests of rep:esentations-to be entitled the original synthetic unity 
0 a~p~cepuon-under which all representations given to me must 
stanh, .ut under which they have also be be brought by means of a 
synt eSIS. 

Similar claims a d . . . 
b th h , re rna e agaln at B I 3 5 ('The pnnctple ... cannot 

e oug t ) and A I 29 ('Now to assert ... has been developed'). 
1 Anyone who ~ 

century ld li pre crs to sec Frcgc, rather than Hegel or any nineteenth 
ea st as Kant's · · 1 1 · striking similari~ Splr1tua successor may legitimate y pmnt to a 

1 h Y between what Kant says at B 140 and what Frege says at 
greater engt of the d' · · b d · d 
· d (Cf T l lstlnctlQn ctween sense reference, an assoctate 
1 eda.Bl ·k rai/I ationiJrom the Philoiophical Writing~ of Gottlob Frege, cd. Gcach 
an ac , pp. S9-5o.) 
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These passages make it clear that Kant distinguished between the 
two kinds of unity involved in apperceptions, but wished never­
theless to insist on a close connection between them. Like the 
aspects of the three-fold synthesis, the two aspects of apperception 
are distinct but inseparable. If there is a duality in the notion of 
apperception it is not simply the result of a confusion. 

(iii) APPERCEPTION, CATEGORIES, AND OBJECTIVE VALIDITY 

So far the argument in the Transcendental Deduction has been 
represented as an enquiry into the status of categories, rather than 
into their use, as involving a classification of judgments and the 
licences on which their assertion rests, and as an analysis of 'ap­
perception'. It may not be at all clear how these different parts of 
the argument bear on the central theme, namely the elucidation of 
the notion of a category and of the special status to be ascribed to 
categories. In this section something will be said to indicate how 
these parts contribute to the central theme, so that certain claims 
made in the argument can be picked out for discussion in the 
following chapter. 

Both the analysis of apperception and that of judgments in the 
Prolegomma emphasise the importance of concepts or language in 
our experience. Apperception, for example, is introduced as a 
complex condition of our knowledge, which can be broken down 
into the notions of a personal and conceptual unity. It follows 
from this analysis that these identified unities are also to be regarded 
as conditions of our knowledge or experience. If the conceptual 
side of the argument is considered, then the analysis of apper­
ception yields the claim that concepts, or language, are in some 
way essential to our experience or knowledge. This claim, in 
turn, suggests the views that what 'language' refers to in this case 
is some set of basic concepts in our language, and that these con­
cepts will be categories. Such a line of argument elucidates the 
notion of a category by explaining it as a concept in some way 
essential to our experience. The argument points to the possibility 
of identifying a nucleus of concepts basic in our language which 
would be natural candidates for categorial status. This possibility 
has been already realised in the argument of the Metaphysical 
Deduction, though this represents the chosen concepts as candi­
dates for this status, and not yet as successful candidates. 

12.3 



TilE TRA:--;SCENDENTAL DEDUCTION 

Lvt:n in th<.: ar.l!;um<.:nt of th<.: Transcendental Deduction Kant is 
nr >I prr >ving any crmcepts tn be categories (in the strongest sense 
of 'category';. lie is merely elucidating the claim that categories 
ar<.: (to be unckrstood to be) conditions of our knowledge and 
<.:xpcricnce, and arguing therefore that categorial concepts, which­
<.:v<:r th<.:y arc, will be objectively valid or a priori, in so far as they 
arc cr mditions of <.:xpcri<.:nce. The statements 'Categories are objec­
ti\·<:ly valid' ()r 'Catcgorit:s arc of a special status' are in this way 
conceptual claims which purport to elucidate the notions of a 
category and of objective validity. The notion of a category is thus 
introduced to signify a concept of this special kind. This conclusion 
dr ><.:~;not extend so far as the specification, still less the proof, of any 
particular concepts as categories. Kant has not, in this argument, 
shown that I I um<.: was wrong about the concept 'cause'; all he has 
shown is that I lumc would have been wrong about the concept 
if 'caust:' g<.:nuincly is a category for us. 

This outline of argument ought to seem suspect. Kant's pro­
ccd ure appt:ars to be that of establishing that categories are objec­
tively valid, or have a special status, by defining them so that they 
can he said to have these very properties. In this way Kant seems 
to provide an example to anticipate Russell's remark about ~e 
advantages of theft over honest toil. Nothing seems to be easter 
than to provide a series of definitions of such terms as 'appercep­
tion', 'category', or 'objectively valid' which produce the required 
conclusion. This is not, of course, anything like the whole story. 
E':en if the notion of a category is introduced and understood in 
thts way, it still has to be shown that there are concepts of this 
kind. And as a prior condition of showing this more has to be said 
to explain the sense of the terms 'condition of experience' and 
'objective validity' than is contained in the definitions. There is in 
this way a structure of substantial argument lying behind and 
supporting the fac;:ade of definitions. Kant has to show that we 
should accept these definitions, and to do this is more difficult 
than merely to produce them. 

At least the definitions point clearly enough to the arguments 
that need to be further examined. Something needs to be said of 
the argume~t that concepts or language are in some way essential 
to our expenence. If Kant were to establish this, then the definition 
of a category as a concept of this kind could be accepted. Some­
thing needs also to be said of the other argument that a personal 
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unity is in some way essential to our experience. For this claim 
completes the analysis of apperception, and is, as we have seen, 
intimately linked with the notion of a conceptual unity.l Finally 
something needs to be said of the analysis of judgments, and of the 
way in which it points to and supports the adoption of the crucial 
definitions. In the next chapter these three items will be separately 
examined. 

1 It will have been noticed that this side of the analysis has not figured 
prominently in the general account of categories given so far. There are good 
reasons, and one good excuse, for this. The reasons are that Kant's treatment 
of personality is given only incompletely in the Transcendental Deduction. 
It needs for completion an examination of the Analytic of Principles and of 
the Paralogisms. It is, therefore, for the moment better to give it less attention 
than is to be given to the notion of a conceptual unity, so that it can be 
properly treated in a later chapter (Ch. 1 1). The excuse is that Kant said (in 
The Metaphyskal Foundations of the Natural Sden,es), after he bad written the 
second edition Deduction, that the argument could be developed more eco­
nomically solely from the notion of an objective judgment, as though the 
conceptual side of the argument were of more importance. 



9 
THE TRANSCENDENTAL 

DEDUCTION (continued) 

'For appearances can certainly be given in intuition independently 
of functions of the understanding' (B 1 22). 

'Consequently the manifold in a given intuition is necessarily sub­
ject to categories' (B 143). 

THE path to be followed here has been already marked out in the 
previous chapter. What has in general to be done is to examine 
those arguments which elucidate the notion of apperception, and 
so make the notion of a category intelligible. Kant employs a tenta­
tive distinction between an empirical and a transcendental treat­
ment of his problem (in A), and it is useful to follow this procedure. 
In this way Kant's highly general problem about the conditions 
for a possible experience can be introduced in the simpler terms 
of what is admittedly true of our experience. The argument in­
volves an account of the linguistic unity indicated in the idea of 
apperception; of the personal unity connected with the same idea; 
and of Kant's classification of judgments. 

(i) LANGUAGE AND EXPERIENCE 

Kant's opening argument in the second edition account of 
apperception indicates at once its dual reference both to persons 
and concepts. The point is expressed with a somewhat baffling 
economy at B I 3 I : 'It must be possible for the "I think" to accom­
pany all my. representations; for otherwise something would be 
represented In me, which could not be thought at all, and that is 
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equivalent to saying that the representation would be impossible, 
or at least nothing to me.' 1 Such a claim reflects the simple facts 
that we express our claims to knowledge in judgments, and that 
for this it is required both that there should be persons to make 
such claims, and concepts in which to express them. But although 
these facts are reflected in Kant's argument, his point is more than 
merely that such facts obtain in our experience. What he says is 
that representations or appearances would be impossible, or 
nothing for us, if we could not conceive them. This is to claim 
that conceivability, or describability, or the ability to judge what­
ever is presented to the senses, is a necessary feature of our experi­
ence, and not only that persons or concepts are necessary features 
of judgment. The main point is that there is some kind of necessity 
in the feature of our experience that what is presented to the senses 
is, or should be, describable; and this would be only inadequately 
expressed by saying that as a matter of fact we do describe what 
we perceive. 

It has been pointed out already (Ch. 4, pp. 57 ff.) that Kant 
regards as logically possible a situation in which our senses are 
presented with appearances, even though we lack the resources of 
understanding, and so are unable to describe or say what we thus 
perceive. Yet he now wishes to claim that appearances, or repre­
sentations, would be impossible, or nothing for us, if we could 
not describe or conceive them. The solution suggested to this 
paradox was to say that while it is not logically impossible to 
imagine such a situation, in which we cannot describe what we 
perceive, there is a peculiarity in it, which sets a limit to our 
understanding of it. Kant's aim must be to say that the describ­
ability of our experiences is a sufficiently important part of our 
experience to make it misleading to suppose that it is only a fact 
about our experience. Its necessity is not that in which it is 
logically impossible to conceive its absence, but only that in 
which the effort to conceive such a situation sets a limit to our 
understanding of the notion of experience itself. If it were true 
that our use of language to conceive experiences sets a limit to 
our understanding of such a situation, then there would be a 
ground for Kant's belief that this feature is necessary in, or for, 

1 Similar claims are made elsewhere in the Deduction, e.g. A I I I: 'The 
appearances might ... as good as nothing', and A I I 7, note: 'All representa­
tions have a necessary relation .. · admission of their non-existence.' 
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that experience. Not every feature of our experience has a similar 
power. There is no serious difficulty in imagining, for example, 
that all our visual experiences are monochromatic, or even that 
t~ere _are no visual experiences. Not only is it possible to name 
Situations of this kind, but it is also possible to give ourselves a 
very clear picture of what it would be like to be in them 

hTherc is no straightforward logical impossibility in a ~ituation 
w ere; some c . t . l . b 
J . rca urc 1s supposec to perce1ve, ut to be unable to 

r esrnfw what 't · 'I'h f ·1· · · thi··~ . ~ . J _perceives. ere arc many a~m1ar s1tuauons of 
·> kmd, Hl wh1ch the fact that the creature 1tself has no means 

rJ{· dc:.crilJinJ~ its own experiences cloes not prevent our describing 
:ttJd lllldtr•;randing them. Absence of a lang~age, ~r of linguistic 
IJdJavi()ur, from a given situation does not, 10 particular, pr~ve?t 
U ~· f . 1 . 1 er'tences to the creatures m lt. ., ro1n ascn >111g pcrceptua cxp . . 
W ,. ft · 1 · · · c th · experiences wh1ch presume a 

'"""o en ''lvc ( cscnpttons 10r e1r · ' 
deep r, . . 1 ' lice when for example, we pcnc:tration Into t 1e creatures 1' ' ' • 

ascrih~ feelings or wishes, moods or intclli-?ence to a dumb am-
mal. Sometimes no doubt these descriptions go too far, and 
som t · ' ' 1 b h · . e .Imcs they arc not to be taken serious y, ut t ere 1S no prac-
tlcal hmit to the extent or admitted success of our efforts to under­
stan<.} situations of this kind. If linguistic behaviour is absent, then 
other fo · h h · · rrns of behaviour or other analogies wlt uman organtsa-
tlon ha ' 

I ' . vc to be relied upon.1 

twillb h · · · 1 e seen nevertheless that although t ere ls no empmca , 
or l'ta · . ~ ' . b . . · . Cttcal, hnut to the analogies we m1ght draw etween such 
suuatt · d f li · · li · · ons and our own there is another km o m1t lmp Cit m 
such rr ' h · · euorts. It is possible for us to understand sue sttuauons, so 
far as · h · t f ow :ve c~n, only because we can mterpret t em~~ erms o our 

n Sltuatton. If we were unable to interpret them m these terms 
~e w_ould fail to understand them. And to interpret such situations 
In this · · h · · way IS to describe or conceive them m terms w ose prtmary 
appUcat· · li · 1 d at ton IS to our own experience. Thus one m1t P ace on our 
b:ernpt to understand any situations different from our own arises 

cause . hi h 
1 S our understanding depends upon the ways m w c we 

orne h'l situati P 1 osophers seem to deny that such efforts to understand these 
ons eve d . t: exarnpl r rna c sense. Hampshire (Thought and Actton, PP· I4I-142), IOr 

beings e, ~a ys: 'No sense could be given to a question about the beliefs of 
that h w 0 possess no language in which to express them ... .' The truth is 
aris{ng ofwever puzzling it may be, we do talk in these ways. The puzzles 
consid ~orn these procedures, moreover, are more likely to be resolved by 

enng how they are possible, than by denying that they are. 
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understand or conceive our own situation. This remains true 
whether the contrast is that between human beings and dumb ani­
mals; between human beings who do, and those who do not, 
speak a language; between human beings who speak different 
natural languages; or between those who speak the same natural 
language. It is true even of the same man at different times in his 
life. It would be impossible to understand any other experience if 
we could not understand our own; and we could not understand 
our own if we could not conceive or describe our experiences. 

Since we can in general envisage situations from which language 
is absent, we can envisage, and even express, the possibility that 
we might be creatures in such a situation. But the limitations 
which such a situation imposes upon our understanding effectively 
prevent us from having any idea of what such a situation would 
be like. We would be, in such a predicament, unlike that in which 
our vision became monochromatic, shut off from one con­
dition requisite for our understanding. Just as we can express the 
possibility that there are no languages only because we have a 
language in which to express such a claim, so we can envisage, 
and describe, situations of this kind only because we are not in 
them. Just as it would be absurd to sqy 'There are no languages', 
so it would be absurd to stry 'I am in a position, where description 
is impossible'. It is, of course, true that we speak of indescribable 
experiences, but in the licentious way in which we also speak of 
puzzling events as 'inexplicable', or of doubtful chances as 'im­
possible'. The interest in such situations is not at present the 
empirical one of determining current limits to the analogies that 
we might draw in trying to understand them. Their interest lies 
in the fact that through them we can indicate the way in which our 
language and concepts are essential to our experience. It would 
not be too much to say that it is in terms of our language that we 
may define our experience itself, and identify and describe our 
experiences. Without such an ability to express, describe, or con­
ceive what we experience, our experiences would be nothing for 
us. 

Kant's claim that ideas would be nothing for us, if we could 
not conceive them, points at once to the general notion of a cate­
gory. If our language, unlike our polychromatic vision, is a feature 
essential to our experience, then it is natural to suppose that there 
are concepts in the language which share this property. The 
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language we have can itself be outlined, or identified, by means of 
the central concepts in it, and if such concepts could be selected, 
then they would have the property of setting a limit to our under­
standing. If our language in general sets a limit to our under­
standing of the notion of experience, then the kind of language it 
is will also set a limit to the kind of experience it is possible for us 
to understand. The concepts which are, in this way, basic or 
central in our language, and so share this limiting property with 
it, will then be categories. This is certainly to give a very general 
and uninformative account of categories, since nothing is said in 
the Transcendental Deduction to distinguish such concepts from 
others which are not basic to our language. Kant has already 
selected his categories in the Metaphysical Deduction, and given 
some account of their principle of selection, but such a specification 
is not at issue in the Transcendental Deduction. It is nevertheless 
clear that the sense in which Kant uses the term 'basic' of his chosen 
concepts is radically different from that sense in which empiricists 
or atomists would speak of basic concepts in language. 

These arguments fall short of Kant's aim in the Deduction in 
two main ways. They neither explain the function of concepts in 
our experience, nor indicate the special role of categories among 
concepts. This argument designed to show the importance of 
language in our experience only prepares the way for Kant's 
account of categories, and does not complete it. Kant intends still 
to argue that there is some connection between our language, its 
concepts, and the idea of an objective experience. Concepts both 
exhibit and are responsible for what may be called objective 
features of our experience. The notion of a category is that of a 
concept responsible in some way for the objectivity of our 
expenence. 

Kant illustrates the notion of objectivity in several different 
ways .. In ~he passage at A 1o4 he speaks of an 'object of repre­
sentations , or of an 'object distinct from and corresponding to 
my knowledge'. Elsewhere (Pro/., Sect. 18, Ak., Vol. 4, pp. 297-
298; B 140-14~, B 848) he speaks of the contrast between judg­
ments that we mt~nd everybody to accept, and those which reflect 
merely my own Impressions or subjective associations. In still 
other plac~s (A ~1o-1n, B 1 ~ 2_133 , Pro/., Sect. zo) he contrasts 
a general expenence' or 'consciousness' with particular experi-
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ences, or a particular conciousness. It is not difficult to exem­
plify these contrasts in our experience, or to see how they are con­
nected. We ordinarily distinguish between our experiences of 
objects, and the objects of which they are experiences. We easily 
differentiate between judgments which are, and those which are 
not, intended to hold true for anyone. We recognise the difference 
between the experiences which belong to some particular person, 
and an experience in general which he shares with others. If we 
take some particular type of experience, say, of a material object, 
then it is easy to detect connections between these contrasts. To 
distinguish my experience of a material object from· the material 
object itself is to indicate also the difference between statements 
about the experience, and statements about the object. I do not 
generally expect or intend that the former statements should be 
true for anyone else, but I generally intend that the latter state­
ments should be, whether they are or not. In this latter distinction, 
too, is contained the idea of a general type of experience, of 
material objects, which I share with others, to be contrasted with 
the particular experiences I or others might have of any such 
object. 

Such accounts of Kant's general contrast between what is sub­
jective and what is objective are not incorrect-Kant gives them 
himself-but they are subject to a number of qualifications. They 
are useful as a means of introducing the idea of objectivity in terms 
of admitted features of our experience, but they are only empirical 
illustrations of what is a transcendental argument. It should be 
remembered, therefore, that these empirical contrasts do no more 
than introduce the account of objectivity; that they can be exem­
plified in our experience shows .that they are only empirical 
counterparts of a connected, but different, transcendental distinc­
tion. The same proviso arises, too, from Kant's belief that 
although these situations exhibit the objective features to be ex­
amined, their function is to indicate the special concepts, cate­
gories, which are responsible for these features. Kant's interest is 
not in the empirical concepts which exhibit objective features, but 
in the connection between such features and categories. Finally it 
should be understood that when Kant speaks of objects in this 
context, he does not mean physical objects. To speak of physical, 
or material, objects is indeed one way of speaking objectively, but 
it is not the only way. Such a mode of discourse does not exhaust 
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our objective discriminations between appearances, and it is this 
vocabulary in general with which Kant is concerned. It is true, in 
the end, that Kant ascribes a pre-eminence to the objects of outer 
sense, among all those that we discriminate in experience, and 
that physical objects are included among those presented to us by 
outer sense; but this pre-eminence is not involved in the argu­
ments of the Transcendental Deduction. 

Kant's accounts of the objective features of our experience 
appeal immediately to the functions which concepts have (cf. 
~ Io4-Io5, A IIo-I I I, Pro/., Sect. I 8). It has been already men­
tioned (Ch. 5, pp. 77-78) that Kant's analysis of the term 'object 
of representations' issues in a recognition of the unifying function 
of concepts. The idea of an object can, on this view, be under­
sto?d and explained only in terms of the unity of conceptual rules, 
whtch determine or describe the manifold in one definite way or 
anot?er: The idea of an object points to that of agreement in the 
applicatlo~ of concepts (A Io4, Pro/., Sect. I 8), and the notion of 
a con~ept Itself contains that of the possibility of agreement in so 
descnb~ng or determining what we perceive. 

The td~a of an object distinct from my experiences is, in this 
way, the ldea of something that can be conceived as independent 
~~~~ose experi~nces, but not independently of them: Kant did not 
'd ~e that objects totally independent of any expenence could be 
1d enttfied by us, or that we could identify such objects indepen-

ently of · · h . expenences, even though he conceded that we m1g t 
~mptlly conceive such objects as non-phenomena. Hence when 
(;nt comes to speak of the relation of objects to appearances 
E I Ihi~, he speaks of objects in or for, appearances ('zu den 

rsc emung ') ' · d h' 
11 en , and not for example, of mdepen ent t mgs causa y relat d , h 

d" e to appearances. Objects and appearances are t us 
nbot lffiberent things, but reflect the intimate relation discussed 
a ave etwee h h nl 
wa · h' n P enomena and appearances (Ch. 4). T e o y 

y tn w Ich to d . f b" . c appe . un crstand the notiOn o an o Ject m, or 10r, arances ls th h . . . 
sam . roug the notion of a concept's appl!catwn 1n 
Wh. ehparttcular experience. Such a notion reflects the relation 

Ic we conve t' ll . b . 
'of' so h" n tona y express by speakmg a out the expenence met tng h . . 
b th ' w ere what was expenenced could be expenenccd 
thy to. erthpeople, or by the same person on different occasions, 

a Is, rough cliff; Ob" . h' 
1 d . erent experiences. JCCts are, 1n t 1s way, re ate to particular . . . h 1 . 

expenences, smce wit out sue 1 expenences 
Ip. 



LANGUAGE AND EXPERIENCE 

we could not apply any concept (cf. B 147-149), but their import­
ant feature is that they can be identified in different particular 
experiences. One sense in which we speak of objects as independent 
of experiences is that in which it can be said that they are not tied 
to any particular experience, but must be related to some particu­
lar experiences. An objective description is, therefore, one which 
while dependent for its sense on particular experiences, does not 
name any such experience uniquely. 

In this way the idea of something distinct from my experience 
is related to that of agreement in the application of concepts, and 
to the generalising function which concepts essentially have. 
Whatever is described in terms which can be applied to other par­
ticular experiences can be regarded as an object. To say this is 
only to say that what is called an objective feature of experience 
can be exhibited only through the generalising function of con­
cepts, which makes it possible to rank different particular experi­
ences under a common title. More accurately, such objective 
features can be exhibited only through the generalising function 
of concepts, which is that of ranking different particular experi­
ences under a common title. If such agreement in the application 
of descriptions were impossible, then our language would consist 
of names referring uniquely to particular experiences. Such terms 
would resemble those logically proper names ideally associated 
with particular sense-data, in Russell's logical atomism. (In 
Logic and Knowledge (ed. Marsh), p. 198: ' ... all the names 
that it would use would be private to that speaker .. .'.) 
Kant indicates several times (e.g. A 99, A 103, B 134-135) that 
such names would have no unifying function, and would not 
therefore contain the possibility of objective discourse. An experi­
ence under such conditions, like any other in which the generalis­
ing function of concepts was absent, would be nothing for us, less 
even than a dream (A uz). 

Kant's analysis of 'object' follows directly from his account of 
the importance of language in our experience, for it leans heavily 
on what we understand to be the function of concepts. But Kant 
is not content merely to explain objects in terms of the generalising 
function of concepts. Although even empirical concepts exhibit 
these objective features, Kant regards the appeal to such concepts 
as inadequate. The main purpose of such an analysis is to indicate 
the special concepts called categories, which can be said to be 
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responsible, in some way, for these objective features. It should 
not be thought that this responsibility is primarily causal, in the 
way in which a clutch's responsibility for successful transmission 
is. It would be a mistake to think of categories as entities (perhaps 
on a confused physiological model) which produce an objective 
language in such a mechanical way. It would be even more of a 
mistake to think that categories might serve to explain the possi­
bility of communication between people. There is a temptation to 
think of categories, in this way, as a basic 'form of experience' im­
planted in our brains, which might explain the possibility of our 
understanding each other. Kant's argument, viewed as a hypo­
thesis of this sort, explains nothing. To suppose that we all have, 
at least potentially, the same categorial form inside us is rather a 
part of what is meant by supposing that we can communicate, and 
does not explain it. Kant's claims are on a conceptual and not 
empirical level; they are analyses of what is meant by terms like 
'object' or 'concept', and not hypotheses about the mechanism of 
our brains. 

Consequently when Kant implies that categories are concepts 
responsible for objective features of our experience, this should be 
taken to mean only that certain concepts with a special status can 
be selected to stand as the prime exhibitors of objectivity. Kant 
argues (in the Analytic of Principles) that the candidate categories 
have such a special status, and this argument supports the claim 
~hat they are responsible for objective features of our experience, 
ln a way in which empirical concepts are not. For the present it is 
bette~ to regard a category simply as that of a fundamental con­
cept ~n our experience, and therefore as playing a fundamental 
part 1n our discriminations of objects in that experience. It was 
su-?g~sted above that not every concept can be regarded as setting 
a lima to our understanding of experience itself. Such concepts as 
those of colours, which reflect the fact that our vision is poly­
chromatic? might have no application without much disturbing 
~ur expenence. Kant's ascription of responsibility for the objec­
~lve fe~tures of our experience to the concepts called categories 
ls a belief in the existence of concepts which do set limits to what 
we understand by experience itself. 

Kant's ac~ount of agreement in the application of descriptions 
has no spectal concern with the fact that we are a community of 
people speaking the same language. To speak of the possibility of 
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agreement in the application of descriptions is to make no particu­
lar reference to the ways in which empirically this possibility is 
realised. It is only to give an account of what is meant by a con­
cept; and the indicated generalising function of concepts might be 
just as evident in a world populated by one person as it is in the 
present situation. It is, nevertheless, natural to illustrate such an 
account by referring to communication between different speakers, 
but such illustrations are not by any means necessary. Kant him­
self uses such illustrations, on occasion (cf. B qo-I4I), but in 
general he is concerned with the abilities of individuals rather than 
with their public manifestations. Kant is, in this way, firmly in the 
Cartesian tradition, in which knowledge is explained as belonging 
essentially to an individual. He is nevertheless equally firmly 
opposed to the same tradition, in which all knowledge is explained 
as inferred from knowledge of that individual, that is, of his mental 
states. There is, therefore, no special value in illustrating Kant's 
thesis in terms of a community of speakers. The idea of such a 
community is only that of an ability common to its members to 
understand others' experience in terms of their own. 

In a similar way Kant's contrast between objective and sub­
jective has little directly to do with our empirical distinction be­
tween what is private, personal, or belonging to an individual, and 
what is public, impersonal, and shared between different people. 
This is the reason for saying earlier (Ch. 5, p. 8 I, and above pp. 
I 30-13 I) that such distinctions can give only an illusory clarity to 
Kant's aim. Since it is possible for me to characterise my experi­
ences without overt reference to external objects the field of dis­
course in which I speak solely of such experiences is just as objective 
as that in which I speak of external objects. The ordinary distinc­
tion between what is private and what is public corresponds only 
to Kant's empirical contrast (A 3 78-3 79) between inner and outer 
sense, and both inner and outer experience, in fact, satisfy the test 
for being objective. The transcendental distinction between what 
is subjective and what is objective may correspond to the empirical 
contrast between my inner experiences and the outer objects of 
which they are on occasion the experiences, but these distinctions 
are not equivalent. It is true that Kant uses this empirical contrast 
to illustrate his transcendental argument, as we have seen (p. I ?o 
above); but there is a good reason for this, which will be d.ts­
cussed later. There is, too, a connection between the categones 

K 135 



THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION 

and _these empirical contrasts between inner and outer objects. 
~or m_ the end Kant wishes to say that the categories are respon­
sible, lil some way, for this empirical contrast. 

(ii) CATEGORIES AND PERSONALITY 

Kan~ account of the connection between categories and 
pe~o7 ty, like that of categories themselves, is given in an 
eltn re ~ genfieral and abstract way in the Transcendental Deduction 

requues · · 
the p 1 _or Its completion a reference to the later arguments of 
thingara ogtbsrns ~nd Refutation ofldealism (sec Ch. 1 x), but some-

must esatdofit · · h T d lD tion. The ar as It appears m t e ranscen enta educ-
'empiric 1 gumen~ rests on Kant's claim that what he calls 
to accou a t{,perceptto?' or 'empirical consciousness' is not enough 
an empir7 lor our _notton of personality or personal identity. Such 
the notio ca ~ons~tousncss is said to be 'diverse', and 'unrelated to 
that empt?r.0 !subject identity' (B I 33). This can be taken to mean 

tea awar · · · d f object whi h eness ts of diverse objects, an not o any one 
think that c could count as a or my, personality. It is easy to 

noaware ' will qualif ness of any outer object (even of my own body) 
h Y as a candid r t at no ca d"d ate for awareness of a persona tty; and also 

which 1 rn n 1 ate from arnong the things in inner experience, of 
ay on occ · b · "11 b cessful ca d"d aston e empirically consctous, w1 :! a sue-

. n 1 ate T b · 1 b" f parucular i · o e aware of any phystca o ject, or o any 
nner cond" · 1· 1 · h co?scious of the l~lOn, is to presuppose a persona tty w uc is 

object can se thmgs. Empirical awareness of such types of 
not the fi 1· posed in th ' . re ore, be of that identical persona ity presup-

have ofte ~ ascnption of inner states to me. Views of this kind 
pressed t~ een stated by philosophers. Burne, for example, ex­
VI): 'It rne sarne problem in a concise way (Treatise, Bk. I, Sect. 
. ust be s . . 
tdea. But 1 orne one impression that gtves nse to every real 

~f~ . b h which 0 ' person, is not any one impresswn, ut t at to 
ur several · d h reference.' The t_mpressions and ideas are suppose to. ave a 

the idea f se dtfficulties have led philosophers to clatm that 
0 a perso li · h · plicable 1 na ty, in this required sense, ts a myt or tnex-

by such' or to elaborate the use of such a term as 'I'. Kant is led 
an arg 

1 R . urnent to introduce the notion of transcendental 
ctd said· 0 

to strengthc~ · ~r conviction of personal identity 'nccJs no aid of philosophy 
d tt, and n h"l · · h fi d · some egrcc of. . o P 1 osophy can weaken 1t wit out rst pro ucmg 

tnsamty.' 
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apperception, or transcendental identity of consciousness, as that 
notion of personality which is presupposed in our empirical 
awareness. Once this notion has been introduced Kant's interest is 
to analyse its force, or, what comes to the same thing, to examine 
its connection with the notion of a category. 

Kant frequently claims that personality, in the required sense, 
indicates the necessity of a certain synthesis of ideas. At B I 34, for 
example, he says: 'The thought that the representations given in 
intuition one and all belong to me is therefore equivalent to the 
thought that I unite them in one self-consciousness, or can at 
least so unite them; and although this thought is not itself the 
consciousness of the synthesis of representations, it presupposes 
the possibility of that synthesis.' Elsewhere (B I 3 5 : 'I am con­
scious of ... a synthesis', or B I 3 8: 'Although ... "I think"') 
Kant explains that although efforts to express the requirement of 
personal identity issue in analytic truths, yet they point to the 
claim that such a requirement itself rests on the possibility of a 
synthesis of some kind. To say that I remain the same throughout 
all the ideas of which I am conscious is to utter a tautology, and 
yet to speak of myself at all is to presuppose the possibility of a 
synthesis of all my ideas. Since this synthesis is, on Kant's view, 
that involved in the categories, the argument amounts to saying 
that the required notion of personality can be accounted for in 
terms of this categorial synthesis. 

Kant cannot mean that we become aware of our persons in the 
required sense, whenever we produce a judgment, or a synthesis 
of ideas. To be aware of such a procedure would be just as much 
a part of empirical consciousness as to be aware of a pain or a 
sunset. Nor will it do to think that Kant is indicating a very im­
portant judgment, involving the categories, which might in some 
way make us non-empirically aware of our transcendental ego. 
Such a claim involves insuperable difficulties in identifying such a 
judgment, and the personality it i~ supposed to reveal. Kant's 
point can, however, be understood In terms of the analysis given 
so far of a category. If categories are taken to be a set of concep­
tual rules which determine certain fundamental ways in which we 
conceive our experience, then Kant is claiming that such a set of 
rules must govern also our recognition of personality. His argu­
ment is, then, that just as such categorial rules are required for 
objective discriminations in general, so this same condition holds 
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for our discrimination of persons. Without the possibility of some 
such categorial synthesis, or without the ability to objectify experi­
ence by means of concepts, it would be impossible for us to have 
an idea of personality, in the required sense. Part of what Kant 
means is that an analysis of personality is an analysis of the con­
ceptual conditions in which it is possible to discriminate persons in 
our expenence. 

Since this account of the connection between categories and 
personality follows directly from the account given already of 
categories, it may seem a disappointing conclusion to reach. Yet 
it suggests a more informative account of this connection. What 
Kant calls a basic synthesis or combination (B 132-13 3) is that by 
which experiences or ideas are ascribed to me. It is, therefore, 
natural to suppose that categories enable us to achieve this basic 
discrimination in a more particular way than merely by being con­
ditions of any objective description of experience. For the notion 
of a person, in the required sense, is that of something to which 
inner experiences are empirically ascribed. But this concept can be 
understood and explained only in terms of a contrast between 
what is an inner experience, ascribable to me, and what is 
not. Our discrimination of persons, in this way, rests upon our 
ability to distinguish between experiences ascribed to me, and 
experienced objects, which are not ascribed to me.l If the cate­
gories are responsible for all discriminations in our experience, 
then they will also be responsible for this basic discrimination 
between myself and other things. To say that categories are re­
sponsible for this discrimination is to say that they are responsible 
for the empirical contrast between inner and outer objects. It is in 
somewhat this way that the thought of representations belonging 
to me presupposes the possibility of a synthesis, namely that 
which governs our ordinary contrast between inner and outer, 
private and public, objects. 

This particular view follows quite naturally from the argument 
of the Transcendental Deduction, although, for the reasons given 
above, this account of the relation between categories and 
personality is not specifically stated in the Deduction. Ascription 

1 This should not be taken to mean that no experienced objects arc ascribed 
to me. Some experienced objects, in this Kantian sense, arc experiences, and 
so arc ascribed to me; and at least one outer object, namely my body, is also 
said to be mine. 
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of such a view to Kant is, however, supported by a passage at 
B 400-40 I, as well as in the argument of the Refutation of Ideal­
ism. At B 40o-4oi Kant says of transcendental apperception: 
'.Meanwhile, however free it be of empirical admixture ... it yet 
enables us to distinguish through the nature of our faculty of 
representation two kinds of objects. "I" as thinking being, am an 
object of inner sense, and am called "soul". That which is an 
object of the outer senses is called "body".' It is, therefore, quite 
plausible to understand Kant to mean that categories are related 
to the required notion of personality, because they govern our 
discrimination between what is inner and what is outer, and so 
make possible the empirical ascription of experiences to me. This 
points to a more detailed way in which it might be shown that 
categories are responsible for objective features of our experience, 
by arguing that they are responsible for this basic distinction be­
tween that to which experiences are ascribed, and that which, out­
wardly, they are experiences of. 

1v1uch of the force of this account of personality is lost because 
it refers to arguments that appear only later in the Analytic of 
Principles and Paralogisms. It is in the Paralogisms, for example, 
that Kant reveals limits in the concept of transcendental apper­
ception, or transcendental consciousness, which it would other­
wise be natural to suppose that he himself had overstepped. Even 
in the Deduction, however, Kant hints that this notion is not so 
straightforward as it may appear to be. At A I I7, note, for 
example, he says of the idea 'I' (transcendental consciousness): 
'Whether this representation is clear (empirical consciousness) or 
obscure, or even whether it actually occurs, does not here con­
cern us. But the possibility of the logical form of all knowledge is 
necessarily conditioned by relation to this apperception as a 
faculty.' The suggestion implicit in this passage is that the notion 
of consciousness is straightforward only in an empirical context, 
in which the 'required' sense of 'personality' is presupposed and 
not explained. The philosophic notion of a person is, for this 
reason, obscure, and can be said to set a problem. Kant makes it 
clear later (in the Paralogisms, cf. Ch. I I) that this problem may 
be misconceived, and so give rise to difficulties that are not 
genuine. For the notion of a transcendental consciousness may be 
mistaken for a concept which names some identifiable object, and 
may therefore stimulate attempts to identify such an object, which 
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must end in failure. On Kant's view such a concept does not have 
the straightforward empirical function of naming ~.Y id~ntifia~le 
object; it is, rather, a way of talking about t~e con~ltlons m ":htch 
we are able to discriminate and name obJeCts m our ordtnary 
experience. To talk of a transcendental personality is, in this ~~y, 
not to talk of any object apart from that which we regard empmc­
ally as a person, it is only a different way. of tal.king about ~uc~ a~ 
object, and of a problem about the ways m which we can dtscnmt­
nate such an object in our experience. 

(iii) TRANSCENDENTAL DISTINCTIONS AND 

EMPIRICAL ILLUSTRATIONS 

Kant attempts to illustrate his argument in the Transcendental 
Deduction by appealing to certain classifications of judgments. In 
The Prolegomena he distinguishes between judgments of perception 
and judgments of experience; in the Deduction he contrasts objec­
tive judgments with expressions of subjective association; and 
later in the Critique (B 848) he draws an associated distinction 
between persuasion and conviction. These distinctions are plainly 
intended to reflect the ordinary contrast between what is subjec­
tive, or private, and what is objective, and public. Yet the distinc­
tions themselves, and the ways in which Kant explains them, have 
often been thought objectionable, and in conflict with the central 
argument of the Deduction.l There certainly are differences be­
tween saying that the room is warm and that air is elastic; or 
between saying that a body is heavy, and that if I lift it, I will have 
an. impression of weight; or between saying that when the sun 
shmes on the stone, it gets warm, and that the sun warms the 
stone. Yet it may be doubted whether these differences all amount 
to the same thing, or whether they really mark the distinctions 
Kant supposes them to mark. 

!here are two apparent conflicts between Kant's arguments in 
~h1s part of the Prolegomma (Sect. 18-19), and those in the Critique 
ltself. Th.e first can be put by saying that while in the Prolego1mna 
t~e rela~ton between categories and judgments appears to be 
Slmple, ln the Critique it appears to be complex. In the Prolego!!Jena 

1 Kern? Smith (Commentary, pp. 288-289) says, for example, of the contrast 
~etwcen Judgments of perception and judgments of experience, that it is 'en­
tirely worthless' and that 'it cuts at the very root of Kant's critical teaching'. 

140 



DISTINCTIONS AND EMPIRICAL ILLUSTRATIONS 

the difference in status between judgments of perception and judg­
ments of experience is ascribed to the presence in the latter, and 
absence from the former, of a reference to a category. But the 
argument in the Transcendental Deduction claims that in the 
absence of categories no experience would be possible. If judg­
ments of perception have no reference to a category, then it should 
not, strictly, be possible to express them at all. Again, it is not 
difficult to see that this linguistic contrast, between subjective and 
objective judgments, does not match what has been so far said of 
the notion of an object. It has been suggested that every concept 
exhibits objective features, but if this is so, then even judgments 
of perception could be said to be objective.l 

The second conflict arises from the suggestion in the Pro/ego-
1/JC/Ja that objective judgments are necessarily true, although in the 
Critiq11e this view is rejected (cf. B 141). Again, the examples in 
the Pro!ego!!leJJa of objective judgments all have a general form, 
although this is not so in the Critiq11e. It is tempting, therefore, to 
think that Kant has confused the generality, or scope, of a claim 
with its necessity, or status, and so has committed himself to the 
absurd view that any judgment expressed in general terms is true, 
and even necessarily so (cf. R. Robinson: A1.ind, July 1958, pp. 
291-295). Even if Kant is not thought to be committed in this 
way, it may seem plausible to interpret him as saying that the only 
authority for making general claims arises when those claims are 
necessarily true. In this way Kant's disagreement with Hume could 
be represented by saying that Hume wrongly supposed that par­
ticular causal laws were never necessarily true. This account of the 
disagreement, however, run~ quite counter to what Kant himself 
says of it in the Critiq11e, and 1s not even properly supported in the 
Prolegomena. 

The first conflict is only apparent and not genuine. For the 
simple relation between categories and judgments indicated in the 
Pro!ego!llena is compatible, and indeed connected, with the com­
plex relation between them indicated in the Critiq11e. The ground 
for this compatibility, and connection, is that the linguistic con­
trasts arc empirical illustrations of a transcendental argument. It 
was suggested earlier (pp. 130-13 1) that the distinction between 

1 This difficulty is reflected also in Kant's argument at B, Sect. 19 (B 141-

142) where all judgments arc, strictly, objective, even though it is apparently 
possible to formulate a subjective judgment. 
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what is inner and what is outer is only empirical, for Kant, and 
since the linguistic contrasts reflect this same distinction, they 
share the same status. To admit that there are in our experience 
both judgments of perception and judgments of experience, as 
Kant supposes, is already to concede that the contrast between 
them is of an empirical and not transcendental kind (cf. Ch. 3, 
PP· 40-42). Just as the empirical illustrations of a transcendental 
argument in perception were shown to be inadequate, so these 
empirical linguistic illustrations of a transcendental account of 
cate~ories will also be inadequate. For these reasons the empirical 
relauon between categories and judgments of experience corre­
sponds, but is not equivalent, to the transcendental relation be­
tween categories and all judgments. 

The connection between the empirical and the corresponding 
~anscend.er:tal distinction can be illustrated from Kant's examples. 
d'he empmcal contrast is partly that between judgments which 

Irectly express categorial claims, and those which do not. 'The 
sun Warms the stone' is a claim ascribing a causal property to the 
s~n, and 'Air is elastic' is objective when based on a knowledge of 
the causal conditions in which air expands.1 By contrast, to say 
t at the r · d · oom rs warm or wormwoo nasty, 1s not to express a 
categorial claim, but tC: record a relation between something and 
mhy sense experience. It would be true to say, transcendentally, 
t at this 1 · · · h disc . . re. at10n could not be stated without presup~ostng t e 
. nmrnauons which the categories effect, but empmcally such 
Ju~gments of perception express neither categorial nor objective 
~larms. Again the relation between a person and a room expressed 
1n the judgm~nt 'The room is warm' may be suitable for a causal 
enquiry, but I can express it on the basis of my feelings, without 
knowing how it should be explained. Kant argues that one way of 
sho.wing the difference between these types of judgment is th~t 
Whtle a claim like 'The room is warm' is not intended ~s a candt­
?ate for general acceptance claims about causal connections are so 
Intended h ' ll d not !'h ' ~ ether they are genera y accepte o~ · 

. e Pomt of appealing to these contrasts ts to show that 
ordtna '1 · h h' h n Y we make claims of a status supertor to t ose w lc 

1 .Kant d b d · t , . . oes not classify these J"udgments as they may e rna e 1n any con-ext. Atr l . . 
te ts c astic' is for example a judgment of perceptiOn tn some con-

xts but · d ' ' h d" · · h th ' a JU gmcnt of experience in others. Part of w at tstlnguts es 
esc contexts is the reference in the latter to certain causal connections. 
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reflect a subjective association of ideas. Such empirical linguistic 
contrasts set Kant the problem of accounting for this superiority, 
and this problem could perhaps be solved by showing that the 
superior judgments are more closely related than the others to the 
categories. If it could be shown that the categories have a special 
status in our experience, then it would be natural to conclude that 
the empirical use of these concepts shares in that special status. 
The transcendental argument that the categories make experience 
possible would, therefore, help to explain the difference in status 
we ordinarily recognise between categorial and non-categorial 
claims. It is partly in this way that the simple empirical relation 
between categories and judgments of experience presupposes the 
complex transcendental relation between categories and all 
judgments. 

Once Kant has presented these contrasts in the Pro/egoi/Jena, he 
attempts to explain and analyse them; and it is this analysis which 
may appear to confuse generality and necessity. Kant does not 
express his views about 'necessary universal validity' in this 
passage with perfect clarity, but there is evidence that he does not 
mean to say that judgments of experience, or objective judo-ments 
are necessarily true. Even in the Pro/egomma (Sect. 22, not~ Kant 
notices the difficulty of saying that e~pirical_ judgme_nts of experi­
ence are also necessary, though there 1s no d1fficulty 1n saying that 
we regard them as objective. This shows that for Kant the neces­
sity of such judgments is compatible with their being empiricall 
true, or false. Again, in the Critiq11e (B 141) Kant explains that thy 
necessity of objective judgments does not attach to the relatio e 
between subject and predicate, so that it could not be propert 
expressed by sayin.l? that som~thing nece_ss~rily has a property, 0~ 
that the judgment 1s necessanly true. It 1s 1mportant, too, that · 
the Pro/ego//Je!Ja Kant speaks rather of the intention that a clailn 
should be generally accepted ~han of its ~ctual acceptance (Sect. 1 ~ 
'All our judgments ... and mtend the Judgment to be valid . , 
Sect. 1 9 : ' ... and hence are not intended ... '). The distinctl · · 
between subjective and objective judgments lies partly in on 
intentions in asserting them, regardless of whether they are tour 
or false. And this suggests that Kant's notion of necessity rue 
objectivity is not simply that of necessary truth. or 

The most striking rejections of this view, however, come fr 
' f h" d" · 0 tn Kant s account o 1s 1sagreement w1th Hume. It has b een 
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suggested already that Kant did not dispute Hume's view that par­
ticular causal laws are not a priori, or necessarily true. This is 
made clear in the Prolego111ena (Ak., Vol. 4, p. 25 8; and Sect. 27), and 
also in the Critique (B 793-794). Kant wished to argue, negatively, 
that such causal laws cannot be subjective associations of ideas, and 
positively, that their objective status was justified. The justifica­
tion for their status lay, on Kant's view, in the special status of the 
categories which they contained. It is not, for example, that causal 
laws are necessarily true but that they can be said to be objective, 
and can be distinguished from associations of ideas, because they 
are intimately related to the causal law, which is necessarily true. 
Particular causal laws share in the status of the causal law in accord­
ance with which they are formulated, and which makes them 
possible. The idea of the causal law can be made clearer in the light 
of Kant's claims that categories embody fundamental conceptual 
truths, and that empirical concepts cannot by themselves explain 
the objectivity of our experience. For this rejection of empirical 
concepts rests partly on the view that their sense is determined by 
these fundamental non-empirical truths, at least in part.1 The causal 
law will, then, be such a conceptual truth, introducing the concept 
of a cause into our experience or governing its operation in that 
experience (cf. Ch. xo). 

If the distinctions between judgments are classed together in 
one general contrast between subjective and objective judgments, 
t~en this must be a complex distinction, reflecting a number of 
different but connected criteria. It reflects, for example, the differ­
ence of status between judgments which express, and those which 
do not express, categorial claims; it reflects the difference also 
between general claims and particular claims; between claims in­
tende~ as candidates for general acceptance, and those which are 
not so Intended; and between claims about public objects and those 
~bout particular experiences. The paradigm case of an objective 
JUb~gment :vould be a general categorial claim about a physical 
0 Ject Wh h. · d ' Ic ls Intended as a claim for general acceptance. The 
stban ard case of a subjective judgment would be a particular claim 
a out some particul · · · 1 c1 · d ar sense expenence, not expressmg a categona 

aim, an not intended as a candidate for general acceptance. 
1 Kant often sp k · h" a determ· t ea s tnt IS way of categories as providing for any concept 

ate with ~n~~:~n(scfe, apart from the ideas which different people may associ­
. A Ioo-xo1, B 140, B 143, Pro/., Sect. zo). 
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It would be right to query the suggestion that claims about a 
particular sense experience are not intended for general acceptance. 
They are not, necessarily, true of other people, but they are often 
true for others, and are intended to be. This reflects again the 
difficulty that even empirically subjective judgments are trans­
cendentally objective. To say of something that it is transcendent­
ally objective is to say that it can be conceived independently of 
any particular experience, but not independently of every experi­
ence. Even personal experiences are, therefore, transcendentally 
objective, since such things as pains are conceived independently 
of any particular pain experience. It is for this reason that a claim 
about my pain can be true for others, or for myself at another 
time, even though it is not true of them. But particular claims 
about personal experiences are empirically subjective, for they are 
not true independently of any particular eJ~."Perience; if they are 
true at all, they are true of a particular experience. Categorial 
claims, however, expressing for example a causal connection are 
not, in this way, dependent for their truth on any particular experi­
ence, and so are empirically, as well as transcendentally, objective. 
The empirical distinctions between objective and subjective judg­
ments reflect the relative distinctions between claims true of 
public and claims true of private objects, or between impersonal 
and personal claims. These distinctions are exemplified in our 
experience and so are empirical; but all these judgments are objec­
tive transcendentally. 

It follows from what has been said of the empirical contrast 
between what is objective and what is subjective, that any corre­
sponding transcendental contrast cannot be exemplified in our 
experience. This is only to re-state the claim, admitted above, that 
all concepts, even those of an empirical kind, exhibit objective 
features. Categories are distinguished from other concepts not 
because they alone exhibit such features, but because they alone 
are the fundamental concepts responsible for these features. But if 
every concept exhibits this characteristic, then the whole of our 
experience, in so far as we can conceive it, must be objective in a 
transcendental sense, so that what is transcendentally subjective 
cannot be exemplified in it. The idea of what is transcendentally 
subjective would be that of an experience without any reference to 
the ways in which it might be conceived or described. We may 
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form some idea of what is, in this way, transcendentally subjective, 
just as we may form some idea of a transcendentally external cause 
of appearances, but to speak in either of these ways is not wholly 
comprehensible. For we could not understand what such an 
experience would be like without appealing to the concepts, 
through which we ordinarily describe our experience; and to do 
this would be to take advantage of what are specifically objective 
features of that experience. 

It would be easy to think of what is transcendentally subjective 
in a thoroughly metaphysical or mystical way; the notion certainly 
has something in common with what Wittgenstein said of the sub­
jective limits of the world.! There is, however, no need to speak of 
it in these mystical terms, and Kant would not have done so with­
out making certain important provisos. The concept of a trans­
cendental, or intelligible, object may be regarded, on Kant's view, 
as th~t of a limit placed upon our knowledge, and it is quite natural 
to thmk of what is transcendentally subjective in the same way. 
The very notion of a transcendental concept is that of a limit which 
sh?ul? r:~t be overstepped. What is transcendentally objective, in 
thts ~mum~ sense, is something which cannot be experienced, 
that Is, an Intelligible object, or non-phenomenon. To think of 
such ~ co~cept as the name of a genuine object would be to mis­
conceive I~, for properly it expresses only a metaphysical reflection 
of _the clatm that our knowledge is restricted to phenomena, or 
ob!ects of a possible experience. The notion of a transcendental 
~bjectmaybeusedin this metaphysical way, so long as the obvious 

angers of hypostatisation are avoided but it has a still more 
~cceptable sense as an abbreviation for the fundamental concepts 
10 our language (cf. Ch. 5, p. 7s f.). The metaphysical idea of a 
tr~~cendental object is only that of an object of the understanding, 
Whit out any reference to the senses. But the idea of an object of 
t e underst d' 1 d . an tng 1as no meaning apart from the fun amental 
concept~ I~ the language. 

In a SI!Ulla . b' ti b ~ way the notion of what Is transcendentally su )Cc-
. ve may e giVen a mistaken metaphysical sense, as well as a limit-
Ing sense which fl · 1 £i f . ' re ect certain simple but essentla eatures o our expenence The . . 

· notion of a transcendental subject or person Is the 
exact counterpart of the misconceived idea of a transcendental 

1 T rae latus Logico-pl .l I. . 
pp. 220_ 222 • u osop1zms, 5.6 ff. Cf. Stcnius: 117ittgenslcin's Tractatz11, 
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object. But if what is transcendentally subjective is not miscon­
ceived in this way, then it may be understood to express a limit 
placed upon our knowledge. Just as a transcendental object may 
be understood to reflect the claim that our knowledge is restricted 
to what can be experienced, so what is transcendentally subjective 
reflects the claim that our knowledge is restricted to what can be 
conceived. For to speak of what is transcendentally subjective, 
that is, of an experience without any reference to a way in which 
it might be conceived, is to speak emptily. This limit is neverthe­
less based upon the fact that experiencing, or sense-perception, is 
just as fundamental in our experience as are our concepts. These 
transcendental or metaphysical notions are simply reflections of 
the empirical contrast between perceiving and conceiving, or be­
tween experiences and the ways in which they are discriminated. 
They are reflections of the view that both of these features are in 
some way essential to our experience, so that to speak of either 
without the other is to speak emptily, or to point to limits in our 
experience. But these reflections have often been distorted by 
philosophers, who have sometimes been misled into accounting 
for the objects which such transcendental notions may seem to 
name. 1 

This account of what is transcendentally subjective may help 
finally to explain what can be meant by transcendental Idealism. 
For to speak of what is transcendentally ideal is to speak of what 
is transcendentally subjective. This latter notion reflects the claim 
that experiencing or sense-perception are essential in our experi­
ence, or that our knowledge is based ultimately upon personal 
experiences. This may seem inevitably to lead to an Idealism in 
which it is held that all our knowledge is of experiences. The 
doctrine of transcendental Idealism may be seen as an attempt to 
show why this inference is mistaken, or in what way it can be 
made satisfactory. For Kant's objection to this step would be to 
say that if the conclusion is to be ac_cepted, then the term 'experi­
ences' in it must be understood not man empirical, but in a trans­
cendental sense. For empirically experiences or ideas are specific­
ally contrasted with external objects, of which, on occasion, they 
may be the experiences. If, therefore, we are to say that our know-

1 It is perhaps worth considering whether the modern introduction of the 
term 'sense-datum' was not an attempt to characterise what is, in this way, 
transcendentally subjective and so indescribable. 
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ledge is always of experiences, then this term must be given a 
special, extra-orclinary, sense in which it is permissible to say that 
a physical object may be an experience. But to speak of our know­
ledge as restricted to experiences in this transcendental sense is 
only to insist on the importance of experiencing in our knowledge, 
and not to draw any limit to the descriptions of experienced 
objects we might empirically give. Transcendental Idealism holds, 
then, that all our knowledge is based upon experiences, and that 
we have no knowledge of anything that cannot be experienced, but 
that this is compatible with our empirical discriminations of what 
we experience into inner or outer objects. To put it in another way, 
the force of transcendental Idealism is only to suppose that we 
have experiences, and that these play an essential part in our 
knowledge.l 

1 In this way transcendental I9ealism reflects a (negative and unexception­
able) part of what was intended by some phenomenalists, namely that to 
speak of sense-data amounted only to admitting that we do perceive things 
that we. have perceptual experiences on which our knowledge is based' 
(Formdatr01u of Empirical Knowledge, p. 116.) . 
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'For this concept (cause) makes strict demand that something, A, 
should be such that something else, B, follows from it necessarily, 
and in accordance with an absolutely universal rule' (B 1 24). 

'If, therefore, wax, which was formerly hard, melts, I can know a 
priori that somethi11g must have preceded, upon which the melting 
followed according to a fixed law, although a priori ... I could not 
determine ... either the cause from the effect, or the effect from 
the cause' (B 704). 

THERE are many different ways in which Kant's argument in the 
Analogies may be presented. They are all nevertheless directed 
towards revealing the connection between the categories of rela­
tion and certain time discriminations. In the first two Analogies, 
to be considered here, Kant deals with a range of inter-connected 
concepts, such as 'substance', 'cause', 'alteration', 'change', 'per­
sistence', 'succession', 'state', 'event', and others. There is no 
single way of correctly depicting these relations between such 
concepts, although, no doubt, there are many incorrect ways of 
so doing. Kant may be understood as analysing the schematised 
categories of 'cause' or 'substance', or as indicating how the pure 
concepts associated with these categories operate in our spatia­
temporal experience, or again, as analysing what is involved in 
our conventional discriminations between alterations, states, or 
events. The aim common to these different approaches to the 
argument is that of showing how the categories are required for, 
or make possible, certain discriminations in our experience. 
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There is, of course, a tr~vial way in whic~ any :oncept. makes 
some discriminations possible. The conce~t cause , for exampl~, 

b d . a discrimination between what IS a cause and what IS em o Ies . . 
an effect. Kant's account of the way ~n which ~a.te~one~ operate In 

our experience is not always, or obviously, tnvialm_ thi: way. For 
the general discrimination effected by ~he categones IS that ?e­
tween certain kinds of temporal relatwn, and the connection 
between the categories and time is not obvious. It has also been 
suggested that the categories are res~o~sible, in some w_ay, for t~c 
basic discrimination between what IS mner and what Is outer Ul 

our experience, and this responsibility is certainly not obvious. 
Even if Kant's claims for the categories were true, they would not 
all be trivially true. 

Kant's ultimate aims in this investigation are similarly various. 
The close connection between the Analogies, and what Kant calls 
the laws of 'general physical dynamics' (B 202) makes it plain that 
the argument is intended to explain the status of these scientific 
laws. Yet it is also clear from the passages at B 197-198 and B 2.01-

202 (Ch. 6, pp. 11 3) that Kant is not in the Critique concerned 
primarily with these scientific laws; such a concern is shown rather 
in the Metaphysical Fottndations of the Nat11ral Sciences (Ak., Vol. 4, 
pp. 465-567). Kant certainly intends to suggest that such scientific 
laws presuppose his a priori principles, and so share, in some 
degree, their special status. But the categories and their principles 
operate no less even in our ordinary experience, and Kant intends 
to establish their status by showing how they govern that experi­
e?ce as well as the laws of physics. The categories and their prin­
ciples are responsible for our discrimination of such temporal 
phenomena as duration and succession, and these belong as much 
to our ordinary experience as to science . 

. There ~re two features of the argument in the Analytic of Prin­
ciples which should be mentioned before discussing the Analogies. 
For th~y serve to locate the Analogies in the structure of the 
Analytic of Principles, and so may justify the emphasis which is 
here placed on these two principles. First is Kant's distinction 
betw~en mat~ei?atical and dynamical principles which indicates a 
~ertam supenonty of the Analogies over other principles. Second 
1s an appar~nt conflict in Kant's treatment of space and time in 
the Analyuc of Principles. Both points suggest that Kant's 
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order of exposition in this whole section is misleading, and might 
be reversed in the interest of clarity. The second point indicates a 
difficulty in Kant's account of space and time, which can be re­
solved properly only later in the discussion of personality (Ch. I I). 

The distinction between mathematical and dynamical principles 
is made at B I99-202, and elaborated elsewhere (e.g. B 218-2I9, 
B 220, B 692). The distinction, in conformity with the arguments 
of the Axiom and Anticipation, limits the application of these 
mathematical principles primarily to intuition and sensation. The 
dynamical principles, and especially the Analogies, are by contrast 
concerned with the existence of appearances, and, as Kant says 
(B 218-21 9), 'constitute the essential in any knowledge of objects 
of the senses, that is, in experience as distinguished from mere 
intuition or sensation of the senses'. In this way Kant indicates a 
certain superiority of the Analogies over the mathematical prin­
ciples, not in the status of their evidence, but in their relation to 
experience.1 This superiority can be made clear from the kind of 
discriminations properly associated with these different principles. 
The two mathematical principles are supposed to justify the 
ascription of numerical magnitudes (extensive or intensive) to 
appearances primarily as intuitions or sensations, and are, strictly, 
non-committal about the objects of intuition or sensation, to which 
they may also be applied. The restriction placed on these principles 
is not that they can be applied only to intuitions or sensations, but 
that they do not themselves specify what the objects of intuition 
or sensation may be. They justify the ascription of magnitudes to 
such objects, however they may be conceived. The Analogies, on 
the other hand, are associated with discriminations between the 
objects of intuition or sensation, and so are presupposed in the 
application even of the mathema~ical principles to such objects. 
It is in this way that the Analogtes have a certain pre-eminence 
among the principles, which Kant himself acknowledges (cf. Pro/., 
Ch. 26, Ak., Vol. 4, pp. 309-po). 

This distinction suggests that the order of exposition in the 
Analytic of Principles might usefully have been reversed. If Kant 
had dealt with the Analogies before the mathematical principles, 

1 This is compatible with the claim that the mathematical principles are 
constitutive and the dynamical principles regulative, which seems to mean 
that while the former justify the ascription of properties, the latter justify 
rather claims about relations. 
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for example, it would have been clearer that even the ascription of 
magnitude to such objects as a house (B t6o-t6t), or ~o the 
illuminative power of the sun and moon (B 2.2.1) depends m part 
on the discriminations effected in the Analogies. But there is also 
some reason for arguing that the whole of the Analytic of Prin­
ciples is back to front. The main reason for such a view is the 
difference of emphasis which Kant variously places on space or 
on time in his argument. At the start of the section, in the Schema­
tism, all the emphasis is placed upon time, but at the end of the 
argument it is the spatial features of our experience which are 
emphasised (B 2.88-294, B 274-279). In Kant's own exposition 
this final emphasis on space is apt to be forgotten or overlooked, 
and it might have been better to explain this apparent conflict 
before considering the proofs of any of the principles. The argu­
ment would then have begun with the 'General Note on the 
System of the Principles' (B 288), together with the Schematism, 
proceeded with the dynamical principles, and concluded with the 
mathematical. 

This difficulty over space and time can be resolved by saying 
that Kant thinks of the temporal discriminations effected by the 
categories in their application to spatial objects. In this way he 
can claim both that categories are responsible for certain time 
relations, and also that these discriminations have their basic 
application to spatial phenomena. The discrimination of duration 
and succession, which are dealt with in the Analogies, have their 
primary application to the duration of spatial objects, and the 
succession of their states. This shows once again the importance 
of the Analogies, for it is on them that this primary application of 
~uch terms rests. It helps also to explain why Kant chooses to 
Illustrate his argument in the Second Analogy by referring to 
s~atial objects, such as a house and ship. But there is a serious 
difficulty in this explanation. For Kant has not so far given any 
re~son _for accepting his view that such time discriminations are 
pnmanly of objects in space. The reasons for this view are given 
1n the Refutation ofldealism (B 274_279), and in the Paralogisrns. 
They_ are of some importance, as Kant recognised (B 293-294), 
for his acc?unt of personality, and will be considered later. Kant's 
~rgument In the Analogies can be understood without presuppos­
Ing the_s~ reaso_ns, but it may be preferred to recognise t~is pre­
supposltlon, with the reservation that it has yet to be vahdated. 
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(i) THE ANALOGIES 

Just as it can be argued that the Analytic of Principles as a 
whole is the wrong way round, so it can be argued that the 
Analogies themselves are presented in a misleading way. It is not 
so much that they are presented in the wrong order, as that their 
arguments should not be separated in the artificial way in which 
Kant has separated them. The temporal relations of succession, 
simultaneity, and duration are intimately related and properly 
involved in each of the Analogies. To treat the separate sections as 
though they each dealt exclusively with only one of these relations 
is to obscure the argument, and to duplicate parts of it unneces­
sarily. Kant himself suggests in the First Analogy (B zz6: 'And 
simultaneity ... no time relation') that duration, which is treated 
in this section, is dependent upon the discrimination of succes­
sion, which is properly treated only in the Second Analogy. 
It is also clear from Kant's re-statement of the First Analogy at the 
start of the Second that this latter argument also refers back to the 
category of substance, and may therefore be represented also as 
containing a proof of its principle. Both arguments are similar, 
too, not only because they involve the intimately connected 
notions of duration and succession, but also because they proceed 
by analysing the similar concepts of 'alteration' and 'event' 
('Alteration' at B 2.30: 'The correctunderstandingoftheconceptof 
alteration .. .';'Event' at B 2.36: 'Let us now proceed .... That 
something happens ... '). Since both analyses are of the same, or a 
very similar, concept (cf. B 2.91), it is unnecessary to separate them, 
and better to concentrate on the Second Analogy, which contains the 
central argument, and to consider the First Analogy only afterwards. 

It is sometimes claimed that Kant's argument in the Second 
Analogy contains several different proofs of the principle (cf. 
Kemp Smith: Con111mllary, p. 363 f.). But Kant's method of dis­
cussing the principles generally is to provide a variety of comment 
upon an initial proof. Since his task can be understood in different 
ways, and his conclusions have implications in different contexts, 
it is not unnatural to find some variation in his arguments. The 
Second Analogy may, for example, be understood as an analysis 
of the concept 'event', or as an account of the way in which the 
category 'cause' operates in our experience. Or again, the argu­
ment may be treated on a transcendental level, at which no reference 
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need be made to empirical science (cf. B 232), but it can also 
be regarded as the establishment of a principle relevant to scientific 
procedures. In these different contexts it is not surprising that 
Kant's point should appear in different forms, but there is no 
strong reason for thinking that the later passages in the Second 
Analogy conflict with the initial proof given at B 232-239. It is 
on this argument that attention will be concentrated. 

In this passage Kant repeats the conclusions of the First Analogy 
('The preceding principle ... pass to the proof'), outlines the task 
he has set for himself ('I perceive ... rule of apprehension'), and 
finally completes the set task ('Let us now proceed ... what 
determines the event'), namely that of explaining the conditions in 
which we may discriminate a time order in phenomena. Kant 
assumes for this purpose that it is possible to recognise different 
states or properties of the same object at different times. He 
argues that even if it is possible to recognise different states of the 
same object, this is not the same as recognising an order of such 
states in time. His problem is, therefore, to explain what more is 
ret]Uired to complete such a discrimination of a time order. The 
view that our recognition of succession can be explained com­
pletely by the successive perception of states in an object is rejected 
(B 2 3 3: 'For time cannot be perceived in itself .. .'). Kant simi­
larly rejects the view that an objective time order is one which 
?clangs properly to noumcna, or intelligible objects (B 236: 'No\v 
Immediately .. .'). The question whether there is an object in 
appearances is the question whether what we perceive stands 
under a conceptual rule, which distinguishes it from every other 
apprehension (B 23 6: 'Since truth ... necessary rule of apprehen­
Sion'). In this way a genuine problem about the o?j~~ts in, or of, 
ap_Pe~ra~ces is simply a question about the pos.stbthty o_f a dis­
cnmmatton in what we perceive between one ktnd of thtng and 
another. Kant is not interested, at this point, in establishing that 
we do discriminate a time order in appearances, but in the more 
cc:>m~le:C problem of elucidating the conditions in which such a 
dtscnmmation is possible. In the Second Analogy Kant tries to 
:~ttle _his problem about our ~iscrin:inatio~ of succ~ssion by 
. alystng the notion of an event, 111 whtch our tdea of a tlme order 
ts ernbodied (B 23 6: 'Let us now proceed ... That somethino­
happens ... ') c:. 

Th . 
e analysis of an event has two parts. Kant first says that for 
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something to happen a given object must be supposed to have 
two different characteristics, or states. To apprehend an event is 
to perceive first one state of an object, and then another state of 
the same object (B 237: 'Every apprehension .. .'). This is evi­
dently to rely on the argument of the First Analogy, but to accept 
that our discrimination between things and their properties is 
necessary for our recognition of events is to show how the 
category 'substance' operates in our experience. For the concept 
of substance governs our "distinction between things which remain 
to be identified throughout their alterations, and the features in 
respect of which they alter. Although this discrimination is neces­
sary for our recognition of events, Kant argues that it is not suf­
ficient. For this condition is satisfied even in cases, like that of our 
successive apprehension of a house's roof and basement, where no 
event is involved at all. What distinguishes the apprehension of 
such a non-event from our apprehension of an event, such as a 
ship's sailing downstream, is that in the latter case the constituent 
states of the object are regarded as irreversible. An event is an 
ordered relation of two states of the same object. As Kant says 
(B 238): 'But in the perception of an event, there is always a rule 
that makes the order in which the perceptions follow upon one 
another (in the apprehension of this appearance) a necessary order.' 
The necessity in such a case is the logical necessity that to appre­
hend a ship's sailing downstream is, necessarily, to apprehend an 
event in which the ship's position downstream followed its posi­
tion upstream. The order of this event is a necessary order, not 
because it is impossible for ships to sail upstream, but because if 
the constituent states had been reversed the event apprehended 
would have been a different event. It would have been the event 
of a ship's sailing upstream. Kant's concluding argument is that 
if this is what we mean by an event, then it presupposes the notion 
of a reason or ground for the constituent states of an object being 
in such a determinate order. But the notion of such a reason or 
ground for one state's succeeding another is that of a cause. If 
this concluding step were correct, then Kant would have shown 
that the concept of 'cause' is required for our recognition of an 
event. To show that the category has such a function is to reveal 
its central position in our experience, for the recognition of events 
is that of a time order in phenomena. 

The force of this argument may be measured by some of the 
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common objections made against Kant. Prichard, for example, 
argued (op. cit., pp. 2.94-2.95) that Kant's problem simply does not 
arise, because we apprehend the time order of events immediately. 
While Kant rejected the view that our discrimination of a time 
order could be explained simply in terms of our perception, 
Prichard evidently held that it could be accounted for in this way. 
Prichard's view has, apparently, much to recommend it. There is 
no doubt that ordinarily we tell the order of events in time through 
having perceived them. The claim that Jones beat Smith in the 
hundred yards is normally based upon the perception of Jones 
cr~ssing the finishing line, followed by that of Smith crossing it. 
Pnchard would say that in such standard cases the recognition of 
the or~er of these events is based simply on the perception of the 
way thtngs happened. 

There is one initial difficulty in this objection. It is that Prichard 
speaks of the order of events, whereas Kant speaks of the order 
of states that go to make up an event. Prichard seems to miscon­
stru~ Kant in this way because he insists that events are im­
mediately apprehended, so that, for him, there are genuine 
questions only about the order of events, and not about the order 
of states in an event. I But whether or not Prichard is right to say 
that ~here is no process by which we apprehend an ~vent, it 
remains true that we may identify and distinguish events 10 terms 
of the orders of two states in the same object. That water has 
frozen or ice melted are different events based upon different 
orders of the same states of solidity and fluidity in water. There is 
no rea~on why questions should not be raised about the orde.r of 
:tates ln an event, any more than there is a re~s~n why questions 
hould not be raised about the order of two dtsttnct events. Kant 

has, in any case, an adequate ground for choosing to consi~er the 
order of states rather than the order of events. Since he Intends 
to explain the conditions in which it is possible to discriminate 
events in our experience it would be pointless to analyse_ comple)t 
ev

1
ents, such as 'Jones winning the race from Smith', ~htch the_rn-

Hume tends also to make the same assumption that questions of a tulle 
~rder are questions of the order of events and not, as Kant supposes, ques. 
~~n~ of the order of states in an event. Hu:nc says,_for example (Enquir~·· Sect. 

' t. I, 2 5): Every effect is a distinct event from Its cause; as though It Were 
proper to speak of a causal relation only between events. His examples are 
uSsually _of this complex kind (cf. Enquiry, Sect. IV, Pt. I, PP· 2 9-3° (ed. 

elby-B1ggc). 
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selves depend upon simpler events. We naturally name and de­
scribe many complex events, for example the Derby, which are 
themselves made up of other events, but in order to analyse the 
notion of an event Kant has naturally chosen to consider the 
simplest events on which the discrimination of more complex 
events depends. Such simple events depend not upon any other 
events, but only upon the order of states in an object. Kant has 
every reason for supposing that the time order of events pre­
supposes the time order of states that make up an event. We could 
not speak of the order of events, unless we already recognised the 
simpler order of states in an event. 

Once this initial difficulty is resolved Prichard's objection can 
be amended so that it becomes relevant. It would then be objected 
to Kant that we simply perceive the order of states that make up 
an event. Kant does not, of course, deny that our recognition of 
the order of states in an object is based upon our perception of 
these states. He argues only that such perception is not enough to 
yield a discrimination of events. It would be natural to think that 
Kant relies at this point on the fact that our perception is not 
always reliable, or that we sometimes mistake apparent events for 
actual events. But Kant does not appeal to such facts as these. It 
is not that from an event A-B's apparently taking place we may 
mistakenly suppose that an event A-B actually has taken place. It 
is rather that having perceived state A and then state B it is not 
always appropriate to speak of an event at all, whether apparent 
or real. When we perceive first the roof and then the basement of 
a house, we perceive in succession two states of the same object, 
but nobody would normally say, at Kant points out (B 23 5), that 
this is to perceive an event. When, on the other hand, we perceive 
a ship in one position and then in another position downstream, 
we can describe what was perceived as the event of a ship's moving 
downstream. This is so, whether the ship actually has moved or not. 

Kant is interested, therefore, not in the inference from 'The 
event A-B appeared to take place' to 'The event A-B really took 
place', but in the prior inference from 'I perceived A and then 
perceived B' to 'I perceived the event A-B'. The priority of the 
latter inference rests on the obvious truth that while the premiss 
of the former already presupposes the vocabulary of events, the 
premiss of the latter does not. Kant argues that because there are 
some descriptions of perceived states in the same object which do 
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not yield event-descriptions, the lat.ter inferenc~ is not :vali~. He 
concludes from this that the percepuon of states In an obJeCt IS n~t 
enough to discriminate between events and n~n-.eve~ts. But If 
such successive perception does not serve to dtstmgmsh events 
from other kinds of phenomena, then K~nt'.s Rrob_lem _about the 
further conditions required for such discnmmauon IS not, as 
Prichard thought, a pseudo-problem. 

Kant's argument has often been construed as an attempt to 
justify inferences from the way things appear to happen to the way 
in which they actually happen. In the light of what has been said 
so far this cannot be wholly right. Even to believe that an event 
appeared to take place is already to presuppose the concept of an 
event, the possession and sense of which Kant is trying to explain. 
For Kant attempts to explain how it is possible for us to describe 
events, whether in the tentative terms of apparent or the com­
mittal terms of their actual occurrence. The explanation of the 
conditions in which we may describe events is, in this way, de­
signed to cover even cases in which we may mis-describe them. 
What encourages the belief that Kant is concerned with inferences 
from apparent to actual events is his talking of the transition from 
subjective to objective succession. For this inevitably suggests the 
contrast between apparent and real succession. But although this 
latter contrast can be said to be involved in Kant's account, his 
use of it is to indicate not a difference between recognition and 
mis-recognition of an event, but one between discrimination and 
non-discrimination of an event. It is possible to mis-recognise 
an event only if it is possible already to discriminate between events 
and other kinds of phenomena; for I could not be said to have 
mistaken something for an event unless I already knew what 
'event' means. The inference from 'I perceived A and then per­
ceived B' to 'I perceived the event A-B' effects a transition from 
state-descriptions to event-descriptions, and not one from a quali­
fied to an unqualified claim about events. Again Kant's interest in 
this inferenc~ is quite neutral as to the distinction between appear­
ance and reality; he could just as well have used the inference from 
'I seemed to perceive A and then seemed to perceive B' to 'I 
seemed to perceive the event A-B'. What distinguishes an actual 
event from a perceived succession of actual states in an object also 
distinguishes an apparent event from a perceived succession of 
apparent states in an object. Such an inference, and the transition it 
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makes from state-descriptions to event-descriptions, involves a 
question about the meaning of the concept 'event', which is pre­
supposed in questions of the criteria for distinguishing real from 
apparent events. Kant would say that these latter questions, like 
all problems about illusions, are empirical only and not trans­
cendental (cf. Ch. I, p. I6, note). 

Both premiss and conclusion in Kant's inference have subjective 
and objective features. Both report perceptions, and so might be 
said to be subjective, and both describe what is perceived in differ­
ent but equally objective terms. Kant regards the premiss as sub­
jective because it records a succession only in perception and not 
in what was perceived. The conclusion records a succession 
necessarily, not because it is guaranteed to be true, but because 
to claim an event's occurrence is to claim, necessarily, a certain 
time order in what was perceived. It may be objected that to speak 
of perceiving one thing and then another is already to presuppose 
discrimination of an event in perceiving. But Kant's premiss is 
not intended to presuppose any such discrimination, and could 
less misleadingly be expressed as 'I perceive A' followed by 'I 
perceive B'. In this way, even though there is a succession in the 
perception of A and B, it is not expressed in the perceptual reports 
themselves. Kant speaks of the perception of states and events, in 
his analysis, because he believed that discrimination of objects in 
experience is always based upon perception. He held also that the 
discrimination of an object can be understood only in terms of 
our descriptions of what is perceived. This is what the notion of 
an object is explained to mean, in the Transcendental Deduction 
(Ch. 9). In order, therefore, to achieve any objective discrimina­
tion, something must have been perceived, although we can 
understand such perception only in terms of some already pre­
supposed descriptions. The premiss in Kant's inference from state 
to event-descriptions satisfies both of these conditions, for it 
reports perceptions, which are themselves described in terms of 
states of an object without reference to succession. Kant illustrates 
the premiss by referring to our perception of physical objects, 
because he believes that the Analogies have their primary applica­
tion to outer objects. But since what we perceive may be an inner 
or an outer object, Kant's analysis of an event could be under­
stood to apply to objects of either sense. 

Failure to understand Kant's argument in this way has led to 
I 59 
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two criticisms of his illustrative examples. Both arc designed to 
show that even in the perception of a house it is not tr~e, ~s Kant 
implies, that there are no events at all. The usu~l objectlOn ~cf. 
Schopenhauer Werke, Fraucnstadt, Vol. I, p. 86) Is to say that Ifl 
perceive successively the roof and basement of a house, an event 
will have taken place because my eyes are supposed to have moved. 
Kant does not, of course, need to deny this, but only that such an 
event can be inferred from the given description of what was 
perceived. It would ordinarily be agreed that in perceiving a house 
in this way I have not perceived an event, even though there may 
have been many other events in the situation, which I might have 
dP.scribed if I had directed my attention to them. Since Kant is 
analysing the concept of an event by showing the relation bctV:'ecn 
state-descriptions and event-descriptions, he is perfectly entitled 
to choose some particular state-descriptions and to ask of them 
whether they yield event-descriptions. That we might give de­
scriptions of other states of an object in such a situation has no 
m?re direct relevance to Kant's argument than the fact _that we 
rrught, when seeing a ship move downstream, refrain from 
remarking on it. 

The other objection would be to say that even from the claim 
that I perceived a house's roof and then its basement, it is possible 
t? infer that I perceived an event. Admittedly the events in ques­
tion are not normally believed to take place, and yet it is possible 
~0 find such descriptions. It might be inferred, for example, that 
ln such a situation I perceived an event which could be described 
by saying that the house's roof turned into a basement, or that 
t~e house turned upside down. But the fact that it is possible to 
give such descriptions does not count against the claim that it is 
not always possible to give them. To give such descriptions in 
such a case would still be to contrast them with the situation in 
which the same states were perceived, although there was no 
such event. Kant has chosen, for the purposes of his analysis, to 
contrast a standard example of an event with a standard example 
of a non-event, but he could, with some loss of clarity, have chosen 
~uch non-standard examples as these. So long, however, as there 
1s some contrast between events and non-events, however these 
a.re exe~1pli~ed, t_he same problem about differentiating between 
tnem will still anse. Kant's problem of differentiation is that of 
saying what we mean when we speak of events, or use event-
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descriptions; his method of resolving the problem is to analyse the 
contrast between cases where we would and cases where we 
would not speak of events. 

The objections considered so far have all been directed against 
the analysis which Kant gives of an event, and the step from this 
analysis to the notion of a cause has yet to be considered. Kant 
himself suggests an argument to support his view of the relations 
between the two concepts at B 239. He there considers the ques­
tion: What would it be like if we could not conceive a ground or 
reason for one state's being determined to follow another? On 
Kant's view the answer to such a question could be only that we 
would, on such a supposition, be unable to discriminate events in 
our experience, and so would fail to have any conception of a 
determinate time order in phenomena. For if we were unable to 
conceive the idea of something determining the order of states in 
an object, then we would be unable to conceive the idea of their 
being in a determinate order. The analysis of an event has shown 
that perception of different states in an object is not enough to 
discriminate events from non-events. What distinguishes one from 
the other is that events are regarded as ordered in a determinate 
way in time. What we mean by 'event' is such a determinate 
temporal order of two states in the same object. But the idea of a 
determinate order between two states presupposes that of some­
thing which determines it; and this idea of a determinant or reason 
for such an order is that of a cause. The notion of a determinate 
order clearly has some reference to that of a determinant; indeed to 
express such a relation between the concepts of event and cause may 
seem just as tautological as to say that substance persists (B 22.7). 
Kant has, therefore, some ground for saying that the concept of a 
cause is required for our discrimination of a time ordcrin phenomena. 

Kant is, of course, required to suppose neither that we have to 
know the cause of an event before we can say that it has taken 
place, nor that there is just one causal factor in all the events we 
perceive. It would clearly be absurd to imagine that we must know 
the cause of something's happening before we can say that it has 
happened. Ordinarily we enquire into the specific causes of some­
thing only when we know that a certain event has taken place. 
Kant's argument is entirely compatible with this empirical relation 
of events and their causes; for his argument is only that the con­
cept of an event presupposes that of a cause in general, and not 
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that a particular recognition of an even~ requires us _to have dis­
covered the particular cause. To recogmse an event 1s to presup­
pose that some causal factor is present, but not to presuppose any 
particular causal factor. In this way the argument says and pre­
supposes nothing about what we count in experience as a cause, and 
so is not committed to any view about the limits in the number of 
causes that we might recognise. The relation between the notions of 
a cause and an eve~t.is si~ply of a conceptual kind, and needs to be 
supplemented empmcally 1n order to yield any particular causal law .1 

It might be admitted that Kant can sup h' 1 · 1 . port 1s c a1m t 1at con-
cepts like 'substance' and 'cause' occu · · · 
experience and even that th h pya central poslt1on 1n our 

' ey ave a spe · 1 · h ence. Yet it may still b d b c1a status 1n t at experi-
e ou ted wh th l . . . 

enough to establish that th e er t 1e1r centrahty 1s 
ey are a prio . h l . properly be described as n . . n, or t at t 1e1r status could 

~uch categories are in theon-em~m~al. It might be admitted that 
~n our experience,' and ye;'~ys _lndtcated, fundamental concepts 
~n~epe~dent of experience I ~rued that they can be said to be 
a el wuh which to mark ~d n _arge part such a problem about the 
no value Th mttted feat it can b . e term 'a priori' d ures of such concepts is of 

e understo d . d oes not ha 1 concepts 0 ln epende tl ve so c ear a sense that 
between arhe a~mitted to have nBy of the properties which such 

h w at 1s em · · · ut Ka t' 'd f P ilosophi 1 plncal and h . n s 1 ea o the contrast 
thing maycab predecessors part":' al t ls a priori derives from his 
d · c · ' ' tcu arl L tfferences b gatned, therefor f Y ocke and Hume. Some-
treatment 0/~wecn Kant's trea:· rom a brief account of the 

Kant's acc~uem which these' e:c~t. ~f thc~e concepts, and the 
shr1win J Ill. ()f the conce ,Plrlctst ph1losophers gave. 
. g lfJW thi~ C!Jt)ce 1 .... pt substance' is directed towards 

of rho!J{lf:~ l:V/'IIIS 'Ill I 1, I IS .connected with out discriminations 
! ~, , ·,c 1 lllralllli\.TI\c\ailnthattheconceptofan 

/''.if'ld jlii:SII\l\J()SI'~i IIIII' 1\i•;criminali\ln hetwccn individuals and 
. : . \ · . . • . · . , \., \ , t suppose that the 

l lrtr \ll"l l\Krl \e:; ot I \t\\ ~\.\\e~, \~ ,\ n:,\1. ~ o ·. . f t I . ' . . .. , \ . . .. , o rnttwn o an even . 
catt:gury ol su\lsL\1\CC \S \C~\t\\\C\. \m out tee g; ·\· \ . of particular 

. · : .. \ knu\\ ~t g~: f 
' The bet that we may cmp\ny our 1!1\\\)l!\l·1 .. is important or 

. \ f hcnorncn.l S d 
c~1usa~ laws in ord_cr to check the time ort cr o P. for that of the ccon 
~'"'H s argument 111 the Postulates, but not especiallY h usefulness, even 
t\n;d<>~~y. It crndd be used in this latter context to st:css.t e loymcnt, but 
111 d•spensahility, of the concept in its empirical or sc1entl~c empb , n l{ant 
I · ·· · · · · . ssue ct\\ ce 

1 11 • '" 111 ·' 11 Y case assumed 111 the argument, and not at 1 

and llutn<: (cf. Pro/ lntrocl Ak V 1 7 ff) . • ., ., o . 4. PP· 25 .. 
162. 
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In a similar way the recognition of an alteration or change in our 
experience is dependent upon a distinction between what remains 
the same throughout changes, and the features in respect of which 
it changes. Kant assigns the two words 'alteration' ('Veranderung') 
and 'change' ('Wechsel') to the different ways in which we think 
of individuals and properties as changing. These terms do not 
normally convey such a distinction, but there is no doubt that we 
ordinarily think of change in terms of such a distinction. It is also 
true that our conventional ways of expressing temporal duration 
reflect these distinctions. We speak of the time that elapsed be­
tween two events, or between the changes which some object has 
endured. On Kant's view such modes of speech indicate the 
operation in our experience of the category of substance. For they 
either express or presuppose the contrast between an individual 
and its properties, or between individual and generic identity which 
is embodied in the pure concept. They show also the importance 
in our experience of such a category, by showing that it is required 
for, or presupposed in, our discrimination of temporal duration. 

Locke also held that the concept of substance was important, 
even necessary, in our experience, but he seemed unable to explain 
its origin in empirical terms. The reason for this apparent failure 
can be simply explained. For Locke's programme involved the 
claim that all complex concepts can be analysed ultimately in terms 
of simple sensible properties. But the complex concept of sub­
stance is that of something in which properties inhere, and hence 
cannot itself be reduced to a collection of properties. In this way 
Locke appears to have held the three conflicting views: 

(i) That the concept of substance is necessary to stand for what 
properties inhere in. 
(ii) That substances are logically different from properties. 
(iii) That the only way to analyse complex concepts is in terms 
of simple sensible properties. 

Locke could have avoided his difficulty only by denying either (i) 
or (ii) or (iii). Berkeley, somewhat ambiguously, preserved the 
empiricist principle (iii), by denying both (i) and (ii). Kant, on the 
other hand, admitted both (i) and (ii), but denied (iii), arguing that 
if this is what an empiricist analysis means, then there must be 
some other analysis of a non-empirical kind to account for such 
concepts as that of substance. 
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Locke's failure can be regarded, in this way, as an inevitable 
consequence of his programme, and so as showing a radical defect 
in such an empiricist analysis. It was suggested earlier (Ch. 7, pp. 
xox-.103) that Locke's a~co~nt of the concepts in our language 
was m~dequate, because 1t did not accommodate certain concepts, 
on which the sense even of the simplest empirical concepts de­
pends. The category of substance, or more accurately, that of 
individual and property, is an example of such a concept. Even 
simple sensible concepts presuppose a certain linguistic frame­
work, in terms of which they arc used and understood. The 
.notions of an individual and a property, and of the ascription of 
properties to indi.viduals, are a part of that !ramework. Since they 
are of a type basically different from the simple concepts, which 
presuppose them, it is not unnatural to call the~ non-empirical. 
At least to understand what can be meant by s.aymg that they are 

on-empirical it is possible to point to such differences . 
.o Locke's difficulty arose because, in speaking of simple sensible 

roperties, he wa~ already committ~d to the correlat.ive notion of 
Pomething to which these properues could be ascnbed. But his 
s rogramme of reducing complex concepts to such simple sensible 
Properties refused official recognition to the other half of the 
Pategorial classification. Although he was, therefore, forced on 
c.oe side to recognise the importance of the concept 'substance' 
0 . h h , he was forced on the other side to admit t . at ~ c~uld not explain 

hy it is important. Kant not only recogmsed Its Importance, but 
WJ L~Jieved that he could explain it. For the adoption of the way 
a so lfo . • . h. . 

thinking embodied In the category IS, on IS view, a necessary 
of dition of our discrimination of such. temporal pheno~ena as 
con d . Th' ives a potnt to the suggestion that 

don an successwn. IS g . . dura 1. . understanding of experience, for 
h a category sets a Imit to our . . h 

sue ·d f h . uld be like to be Wit out such 
have no 1 ea o w at 1t wo 

we d' . . . oral Iscnnunatwns. · d terPP h . .1 . . true that Hume recogmse the 
In a somew at sinu ar way It IS , , b t did d · f the concept cause , u not 

importance, an ~ven necessity, o ri ht to say that the 
dequately explain these features. Kant ~as g t h 

~ ue between himself and Hume over this concept was no t at 
!S: its usefulness or indispensability. But Hume con~luded from 
0h claim that particular causal laws are not necessanly true, t~at 
t h~ necessity of causes was only that of an unavoidable p~openstty 
~0 think in such terms. To speak in this way of the basiS of our 
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causal enquiries as a mere subjective necessity is objectionable. 
For it does not explain the importance of such causal laws in our 
experience, and even suggests that there is no real basis for our 
belief in them (B 168). Such a view as Hume's also obliterates the 
ordinary distinction between an objective claim, such as a state­
ment of a causal connection, and a subjective association of ideas. 
Kant did not try to refute Hume only by appealing to this ordinary 
distinction. He attempted instead to reinstate it, by explaining why 
the concept 'cause' was important. His additional step beyond 
Hume was to show what kind of importance, and what kind of 
necessity, can be said to belong to the concept. 

Kant's principal charge against Hume is, therefore, that he 
drew the wrong conclusions from the true premiss that particular 
causal laws are not necessarily true. Hume argued from this that 
the only necessity which can belong to the concept 'cause' is sub­
jective, but he should have inferred instead that particular causal 
laws presuppose the causal law, which is a necessary and not a 
contingent truth. The point is stated at B 793-794: 'Hume was 
therefore in error in inferring from the contingency of our deter­
minations in accordance with the law, the contingency of the law 
itself.' Particular causal laws are thus contingently true and so 
falsifiable for both Kant and Hume. Our knowledge of such laws 
depends upon our knowledge of regularities in phenomena, and 
we may mistake or misread them. That the heat of the sun will 
melt wax is something that cannot be known a priori, and such a 
claim is neither self guaranteeing nor necessarily true. But such 
empirical laws presuppose the causal law, which is not itself con­
tingent, since it expresses a conceptual truth which is a pre-con­
dition of the formulation or discovery of particular causal laws. 
'fhe causal law is, in this way, what \'V'ittgenstein called the 'form 
of a law' (Tractai!IS, 6.p) 1 and does not itself express any causal 
relation between particular phenomena. It is rather a conceptual 

1 Kant docs not, however, formulate the causal law in the way that Witt­
gcnstein did ('There arc natural laws', Traclalw 6.36), but as a necessary rela­
tion between the concepts 'cause' and 'event'. This relation is often carelessly 
expressed as 'Every event has a cause', although Kant usually formulates it 
as 'Every event prcsuppo~es a cause' (B 240, B 263-264, B 289). Perhaps the 
least misleading formulation would be 'The concept "event" presupposes 
that of "cause"'. It is important to note these variations, since otherwise it is 
easy to confuse the principle of the SecondAnalogy with others such as the 
cosmological principle of totality (cf. Ch. 5, pp. 70-71; Ch. 12, pp. 1 98-2oo). 
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truth which determines the sense of the concepts 'cause' and 
'event', and may be regarded as introducing the concept 'caus:' 
into our experience, or as expressing its function in that expen­
ence. The necessity of causes is, therefore, a reflection of the 
fundamental part which this concept plays in our experience, for 
without it the discrimination of an event, and of an objective time 
order, would not be possible. In the Transcendental Deduction 
Kant argues that there are certain fundamental conceptual truths 
in our experience; in the Second Analogy he supports the claim 
that the causal law is such a fundamental truth. The central posi­
tion of this law explains the importance of the concept 'cause' in 
our experience in a way in which f-lume did not explain it. It 
shows also that the causal law is not a contingent but a conceptual 
truth, and so necessary in a non-subjective way. Apart from such 
claims the question whether the concept 'cause' is a priori or 
empirical has no particular value. 

Kant's reinstatement of the empirical contrast between sub­
jective and objective judgments (cf. Ch. 9 (iii)) may be regarded 
as a doctrine about our entitlement to make objective claims. The 
question which Kant asks about objective judgments is not: How 
do we know that (or when) they are true? but rather: Under what 
conditions can we be entitled to assert the~? Kant evidently 
t?ough~ of Hume as having questioned our nght to assert objec­
tive clarms, by having degraded causal laws to the level of sub­
jective as~~c~ations. Kant's intention is negati~ely to resist any 
such empiricist restrictions on what we have a right to assert; and 
positively to justify our right to assert objective judgments. Kant 
may be regarded as arguing that our right to assert objective 
judgments is just as effective as our right to assert subjective claims 
and that this right rests in both cases upon the existence of cate~ 
gories and their associated principles. 

It is easy for empiricists to doubt whether we have a right to 
assert objective claims, since these are general and impersonal 
while the evidence available to our senses is particular and 
personal. Kant's negative intention is to reject such an empiricist 
doubt, for the ideal on which it is based, that of a language which 
expresses only and exactly the content of our sensible experience is, 
on Kant's view, mistaken. In his terms such an ideal is the im­
possible one of understanding or describing what is transcen-
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dentally subjective (cf. Ch. 9, pp. 145-148); his rejection of it is a 
special case of the view that a private language is impossible. On 
Kant's view experience is possible only if it is transcendentally 
objective, or, only if it is possible to conceive or describe our 
experiences. But if it is possible to describe them, then it is possible 
for the description to be exemplified in another experience, and so 
possible for a judgment to be generally accepted as true, and 
intended to be so accepted. Kant's positive intention is to say that 
it is under such a condition that we have a right to assert any 
judgment. Since this holds just as much for empirically objective 
judgments, which are true of experience generally, as for empiri­
cally subjective judgments, which arc true only of a particular 
experience, we have, on this condition, as much of a right to assert 
the former as the latter. This condition is satisfied by the existence 
of categories, and of the fundamental conceptual truths in which 
they figure. 

M 



II 

PERSONALITY 

'We can assign no other basis for this teaching than the simple, and 
in itself completely empty representation "I'" (B 404). 

' ... the simple "I" in the representation to which all thought re­
lates, has its own importance. For apperception is something real' 
(B 419). 

SOME account of the notion of personality has already been given 
in the discussion of apperception (Ch. 9, pp. I 36-I4o). But it was 
emphasised there that Kant's treatment of the concept cannot be 
understood apart from the later arguments of the Paralogisms 
and Refutation of Idealism. In this chapter something is to be 
finally said of this theoretical and personal aspect of apperception. 
Kant has both a negative, or critical, account of the limits to be 
pla~e? upon this personal sense of 'apperception', and also a m?re 
posttlve theory of the relation between categories and personality. 
These two accounts exhaust Kant's theoretical interest in person­
ality, but the same notion is involved also in the transition from 
theoretical to practical philosophy in the Third Antinomy (~f. 
B 43°-43 I). It was suggested earlier (Ch. 2) that Kan~·~ commtt­
mcnt to noumena cannot be assessed until this transtttonal pas­
sage has been considered. The accounts of personality and of 
n~umenal objects can therefore be completed by a discussion of thts tr · · 

anstttonal argument in the next, and final, chapter. 

(i) INNER SENSE AND APPERCEPTION 

In the Tr d 'd anscen ental Deduction (B I 5 2-1 57) Kant provt es a general expl · · d · 
anatton of the contrast between apperception an 1nner sense. He sa r 
ys, ror example (B I 54): 
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Apperception and its synthetic unity is, indeed, very far from being 
identical with inner sense. The former, as the source of all combina­
tion, applies to the manifold of intuition in general, and in the guise 
of the categories, prior to all sensible intuition, to objects in general. 
Inner sense, on the other hand, contains the mere form of intuition, 
but without combination of the manifold in it, and therefore, so far, 
contains no determinate intuition, which is possible only through the 
consciousness of the determination of the manifold by the transcen­
dental act of imagination .... 

This contrast reflects the general distinction, discussed earlier 
(Ch. 4), between sense and understanding. The senses present us 
with indeterminate appearances, which it is the function of under­
standing to determine or describe. The term 'appearance', which 
in its transcendental usc is given to whatever is an object of the 
senses, is therefore quite neutral as to the description of what we 
empirically perceive. Kant's claim that the senses are inarticulate, 
or passive, amounts in this way to the stipulations that appear­
ances arc nondescript or indeterminate, while phenomena are 
described or differentiated appearances. If it is legitimate to make 
such stipulations about sense and understanding in general, then 
the same distinctions will arise between inner sense and under­
standing. Just as the senses generally may be said to present us 
with nondescript appearances, which are discriminated by the 
understanding, so inner sense is supposed to present us with an 
indeterminate manifold, which requires to be determined or 
described by apperception. 

This general reliance on the distinction between sense and 
understanding docs nothing particularly to explain what inner 
sense is. But the eflort to explain or illustrate this particular sense 
raises a difficulty. For to speak specifically of inner sense is to 
contrast it with outer sense, and this contrast is regarded by Kant 
as empirical and not transcendental ( cf. A 3 79; also Ch. 9, pp. 
1 3 5-1 3 6). Since both inner and outer sense are exemplified in our 
experience, the contrast between them cannot be of a transcen­
dental kind, so that neither of the specific senses could properly 
be contrasted with transcendental apperception. Inner sense 
should, therefore, be contrasted not with transcendental, but with 
empirical, apperception. In this way it is possible to explain the 
contrast between inner sense and understanding quite specifically, 
but on a purely empirical level. To speak of the distinction 
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. . 1 rception as a feature of our 
between inner sense and emp1rtca appe 1 t the transcendental 
ordinary experience has the advantage t ~ad through familiar 
notion of apperception can be approac e 
features of our experience. . . 11 as a feature in 

f k f rception emp1nca Y ' ' Kant o ten spea s o appe 'I h. k' which is the 
our experience. At B 422, note, he says tha~ . t 10 , osition and 
basic formula of apperception, is an ~~P1~1cal_ ~rop At B 4~ 9 he 
that it expresses an indeterminate emp1rtcal 10tUltllon. B 6 note 

. . th"ng real anc at I 5 , ' explains that appercepuon 1s some 1 · ' '. Tl re also 
' d" ' meth10g Jere a it is explained in terms of atten 10g to so . . ·1 l nscen-

b mpinca anc tra several accounts of the contrast etween e ' 1 . it is 
. ( B B ) I these exp anauons dental apperception e.g. I p., I40 • n . f: "liar per-

natural to connect empirical apperception w1th_ sue~ ami "ble 
formances as judging, or attending to, someth10g 10 _our s~ns~ur 
experience. The possibility of attending t? some w~m ~n that 
experience is linked with that of discriminat10g one thmg 1~ dl 
experience from another and such discriminations are stan ar Y 
expressed in the form of judgments. It is, therefore, legitimat~ ~ 
associate empirical apperception with the judgments that m1g 1 

be made about some sensibly perceived item. 
The contrast between empirical apperception and inne~ sens< 

can now be explained as that between our discriminatmg 01 

judging what appears sensibly to us, and a certain mode of sud 
sensible presentation. This mode of sensible presentation is tha 
through, or in, which we discriminate among a set of inne 
characteristics, such as pains, emotions, thoughts, or experience 
generally. Kant complicates this conventional picture in one wa· 
by including such things as thoughts among the items presente< 
to inner sense. For these are naturally associated with empiric~ 
apperception. Kant held that our knowledge of apperception i 
just as much derived from inner sense as our knowledge of pain 
or emotions, but that this does not prevent us from drawing th 
distinction between sense and apperception. Even on this empir 
cal level, therefore, apperception cannot be said to be knowledg1 
We have knowledge of apperception, as we have knowledge c 
anything empirically, through a combination of sense and uncle: 
standing. In a situation where we attend to, or judge on the bas 
of, some item in our sensible experience, we naturally distinguis 
between the attention or the judgment and the sensible present: 
tion of the item. Kant insists that if we talk of knowing that ~ 
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are attending to, or judging, something, then we should also 
distinguish between the judgment about our attention and its 
sensible presentation. 

Kant's motives for adopting this view of apperception are 
complex. He adopts it in part because he wished to insist that our 
knowledge even of apperception was phenomenal and not of nou­
mena or intelligible objects ( cf. B Is 6: 'If then ... not as it is in 
itself'). But whatever his motives, Kant's views about inner sense 
arc unlike those which some modern philosophers are inclined to 
give of our self-knowledge (e.g. Wittgenstein: Philosophical !ntJesti­
gatiolls, Sect. 246, or Strawson: Afind, January I9S4, p. 84). It 
might be objected to Kant, for example, that there is or could be 
no such thing as inner sense. And this objection might rest upon 
the belief that to speak of inner sense is to speak, incoherently, of 
some inner procedure modelled on what we believe about some 
outer sense, such as seeing. Some contemporary philosophers 
might agree that there are outer senses, or that seeing is a mode of 
sensible presentation, but refuse to admit any counterpart inner 
sense. 

One reason for such a view, which accepts outer but rejects 
inner sense, lies in the known defects of Descartes' account of 
such an inner sense. For he talked incoherently (Regl(/tte, XII) of 
the understanding seeing what is impressed physically on the 
brain, as an explanation of what we ordinarily mean by 'seeing'. 
He advances, in this way, a crude theory of an inner observer 
which yields an objectionable account of an inner sense (cf. Ryle: 
The Concept of Mimi). But although it is true that Descartes invites 
such criticism, through a momentary carelessness in his choice of 
words, it does not follow that all doctrines of inner sense are 
similarly or equally objectionable. Kant's doctrine in particular is 
ultimately quite as much a rejection of Descartes' theory as 
Rylc's is. Kant asserts only that we can identify certain inner 
characteristics, which we ascribe to ourselves, and can empirically 
contrast them with other characteristics, which we ascribe to 
objects in space. The idea of an outer or of an inner sense is only 
that of the way in which we are presented with such different 
features in experience. 

It might still be objected that we have no genuine idea of a way 
in which we are presented with such inner characteristics. But it 
is a delusion to think that while we understand with perfect 
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clarity the mode in which we are presented with outer objects, we 
do not understand the so-called inner mode of presentation at all. 
Indeed it would be a mistake to think that outer and inner objects 
can be easily separated from each other. When, for example, we 
are presented sensibly with, or see, an outer object, we can also 
discriminate in such a situation a visual experience, which belongs 
to inner sense. The experience of a pain belongs to inner sense, 
but the pain may be quite specifically located in a body, which 
belongs to outer. Many of the inner characteristics are associated 
with specific bodily locations, and all are associated with a body. 
This may help to suggest that what we understand by 'outer sense' 
can certainly be no clearer than what we understand by 'inner 
sense'. To speak of a way in which objects are sensibly presented 
is not to suppose that we know all there is to know about such a 
mode of presentation. It is to talk only of our relations to different 
kinds of object that we discriminate in our experience. Our rela­
tion to outer, or to inner, objects is, on Kant's view, an empirical 
matter, which belongs rather to science than to philosophy. An 
enquiry into the ways in which we are presented with inner objects 
belongs just as much to such a science as physiology, as an enquiry 
into our relation to outer objects. And if it is denied that such a 
science can ever give an adequate explanation of inner sense, the 
same denial will hold just as much of outer.1 

What has been given so far is only an empirical account of inner 
sense and apperception. That these terms have an empirical use 
of this kind can be seen from the fact that they, and their natural 
contrasts, are all exemplified in our experience. Inner sense can be 
contrasted with outer, and empirical apperception with uncon­
sciousness or inattention. These contrasts are given in our ordin­
ary distinction between judging and perceiving, although the 

1 It was suggested above (Ch. 2, p. 3 1) that Kant, like Ryle, ascribes the 
responsibility for the philosophical mind-body problem to a category mis­
take. But whereas Ryle suggests that the (Cartesian) mistake is that of faulty 
a~similat~OI~ of one category to another, Kant indicates that it is one of faulty 
d1fferent1at1on between them. That is, Ryle suggests that Descartes wrongly 
over-emphasised similarities between minds and bodies; Kant believed that 
Descartes wrongly over-emphasised the differences between them. Kant also 
held that there was no genuine philosophical problem about the relation of 
minds and bodies. Genuine problems about their relation reflect scientific 
difficulties about our understanding of space and time, or of outer and 
inner sense. 
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situations in which these terms are exemplified contain references 
to both sense and understanding. When we judge that something 
is so, we may do so on the basis of our perception, and in any case 
can be said to know that we judge only on the basis of our inner 
sense. Similarly we cannot ordinarily consider perception without 
presupposing some linguistic resources, and cannot be said to 
know that we are perceiving without appealing to them. Con­
sequently our empirical distinction between judging and perceiv­
ing is not totally sharp. It occurs within a framework in which we 
can know, or speak of, anything empirical only on the presupposi­
tion that it is possible both to perceive and to judge (cf. Ch. 9). 

These empirical situations, and a recognition of the importance 
of these two items in them, indicate at once a transcendental dis­
tinction between sense, in general, and understanding, in general. 
For we may abstract (see note p. 174) from such situations general 
ideas of both sense and understanding. These abstract concepts of 
sense and understanding provide a quite sharp distinction, but 
one which is not exemplified in our experience. For to talk of sense 
and understanding in this way is to talk of sense, without reference 
to understanding, and of understanding, without reference to 
sense. Such a distinction is, for this reason, not empirical but trans­
cendental; its terms express only general conditions of our ordin­
ary experience, and do not name items in that experience. It has 
already been argued (Ch. 9, pp. 145 ff.) that there is no possibility 
of identifying sense in general, without some reference to con­
cepts, and similarly no possibility of identifying understanding in 
general, without some reference to sensible experience. But we 
can employ the transcendental concepts of sense and understand­
ing to express the two aspects of what is presupposed in our 
empirical account of perceiving and judging, and also to indicate 
that both features arc required for our knowledge of experience. 
The function of this transcendental contrast is not that of naming 
discriminable objects in our experience, but rather that of express­
ing certain abstract or formal conditions in which we are able to 
discriminate such objects. 

To speak, in this abstract or formal way, of understanding 
independently of sense, is to speak not of empirical but of trans­
cendental apperception. Evidently such a transcendental concept 
has a peculiar philosophic function, which may easily be misunder­
stood. For such a concept may mistakenly be thought of as the 
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name of some item either in or beyond our experience, when 
properly it has a function of a quite different sort. The limits so 
far placed on the proper use of this concept are just those which 
Kant himself indicates. At A 3 50, for example, he says of trans­
cendental apperception: 'There is not in this representation the 
least trace of intuition distinguishing the "I" from other objects.' 
The notion of a transcendental apperception is that of an under­
standing from which every reference to sense experience has been 
removed or abstracted. It is an abstraction 1 (A 397-398, B 426-
427, B 429, etc.) which may nevertheless be used to express a 
formal or logical presupposition of our experience (B 401, A 3 55-
356, A 363, B 421-422). Most importantly, perhaps, such a con­
cept is not the name of any object (A 3 50, A 3 56, B 401, A 3 54). 
A_t _A 3 56, for example, Kant says of it: 'It concerns only t?e con­
dit~on of our knowledge; it does not apply to any assignable 
obJect.' Associated with this transcendental concept of appercep­
tion is a transcendental concept of an ego, or personality. To 
speak, in this transcendental way, of an understanding may 
naturally seem to be to speak of a person, in that special sense of 
'person' indicated in the Transcendental Deduction (B 132-133, 
Ch. 9, PP· 136-r 38). Our references to experiences ordinarily pre­
~uppose the notion of a person who has them; but it may seem 
lmp?ssible for this notion of a person to be exemplified i11 any 
par~Icular experience. The idea of a person, presupposed in our 
ordinary reference to experiences seems to be that of a whole set 
of · ' 

expenences, and not that of the content of any one experience. 
~n thls v:ay the concept of a person, of that to which experiences 

elong, IS a problem. For there is no doubt that we are prepared 
to sp k · · 

ea _In this way of persons, and yet, since there seems to be 
no questiOn of experiencing such an object, it may not be clear 
what_ we are speaking about. 

It Is very tempting to think that this special sense of 'person' 

b
1 It w_ould be natural to think that if such a concept can be regarded as an 

a stract1on from d" · · 1 · · 
B K . our or mary experience, it must be of an emp1r1ca ortgtn. 

ut ant g1ves · • b · ' 'ab , an Important explanation of his usc of a stractton and 
is stract 1at. Ak., Vol. 8, p. 199, note, in which it is made clear that this 

not so. t 1s mad 1 h . K · 
· . c c car t at tn speaking of abstracting concepts ant IS say-tng something qu "t · 1 . , . . , 
"d 1 . 1 c lrre evant to the tradttional theory of the ongtn of 
I cas. t IS too long t . f I ffi 'I . 

o quote tn u I, and one brief motto must su ce: tIS 
wronkg to speak of abstracting a concept as a common mark but right to 
spea of abstracting from th 1 . . . .' . , 

e comp ex1t1cs of a concept tn us1ng 1t. 
1 74 
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could be elucidated, and its problem solved, by a simple reference 
to the notion of a transcendental apperception. But this is cer­
tainly a mistake, for the notion of transcendental apperception, 
like that of a transcendental personality, is empty. It would be 
quite wrong to think that these concepts name any item in our 
experience; and no less mistaken to think that they name items in 
an intelligible world beyond experience. To think in these ways 
would be to make just the mistake of hypostatisation which Kant 
indicates at B 409: 'The analysis of consciousness of myself in 
thought in general yields nothing whatsoever towards knowledge 
of myself as an object. The logical exposition of thought in general 
has been mistaken for a metaphysical determination of the object.' 
To use these concepts to solve the problem of personality would 
be to misuse them. From such a pseudo-solution it would be 
tempting to make the untestable claims of the Paralogisms that 
persons in this transcendental way are simple, substantial, and 
even immortal. These paralogistic claims, on Kant's view, mistake 
a metaphysical way of talking about empirical objects for a way 
of talking about supposed metaphysical objects. 

This negative account of such transcendental concepts does not 
exhaust Kant's argument. He himself believes that the notion of 
transcendental apperception may help in the explanation of 
personality, but this belief does not involve the claim that such 
concepts have any conventional naming function. Part of the 
function of these concepts is, indeed, to express a problem about 
the conditions in which it is possible to speak of and discriminate 
persons in our experience. When Kant refers to the 'transcendental 
subject = X' (B 404), he is not speaking of any object which could 
solve the problem of personality, but only of a problem which 
requires solution. Just as he had used a similar device in the Trans­
cendental Deduction (A 404) to express a general problem about 
the term 'object' (cf. Ch. 5, pp. 76 ff.), so in the Paralogisms it is 
used to express a general problem about the terms 'subject' or 
'person'. It is in the attempt to answer this problem that Kant 
gives a more positive account of personality. 

This set of critical qualifications placed upon the notion of 
transcendental apperception led Strawson to say of Kant that he 
had understood the problem of personality more clearly than 
Hume (I11dividua/s, p. 103). Strawson says: 'It was this (transcen­
dental apperception), too, to which Kant, more perspicacious 
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here than Hume, accorded a purely formal ("analytic") unity; the 
unity of the "I think" that accompanies all my perceptions, and 
therefore might just as well accompany none.' Kant certainly does 
speak in this logical or formal ·way of the transcendental concept 
of apperception, though he would not have said that it was merely 
a? analytic unity (B 130-1 3 3). Kant would not have admitted 
etther that 'I think' does accompany all my perceptions. In the 
Transcendental Deduction he says that it must be able to do so 
(B I 3 I), and this claim has been discussed above (Ch. 9, pp. I 26 ff.). 
~ut it will not do to conclude from this that apperception might 
JUSt a~ well accompany none of my perceptions. If Kant were 
speaking. transcendentally of apperception, then there is properly 
no question of its occurrence at all; and perhaps it is this view that 
~trawson meant to reflect. But empirical apperception does some­
times occur, and does accompany my perceptions, though it 
would be false to say that it always docs. I may, for example, say 
truly that I saw something but did not notice it at the time. Apart 
from .these inadequacies, however, Strawson indicates only the 
negative side of Kant's views about apperception.! \Vhen Kant 
shayslt~at apperception is real and important in its own way (B 419), 

e c aims n t 1 · · 
1 ° on Y that the transcendental concept has an empm-

ca counte~part in experience but also that the former can in some 
way explam the latter. Fo; the latter like every claim about 
personal attrib t ' f ' ' 
wh · h · u es, presupposes the special concept o person , 
it Ic Is. expressed in the former The transcendental concept has 

s own Import · · bl 
nam 1 h ance, 1n this way as the expression of a pro em, 
to d~ y .t ~t of elucidating the ~onditions in which it is possible 1scnm1nate . 

persons In our experience. 

(ii) CATEGORIES AND PERSONS 
Kant's conclu . 

the argum Sions about personality are easy to state, although 
ents that · Th 

is, for exam le n support the~ ar~ ofte~ d1fficult ~o f~llow. e~e 
topic are rachc;U 0 doubt that 1n Intention Kant s v1e"\~S on th1s 

1 Stra Y opposed to those of Descartes. In th1s respect 
wson suggests th 

of apperception ha at Kant was content to say that because the concept 
personality. \'V'hat ~ t~se odd properties, there is no genuine problem of 
ccndental concept ~s een said so far argues that this is wrong; the trans­
Strawson indicates~ apperception is a way of expressing such a problem. 
else to say. atcr (Individuals, p. 1 34) that Kant docs have something 
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Kant is in sympathy with many modern philosophers who have 
also wished to reject a Cartesian account of persons (e.g. Ryle: 
Coucept of Miud, Ch. VI. Strawson: b1dividua/s, Ch. 3). But Kant's 
arguments against a Cartesian doctrine are not at all the same as 
those which modern philosophers have used. For this reason 
Kant's treatment of this problem has a particular interest. It is 
sufficiently modern to be intelligible, and sufficiently unfashion­
able to be stimulating. 

Kant, like many modern philosophers, emphasises not only the 
differences between self knowledge and knowledge of others, but 
also the superiority, or priority, of the latter over the former. At 
A 362., for example, he says: 

In my own consciousness, therefore, identity of person is unfail­
ingly met with. But if I view myself from the standpoint of another 
person (as an object of his outer intuition) it is this outer observer 
who first represents me in time, for in apperception, time is repre­
sented strictly only in me. Although he admits, therefore, the 'I' 
which accompanies, and indeed with complete identity, all repre­
sentations at all times in my consciousness, he will draw no inference 
from this to the objective permanence of myself. 

When Kant speaks of the 'I' (not 'I think') which accompanies all 
representations at all times in my consciousness, he indicates the 
odd tautological character of appeals to a unity of consciousness. 
The same feature of such appeals is noticed on several occasions 
by Kant (e.g. B 135, B 138, B 404, B 408-409). It is what makes 
him refer to the transcendental concept of apperception in terms 
of an 'analytic' unity, which nevertheless points to the further 
problem of explaining the synthesis which it presupposes. This is 
only to repeat what has been said already in the critical account of 
personality, that the notion of a transcendental unity of conscious­
ness is only a metaphysical way of expressing claims about per­
sonal identity, and cannot except tautologically be used to explain 
these claims. Such transcendental concepts of personality might 
conceivably be of use if they named any discriminable objects in 
our experience, but they do not. \Yfe do not have an intuitive 
intelligence. 

Kant insists, in this passage, not only that self knowledge is 
different from knowledge of others, but also that the latter is prior 
to the former. To say, as Kant does, that an outer observer of me 
will draw no inferences about my objective permanence implies 
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that it is his knowledge of me, and not my knowledge of myself, 
which sets the standard for knowledge of persons. For the infer­
ences which I might be tempted to draw about the permanence of 
myself, on the basis of my privileged position, arc on Kant's view 
fallacious and paralogistic. The same priority is also expressed by 
saying that it is this outer observer who first represents me in 
objective time. Kant does not appeal to the existence of other 
people to promote me to such an objective time order. It would 
be quite possible for me to represent myself in such an order, so 
long as I view myself from the standpoint of an outer observer, 
that i~, view myself as an object of outer intuition. To speak of 
the dtff~rence between my relation to myself and my relation to 
others, 1s also to speak of the difference between the way I appear 
to mysel~ in inner sense, and the way I appear to myself as an 
outer object. In this way the priority of outer sense could be 
expressed by saying that I can have knowledge of myself only so 1 . . . 
ong ~s lt ~s posstble to view myself as an outer object. 

!hts clatm, that our recognition of outer objects is in some way 
pnor.to our recognition of inner states, even in the case of one­
self? ts the conclusion of the Refutation of Idcalism.1 For the 
vanous ~rguments of the Refutation arc designed to show that 
the ~pplication of categories is primarily to outer sense, that is, to 
spattal objects. If Kant were right in this then he would have 
shown that kn ' · D b r our owledge of ourselves 1s not, as escartes 
I e teved, prior to and the basis of our knowledge of spatial objects. 
t would be the case rather that our knowledge of ourselves is in 

some way dep d h 
I . en ent upon our knowledge of outer p enomena. 
n asserttng s h . . . · h 11 

k uc a pnonty Kant 1s not denymg t at a our 
nowledge b · I · 

B . can e satd to be based upon our persona expenences. 
ut 1n the tra d · 1 · · . nscen ental way in which thts c atm 1s true, our 

~~per,tence.s may themselves be described in inner or outer terms. 
ant ~ clatm is that our outer descriptions and outer knowledge 

are pnor to o · 1 d 
E . . ur Inner descriptions and our inner know e ge. 

mpmcal idealism attempts to construct our knowledge of the 
external world h · · f 
· h on t e basis of our knowledge, or descnptwns, o 
Inner P enom K · · 1 ·d li · fi . ena. ant's refutation of such an emputca 1 ea sm 
Is a . rm .rejection of this priority but his rejection of it does not 
consist stmply · ' f b h · ln reversing it. For Kant the objects o ot Inner 

1 There arc scv 1 ffi · 1 R fi t f B era arguments of the same kind apart from the o cia c-
u a Ion at 272- 277· cr. Kemp Smith:.Commentary, P· 298. 
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and outer sense are given immediately, and neither can be said to 
be constructed or inferred from the other.1 When he says, there­
fore, that outer sense is prior to inner sense, he is not speaking of 
the priority which a premiss has over a conclusion based on it. 
The priority should instead be expressed by saying that since the 
categories apply primarily to outer objects, we could have no 
knowledge of inner experience without some knowledge of outer.· 

Kant's proof of this priority is expressed with great simplicity. 
At B 276 it is argued: 

1\ll determination of time presupposes something permanent in 
perception. But this permanent cannot be an intuition in me. For all 
grounds of the determination of my existence which are to be met 
with in me are representations; and as representations require a per­
manent distinct from them, in relation to which their change, and so 
my existence in the time wherein they change, may be determined. 

Again, at B 291-292 the same point is expressed in a slightly 
different way: 'For space alone is determined as permanent, while 
time and everything that is in inner sense is in constant flux .... 
all alteration, if it is to be perceived as alteration, presupposes 
something permanent in intuition, and in inner sense no permanent 
intuition is to be met with.' These arguments exemplify the im­
portance which Kant finally attaches to space, or spatial 
discriminations, at the end of the Analytic of Principles (B 291-
294). They correspond to the claims in the Transcendental Deduc­
tion (B 1 56) that we can understand time only in accordance with 
a spatial model. Consequently the categories, and the principles 
associated with them, make time discriminations possible only 
through their application to spatial phenomena. Kant is certainly 
right to say that we do understand temporal relations in spatial 
terms. We speak, for example, of events as 'taking place', and 
think of time as a continuous one-dimensional line. But the reasons 
which Kant gives for this may not seem wholly clear. For the 
present, however, it is better to consider how this conclusion in­
fluences his account of the way in which we discriminate persons 
in our experience. 

Kant acknowledges (B 294) that the claimed priority of spatial 
discriminations in our experience is important for his account of 

1 A 371: In order to arrive at the reality of outer objects I have just as little 
need to resort to inference, as I have in regard to the reality of the object of 
my inner sense, that is, in regard to the reality of my thoughts. 
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personality. It is this priority that justifies the claim that it is an 
outer observer of me who first represents me in a time order. If 
it is accepted that temporal discriminations depend upon the 
categories and their associated principles, particularly the Analo­
gies, then all out experience, so far as it is tc~poral, w~ll cl.ep~nd 
upon them. And if this is true, then our expenencc or dtscnmt~a­
tion of persons will also depend upon them. But the categones 
and their temporal discriminations arc connected more closely 
than this to our recognition of persons. For this latter recognition 
itself depends directly upon our discrimination of time. The 
notion of a person is, for Kant, that of a subject of inner charac­
teristics, or empirical experiences. When he speaks ( cf. B I 3 I-I 3 3) 
of a basic synthesis of ideas that arc mine, as the ground of my 
recognition of my own personality, he thinks of this as a synthesis 
of inner characteristics. But it would be impossible to conceive 
such a synthesis if it were impossible to discriminate between 
those experiences which are inner and those which arc outer. This 
latter distinction between inner and outer experience, on which 
the notion of a person depends, itself depends directly upon 
discri~nation of time in experience. For inner experiences are 
concetved as temporal, or in time but not necessarily in space, and 
are ?istinguished from outer experiences, which arc essentially 
spattal. It follows from this that our distinction between inner and 
outer experience, and so our recognition of persons, depend upon 
the temporal discriminations of the categories. Even in the case of 
n:yse!f,. the~efore, recognition of my personality depends upon 
dtscnnunattons which the categories effect in spatial phenomena. 
I coul? not regard myself as a person, or speak of inner experi­
ence, tf I could not discriminate outer phenomena. I could not 
re~ard myself as in time, if I could not regard myself as an outer 
obJect. 

In this doctrine Kant has both an explanation of the sense of ' , d 
person an an account of the conditions in which we can make 

such a discrimination in our experience. To speak of a person is 
to ~peak o_f that to which inner experiences belong. But it would 
be tmposstbl~ to speak in this way, or to give this term 'person' 
such a meantng, i~ it were impossible to recognise outer pheno­
mena. ~he Cartest~n view that our knowledge of outer pheno­
~ena mtgh; b~ built up from our knowledge of inner experiences 
ts, on Kant s Vtew, quite wrong. It would be impossible to speak 
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of inner experience at all if it were impossible to speak of outer 
experience. Kant .insists, rightly, that this does not mean that we 
never make mistakes about the properties of outer objects, or 
even that our outer experience is more reliable than inner 
(B 278-279, note 3). His argument has nothing to do with illusions, 
or the general reliability of our senses, but claims only that we 
must be able to discriminate outer from inner experience, if we 
arc to speak of persons. This argument may be supported by 
saying simply that we think of time in spatial terms, but Kant 
also provides some explanation of why we should think in this 
way. 

(iii) KANT AND STRA WSON 

Kant's account of personality has some similarity to that given 
by Strawson (Individ11als, Ch. 3), and it may be useful to compare 
them. Both accounts are intended to reject a Cartesian view of 
personal knowledge, and both emphasise the importance of outer 
or spatial discriminations in our use of the concept 'person'. But 
the arguments used to support these conclusions are not quite the 
same; nor are the conclusions themselves exactly similar. Perhaps 
the most obvious differences lie in the sense which is attached in 
the two accounts to the concept 'person'; and this difference is 
connected with another, namely that Strawson's arguments are 
intended to be 'purely logical' (op. cit., 99, note), while Kant's are 
not. For Strawson, in rejecting Descartes' account of a person 
as a subject of inner experiences, concludes that this concept 
means 'a type of entity such that both predicates ascribing states of 
consciousness and predicates ascribing corporeal characteristics 
... are equally applicable to a single individual of that type'.l 
Kant, however, also rejected Descartes' account of persons, but 
still held that a person is essentially that to which inner charac­
teristics belong. But he claimed also that although this is what 

1 That this is what the concept mean.r seems to be entailed by Strawson's 
account of the 'logically primitive' sense of 'person' (p. 102: ' ••• persons, in 
the sense I have claimed for the word ... '), and by his claim (99, note) that 
'we arc speaking of a class of predicates (which) defines a major logical 
type of individual'. Nevertheless this is not wholly clear. There is no doubt 
that the concept of a person i.r that of an entity accepting both physical and 
mental predicates, but Strawson does not make it clear what extra evidence 
is available to establish that this is what the concept mean.r. 
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the concept means, it is a condition of our usi~g it that we should 
be able to discriminate outer, spatial objects. Kant, therefore, pro­
vides an additional reason for this condition of the usc of the 
concept 'person', namely that without it we should have no tem­
poral concepts of the kind required to discriminate outer from 
inner sense. 

Strawson's argument is essentially very simple, and is conveni­
ently summarised at p. roo: 'One can ascribe states of conscious­
ness to oneself only if one can ascribe them to others. One can 
ascribe them to others only if one can identify other subjects of 
experience. And one cannot identify others if one can identify them 
on!J as subjects of experience, possessors of states of conscious­
ness.' Kant has a similar argument which he uses to show the 
general fallacy behind the Paralogisms. The fallacious arguments 
are, in his view, of the following type (B 41 o-4 r r): 

!hat which cannot be thought otherwise than as subject does not 
ex1st otherwise than as subject, and is therefore substance. 

A thinking being, considered merely as such, cannot be thought 
otherwise than as subject. 

Therefore, it exists only as subject, that is, substance. 

Kant regards this argument as fallacious because it contains an 
ambiguity. In the major premiss the requirements for being a 
substance are that some item should be able to be conceived 
gen~rally, by everyone, as a subject in intuition. But the notion of 
a th1nking subject, as such, is not of this kind, since even if it were 
able _to be given in intuition, it would not be the same item that 
was Intuited generally. Such a notion as that of a thinking subject, 
therefore, does not contain that possibility of agreement which is 
required for an objective use of the concept 'substance'. This is 
Very like saying that one cannot identify other thinking subjects 
only ~s _such, that is, only as subjects of experience. 
be It Is Importa~t to not!ce, however, that Kant's arg_ume?t should 
. understood 1n two different ways For what Kant Is stnctly con-

Std . . 
. er1ng in the Paralogisms is the transcendental concept of con-

sciousness or personality. This concept fails to satisfy the require­
:ents for naming a substance, simply because it names nothing 
hat~oever (B 41 r, note: 'In this latter sense, no object whatso­

ever Is being thought'). This is to repeat the claim that such a 
c_oncept is empty, and does not have a conventional naming func­
tion at all. But the empirical notion of a person cannot be said to 
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name nothing, nor can it be said to be unrelated to intuition. As 
a person, empirically, I may be said to intuit myself as a condition 
of my having any self-knowledge. The argument of B 410-41 I can 
be applied to this empirical concept of a person, but it holds for 
this case not because there is no such object as a person, but rather 
because the objects conceived as such are different for different 
persons. The paralogistic fallacy in this case would be that of 
inferring from the claim that everyone thinks of something as a 
subject, i.e. himself, to the conclusion that this subject is a sub­
stance. The inference fails in this case because the things so re­
garded as subjects are necessarily different individuals, while the 
notion of a substance requires that it should be applied to some­
thing which everyone admits to be the same thing. This require­
ment is what is meant to be stated in the major premiss. 

This paralogistic fallacy applied to the notion of an empirical 
person corresponds to the argument of the Refutation of Idealism. 
For what it shows is that our jnner intuition, or the notion of a 
person as the object of inner intuition, does not by itself satisfy 
the requirements for the application of the category of substance. 
It reflects the belief, which is reflected also in Strawson's argument, 
that one person cannot have intuitive access to the empirical ex­
periences of another. But Kant's use of this belief is different from 
Strawson's. For Kant's argument is complex in a way in which 
Strawson's is simple, and Kant's conclusions are different. 
Strawson concludes that the concept 'person' mea11s that to 
which both mental and physical characteristics equally belong. 
Kant concludes only that the primary application of 'substance' 
cannot be to persons, either in the transcendental or empirical 
sense. Kant thus imposes a restriction on the use of the concept 
'person', but he still holds that this concept means 'that 
to which inner characteristics belong'. It is worth while, therefore, 
to consider Strawson's argument, for if it were correct, then Kant's 
conclusion would yield to his. 

Strawson's argument, summarised above, consists of three 
claims, all of which are ambiguous because they may be under­
stood either in a factual or in a logical way. Strawson evidently 
intends that they should be understood in a logical way, but it is 
worth noticing some of the ambiguities. The first claim, for 
~xample, might be understood to mean that one can ascribe states 
of consciousness to oneself, only if there are other people to which 
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to ascribe them. For there is a sense of 'impossible' in which it 
would be true to say that if there were no such subjects, it would 
be impossible to ascribe states of consciousness to them. Const.rued 
in this factual way the first claim would be false; for th~re ts no 
reason why I should not think of myself as a person, even tf I were 
the only person in the world. The logical construction of this 
~laim amounts to saying that if I have any concept whatever, ~hen 
1t must be logically possible for me to ascribe this concept to dtffer­
ent i~e~s. For the notion of a concept entails that of the possible 
appltcatton of a term to different items.I In this particular argu­
me~t, I can regard myself as a person only if I recognise it as 
logtcally possible that there should be other individuals of this 
~pe. If, to put it oddly, it were logically impossible for there to 

e others of this kind, then the supposed concept of such a kind 
would not b · 

. e a genutne concept at all. 
f:In a Stmilar way the second claim might also be understood as 

a actual claim T f · 
t h · o say that one can ascribe states o consciousness 
~ oht ers only if one can identify other subjects of experience 

g t mean that ld · h 1 · knew h one cou ascnbe such states to ot ers on y tf one 
if the t at some other item was a subject of experience. But again re were no th , 
it would 0 er people, then this would not be known, but 
from ad ~0~ prevent me from ascribing such states to myself, nor 
been ot~ltttng the logical possibility that there might be, or have 
ascribe stert people. What the claim properly means is that one can 
c a es of cons · l ·f · · · 10r there to b ~tousness to other items on y 1 lt ts posstble 
logical possib~liother Items to ascribe them to. Recognition of the 
?f recognisin 1 ? that there are others entails the logical possibility 
~s meant in t~ hat. there are others. It is not clear, however, what 
Jects of exp .1s clatm by 'others'. Strawson calls them 'other sub-. . enence' b h . 
ls Impossible . ' ~t e has already expressed the vtew that it 
goes on to ex;o tdenttfy other 'Cartesian egos' (p. 10o), and he 
only. as subject:e~~ :he vi.ew that it is impossible to identify others 
saytng that sin .. x~enence. This may seem to commit him to 
because we ca ce lt ts Impossible for this condition to be satisfied 
we nnot strictl · d "f b" f · ' cannot hav h Y 1 entt y other su 1ects o expenence 

1 S e t e concept of a person. But since it is evidentl; 
trawson d 

that so oes not always · · · 1 · 
'T rne of thern a express hts cla1rns m a purely og1cal way so 

he condition of re~::~;· misleadingly, as statements of fact. E.g., p. ; 04 : 
should also reckon h ng oneself as a subject of such predicates is that one 

ot ers as s b" f . u )ects o such predicates.' 
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not Strawson's intention to draw this conclusion, it is better to 
avoid the ambiguity by speaking only of other 'items'. The claim 
then amounts to saying only that in order to be able to ascribe 
states of consciousness to others, it must be possible to identify 
other items to which to ascribe them. 

The final claim also contains an ambiguity. What it is meant to 
reflect is the accepted view that it is impossible for one person to 
have access to the experiences of others. For on this view it would 
not be possible for me to identify other items o11()' as subjects of 
experience, since I have no access to the experiences of which they 
are the subjects. This means that in order to be able to identify 
other items it must be possible to describe them in terms other 
than those of consciousness. For if I could describe them only in 
terms of their consciousness, then I could not identify them at all. 
But the claim might also be taken to mean that it is impossible, if 
one speaks of oneself as a person, to speak of anything else o11!J as 
a subject of experience, or as the possessor of states of conscious­
ness. And this claim not only does not follow from the other 
construction, but would ordinarily be thought to be false. For if 
I ever were to say of some other item in my experience 'That is a 
person (and not, for example, a wax dummy)' I could very well 
be said to have identified that item only as a subject of experience. 
There are, then, at least two senses of the word 'identify', and 
consequently at least two interpretations of this third claim in the 
argument. In one of these the argument holds, and in the other it 
does not. The argument might be expressed as 'it would be im­
possible to speak of other items if the only descriptions that could 
be given of them were in terms of consciousness'; or it might be 
expressed as 'it would be impossible to speak of other items if it 
were (ever) possible to describe them only in terms of states of 
consciousness'. Whereas the first interpretation is a faithful reflec­
tion of the belief that one person cannot have access to the experi­
ences of another, the second is a distorted reflection of the same 
claim. It is, therefore, only on the first construction that the argu­
ment holds. 

Although Strawson's claims are ambiguous, there is, therefore 
at least one interpretation in which the argument holds. The onl; 
question is whether, on this interpretation, it follows that the con­
cept of a person meam an entity such that both mental and physical 
characteristics can be equally ascribed to it. There is no doubt that 
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what can legitimately be inferred from the argument is that the 
concept of a person presupposes outer, or spatial descriptions, so 
long as it is with such descriptions that states of consciousness are 
specifically contrasted. This is the conclusion that Kant wished to 
draw from his argument. But it seems doubtful whether it follows 
from this that the concept 'person' has the meaning that Strawson, 
but not Kant, ascribes to it. 

There are several ways of reinforcing this doubt. One is to say 
that when we speak of persons, we think of them as the possessors 
of inner characteristics essentially. If I say that some item is a 
person, and not a wax dummy, then ordinarily I would be taken to 
be saying that the object is conscious or possesses inner charac­
teristics. The fact that what I point out as the object is something 
which also has certain physical features is not, it might be argued, 
relevant to the question of what 'person' means. For these spatial 
or physical features are also shared with many other items, which 
we do not regard as persons. It is as much of a common belief 
that persons are essentially the possessors of consciousness (cf. 
A 3 5 7-3 58) as it is that one person cannot have access to the experi­
ences of another. Such a belief is not incompatible with the argu­
ment, since it could be held that spatial descriptions are conditions 
of the use of the concept 'person', in this sense, and not that the 
concept means something quite different . 
. It may seem natural to think that an explanation of what we 
!dentify as a person must be an explanation of what the concept 
person'. means. If to identify something as a person is to refer 
~ece~sa.nly t? ~patial descriptions of the object, then it ~ay se~m 
. hat 1n l~entifymg something as a person we are necessanly ascnb­
~g spattal characteristics to it. Or again, it may seem to.follow 

om the fact that we cannot identify persons only as subJects of 
exp · · enence, that a person cannot be only a possessor of mner 
charact · · 1 'th . ensues, or that the concept 'person' cannot mean on y at 
to which inner characteristics belong' But these inferences seem 
to h ld · · 1 · 'It . 0 . only.becaus~ of the ambiguity noticed alrea~y 1n the c at~ 

ls Impossible to Identify something only as a subJect of expen­
ence' · For the sense in which this claim is needed, if these infer­
~nces are to hold, is just that sense which has already been rejected 
.tn the argument. All that the argument shows is that in order to 
speak of persons we must be able to discriminate spatial objects. 
But from this it does not follow that any spatial characteristics 
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form part of the meaning of 'person'. This would follow if the 
impossibility of identifying something only as a subject of experi­
ence were the same as the impossibility of describing something 
in terms only of inner characteristics. For if it were impossible to 
describe anything in terms only of inner characteristics, then it 
would be impossible for 'person' to mean only 'possessor of inner 
characteristics'. But it is precisely this required meaning for the 
impossible condition which has been rejected in the original argu­
ment. 

Strawson's difficulty arises from a rejection of the claim that a 
person is essentially that to which inner characteristics belong. 
For if it is now asked: What is that to which inner features are 
ascribed? it is natural to answer in terms of the physical bodies 
which we refer to in ascribing inner characteristics. From this it 
may seem right to conclude that persons are essentially subjects 
of both mental and physical characteristics, for neither of the 
apparent alternatives seems satisfactory. The question arose be­
cause it seemed impossible to speak of persons purely as subjects 
of experience. For Strawson claims that it would be impossible to 
speak of persons at all, if they are thought of as Cartesian egos, to 
which only private experiences can, 'in correct logical grammar', 
be ascribed. And to speak of persons as purely physical objects 
will seem equally wrong, since these two notions are ordinarily 
contrasted with each other. But from the claim that it would be 
impossible to speak of persons only as Cartesian egos, it does not 
follow that it is impossible to speak of them as Cartesian egos. For 
it would be quite possible to hold both that persons are essentially 
subjects of experience, and that it would be impossible to speak of 
them in this way, if this were the only way. 

What is wrong, however, with the argument is not so much the 
alternative answers to the question, as the question itself. Once it 
has been stated that a person is essentially that to which experi­
ences belong, it makes no sense to ask further: What is that to 
which experiences are ascribed? Such a question would be like 
asking: What is that which lasts for twenty-four hours? once it 
has been stated that a day is that which lasts for twenty-four hours. 
If such a question were admitted, it may seem inevitable to argue 
that since any object which lasts for twenty-four hours must be 
identifiable in spatial terms, a day is something spatial. But since 
it clearly will not do to say that a day is only a spatial object, it 
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might seem natural to conclude that the concept 'day' means 
something which has both spatial and temporal characteristics. 
Such a conclusion might naturally seem to conflict with the orcli­
Il2.ry belief that the concept 'day' stands for something tt.·hich is 
only a period of time. But the conclusion is not inevitable, since 
it might be held both that a day is essentially something temporal, 
and also that it is a condition of using the concept in this way that 
it should be possible to identify spatial phenomena. 

It would not be difficult to confuse the senseless question about 
the concept 'day' with the question: How do we measure a period 
of twenty-four hours? or: Under what conditions is it possible to 
discriminate periods of time? And in the same way there is a 
difference between asking: What is that to which experiences 
belong? and: What conditions are required in order to be able to 
discriminate persons in our experience? Kant answers this latter 
question by saying that one condition is that we should be able to 
discriminate between inner and outer characteristics. This is 
equivalent to Strawson's argument that it is possible to speak of 
persons only so long as it is possible to identify spatial or physical 
ltems in experience. But this might be held to be a condition of the 
possibility of using the concept 'person', rather than a part of what 
the concept means. It is indeed, on Kant's view, a condition of 
using the concept 'person' to mean 'that to which inner character­
istics belong'. 
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THE TRANSITION TO 

MORAL PHILOSOPHY 

'Freedom as a property of a being to which I attribute effects in the 
sensible world is, therefore, not knowable in any such fashion 
(through empirical observation)' (B xxviii). 

'Practical freedom can be proved through experience' (B 829). 

THROUGHOUT the Dialectic Kant deals with a number of 
mistakes and conflicts in philosophy; and his treatment of them 
generally follows the pattern outlined previously (Ch. 5). The mis­
takes and conflicts arise generally from a failure to distinguish be­
tween phenomena, of which we have knowledge, and supposed 
intelligible objects, of which we know nothing. We have, on 
Kant's view, certain concepts or Ideas which cannot apply in our 
experience, but which are sometimes wrongly held to apply to an 
intelligible world beyond the reach of our senses. Kant argues, for 
the most part, that such Ideas, which have in a way outgrown our 
experience, serve properly as heuristic fictions regulating our en­
quiries. To think that such concepts stand for noumenal objects in 
a world beyond our senses is an illusion; to make claims about 
such objects in such a world is to speak emptily; and to argue or 
dispute about such claims is futile. 

It is easy to think, however, that in the Third Antinomy (B 473-
474, B 55 6-5 86) Kant either contradicts or radically amends this 
account of dialectical Ideas and their purported objects. For it is 
in this argument that Kant seems finally to admit the existence of 
intelligible objects in a new and committal way. In this passage 
Kant tries to resolve a conflict between our theoretical or scientific 
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language of causal explanation, and our practical or moral language 
of freedom and responsibility. Kant suggests, in his solution to the 
Third Antinomy and in a corresponding passage in the Preface 
(B xvi-xxx), that to talk of freedom is to talk of a property belong­
ing to intelligible objects. This issue, and Kant's method of 
resolving it, should not be regarded as merely peripheral to the 
Critique of Pttre Reaso11. The notion of freedom is for Kant the key­
~tone of the whole Critical structure (Ak., Vol. 5, pp. 3-4), for it 
Is on this notion that the transition from theoretical to moral 
philosophy depends. If Kant uses the concept of a noumenon to 
effect this transition in a new and committal way, it cannot be 
bru~hed aside as a secondary issue. Kant's difficulty in the Third 
Antmomy is a version of the traditional conflict between free will 
an_d_ determinism, but his account of this conflict has some peculi­
anu~s. In the next section Kant's approach to the problem will be 
outlined, and in the final :;ection something will be said of the 
force of his solution. 

(i) CAUSALITY AND FREEDOM 

Kant' bl d . b s pro em about causality and freedom oes not anse 
because he sometimes speaks of causal laws as necessary. It has 
~~~n explained already (Ch. 9 , pp. 143 ff., and Ch. Io, pp. x64-
f ) ~ha~ whatever Kant meant by calling particular empirical laws 
~ this kind necessary, he certainly believed them to be falsifiable. 
fa'ft to say that a causal explanation of some event might have been 
h"se ':'ould not have settled Kant's difficulty about freedom. For 

~ ls difficulty arises precisely on the supposition that a causal la-w 
1~ true, but not necessarily true of an event to which freedom is 
~so to be ascribed. Again hi~ problem does not arise merely 
. ecause he held that every ~vent has a cause. This belief certainly 
tnflue?ced his idea both of the problem and its solution, but the 
~~~sIn W~ch it does so are complex and will be considered later. 

the difficulty would still arise even if there were only some 
events that had causes, so long as freedom were also to be ascribed 
to the sa h "b"li me events. The difficulty is one about t e compatl 1 ty of 
concepts It · "b"li . . · ts concerned with the propriety or posst 1 ty of 
ascnbtng f d · · h 1i ree om to an event on the supposltlOn t at causa ty 
can also be ascribed to it. , 

Kant indicates some of the pecularities of his problem in the 
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Preface (B xvi-xx.x), where he speaks of the projected 'Copernican 
Revolution' in our modes of thought. The revolution, in a theoreti­
cal context, consists in supposing that we impose laws on nature, 
and do not merely derive them from it. This doctrine, which is 
given a sense in the Transcendental Deduction and Analytic of 
Principles, has a close connection with the distinction between 
phenomena and noumena. For Kant held that this imposition of 
laws could be understood only if nature is regarded as pheno­
menal and not noumenal. Kant proposes that his Copernican 
hypothesis, and the associated contrast between phenomena and 
noumena, should be tested by an experiment. But since the claims 
to be tested are not merely empirical propositions about experi­
enced objects, the experiment cannot be of the conventional 
scientific kind. It is instead a 'conceptual' experiment (B xviii, 
note) concerned with the compatibility of concepts and not with 
any matters of fact. The test is to discover whether the distinction 
between phenomena and noumena can be used to settle what 
Kant calls 'conflicts of reason'. These conflicts are to be found in 
the Antinomies, but it is the conflict in the Third Antinomy 
which is picked out for special mention (B :l\.-xvii). 

It is clear from this argument that Kant's problem in the Third 
Antinomy is recognised to be of a special kind. Whatever the out­
come of such a philosophic conflict Kant recognises that our 
ordinary views about conduct, for example, will remain unaffected 
(cf. B 772). The problem is on a theoretical or transcendental level, 
and is consequently insulated from our ordinary empirical beliefs. 
It is, as the conceptual experiment suggests, a problem about the 
logical relations of concepts, and not about their relations to any 
objects in our experience. This implies that no factual evidence 
will be enough to settle the issue about freedom on this level. The 
fact that we sometimes do not hold a man responsible for his acts, 
where there is an accepted causal explanation of them, is of no 
more relevance than the fact that we do sometimes hold a man 
responsible, even though we accept an explanation of his be­
haviour. 

Kant's conceptual experiment presupposes the account given 
already of the distinction between appearances, or phenomena, and 
noumena. Sometimes, however, Kant explains this contrast in a 
way which may seem more committal than has so far been ad­
mitted. At B xxvi-xxvii, for example, Kant says: 'But our further 
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contention must also be duly borne in mind, namely that though 
we cannot know these objects as things in themselves, we must yet: 
be in a position at least to think them as things in themselves: 
Otherwise we should be landed in the absurd conclusion that there 
can be appearance without anything that appears.' It has some­
times been argued (cf. Adickes: Ka11t 1md das Di11g an sich, Ch. I, 
p. 6) that in this passage Kant commits himself to the existence 
of noumena in a quite new way. But this is not so. All that Kant: 
says is that while we cannot know things as they arc in themselves, 
we must be able to conceive them. It has, however, already been 
granted (Ch. 5, p. 76, and Ch. z, p. 34) that intelligible objects 
are.co?ceivable, that is to say not logically impossible. Kant wishes 
to .1ns1st that we may without contradiction speak of intelligible 
0~Jects, and even of appearances as appearances of such objects. 
~ls argument in this passage asserts only that such a way of speak­
Ing about appearances would be inconsistent if the concept of a 
noumenon were itself inconsistent. But to say that noumcna are 
n~~ logically impossible is not to admit that there are any such 
0 frets, nor to suppose that we could have knowledge of them. In 
~ ootnote Kant repeats his general warning that logical possibility 
a not the same as material possibility and not at all the same as 
ctual existence. ' 

in 'This passage does not commit Kant to the existence of noumena 
th any new way, but it throws some light on his use or choice of 

e term 'Er h . , ' b p. 6 · sc etnung or appearance'. It has een argued (Ch. 3, 
1. 4 ff.) that Kant employs this term in his account of perception 
n a way q · d" rr · Ulte lnerent from that in which the term 'appearance' 

~s normally used. To speak of what we perceive as an appearance 
Is to say . h h ll "11 h nelt er t at a our perceptions are 1 usory, nor that we 

ave to infer objects and their empirical properties from their 
appearances. In the transcendental context appearances are not 
related to their objects in the way in which ordinarily appearances 
~re related to their empirical objects. It is clear, from this passage 
Jn the Preface, that Kant chose the term 'appearance' at least J?artly 
because it suggests the notion of a thing whic~ ~ppears. But 10 t.he 
;ranscendcntal context in which 'appearance lS co~tras~ed. wtth 
transcendental object' or 'noumenon', this sugges~lOn tndtcates 

1 h · · · d tal obJects and not on y t e concetvabJltty of such transcen en . h. h h" 
h . 1 riment 1n w 1c t ls 

t e1r actual existence. Kant's conceptua expe ' d 
transcendental contrast is an important part of the apparatus, oes 
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not require the actual existence of noumena but only their logical 
possibility. 

The experiment is carried out properly in the solution to the 
Third Antinomy, although the results are reported in advance even 
in the Preface. Kant reaches the conclusion that freedom and 
causality are compatible, because we can conceive a situation in 
which the same event is phenomenally caused but noumcnally 
free. Or again, that we can give a sense to the notion of interven­
tion in a causal chain, by conceiving the chain to be phenomenal 
and the intervention based upon noumena. Or again, that the two 
apparently conflicting notions can be said to be compatible, be­
cause we can conceive the same person to be phenomenally deter­
mined but noumenally free. The experiment, on Kant's reading, 
yields a confirmation of the transcendental contrast between 
phenomena and noumena, because it is in terms of this contrast 
that the two apparently conflicting concepts can be reconciled. 
The world of theoretical knowledge is restricted to that of 
phenomena, and for this reason there is room in the noumenal 
world for faith (B xxx). 

The natural responses to this solution are to say that it is un­
satisfying and wrong. Kant seems to have assigned the world of 
practice or morals to the realm of noumena (cf. B 579, note), about 
which we are supposed to be totally ignorant. To speak of moral 
judgments or of moral concepts as applying to such a world may 
seem to make the notion of morality not more but less intelligible. 
Kant generally treats claims about supposed noumenal objects as 
illusory or empty, but in this transitional context he seems anxious 
to promote claims which are intended to be true of such objects. 
It would be entirely natural to say on the basis of this argument 
either that Kant's problem does not arise, or that his solution to 
it contradicts what he says else·where of intelligible objects and 
dialectical Ideas. 

Kant's argument will seem objectionable in these ways so long 
as it is understood as a straightforward defence of freedom. It 
would be natural to argue, for example, that the problem only 
seems to arise because Kant held that causal laws were necessary, 
or that every event has a cause, although these claims have been 
already disputed. Yet Kant certainly appears to claim that we are 
sometimes free agents, but that this is true only of our noumenal 
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selves or intelligihk: characters. But Kant states a number of 
qualifications to this outline of argument, which show that it 
is very far from being a simple..: clc..:fc..:ncc..: of this kind. He makes 
considerable cfTorts, for example..:, tl) avoid the charge of incon­
sistency, by stating exactly ·what he has, :-tnd what he has not, been 
able to prove. He makes it ckar that he..: has not been able, and has 
not even intended, to prove that we arc free agents in any intel­
ligible world. I Ie claims also, at the end of the Third 1\ntinomy, 
that the conflict between causalitv and fret:dom is an illusion 
(I3 58()). This m:1.y suggc..:<;t that his attituck towards this Antinomy 
is not wholly diflc..:rc..:nt from his attitud<.: to the others, and that he 
docs not regard the pr()hlcm of freedom as a genuine problem. 
But this raises obvious difficulties, for if Kant recognised that to 
speak of freedom in an intelligible world is an illusion, then it is 
hard to sec what the appeal to an intelligible world is designed 
to do. 

K.ant states that his argument has not shown that freedom in an 
intelligible world is 'real', or even 'possible' (B 585-586). These 
provisos arc analogous to his persistent cbim that the logical 
possibility of noumena docs not amount to an admission of their 
material possibility or actual existence. All that the argument can 
show in the Third Antinomy is that the concepts of freedom and 
causality, however much they may seem to conflict, cannot be said 
to be incompatible. This is to insist again on the claim that the 
problem, and the associated experiment, are concerned with con­
cepts and their relations. Such a problem can quite properly be 
discussed without considering whether the concepts in question 
are exemplified in our experience or are empty. To discuss whether 
two concepts arc compatible is c1uite different from discussing 
whether any objects actually satisfy them. Since Kant's problem is 
of this logical kind it would be a mistake to think that the claims 
about intelligible freedom in his argument are stated to be true of 
any intelligible world. Since he is required to argue only that a 
situation in which causality and freedom are both ascribed to the 
same event is logically possible, he is committed to saying only that 
such a situation is conceivable and not that it actually obtains. It 
may be disputed whether such a situation really is conceivable, but 
at le~st t_his is no~ the same as disputing whether freedom actually 
obtaws tn some Intelligible world inaccessible to our senses. 

This qualification is supported in a number of passages in which 
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Kant restates our inability to know anything about intelligible 
freedom. He makes it clear (e.g. Ak., Vol. 5, p. 57) that in appeal­
ing to the world of noumcna he has not licensed any extension of 
our knowledge beyond phenomena: 'Thus the application of the 
categories to the super-sensible, which occurs only from a practi­
cal point of view, gives to pure theoretical reason not the least 
encouragement to run riot into the transcendent.' This emphasises 
that the argument to resolve the Third Antinomy is still supposed 
to conform to standards previously adopted in speaking of the 
unknowable world of noumena. And this is shown in other claims 
made about intelligible freedom, for example (Gmndlegrmg, Ak., 
Vol. 4, p. 463) that the notion of such freedom is incomprehen­
sible, that it may be a mere ficton (B 573-574), and that in any 
case we have no means of knowing whether it is or not (B 829-
8 30 ). There are also other passages (in the Gmndlegrmg) where the 
notion of freedom is spoken of as a limit, in much the way in which 
the concepts of transcendental or intelligible objects are also 
spoken of as limits. These claims, in the new transitional context, 
are the same as the qualifications made about intelligible objects 
in the corresponding arguments of theoretical philosophy. They 
suggest that Kant had only one account, and not two incompatible 
accounts, of noumena and dialectical Ideas. 

It is also important to recognise that Kant's problem about free 
will arises at a transcendental and not at an empirical level. In 
stating the Third J\ntinomy (B 473-474) and introducing its solu­
tion (B 561-563) Kant relics upon a distinction between transcen­
dental and empirical, or practical, freedom. This contrast is 
analogous to that discussed already between transcendental and 
empirical objects. Kant makes it clear (B 828-830) that there is no 
philosophic problem about practical freedom, which is exemplified 
and proved in our experience. The Antinomy arises only over 
transcendental freedom, and this problem is speculative and of no 
concern in our ordinary practical ju~gme?'ts. But although the 
transcende~tal concept ~f freedom 1s, m _thts way, a philosophical 
or speculative problem It would be a mistake to think that it can 
be solved. This transcendental concept is, like that of a noumenon 
(cf. B 311 and B 343 and Ch. z, pp. 25-27), a problem which we 
have no means of solving. Kant seems to claim, therefore, that we 
may speak of freedom in two ways, either empirically or transcen­
dentally. Practical freedom needs no philosophic arguments to 
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support its existence, for this is recognised empirically, and no 
argument can establish the existence of transcendental freedom, 
for this can occur only in a context where we have no knowledge. 

The concept of transcendental freedom has the status of a dialec­
tical Idea, and shares the characteristics of such Ideas. Their func­
tion is heuristic and regulative; they serve to stimulate enquiry by 
expressing a goal, or setting a task, in the way in which, for 
example, the Idea of the origin of the universe may stimulate 
astronomical discoveries. The notion of freedom in the transcen­
dental sense has also a regulative function; it is associated with a 
'regulative principle of reason' (B 5 8z) which is part of Kant's 
account of freedom in an intelligible world. The same point is 
made in the Grrmdlegtmg (Ak., Vol. 4, p. 45 8), where Kant describes 
freedom as the embodiment of a point of view: 'The conception 
of a world of understanding is then only a point of view, which 
reason finds itself compelled to take outside appearances in order 
to conceive itself as practical.' This point of view, nevertheless, 
requires to be safeguarded in some way from the charges that it is 
itself inconsistent, or that it is incompatible with the notion of 
causality. But Kant's method of defending this point of view is 
not the naive way of saying that human beings are free either in 
experience or in any intelligible world. 

The strategy adopted by Kant in his defensive exercise is ex­
pressed in a passage at B 767: 

By the polemical employment of pure reason I mean the defence of 
its propositions against the dogmatic counter-propositions through 
which they are denied. In this case it is not a question whether its 
assertions may not perhaps also be false, 1 but only that no one can 
assert the opposite with apodeictic certainty, or even, indeed, with a 
greater degree of likelihood. We do not here hold our possessions on 
~ufferenc.e; for although our title to them may not be satisfactory, it 
~s yet ~uae certain that no one can ever be in a position to prove the 
Illegality of the title. 

An exactl~ si~lar argument, related specifically to the problem of 
freedom, Is gi;en at B 78 I. Kant explains that when he hears that 
someon.e has demonstrated away' the freedom of the will, he 
~o~s tn advance that the argument will fail. But the reason for 
thiS lS 

1 This seems a m 1 · h K S · h' ore accurate trans atton t an emp mit s. 
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. . . not because I believe that I am in possession of conclusive 
proofs of these important propositions, but because the transcen­
dental Critique has convinced me that, as reason is incompetent to 
arri\'e at affirmative assertions in this field, it is equally unable, indeed 
even less able, to establish any negative conclusion in regard to these 
questions. 

Finally, in the Critiq11e of Practical Reason Kant indicates the same 
strategy (Ak., Vol. 5, pp. 93-94), which involves no simple 
assertion that we are transcendentally free, but only the claim that 
no proof of its impossibility can be given. Just as no argument can 
establish the existence of transcendental freedom, so no argument 
can disprove it. 

On these grounds Kant seems to have evolved a solution to the 
problem of freedom, which is designed to show not that determin­
ism is false, but that it cannot prove what it asserts to be true. 
Kant is evidently not arguing simply that we are as a matter of 
fact free in some intelligible world, but only that, in the sense of 
'free' that he is concerned with, we cannot be shown not to be. 
This explains why Kant says that his argument has not proved 
that such transcendental freedom is real, or that we could be said 
to know that it exists, but only that it cannot be said to be incom­
patible with causality, or that no one can prove that it is. Kant 
intends, therefore, neither to assert nor to deny that we are free 
transcendentally and it is only in this transcendental way that 
freedom and causality may seem to conflict. For no argument is 
needed to defend the belief that we are free in an empirical sense, 
for such freedom is established in our ordinary experience. In this 
way the impossibility of a proof either for or against transcen­
dental freedom does not mean that we are unjustified in speaking 
ordinarily of free acts, or of ourselves as free agents. In the sense 
in which we use 'free' in experience we are not talking about any 
supposed intelligible world, and there is no problem about our 
freedom. Kant certainly held that there was a relation between 
transcendental and practical freedom, such that the empirical con­
cept presupposes the transcendental. Transcendental freedom is, 
on Kant's view, required to be admitted if practical philosophy and 
our practical judgments are to be possible. But the way in which 
such freedom is required is not that in which it is proved or 
asserted to exist, or even to be possible, but only that in which it 
remains a problem and so at least cannot be denied. To say this is 
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· h of noumena but to 
not to contradtct what Kant says clsew ere ' 
reiterate it. 

( .. ) , IRD ·\NTI!':Ol\!Y 
11 KANT S SOLUTION OI' THE TH • 

Despite the arguments already given in the P~~~d~ng s~ction, 
it may still be held that Kant's treatment of the Ir Antinomy 
is radically different from his treatment of the o_thers. ~n the t\~O 
'mathematical' Antinomies Kant has no particular Interest In 
defending either the thesis or the antithesis. He consequently takes 
the view that both thesis and antithesis may be regarded as false 
(B ~ n-~ ~9). But in the Third Antinomy he seems to be com­
mitted to both the thesis and the antithesis; for he has shown in 
the_ Second Analogy that every event has a cause, _and yet also 
pla:nly wishes to justify our belief in freedom. In. this _case, then, 
he rs prepared to say not that both thesis and ant!thests arc false, 
but that they may both be true (B ~ 6o ). It may therefore be doubted 
whet_her Kant wished to say only that the problem of free will 
was msolub_le, or not genuine. And this doubt may serve to rein­
~~a~e the natve view that Kant had to assign freedom to the intel-
rg_rbl~ world, simply because he had already proved that the 
pnnctple of the Second Analogy was true of all phenomenal events. 
d It would be easy to counter this objection by saying that Kant 

oebs not admit both thesis and antithesis in the Third Antinomy 
to e true b h b · · ' ut says only that they may bot e true, tf they are 
Interpret d 
t . e correctly. Again to say that both arguments may be 
rue •s to , t ·- say only that they are compatible, or that the conflict be-
ween caus 1' d h . tr a lty an freedom is an illusion. Butt ese clatms, though 
ue, conceal th d. b . Thi d A . e rfficulty that Kant seems to e Involved in the 

r ntmom b f f h · · the S Y ecause he accepts a proo o t e pnncrple of 
does econd.Analogy. It was suggested earlier that Kant's problem 

not anse l b Now it h mere Y ecausc he held that every event has a cause. 
of the s. o~ld be said that if this claim is intended as a statement 

pnnctple f h S h . . . the Third An . 0 t e econd Analogy,~ en 1t t~ n~t ~nvolved in 
this confli . tmomy at all. For the prmctple whtch Is Involved in 
already d.ct .1s a cosmological principle of totality, which has been 

lStl!lg · h pp. 70_71). Uts ed from that of the Second Analogy (Ch. 5, 

The princi 1 
necessar P e of the Second Analogy is an expression of a 

' Y truth h' h . , w tc Kant usually formulates tn terms of an 
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event's presupposing a cause. The least misleading formulation, 
however, would be one which recognised its conceptual status, 
by expressing it as 'The concept "event" presupposes that of 
"cause"'. It is natural to express this principle loosely as 'Every 
event has a cause', but it is misleading to do so. For from the con­
ceptual truth it does not follow that we know the causes of any 
event. The causal law, which the principle of the Second Analogy 
expresses, is not itself a causal law, and does not state or mention 
any particular causal factor's presence in any particular event. In 
order to be able to know the cause of any particular event it is 
required not only that the conceptual truth should hold, but also 
that certain regularities should have been observed and tested in 
our experience. The expression 'Every event has a cause' might, 
however, be understood as an assertion that we know the causes 
of every event. If it were understood in this way, then it would 
not be equivalent to the principle of the Second Analogy. For 
from the conceptual truth of the latter it follows neither that we 
know the causes of every event, nor even that it is possible to 
know the causes of every event. 

It is a claim of this latter kind which is involved in the Third 
Antinomy, and which the cosmological principle of totality ex­
presses. For at least one major difficulty about free will is thought 
to arise on the supposition that we might, or will one day, have a 
complete explanation of every event. It may sometimes seem natural 
to argue that if we ever achieved such complete knowledge, or even 
if it were possible to achieve it, then there would be no room for 
the ascriptions of freedom that we normally make. The possibility 
of such an achievement may incline us to think that our current 
belief in freedom is only a result of our ignorance about behaviour. 
If we were better informed, or if it were possible to be totally 
informed, about the explanation of such behaviour, then we could 
no longer ~on_tinue to s~eak in t~rms of freedom or responsibility. 
The conflict m the Th1rd Antinomy between determinism and 
freedom is, in this way, not a conflict between the conceptual truth 
that the concept 'event' presupposes that of 'cause' and our 
ascriptions of freedom. It is a conflict between our ascription of 
freedom and the belief that it is possible to give a complete explana­
tion of every event. The conceptual truth does not entail a belief 
in this possibility, but the belief would not arise if the conceptual 
truth did not hold. We succumb to the tempting belief in a total 
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explanation, irrationally, because we can give partial and incom-
plete explanations. . . . 

That Kant is speaking in the Th1rd Anun?my of tl11S c?smo­
logical principle is made clear in the introduction to the Anttnomy 
of Pure Reason (B 442-443). For there the cosmological Ideas that 
generate these rational conflicts are all Ideas of the completeness 
of a certain series. Such a series might be that of spatial or temporal 
sequence, and so give rise to conflicts about the extent of the uni­
verse, or its origin in time. But the completeness involved in the 
Third Antinomy is that of a causal series, or explanatory sequence. 
It is possible to set oneself as a task or goal the discovery of the 
causes of every event. Such a goal might be expressed in the claim 
~hat every event has a discoverable cause, but such a conviction 
Is <:>nly a heuristic device and not a constitutive truth. It is a regu­
lative Idea which perhaps enjoins us to extend the search for 
causes as far as possible, but it is not equivalent to the principle of 
t~e Second Analogy. It is easy to see why such total or complete 
au"?s ~hould be regarded as heuristic fictions. They do not express 
a_liffilted goal which might be attained at some foreseeable future 
ttm~. They express an absolutely unlimited goal the attainment of 
W~tch seems to make only dubious sense, however effective a 
stimulus to enquiry it may be. 

. The conflict in the Third Antinomy arises in this way from an 
Incoherence or unclarity in the determinist Idea of a total or com­
plete. explanation of phenomena. On the one hand this determinist 
Idea Implies that no phenomenal event is unexplaine_d, since if any 
such event had no explanation, the explana~ory senes would not 
be complete. But the notion of an explanatJon for any particular 
phe~omenal event is that of a prior condition which determines it; 
and If this prior condition is itself a phenomenal event, then it too 
~ust be explained. In this way the !dea o~ a compl~te explanation 

f phenomena seems to imply an mtermmable senes of explana­
t~ry conditions, which cannot be completed so long as the con­
ditl~ms are themselves phenomena. Yet the idea of a point at 
which f · · 1 . no urther explanation can be gtven Is a so apparently 
requtred in the notion of a complete explanation. Only if there 
were such · · ld · b · a termtnus to the explanatory senes wou 1t e posstble 
for the explanation to be complete. Such a terminus, however 
could n t · 1 1 · f · ' 
. . 0 . ltse f be a member of a phenomena senes o events, SJ.nce 
1 t Is requued that every phenomenal event should have an explana-
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tion. And so the Idea of a complete explanation of phenomena 
seems to imply on the other hand that there should be a con­
dition which cannot be further explained, and is, therefore, not a 
phenomenon. 

This apparent incoherence in the Idea of a complete explanation 
may seem to have little to do with our ordinary belief in freedom. 
But Kant has already explained that the conflict is a speculative 
and not a practical matter; and also that it concerns not practical 
but transcendental freedom. It presents a difficulty in our under­
standing of such concepts as 'cause', 'explanation' and 'complete', 
as much as in our understanding of 'free' or 'responsible'. The 
Idea of transcendental freedom may nevertheless be introduced 
as that of a terminus in explanation, of a dimension in which it is 
not possible to ask for any further explanation. It should not be 
thought that Kant's argument is designed to establish the exist­
ence of such a terminus. It shows on the contrary that the existence 
of such a terminus never can be established in our experience. The 
argument concludes that the apparent conflict between causality 
and freedom rests on an incoherence in the determinist Idea of a 
complete explanation. If it is held that such an Idea shows freedom 
to be impossible, then Kant's argument shows by contrast that the 
same Idea might just as well be held to imply transcendental 
freedom. 

The incoherence in this determinist Idea can be seen at a more 
concrete level in the kinds of conflict that it generates. So long as 
the question: Is it possible to give a complete explanation of 
phenomenal events? is treated as a straightforward question, it 
cannot be settled. For to answer either that such an explanation is, 
or is not, possible leads at once to the kind of dispute argued above 
(Ch. 5, pp. 69-70) to be futile. A determinist, who believes in 
the possibility of a complete explanation, might, for example, 
challenge his opponent to produce an example of an event which 
it is impossible to explain. And the opponent might naturally in 
turn challenge the determinist to produce an explanation for every 
event. Any such conflict must end in deadlock, for neither chal­
lenge can be met. To give either of these simple answers to the 
original question is to be unjustifiably dogmatic, for what is wrong 
in such disputes is not so much either of the answers as the question 
itself, or the determinist Idea that prompts it. This is the reason 
for Kant's refusal to defend freedom by arguing that some events, 
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for example, those in which decisions figure, arc not explicable. 
To give such an answer, on his view, would be a 'wretched subter­
fuge' (Ak., Vol. 5, p. 96), for there is as little ground for saying 
that there are such inexplicable events as for saying that every event 
is explicable. 

Kant's appeal to a noumenal world is in this way not a straight­
forward assertion that we are, or could be known to be, free in 
such a world. He does not adopt a dogmatic defence of this kind, 
but argues only that the determinist Idea which seems to require 
such a defence is itself incoherent. But it would be as much of a 
mistake to think that an appeal to a noumenal world could by 
itself establish that the concepts of causality and freedom are 
simply compatible. For such an appeal could be used, or misused, 
to establish the compatibility of any two concepts whatever. All 
that would be needed to show, for example, that the concepts 
'heavy' and 'weightless' are really compatible, would be to say 
that objects are phenomenally heavy but noumenally weightless. 
Such a simple device to reconcile two apparently conflicting con­
cepts is worthless, but it is clear that the argument in the Third 
:Antinomy is not of this absurd kind. For the appeal to noumena 
lil the Third Antinomy is forced by the incoherent Idea from which 
~he conflict springs. The only ground for calling the conflict 
Illusory in this case is that the Idea which generates it is inco­
herent; it can be said to imply the very concept which it is in­
tended to reject. 
d. Kant's appeal to a noumenal world is, therefore, not radically 
~ffere?t in this case from the same appeal in other sections of 

~ e Dtalectic. Since the principle of the Second Analogy is not 
Itself directly concerned in the Antinomy, Kant has no need to 
safeguard freedom and causality by assigning the latter to pheno­
tnena. and the former to noumena. Just as in the case of the other 
~~~flicts abou~ di~lectical Ideas, the reference to noumena is ~ sign 

the conflict Is not genuine. For to say that such a dtspute 
c~~ld be settled only by discovering the properties of intelligible 
~h )ects beyond the reach of our experience is equivalent to saying 
ca at~he problem is insoluble. Freedom in the transcendental sense 
b n e safeguarded from such determinist attacks not dogmatically 

y asserting its existence but by showing that the attacks cannot 
~ucceh~d. The only guara~tee of such a concept, and the only way 
10 w tch "t · · d · · bl h. h 1 ts requuc , ts to say that it rematns a pro em w tc 
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we have no means of solving. In this way alone can we be assured 
that no proof of the impossibility of freedom can be given. 

Kant's treatment of free will has a bearing upon some recent 
disputes about this concept (cf. A11a!ysis, Vol. r8, pp. 25, 34, and 
41). On one side it has sometimes been argued that the problem 
of freedom can be resolved simply by appealing to our ordinary 
language. That we speak of free acts would, on such a view, 
establish that '\Ve are free. But this has also been disputed, on the 
grounds either that our ordinary language might be mistaken, or 
that since it is this language which is in dispute it cannot simply 
be assumed without begging the question. Kant's attitude to the 
problem conveniently straddles both of these positions. For he 
claims both that we are quite justified ordinarily in speaking of 
free acts, and also that this practical freedom is not concerned in 
the philosophical problem about free will. For such a philosophic 
problem involves transcendental and not practical freedom. Kant 
would agree with those who say that the appeal to our ordinary 
use of 'free' cannot settle such a philosophical problem; but he 
admits this only at the expense of saying that such a philosophic 
problem cannot be settled, or is not a genuine problem at all. 

The ascription of practical freedom cannot settle the philosophic 
problem because it does not rule out the possibility of causal 
explanations. It could not then establish that free acts, in this 
practical context, were examples of an inexplicable event, or of a 
terminus in explanation. Indeed to speak of a man acting, for 
example, out of prudence in refusing something which he would 
have liked to accept, is already to give some explanation of his 
behaviour. Yet it is in such cases that we would ordinarily speak of 
a free action. If, therefore, there is a further question about the 
compatibility of the concepts of causality and freedom, it cannot 
be settled by an appeal to such ordinary cases. The Idea of a 
complete explanation of phenomena might be used to r<o.ise such a 
further question, which could be answered in favour of freedom 
only by establishing the existence of a terminus in explanation 
transcendentally, that is, the existence of a point at which no 
further explanation is possible. Kant argues that it is only in this 
way that a philosophic problem about freedom can arise; but once 
such a problem has arisen all that can be done is to recognise that 
it is insoluble. 
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It is true that Kant does not simply abandon the notion of 
freedom in his metaphysical accounts of morality in the Grrmdlegrmg 
and Critiqr1c of Practical Reaso11. For he recognises that we speak of 
ourselves as free agents, and think of at least some of our actions 
as spontaneous. We believe it possible ordinarily to intervene in 
causal sequences, and think of such intervention sometimes as a 
terminus in explanation. Once it has been shown that a certain 
person did something, we do not always require any further 
explanation of the occurrence. But although we do not always 
require such a further explanation it does not follow that there is 
no further explanation to be given. To speak of a point at which 
no further explanations could be given would be to speak of 
freedom in a transcendental way, but such an Idea cannot be 
shown to be true of any event in our experience. Properly under­
stood the Ideas both of a complete explanation and of transcen­
dental freedom serve only to direct our enquiries, or to regulate 
our ~onduct. We enquire into phenomena as though there were 
nothmg which is exempt from causal explanation; we conduct 
ourselves as if there were points at which there are no further 
explanations to be given. Kant's argument tries to show that just 
~:the a:ts which we ordinarily regard as free cannot be shown to 
. outstde the scope of explanation so we cannot know that there 
ts n~thing outside it. The kind of k~owledge that would show our 
ascnpt' ' b h .10n of freedom to be a result only of ignorance about 
lel avtour is a myth. But this resolution of the apparent conflict 

a ows a d · · f h · h ld ' n even tnvttes, urther analysis oft e ways 10 which t e 
eal ~f freedom is involved in our conduct. It is this further 

ana ysts h. h . . d p w tc ts provtded in the Grrmdlegrmg an Critiqr1e of 
ractica/ Reaso!J. 
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