INDIAN INSTITUTE OF
ADVANCED STUDY
SIMLA



. CATALOCUED DAVA ENTERED






KANT’S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE



International Library of
Philosophy and
Scientific Method

EDITOR: A. J. AYER
ASSISTANT EDITOR: BERNARD WILLIAMS

INDUCTIVE PROBABILITY by John Patrick Day.
SENSATION AND PERCEPTION: A History of the Philosophy of Perception
by D. W. Hamlyn,

TRACTATUS LOGICO-PHILOSOPHICUS: Ludwig Wittgenstein’s Luogisch-
pb:lg:opbmbe Ab:bandhmg with a new Translation by D. 1. Pcars and B. F. Mc-
Guinness and with the Introduction by Bertrand Russell.

PERCEPTION AND THE PHYSICAL WORLD by D. M. Armstrong.

H%bég,s PHILOSOPHY OFR BELIEF: A Study of His First Inguiry by fAntony

KANT’'S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE: An OQutlinc of

i " Onc Central Argument
c in the Critigue of Pure Reason by Graham Bird.
ONDITIONS FOR DESCRIPT i : lated from the
Danish by Olaf Lindum. TION by Peter Zinkernagel, transiate

AN EXAMINATION OF PLATO’S DOCTRINES by I.

volumes, I: Plato on Man and Socicty, I1: Plato on Knowledge and Reality.

PHENOMENOLOGY OF PERCEPTION by M. Merleau-Ponty, translated from
the French by Colin Smith.

M. Crombic. Two

'THE IDEA OF JUSTICE AND THE PROBLEM O
Perclman, translated from the French by John Petric.
LECTURES ON PSYCHICAL RESEARCH by C. D. Bro
Perrott Lectures given in Cambridge University in 1959 and 1960.
‘THE VARIETIES OF GOODNESS by Georg Henrik von Wright.
METHOD IN THE PHYSICAL SCIENCES by G. Schlesinges.
METHOD IN ETHICAL THEORY by Abraham Edel.
féib&ciﬁpﬁi‘g‘ﬁ“ AND REALITY by Wilfrid Scllars.
‘PHILOSOPH * A Logical Enquiry by Georg Henrik von Wright.
Y AND SCIENTIFIC REALISM by J. J. C. Smart.
STUDIES IN METAPHILOSOPHY by Motris Lazerowitz.
REASON, ACTION AND MORALITY by ] Kc;np
THE HIDDEN GOD: A Study of Tragic Vis.lo'n - th;

i i . Penséces of Pascal and the
ﬁrfgg‘cs of Racine by Lucien Goldmann, translated from the French by Philig

THE EXPLANATION OF BEHAVIOUR by Charles Taylor.

13 ARGUMENT by Ch.

ad. Incorporating the



KANT’S THEORY OF
KNOWLEDGE

An Outline of One Central Argument in the
Critigue of Pure Reason

by
Graham Bird

Lecturer in Logic
University of Aberdeen

LONDON

ROUTLEDGE & KEGAN PAUL

NEW YORK : THE HUMANITIES PRESS



First published 1962
by Routledge & Kegan Panl Ltd.
Broadway House, 68—74 Carter Lane
London, E.C.4
Printed in Great Britain by
Fletcher & Son L.td, Norwich

© Grabam Bird 1962

Second Impression 1965

No part of this book may be reproduced
in any form without permission from
the publisher, except for the guotation

of brief passages in criticism

% Library I1IAS, Shimla

121K 135 K

27186



To Jean






CONTENTS

PREFACE

PHENOMENA AND PHENOMENALISM
(1) Prichard’s theory
(11) Literal construction
(1ii) The first edition Deduction and phenomenalism

NOUMENA AND NOUMENALISM

TRANSCENDENTAL AND EMPIRICAL

(1) The distinction in general
(ii) The Fourth Paralogism (A)
(iii) The Aesthetic

SENSIBILITY AND UNDERSTANDING

(i) Data of sense and phenomenal objects
(ii) The ‘representation’ problem for categories

INTELLIGIBLE OBJECTS

(i) The occasions of misuse
(it) Concepts and objects
(iii) The ‘object of representations’

THE TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIC

CATEGORIES AND JUDGMENTS
(i) Analysis and synthesis
(ii) Concepts and judgments

THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION
(i) Introduction
(ii) Apperception
(iii) Apperception, categories, and objective validity

vii

page ix

37
43
47

52

54
6o

Gs
66
7!

82

91
93
99

I10
I10

117
123



CONTENTS

9 THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION (CONTINUED) page 126

(i) Language and experience
(ii) Categories and personality

(iii) Transcendental distinctions and empirical illustrations

10 THE FIRST AND SECOND ANALOGIES
(i) The Analogies

II PERSONALITY

(1) Inner sense and apperception
(ii) Categories and persons
(1ii) Kant and Strawson

12 THE TRANSITION TO MORAL PHILOSOPHY

(i) Causality and freedom
(ii) Kant’s solution of the Third Antinomy

LIST OF BOOKS

INDEX

viii

126
136
140

149
153

168
168
176
181
189

190
198

205§

207



PREFACE

THIS book is intended as a limited account of one central argu-
ment in the Critigue of Pure Reason. It is not an elementary or
introductory account of the Critigne, 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 Crit/gue. 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 Critigue which has been left out here.
In particular nothing has been said specifically of what we should
call Kant’s philosophy of science.

The Critique of Pure Reason has had some influence on recent
British philosophy. Significant references to Kant have been made
in several recent books (for example, Hampshire: Thonght and
Action, Strawson: Individuals, Stenius: Wittgenstein’s Tractatns), in
which Kant’s views are either re-stated in modern terms, or com-
pared with the views of modern philosophers, like Wittgenstein
(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 ate 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

ix



PREFACE

thoroughness of a commentary. On the other it will disappoint
those who hope for exhaustive discussion of purcly philosophical
issues. It is very likely that any short account of the Critigue,
which does more than merely paraphrase the text, will full some-
where between the two stools of history and philosophy. I have
tried to fall nearer to that of philosophical intcrest. This recipe
seems to me to be recommended by another book on Kant with a
similar aim, namely Prichard’s Kant’s Theory of Knowledge. 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 tricd to give an account of
the Critigne 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.



I
PHENOMENA

AND PHENOMENALISM

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

THERE is no one passage in the Critigue of Pure Reason 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
1



PHENOMENA AND PHENOMENALISM

granted to produce some alternative interpretation. Prichard’s

account of Kant has been chosen as the most vigorous and clearest
exposition of the view to be disputed.

(1) PRICHARD’S THEORY
Prichard’s account of Kant’s perceptual terms can be found
thro_ughc?ut his book Kant’s Theory of Knowledge, and is neatly sum-
:;ag:;:d(;n a pe;ss;ge f;om PP- 231-235. In this passage Prichard

\P- 231) that the central question of
Deduction, which he identifies 2 s o nscendental

<
s ‘How does an apprehension

. ict ant ic L
p/],@n,)mq], P ure of Kant is thus one in which appearances, ot
4 Connect the real worle

Dercesy, ) L of things in themsclves with
I g subjects, by representing the former and also belonging
t) the /atr(:r, (chlrly on such a view something neesls to b’e smj

about the telations of ‘representing’ and ‘bc?ongmg‘ to’, an

Prichard now reintroduces Kant’s problem in this way. If a repre-

sentation is tak nce, or sensation, the main

aken to be an appearance, O Y with

Problem becomes that of explaining how itis that, beginning
the 4pprehension of mere appearances or sensations, W¢ cOme to
Pprehend an object, in the sense of an object in nature, Wthh., as
1:/1:;?\,(;’5 {"’t an appcarance or sensation, but a part of tbc PhYSlf?l
prob\cmp:, 232). According to Prichard Kant’s solution to this
become resl Simply to say that ‘. .. appearances, or sensations,
by eing c;teg.to an Ob}ect,' in the sense of an object 1n natute,
puts it, } g}l Ined on certain prmc1Ples’ (p. 232); or, as he k%tcxi
world, anilj . € construction or maku?g of ‘parts of the physica
in percent: ln’ fact the physical world itself, out pf elements given

peteeption PP. 233-234). Prichard explains, in 2 footnqte,’that
the mathemayjcy] illustrations of this supposed ‘construction”are
2



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 be 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 (/ierally (p. 233)), 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 does 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,

3



PHENOMENA AND PHENOMENALISM

since it is indisputable that Kant persistently denies it throughout
the Critigue. One of his most important aims is to show that our
knowledge of the physical world is not of things in themsclves,
but is restricted to what he variously calls objects of experience,
sensible objects, or appearances. Even the knowledge which we
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 313). 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 146-150), but the same point is made frequently elsewhere.
Even in the first edition Deduction, where, as we shall see, support
fo'r 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 knowlcdge is limited to phenomena, or
appearances.
Sd’i‘i‘: Tg‘;::gogfim% that appearances represent things in th’em-
onte i’richard’s E o 1tls Plausibility as an interpretation of I\apt
neverthelens 5 morst dc.:a.lm has bcsan rejected in this way. It is,
tainly Seems’On ocre lisputable clajlm than. the first, for': Kant cer-
als0 troe thar somccasu;ln to say thmgs which support it. Yet it is
this view do not in tsll:C D siages which natural%y seem fo support
atB 164 a0d A 1o Ie end do so. Two such t}:plcal passages occur
only feprescntatiozs nfthe: former' Kant says: ‘But appearances are
they may be in themo lthlnigs whlt_:h are unknox:rn as regards what
ances ate not thin s Selves.” And in the latter: ‘But these appear-
which in tugg havg . }lln.therpselves; the.y are oply representations
not be itself intuiteq ell)f object—an o.blect which (therefore) can-
non-empirical, j.e tran ¥ us, and w%uch may Pcnce be called the
In the first type of cZCt’.r_ldental object = X.
that appearances are e o mu.St be note.d th?'t Kant does not §ay
are nevertheless unkngrese:ntanons of things in themselves, which
represent things, Whic}:vn to us. He says rather that appearances
may be in themselves T;re voknown to us as Fegards wl}at they
the second is COmpatible es? are clearly quite different claims, for
with the statement that appearances do
4



PRICHARD’S THEORY

not represent things in themselves, while the first is not. There are
other passages where the same distinction is casy to overlook (e.g.
Prof., Scct. 13, note 111 Pro/., Sect. 36. Ak., Vol. 4, p. 289 and p.
318). The first construction of this passage, which is that required
tor 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-
xnown to us. It would not be surprising that Kant could be so
casily dismissed by Prichard it this were what he meant. It is cer-
tainly not what he here says. I'or 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
themselves. 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. IFor there Kant
claims that appearances might be said to represent not things in
themselves, but the transcendental object. Nothing would have
been easicr for Kaat 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. §) 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.! 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 will 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 concept . . . relation to
an object.’



PHENOMENA AND PHENOMENALISM

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 332 he says: ‘But even if
we could by pure understanding say anything synthetically in
tegard 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 cleatly stated, in 2 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
Fh?‘t Kant himself distinguishes between all three terms. Although
tis true in some way, for Kant, that appearances are representa-
tions, it is hard to see what justification there is for the claim that
he believed them to be sensations as well. If it is accepted that
Kaﬂ't’s.term for ‘sensation’ is ‘Empfindung’, then it is obvious that
he distinguishes between appearance and sensation as carly as B 34,
Where- he says: “The effect of an object upon the faculty of repre-
Sentation, SO far as we are affected by it, is sensation. That in-
:::_:3:(:1 zvrl:11c'h' is in relation to an object through sensation, is

) pirical. The undetermined

tuition is entitled appearance.” This m
Not mean sim

Kant turns eg

object of an empirical in-
akes it clear that Kant did
Ply to identify appearances and sensations, as
ests that he did. Yet Prichard’s basic objection to
ances as gor sentially upon the clai.m that Kant spt_zaks of appear-
sequent] ogatlons, 80 .that there is an absurdity in talking con-
Scﬂsatior}:s I constructing the physical world hte.rally ~out c:f
imerpretaéio 1s quite true th_at to reveal these defects in chhar_d s
Kant did um? Is only to raise problems about the way in which
mistakes 1o Kerst,and. these terms. But Pnc.hard c_la.lmed to (:hsclc?se
is open to al] ant’s Vview and not merely difficulties; and this claim
i all the objections stated so far to Prichard’s understand-
Ing of Kant,

(ii) LITERAL CONSTRUCTION
oy ar the criticism of Prichard has dealt only with mistakes or
quactes in his account of the terms of the allegedly Kantian
6



LITERAL CONSTRUCTION

construction of the physical world. But his account of the notion
of construction itself is also defective. Prichard’s view was that
IKant 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.

More 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 quaatitative 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 200,000
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 2 comparison or measure of

B 7



PHENOMENA AND PHENOMENALISM

their illuminative power. If it is sensible to speak of the construc-
tion of phenomena in such a context, then these phenomena are
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 madec, for example
in photometry (cf. Vuillemin: Physique et Metaphysique Kaintiennes,
pp- 129 fL.). '

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
Prichard’s simple account of Kant’s idea of construction. They
might also be used to dispute Prichard’s claim that Kant speaks
materially of the construction of the physical world itself, rather
th’.}n formally of the construction of concepts applying to, or
principles 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
Partaresult of an over-simple interpretation of Kant’s psychologi-
cal tetminology. Some commentators (particularly Vleeschauwer)
have insisteq that Kant’s central claims have a logical importance,
z‘(’;r;l';l:ough they may be expresse.d in psy.chological terms. _It is

ays made clear what is especially logical about these claims,
(C’;;"t’::tt :;actly the contrast be_tween psy.cholog}j and.lggic in this

: ounts to; but there is support in Kant’s writings for the
View that ¢ven where his argument deals with, or is expressed in,
PEYChOIOgICaI terms, it should often be understood as an argument
about the Status, force, or sense of concepts. To say simply that
Kant was not concerned with psychology is wrong, for there is no
doubt that Kant was deeply interested in psychological concepts.

8



LITERAL CONSTRUCTION

What Kant himself scems 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 conccssion 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 aflirm it as inseparably united with
the understanding.” At B 730 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 1, 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 (Kan#’s Metaphysic of Experience, 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 Prolegomena (Ak., Vol. 4,
p. 304). Nevertheless IKant’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

9
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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
ce_rtainly 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
- B 148-149), and can be identified or defined only in such a
context (B 300). Once again the separation which causes the simple
fnetaPhOI_ical interpretation is recognised by Kant to be artificial
10 2 way in which the engine’s separation from the wheels is not.
ant tried hard to avoid the misleading features of his termi-
n°1,°gy by explicitly distinguishing his task from that which he
?{ehevefi ]:_,ocke to have undertaken. In the passage at B 118-120
i d::: dlsu}fl’gUishes between an empirical enquiry _intg the origin of
of con SC‘;C as Locke’s,_ and a transcendental enquiry into the status
it i natuptsf such ag h1§ own. From what Kar}t says in this passage
COncernefia to read tl"us distinction as a demgl -that the Critique is
Similar g V_’lth_ the aims or methods of empirical psychology. A
e stinction, between an empirical and a tran§cenc1ental
dulry into the subjective sources of our knowledge, is made at
th?el-lfr(;lghe first e'dition Deduction, whe{:c Kant intro@gccs the
chooses Seynthesm. Once again Kant rejects the gmlzll_rlc_al and
amounts 1o ; ‘fransc_:endental cnquiry. Whatever this distinction
1t1s plain that Kant spent much time considering what
that it wascilulry he' was engaged on, a.nd firmly r_ejf:ctcd the .claim
leCSChauW: empirical {nvcstigatlgn into th‘e origin of o};J'r {dcas.
and testify ¢ I cites two important items which bear on t Is issue,
¥ 10 Kant’s interest in the status rather than the origin of

Conce
with titeséln the first of these Kant says: ‘I concerned myself not

Concepts ;’r‘élution of concepts, like Tetens (ac.:tions throu gh which
ert, but me glenet.ated), nor with the analysis of them, like Lam-
men.’ (Reﬂere- Y With their objective validity. Tam no r'1va1 to these
the COHCeptleon 4900). And in the seco.nd:_ “Tetens investigated
but T ipye, t(_)f human reason merely subjectively (human natgre.),
'Bated them objectively. The former analysis is
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LITERAL CONSTRUCTION

empirical, the latter transcendental’ (Reflexion 4901). Kant ex-
ploits the same distinctions for the same purpose in a passage in
the Prolegomena (Sect. z21a, Ak., Vol. 4, p. 304) where he says:
“T'o 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,! and especi-
ally of understanding.” This passage is parallel in the Prolegomena
to the Transcendental Deduction in the Critique of Pure Reason, and
itis 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
Critigue (e.g. A113-114), 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 Critigue. It argues that any exclusively
psychological account of the Critigne 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 ate based on logical or conceptual dis-
tinctions (cf. B 81 and B 316 £.). 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.

! The phrase ‘critiquc of knowledge’ is also used at B 81, where it is associ-
ated with the contrast between empirical and transcendental.
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PHENOMENA AND PHENOMENALISM

(iif) THE FIRST EDITION DEDUCTION AND PHENOMENALISM

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
Critique. But Prichard’s view is stated chiefly as the result of his
reading of the Deduction (A), and particularly of the passage at
A 119-121. This passagc is closely connccted with anotherat A 97,
and this with one at A 99, which Vieeschauwer (La Déduction
Transcendentale, Vol. 11, p. 240) found committal to what he called
‘phenomenalist idealism’. The extent of Kant’s commitment in

these passages to phenomenalism may be measured by Ayer’s
claim (Foundations of Empirical Knowledge, p. 117) that phenomenal-
ists aim to ‘make the distinction between sense-data and material
things as sharp as possible’. What is, in this way, distinctive about
a phenomenalist construction 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 recognisably phenomenalist attribution.
In the first of these passages (A 97: ‘If each reprcscntat}l}on_ -
a three-fold synthesis’) IKKant introduces the tbrce-fold 55‘7{1: Csltzsd?rn
the basis of two claims. The first of these is that no O\t\;tiobe
could ever arise under the hypothesis that all our represcrll : thrlst
were completely independent of cacb other; and the seconc 1s at
if we deny this hypothcsis, by ascribing what Kant cglls a ‘synopsis
to the senses, then we have to accept thata synthc.s1s cqrresponds
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 lox.v-level
resources of isolated representations. However tempting this rc.ad-
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 origina.lly, from which our
knowledge is constructed by synthesis. He is, on Fhe contralry,
denying that such a situation is our own by supposifg both that
we have knowledge and that if this situation had been oufs, such
12



THE FIRST EDITION DEDUCTION AND PHENOMENALISM

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 with a manifold
or multiplicity of them. Kant does 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 does 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 sccond 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 2 phenomenalist construction.
But when Kant later (A 100-101) gives examples of a synthesis
‘incscapably bound up with’ the synthesis of apprehension, they
do not scem 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. What these are ‘constructed’ out of, or as we
should naturally say ‘based on’, seem not to be simply sensations
nor items which are not describable in material object terms, but
rather particular experiences in which some identified material
thing (the cinnabar) was perccived to have a certain property.
Kant indced scems 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 zlements
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: “We 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
cxperience. The conditions which he mentions are of two kinds,

13
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thosc that arc empirical and subjective, and those that are objective
and transcendental. Kant begins with what he regards as empirical
conditions and since the division between the empirical and trans-
cendental occurs at A 121 (‘Now if this unity . . .”) in the passage
we are concerned with Kant is still evidently occupied with the
former. What he says about these differs in one way from the
account so far given of A 97 and A 99. Kant reproduces the same
argument at A 120, claiming that the multiplicity of intuited
features requires that there should be some faculty responsible for
discriminating between them. At this point he connects the original
first twWo 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
Fhrcc aspects of synthesis are properly inscparable. But now Kant
in the final sentence and a footnote complicates his argument by
sp.caking not of appearances or perceptions, as he had done up to
this point, but of impressions (‘Eindriicke’) and the imagination’s
cffect upon them. It s not difficult to see in these final remarks an
attempt to get below the level of material object discourse, which
would satisfy onc criterion for a phenomenalist view.
_Altl'.iough this pPassage scems to contain a commitment of this
kind, it does not support Prichard’s view. For Prichard argued
that what was constructed on Kant’s view was a physical object,
thrcas Kant, even in this passagce, speaks of the production of an
tmage of an object, which would enable us to recognise or discrim-
inate between items in our perception. Even so, to elaborate the
supposed procedurein which impressions are combined to produce
such imagcs would be to produce a crude phenomenalist theory,
Kantf hO\.Jvcvcr, does not elaborate this procedure. He merely
mentions it 404 goes on instead to consider what for him are the
;r:l;ocrst:g at]rransceﬂdcntal conditions of expcricncg. It has .b.ccn
nor‘psycholoe?dy that _Kant’s central theme was ncither empirical
commitred togical, yet in this passage whc.re he secms most c.Ica.rly
dealing witl, ea pf_le.nomcnalist view, he is on his own admissmn
Such a COmmitmpmcal and psychological features of experience.
basic PhCnome;n?-m to “.,}?at nowadays would be recognised as a
which he helg alist position was evidently ‘for Kant something
empirical COndit?s a backgrounci psycbglogical view about the
caid carlicr abouons of our learning ability. But if what h'as been
t Kant’s aims is at all correct, then this back-

14
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ground view was subsidiary to the transcendental aim which he set
himsclf, 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 was 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 118-119
(‘We can however . .. modes of knowledge’), and another at
B 117 (“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 120.

In what has been said of the passages from the Deduction (A)
it has been supposed that Kant’s term ‘Erscheinung’ was not
cquivalent to phenomenalists’ ‘sense-datum’. Certainly the ex-
amples given of appearances at A 100~-101 supported this, and yet
when Kant speaks of appearances as ‘data of the senses’ (A 122) or
as ‘the first things given to us’ (A 120) or as ‘representations’, it is
natural to wonder whether this equivalence does 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
Critique 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 (see Ayer: Fonndations of Empirical Knowledge, pp. 68-69)-
Kant explains frequently that illusions can be dealt with only

15
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empirically, and should not be allowed to influence, still less
initiate, a philosophical account of perception.!

Enough has been said to cast serious doubt on the accuracy and
fruitfulness of Prichard’s interpretation. Enough has been said,
too, to explain 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 he calls ‘idealism’, and with it any theory of the kind he
believed Berkeley to have produced.? But although Prichard’s
theory is defective, nothing has yet been suggested to rcPlacc it.
What has been done is rather to disclose some of the conflicts and
confusions which surround Kant’s terms, and particularly ‘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 does not
much matter whether Kant is a phenomenalist or not, but it is
important to see how his conflicting claims about appcarances can
be reconciled. For appearances arc objects, spatial, and d1stm§t
from our ideas, and yet they are also represcnmtion.s, 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 thoug_h _it could be
settled only by regarding Kant as inconsistent (_Valhmgcr,.K('m;-
mentar, Vol. II, pp. 42 fI.) or as the helpless victim of cgnfhctmg
tendencies (Kemp Smith, Commentary, p- 83 f.). There is a long
history of bewilderment both on Kant’s and his critics’ sides about
this issue, and one task to be performed in the following chapters
is to sec 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-

! There are many important passages of this kind. Sce particularly A 376-
377, B 277, note, B 278-279, B 69-70, and B xxxix, notc. It is intcresting 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, Dilenmas, pp- 93-95.)

* For cxample the passage in the Prolegomena, Sect. 13, where Kant says of

bis theory: “‘Can one call this idealism? It is in fact preciscly the opposite’
(Ak., Vol. 4, p. 2809).

16



THE FIRST EDITION DEDUCTION AND PHENOMENALISM

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 passage in 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 langrage 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.

17



2
NOUMENA

AND NOUMENALISM

“This latter must therefore be an external thing distinct from all
my representations . . .7 (B xli).

<

. . we shall never dream of seeking to inform ourselves about the
objects of our senscs as they are in themselves, that is, out of all
relation to the senses’ (A 380).

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 (Kan#
uird das Ding an sich, Ch. 3, p. 35), and Prichard’s theory, out-
lined above, also ascribes it to Kant. Passages like that at A 109
(Ch. 1, pp. 4 f.), 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
spcak, 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 aﬂ'ecting 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 which Kant uses the terms

18
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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 3161.). 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,
ICant 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 wholly eradicated (Pro/.,
Scct. 40, Ak., Vol. 4, 328. B 397: ... Even the wisest of men
cannot free himself from them’), and partly from his admission
that some concepts, which 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 560-586), 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’ (Ak., Vol. 5, pp. 7-8).
Each of these concessions needs to be examined later (the first in
Ch. 5, and the second in Ch. 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 rclation (for example, resemblance or causality)
in accordance with which to reconstruct the link between what is
presentcd 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 are the causes of appearances in
our sensibility.

(if) That what is strictly, or immediately, rresented to our senses
are appearances, i.e. the effects of noumena on us.

(iii) That knowledge of such noumenal 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 ‘noumenalism’.

Kant’s position is made wotse, 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 appcarances. For this
directly conflicts with the premiss of the whole thcory that
noumena are known or supposed to affect our senses. Thus when
Kant speaks of the causal serics as restricted to appearances, for
eX_amplc, he reinforces the difficulty he already has over this pre-
miss, 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 noumenz, and so to produce
a phenomenalism of the kind Prichard ascribed to Kant. But cven
if th%s ascription had not been shown to be inadequate in the
previous chapter, Kant’s position would still be open to the fatal
criticisms which Prichard himself raised against it. These conflict-
ing features indicate an apparent muddle in Kant’s thought,
which could be put generally by saying that on his view the objects
which affect us must be noumenal, since they cannot be appear-
ances, and yet that such objects could not be known to affect us,
’Ifnhls 115 the traditiox.ml puzzle in Kant’s account of perception and
im‘ﬁ‘g:ii: gsee Vaihinger, Kommentar, Vol. 2, pp- 35-55)- It may

b o say that Kant was trying to cxtricate himself from
t;u;: ::;f};outhned abpve, and fai'ling. to do so;.bu.t in any case

fcts should induce caution in the ascription of such a
theory to him. The following passages suggest the total failure of
such an ascription,
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() (@) A 366-373

This first passage occurs in the opening of the Fourth Paralogism
in the first cdition. The Paralogism itself, to be discussed in the
whole of this section of the Critigue, 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 noumcnalist theory. But
his disagreement with the argument is not of this kind, and turns
instead on his claim that outer objects are not inferred from given
perceptions at all, but are immediately given in such perceptions
(A 371: ‘In order to arrive ... but is immediately perceived’,
A 375). This by itself argucs 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 digres-
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 scems possible, however, that this unclarity
arises because Kant regards the premisses, and their elaboration,
2s 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 410-411), 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 are not
of great importance, and should not be allowed to obscure the
doctrine which does emerge from the discussion. It is morc uscful
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 are described as
‘existing independently of us and of our sensibility’ and ‘outside
(ot separate from) us’ in some special sensc. 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, jud ged
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 thercfore radically
Opposed to the stated realist view. But what Kant calls trans-
cendenta] realism, in association with empirical idealism, is simply
what ‘we have called noumenalism. For adherents of the former
floctrme, as Kant describes it, hold that external objects are things
n tf}gmselves, that what is immediately presented to us are
?um?al ideas, and that an inference from the latter to the former
Is required. In rejecting this theory Kant is rejecting the theory of
noumenalism,

It may seem that too much has been read into Kant’s description
:fg?;;insjiendental realist. 1_3ut Ka-nt later elaborates the same
says: (A 372) and puts this reading beyond doubt. He there

isrrs112§: i?ailr as I know all psychologists who adopt empirical ideal-

consistent] Sicender'lt:}l realists, .they have certamly' Proc?edcc_l quite
ofie of the};rgbﬁiscnb}ng great importance to empirical 1d.cal|sr.n, as

2 1085 hov s €ms in regard to which the human mind is quite at

Proceed. For if 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
sce 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 rcfer 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
are 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 333-334 (‘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 are directed
against Locke and Leibniz, who had been criticised in an carlier
passage at B 326-327 for their attempts to establish knowledge of
such noumenal objects. It has been noticed already (Ch. 1, p. 6)
that Kant denies that appearances represent things in themselves,
and these passages show that this denial is dirccted primarily
against Leibniz’ alleged view that appcarances 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 themselves 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. 3, pp- 207-209) Kant dismisscs 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,

éncourage metaphors like that of the crowd scene, and the adop-

tion of noumenalism. That Kant did not succumb to this tempta-

tionand criticised Eberhard (and Leibniz) foradopting sucha view

shows once more that he himself rejected it.

Perhaps of even more importance in revealing Kant’s attitude
to noumenalist theories of perception is the reference to, and
crticism 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
explanations. Locke’s belief that our ideas of primary qualities can

¢ 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. 350-357). 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
Prolegomena 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 cither 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.

(¢) B 342346 (‘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 genuinc object, its only proper use
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is to restrict our knowledge to appearances. This function 1t per-
forms by purporting to name things of which we can have no
knowledge, and it is therefore said to be not a concept of a genuine
object, but a problem. This problem is simply that of saying
whether there are such objects for intelligences (_)thcr than ours;
but this problem, as Kant is careful to explfxin, is not a genuine
problem, since we have no means of settling it. Although we have
no right to say that there are objects other than. th9$c which we
experience sensibly, we have no right to deny this either. On this
scote 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 ordinary
knowledge of appearances.

The temptation to conceive the idea of 2 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
th; term ‘noumenon’ to stand for it: ‘If we are pleased to name
this object “noumenon” for the reason that its representation is
not sensible, we are frec to do so. But since we can apply to it none

?f the concepts of our understanding, the representation remains
O us empty, and is of no service except to mark the limits of our
sensible knowled

. ge.” Kant also, however, adds a warning against
the pointless attemn

b pt to operate with such concepts of intelligible
objects, as t'hough they were genuine concepts of objects.t The
HHSFake Whlch We may make in speaking of or producing such
notions is that of b

b ecoming too abstract in thought until we
abandon the world of sens;

in und d ble objects altogether. It is as though
sho ri de'ﬁ.t anding the phrase ‘the cause of our perceptions’ we
u . ¢ ! ]

insteadt fmk that_thls refers to some unique super-sensible object,
Of recognising that it is a compendious way of referring to
' Ka . . ‘
ihren ;ct i%',s (B 345): ‘Dic Kritik . . . crlaubt cs . . . sogar nicht cinmal in
of our engtcl a.u?zuSChwcifcn.’ Kemp Smith translates this as ‘it does not allow
that we Canrctalmn.g even the concept of them’, although Kant clearly admits
onceve such thi better

expressed b ings. What Kant means would therefore be

preses Y saying that we ought not to operate with these concepts, even
thougn, In some way, we clearly have them.
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a range of possible objects that can themselves be perceived. This
account again makes it cvident that Kant would admit the pre-
misses of noumenalism only ina way which recognised the dangers
of misconstruction in them. In particular to admit that we may, if
we 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) Prolegomena, Sect. 13, Note 1I (Ak., Vol. 4, pp. 288-290)

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 idcalism, 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 thcory. 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 Fourth Paralogism.

The claims about the cxistence of things in themsclves arise
from the opening sentence. Kant does 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 (Scct. (@) above),
then Kant would be committing himself afresh only to the exist-
ence of spatial objects, that is, appearances. What 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 themsclves, as though the outer
things previously mentioned must after all be noumena. Yet if the
sentence is read in this way it becomes absurd, for it then states
that some predicates which belong to things in themsclves (¢heir
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 IKant. 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 of 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. B43, B 56, B 157-158,
B 186, B 329-330, etc.) Kant speaks of things as they are in them-
sclves, :md by contrast of things as appearances. This mode of
expression implies that, for Kant, there is only one set of objects,
although philosophers for various reasons have sometimes asctibed
to them a different status, now thinking of them a5 noumena, now
as appearances. If this terminology is applied to the difficult
passage ab(?ve, it becomes more easily comprehensible. For ICant
is then saying 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
noumena. Kant’s view on the other hand, is that no predicates
belong to these things as they are in themselves, and that this can

¢ 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
qualitics, 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-xxvil) as though these were intimately
related, though he spends a good deal of time distinguishing
them. Some commentators, for example Paton (Kant’s Metaphysic
of Experience, Vol. 1, p. 422), have rightly insisted that these arc
not two different things, but only two different ways of looking at
the same thing. While 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 scems to be, however, that these are two ways of looking
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 fI.). Nevertheless the belief that there is but one set
of objects, although therc 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.

(i) 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 alrcady suggested
that IKant’s account of the objects said to affect our senses presents
the general difficulty that these objects can apparently be ncither
appearances (for these are ‘mere representations’) nor things in
themselves (for these are unknown to us). Yet it also scems 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 Critiguz, in which he said: “Without the
thing in itself I cannot enter the Critical philosophy, and with it I
cannot stay there’ (F. H. Jacobi: Werke, Leipzig, Vol. 11, 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 are unknown to us. Since
Jacobi’s time this same criticism has been persistently raised against
Kant. In the present passage Kant scems to recognise and accom-
modate this difficulty.

Kant begins the section after the Fourth Paralogism (A 381) 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
ctliecflgn;d to restrain philosophic 'thcor'ics. Kagt then (A 384) men-

ns three problems, resulting in philosophic theories of a type
needmg the attentions of the new discipline. These problems centre
on the Interaction ot ‘communion’ of mind and matter, difficulties
fn accountu?g for which are, according to Kant, the result of a
merc. dclumoq’ (A 384). It is plain from the claboration of this
de.lusxo‘n that it consists in mistaking what are appcarances for
;};1:;8: }iz ;:;f:iili\:asl,{totallk}lr indepen.dcnt of the senses. It is, there-
e ransamos! ¢ as that committed by what.Kant had callc.:d

e al realist in the Fourth Paralogism. If material
Ehe EISCZI; fa}l;:sl% Eh;i way, then tl'éley axff1 quite hetcrggenequs to
that such mati] thinr se}xllsesl,d and it Edengappcars mcxphcr}ble
argues, on the com rgs should or could affect our senses. Kant

n the Y, that mind and matter are not hetero-
geneous in this way: ‘(A 385): Matter therefore does not mean a
km'd 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
we 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 386, A 387), or clse 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 delusive 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
matcrial things arc noumena, while their effects in us are empirical
ideas belonging to the mind, the relation of mind and matter is
incomprehcnsible. 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.
FFor their pscudo-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 noumenal 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 qutcr_objects .(np-

pearances) cannot be outer causes of the representations in our mind;
and this would be a quite meaningless objection, since no oac could
dream of holding that what he has once come to rcCOgnise as 1mere
representation, is an outer cause. On our principles they can establish
their theory only by showing that that which is the true (transcen-
dental) object of our outer senses cannot be the cause of those repre-
sentations (appearances) which we comprehend under the title “mat-
ter’. No one, however, can have the right to claim that he knows
anything in regard to the transcendental cause of our representations

of the outer senses; and their assertion is therefore entirely ground-
less.

"The most temarkable 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 clse
‘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 (tran_sccndental) thing in itself cannot be the cause of our

representations. But in this case, since we have no ground for
c!aunmg to know anything about such objects, we have no ground
e}ther for accepting or rejecting such a claim. Hence such objec-
tions to the physical influence theory must be either irrelevant or
untestable.

h;ﬁ;ﬁz I;afclltoni\alzcs ;)lf this dilen?n_na is rat_hcr c.omplcx. What
thren sival theoriess 0s 1ow the futility of disputing among the
assumptions of thc’tso ong as they are all construct.ed on the
one theory againee arr';u'xts}?c:ndental dua'hst. For. the objections of
have 0 be oo mirt) r:)thex:f are defective precisely be(.:ause they
of these theoriss e framework of these assumptions. Each

k eories was thus compelled to regard external objects

either as things 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 when Kant concludes his argument (A 391) by
claiming that the difficulties in these theories of the interaction of
mind and matter are all due to this ‘illicitly assumed dualist view”’,
he is disputing that thesc are 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, cither noumenon or empirical idea. This alternative
was also the basis of the doctrine ascribed to the transcendental
realist-cmpirical idealist in the Fourth Paralogism, and in dis-
puting it once more Kant is again rejecting a noumenalist
theory.
1t 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 himsclf 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 transcendental idealist. Part of
what this secems to mean is that he is not committed, as an empiri-
cal idealist would be, to the view that appearances are merely
cmpirical 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 Critigue.
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 appearances as appearances of
unknown things in themselves (e.g. B xxvi—xxvii, A 391). These
passages have always encouraged the belicf that IKant was a nou-
menalist, even though such claims, and their mode of expression,
are often curiously incidental to the main argument. They leave a
puzzle for interpreters of Kant, however his doctrincs 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 unobjcctionable
once these assumptions are abandoned. In its purified form the
theory seems to be an empirical theory of optics and psychology,
of.the kmt.i outlinedat A 386and A 387. Suchatheory is concerned
with empirical objects, appearances, and not with things in them-
selves. As an empirical scientific theory it is beyond reproach, and

becomes objectionable only when it acquires the philosophic
accretions of transcendental dualism.

to’Is‘};:Tc 12 1t?h:r:forelone c}ear way in which it is proper for Iant
e Ko alsausl? relation bet.-ween extemfxl objects :m'd our
another way asoi,f Oowever, admits the propriety of speaking in
perceptions a( il noumena could be regarded as causes of our
claims is that wherge (¢) above). The dlﬁ"e'rencc betwszen these
second can neihs C?LS the ﬁrs.t can be empmcally established, the
knowledge of thinr ¢ established nor rejected, for we have no
of the £ gS 1n themselves, and therefore no knowledge

-n¢ teatures they may have, Kant concedes that we may talk in

this way, if we wish but inc y 1
claims a5 genuine, o insists that we do not unde'rstand such
Kant's view, empty b eory of perception. S}lgh claims are, on
as the dangers ofyh ut me\.nta.ble, and pgrr?nsmble on}y so long
cleatly recognisod, Iz'liné)statls.al.)tllon., and lgmlts on their use, are
accommodate consis e 1130551 e, in the light of these claims, to
ntly 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 noumenalism 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. More
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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5
TRANSCENDENTAL

AND EMPIRICAL

‘All this clearly points to the conclusion that transcendental ques-
tions allow only of transcendental answers . . .” (B 665).

IT has been already suggested (Ch. 1, p. 16) 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 Critigue. One of the carliest,
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 suggested a complex ‘double affection’ between appearances
and things in themselyes on one side and empirical and noumenal
sglves on the other. Such views are more simply illustrated by
diagrams such ag those which appear in Kemp Smith’s Commentary
(\2 t’-g;z: 1?:11 ‘VZeldon’s Kant’s Critigue of Pure Beamu (z2nd 'ed., p. 253).
be easily distgi;ams:» Presuppose 'that th.c objects drawn in them can
give 2 cleas angulshec.l, when in reality nobody has been able to
cendental o1 unobjectionable sense to the notions of a trans-
Ject or a transcendental self,

There is at |
cast one pa : ) [ .
and firmly r, €j Passage in Kant’s writings where he notices

when he WaSeCts_d.“PliCations of entities in this way. At the time
WHtng the Prolegomena he criticised Berkeley for

needlessly duplicar; sed .
relation got}l:%icitmg mental phenomena, by bringing them into

th appearances and things in themselves. He said
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THE DISTINCTION IN GENERAL

(Ak., 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, onc which connected phenomena in experi-
ence, and another which knew things in themselves. I require only
one sensibility and only one understanding.” Whether 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 Mellin.

In the Critigue Kant certainly distinguishes between transcen-
dental and empirical objects, transcendental and empirical syn-
theses, transcendental and practical freedom, and transcendental
and empirical sclves. But the central use of this distinction, which
was noted carlier (in Ch. 1), is to separate two kinds of enquiries
ot questions or claims. Such uses of the distinction as those cited
above should be taken to mcan that we can investigate objects or
synthesis, the self or freedom, cither 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 rcason, 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 25 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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}Sli:mntl::[ll};i;B 40 Kant explains that by a ‘transcendental exposition’
the POSsibﬂj: cxtP lanation O.f & concept as a principle from which
stood. The3ey of other a priori synthetic knowledge can be under-
Philosoph qUOtan?I.]s serve only to Sh(_)W that a transcendental
not to be g’l,aﬁr ZXP(?Smon, or kn_ow_k:dge 1s of a quite special kind,
ind, si]) les:e .Wlth cvena priorl 'knowlcdge of 2 mathematical
ordes enquiste w1;1h everyday emplrxcal'knox-vlcdgc, Such higher-
ary or Scientiﬁs tell us nothing about objects in the accepted ordin-
such ordin,, € ways, b}lt only about the kinds, status, or limits of
forcibly i , Y o1 sclentific knowledge. The same points are made
ese § Passage at B 296-298.
i ect’fsi Ipassages are further elaborated in others at B 8081,
already 0 5% B 117-118, and A 97, some of which have been
i - - 1). In the last two of these, as we saw, Kant
Zation of , . is transcendental task fro.rn that empirical investi-
have Undertqy rmation of concepts, Whlch he believed Locke to
Sage where Ke“' The same point is made in the _P;:o/ego;;fw{z pas-
nowle 40t speaks pf his aim as that of providing a “critique
also ¢ g 5¢"as he does in the passage at B 2. This phrase occurs
80-81, where Kant says:
denl\Itglt C}:ery kind of knowledge a priori should be called transcen-
repres’cnt::- only that by which_ we ;mow that—and l}oxvv:l—certtiin
POssible o 1015 (concepts gncjl 1nFu1txons) can}bc emp O}(;:cm(;l m:l:
e cmpirigriobrl- . . . The distinction betwccn' t_m trar;sljcn o ,(;. d
does not ¢ 2! belongs ther(?forc only to the critique of knowledge; i
oncern the relation of that knowledge to its objects.

his
Sect, Slhsould be linked with another passage from the Prolegomena,

“endent,ps Vol. 4, p- 293), where Kant says: “The word “trans-
Object by Never signifies with me the relation of knowledge to an

Kant see Only that to our faculty of knowledge.” Part of what
the telat S t0 mean by these denials that the distinction bears on
fansce nowledge to its objects is that, if we speak of

is knowleilntal krlOWICdgc, this must not be taken to mean that it
Degative, l-gf,: of any transcendental objects. This is part of the

xxv, 3, iting, aim of Kant’s ‘critique’ of ?mowlcdgc (scc.also
~298), that it informs us neither directly about objects
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in our experience, nor about any special objects bevond 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 38.4) and so misusing the concept of a noumenon,
which properly (B 344) is not a concept of an object at all.

IKant 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 Prolegomena
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 ficld 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 objccts 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 transcendental kind. The differences
between these are exemplified in the argument already discussed
over the relation of mind and matter (A 384-394) (in Ch. 2, pp.
29-33). For 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 IKKant evidently belicved 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 80-81) 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. Prol, 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 235-236,
and may be regarded as introducing Kant’s complete account of

perception in the Paralogisms and the Aesthetic. The first of these
uns:

' We commonly distinguish in appearances that which is essentially
inherent 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 rclation 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 procecd, as we ought,
to treat the empirical intuition itself as mere appearance, in which
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
_called 4 mere appearance, and the rain a thing in itself. This is correct
if the latter concept be taken in a merely physical sense . . . But if we
take this empirical object (the empirical in gemeral) and ask, without
considering whether or not it is the same for all human secnse,
whether it represents an object in itself (and by that we cannot mean
_thc drops of rain, for they are already as appearanccs, empirical ob-
]ech) the question as to the relation of the representation to the
_ob‘]ect becomes transcendental.! (And to this question Kant’s answer
Is ‘No’ or ‘We have no means of knowing’.)

There is no rea]

Lo need to examine carefully what Kant says of the
distinction betw

e cen rainbows and raindrops. It is true that we
ordinarily regard the latter as more substantial than the former,
and that there are simple differences in the ways in which we might
tCS.t other PCOPIC’S claims to have seen these different types of
thing. Th_e important point in this passage is not, however, the
exact distinction between these, but the distinction Kant draws

17t .
. It_ is well ‘VOl'_th~Wh11c to comparc this passage with another at B 4o1-402:
Oor InAner experience . . | which is certainly a transcendental enquiry.’
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between empirical and transcendental questions about the objects
of perception. For 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 secen 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 served 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 answer, 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 (“#be empirical in general’), 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

41



TRANSCENDENTAL AND EMPIRICAL

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 allows 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 belicfs in the way
indicated in the passages quoted above (B 45, A 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
W.ould result from giving the transcendental answer to the em-
pirical question, and the inadequacy that would 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. If he
gave the wrong transcendental answer (‘noumenorn’), and as it is
fair to suppose we never could perceive what he now claims to
see, his answer would be no more informative. In the latter casc to
give an empirical answer to the transcendental question would
always be inadequate, since it would be one which dlscrl'mmated
between the things that might be perceived on any occasion, a.nd
so would inevitably fail to cover all the things that we perceive
when we perceive anything whatever. As soon as a d_cscrlption,
10 answer to such a question, becomes sO general that it dges 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
furth'er problem is stated most clearly at B 234-236 (“The appre-
hension of the manifold . . . necessary rule of apprchension’).
(See Cl'1"‘P-_ 10, pp. 154 ff.) In this passage Kant begins by saying

that every intuition may count trivially as an object, but thatitisa

further matter to say what such intuitions represent. This ques-

:;Or?c,)g};f}; rﬁaagain the transcendental qucst.ion air'ed at B 6263,

rily answered (B 236): ‘Now immediately 1 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
gencral 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
presented 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. 1, pp. 12-15). 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.

(if) TITE FOURTH PARALOGISM (A)

In the Fourth Paralogism (A 366-380) as we have already seen
(Ch. 2), 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 371): “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 2 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 372-
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
t}}c. argument from illusion (A 376-377), distinguishes his em-
pirical dualism from transcendental dualism as before, and con-
Cl“d_es by arguing (A 380): ‘If then, as this critical argument
9bv1ously compels us to do, we hold fast to the rule above cstab-
hsh'ed, and do not push our questions beyond the limits within
which possible 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.” This critical restriction on our powers of investigation
is clearly the same as that made at B 62-63.

The central feature of this argument is Kant’s denial of trans-
cendental realism—empirical idealism (which I shall call trans-
Ccnd.efltal dua'IiSm) and his adoption of transcendental idealism-
E?E}lir[)llc:iln Zzahmll((empirica‘l dl.mlism). The force of the der'lial.c.an
in the (trans’cas p ant explains it, through the detected an}blgumcs’
as applicd 1o oct?' ental or empirical) senses of the term extcrn.al
can then be of a]tec;s: The dlsagrcemcn.ts between thu.e rival icones
subscribe 1o thc flln terms of .thc different ways in which they
objects of Whichc ollowing claims: (4) That there are external
aware only of OL\:/e have knowledge. (4) :I'hat we are immediately
claim is transoe dr ideas, or representations. For Kant the first
second is false ot §n.tally false, but_ is empirically true; and th.c
is to say that £ IP(lncally, but true in a transcendenta_l sense. T}.us
25 2 matter of en, iifntlexternal o.b]'ccts must be admitted to exist
cendental clain, (IzrnCa fact (cmpmcz.il realism), but not as a trans-
false 25 2 mattes Ofa;lscendental realism); and that alth.ough it is
pirical idealism) th";Ct Fhat we are aware only of our ideas (em-
idcalism). > HUIS 15 transcendentally true (transcendental

In claiming that
the first stat is empiricall L i
assertin ement i1s emp y true Kant is

g that we kngy, 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 enquirics. For Kant admits that we may properly speak of
things which are 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 521), but he indicates
such analyses only for particular cases of these kinds, and not, as 2
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 ordinaty 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 or
immediately) are those belonging to inner sense, and for Kant this
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.
_ S.mce 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 tbat 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
Io<pen to any sort of perceptual inspection. Or we could say that
dearﬁill)sti?nldgahsﬁ because we can know nothing of.(tmnsccn—
o knowle%S int emscz_lv<?s, and a tran§cendcntal {d.eallst because
B g¢ 1s not limited to ideas in the empirical sense.
traniii‘;:lz zf atlhlf.1 m}portant diﬁ'erencie bct.wccn what empifical and
appeatanca ot ldealism deny, K:.mt S clal.ms tbat space time and
¢ transcendentally ideal, or ideas in a transcendental

sense, ¢ i . .
or ‘ar annot b’e understood in terms of our ordinary use of ‘idea’
T ‘appearance’. To call the o

b
ances’, or space and time ‘idea
Sensations, nor as on]

claims in which Kag

bjects of our perception ‘appear-
I’, is to treat them neither as mere
y illusory guides to reality. The force of the
this way is otimari t speaks of appearances or space and time in
to, things i, th ary Ylto deny tha.t such things either are, or belong
the objests of emselves toFally independent otj the senses. To call
cendental O?r perception appearances or 1F1eas, in .thls trans-
Some appearzr’lcs to make no clz}zm abgut: their e'mpmcal status.
0 inner sense. bcztartchempmcal ideas, like sensations, belon.g‘mg
ideas at ] bu’t others, those of outer sense, are not empirical

- just what these are contrasted with ordinarily and
10 empirical dualism. y

It would be napyy

talks of the ol al to object to this by saying that although

ey lity of spa d time, he d Ik
ideal ality of space and time, he does not talk of the
., cality of appearances; or that when he describes appearances as

Stooci o Iepresentations, he does not say that this is to be under-
Kant talka transcendental and not empirical way. It is true that
s 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 535 and B 66. In the former
Kant says: ‘From this it then follows that appearances in general
are nothing outside (apart from)! 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’. Moreover, 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 alternative would be to call
them things in themselves (e.g. A 129-130). 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.

(iil) THE AESTIETIC

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

! Since Kant clearly admits the cxistence 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
Critigue. 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
prioti knowledge of spatial features, in geometry, there is no com-
parable a priori account of tastes or colours. It is explained that
this account 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. For
Ic(ant m'dlcates that the difference was designed to prevent any
omparison between space and such things as colours. On Kant’s
Z}llz“; (;::;ﬁ?uldfbe quite wrong to use thi.s comparison to illustr.atc
assume anY(O space, bef:ause in sPcalclng of colours we Faculy
ascribed Tﬁmplrlcal) ol.)]ect to w_hlch such colour properties are
‘ - 1he whole point of calling space transcendentally ideal

ust i )
J - 15 to deny a comparable assumption about transcendental
objects. Ang

so Kant says:

pcir:a:ézhfzxa_mples as thesc, that which originally is it§c!f only ap-
Standing’as ::}?J‘SUD_CC', a rose, i§ being treated by the cmpxrlc'al under-
can appeas d‘ffng in itself, which nevertheless in respect of its colour
cept of ap cal ercmély to every observer. The .transc'e.ndcntal'con—
that HOthilr)l ;anc.es In space, on the (I)thc.r hand, is a critical rcm.mdcr
a form inheginntgltcd_xn space is a thing in 1t5f:1f_ . - - that space is not

gin thlngs in themselves as their intrinsic property. . . .

in\‘ov:: tc’at?ee:t lshw Tong Wi.th such comparison§ is qot so much that
lack, byt rathee ﬁVe a priori knowledge, which in the other we
apparent colo: t at thc. empiric:al contrast bctw'ccn a rose and its
transcendop, T 1s inevitably misleading as an 111ust.rat10_r1 of the
selves, To 1 tcontrast between appearances and things in them-
a0 empijricy) wao ‘}nderstapd this transcendental contrast in such
argued thay an y1s to falsxfy it, in the way in which earlier it was
about the ob'ey tmpirical answer to the transccndcnt‘al question
empirically \xieCts of perception wi.ll be. inadequate. For whe‘reas
from one of it are entitled to distinguish the rose as an object,
between appe: aPparent properties, the transcendental distinction
that we are pr;aPCC and thin.gs in.themsclves is meant to show
transcendentg] ;ﬁely not entitled in the same way to suppose a

Ject 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, however, 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. 1 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 2
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 describeq
the objects given to us in perception. Unlike the phenomenaljgtg’
term ‘sense-data’ (see Ch. 1, p. 15), Kant’s term ‘appearance’ £q,
whatever is presented to the senses, places no limit on the ep.
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 coung
just as much as appearances. Such ordinary empirical descriptigng
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 e
might on occasion have knowledge of objects that were inacees.
sible to or beyond our senses. He believed that we certainly had
fon-empirical knowledge of various kinds, but rcjected the jqn.
ference from this belicf to the claim that we have knowledge of
fon-empirical (intelligible or transcendental) O_bjCCts', On his view
It was mistaken to regard our experience as including any such
reference to transcendental things in themselves, out of all relatiog
o the senses. Kant’s empirically neutral term ‘appearance’ wag
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 the contrast between
aPPearances and things in themselves ate so important. There are
10 our empirica] experience cases of rainbow_s as well as of rajn.
drops, of illusory as well as of veridical CXPe“‘mceS’_Of colours as
well as of roges. But the analogous transccndenFal Cl:}lm, that there
are in our experience appearances as well as thm‘gs in icmsclves,
1S Just what the transcendental theory of ideality is intended o
de_ny. There may be a sense in which we can admit that there a5
things in themselves (cf. B 308-309), but it is not one which sup-
POrts their existence in experience, and consequently is quite yp.
like the Wway in which we cheerfully admit the existence of rain ang
roses. Kant’s central aim, so far, in employing the term ‘appear-
ance’ is thyg largcly negative, to deny knowledgc of transcen.-
degtal things. Few contemporary philosophers can ever have been
Serlously tempted to dispute such a denial, so that Kane's argu-
ment mighy nowadays scem trivial. Such a conclusion was not 4
triviality in Kant’s time, and was for Kant in 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 atraching to him a modern label such as that of
phenomenalism.

The distinction helps also to resolve some of the paradoxes en-
countered carlier over the term ‘appearance’. FFor appearances
were said to be objects, spatial, and even distinct from our repre-
sentations, while at the same time they were mere representations,
modifications of the mind, and ‘in us’. It is now possible to
sce that these conflicts arise because such predicates are under-
stood in their empirical sense, and vet 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,
sensc. 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 are 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
betwcen transcendental and empirical is understood this account
of such claims can be rejected.
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AND UNDERSTANDING

Tt is therefore just as necessary to make our concepts sensible, thae
Is, to add the object to them in intuition, as to make our Intuitiong
intelligible, that is, to bring them under concepts’ (B 75).

THE distinction between sensibility and understanding is of an
importance oyt of all proportion to the minute amount pf Space
Kant formally devotes to it in the Critigue (cf. B 29). It is, of al]
Kant’s basjc contrasts, between empirical and transcendental, syn-
thetic and analytic, or 2 posteriori and a priori, the least carefully
explained. Yet if 1o distinction made no evident sense, the central
Positive probler of the Analytic would be unintelligible. For this
Problem can e represented as arising out of the view that sensi-
bility anq understanding, although distinct faculties, produce
kr.lowledge only in partnership. Since Kant’s aim is to explain cer-
taln genery) features of our knowledge he is directly involved in
20 explanation of this partnership. It is in the passages where
. am_t €Xpresses his aim in the quasi—mcchanical terms of a connect.-
Ing link between the two faculties that his procedure and task scem
Philosop, hically most unclear. It is, even within psychology, diffi-
Tultto givey Sense to the claim that the two faculties are connected
y 1maginati0n, as though the latter faculty worked like a clutch
mech'am'sm (cf. Ch. 1, Pp. 9-11). Some philosophers (e.g. Prichard,
OP-cit., Ch. X, Warnock: Analysis, Vol. 9, pp. 77-82) have argued
that Kane'g Problem expressed in this way (in the Schematism, for
example)is not, genuine problem. Yet there are other clearer ways
of Undt:tstanding the distinction and the problem based on it.
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Kant sometimes seems to admit that the distinction between
sensc 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 311:“Thedivision of objects into phenomena and noumena, and
the world into 2 world of the senses 2ad 2 world of the under-

Standiaz. o theredore guire madmissible 1 the posiove sense, 2-

Mough the distinction of concepts zs sensible or inrellecrual Is
certainly legitimate.” Yet 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
are contained in the three-fold distinction between appearances
(Erscheinung), phenomena (Phinomen) and noumena.

The distinction between things as they appear and things as
they are in themselves, between appearances and noumena, has
been already looscly 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 I postulate things which are mere objects of the understanding,
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and which nevertheless can be given as such to an intuition, though
not to one that is sensible—given therefore coram intuis;

intel-
lectuali—such things would be entitled nonmena (intelligibilia).

By using this further distinction Kant points, artificially by im-
portantly, to the various contributions which the two faculties of
sense and understanding make to knowledge. Our ability t¢, 1,
presented with appearances is due to sensibility, and our ability 1o
discriminate between, name or describe, phenomenal objects s
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.

() DATA OF SENSE AND PHENOMENAL OBJECTS

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 thijs
material, suggests at once a phcnomcnalist inference from sense-
data to material objects. For since we name and describe such
_things 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 more (cf. Ch. 1).

Such an argument begins rightly by supposing Fhat t.hcrc is, on
Kant’s account, some oddity in describing what is strictly given
to the senses in material object terms, but it argues wrongly to a
Rhenomenaﬁst conclusion. The argument turns on the claim that
since 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
us from employing such a description is not the kind of descrip-
ton it is, so much as the fact that it is a description 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 rulgd
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 conc_ept,
which wil] 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 acquire knowledge. Phenomena, too, are 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-
pirica]ly are, it would not be out of place to identify or exemplify
them in terms of ordinary empirical descriptions, whether of sen-
sations or material objects. Indeed it would be hard to understand
Wwhat 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. I'or such empirical descriptions
al\Vays provide a contrast with some other kind of thing that can

¢ 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
¢Xperience, 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 use that we should not attempt to characterise them in any
such specific ways. Such a stipulation is of philosophic importance
1n 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 cmpirical
description, in the way that Russell or more recent phenomenal-
ists have restricted the description of sense-data (cf. Logical Atom-
ism, Ch. 11; in Logic and Knowledge (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 pereceive. So long as
ic? term “sense-datum’ has a substantial empirical sense, in which

1t 1s 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

?Jhatt_:ver is presented to the senses, that appearances can be
identified with sense-data.

That Kant held
briefly by several s
38 290) Kant says:
t0 Judge of them
and judging on th

such a view of appearances can be supported

hort quotations. In the Prolegomena (Ak., Vol. 4,
‘If appearances are given to us, then we are free
as we wish. For appearances rest on the senses,
o not ) ¢ understanding.” And again: ‘In this way if we
the Sens‘;‘iﬂSl;let the origin (?f our ideas an_d lml.: our mtumons.of
the rules (;EV hdtever they contain, in space or time, in accgrdancc with
tive appear the connection of all. knowlcdg_e in experience, decep-
careful ot canc;t or,truth may arise, aCC(‘)r_dmg to w_h.cthcr we are
establishes :;e ess.” At 'B 44 I.(an_t says: Qur exposition therefore
Whateser cur bc teality, i.e. objective validity of spacc In respect of
briefly, 2¢ B ¢ I.)I‘csent?d to us qutwardly asan Qb]cct. I"}nally and
empirica] intli?t: T!’xe 1n$1ctermmatc (undc,:,tc:rrr.un'cd) ob']ect of an
the indeterppgy ;on Is entitled “appearance”.” Similar points about
Concepts begy o te 1'clh.m:‘acte): of.app.ear,mces, and the way in which
have now tq exﬂ 1't leir determ.matlon ,can be.found atB 159 (‘We
Plain . . . making nature possible’) and B 94 (‘But

concepts , .
B 168131869. - 10t yet determined’) and elsewhere (e.g. By,

. 7> P 157158 n )
In this acco ) OtC)

2nd of ung unt of the distinction between the objects of sense
ctStanding, Kant makes much 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
strictly 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. 21~23) 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 121123 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 Kantalso
claims that there is no impossibility in supposing that appcarances
might be given in intuition independently of the understanding.
He outlines a situation (B 122-123) where ‘objects may appear to
us, without their being under the necessity of being rcl:}tcd to the
functions of understanding’. It seems that I<ant is saylng 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 are rcl:‘ltcd
necessarily to categories. It is natural to understand the term ob-
ject of experience’ to have the same sense as ‘pheflomcnon , and. SO
to signify something conceived in accordance with the categorics.
In this way the apparent contradiction reinforces the original dis-
tinction between appearances belonging strictly to sense, and
phenomena discriminated in accordance wit-h the categories. The
argument would, on this account, be cqulY{llCl’lt to SUPUMtl.ng
once again that while appearances arc not l.ogxcally connected with
categories, phenomena or objects of expericnce are. S.mcc 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. o his soluti

There are, however, two grounds for thinking that t lsfso ution
to the paradox is incomplete. The first of thesc results. romht.hc
belief that the situation of appearances without Ca'tcgones,hw 1c-h
Kant seems to envisage, is absurd if not comr_adlctOfY- There is
certainly something odd in envisaging a situation wbe'rc appear-
ances are presented but cannot be described, though it 1s 0ot casy

to pin down the kind of absurdity involved. It will not do to say
simply that our habitual mode of identifying what we perceive in-
volves the ordinary resources of description. For it is certainly
possible to speak of creatures who are able to perceive, evenl when
:};;3;};2‘:1 :}? z\::;ec?nventional resources. It is true that dif.ﬁculFies
rom the effort to explain what such a situation
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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. 126—
130). 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-temporal! 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

! It is, of course, true that Kant argues in the Aesthetic that appearances
are spatio-temporal, and does 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 spatio-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 may now seem to
re-appear, since Kant says both that appearances are nccessarily
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-
'fllly possible for them to be uncategorised. The kind of necessity
involved 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 b.e- Wrong to say that Kant is using the term ‘necessary’ in a
conditional way, so that he js claiming that appearances must be
related to categories, if knowledge is to be possible at all. This,
however, merely indicates the possibility of an escape route, with-
out showing where such a route might lead. A more reliable,
ii::lg{};:t:s.s S%mple, guide can be found ir_l the cla.im, Tnad.c aboye,

1nsists on the oddity of the envisaged situation in which
?ﬁf:g::f?sdr_nay be presented uncategorised. It was suggested
and th indicates a limit in our understanding qf suc.h a situation,

N ereby shows the kind of oddity such a situation involves.
© :X"gl;e;l};thto elucidaFe such a limit or such an oddity could help
of importan Y_Categorles, or modes of thought or description, are
SUPPOTt the C‘If In our experience. It cogld consequently be uscd. to
in relatin claim that there is necessity of some non-loglca'l kind
absurdityginappearanc.es to s.uch concepts. To show t_he kind of
2 situatiog ,\:r the kind of limit set to our undcrst_andmg of., such
such mOde,s Cf)_\lld be to show the l.cmd'of ncccssxty'attachmg to
Transcﬁnden?al tI})lOUght. or description in our experience. In the
that an examings Cducuop (Ch§. 8 and 9) Kant argues in this way
tion of the im 1on of this env1saged.51tuat10n lea_ds to a recogni-

Portance of categories in our experience, and so to

t . 4 .
hat Categories are in some way necessary in or for
ence,

the claim,
that expcri

6 oo

K W 1rie REPRESENTATION’ PROBLEM FOR CATEGORIES
ant’s dictinpee: _
associateq ésitu}ctlc.)n between sense and understanding, and the
Stinction between appearances and phenomena, are
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THE ‘REPRESENTATION’ PROBLEM FOR CATEGORIES

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 Critigue of Pure Reason, can
be seen in a letter to Herz (Ak., Vol. 10, p. 125), where Kant ex-
plained his dissatisfaction with the argument in the Dissertation
(Ak., Vol. 2, 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
Critigue (B 313—314), 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 ars 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 that 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 Critigue 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 118-119). 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 alteady noticed. It is, as we
have seen, possible to argue that Kant either contradicts himself,
or else is rnuddled, in his statement of the problem at B 121-126.
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 2 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 Fask of experimental psychology, and not philosophy. Some-
thing has been said already of this charge as it applies generally to
the Critigue. In this particular context there is no doubt that much
of what Kant says of imagination and schematism could be inter-
preted in such a way. Yet it is also worth remembering the pas-
S2ges, quoted previously (Ch. 1, pp. 9-11), in which Kant firmly
rejects this as his Primary aim. Whether Kant’s account of the
_connecﬂpns between these faculties can be construed as an essay

I experimental Psychology or not, it certainly can be construed
g}gi‘;ri:’a}’s, for example, as an enquiry into the status and force
gramme O‘Eifg’ gzneral concepts. These arguments against the pro-
B0t yet beer sch nalytic are not thcrc_fore wholly wrongi or have
They may b own to be so,_but neither are thc-y wholly right,

allowed to point to features which hamper the

t(‘:vel‘opmc_nt of Kant’s argument, but they should not be allowed
CLlpple 1t permanently.
face, ‘E:;reifngt the only objections that Kant’s problem has to
SEAtus of eonc e is ta.ken to be concerned with the function or
problem, whict . .S task may still be regarded as a pseudo-
sense frc;m - arises pnly because of the art16_c1al separation of
times g in thergtandmg', or concepts from objects. Kant some-
how it i. POssibT Ehematxsm'(B 177)) puts the problem by asking
is @ quite mat ;: Of categories to apply to appearances, and this
ural mode of expression. Yet it has been suggested
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(by Warnock: Analysis, 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. 12-14), 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 ate 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 empbhasises 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, centrally involved in such disciplines, operate. IKant’s argu-
meat against Hume over the concept ‘cause’ reflects Kant’s belief
that there are many concepts of this kind, which similarly set a
problem about thejr function or operation (Ak., Vol. 4, p. 260).
Kant Wwas thﬁr.(‘..fore naturally led tg enquire, as we have suggested,
r;?itnhteeg::i;qons in which such concepts can be used. Kant was
10 be conerl in all concepts, but rath_er in thoss: which h(_: took
ordinary ex ey ‘embedded in mathematics and science 'and in our
his task in tI;x eﬂ;rlllce. These concepts he called categories, so that
conditions in Whja111ync can be represented as an enquiry into the

Once again th Ch categories can operate in our experience.
lated in term; ofltshalm 1s not CSS'cntlally dlffcrc_:nt fro.m tl"mt f(_)rmu-
Perception of ex € ways in which we effect dlscrlmma.txons in our
ditions in whic berience. Kant belicved that to cxamine the con-
We are enableg tza(tfgo'ﬂe.s operate is to examine the ways in which
Say that what we d'lscan_lmatc.ltems in experience. It is natural to
object from anoth ISCriminate in our experience is one category of
Ways in which W: % and thc:x:c:fo.re just as 'natural to examine the
concepts whicl, ma iﬁect such discriminations by exarr}lmr'xg_thC
tions of some kindr or effect them. All concepts mark discrimina-
Certain importan: ;an: to examine categories is only to examine
wishes to say, as werh asic distinctions in our experience. ‘I\aflt
relating cate g,Ories h ave seen, that there is a certain necessity in
items presented in g aPpearanc_es, that is in d.lscrlmmat'mg among

; Ur perception. But this is not a different en-
qay frc.)m the one already mentioned. The data for a conclusion
of this kind are

, ind are contained already in the examinations of categories
and discriminations projected above
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INTELLIGIBLE OBJECTS

‘Doubtless, indeed, there are intelligible entities, corresponding to
the sensible entities . . . (B 308-309).

‘... But in that casc a noumenon is not for our understanding a
special (kind of) object, namely, an inselligible object” (B 311).

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 Critigue. What 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
ordinaty 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. 12).

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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INTELLIGIBLE OBJECTS

belief that an important instance of this general tcmptatlonlto }111:1115—
use concepts can arise even in the field of traqsccnden{m phi ct);
sophy. Kant certainly does not treat all such misuses oh concep

as though they were exactly the same; the arguments in the varl'ous
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.,

(1) THE OCCASIONS OF MISUSE

We have already seen (in Chs. 2 and 3) hO\\.’ 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 wor.L:mg of our
senses; and in this way they followed the pattern o.f_lllg‘s.ory meta-
physical speculation outlined by Kant at A vii-viii. In the
Transcendental Dialectic Kant provides a range of somewhat
similar instances of the same pattern, in which a concept is mis-
understood or misused and gives rise to similar mistakes. Th@sc
concepts Kant calls “Ideas’ (‘Idec’ not ‘Vorstellung’) and with
their associated principles they cover many kinds of case from the
asc:i.ption of immortality to persons to the Idea of an ultimate
patticle of matter o , necessary being.

Kant shows that such notions cannot be treated as ordinarily
exemplified in oy experience. Some of them produce conflicts or
antinomies whyich evidently cannot be settled by inspection of
cxpetlenced objects, and others produce claims which it is at best
very difficult 1o understand in terms of that experience. It is
natural, anq tempting, to argue therefore that these concepts refer
toaworld, and tq objects beyond those which we normally experi-
ence. Such 4 world woul’d be composed of what Kant calls intel-
ligible objects, cOrresponding to these concepts. It has been
Sugg'est.ed a_l ready that although Kant admitted the existence of
- Priotl ot intelligipe knowledge, he rejected the view that this
as kno.WIEdgC of any special object of a non-empirical or intel-
ligible kind. Kan; shows in the Dialectic that the supposition of
such a worlg beyond our experience could not solve the conflicts,
and could not make mpye comprehensible the claims, which stimu-
lated its 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 between 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 anoumenon
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 593—594):

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 eatlier (B 536), is only to encourage the
continuation of a certain kind of enquity, 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:

Taccordingly 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 undcrst.anding tow:lrdsca
certain goal upon which theroutes marl.u:d out b.y a.ll its rules conv;rlg s
as upon their point of intersection. Tl?ls point ls.mdccd a mcr:l:‘ ;a,
a focus imaginarins, from which, since it lies outside th.c bounds o a
possible experience, the concepts of the understanding do n(‘Jt };n
reality proceed; none the less it serves to give these concepts the

greatest (possible) unity combined with the greatest (possible)
extension.

In other passages (B 710-717, B 699-700) Kant expresses t?ns
heuristic aim by saying that Ideas enable us to treat the genuine
objects of our enquiries as 7f 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 passageat 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 519-524 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 s21): “The objects of experience are never given in
Fhemselves, but only in experience, and have no existence outside
it. That there may be inhabitants in the moon, although no-one
has ever seen them, must certainly be admitted. This, however,
only means that i the possible advance of expericnce we may en-

counter them.” Thus such cases in which we speak empirically of
things to which we have no sensible access are not cases of refer-
€nce to things in themselves, but only ways of talking about the
lfunds of appearances, or phenomena, we might meet in some

uture experience, He goes on (B 522—-523):

anEZ: i‘:ay, however, entitle the purely_ intelligible cause of appear-
have Somg;lr:;:ral the transce-ndental ob.;e_ct_, buF merely in ord.er. to

To thic trar ng correspor}dmg to senslbll{ty viewed as receptivity.

] scendental object we can ascribe the whole extent and
connection of gy possible perceptions . . . thus we can say that the
real things 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 IKKant 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. We 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 cffort 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 p is 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, casy to gencrate
fruitless arguments through failing to notice such differcnces. 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
I_(ant’s time, have led the disputants towards the realm of intel-
ligible objects. Few philosophers would nowadays consciously
take refuge in such a realm, but to continue such an argument as

Fhough 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 f.rom Kant’s ambiguous usc of the terms ‘constitutive’ and
regulative’. In the Analytic of Principles Kant distinguishes the
mathe.ma,tical principles from the dynamical, by calling the former
;Z?Stltlllmve and the latter regulative (B 221~223, B 296). This
dy;;;igafug-ges~ts the mistaken view that IKant regarded su.ch. a
repulati Principle as the Secc?nd j_\.nalogy' as a merely heuristic,

gulative principle like those cited in the Dialectic. Mr. Warnock,

g%r_;{;' mp le, argued in this way (Logic and Langnage, Vol. 2, pp.

. Iita:\t/efgund difficulties both in the claim that the alleged statement
it was fals)(,: ‘event has a cause) was truc, and fllso in the assertion that
injunction ; and accordingly suggested that it must be rcgnrdcd as an
seek alwa s(: extend the search for causes as far as possxblc, and to
tions of ﬂ)flt o ;nakc more coherent and comprehensive our formula-
o cauSati;nura laws. Earlier, however, he had written as if the law

In th Were a necessary truth.
(B S:G)Pials{szge to which Warnock refers to support his contention

of Pure Re;l: is discussing quite gcn_crally_ the whole Ant%nomy
Aﬂtiﬂomy resfn. He says t}?a‘t the dl?lectlcal arggmcnts_ in the
the entire squj on the su.pposxtlo.n.that ' If ic cc')ndlt.lone,d is given,
Kant himsel¢ eS_ltl)f all its condmor‘ls is hkcwm.c.gwen.; w_hereas
regress in the ‘S’Vl ! admit onliy_ that. If the conditioned is given, a

eries 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 537 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. 198).

(i1) 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 lics in the attempt to infer
truths about objects from truths about concepts, of of a concep-
tual type. Such inferences are genecrally im'nhd., a_]though Kant
would presumably have admitted that some :quch inferences may be
legitimate. This simple mistake is typified in a passage at B 3oz,
where Kant claims: “. . . to substitute the logical possibility of the
concept (namely that the concept does not contradict itsg]f) for the
transcendental possibility of #bings (namcly that an object corre-
sponds to the concept) can deccive and leave sntlshc.(l only the
simple-minded.” Similar distinctions are made at B xxvi, notc, and
throughout the Postulates of Empirical Thought. Kant evidently
supposcs that we have certain concepts, particularly among our
Ideas, from which alone we are inevitably tempted to infer the
existence or possibility of 2 corresponding object. The best known
cxample of such a concept is that dealt with in Kn_nt’s attack on
the ontological argument (B 620-631), but for Kant thc. most
general of such concepts is that of an object, which may be (hrcctly
associated with the supposed inhabitants of a noumenal worlfl.
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 argucs 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. What
matters at present is only to see what sort of mis
make in this way. The general fault in all these claims is, according
to Kant (B 337), that of supposing that if a distinction is not found

in the'conc(:pt of a thing in general, it is also not to be found in
the things themselves,

One mistake of this kind can be s
from the claim that realities never c
note). Such a claim might be

takes it is casy to

ecn to arise, on Iant’s view,
onflict (B 329, B 338-339 and
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 isin fact false. Toargue
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 ate 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 in abstracto. What 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 (nommenon) 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 experi-
ence. Even our general notion of an objcct produces a similar
temptation (B 306-307):

The understanding, when it entitles an object in a (certain) relation
phenomenon, at the same time forms, apart from that relation, a
representation of an object in itself, and so comes to represent itself
as also being able to form concepts of such objects . . . and so (it) is
misled into treating the entirely indeserminate concept of an intelligible
entity, namely of a something in general outside (apart from) our
sensibility, as being a determinate 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 117), ‘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
sense (B 307, B 311). Such a division is not, like an empirical dis-
tinction, between two genuine kinds of object, but only between
P:Cﬂom@ﬂa, Wwhich are the things we ordinarily perceive and know
;hzzgr:::o;h?rimgty (but not inconsistent) concept of a non-
acquire an C;{t ¢ final restriction is to say that concepts do not
reference 1o scre)n'sll?n Of their force, when th.cy are frcgd frme
concents sible obJect.s; on tk_le contrary in such a situation

Pts are apt to lose their meaning altogether. For concepts in

eneral ior : ; i
i;elatio » €Ven a priorj concepts, can acquire a meaning only in
7! O appearances (B 178, B 186, B 299).

ppI.t7l;i§ Zl)aetir;tslléggcsted (e.g. by. \Varnoclt{. in _/'lualj.ri:, Vol. o,
ing the aPPIicatiosn; makes the mlstake. of llleginmately separat-
that his accoun Of0 hcom_:epts 'from }.mvmg t.hc'm , nnd.thls implies
the account rests the dialectical mistakes Is itself mistaken. Ior
concepts which ;las we have scen, on the bélletj that we have some
(cf. B 346‘549) vz’-/\}/::rthelc:ss have no apphcat‘lon,.a'n'd are empty
are the claimg tint at tempts one to'mak'c this criticism of Kant
use) an express; at to have a concept just is to be able to apply .(or
_SXPression, 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 are 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. 95), savs that ‘Kant’s
asscrtion that in the Critigne of Pure Reason he uses the concept of 2
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 uscs of ‘noumenon’, and on Kant’s
sometimes saying or implying that things in themselves affect our
senses. For Kérner holds that this latter claim is a positive use of
the notion. This is based on his account of the difference 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 Kérner’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.! 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 cxample, 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
ol?jcct 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 ‘transcendental object’, there is no objection to saying things
about it, so long as these are not misunderstood.

(iii) THE ‘OBJECT OF REPRESENTATIONS’

. Iit ‘:’aﬁesr‘;glgg“ec;'earlier (Ch. 1, p. 17) that the passage at A 104~
Iepr,esentationa?t Iscusses the meaning of the phrase ‘object of
- S’ might throw some light on Kant’s term ‘appeat-
f{:)crfs.' IFnOtrh?szimnces are said to be both objects and representa-
things in thexgseiage Kar.lt do.cs.not say that appearances represent
be S:id o anee Vves, or intelligible objects, .but only that they can
thing has beci sasiilm fthe transc;endcr_ltal object. Now that some-
possible to begp | of the way in whlc,h'Kant uses this phrase it is
can uscfully bg o Qdund_erstand Kant’s argument. The argument
A 104 (At this vided 1ato two haIv:cs, a prehrpmary part fr_o,rn
and 2 Stmmas I;OArlt <)) to A 106 (. . . ne‘cessuy of synthcsm'),
2 position Y And conclusion from A 108 ( Now, also, we are in
P +++) to the end of the whole section at A 100, What

1 At B 342 Kant scems to u

. : se ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ in another way. The
difference 1S apparent only, n

ot real.
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occurs between A 106 and A 108 (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 scction of the first passage Kant reiterates his
view that appearances are representations and not things in them-
sclves, and abruptly introduces the question ‘What, then, do we
mean by the term “object of representations” or “‘object corre-
sponding to and distinct from our knowledge” ?* 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
familiar sceptical argument, also rehearsed in his Logic (Ak., Vol.
9, pp- 49-50), 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 neverthcless 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 of predicates.! Kant

! This is important in connection with K&rner’s criticism mentioned above.
Korner emphasises that Kant does sometimes spcak of noumena in the cate-
gorial terms of causality. Kant also says (B 149, B 344, B 522) that noumena
can be regarded as non-spatio-temporal, and non-categorial. I cannot sce 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,
c.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 dccide 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 abovc-
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 Pro/egorsena, Sect. 18—20 (Ak.,
Vol. 4, pp. 297-302). )

When Kant returns to the task of answering his question in the
summary (A 108) 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 5
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 a¢ least
partly on the rules which govern certain basic concepts in oyr
language. They rest once again on what Kant earlier calleq that
‘unity of rule’ determining the application of concepts. Kant puts
the point in this way (A 109):

The pure concept of this transcendental object . . . is what alone
can confer upon all our empirical concepts in general relation to an
object, that is, objective reality. This concept cannot contain an
determinate intuition, and therefore refers only to that unity which
must be met with in any manifold of knowledge which stands i,
relation to an object. . . . Since this unity must be regarded as
necessary a priori | . . the relation to a transcendental objecy
that is, the objective reality of our empirical knowledge rests 0,;
the transcendental law that all appearances, in so far as througt,
them objects are to be given us, must stand under those a priori ruley

of synthetical unity whereby the inter-relating of these appearances i
empirical intuition is alone possible.

The use made of the term ‘transcendental object’ in this passage
can be understood through the similar use made of itat B 522-524
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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, or causal 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 intcrest lies
not just in explaining the status of the notion, but actually in
carrying out the task of investigation to which it points. Justas 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

expericnce 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 12-13), 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 we speak of an equation as containing so
many unknowns. Kant does not believe that this term is in any way
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 objectand anoumenonat A 253, 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 (somcthing in general) is in
itself, and have no concept of it save as merely the object of 2
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sensible intuition in general. ...’ The thought of an object in
general is presupposed in all our empirical knowledge, and it is
this thought that stimulates Kant’s problem about the meaning 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 himsclf in the Deduction yields
another aspect of the general ‘representation’ problem for cate-
gotics mentioned above (Ch. 4). That problem began from the
difficulty of accounting for the use in our experience of certain
very gencral concepts associated with the superior status of clajms
in such scientific systems as Newtonian mechanics. Kant wished
to make clear how such concepts are attached to, and operate jn
our ordinary empirical experience. Now he reaches the same tasl\z
froma different starting-point. For the problem outlined at A 04~
110 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 staterx.)ents. And the basis for an explanation of this feature
of our cxperience has been suggested in the important influence
of certain conceptual rules on our cxperience.

Th.ese two tasks are only two different aspects of the same
enquity. 'l.“o show how categories operate in our experience is to
reveal the‘lr speFial Status, and to explain the objective features of
our experience is, evidently, to appeal to the unifying function of
ccrt'am‘conce'ptual rules (categories). The special status of Cate-
gories is Rrecxsely shown in their responsibility for this feature of
our experience, and thejr responsibility in this direction can be
ShOWl:l by an examination of the ways in which they operate in our
expericnce. It has beep suggested (Ch. 1, pp. 12-14, and Ch, 4
pp- 63-64) that the genera] way in which such concepts operate i;
by enabling us to discriminate between certain basic types of per-
ceived thing. This is the problem outlined in the passage at B 23—
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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 bcen done carefully to elucidate the notion, which
sets the problem, namely that of an ‘objective’ feature of experi-
ence, or simply of an ‘objcct’. 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 are 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 sensc 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 texms less dubious.
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6
T'HI: TRANSCENDENTAL
ANALYTIC

‘Purc concepts of the understanding are thus a priori possible, and
in relation to experience are indeed nccessary’ (A 130).

“Fhis peculiarity of our understanding, that it can produce a priori
unity of apperception solely by means of the categorics, and only
such and so many, is as little capable of further explanation as why
we have just these and no other functions of judgment ., >

(B ras 140).

SO far Kant’s problem in the Analytic, referred to generally as the
‘representation’ problem, has been briefly indicated without an
fecount of the wayv in which Kant attacks it. But withoyt sOmg
Zutde to, the manner in which the different sections of the Analytic
~Ontribute to the solution of this problem Kant’s argument mg
be lost in 4 maze of interesting, but often perplexing, detail. The
Most obyvioug guide to this whole argument is to be found i the
different rclations which cach of the three main sections haye to
F}}C CUlepories, The arguments of the Metaphysical Deduction
tjnir;:flﬁ:ccndcnml Dcduc‘tion, ;_md the Ar'm]'ytic loi' Il)rinciples .cer:
ally }:VCr]aP in a number of ways, but it is helptul, even artificj.
i\:'ant’i(‘lﬁaratc them, i f i
tranxccn‘dpro])]cm could be _(::.\'PrCSS,Cd " tefn;]s : afyl ?nqu“.y’ ofa
dixcriminfrnhll and not c.mpmcal kind, into the ways in which we
Of the Clai‘mC :}tmong L"hc items presented todour senses. The fOfCe
special C(')ncg in the investigation’s being limi ¢d only tO_ certain
pts, and their influence on the discriminatigng 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 Mathematics 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 scctions 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 categorics.

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 propertics 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 eatlier 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 Metaphysical
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 ate 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 ascribed 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'wc?uld 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 159. Yet it would be just as natural
to t.hmk that this elusive property is ascribed to categorics on the
baS{s of arguments in the Transcendental Deduction. For its pre-
M}narx sections (in B 13 and 14) suggest criteria for a priority
Wh.lch,'lt would be easy to think, the categories are shown to
satisfy in the Transcendental Deduction. To complicate matters
ztslclii?e%fct,olt kcl:ould certginly be argued that this same property is
broOfs of tht ¢ categories in t}}e Analytic of Principles. For the
makes o er? principles are Flcs1gncd to sbow how each category
is the so P cstzrl:i:e, or the ob]e'cts. of experience, possible; and th{s
diﬁicultygganne test for a priority in scct. 14 (B 124-1 26). This
these Sections ?t Eerbaps be‘ settled without copsxdcrmg each of
way in which i? et;:ul, but it may be v'vo.rth while to suggest one
of being a nri could be resolved. This is to regard thf: property
part of Wh}i)chotn either as a cmelex property, the ascription of a
(0 regard it oo o the categories is supported bx cach section; or
the argUmentsa Property ascnbe.d to the categories on the basis of
understandin mdall thrt?e sections. It is ceFtamly true t}‘mt the
categories dege?lrcl1 establishment of the specml status ascribed to
to think thatpt}? s upon each of the.se sections. It would be wron
consider tha cla'e only place to.whlch refgrcr}gc need be madg to
Deduction Ka im that categories are a priorl is the MctaPhysmal
the Selectea cont glves, In thlS'SC(?tlorl, some reason for saying that
for admitei, tﬂ}::epts are a priori, al-’ld consequently some reason
Profitably egr at they are categories. But t'hcse reasons cannot

egarded as a proof of such claims.!

that a proof is given in this passage, for example at B 102~
only: ‘Op thijalzy Kemp Smith’s translation. For at B 105 where Kant says
which refer 5 . count thf:y arc ca’llcd‘ pure concepts of the understanding,
arc entitled 1o P lor1 to objects . . 2 this is translated as ‘On this account we

call these fepresentations pure concepts of the understanding,
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The Metaphysical Deduction can be regatded, therefore, as an
effort to support, rather than to prove, the claim that the selected
concepts have certain special properties. KKant providesan 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, however, 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 104-110, 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
of Idealism (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 does 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 notion only in terms of the conceptual rules, which
govern the way in which we discriminate items presented to the
senses. The categories can be said to be responsible for the objec-
tive features of our experience, in this way, since they are the con-
cepts which embody these linguistic rules. But since the argument
in the Transcendental Deduction is an explanation of the notion
of a category, and not an argument about any particular concepts,
it would be a mistake to think that it has yet been shown that the
concepts chosen in the Metaphysical Deduction are categorics, in
this sense. It is true that some few references are made to these
concepts, and moreover that there is a natural tendency to think
that the claims made in the Transcendental D.cc.luctxon for cate-
gories are true of the chosen concepts. But this is an'ot:'hcr of the
complicating overlaps in the whole argument, .wh1ch itis bctte{r to
disentangle. What Kant claims to have shown in the Transcenc en-
tal Deduction is only that some concepts must be fundamental 1:1
these ways, and not that any particular concepts are fundamenta
in this way, or must be so.
ln’I'he:sc: are neither the only features of the Trar_lsccndcntal lI)gduc«f
tion, nor the only features which reappear in the ./;:c'lo):ltrl:t: gf
Principles. Kant provides in the earlier section an account of
imagination (A 1oo-102, A 123-125, B 150'—152), w
e £ the Schematism (B 176-187). He
sponds to the later argument of the Sche e e e the cate.
rovides also an account of the restrictions p o i
ories, that they have a significant er.nploymmt 0{1 tY :11 nPtl;lc g
to appearances (B 146-150), and this reaplpi;:ars a i B e
ment in the section on Phenomena and Ourlmghd o)
Finally, Kant provides in the Transc.cndenta e ucl. 0 Some
examples of the ways in which catego.rles bear on our cl1s tLo ha\;e
tion of appearances (B 162—163),.wh1ch ought proper ?rhaust e
appeared in the Analytic of Principles. T his does not ex st the
oints of contact between the two sections, but it can/: e
show the way in which Kant’s arguments sprawl.over the Analytic,
and sometimes to places where they do not strictly bc:longilr1
The Transcendental Deduction is sometimes thought to ‘1vc-1a
close connection with Kant’s idea of the sciences, partliller y
mathematics and physics. When, at th(.: c_nd ?f thetargultnit;,t (it ma;
1295 B 159-165) he speaks of ‘p;(G:scnbmg aws to nature’,
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seem as though he is referring to that procedure in which scientists
formulate and test their hypotheses.! 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 201-202

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

! An account of the Analytic along these lines is given in Martin: Kan?’s
Metaphysics and Theory of Science, particularly Ch. 111, pp- 90-98.
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principles of general physical dynamics. We treat only of the Prin-
ciples of pure understanding in their relation to inner sense (all differ-
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 197-198) 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 rcsponsiblc
for the objective features of our experience. This claim is cxpreSSCd
elsewhere (B 125-126, A 111, 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 Analytic of Principles completes the argument of the Trans-
cendental Deduction, by showing for each category that it
genuinely is a condition 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 undiffcrentiated manifold, indeterminate or nondescript
until it is conceived to be of some definite kind. This scts 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.

88



THE TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIC

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 816:

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 are responsible for such objective features of our experi-
ence. It is also in this way that he intends to reveal finally the
importance and special status of the concepts selected in the
Mctaphysical Deduction as candidate categories.

The general relations between all three sections of the Analytic
can be briefly summarised. In the Metaphysical Deduction Kant
identifics 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 are 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 Metaphysical 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.
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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 are here not talking of the origin of experience, but
of what is in it . . .> (Pro/., Sect. 21a. 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 categorics, judgments, and the concepts of
space and time. More importantly Kant’s order of exposition in
the Metaphysical Deduction will not be followed in the discussion.
Of the two central passages to be considered, B 92~95 and B 102-
104, the latter will be discussed first. For these reasons it may be
useful to give a brief outline of the arguments in tnese 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 clements of purc understanding.
He says: “When we call 2 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
sbould be ‘systematic’, and ‘proceed according to a single prin-
ciple’, so that the concepts classified can be ‘connected with each
other according to one concept or idea’ (B 92).

. The search fora system of classification appears to be conducted
In thg next section on “The Logical Employment of the Under-
standing’ (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
dlSCOYCrf:d _1f We can give an exhaustive statement of the functions
of unity in judgment.’ This is to say, apparently, that after a search
for the required principle Kant succecds in stating it. The principle
Is simply 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 106, where he says: “This division is
deVClOPCd_ Systematically from a common principle, namely, thc
faculty of judgment (Which is the same s the faculty of thought).’
It has not always been thought so easy to identify the principle
on which 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,! lies con-

1 ich - ; . . .
K. Reich: Die Vollstindigeit der Kantischen Urteilstafel. Kant does not

seem to distinguish at all carcfully 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 be 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 102~104) 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 1o2-104 will be considered first,
and the passages from B 92-95 and B 104-105 will be discussed
afterwards.

(i) ANALYSIS AND SYNTHESIS

Kant’s argument in the passage at B 102-104 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 133-134 and note). For this reason it is
to transcendental logic and synthesis that we must look for the
“first origins of knowledge’ (B ro3). 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 exccution 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
ltems 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 enlarge them by grouping the items under other more
general headings based on the descriptions already given. Analytic
procedures therefore presuppose some set of discriminations ina
language, which it is a task of general logic to analyse, order, ot
claify. That certain items are supposed already named and de-
;cnb_ed reﬂech Kant’s view that analysis requires certain ideas to
agygég;gét’srih;s Supposition is quite neutral as to the existence gf
is one way in \3‘;‘ ¢xpetience, which sati§fy the descriptions. This
sophers to think l(}:]h general logic may mislead, by tempting philo-
truths about o that analytic claims about concepts always reflect

en Kany oes (¢ Ch. 5, pp. 71-76).

other SOur:cnzosays’ therefore, that general logic looks to some
knowledge, of trhlts data, or that it abstracts from all content of
he is afgui;xg tha?t no1 concepts can first arise by way of analys1's,
concepts, or certai: ga ytic Proc;cdur‘cs always presuppose certain
this that analysis can lscr“’l‘llnffltxorxs in a language. It foél;)ws from
since it must o Srxot provide a com.plete account oh. :;lnzc;ualglcci
then be omitted fry presuppose certain concepts, which woul
procedure were om the explanation. If, fpr exa:mplc, an analytl.c
learned, then K: se,d to explain the way in which a language is

 Cf. the Amphib:lt S argument shows that such an explanatlofl
point in this latter paszagginicmuy (B 316-349) and B 325 plartllcqlarlyl.) Kant’s
concepts, withoyy sayin shthat we may elaborate logical ¢ auons. ct:wcc.:n
whether any phenomcnf wh ether the concepts arc cmpty ot not; that 1si
about thc. application of cjstlsfy them. General logic is 'th‘us non—;g@mltta
nected with anothey of Kan(;?pts, -but transcendental logic is not;iT 15115 ;?ln-
sophy can specify 4 priori thcs_clmms (B' 174—'175) that transcendental philo-

Instances in which catcgorics are appllcd.
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would be incomplete. For analysis can show only how certain con-
cepts depend logically upon other concepts, and these latter must
in the end be assumed to have been given, or already learned. Byt
a complete account of the way in wh?ch a language is learned
would have to explain how a concept 1s leamed., when no prior
concepts are presupposed. Analysis would, fgr 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 futher kind of explana-
tion, to which Kant gives the name ‘synthesis’. Kant’s claims that
analysis presupposes synthesis should thus be understood a5 5
denial that analysis can provide a complete account of language.
If analytic methods are supposed to show how languages are
learned, then they yield only partial explanations; if they are
used to show the logical dependence of concepts in a language,
then they cannot explain or exhibit the dependence of every
concept.

It is not altogether easy to see what conclusions should be
drawn from this account of analysis and synthesis. It may seerm
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 learng 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 req’
(B 133, note). Yet it is not easy to see how such claims bear on
Kant’s account of categories. It would be naive, for example, to
suppose that when Kant claims that categories embody a pure
synthesis, which is presupposed in analytic procedures, he meang
to say that concepts like ‘cause’ or ‘substance’ or ‘necessity’ are
among the first that a child learns. (Cf. Berkeley’s criticism of
Locke: Principles, Introduction, Sect. 14.)

Kant’s argument contains a radical criticismof suchan empiricist
theory of language as Locke provided. And if it were shown that
such an empiricist account is defective, then it would be natura] to
say that not all concepts in a language are open to such empirical
explanation. Kant certainly believed that an empiricist theoy
such as Locke’s could not explain the status of categories, and up-
compromisingly rejected any such account of them (B 117-118),
Moreover, it is clear from the conclusion to the argument at B 10,
104 that the distinction between analysis and synthesis is supposed
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to give some ground for saying that the categories are non-empirj-
cal or a prioti (B 105, and cf. B 158). Kant’s claim, therefore, that
some concepts ate a priori may be understood, and per.haps
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
complex concepts into simpler. When Locke outlines the way in
which we might acquire a complex concept, he can generally be
understood as explaining how such a concept depenqs upon
simpler concepts. The concept of a type of material object, for
example, 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 ultimately on the identification of certain simple concepts,
which are thys Presupposed in every explanation. But this is to
admit that hig account is incomplete, since, although it may ex-
p%ain how complex concepts depend on simple concepts, it cannot
give an analysis of the simple concepts themselves. It might be said
that simple concepts are just those which do not depend on any
o;her c<l)ncepts. Or again, if Locke’s account is expressed in terms
oL our learning laney, it may succeed in showing how
complex concegpts ;ﬁ-e?gois’c:,ﬁg ;;e,mlc};:med, once certain simple
concepts are already understood. But it cannot in the same way
tell us how thege simple concepts are learned, since there are no
other €oncepts from which to learn them. If such an account were
to cover all the concepts in a language, then it would require

completion of , kind to which Kant points when he speaks of
synthesis.

It is naturq) to defend Iocke by saying that he also admitted the
need for some further explanation of the way in which we learn
even the simple concepts. On Locke’s view even a simple con-
cept, such as ‘red’, can be analysed, not into simpler concepts, but
1t0 particular jqeyg from W}}:ich,thc concept ‘red’ may be ab-
stracted. Locke apparently supposed that his account of the
simple concepts could pa completed by appealing to the doctrine
of abstraction ¢q explain their origin or dependence. This defence
of Locke helps tq teveal the exter%t of Kant’s deviation from such
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an empiricist programme. Foritis 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,!
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 (Essay: 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 Geach: Mental Acts, pp. 18-44.
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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. On the evidence
that we all ordinarily have about learning there is quite as much
reason for denying as for affirming the use of the analogy. For
the process to which the analogy is applied is admitted to be
radically unlike that from which it derives. There is no a priori
reason for supposing that the analogy can or should be carried
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
be_tter. Kant certainly avoids some of the objections that can be
raxs.ec'i against Locke. Although Kant, for example, speaks of the
‘origins’ of our knowledge on occasion, he plainly is talking of the
de:pendence of concepts, and not of their learning. It may, however,
still be unclear that Kant could be justified in arguing from these
defecl_fs in Locke to the conclusion that there are a priori concepts.
Certalr}ly 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-
supposed in his account of the dependence of concepts. For what-
ever is the process by which such a concept is learned, most people
havea conviction or prejudice that it is learned somehow from the
perception of particular red items.

Thls conviction shows the extent to which the contrast between
c}rlnplxrlca% and a priori even now is attached to 2 hypothesis about
:)fiheea::;nsgizf C;)lgcﬁpts. But since Kant is not oﬁ'_cring an account
o be givzn so\r;,) 1c hconcepts may be learned, this contrast ought
What cvidec te other sense in the field of concept dcpender_lce:
is that they ar}; empts Kant to say that the categorics are a priori
simple coocn tS."lscslocmtcd with concepts on which even Lockc.s
would be nafural epend. If there were such concepts, then it
unlike that explait tg_conch;.d.c'both that such a dependence is
themselves are pg t:e flrl empiricist analyses, and that the concepts

kes no Of a type sta.nd'ardly regm_cded as empirical. It
H;jical o Sense to speak of a priori concepts if the idea of an em-
P fCept 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-

98



CONCEPTS AND JUDGMENTS

empirical. It may be that the labels ‘empirical’ and ‘a priori’ are no
longer acceptable in philosophy,! 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.

(i) CONCEPTS AND JUDGMENTS

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 argumentis giveninthe brief passage from B 104-105.
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.

(@) 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 Subtlety of the Four

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 f1.) But this latter contrast is of no use to Kant
in the present context, since no sensc has been given to the idea of analytic
or synthetic concepts.

2 Kemp Smith translates ‘zuriickfithren’ as ‘reduce’, which may mislead in
the light of the modern philosophical use of ‘reduction’. ‘Trace back’ is less
misleading.
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Syllogistic Figures (Ak., Vol. 2, 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
tl}e 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
certain kind, or in a certain relation. Such an account of concepts
indicates at once the idea of a form of judgment in which the
zgﬁz:ptsa;nay ﬁg_ure, and_this is implicit in Kant’s account of a
classigcatioangosmble p‘redlcafc. Mos.t, an,d ‘pcrhaps flll,,Of our term
0 opesations xost}lt;h as dnz%me , "predlcatc , dcsquptlon , .refe'r back
describing, ¢ Judging kind, such as naming, predicating, or
iuc}i?;;i tltf:)Sr ttrgle. that conc.epts .rc_quirc a reference to forms of
judgment them eir COmplguon, it is also true that the fqrms of
Pletion. The 14 Selves require particular concepts for their com-
without havin ea of Someone’s 1_1n‘derstand1.ng what 2 concep tis
impossible- bugta' notion of wh;%t itisto predicate something seen‘:s
having » né)tion ltfls o more 1mpos§1ble than th:}t of someone’s
least idea of th? what_lt is to prcdlcatc_: somethmg w1thou_t the
ment, on Which‘ 03 Pé?dlgatg or concept is. The notion of a judg-
concepts rests, by T discrimination between judgment forms and

> 1145 2 necessary reference to both of these elements

of cither, If Kan%%::c;, still less establish, any priority on th(_a part
dependence betwenn _rrclleant to rely on any such asymmetry in the
ment would be inad]u gment-forms aqd conc.cpts,.then his argu-
from B 92-05. tha: hequate. _But there is no sign, in the passage
is nevertheless plai t;- 1s rcl}_rmg on such a claimed asymmetry. He
types have a re fer: y relying on the view that concepts of all
nce 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 entirely 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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CONCEPTS AND JUDGMENTS

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 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
conceptsof understanding, are conceptsexpressing, or representing,
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CATEGORIES AND JUDGMENTS

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
Present or preserved in our manner of synthesising what we intuit.
This means that if we analyse or classify the functions of unity in
judgment, then our intuitive syntheses can be identified or ex-
bressed in terms of such functions. That the same unities expressed
In judgments are preserved in our intuitive syntheses should not
r:t;:rgi;i:dKas a _pSYChol_ogical discovery or coincidence. It is
identif wh ant is exp!auup_g how wc_should un_dcrstand and
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CONCEPTS AND JUDGMENTS

indicates in part his own direction of interest,! 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 ex-
press the appropriate categorial proposition. Kérner, for example
(Kant, 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 rc?lated in the way suggested above.
Kant often indicates that a given category contains something
more than a mere logical form (B 128-129, B 186-187), in the way,
for example, that the notion of a substance is more than that of
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 tcaches 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.
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CATEGORIES AND JUDGMENTS

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 Prolegomena (Ak., Vol. 4, pPp. 297-299:
Sect. 18-19). It is clear from all this that Kant would not have
agreed without qualification that categorics 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 inthe second sentence of Kant’s explanation at B 104-105.
In Kant’s second sentence it is indicated that the categories are
felated 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
;f)if;izer;izntal logic. This link betwecen categories, judgment-
for ex;ractirfpafle and time could be made to y{cld a gencra! rule
ment. Fog thg t c;?a_pﬁproprlate category from a given form of judg-
forme of 'ude addition of_ certain spatlo-tcmpo.ral concepts to the
Categorial]cl gment provides a s<.:hcmat1c outline 'of the various
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classification of judgment-forms, the pure cate-
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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 showwhat 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 108-109, A 241-242), 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 standatdly expressed in quantita-
tive judgments. Kant’s argument is that the addition or measure-
ment of spatio-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 spatio-temporal instant.! The concept

! The logical classification of qualitative judgments may scem only dubi-

ously connected to the idea of a scale. Ryle, 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 applics 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, are 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
actuality with their material counterparts. Kant’s central interest
in the Principles is to show how these concepts operate, and are
telated, in our experience; it is not to provide detailed analyses or
definitions of the categories. For the purposes of the argument in
the MFtaPhYSical 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.1

The argument

. in the Metaphysical Deduction may be repre-
ented in two gen

lai eral ways, either as a series of strong, committal,
(t:haeml‘ilz;e%r :lsc as a set of Weake_r, and less committal,.thf:scs. That
list is com Clmcepts are categories, thaF they are a priori, tha_t the
established €te, and that these conclusions have been conclusively
listed coﬂcemt the passage, these form the stronger theses. That the
is some rcasp S are only candidates for categorial status, that there
een given ?n to ca!l them ‘a priori’, and that some ground§ have
these form thc; explain the procedure for selecting the candidates,
to favour ¢, weaker set of claims. I{ant himself sometimes secms
ism. Byt if tehstmng C1a1m§, and so invites the more severe crm(;-
will certajn) € argument is measured by such standz}rc‘is, then it
in the arguz:Ppear as a total failure, and much that is important
Passage jp thisent may be missed. Moreover, to represent the
the Transcengq Wway is to leaye nothing for the later arguments in
It is, conseque:ﬁal Deduction and Analytic of Principles to h(jiO};
morte playg; Y, better to err}phas1se the weaker theses, whic
€ argumeqt €, and no less important, tha:_] the stronger.
ne usefy] 1n' the Metaphysical Deduction may be‘repre-
- Kant i::ii:Slon can bc. drawn from Kant’§ ambiguous notion ofa
fs are nop do that. his principles are synthetic, not analytic, and that
ls.argumcms a 8matic, not from concepts alone (B 23, B 263-264). Yc’t
This cap be ¢ PPear to be what philosophers nowadays call ‘conceptual’,

intuitiOns’ ncn;e Sc(;l: ¢d by noticing that the principles connect concepts with

CNCE 1O space and :Cpts With concepts. The pure categorics contain no refer-

analytic, on Kane ‘me, and so any proposition which relates these cannot be

his argumen;s as § View. This does not, however, prevent us from regarding

Kant’s Theor of a conceptual kind. (Cf. Prichard’s mistaken argument,
Y of Knowledge, P. 269.)
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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 expetience, 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 purpprts to show that the categories are
concepts central in our experience, and therefore with a special
status in it.
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8
THE TRANSCENDENTAL

DEDUCTION

“To the synthesis of cause and effect there belongs a dignity which
cannot be empirically expressed . . .” (B 124).

(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
many different directions, but also because Kant provided rather
ifferent versions of it in the two editions of the Critigue, in the
P rf?/egomeﬂa, and in the Metaphysical Foundations of the Natural
Se ences. It is, for these teasons, hard to say simply, but truthfully,
P(’)I;ztulistthc c<.:ntra¥ issue in the argument, and 'impossiblc to cater
Summars rarfmfflcat'lons. Kant nevertheless provided a short general
our uss c})’fo hlS. aim (B 116-129), saying that bc m.tcm.ﬂs to l‘fSFIfY
Ormna:elrtam.conccpts, or to establis}} their Qb]ectlve vahdlt'y.
erstOOde y this way of cxprcssing his task is apt to be mis-

ant bic urllfl”ess some qualifications are adfiCd to 1t.
5 2 WmS}«: makes some of these qualifications clear. He
as’an : 1:1 ave seen (Ch. 1), that his task shou'ld bc understood
Cepts o men}zlrlmal but as a transcendental enquiry into our con-
this Tejection (:f LPOchS (B 117-119, A 97)- I.t 18 natural to read
interest n oo -ocke’s procefh.lre as a repudiation of any central
phﬂOSOpherg Wstl?;s o_f empirical psychOIOgy, although many
objectionay ou clalrp that the argument in the Deducflon is
¥ psychological. This conflict has been considered
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INTRODUCTION

already (in Ch. 1), 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—130, B 129-144) 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 123, B 1261 27) 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 Prolegomena (Ak., Vol.
4, pp. 258 fI.) 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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THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION

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 Hume by appealing to
the use or usefulness of the disputed concept. The point at issue
for Kant is not whether such a concept is ‘correct, usable, or even
indispensable for natural science’ (Pro/., Ak., Vol. 4, p. 258), but
rather whether it can be said to have a special status or dignity, to
which Kant generally gives the label ‘a priori’.

It would be wrong, therefore, to think that the Transcendental
Deduction 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
question to which such an appeal could provide an answer. The
main 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
2 CorFect use, or even only by showing what that correct use is.
In this Way Kant’s problem about status presupposes that the dis-
puted terms haye a2 correct empirical use, concern with which
i it = pton of et
theless it js teasonab 16) w ere Kant’s mai ; s use g
the wid Onable to object that features of a term’s se (in

est sense) must have some bearing even on the projected

ascriptj . '
that on 0:1:1 (c:f 4 certain status. It was suggested earlier (Ch. 5, p. 75)

empty W terms like ‘fate’ and ‘fortune’ to be fraudulent or
onse ‘ZOuld be to examine ways in which they may be misused.
Carmoi1 bzﬂtly ;here is some reason to believe that Kant’s goal
~cached wit iry i the use of the con-

cepts Concerneq. hout some enquiry into

Trane: 2rgument

ranscendents]
notion of ‘ust’
the use of cong

is quite correct, though it is not a criticism of the
Deduction. Kant would have admitted that if the
IS construed as widely as possible, then features of

€Pts are relevant to the ascription of a special status.
1Tt is digg,

cult : . -
stand non-commg?t alvold Prejudices about this label, but it is chosen here to
gories to haye, It j ably for whatever special featurcs Kant belicves the cate-
stand it strictly on: Ctter not to jump to conclusions about it, but to undet-
of this special Stazuln connection with the passages in which the ascription

;‘ 0 categories is supported, i.c. the Transcendental
nalytic of Principles.



INTRODUCTION

It was admitted earlier (Ch. 5, pp. 80—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: Kan#’s Critigue of Pure
Reason, 2nd ed., p. 160), 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 #be cate-
gories. This is perhaps the most important qualification to be
made to Kant’s expression of his problem. The evidence for it lics
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 111-112), and
sometimes he provides an analysis of particular categories briefly
(e.g. of ‘cause’ and ‘quantity’ at B 162-163), 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 129-144 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. 20 (B 143):
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Consequently the manifold in 2 given intuition is .necessarily
subject to categories.

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
evena general argument about catcgorics must apply to the chosen
concepts. This latter supposition appears cven in Kant’s over-
concise argument in Sect. zo (B 143-144), but it would be 2a
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-
cendental Deduction and the Analytic of Principles, and of the
internal structure of the Deduction itself. For this account sup-
ports the view mentioned above (Ch. 6, pp- 89-99) that in the
'I_'ransccndental Deduction there is provided an analysis of ‘objec-
tive validity’ and of ‘category’ which is essential for the claim in
the Analytic 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
other associated notions are elucidated; and in the Analytic of
Principles it is finally shown that the candidate categories are suc-
cessful candidates.

_The internal structure of the Transcendental Deduction is, on
this account, designed not to prove any concepts to be categories,
Or to be objectively valid, but to explain the notions of a category
Ot of objective validity. Kant himself says 2t the end of the
Deduction (A) (A 128): ‘More was not required in the Trans-
Cendf:ntal Deduction of the categories . - - than to make compre-

ensible the objective validity of (its) pure 2 priori concepts.®. . *
ant tries to explain quite generally what it is to be objectively
alt;];f;pnsmith t.ransla.tcs this as *. . . necessarily subject to the categories’,
o definite article appears in the text.

2 . '

the Yf(cmp Smith cuts Kant’s sentence into two, and thereby slightly distosts
orce of the claim that thi O is the limited aim of th

argument. e claim that this comprehensibility 15 aim e
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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 Metaphvsi
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. 6o ff. and Ch. 5, pp. 8o fl.). 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). Othersinvolve 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 100-102, A 121-122), or between subjective and objec-
tive unity (B 141-142), 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 Hume’s analysis
of the concept ‘cause’ as reducing causal relations to the level of a
‘subjective necessity’ (B 168) 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 distinictions as self-evident facts, so that his task can be
represented as that of preserving what is commonly believed
against the subtle 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
form ‘If T support 2 body, I feel an impression of weight’, whereas
Orfllnarily We recognise a right to assert something stronger than
this when we say “The body is heavy’ (B 142). Such facts as these
ate enough to dispute Hume’s supposed obliteration of these
accepted contrasts (cf. B 128), but they are Kant’s initial data for
f;‘f’stsitrllgat;;)n and not his- conclusions. They point to a means of
such digstin:tr'ne by examining the force of and )usnﬁ?atxon for
futation Toli)lg's’}?ut they do not by themselves constitute a re-
mistake.(Pro[ Xll that they did would be to commit Beattie’s

Kant's atte., k., Vol. 4, p- 258, and abf)ve pp: 111-T 12).. '
against Humemgts to ob.tam.a. sympathetic hearing for his suit
distinctions h’a Y appealing initially to such commonly accepte_d
lies, no dou’bt ? ﬂO}: been gen_erally sgccessful.. One reason for this
More importa’ntn the fath-er simple view ascribed to Hume, but' a
tinctions, L one lies in the labels K'ant attaches to thc‘:se dis-
aSSert that the %’sgen} reasonable to admit that we can legitimately
an impression, of yis heavy, apd not merel).r that if I lift it 1 feel
deny that this dist’;"fﬁlght. But it may seem just as reasonable to
€twWeen a mure asnctx_oq can pr.operly be marked by the contrast
Itis natura] ¢g el ;:)cxatxon of 1deas‘and a nceessary connection,
neither a mepe ass o t}}e statement “The body is heavy expresses
b'ctween objects voviathn of ideas nor a necessary connection
tion involveq g ca efll Kan_t speaks of the necessary connec-
notion of 5 catee tusa telations he appears to be mﬂatm.g the
deflated it © 2 pressure from which Hume had rightly

Yet this .
of himgsf-lzsaér::tﬁken view of Kant, who ce'rtain]y di.d not think
scribe to the Viez;;mghan that Hume had s‘:udz and c,hd not sub-
meant that thege Statt at the necessity of_ objective’ statements
€ments were necessarily true (cf. B 141-142),
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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
Hume’s criticism. On Kant’s view Hume had been right to deny
that particular causal laws could be known a priori (A 127-128,
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 Hume’s otherwise correct, but incomplete,
analysis of the ‘cause’. This distortion appears in the claim that
Hume 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
Hume 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 Hume 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 propetly discussed in the next chapter. Kant’s introduction of
the concept differs in the two editions of the Critigue. 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 129-133). Something
has been already said of the opening arguments in the first edition
(Ch. 1, pp. 12-17), and it is enough here simply to restate and
explain the general framework of Kant’s procedure. Once appet-
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 2 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 130-133). That this argu-
ment is also present in the first edition, although it is concealed
behind the detail of the three-fold synthesis, €an be seen from the
concise summary of the argument at A 117, note. For there the
introduction of transcendental consciousness OF apperception
follows the pattern of the second edition. In both versions the
same general features remain. There is first an insistence on the
view that knowledge involves essentially the ability to judge
(synthesise or combine); and second a mOVve from what is true
er;lpirically of our knowledge to what is true transcendentally
of it.

Something should be said to unravel part of these two points.
It is 2 mistake to think of the three-fold synthesis as a description
:fetg(e) tSt:—g!;‘clt)ly which we originally learn empirical tmths..There

) y, three successive syntheses, but one synthesis, that
of apprehension,! which breaks down ot unfolds into three distin-
guishable but inseparable elements. If we admit ‘apprehension’ as
the name of a general ability to discriminate between, name and
de?‘?rfbc 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)

* Kant very likely was not wholly consistent in this. But such passages as
tbat at A 102, where he discloses the intimate connection between apprehen-
sion and reproduction, and that at B 160-162, where apprehension cleatly
covers the other abilities, make it certain that ‘in onc of the ways in which
Kant used thesc 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)).! 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 100, 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 notonly 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 1ngrcd1ents is necessary, there must be, somehow, a necessary,
that is, non-empirical or a priori mixing, over and above the con-
vcntlonal procedure.

This fallacious argument certalnly 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 120-121). 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 25, B 40,
B 80-81).

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 synthescs, or between empirical and
transcendental consciousness, Kant does not mean to poiat to two
S€parate syntheses or two types of consciousness. Just as the
answer to the transcendental question about the objects of per-
eption did not serve to distinguish propetly between two kinds
Of_ object, so the arguments from empirical to transcendental in
this new context do not constitute 2 move from empirical objects
to transcendental objects. There are not two identifiable syntheses
Ot types of consciousness, but only two ways of talking, empiric-
a 'y or transcendentally, about synthesis or consciousness. Cer-
Fam}y when Kant speaks of a transcendental consciousness he
'nvites the dangerous assumption that this names an identifiable
thing, both like and unlike its empirical correlate. Yet Kant also
Made considerable efforts to avoid such misleading interpretations.
tg ;:sparalogisms,‘ for example, he insists rigorgusly on the limits
o ¢t to the notion of a transcendental consciousness or apper-

Ption, and exposes the mistakes which result from the najve view

t . - . .
ch?t such a term names an object correlative to that of an empiri-
4! consciousness.

inl;}}:e term ‘apperception’ is given a dual, if not ambiguous, sense

Scxou: Deduction. It is elucidated through the notions of con-
Object?ess- and personal identity, as well as through those of

- -“Hve judgment and conceptual rules. Kant very rarely tries to
distinguish these two aspects of apperception. Even terms which
120
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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 103, 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 133, 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 133), 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 scem 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 139: “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 a2 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 2 certain unity of synthesis or language. The
first part of this argument is developed in the references to Hume’s

121



THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION

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 104-110), the features of objective
judgment (B 140-143),! and in all the places where Kant appeals
to classifications of judgments (Prol., 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 paralle] way, and fails sharply to distinguish them, not
because he was confused abour his term, but because he wished in
the end to insist on the intimate connection between the two
aspects. This intimacy is expressed in 2 number of passages, of

which the most clear occur at A 108 and B 1 35. In the first of these
Kant says:

_ The original and necessary consciousness of the ideatity of the self
is thus at the same time a consciousness of an equally necessary unity
of the synthesis of all appearances according to concepts, that is,
according to rules which not only make them reproducible neces-
§anly, butalso in so doing determine an object for their intuition, that
15, the concept of something wherein they are necessarily connected.

In thi . . o
this passage consciousness of personal identity is equated

to consci i i :
: nsciousness of a certain conceptual unity. The same point
merges from the second passage:

re;rtr;le:;réfg:yc;llt;Of the S_CIf as idcnt'ical iI.‘I respect of the n?anifold of
to saying that I atare given to meinan intuition. . . . This amounts
thesis of Icpreseartn conscious to m)'r'self a priori .Of a necessary syn-
of apperception n anons~t9 be entitled the o.rlgma'l synthetic unity

—under which all representations given to me must

stand .
Synrth’e ::t under which they have also be be brought by means of a

Similar claims are .
de a ¢ incipl
be th ) ma ‘gam at B 135 (“The principle . . . cannot
ought’) and A 12 (‘Now to assert . . . has been developed’).

! Anyone
century Idea‘lﬁlo prefers to sce _Frcgc, rather than Hegel or any nineteenth
striking Similari’t a; Kant’s spiritual successor may legitimately point to a
greater length 0¥ ;twc.cn' wh.at Kant says at B 140 and what Frege says at
idea. (CF. Tra”.flafigtn;}‘ distinction between sense, reference, and associated
and Black, pp. 59\()0')’001 the Philosophical Writings of Gottlob Frege, ed. Geach
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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
Prolegomena 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 appet-
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.
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Fiven in the argument of the Transcendental Deduction Kant is
not proving any concepts to be categories (in the strongest sense
of ‘category’). e is merely clucidating the claim that categories
arc (1o be understood to be) conditions of our knowledge and
cxperience, and arguing therefore that categorial concepts, which-
cver they are, will be objectively valid or a priori, in so faras they
arc conditions of experience. The statements ‘Categories are objec-
tively valid” or ‘Categorics are of a special status’ ate in this way
conceptual claims which purport to clucidate the notions of a
category and of objective validity. The notion of a category is thus
introduced to signify a concept of this spccialkind.Thisconclusion
does 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 Hume was wrong about the concept ‘cause’; all he has
shown is that Ilume would have been wrong about the concept
if ‘cause’ genuinely is a category for us.

This outline of argument ought to secm suspect. Kant’s pro-
cedure appears ro be that of establishing that categories are objec-
tively valid, or have a special status, by defining them so that they
can be said to have these very propertics. In this way Kant seems
to provide an example to anticipate Russell’s remark about the
advantages of theft over honest toil. Nothing seems to be easier
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.
Fven if the notion of a category is introduced and understood in
this way, it still has to be shown that there ate 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
‘objcctive validity’ than is contained in the definitions. There is in
this way a structure of substantial argument lying behind and
supporting the fagade 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 argument that concepts or language are in some way essentia]
to our experience. 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.? 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 figuted
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. 11). The excuse is that Kant said (in
The Metaphysical Foundations of the Natural Sciences), after he had written the
sccond 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.
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THE TRANSCENDENTAL

DEDUCTION (continued)

‘For appearances can certainly be given in intuition independently
of functions of the understanding’ (B 122).

‘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
50 make the notion of a category intelligible. Kant employsa 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 s 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.

(1) LANGUAGE AND EXPERIENCE

. Kant’s _OPCFH.HS argument in the second edition account of

PPerception indicates at once its dual reference both to persons

and concepts. The point is expressed with a somewhat baffling

economy at B 131: ‘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 js
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equivalent to saying that the representation would be impossible,
or at least nothing to me.’? 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 efort 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 111: “The
appearances might . . . as good as nothing’, and A 117, 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
there 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 Cleaf picture of what it would be like to be in them.
There is no straightforward logical impossibility in a situation
th’? Some creature is supposed to perceive, but to be unable to
dc.scnbc what it perceives. There are many familiar situations of
rh,"" kind, in which the fact that the creature itself has no means
of deseribing its own experiences does not prevent our describing
and understanding them. Absence of a language, ot of linguistic
I;chuviuur, fromu given situation does not, in particular, prevent
. o , . i s to the creatures in it.
us from ascribing perceptual experiences . ich presume s
We often give descriptions for their experiences, e Em pnes
deep penctration into the creature’s life, \x{hcn, or kd pb, ,
ascribe fcclings or wishes, moods or intclhgeﬂce to a dumb ani-
mal. Sometimes, no doubt, these descriptions go too far, and
SPmetimes they are not to be taken seriously, but there is no prac-
teal limit to the extent or admitted success of our efforts to under-
Stand situations of this kind. If linguistic behaviour is absent, tl}cn
tion, ha bchayiour, or other analogics with human organisa-
. Ve to be relied upon.t ) .
or ;:;nll'bc scen, nevertheless, that althou.gh there is no empirical,
. Practical, limit to the analogies we might dtav{ b'ct'tween. S:u<5h
Sttuations ang our own, there is another kind of hmi_t lm?hcn; in
?uch cfforts. Tt is possib,lc for us to understand sucb sxtuauonfs, 50
ar )
OWiSSXSai?S’ only because we can interpret ;lzflr: Hif;;i’;:::eotcf;:
n. If we were unable to 1nterpre L
?;et;*{ould fail to understand them. And to i.rlt‘ﬂ'Pmt su}cl:h situations
applilz Way is to describe or conceive them in terms W losedpnmary
attcma?on 1s to our own experience. T.hus one limit placed on ;)ur
ecaulze to understand any situations different from our oth} a}: ses
Some Our understanding depends upon the ways in which we
Yationg S‘f:;ltosophcrs secem to deny that such efforts to understand th;sc
example says: K:l'll\aldc sensec. Hampshlr'c (Thought and f.lmonl; PP: I}?I—bhg)f’ or
be‘ngs whos: O sense could k.)c given to a question 2 out f e belie sht?f
that, howevlzfsscfs 1r.xo la-nguage in which to cxp.rcsshthem. cen ;}l:e trut l1s
afiSing from thp.u.az ing it may be, we do talk in tl.cks‘::1 wt::)y;. e lpuzéz}:s
C"“Sidering N ese procedurcs,'morcovcr, are more It y ¢ resolved by
Ow 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 say ‘“There are no languages’,
so it would be absurd to say ‘T 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 preseat 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 sclected,
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 alrcady
selected his categories in the Metaphysical Deduction, and given
some account of their principle of selection, butsucha 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
experience.

Kant illustrates the notion of objectivity in several different
ways. In the passage at A 104 he speaks of an ‘object of repre-
sentations’, or of an ‘object distinct from and corresponding to
my knowledge’. Elsewhere (Prol., Sect. 18, Ak., Vol. 4, pp. 297-
298; B 140-142, B 848) he speaks of the contrast between judg-
ments that we intend everybody to accept, and those which reflect
merely my own impressions, or subjective associations. In still
other placs:s (A 110-111, B¢ 32-133, Prol., Sect. 20) he contrasts
a general ‘experience’ or “‘copsciousness’ 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
differentiatc 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 expericnce, 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 irnmediately to the functions which concepts have (cf.
f’} 104-105, A 110-111, Prol., Sect. 18). It has been already men-
tioned (Ch. s, pp. 77-78) that Kant’s analysis of the term ‘object
of representations’ issuesin a recognition of the unifying function
of concepts. The idea of an object can, on this view, be under-
stood and explained only in terms of the unity of conceptual rules,
which determine o describe the manifold in one definite way or
another. The idea of an object points to that of agreement in the
apphcanor} of concepts (A 104, Prol., Sect. 18), and the notion of
;COHFCPt 1tself contains that of the possibility of agreement in so

i o detcemining i e e,
way, the ides ofn o ]cct. distinct from my experiences is, in this
of those exper] something tl.mat can be conceived as lfldcpcpdcnt
believe ¢}, Petiences, but not independently of them. Kant did not
Or v e that objects totally independent of any experience could be
identified by us, or th y penc . . .
dently of » O that we could identify such objects mdcpcn—

¥ Of experiences, eyen though he conceded that we might

emptily conceive gy ﬁ i & E h
Kant comes tq ch objects as r_lon—phenqmcna. Icnce when
Speak of the relation of objects to appcarances

g}:slc;x:)lh 1111; :E?aks of objects in, or for, appearances (‘gn .den
causally rclagted)t’ and not, for exa-mplc, of independent things
not differen; thil?l appearances. Ob}chs gnd appearances are thus
above between l—g18, but reflect the intimate relation discussed
Wway in which top snomena and ap pearances (Ch'. 4)..The only
appearances g5 o, understand thf: notion of an o’b]cct in, or fOf,
some particylyy efo‘lg}} the notion of a concept’s apphcatlon. in
which we Convent?{p(ﬁnence. Such a notion reflects the Iclfltlon
‘of Something, lllonally express by sp.eakmg about the experience
by other Peop’le €re what was experienced could be experienced
that is, tthugh,doi(ff by the same person on dlﬁcreqt occasions,
related to partiy). erent experiences. Ol?]ccts are, in thls. way,

T experiences, since without such experiences
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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 esseatially have.
Whatever is described in terms which can be applied to other pat-
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 #s that of ranking different particular experi-
ences under 2 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 112).

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. Thete 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 2 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 expetience, this should be
taken to mean only that certain concepts with 2 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
that they are responsible for objective features of our experience,
in a way in which empirical concepts are not. For the present it is
bettex.: to regard a category simply as that of 2 fundamental con-
CEpt 1n our experience, and therefore as playing 2 fundamental
Patt in our discriminations of objects in that experience. It was
S“ggfzsted above that not every concept can be regarded as setting
a limit 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
our experience. Kant’s ascription of responsibility for the objec-
tive features of our experience to the concepts called categories
is a belief in the existence of concepts which do set limits to what
we understand by experience itself.

Kant’s account of agreement in the application of descriptions
has no special concern with the fact that we are 2 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 140-141), 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. 81, and above pp.
130-131) 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 objchivc
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 378-379) between inner and outer
sense, and both inner and outer experience, in fact, satisfy the test
for being objective. The transcendental distinction between .\v.hat
is subjective and what is objective may correspond to the empirical
contrast between my inner experiences and the outer object§ 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. 130
above); but there is a good reason for this, which will be d.ls-
cussed later. There is, too, a connection between the categories
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and these empirical contrasts between inner and outer objects.
For in the end Kant wishes to say that the categories are respon-
sible, in some way, for this empirical contrast.

(i) CATEGORIES AND PERSONALITY

Kant’s account of the connection between categorics_ and
personality, like that of categories themselves, is given in an
entirely general and abstract way in the Transcendental Deduction.
It requires for its completion a reference to the later arguments of
the Paralogisms ang Refutation of Idealism (see Ch. 11), but some-
thing must be sajq of it as it appears in the Transcendental Deduc-
ton. The argument rests on Kant’s claim that what he calls

empirical apperception’ or ‘empirical consciousness’ is not enough
to account for oyr notion of personality or personal identity. Such
an Cmp{rical consciousness js said to be ‘diverse’, and ‘untelated to
the fotion of subject identity’ (B 133). This can be taken to mean
tha.t “mplrical awareness is of diverse objects, and not of any one
Object which could count a5 2. of my, personality. It is easy to
think that no aWareness of any outer object (even of my own body)
will Qualify a5 4 candidate for awareness of a personality; and also
zv}?t 00 candid,te from among the things in inner experience, of
ces;:-hll 13y on occasjon be empirically conscious, will be a suc-
;U1 candidate, To be aware of any physical object, or of any
PaIUC}llar inner condition, is to presuppose a personality which is
g(l;[jl:;locus of these things,. Empirical awareness of suc.h types of
i 0 therefore, be of that identical personality presup-
1[iosed in the Cription (’)f inner states to me. Views of this kind
piZsese(gte}? cen stated by philosophers. Hume, fqr cgz;(mp leé ex-
VD): ¢ the same Problem in a concise way (Trea{zfe, . I, dect,
idea. Bur:]ssltfbe Some one impression that g“’zz srilosﬁ t%s:‘;;);:ei
which oy ge e PEISON, is not any one lmpr osed to have 2
refer, , Severa] Impressions and ideas are supp .
rénce.’ Thege difficulties have led philosophers to clalm. that
e idea of o Petsonality, in this required sense, is 2 myth or inex-
Plicable 1 o, to elaboraté th f such a term as ‘I’. Kant is led
by such an e use of su

AT8ument to jntroduce the notion of transcendental
! Reid sajqg. . ) o aid of philosoph
to strcngthcn' (3“1‘ Onviction of personal identity necds no ai p phy

c no ] kc i V' t prOducing
(o} : hl an wca n it v lthout ﬁfS
som dcgrcc f inSani > p OSOPhY c

as

136



CATEGORIES AND PERSONALITY

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 134, 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 135: ‘I am con-
scious of . . . a synthesis’, or B 138: ‘Although . . . “I think™’)
Kant explains that although efforts to express the requirement of
personal identity issuc 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 petsonality 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 undersgood 1n 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 experience.

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 132-133) 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
Qf 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.! If the cate-
gorics 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 Thi . . .

This should not be taken to mean that no expericnced objects are ascribed
to mc. SOH_’C cxpericnced objects, in this Kantian sense, are experiences, and
§O arc ascnb?d to mc; 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 400-401, as well as in the argument of the Refutation of Ideal-
ism. At B goo—401 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.

Much 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 117, 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. 11) 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 any identifiable
object; it is, rather, a way of talking about the conditions in which
we are able to discriminate and name objects in our ordinary
experience. To talk of a transcendental personality is, in this way,
not to talk of any object apart from that which we regard empiric-
ally as a person, it is only a different way of talking about such an

object, and of a problem about the ways in which we can discrimi-
nate such an object in our experience.

(iil) TRANSCENDENTAL DISTINCTIONS AND
EMPIRICAL ILLUSTRATIONS

Kant.attempts to illustrate his argument in the Transcendental
Deduction by appealing to certain classifications of judgments. In
The 'Prolegawena he distinguishes between judgments of perception
afld 1§1dgmcnts 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
‘petween persuasion and conviction. These distinctions are plainly
1{1tended t_o 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 c’entral
argument of the Deduction.! There certainly are differences be-
;:)Ween saying that the room is warm and that air is elastic; or
ast‘i”r;efrl;gmg tfl‘mt a body is heavy, and t}.mt if Tlifeit, I will haye
Shinespon tﬁn o \velght; or between saying that when the sun
o v itc stolr)le, it gets warm, and that.the sun warms the
o th(; - ItI;lz'ly e doubted whether these differences gll amount
Kant su ing, or whether they really mark the distinctions

Th pPposes them to mark.
this pzrret Zléet ﬁW% apparent conflicts between Kant’s.arguments in
itself. The g1 et rolegomena (Sect. 18-1 9), and' th(')se in the Critigne
the selation 1 can be put by saying th':at while in the Prolegomena
simple, in th ctween categories and judgments appears to be

PI€, in the Critigue it appears to be complex. In the Prolegomena

! Kemp Smi
between Pudmlth (Commentary, pp. 288-289) says, for cxample, of the contrast
irel lwolr‘hlgmfms of perception and judgments of experience, that it is ‘en-
y thless’ and that ‘it cuts at the very root of Kant’s critical teaching’.
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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 Prolego-
mena that objective judgments are necessarily true, although in the
Critigne this view is rejected (cf. B 141). Again, the ecxamples in
the Prolegomena of objective judgments all have a general form,
although this is not so in the Critigne. 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: Mind, 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 ariscs 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, runs quite counter to what Kant himself
says of it in the Critigue, and is 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
Prolegomena is compatible, and indeed connected, with the com-
plex relation between them indicated in the Critigne. 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. 130-131) that the distinction between

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

142) where all judgments are, 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
categories will also be inadequate. For these reasons the empirical
relation 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
transcend_ental distinction can be illustrated from Kant’s examples.
dirchlmplrical contrast is partly that between judgments w‘hich
sun Wgr €Xpress categqnal cl:_ums, apd. those which do not. “The
sun andn‘)z f:h? stone: ,1s a cl'fnm.ascnbmg a causal property to the
the ,Caus : ir is glgstxc is ob}f:ctlvc': when based on a knowledge of
that 1 ea COnc'htlons in which air expands.! By contrast, to say
Categon; Ii'oon'q is warm, or wormwoqd nasty, is 0ot to express a
my o a clalm: but to record a relation between something and
o thise expt?rxence. It would be true to say, transcend.entally,

iscri s re'latlon could not be Sta.tcd without presupposing the
od Minations which the categories effect, but f:mpmcally such
1: lllai;gnzlezts of perception express neither catcggrlal n:;b]ectivg
in the gain, thf: relation be_twccn a person an 2100 : presse
© Judgment “The room is warm’ may be sultabl.c or a causal
enqux.ry, but I can express it on the basis of my feelings, without
"OWing how it should be explained. Kant argues that one way of
Showing the difference between these types of judgment is that
ghlle 2 claim like “The room is warm’ is not intended as a candi-
i:tt:n?r general acceptance, claims about causal connections are so

Thee » Whether they are generally accepted of ﬂ‘z;- how th
ording }iomt of appeal%ng to these contrasts 1S , nat

tily we make claims of a status superior to those which

1
tCXtSXlitr ?:esl not ’cl.assify these judgm.cnts as they may be 'madicnmoamny con-
texts, by, clastic’ is, for cxam!)lc, a ')udgmcnt of perception In SOME con-
’ Ut 2 judgment of experience in others. Part of what dxstxgguxshes
CXts is the reference in the latter to certain causal connections,

142

thCSC cont



DISTINCTIONS AND EMPIRICAL ILLUSTRATIONS

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 a]f
judgments.

Once Kant has presented these contrasts in the Prolegomena, 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 judgments
are necessarily true. Even in the Prolegomena (Sect. 22, note) Kant
notices the difficulty of saying that empirical judgments of experi-
ence are also necessary, though there is no difficulty in saying that
we regard them as objective. This shows that for Kant the neces-
sity of such judgments is compatible with their being empirically
true, or false. Again, in the Critigue (B 141) Kant explains that the
necessity of objective judgments does not attach to the relation
between subject and predicate, so that it could not be Properly
expressed by saying that something necessarily has a Property, of
that the judgment is necessarily true. It is ir_nport.ant, too, that ip
the Prolegomena Kant speaks rather of the intention that 4 claim
should be generally accepted than of its actual acceptance (Sect. , 8-
‘All our judgments . . . and intend the judgment to be valid ) _,'
Sect. 19: *. . . and hence are not intended . . .”). The distinctiOr;
between subjective and objective judgments lies partly in our
intentions in asserting them, regardless of whether they are true
or false. And this suggests that Kant’s notion of necessity oy
objectivity is not simply that of necessary truth.

The most striking rejections of this view, however, come from
Kant’s account of his disagreement with Hume. It hag beeq
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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 Prolegomena (Ak., Vol. 4, p. 258; and Sect. 27),and
also in the Critigue (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 justiﬁcd: 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 cx'nmple, thaF causal
laws are necessarily true but that they can be said to be objective,
and can be distinguished from associations of ideas, bCCm.JSC they
are intimately related to #be causal law, which is necessz_lrlly true,
Particular causal laws share in the status of #Je causal law in accord-
ance with which they are formulated, and which m.akcs tl.mm
possible. The idea of #be 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_ thc.msclvcs exPl_am
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 p_art.1 The causal
law will, then, be such a conceptual truth, introducing tbc concept
of a cause into our experience or governing its operation in that
experience (cf. Ch. 10). .
If the distinctions between judgments are class?d t.ogether in
one general contrast between subjective and objective judgments,
then this must be a complex distinction, reflecting a numb(_:r of
different but connected criteria. It reflects, for example, the differ-
ence of status between judgments which express, anq those which
do not express, categorial claims; it reflects the dlﬂ’ercm_:c al.so
between general claims and particular claims; between clal.ms in-
tended as candidates for general acceptance, and those which are
not sointended;and between claims about public objects and those
?bout Particular experiences. The paradigm case of an objective
]u(%gment would be 2 general categorial claim about a physical
object, which js intended as a claim for general acceptance. The
standard case of 5 subjective judgment would be a particular claim
abgut Some particular sense cxperience, not expressing a categorial
claim, and not intended as a candidate for general acceptance.

1
Kant often speaks in this wa

a determinate sense,

ate with a word (cf.

y of categorics as providing for any concept
apart from the ideas which different people may associ-
A 100-101, B 140, B 143, Prol., Scct. 20).
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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 experience; 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 2
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 cither 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 spccifically 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 that of a limit placed upon our knowledge, and it is quite natura]
to think of what is transcendentally subjective in the same way,
The very notion of a transcendental concept is that of a limit which
shpuld not be overstepped. What is transcendentally objective, in
this l.imiting sense, is something which cannot be experienced,
that is, an intclﬁgiblc object, or non-phenomenon. To think of
such a concept as the name of a genuine object would be to mijs-
conceive it, for Properly it expresses only a metaphysical reflection
of the claim that oy knowledge is restricted to phenomena, or
Ob!ects of a possible experience. The notion of a transcendenta]
object may be used in this metaphysical way, so long as the obvious
dangers of hypostatisation are avoided, but it has a still more
?ﬁcgsia;bale S€nse as an abbreviation for the fundamcptal concepts
transcen;egua%e (cf (_:h. 5, p- 78 £.). Th.c metaphysical idea <_3f a
withee! arlnta ?b]ect Is only that of an object of the understal:ldlng,
the und Y reierence to the senses. But the idea of an object of

€rstanding has no meaning apart from the fundamenta]

co;)cept§ in the language_
tiv:;;;?élm; Way thf: notion of what_is transcendentally subje.c-
ing sense w%) i";n a mistaken .rnct.aphysmal sense, as well as a limit-
experienc,e Thc reﬁect certain simple but esseptlal features o_f our
© 1€ notion of a transcendental subject or person is the

exact cou . ; .
Nterpart of the misconceived idea of a transcendents]
1 Tractatus Logico

Pp. 220-222 -pl;ilo:opl;im.r, 5.6 f. Cf. Stenius: Witsgenstein’s Tractatns,
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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.}

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 accepted, then the term ‘experi-
ences’ in it must be understood not in an 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-ordinary, 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 H . .
- I)n this way transcendental Idcalism reflects a (negative and unexception-
able

o kPm’t of what was intended by some phenomenalists, namely that to
a

of sensc-data amounted itti i i
only to admitting that we do perceive
that we have Y g e thmgs,

' perceptual experiences on which our knowledge is baseqd
(Foundations of Empirical Knowledge, p. 116.) .
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THE FIRST AND SECOND

ANALOGIES

‘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 124).

‘If, therefore, wax, which was formerly hard, melts, I can know a
priori that something 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 spatio-
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 trivial way in which any ?oncept makes
some discriminations possible. The concept ‘cause’, for cxamplc.:,
embodies a discrimination between what is a cause and what is
an effect. Kant’s account of the way in which categories operate in
our experience is not always, or obviously, trivial in thl§ way. For
the general discrimination effected by t.he categories is that })e-
tween certain kinds of temporal relation, and the connection
between the categories and time is not obviqus. It has also been
suggested that the categories are responsible, in some way, for tk}c
basic discrimination between what is inner and what is outer in
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 201
202 (Ch. 6, pp. 113) that Kant is not in the Critigne concerned
primarily with these scientific laws; such a concern is shown rather
in the Metaphysical Foundations of the Natural 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 1o less even in our ordinary experience, and Kant intends
to establish their status by showing how they govern that experj.
ence 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 are two features of the argument in the Analytic of Prin.
ciples which should be mentioned before discussing the Analogies,
For thf:y serve to locate the Analogies in the structure of the
Analytic of Principles, and so may justify the emphasis which jg
here placed on these two principles. First is Kant’s distinction
betw.een mathematical and dynamical principles which indicates
Fertam superiority of the Analogies over other principles- Second
is an apparent conflict in Kant’s treatment of space and time jn
the Analytic of Principles. Both points suggest that Kant’g
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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. 11).

The distinction between mathematical and dynamical principles
is made at B 199-202, and elaborated elsewhere (e.g. B 218-219,
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 218-219), ‘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
expericnce.! 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 mathematical principles to such objects.
It is in this way that the Analogies have a certain pre-eminence
among the principles, which Kant himself acknowledges (cf. Pro/.,
Ch. 26, Ak., Vol. 4, pp. 309-310).

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 160-161), or to the

illuminative power of the sun and moon (B 221) depends in part

on the discriminations effected in the Analogics. 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 288-294, B 274-279). In Kant’s own cxposition
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 sayin
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
an_d 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
_such terms rests. It helps also to explain why Kant chooses tg
1llusFrate his argument in the Second Analogy by referring to
spatial objects, such as a house and ship. But there is a serioug
difficulty in this explanation. For Kant has not so far given any,
reason ‘for accepting his view that such time discriminations are
primarily of objects in space. The reasons for this view are giver
in the Refutation of Idealism (B 274-279), and in the Paralogismg_
They_ are of some importance, as Kant recognised (B 29 3-294),
for his account of personality, and will be considered later. Kant’g
argument in the Analogies can be understood without presuppos.
ing these reasons, but it may be preferred to recognise this pre.
supposition, with the reservation that it has yet to be validated,
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(1) 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 226: ‘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 230: “The correct understanding of the concept of
alteration . . .”; ‘Event’ at B 236: ‘Let us now proceed. . . . That
something happens . . .”). Since both analyses are of the same, or a
very similar, concept (cf. B 291), it is unnecessary to separate them,
and better to concentrateon the Second Analogy, whichcontainsthe
centralargument,and to considerthe 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: Commentary, 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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nced 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 diflerent contexts it is not surprising that
Kant’s point should appear in different forms, but there is no
strong rcason 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 Lirst Analogy
(‘The preceding principle . . . pass to the proof”), outlines the task
he has sct for himsclf (‘I perceive . . . rule of apprehension’), and
finally completes the sct task (‘Let us now proceed . . . what
determines the event’), namely that of explaining the conditions i
which we may discriminate a time order in phenomena. Kang
assumes for this purpose that it is possible to recognise different
states or propertics of the samc object at different times, He
argucs that cven if it is possible to recognise different states of the
same objcct, this is not the same as recognising an order of such
states in time. Fis problem is, therefore, to explain what more g
required 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 rejecteq
(B 233: ‘For time cannot be perceived in itself . . ). Kant simj.
larly rejects the view that an objective time order is one which
belongs properly to noumena, or intelligible objects (B 236: ‘Noy,
1mmcdiatcly . .."). The question whether there is an object in
appearances is the question whether what we perceive standg
under 3 conceptual rule, which distinguishes it from every otheyr
a_Pprchcnsion (B 236: ‘Since truth . . . necessary rule ofapprehen\
ston’). In this way a genuinc problem about the objects in, or of
appearances is simply a question about the possibility of a djs.
Cfimination in what we perceive between onc kind of thing anq
another. Kant is not interested, at this point, in establishing that
Wwe do discriminate a time order in appearances, but in the more
complex problem of elucidating the conditions in which such a
dlscrxmirmtion is possible. In the Second Analogy Kant tries to
settle hig problem about our discrimination of succession },
?nalysing the notion of an event, in which our idea of a time ordey
IS embodjed (B 236: ‘Let us now proceed . .. That something
happens | ).

The analysis of an event has two parts. Kant first says that fo,
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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 apprchension 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 #Jis 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 #his 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 tecognition 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. 294-295) 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
hund_red yards is normally based upon the perception of Jones
crossing the finishing line, followed by that of Smith crossing it.
Prichard would say that in such standard cases the recognition of
the order of these events is based simply on the perception of the
way things 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 g0 to make up an event. Prichard seems to miscon-
Strue Kant in this way because he insists that events afe im-
medl?tely 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.! But whether or not Prichard is right to say
that there is no process by which we apprehend an event, it
femains true that we may identify and distinguish events In 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 i
10 reason why questions should not be raised about the order of
States in an event, any more than there is a reason why questiong
ShOU}d not be raised about the order of two distinct events. Kang
3%, In any case, an adequate ground for choosing to consider the
order of states rather than the order of events. Since 'he intends
to explain the conditions in which it is possible to discriminate
cvents in our experience, it would be pointless to analyse compley

€vents, such as ‘Jones winning the race from Smith’, which thepy,_
1 Humc ten

dS aIS H that "(:Sll'()ﬂs Of at]
or O to IIlakc thc same assumptloll (l llne
der are

tio questions of the order of events, and not, as Kant Su%posc's, Ques.
IVn;of the order of states in an event. Hume says, for example ( nqmr).., Scct_
Pl‘o, t. 1, 25): Every cffeet is a distinct event from its cause; as.tho-ugh it Were
us“slclt to speak of a causal relation only between events. His examples g,

Y -0f this complex kind (cf. Engquiry, Scct. 1V, Pt. 1, pP- 29-30 (g
Selby-Biggc).
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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 235), 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 latter inference is not valid. He
concludes from this that the perception of states in an object is not
enough to discriminate between events and non-events. But if
such successive perception does not serve to distinguish events
from other kinds of phenomena, then Kant’s problem about the
further conditions required for such discrimination 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
fror.n 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 s 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 eventonly if it is possible already to discriminate between events
an.d other kinds of phenomena; for I could not be said to have
fmstak’en 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-
ﬁe.d toan unql_laliﬁed claim about events. Again Kant’s interest in
this lnfcrence. 1s quite neutral as to the distinction between appear-
?“Ce and reality; he could just as well have used the inference from
I seemed to pe.rceive A and then seemed to perceive B’ to ‘I
seemed to perceive the event A-B’. What distinguishes an actual
cyegt frc.Jm 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. 1, p. 16, 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 undetstood 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
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two criticisms of his illustrative examples. Both are designed to
show that even in the perception of a house it is not true, as Kant
implies, that there are no events at all. The usual objection (cf.
Schopenhauer Werke, Frauenstidt, Vol. 1, p. 86) is to say that if I
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
descri}?ed if T had directed my attention to them. Since Kaat is
analysing the concept of an event by showing the relation between
state-descriptions and event-descriptions, he is perfectly entitled
to choose some particular state-descriptions and to ask of them
Whgtber they yield event-descriptions. That we might give de-
Scrlpno}'ls of other states of an object in such a situation has no
more direct relevance to Kant’s argument than the fact that we
might, when seeing a ship move downstream, refrain from
remarking on it.
The othe'r objection would be to say that even from the claim
tha.t I perceived a house’s roof and then its basement, it is possible
to infer that I perceived an event. Admittedly the events in ques-
tloré:re not normally believed to take place, and yet it is possible
;?1 suci ZU:ilzuc;:'scription& .It might be infcr‘red, for example, .that
by saying that ltOhrl Ihperce’lved an event v.vh1ch could be described
the house turnedc Qgse s roof turned into a ba§cxpent, or that
give such deser; tlil(}:m ce1 down. But the faf:t that it is possxbl(? to
not always possli)blens O¢s not count against the cl:um. tbat it is
such a case wenld tt'?l give them. To give sgch descr.lpn(?ns in
which the sam sts  be to contrast them with the situation in
such evens. K ates were perceived, although t_hcrc was no
- Kant has chosen, for the purposes of his analysis, to
g?zt:lzs;_:‘:;?dés? 1’:3X'anle of an event with a st:.mdard example
» € could, with some loss of clarity, have chosen

such non-

fen standard examples as these. So long, however, as there
€ COr.ltrast between events and non-events, however these

are exemplified, the same

. L e : problem about differentiating between
them wi hstlll arise. Kant’s problem of differentiation is that of
saying what we mean when we speak of events, or use event-

160



THE ANALOGIES

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 2
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 sucha relation between the concepts of event and cause may
seem just as tautological as to say that substance persists (B 227).
Kant has, therefore, some ground for saying that the concept of a
causeisrequired forourdiscriminationofatime orderin 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 event requires us to have dis-
covered the particular cause. To recognise an cvent is 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 expericnce as a causc, an

s 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 event is simply of a conceptual kind, and needs tobe
supplemented empiricallyinordertoyield any particularcausallaw.?
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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. Kantassigns the two words ‘alteration’ (‘Verdnderung’)
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 genericidentity 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 (iif). 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 carlier (Ch. 7, pp.
1o1-103) that Locke’s account of the concepts in our language
was inadequate, because it did not accommodate certain concepts,
on which the sense even of the simplest empirical concepts de-

ends. 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 are used and understood. The
notions of an individual and a property, and of the ascription of
pro erties to individuals, are a part of that _framcwork. Since they
are of a type basically different from the simple concepts, which

resuppose them, it is not unnatural to call thcr'n non-empirica].
At least to understand what can l:_uc meant by saying that they are
non-empirical it is possible to point to such differences.

Locke’s difficulty arose because, 11 speaking of su‘nplc sensible

roperties, he was already committed to the corrclat‘xvc notion of
somcthing to which these properties could be ascgbed. But hjs
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wehavcﬂolcao wna

tcmPOIal dlscr}tn?n.a tlfl)ns. it is true that Hume recogmsgd the
In a somewhat similar way ocept ‘cause’, but did not
. ortance, and even necessity, of the €© Pri ht to say that the
Jequately explain these features. [£ant D copcept was 1Ot tha
2 sue berween himself and Hume over this concep luded fro
18 its usefulness or indispensability. But Hume con Ci true thm
¢ claim that particular causal laws are not necessart y c, 1at
o necessity of causes was only that of 28 unavoidable prop ;5“}’
o think in such terms. To speak in this way of the basis Of our

t
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causal enquiries as 2 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
otdinary 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,
The causal law is, in this way, what Wittgenstein called the ‘form
of a law’ (Tractatus, 6.32)* and does not itself express any causal
relation between particular phenomena. It is rather a conceptual

1 Kant does not, however, formulate the causal law in the way that Witt-
genstein did (‘There arc natural laws’, Tractatus 6.36), but as a necessary rela-
tion between the concepts ‘cause’ and ‘event’. This relation is often carelessly
expressed as ‘Every cvent has a cause’, although Kant usually formulates it
as ‘Every event presupposcs a cause’ (B 240, B 263-264, B 280). Perhaps the
lcast misleading formulation would be “The concept “event” presupposes
that of ““cause”’. It is important to note these variations, since otherwise it is
casy 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. 198~200),
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truth which determines the sense of the concepts ‘cause’ and
‘event’, and may be regarded as introducing the concept ‘cause’
into our experience, or as expressing its function in that experi-
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 Hume 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.

. K.ant’s reinstatement of the empirical contrast between sub-
jective and objective judgments (cf. Ch. 9 (iii)) may be regarded
asa d_octrine 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 them? Kant evidently
tboughF of Hume as having questioned our right to assert objec-
tive claims, by having degraded causal laws to the level of sub-
jective as§9ciations. Kant’s intention is negatively to resist any
sucl_l empiricist restrictions on what we have a right to assert; and
positively to justify our tight to assert objective judgments. Kane
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 aﬂCi
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 ot 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 are 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.
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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. 136-140). 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
plac'e_d upon this personal sense of ‘apperception’, and also a more
Positive theory of the relation between categories and personality.
Tbese WO accounts exhaust Kant’s theoretical intercst in person-
ality, b1.1t the same notion is involved also in the transition from
theoretical to Practical philosophy in the Third Antinomy ({:f.
i(‘:j:’;y 1). It was suggested earlier (Ch. 2) that Kant’s corim'mt-
sage hasn]:umena cannot be assessed until this transitiona d}l)as-f
nomen ] eﬁ{l considered. The accounts of personality and o
this transit? Jects can thergforc be completed by a discussion of
onal argument in the next, and final, chapter.

() INNER SENSE AND APPERCEPTION

e Transcendental Deduction
ze exp

sense. H

I .
nr::rt:; 1 ; (B 152-157) Kant provides a
Anation of the contrast between apperception and inner
€ says, for example (B 154):
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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 deferminate 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 use 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 noadescript 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 does nothing particularly to explain what inner
sensc is. But the effort 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 379; also Ch. 9, pp.
135-136). 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 leve61. To speak of the distinction
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between inner sense and cmpirical appcrccption as a feature of our
ordinary experience has the advantage that the transccndc_n_tal
notion of apperception can be approachcd through familiar
features of our experience. :
Kant often speaks of appcrception cmpirically as a fg.:atu.rc 1
our experience. At B 422, note, he says that ‘I think’, wl}x_ch is the
basic formula of apperception, is an empirical proposition, and
that it expresses an indeterminate empirical intuition. At B 419 he
explains that apperception is something real, and at B 156, note,
it is explained in terms of ‘attending to’ something. There ar¢ also
several accounts of the contrast between empirical and transcen-
dental apperception (e.g. B 132, B 140). In these explanations 1t 1S
natural to connect empirical apperception with such familiar pet-
formances as judging, or attending to, something in our sensible
cxperi_ence. The possibility of attending to some item in our
experience is linked with that of discriminating on¢ thing in that
experience from another, and such discriminations arc standardly
expressed in the form of judgments. It is, therefore, legitimate tC
associate empirical apperception with the judgments that might
be made about some sensibly perceived item.

The contrast between empirical apperception and innef sense
can now be explained as that between our discriminating ©O!
)udg.mg what appears sensibly to us, and a certain mode of suct
i;rrl(s)l‘?;; Pf:einntat;?}r:i.cghis rréo_de .of_ sensible presentation iS. tha
characte;istics ;uch as :ﬁ otione, thowhe o e o 'mnc
generally. Kar;t compliclz)atcsszlfir:onons’ t'hou{;h'ts’ e (?XPCUCHCC
by including such things as thouci?vcnmona Elc'mrc " oesente
to inner sense. For th%se are natg Sllamong e it orics

( urally associated with empirict
apperception. Kant held that our knowledge of apperception i
just as rr'1uch derived from inner sense as our knowledge of pain
or emotions, but that this does not prevent us from drawing th
dlitlmction between sense and apperception. Even on this empir.
%?/e ;\;ié tﬁ;ﬁﬁégéipggr:eption cannot be said to be knowledg
anything empiricaliy throipe;cepnorll),. as we have knowledge ¢
conding oo situatj,on thr a com 1rc11at10r1 of.' sense and _unde:
of, some item in our sensibleeewe ience, we e " tt'le ba's
O e o e xperience, we naturall'y distinguis
' . 1 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 156: ‘If then . . . not as it is in
itself’). But whatever his motives, Kant’s views about inner sense
are unlike those which some modern philosophers are inclined to
give of our self-knowledge (e.g. Wittgenstein: Philosophical Investi-
gations, Sect. 246, or Strawson: Mind, January 1954, 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 (Regu/ae, X1I) 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 Mind). 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
Ryle’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.

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 natura]
contrasts, are all exemplified in our experience. Inner sense can be
contrasted with outer, and empirical apperception with uncon-
sclousness or inattention. These contrasts are given in our ordin-
ary distinction between judging and perceiving, although the

! It was suggested above (Ch. 2, p. 31) 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
assimilation of one category to another, Kant indicates that it is one of faulty
differentiation between them. That is, Ryle suggests that Descartes wrongly
over-emphasised similaritics 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 refiect scientific
fiifﬁcultics about our undcrstanding of space and time, or of outer and
inner sensc.
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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 2 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 are 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
propetly 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 350, 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
temoved or abstracted. It is an abstraction?! (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 355~
356, A 363, B 421-422). Most importantly, perhaps, such a con-
CEpt Is not the name of any object (A 350, A 356, B 401, A 354).
A_t _A 356, for example, Kant says of it: ‘It concerns only the con-
dlt_lon of our knowledge; it does not apply to any assignable
()_b]CCF.’ 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
?aturall,y Seem to be to speak of a person, in that special sense of
gﬁrson indicated in the Transcendental Dc-duction (B 132-133,
Sul;pgc;sipt.hl 36-1 }8). Our references to experiences orflmanly pre-
imposeble efnotlo_n of a person who has them; but it may seem
particular Or this notion of a person to be exemplified in any
ordinary ret)_(penencc:. The }dea of a person, presupposed in our
of expﬁrienczrsenccdto experiences, seems to be that of a whqle set
Tn this way Yy and not that of the content of any one experience.
elong, is & re ](;(I)ncept of a person, of that to which experiences
to Spea,k i g)io em. For there is no doubF that we are prepared
$ way of persons, and yet, since there seems to be

no questi . . . .
o :1t tion of €Xperiencing such an object, it may not be clear
- we are speakjng about.
isv : . . .
€ry tempting to think that this special sense of ‘person’

would . .
be natural to think that if such a concept can be regarded as an

11t

abstractj ’

But }(C;?tngf;r‘?c? ::r.otdmary echric:nc.c, it must be of an cmpirica_l origin,
‘abstracy’ a¢ Ak, V(l);n;;ortant explarmt.lon of his. use of ‘abstraction’ and
?s not so. It jg ma:t!c clc.a ,E:' 199, note, in which it is made clear tha‘t this
ing something it r tl at in speaking of_al.Jstractmg concepts K‘an.t is say-
ideas. It is 00 long torrc cvar.lt to the tradmon'al theory of the ‘origin’ of
WIONg to speak of abs:{uot.c in full, and one brief motto must suﬁicg: ‘It is
speak of abstract] racting a concept as a common mark, but right to

Ing from the complexitics of a concept in using it.’
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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. Justas 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 f1.), 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 (Individuals, p. 103). Strawson says: ‘It was this (transcen-
dental apperception), too, to which Kant, more perspicacious
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PRT) ity; the
han Hume, accorded a purely forf‘nal (“analytic) g‘;‘;?and
1}::;;: toi-nthe “1 ;hink” that accompanies all ’mlzqiir;:rpminlv’docs
therzfore might just as well accompany nonc;nsc‘endcntal concept
k in this logical or formal way of the tr: i that it was merely
Zl;zi)?c:ception,gthough he would not havclilmdott ahavc admitted
an analytic unity (B 130-133). Kant \\lzlou . ncrccptiOﬂS- In the
cither that ‘I think’ does accompany a . m}uIS’t be able to do so
Transcendental Deduction he says that lt] mvc (Ch. 9, pp. 126 fF.).
(B 131), and this claim has been (]ISCUSSC_d a;Ot apperception might
But it will not do to conclude from this tha t}ng:S. If Kant were
just as well accompany none of my Pcrcctphcn there is properly
speaking transcendentally of apperccpc;lonr’haps it is this view that
10 question of its occurrence at all; and pe erception does some-
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times occur, and doeg accompany my percep for example, say
would be false to say that it always does. I- miilz’;t the time. Apare
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from these inadequacies, however, Strawson tion.! When Kant
negative side of Kant’s views about aPPe’I’Ce-Ith own way (B 419),
says that aPperception is real and important ini ept has an empiri-
he claims ot only that the transcendental COHE Ir)met can in some
cal counterpart i €xperience, but also that the fo ry claim about
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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:
Concept of Mind, Ch. V1. Strawson: Individuals, 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 ‘T’
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. We 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, are 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 mc to represent myself in such an order, so
long as I view myself from the standpoint of an outer observer,
that 1s, view myself as an object of outer intuition. To speak of
the difference between my relation to myself and my relation to
others, is also to speak of the difference betwcen the way I appear
to myself 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 F’y saying that I can have knowledge of myself only so

long as it is possible to view mysclf as an outer object.
"This claim, that our recognition of outer objects is in some way
S;{;)r'to our recogn.ition of inner states, even in the case of onc-
> 15 the conclusion of the Refutation of Idealism.! For the
:’f?:a?;;liiﬁ?o?ggs of the_ R(;futa.tion'arc designed to sflljow' that
spatial objecre. Ifcl?:r%fnes is Prlma_rlly to ouhtcr s}clnse,otu{l; 1}5);:72
shown that oqp ko 1\xécre right in lthls., then he \:Descartes
believed, Prior to and t\;; ebge‘ oL dumse Vesl 1dS no:', aatial objects
It would be the - e basis of our knowledge ot sp e .
some way depeny se rather that our knowledge of our;e vcmen n
In asserting suchezt upon our knowledge of outer Eh:tnill o:;
knowledge ean e .gnonty Kant is not denymg1 r‘icnces
But in the tpan said to be basc‘d upon out personal expe .
expericnces i;ndental way in Vv'hlch.th'ls claim is true, our
Kant’s claim isyth emselves be described in inner or outer tTr;ns.
ate prior to ouy | at our outer descriptions :.md outer klrlféw edge
Empitica] ideallr‘mer descriptions and our inner knowle geé_ .
external wogld o 1sm attex_npts to construct our knowle'dgft of the
inner ph n the basis of our knowledge, or descriptions, of
5 Phenomena, Kane's refutati £ such an empirical idealism

1s a firm tejection of thi C.utfmon of such an ¢ P £it does n
consist simply in ¢ this priority, but his rejection of it does not
eversing it. For Kant the objects of both inner

1 Th .
futatiorir::algczscvcml arguments of the same kind apart from the official Re-
72277 Cf. 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.! 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:

All 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 156) 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

' A 371: In order to arrive at the reality of outer objects I have just as little

nced 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 our experience, so far as it is temporal, will depend
upon them. And if this is true, then our experience or discrimina-
tion of persons will also depend upon them. But the categories
and their temporal discriminations are 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 131-133)
of a ba.si'c synthesis of ideas that are 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
t}}e notion of a person depends, itsclf depends directly upon
dlscru:mnatlon of time in experience. For inner experiences are
COHCC'IW':d as temporal, or in time but not necessarily in space, and
are distinguished from outer experiences, which are esscntially
spatial. Tt f9110Ws 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
rr}yse.lf,_the.refore, recognition of my personality depends upon
Idlscrlfmnatxons which the categories effect in spatial phenomena,
encczu ?f‘;octoﬁgafd my.seltj as a person, or speak of inner experi-
rega;d myselt 5 not _dlscr.lmmatc outer phenomena. I could not

> S1n time, if I could not regard myself as an outer
object.
‘pjg;:fsaggC:::I;icKant has both an f:xpla.natior? of the sense of
such a discrirninatigsr'“ of the con.dmons in which we can mak_e
to speak of that to Whl_ﬂhO_ur experience. To speak of a person is
be impossible to ¢ eaklc' mr;er experxenccs.belon.g. But 1‘t would
such 2 meaning, ifPit Wm tbls way, or to give tl?ls term ‘person’
mena. The Cartesiag vi:re lr;llposmble to recognise outer pheno-
mena might be buil W that our knowledge-of outer p}leno-
. .- DUt up from our knowledge of inner experiences
is, on Kant’s view, 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
are 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 STRAWSON

Kant’s account of personality has some similarity to that given
by Strawson (Individuals, 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 re]ectmg Descartes account of a person
as a subject of inner experiences, concludes that this concept
means ‘a type of entity such that bo#) predicates ascribing states of
consciousness and predicates ascribing corporeal characteristics

. are equally applicable to a single individual of that type’.!
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 means 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 /s 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 means.
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the concept means, it is a condition of our using 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. 100: ‘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
only 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 410-41 1):

That which cannot be thought otherwise than as subject does not
cxist otherwise than as subject, and is thercfore 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 2
Substance are that some item should be able to be conceived
8enerally, by everyone, as 2 subject in intuition. But the notion of
2 thmki“g 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 jtem that
Was intuited generally. Such a notion as that of a thinking subject,
t ergforc, does not contain that possibility of agreement which is
T€quired for an objective use of the concept ‘substance’. This is
very like saying that one cannot identify other thinking subjects
773 s such, that s, only as subjects of experience.
t1s important to notice, however, that I<ant’s argument should
e ur}derstood in two different Ways.’For what Kant is strictly con-
Stdering in the Paralogisms is the transcendental concept of con-
SCiousness or personality. This concept fails to satisfy the require-
;1]1}611'1:5 for naming a substance, simply because it names nothing
atsoe . ¢ . . ; -
CVer I being, thowgne). Thi b che e s thst such A
. : o repeat t c at s
concept 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—-411 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 inner 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’ means 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. IKant 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 becausc 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
example, 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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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 on/y 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 only as
a subject of experience, or as the possessor of states of conscious-
ncss. And this claim not only does not follow from the other
construction, but would ordinarily be thought to be false. For if
1 ever were to say of some other item in my experience “That is a
person (and not, for example, 2 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
cxpressed 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 only
question is whether, on this interpretation, it follows that the con-
cept of a person mzeans 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, ot spatial descriptions, SO
long as it is with such descriptions that states of consciousncss ar€
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 jtem is a
person, and not a wax dummy, then ordinarily I would be taken to
be saying that the object is conscious or posscsses 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.
A357-358) 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
fde“UfY as a person must be an explanation of what the concept
Petson’ means. If to identify something as a person is to refer
fecessarily to spatial descriptions of the object, then it may seem
Thatin identifying something as a person we ate necessarily ascrib-
;ng Spatial characteristics to it. Or again, it may seem to follow
erx(;f;lritehe fact that we cannot identify persons only as subjcC'tS of
. aractnc_e,.that a person cannot be only a possessor of inner
© it Cﬁl?tlcs, or that the concept ‘person’ cannot mean only ‘that
{0 bl dCO 1;m§r characteristics belong’. B\}t these mfer'ences sle cm
Tt is iy n Y_becausF of the ambiguity noticed alrcad.y in the claim
ene Fgc:sts}i le to 1d'ent1fy. something on.ly asd Sgbl_CCt of e)_{pgrb
ences aze g hC 1S§n_sc- in which this cla}m is neede d, llf) these _mc ;’3
in the oy um0 15 just that sense which has alrea })1 cen reéeer -
speak Ofgpers(:)r:' All that the argument shf)\\{s li that tl'nlorb'ccts
But from gt 1s we must be able to discriminate spatial obJects.
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-
cnce 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

187



PERSONALITY

might seem natural to conclude that the concept ‘day’ means

something which has both spatial and temporz'll characteristics.

Such a conclusion might naturally seem to conflict with the ordi-
nary belief that the concept ‘day’ stands for som.erhj'ng which is
only a period of time. But the conclusion is not inevitable, since
it might be held both that a day is essentially somet‘hmg. 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 measute 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 obijects, 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 556—586) 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 practic'al or moral_l:mguaﬁc
of freedom and responsibility. Kant suggests, in his solution to t <
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 I‘\ant’_s method of
resolving it, should not be regarded as mercly petipheral to the
Critigue of Pure Reason. The notion of freedom is for Kant the key-
stone of the whole Critical structure (Ak., Vol. 5, pp. 3-4), for it
Is on this notion that the transition from theoretical to moral
phﬂosophy depends. If Kant uses the concept of a noumcnon to
effect this transition in a necw and committal way, it cannot -be
brushed aside as a secondary issue. Kant’s difficulty in the Tlnr.d
Antinomy is a version of the traditional conflict between free Wl.ll
and determinism, but his account of this conflict has some pgcuh~
arities. In the next section Kant’s approach to the problem will be

outlined, and in the final section something will be said of the
force of his solution,

(1) CAUSALITY AND FREEDOM

Kant’s problem about causality and freedom does not arise
“cause he sometimes speaks of causal laws as necessary. It has
€en explained already (Ch. o, pp. 143 ., and Ch. 10, pp. 164—

166) that whatever Kant meant by calling particu.lar empirical laws
of this kind necessary, he Ccrtainly believed them t(? be falsifiable.
Ut to say that a causal explanation of some event might have been
fal'se Wwould not have settled Kant’s difficulty about freedom. For
Fhls diﬂiculty arises precisely on the supposmorl th?t a causal la\.:v
1S true, but not necessarily true, of an event to which freedom is
2150 to be ascribed. Again, his problem does not arise merely
because he held that every event has a cause. This belief certainly
Influenced his idea both of the problem and its SOluU’on, but the
Ways in which it does 50 are complex and will be considered later,
But the difficulty would still arise even if there were only some
€vents that had causes, so long as freedom wete also to be as_cFlbed
to the same events. The difficulty is one about the comp a-til?x_hty of
conFePts. It is concerned with the propriety ©Of possibility of
ascribing freedom to an event, on the suppc’smon that causality
can also be ascribed to it. ’ )
Kant indicates some of the pecularities of his problem in the
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Preface (B xvi-xxx), 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 xxvii).

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 &nrow these objects as things in themselves, we must yet
be in a position at least to fbink 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 somec-
times been argued (cf. Adickes: Kant und das Ding an sich, Ch. 1,
P- 6) that in this passage Kant commits himself to the existenice
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 are in themselves,
we must be able to conceive them. It has, however, already bcen
granted (Ch. 5, p. 76, and Ch. 2, p. 34) that intelligible objccts
arepopceivable, that is to say not logically impossible. Kant wishes
to insist that we may without contradiction speak of intelligible
ObleCts, and even of appearances as appearances of such objects.
His argument in this passage asserts only that such a way of speak-
Ing about appearances would be inconsistent if the concept of a
noumen_on were itself inconsistent. But to say that noumena are
gg,t logically impossible is not to admit that there are any such
a fg’-;tt;, Nor to suppose th.at we could have knowledge of them. In
is oot t(}):e Kant repeats his general warning that logical possibility
actual ex? Same as material possibility, and not at all the same as
. Stence.

in an ;Sx?:\?age does not commit Kant to the exi§tencc of noumena
the term ‘g Wa})lr,'but it thr?ws some light on his use or choicc of
. 46 £ ¢h rst;< einung’ or app.carancc.’. It.has been argued (Ch. 3,
A Wa. at Kant employs this term in his account o‘f perception
s norm}’ﬁ]ulte different from that in which the term ‘appearance’
is to ally used. To speak of what we percelve as an appearance
say neither that all our perceptions are illusory, nor that we

aaVe to infer objects and their empirical properties from their
PPearances. In the transcendental context appearances atre not
Telated to their objects in the way in which ordinarily appearances
are related to their empirical objects. It is clear, from this passage
In the Preface, that Kant chose the term ‘appearance’ at least partly
€Cause it suggests the notion of a thing which appears. But in the
‘tr_ansccndcnta] context in which ‘appearance’ 18 con'trasFej_Wlth
transcendental object’ or ‘noumenon’, this suggestion in cllcates
only the conceivability of such transccndeﬂt'al oblc?cts ﬁnh tr;lc_)t
their actual existence. Kant’s conceptual experiment, 1In whic do::s
transcendental contrast is an important part of the apparatus, s
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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 resultsare 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 noumenally
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-
Causc we can conceive the same person to be phenomenally deter-
mined but noumenally frece. 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 elsewhere 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 intelligible characters. But Kant states a number of
qualifications to this outline of argument, which show that it
is very far from being a simple defence of this kind. He makes
considerable cfforts, for example, to avoid the charge of incon-
sistency, by stating c¢xactly what he has, and what he has not, been
able to prove. Fle makes it clear that he has not been able, and has
not cven intended, to prove that we are free agents in any intel-
ligible world. T1c claims also, at the end of the Third Antinomy,
that the conflict between causality and freedom is an illusion
(B 586). This may suggest that his artitude towards this Antinomy
is not wholly different from his attitude to the others, and that he
does not regard the problem of freedom as a genuine problem.
But this raises obvious difficultics, for if Kant recognised that to
speak of frecedom in an intelligible world is an illusion, then it is
hard to sce what the appeal to an intelligible world is designed
to do.

Kant states that his argument has not shown that freedom in an
intelligible world is ‘real’, or even ‘possible’ (B §85~586). These
provisos arc analogous to his persistent claim that the logical
possib_ility of noumcena docs not amount to an admission of their
material possibility or actual existence. All that the argument can
show %n the Third Antinomy is that the concepts of freedom and
causall'ty, however much they may seem to conflict, cannot be said
to be incompatible. T'his 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 are compatible is quite 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 it?tcll_igiblc world. Since he is required to argue only that a
situation 1r1.\vhich causality and freedom are both ascribed to the
samc event ls.logically possible, he is committed to saying only that
such a situation is conceivable and not that it actually obtains. It
may be d1§puted whether such a situation really is conceivable, but
at 1(:2.1$t t_hxs 1s not the same as disputing whether freedom actually
obt:ur_m in some intelligible world inaccessible to our senses.

This qualification is supported in a2 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 noumena 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 (Grandlegung, 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-
830). There are also other passages (in the Grundlegung) 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 Antinomy (B 473-474) and introducing its soly-
tion (B 561-563) Kant relies 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 s 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 ng
concern in our ordinary practical judgments. But although the
transcendental concept of freedom is, in this way, a philosophical
or speculative problem it would be 2 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. 2, 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 §82) which is part of Kant’s
account of freedom in an intelligible world. The same point is
made in the Grandlegung (Ak., Vol. 4, p. 458), 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 purc reason I mean the defence of
its Propositions against the dogmatic counter-propositions through
whlch_ they are denied. In this case it is not 2 question whether its
assertions may not perhaps also be false,! 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
sufference; for although our title to them may not be satisfactory, it

is yet quite certain that no one can ever be in a position to prove the
illegality of the title,

An exactly siroilar argument, related specifically to the problem of
freedom, is given at B 781. Kant explains that when he hears that
someone has ‘demonstrated away’ the freedom of the will, he
knows in advance that the argument will fail. But the reason for
this 1s

! This scems a more accyrate translation than Kemp Smith’s,
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. . not because I believe that T 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
arrive 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 Critigue 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
necded 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 philosophyand
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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not to contradict what Kant says clsewher¢ of noumena, but to
reiterate it.

(ii) KANT’S SOLUTION OF THE THIRD ANTINOMY

Despitc the arguments already given in the prect.:dmg scction,
it rnaypstill be he%d that Kant’s t};csztmcm of the Third Antinomy
is radically different from his treatment of the o.thcrs. In the two
‘mathematical’ Antinomies Kant has no particular interest in
defending either the thesis or the antithesis. He conscquently takes
the view that both thesis and antithesis may b€ regarded as false
(B 557-559). But in the Third Antinomy he scems to be com-
mitted to both the thesis and the antithesis; f0r he has shown in
the Second Analogy that every event has a cause, and yet also
plainly wishes to justify our belicf in frecdom. In this case, then,
he is prepared to say not that both thesis and antithesis are false,
but that they may both be true (B 560). It may thereforebe doubted
whether Kant wished to say only that the problem of frec will
z::ent'x:‘olub.le, or not genuine. And this doubt may serve to rein-
e € naive view that Kant had to assign freedom to the intel-

gible world, simply because he had already proved that the
PﬂIncxple of the Second Analogy was true of all phenomenal events.
doz:tszgtﬂjdb? easy to counter this objc;ti_oﬂ by Sﬂ)’?ng that Kant
to be tr;e {)mt both thesis and antithesis in the Third Antinomy
im(‘rpreteé clcl)t says only t_hat they may both be true, if they are
truc is to say O:fcilgr. Again, to say that both ;rgu;nents may be
tween causalit Yd at they are co.mpa'txble, or that the conflict be-
true, concea] tian .freedom is anillusion. But thesc_: claims, though
Third Antin e difficulty that Kant seems to be involved in the
the Second X my because he accepts a pr‘oof of the principle of
0€S not aris nalogy. It was suggested earlier that Kant’s problem
ow it Shoutlidmcrely because he held that every event has a cause.
of the prinein] be said that if this claim is intended as a statement
the Thirg II: ¢ of the Second Analogy, then it is not involved in
this conflict § tinomy at all. For the principle which is involved in
already dien: $ 2 cosmological principle of totality, which has bee

Y distinguisheq £ d A )
Pp:r;oﬂl). rom that of the Second Analogy (Ch. s,
e Prine
ﬂeCCSsaFyn::lif}lf of the Second Analogy is an expression of a
> Which Kant usually formulates in 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 4
complete explanation of every event. It may sometimes seem natural
to argue that if we cver achieved such complete knowledge, oreven
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 continue to speak in terms of freedom or responsibility,
The conflict in the Third Antinomy between determinism and
freedom s, in this way, not a conflict between the conceptual truth
that the concept ‘event’ presupposes that of ‘cause’ and oyr
ascriptions of freedom. It is a conflict between our ascription of
freedom and the belief thatitis possible to give a complete explana-
tion of every event. The conceptual truth does not entail 2 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 Third Antinomy of this cosmo-
logical principle is made clear in the introduction to the Antinom
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 unj-
verse, or its origin in time. But the completeness involved in the
Th.er Antinomy is that of a causal scries, or explanatory sequence
It is possible to set oneself as a task or goal the discovery of th(;
causes of every cvent. Such a goal might be expressed in the claim
Fhat every event has a discoverable cause, but such a conviction
izt?:i}’ﬁ?curi;t'ic device and nota constitutive truth. It is 5 regu-
causes o fa which Pcrhaps enjoins us to extend the search for
the Seconsr/ts plosmble, 'but it is not equivalent to the principle of
aims showid bna ogy. It is casy to see w}_ly such total or complete
2 limited 1e regardcd as lxeurxst{c fictions. They do not €Xpress
i Thegoa which might be attam?d at some foresceable futyge
which SeCy express an absolutely gnhrmtcd goal the attainment of
Stimalis tms to 'mal_«: only dubious sense, however effective 5

oy 0 ¢nquiry it may be.

im:()hﬁ‘;rceonﬂlct in the .Th%rd Antinomy arises in this way from ap
| fce or unclarity in the determinist Idea of a total or cop,.
i)dcte.expl‘anatxon of phenomena. On the one hand this detefminist

Suz;xmphes that no phenomenal event is unexplainc.d, since if ap
€vent had no explanation, the explanatory series would not
;completc. But the notion of an explanation for any particulay
Snsf;?:snal event is t.h_at o_f a.prior condition which determineg it;
st b S p?(‘)r condmop is itself a phenomenal event, then it to,
of phen;:xp ained. In thl_s way the .Idea of a complette explanation
tory Comll’r_le'na sccm§ to imply an interminable series of explana.
ditions arxetxo}r:s, which cannot be completed 50 long as the con-
which o, ft emselves phepomcna. Yet _the 1F1ca of a point ¢

required in u;ther c?xplanatxon can be given is also apparent]
were such » the notion of a complete explanation. Only if there
for the o lterm.mus to the explanatory series woul.d it be possible
could rlot‘i}: arlmfatlon to be complete. Such a terminus, hOWCYer,
itis reau self be a member of a phenomenal series of events, since
quired 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 scem 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 mucheither 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, thosc in which decisions figure, arc not cxplicablc-
To give such ananswer, on his view, woulc? be a ‘wretched subt.cr-
fuge’ (Ak., Vol. 5, p. 96), for there is as httlc. ground for saying
that there are such inexplicable events as for saying thatevery 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 2 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
.Antmomy is not of this absurd kind. For the appeal to noumena
nthe Third Antinomy is forced by the incoherent Idea from which
the conflict springs. The only ground for calling the conflict
Hlusory in this case is that the Idea which generates it is inco-

€rent; it can be said to imply the very concept which it is in-

tended tq reject,
Kane’s appeal to a noumenal world is, therefore, not radically
. Seg_nt in‘this. case from_thc same appeal in other sectiqns of
itocls cllzflectlc. Since the Prlnciple of the Second Analogy is not
Sate trectly concerned in tbe Antinomy., Kant has no need to
merlgauard freedom and causality by assigm'ng the latter to pheno-
confi and the for‘mcr to noumena. Just as in the case of tk}c otber
thae t;ts about. dxa.lectlcal Idea.s, the reference t0 noumena is a sign
coulq ; conflict is not genuine. For to say tha.t SuCh.. a d1§gute
objects E settled only by discovering the pr.opcm'cs of mtelhg{ble
that thp eyond th.c .reach of our experience is equivalent to saying
can be g lz_roblem is insoluble. Freedom in the transcendental sense
v asse;_egu.ardeq from such determinist attacks not dogmatically
Succeeq {?}g} its existence, but by showing that the :ttacks cannot
in Whici1 the only guarantee of such a concept, and the only way
1t 1s required, is to say that it remains 2 problem which
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KANT’S SOLUTION OF THE THIRD ANTINOMY

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. Analysis, Vol. 18, pp. 25, 34, and
41). On one side it has sometimes been argued that the problem
of frcedom can be resolved simply by appealing to our ordinary
language. That we speak of free acts would, on such a view,
establish that we are free. But this has also been disputed, on the
grounds ecither 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 raise sucha
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.

203



THE TRANSITION TO MORAL PHILOSOPHY

It is true that Kant does not simply abandon the notion of
freedom in his metaphysical accounts of moral.ity in the Grundlegnng
and Critique of Practical Reason. For he recognises that we speak of
ourselves as freec agents, and think of at least some of our actions
as spontaneous. We belicve it possible ordinarily to intervene in
causal sequences, and think of such intervention sometimes as
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 undet-
Stood the Ideas both of a complete explanation and of transcen-
dental freedom serve only to direct our enquiries, or to regulate
our conduct. We enquire into phenomena as though there were
nothing 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
Zset:;taf:dts which we ordinarily _regard as free cannot be shown to
is not hS} e the scope of cxp!anatxon, so we cannot know that there
ascr] t_mg outside it. The kind of knowledge that would show our
beh Ption of freedom to bt_e a result only of ignorance about

aviour is a myth. But this resolution of the apparent conflict
allowg and e 7 ’ h . 4 h
dea o’f ; ven invites, furthgr analysis of the ways in yhlch the
an reedom is involved in our conduct. It is this further

alysis whi H . . o
Practicg) R, ;fol’ll. Is provided in the Grandlegwng and Critigue of

204



LIST OF BOOKS

THE following is a list of books cited in the text, and not a bibliography
on Kant. References to Kantian texts, other than the Critigue of Pure
Reason, have been given generally to the Akademie edition (Berlin,
1900— ). I have used, and sometimes deviated from, the translations of
the Critigue of Pure Reason by Norman Kemp Smith (London, 1929);
of the Pro/egomena by P. G. Lucas (Manchester, 1953); of the Critigue of
Practical Reason by L. W. Beck (New York, 1956); and of the Funda-
mental Principles of the Metaphysic of Ethics (Grundlegung) by T. K.
Abbott (London, 1934).

ADICKES, E., Kant und das Ding an sich, Berlin, 1924

AYER, A. ., Language, Truth and Logic (2nd. ed.), London, 1948

AYER, A. J., The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge, London, 1940

BERKELEY, G., Works, ed. A. C. Fraser, Oxford, 1901

DESCARTES, R., Descartes’ Philosophical Writings, translated by Norman
Kemp Smith, London 1952

GEACH, P. T., Mental Acts, London, 1957

GEACH, P. T., and BLACK, M., Translations from the Philosophical Writings of
Gostlob Frege, Oxford, 1952

HAMPSHIRE, S., Thonght and Action, London, 1959

HUME, D., Enguiries, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge (2nd. ed.), Oxford, 1902

JACOBI, F. H., Werke, Leipzig, 1812—1825

KORNER, s., Kant, London, 1955

LOCKE, J., Essay, ed. A. C. Fraser, Oxford, 1894

MARTIN, G., Kant’s Metaphysics and Theory of Science, translated by P. G.
Lucas, Manchester, 1955

PATON, H. J., Kan#’s Metaphysic of Expcrience, London, 1936

PRICHARD, H. A., Kant’s Theory of Knowledge, Oxford, 1909

REICH, K., Die Vollstindigkeit der Kantischen Urteilstafel, Berlin, 1932

REID, T., Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man, ed. A. D. Woozley,
London, 1941

RUSSELL, B., Logic and Knowledge, ed. R. C. Marsh, London, 1956

RYLE, G., The Concept of Mind, London, 1949

RYLE, G., Dilesmmas, Cambridge, 1954

205§



LIST OF BOOKS

SCHOPENHAUER, A., Werke, Leipzig, 1873~1874

SMITH, NORMAN KEMP, A Commentary to Kant’s ‘Critique of Pure Reason’»
London, 1918

STENIUS, E., Wittgenstein’s Tractatus, Oxford, 1960

STRAWSON, P. F., Individuals, London, 1959

VATHINGER, H., Komnientar gu Kant’s Kritik der reinen Vernunft, Stuttgart,
1922

VLEESCHAUWER, H. J. BE, La Déduction Transcendentale days | genvre de
Kant, Antwerpen, 1934-1937

WELDON, T. D., Kant’s ‘Critigue of Pure Reason’ (2nd. ed.), Oxford, 1958

WITTGENSTEIN, L., Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, London, 1922

WITTGENSTEIN, L., Philosophical Investigations, Oxford, 1953

206



INDEX

Abstraction, 96ff., 173-174, 174n.

Adickes, E., 18, 36-37, 192

Acsthetic (Transcendental), 47-51,
59n.

Alteration, 89, 149, 153, 163

Amphiboly of Concepts of Reflec-
tion, 19, 71

Analogics,

(First and Sccond), 70of., Chap. 10
passim
(and Cosmological Principle), 70~
71, 165n., 198-200
Analysis,
(and synthesis), 93ff.

Analytic of Principles,

(and categorics), 107-108, 113,
149-152

(problem of), 43, 79, 87-90

(and Transcendental Deduction),
86, 114

Analytic (Transcendental), 52, 59n.,
Goff., 80-8z, Chap. 6 passim

Antinomics, 19, 67, 70

(Third Antinomy), 189, 198ff.

Appcarances, 1ff., 46-51

(and categories), 57-60, 126fL., 169

(and noumena), 4, 19ff., 29, 4off.,
53ff., 192—193

(and objects), 23, 35, 4243, 53ff.,
56-57, 132fF.

(and scnsc-data), 15-16, 33ff., 51,
54

Apperception, 115, 117ff., 120ff,
168ff.

A priori, 38, 66, 84, 93, 95-99, 102—
103, 108-109, II2n., I117—120,
162,

Association of ideas, 115-116

Ayer, A. J., 1, 12, 15, 99n.

Beattic, J., 116
Berkeley, G., 16, 18, 27, 36-37, 95,
163

Catcgorics,
(and appearanccs), 58ff., 64, 126f,
see also Discrimination
(and judgments), 9off.
(and DMetaphysical Deduction),
82-85, Chap. 7 passim
(and objecctivity), 8off., 123-125,
130ff.
(purc and schematised), to5-107
Catecgory-mistake, 31, 172n.
Causc, 64, 89, 105ff,, 115ff, 144,
Chap. 10 passim, 189fL.
Change, 149, 163
Concepts,
(and apperception), 120ff.
(empty), 74
(and objects), 71ff., 94n.
(origins of), gs5f.
(sensiblc and intclligible), 53, 98-
99, 103
Consciousnecss,
(and apperception), 120ff., 130-
131, Chap. 11 passim
(transcendental and  empirical),
119-120, 136-140, 172-170
Constitutive, see Principles
Construction,
(of objects), 13-14, 21, 57
(and synthesis), 6ff., 17
Conviction, 115
Copernican Revolution, 191-193

Descartes, R., 10, 135, 171173
176ff., 180-181

207



INDEX

Determinism, 190f., 1981
Dialectic (Transcendental), 19, Chap.
s passim
Discrimination, 13-14, 42-43, 53-54,
sGff., G3ff.,, 82-83, 88ff., 103,
132ff., 137-138, 149, 153ff,, 169,
180-181
Dualism,
(empirical), 45f.
(transcendental), 31ff., 35

Eberhard, J. A, 7, 24
Empirical

(account of language), 94ff.

(and transcendental), 9-10, 14-15,
16-17, Chap. 3 passim, 82-83,
110f., 117-120, 131, 140-149

Event, 89, Chap. 10 passim

Freedom, 19, Chap. 12 parsim
(practical and transcendental), 19—
196
Fl’cgc, G., 122n.

Geach, P. T, g7n.

Hampshirc, S., ix, 128n.
Here, M., 61
‘Heuristic’, see Principles
ume, D, 64, 112-113, 1151, 124,
136, 140-145, 156n., 164-167,
175

Idea,

(Idec), 664,

(Vorstellung), see Representation
Idcnl.(Transccndcntal), 71

calism, 226, 33, 43f., G8f., 147-

148, see also Realism and Tran-
scendental
dcality,

(of space, time and appearances)
468, '
Illusions, 15-16, 46, 49, 159
Imagination, 14, 52, 86
Imprcssion, 14

Inner sense,
(and appereeption), 168-172
(objects of), 43-4.4, 46, 50 13741,
141-142
(and outer sensc), 135, 1785

Jacobi, F. 11, 30ff.
Judgments, Chap. 7 passim

(Infinite), 1070,

(of pereeption and of experience;
or subjective and objective),
106, 115f., 1.40~-148, 166-168

Judgment-forms,
(and categorics), Chap. 7 passim
(and synthesis), 103ff,

Korner, S., 75f., 770., 105f.

Lambert, J. H., 1o
Language,

(and analysis), 94-95

(and expericnce), 126-136
Leibniz, G. W., 24
Leibniz-Wolff philosophy, 72ff.
Locke, J., off, 24-25, 29, 38, G1,

77, 95ff.,, 101-103, 162-164

Logtc,

(general and transcendental), 931F,

Martin, G., 87n.
Matter,

(and mind), 31fl., 172n,
Mellin, G. S- A, 36-35
Metaphysical  Deduction,

Chap. 7 passin
Mind, see Matter

82-85,

Necessity, 59-02, 115, 1296, 143
164-167
Newtonian Mecchanics, 4, 24
Noumena, Chap. 2 passim, 4off., 47,
5o, 53, Chap. s passim, 192
(negative and positive sensc), 75~
76, 779
(as a problem), 26
(and freedom), 189-190, 193
(and transcendental object), 79780

208



INDEX

Noumecnalism, Chap. 2 passim
(Kant’s rcjection of), 23, 25, 29
33fT.

>

Object,
(and concepts), 71ff., 77-78, 132,
see also Discrimination
(of expericence), see Phenomena
(external), 19, 23f., 28, 32, 35, 39,
42—-43, 131-132
(tmnsccndcnml), 4-5, 17, 68-70,
76f., 145-1,48, 195
Objectivity, 78ff., 83, 85, 89, 111,
1igff., 123-125, 130ff., 1444
Ostensive, see Principles
Outer sense, 43-44, 135, 169, 178fL
(objeets of), 46, 136f., 1.41-142

Paralogisms,
(fourch), 214, 284., 43f., 120, 136,
139-140
(gencral fallacy of), 182f.
Paton, H. J, 1,09, 20
Persons, 85, 120ff., 136ff., Chap. 11
passim
Persuasion, 1 15
Phenomena, s3ff., 58, 74, 169
Phcnomcnalism, Chap. 1
s4ff., 148n.
Philosophy of scicnce, ix, 876
Postulates of Empirical Thought, 71,
162n.
Prichard, H. A., x, 2ff., 18, 23, 108n.,,
1561
Principles,
(cosmological), 70-71, 165n., 198—
200
(heuristic and ostensive; or regula-
tive and constitutive), 67, 7o,
196, 200
Privacy, 81, 135—-136, 138, 166-167
Psychology, 8-11, 14, 22-23, 31, 34,
52, 62, 81, 98, 110f,
Problems,
(noumena as a problem), 26
(transcendental freedom as a prob-
lemn), 195

passini,

Problems (conzd.)
(transcendcental object as a prob-
lem), 68-6Gg, 78-80
(transcendental subject as a prob-
lem), 175
Publicity, see Privacy

Realism, 22ff., 30ff., 43f.
Refutation of Idealism, 85, 136, 139,
178 and n., 183
Reich, K., 92 and n.
Reid, T., 136n.
Representation,
(and appearances), 4ff., 15, 33ff., 51
(and objects), 16-17, 35, Goff., 76fL.
‘Representation’ problem, sz, Goff.,
8off.
Robinson, R., 141
Russell, B., 56, 133
Ryle, G., 16n., 107n., 171, 172n., 177

Schematism, 9, 52, 62, 86, 91, 107f.
Schopenhauer, A., 160
Sensation, 6f.
Sensc-data, see Appearances
Sensibility, Chap. 4 passim, 169ff., 172~
175. See Inncr and QOuter sense.
Smith, N. K., 1, 16, 21, 26n., 36,
84n., 99n., 114ns., I4o0n., 153,
178n., 196n.
Space, 47-51, 106-108, 152f., 179ff.
Stenius, E., ix., 146n.
Strawson, P. F., ix, 171, 175-176,
181f.
Subjeect,
(transcendental), 145-148
Substance, 102, 105, 149, I53-154,
155, 162—164
Synthesis, see Analysis, Construction,
and Judgment-forms
(and persons), 137
(three-fold), 9, 12, 117f.

Tetens, N., 10
Things,
(in general), 71ff., 77, 80
(as they are in themselves, and as
appearanccs), 28-29, 71

209



Tmnsccndcnta\,
(and cmpirical), see Empirical
T(ansccndcnta\ Deduction, 6o, 19
85—8.8, Chap. 8 passim, Chap- 9
passim
(farst edition), 1261, 119f

(Prichard’s interpretation) 2ff.
Tf.ansccndcnta\ object, see O,b"cct
Time, 47-3%, 52f., 106-108, 1794

Understanding, see C . ;
Sensibility ategories 4
Unity,

(of apperception), 121-123

(NDEF
Unity

210






	2026_03_06_18_16_20_002
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_003
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_004
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_005
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_006
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_007
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_008
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_009
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_010
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_011
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_012
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_013
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_014
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_015
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_016
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_017
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_018
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_019
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_020
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_021
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_022
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_023
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_024
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_025
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_026
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_027
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_028
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_029
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_030
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_031
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_032
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_033
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_034
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_035
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_036
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_037
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_038
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_039
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_040
	2026_03_06_18_16_20_041
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_001
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_002
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_003
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_004
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_005
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_006
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_007
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_008
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_009
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_010
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_011
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_012
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_013
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_014
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_015
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_016
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_017
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_018
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_019
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_020
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_021
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_022
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_023
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_024
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_025
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_026
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_027
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_028
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_029
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_030
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_031
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_032
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_033
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_034
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_035
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_036
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_037
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_038
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_039
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_040
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_041
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_042
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_043
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_044
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_045
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_046
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_047
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_048
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_049
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_050
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_051
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_052
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_053
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_054
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_055
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_056
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_057
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_058
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_059
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_060
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_061
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_062
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_063
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_064
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_065
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_066
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_067
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_068
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_069
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_070
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_071
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_072
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_073
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_074
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_075
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_076
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_077
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_078
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_079
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_080
	2026_03_06_18_16_21_081
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_001
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_002
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_003
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_004
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_005
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_006
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_007
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_008
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_009
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_010
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_011
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_012
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_013
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_014
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_015
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_016
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_017
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_018
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_019
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_020
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_021
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_022
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_023
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_024
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_025
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_026
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_027
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_028
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_029
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_032
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_033
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_034
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_035
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_036
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_037
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_038
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_039
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_040
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_041
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_042
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_043
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_044
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_045
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_046
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_047
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_048
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_049
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_050
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_051
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_052
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_053
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_054
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_055
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_056
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_057
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_058
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_059
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_060
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_061
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_062
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_063
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_064
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_065
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_066
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_067
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_068
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_069
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_070
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_071
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_072
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_073
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_074
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_075
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_076
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_077
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_078
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_079
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_080
	2026_03_06_18_16_22_081
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_001
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_002
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_003
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_004
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_005
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_006
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_007
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_008
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_009
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_010
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_011
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_012
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_013
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_014
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_015
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_016
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_017
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_018
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_019
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_020
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_021
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_022
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_023
	2026_03_06_18_16_23_024

