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KEMP SMITH'S READING OF KANT'S
CRfTIQUE OF PURE REASON

Norman Kemp Smith's A Commentary to Kant's 'Critique of Pure Reason'
appeared in 1918, eleven years before hi s translation of Kant's philo
soph ical masterp iece, and it provided the essen tial con text out of which
the transl at ion emerged. Ju st as th e translation ha s endured, so the
Commentary belongs, alongside H. J. Paton 's equally detailed Kant's
Metaphysics c[Expetience(2 vols, 1936) and A. C. Ewing's succinct A Short
Commentarya/IKant's 'CritiqueofPure Reason' (1938), to a small number
of Eng lish- language works on the Critique of Pure Reason written in the
first half of the twentieth cen tury that have stood the test of time and
become classics of Kant scholarsh ip. The historical period to wh ich Kemp
Smith belongs, and whic h is reflected in his approach to Kant, is of
course distingu ished from our own in many import ant respects, but the
hi stor ical distance has done nothing to dissociate th e questions that
Kemp Smith raises abo ut Kant from the ones that are raised now, and it
remains standa rd practice to consul t Kemp Smith for h is view of the
matters debat ed by contemporary Kant commentato rs.

It goes without saying that a short di scussion can hope to give an idea
of, but not to do justice to, the richness and fineness of the Commentary.
What I wish to show here is that th e distance at which the contempo
rary reader stands from the philosophical world in which Kemp Smith
composed h is Commentary, far from reducing the work's relevance, gives
it a specia l value, over and above that whic h it possesses intrinsically
by virtue of its detailed and acute scholarship, and th e striking cla rity
and elegance of Kemp Smith's pro se.
British philosophy at t he end of th e n ineteenth cen tury, when Kemp
Smith began h is ph ilosophica l studies, was characteri sed by the pre
dominance of various forms of idealism tha t bore a Hegelian stamp: the
va ried but u ltimately un ified outlook defended by T. H. Green , F. H.
Bradley, J. M. McTaggart and Bern ard Bosanquer was at th e height of its
in fluence. I North American philosophy also included impo rtant
proponen ts of idealism, such as Josiah Royce. Despite this circumstance
of idea lism 's predom inance, Kemp Smith did not find himself in a
context of well-developed kn owledge and discussion of Kant. Kant's
ideas had not at any time settl ed in a stable form in Britain: th roughout

xu!



xiv KEMP SMITH'S READING OF CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

t he n inet eenth cen tury the nati ve tradit ion of em piricism had offered
strong resistance, and from th e days of its initial reception- right up to
the era of British idealism, Kan t's ph ilosoph y had been prone to appear
through th e lenses of Ftchte, Schelling and Hegel, eit her subject to their
critici sms or partially merged with their doctrines, and no movement
compa rable to neo-Kanttanism in Germany had attempted to retr ieve
Kant's philosoph y by disentangling it from the arguable disfigurements
to which his successors had subjected it. To take two important instances:
the extensive study of Kant publi shed by Edward Caird in 1889, wh ich
comprehens ively exposits and reviews th e en tire Crit ical system,
concludes th at Kant 's ' fundamen tal error ' was to misunderstand his own
philosophical met hod, which ' is already in itself the dialectical method
of Pich te and Hegel', as a conseq uence of which Kant fails to see that by
way of th e uni ty of self-consciousness 'we can go beyond phenomena
to th eir noumenal reality '.3 Similarly, John Watson 's defe nce of Kant
against h is nineteen th -cen tury empiricist rivals and detractors, published
in the same decade, declares that the Critique's distinction of a 'given
man ifold ' and 'or iginated forms' is incoheren t: it 'has not only no proper
justification ' but is ' inconsistent with the spirit of the Critical philosoph y
itself' , yields merely ' relative knowledge' and so 'no knowledge at all',
' the great imperfection ' in Kan t 's th eory being ultimately 'h is wan t of
the idea of development' as it is found in Hchte, Schelling and Hegel.4
It is also relevan t for an apprec iation of the originality of Kemp Smith 's
undertaking, that the moti ve for historical study had in any case waned .
Although one of the most important steps in th e formation of British
idea lism had consisted in a study of Hegel - Jam es Stirli ng 's Tile Secret
of Hegel (1865) - by the lat e n ineteen th cen tu ry British idealism had
become sufficiently established and well developed for it s hi stor ical
origins in Hegel, let alone Kant, to have faded from view : Brad ley,
McTaggart t'l al . offered th eir own proofs of idealism; it was not felt, as
it sure ly is now, tha t the case for absolute idealism is best made th rough
an examination of its great historical proponents.
Thus , although a tradition of study of Kant did exist in th e Scott ish
umverstne s- where, excepting a period at Princeton and some visits to
Germany, Kemp Smit h spent all of his professional life - he stud ied at
St And rews, held a pos ition at Glasgow and occupied the Chair of Logic
and Metaphysics in Edinburgh from 1919 to 1945 - no bod y of English 
language Kant scholarship remotely compa rable in quan ti ty or
complexity to that which now surrounds us had yet been produced, a
fact reflected in Kemp Smith 's mu ltipl e references in h isCommentary to
Germa n secondary literature, in place of sources in English . The
Commentary, if it did not qu ite inaugura te systema tic scholarsh ip on
Kan t in the English -speaking world, had litt le preceden t. The Appe nd ix
on Kant 's Opus Postumum, added in th e second ed it ion of 1923, on
posthumous writi ngs of Kant 's that have begu n to receive thorough
attention in the anglophone world only very recently, again showed
Kemp Smith to be a pioneer.
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Kemp Smith did not himself subscribe to any of the prevalent
'absolute' , Hegelian form s of idealism; he wrote articles on the nature of
universals in whic h he critic ised the strong ly holi stic and monist ic
idealism of Bradley and Bosanqu et ." The effect of his contem pora ry
philosophical clima te was nonetheless to impress upon h im the dee p
explanatory power of idealist thinking, and to make it po ssible for him
to endorse Kant's claim to have effected an irreversibl e revolution in
metaphysics and ph ilosoph ical method , and to identify the core of this
revolution with idealism . Though well awa re of the reaction again st
idea lism represented by his con tempora ries Bertrand Russell and G. E.
Moore, and acquain ted with th e developments gathe ring pace in early
ana lytic philosophy, Kemp Smith did not reco gnise in thi s new
movement a serious rival, eithe r subs tantial or methodological, to th e
idea list posit ion. Russell and Moore 's reasons for reje cting Hegelian
idealism, wh ich reflect ed a general oppos ition to, or at any rate a
min imalist orien tation in metaphysics, had little in common with Kemp
Smith 's critic isms of that posit ion . The con temporaries who engaged
Kemp Smith's interest and admirat ion were instead A. N. Whitehead,
Henri Bergson and William Jam es, ph ilosophe rs who, th ough not in
any sense adherents of Germa n ideali sm , remained in key respect s
attuned to its philosophical programme. The exact form of the idealism
that should be regarded as issuing from Kant 's revolution was in Kemp
Smith 's view a ma tter of uncertainty and open to enqui ry, and in
pur suing his study of Kan t, Kemp Smith 's aim was twofold : it was in
part to redi scover and clarify through h istorical labour the rationale for
the con temporary idealist out look which he regarded as fundamentally
correct, but also and more importantl y, he sought to determine precisely
wha t form of idea lism should be accepted."
Sepa rating Kemp Smith from the sit ua tion of con temporary
anglophone Kant comme ntators is the refore the fact th at Kemp Smith
had not undergone th e sequence of h isto rical experie nces that ana lytic
philosophy passed th rough in the course of th e twentieth cen tury, th e
net effect of whic h has been, while allowing some aspects of Kant to be
highlighted, to reduce the accessibility of Kant's transcendental idealism.
Kemp Sm ith did not ha ve to negotia te h is way past the obstacles
supplied by positivism 's attack on metaphysical propositio ns , th e
linguistic turn, and the powerful American-led, pragmatically-orientated
forms of philosophical naturalism, in orde r to take a fundame n ta lly
sympathe tic view of Kant for better or worse, he was not under pressure
to incorporate in to his defence of Kant's achievement an accoun t of
how Kant might be read as having an ticipated the criticisms implied by
logical positivism , linguist ic philosophy and pragmati st naturalism .
Kemp Smith's hi storical relation to Kan t was in short, in the respect s
mentioned , more d irect th an our own.
Kemp Smith's in terpretation of Kant is embedded in, and inseparable
from, a broader view that he take s of the development of modern
philosophy. Kemp Smith made detailed historical studies of Descartes,
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Locke, Hume and other modern figu res as well as of Kant.f and hi s view
of Kant's ea rly modern ancestry is - as th e plethora of references to these
figures in the Commentary shows - essen tial for understanding why he
interprets Kant as he does.
Philosophy made, Kemp Smith believes, a new start with Descartes, by
virtue of the fact that the doctr ine of th e heterogeneity o f mi nd and
matter created a new problem of knowledge:" How can mind, wh ich is
essentia lly unextended, stand in a cogn itive relat ion to matter, wh ich is
essen tially extended? Thi s prob lem was in fact, Kem p Smith holds, a
product of a long histo rical developmen t runn ing up from the Greek
stoics' inward turn and discovery of subjectivity, and their institution of
an antagon ism of man and nature. Augustine had already formulated the
doc trine of represen tative perception propounded by Descar tes - the
notion that our immediate awareness is restricted to ideas in our minds,
wh ich must then , in o rder for other knowledge to be po ssib le, be
determined to bear some appropriate relation, of causality or similitude,
to independently existing objects. But the problem had changed between
Augustine and Descartes, on account o f the new view of matter implied
by the results of modern natural science: once matt er had been wholly
despl rttuahsed and dehuma nised, and reduced to a single substance
exhibiting on ly diversified even ts of motion, it had ceased to be in tel 
ligible th at we should receive from ma tter even mere sens ations , let
alone full-fledged perceptions. The problematic doctrine of representa
tive perception is at the centre of early modern philosophy, on Kemp
Smith's in terpretat ion: it is this prob lem, and not the coglto , whic h on
his view provides the starting point for Descartes' ph ilosophica l system.
Descartes' solution had however, according to Kemp Smith , aggrava ted
the problem, by fallaciously treating though ts as, along with percep
tions, further objects of awareness. Kant doe s not make th is mistake: he
acco rds a qu ite differen t role to thought , in th e con text of a radica l
recasting of th e problem of knowledge.
What Kant's revoluti on amoun ts to, in Kemp Smith's view, will be
considered shortly. Its effect in any case, Kemp Smith cons ide rs, has
been to establish the supremacy of idealism over the oth er two perennial
t ypes o f philosoph y, nat ura lism and sceptic tsm .!" Ideali sm is not
t herefore, on Kemp Smith's View, a specifically modern invention: he
in fact regards idealism - which he defines as a concern to show 'spiritual
va lues' transcend the natural envi ron ment, 'have a more th an merely
hu man signi ficance' and 'stand on the same plane of ob jectivity' as
em pirical truth s - as having changed less since cla ssical times tha n
na tu ralism and scep tici sm, and as the standpoint that emerges more
na tura lly from phil osophical reflection . Though idealism has ach ieved
supremacy, it has not done so independen tly of its compe tito rs: inter
action with nat uralism and scepticism has been h igh ly fruitful for th e
developmen t of idealism, as the case of Kan t demonst rates. Nor, Kemp
Smith allows, has idealism quite displaced its rivals. Scepticism, afte r
enjoying a period where it flourished in the nineteen th century, in th e
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positivism of Comte and his successors, has eithe r retired or passed into
natu ralism , but nat uralism has, Kemp Smith concedes, received a new
impetus: development s in th e human sciences since th e n ineteen th
cen tu ry have allowed the sphe re of values, wh ich was previo usly
accorded due recogn itio n only by idea lism, to fall potentially in to the
orbit of natu ralism, which now present s itself as explaining ou r ' idealistic
tend encies' in terms of our ' instinctive equipment' and such like, and
whic h may now even gran t a degree of va lid it y to human values .
Though willing to recogn ise the existence in some sense of values of
several sorts, natura lism claims th at 't he in tellectual values stand apart
by th emselves': tha t is to say, in Kan tian terms, that naturalism claims
the greater and more fundamen ta l reality of th eoretical reason in it s
empi rica l employment. What fin ally allows idealism to meet thi s
challenge and to nevertheless maintain its edge over naturalism is, Kemp
Smith supposes, here invoking Kant's argumen t in the Critique for the
dependence of empirical knowledge on a priori conditions, 'the fact that
science exists at all': the fact of scien tific knowledge, and that of
knowledge in general, is unaccountable naturalistically. This consider
ation, 'when taken with the other achievements oft/Ie human spirit, in the
arts, in the moral, social and religiou s life', 'outweighs in philosoph ical
sign ificance' the conclusions of naturalistic enquiry, and is enough ' to
render intelligible the objective claim s of aesthetics and mo rals': the ir
possession of 'absoluteness' is no more or less mysterious than the fact
of theoretical knowledge. On th is basis the idealist is justified in retorting
that naturalists ultimately 'keep their eyes off the human values': because
they 'approach th em only th rough th e study of our natural and
economic sett ing ', the result is tha t ' they do not study them at all' . 11
Wha t this brief summary of Kemp Smith 's broader hi storical and
ph ilosoph ical view shows - reveali ng a substan tial difference from
ma ny contemporary anglophone approaches to Kan t' s theoretical
ph ilosophy - is the manner in wh ich Kemp Smith regards idealism,
not essen tially as a posit ion in theore t ical philosophy that may be
argued to have axiological pay-offs, but as a position formed essen tially
by ax io logical concern s. Th e mo t ivation for Kant's transcenden tal
anal ysis of knowledge is bou nd up from th e start with consciousness
of value.P
The presen t situation in philosophy being, in Kemp Smith's view, the
one described above, the question arises how the Critique manages to
secure idealism's hegemony. What does Kant's revolution in th eoreti cal
phil osophy consist in ?
One positio n which may, according to Kemp Smith, be fou nd in the

Critique, remains with in the basic methodological and doctrina l bound s
set by Descartes: knowledge is to be accounted for in terms of the
subjective contents of individu al consciousness, where the criterion for
the individu ation of subjects is th at of an ordinary empirical judgemen t
of personal iden tity, and the conten ts in qu estion are prised apa rt from
the existence of the object s wh ich th ey pu rport to rep resen t. Thi s



xviii KEMP SMITH'S READING OFCRITIQUE OFPURE REASON

position (summarised on pp. 272-3) accepts the dogmatic assumption
that th e mat erials of knowledge are atomic sensat ions. It in fers that
space and time, and th e categories, since th ey are not derivable from
such dat a, are supplied by the mind. Mind remains conceived in
Cartes ian manner as a separate, ob ject-independent en ti ty whi ch
precedes knowledge and renders it possible.
This position improves on Cartesian rationalism, Kemp Smith thinks,
at least to th e extent of substituting for innate ideas the merely empty
forms of thought, and of treat ing th e distinction of sense and though t
as two elements of, rather th an as two modes of, knowledge. Otherwise
Kant 's posit ion resembles the subjective ideali sm of Berkeley: each
indi vidua l creates empirica l reali ty afresh by constr uction out of
sensation, th e criterion for objectivity being intersub jectt ve sameness,
in a merely qualita tive sense of 'same'. The subject ivist outlook is
reflected in sta temen ts of Kant's such as th at 'all objects with which we
can occupy ou rselves, are one and all in me, that is, are determina tions
of my identical self' (A129).
There is however also present in the Critique, Kemp Smith argues, a
quite different position, wh ich contradicts subjectivism by locating the
grounds for knowledge outside th e consciousness of individual sub jects.
Kemp Smith calls this - perhaps not altogether felicitously, in view of th e
red uction ist connotat ion tha t t he term ha s (now, at any rat e) in th e
philosophy of perception - ph enomenalism .n Kan t 's phenomenalism
is most clearly located, and distinguished from his subjectivism, in the
Transcenden tal Deduction , especially in its second edition version , and
it also comes to the fore in the Refutation of Idealism. The essence of thi s
pos ition is that:

the gene rative conditions of experience I...)must fall outside the field
of consciousness, and as acti vities dynamically creative cannot be of
the nature of ideas or con ten ts. They are not subconscious ideas bu t
non-conscious processes. Th ey are not the submerged con ten t of
experience, but it s condition ing grounds. Their most significant char
acteristic has st ill, however, to be mentioned . They must no lon ger
be interpret ed in subjectivist terms, as originating in the sepa rate
existence of an individu al self. In cond it ion ing experience they
generate the on ly self for which experience can vouch [...). (p. 273)

On this view, sub ject and object are correlative, mu tuall y necessary
elements in the unity of experience, from whi ch it follows, Kemp Smith
argues, th at the self can exist only as an immedia tely object-conscious
being, th ereby undermining th e doctr ine of representa tive perception.
Since it is th en as true to assert th at nature ma kes the self possible as
that th e self creates na ture, both men talistic and materialist ic explana
tions of expe rience are ru led out . We are thus left with an att itu de
toward s experience tha t is in one sense pur ely analytical - we find it to
be composed of qualitatively distinct, necessarily interconnected formal
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and contentua l elements - but not in another: Kemp Smith goes beyond
the ana lytic thesis of Strawson 's descriptive metaphysics by affirming
that wha t the latter calls our 'conceptual scheme' - for Kemp Smith, th e
form 'fixed for all experience' (p. xli) - has 'generative', syn thetic, trans 
phenomena l grounds which in some sense explain i t. 14 Our knowledge
of these grounds is however circumscribed: Kan t 's phenomenalism
denies, importantly, that ph ilosoph ical reason is able to penetrat e
cogn ition so far as to uncover its complete explanat ion (that being th e
thesis of absol ute idealism). The conditions of experience are ' in their
real nature unknowable by us'; we cannot affirm that the transcenden
tal unity of apperception is the source of synthe tic processes, nor th at
these processes are the activities of a noumena l self, and th eir very char
acterisation as men tal rests on an analogy that may, for all we know,
reflect the limitation of our cognitive power (pp . 277-8). Kant's ratio
na lism is thus highly moderate, in comparison with either his Leibnlzlan
predecessors or h is idealist successors: he hold s th at the on ly grounds of
knowledge de terminable by us are 'brute cond itions ' th at cannot be
shown to possess ' in trinsic necessity' (p. xlii).
The result is a set o f double doctrines and systematic am biguit ies: the

Critique con ta ins a ' two fold view' (p . 272) of many cen t ral to pics,
includ ing inner sense, causali t y, apperception, the scope of the
categories, t he existence of th ings in themselves, the status of
appearance, and the relati on of ob jects to representations (wh ich
the sub jectivist Kan t identi fies and th e ph enomenalist Kan t
distinguishes).

It is not en tirely clear wh ether Kem p Smith regards the subjectivist
position as free from contradiction or as answering th e sceptic. What is
certain in any case is that Kant's subjectivism is in Kem p Smith's view
inferior to h is phenomena lism, in whic h lies t he genuine Copernican
revolution: the subjectivist position is not strictly p re-Criti cal - it is a
progressive development within Descartes' framewo rk and it amoun ts
to one 'developmen t of th e Critical standpoin t' (p. 263) - but it leaves
that framework int act, whereas the phenomenalist position reconcep
tuallses human knowledge in a way that places us beyond it .
Why should the Critique have th is dua l character? Kem p Smith
exp lains it, in pa rt, in terms of ' the ten tative and experimen tal cha racter
of Kant's own fina l solutions' :

The argumen ts of th e deduction are on ly in telligible if viewed as an
expression of the conflicting ten dencies to wh ich Kant 's thought
remain ed subject. He sought to allow due weight to each of the
d ivergent aspects of th e experience which he was analysing; and in so
doing proceeded, as it would seem, simultaneously along the pa rallel
lines of what appeared to be the possible, alterna tive methods of expla
nation . (p. 272)
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There is no doubt that Kemp Smith 's discernment of phenomena lism
as a position present in the Critique, and hi s percepti on of a sharp and
crucia l contrast between it and Kan t 's sub jectivism, were enabled and
cond itione d by h is in timate knowledge of th e post-Kanttan idealist
position and his intent ion to challenge the prevalen t Hegelian view,
exemplified by Caird and Watson, that Kant's ph ilosophy is an altogether
one-sided subjective idealism to which the onlv alternative is absolute
idealism. As he writes in Prolegomena to an Idealist Theory ofKnowledge
(p. 8):

Since the time of Kant , and largely through his influence, the uncom
prom ising Berkeleian th esis, that 'material' Nature is mind-depend en t,
has, indeed , been displaced by what , in itially at least, is the more
modest , though also usually much less defin ite, claim tha t Mind and
Nature stand in relations of mutual implication . But even this claim
has frequently been urged, especially by thinkers of the Hegelian type,
in forms much more ambitious than the needs of an idealist orienta 
tio n towards life and towards the Universe would seem to deman d.

The position located between subjective and absolu te idealism which
Kemp Smith claims to find in the Critique, raises of course ma ny
questions, and Kem p Smith does no t pretend that Kant gave it fin al or
defi nit ive form (pp. 283-4) . One quest ion is whe ther the position
ascribed by Kemp Smi th to Kant is not better described as a form of
rea lism. IS The issue here, of whe ther idealism once rendered non
subjective ceases to coun t as idealism, is one that recurs again and again
in the interpretati on - and self-in te rp reta t ion - of the po st-Kantian
ideali sts: a sign not that Kemp Smith has co llapsed the d istinction
between Kantian and post-Kan ttan idealism, but an indication of how
lit tle further bearing is provided by the labels ' idealist ' and 'realist' once
the basic Copernican move has established idealism in a basic, founda
tional sense.
Kemp Smith 's characte risation o f Kant 's meth od in the Critique
deserves c1arificatory commen t, for it may seem to comb ine two different
ways of construing h is argumen t which are often regarded as exclusive.
Th e ' transcendent al meth od' , Kemp Smith says, ' is really identical in
gene ral character with the hypot het ical meth od of the natural sciences'
(p. xliv): we begin by taking knowledge to be someth ing actual, and ask
what conditio ns can account for it ; ph ilosoph ical reflection takes the
fact o f knowledge as an explanandum and looks for its best explana
tion . Th is suggests that Kemp Smith interprets Kant, as some have done,
as reaching only conditional conclusions, to th e effect t ha t, if certa in
(ordi nary empirical and/o r scien tific) knowledge claims are acco rded
objective validi ty, then certain (transcenden tal, a priori) condit ions,
which are cohe ren t and in the ligh t of which th ose knowledge claims
would be validated, may, or mu st, be accepted as thei r presupposit ions.
In fact Kemp Smith does not regard th is (as Kan t refers to it) 'ana lytic'
or ' regressive' met hod - which, it is often poin ted out, leaves th e sceptic
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unanswered in the respect th at the antecedent of the cond itional has no t
been shown to be necessary - as exhausti ng th e Critique's stock of
argument. The tex t is also seen by Kemp Smith (pp . 44-8) as exhibiting
a ('syn the tic' or 'progressive' ) form of argument that proceeds from a
claim to knowledge that, th ough neither expressing a logical tru th nor
deduci ble from any o ther proposit ion, cannot be con troverted . This
form of argument - 'transcendental arguments', in th e sense attr ibuted
to Kant by P. F. Strawso n and many othe r in terpreters - reaches con
clusions that are, if the argument is sound, unconditional. The favoured
cand idate for the premise of Kant's transcendental argumenta tion , in
the reconstructions of Strawson and many others, is some proposition
that concern s the self - the claim that I have awareness of myself as a
th inker or subject of ment al states. Kemp Smith 's view (reflecting his
int erest in Bergson's philosophy) is differen t : the ultimat e premise of
the transcendent al argumentation tha t he locates in the Critique » most
clearly visible in the Analytic of Princi ples - is mere consciousness of
t ime (see pp. xli , 241- 4). Th e objective valid ity o f spa ce and the
catego ries is deduced as a cond ition for th is ultimate, irrepu diable fact.
Kemp Smith's view is the refore that the given 'factu al experience' (pp.
238-9) from which the transcendental method sets out consists not of
par ticular and determina te ordinary empirical or scien tific cogn itions
bu t o f a high ly gene ral and abstract clai m arrived at through th eir
analysis.
I have discussed Kemp Smith so far without mention ing the so-called
'patchwork' t heory of th e Critique (pp. xxviii-xxxiii), whic h is salient in
h is Commentary and with whic h h is nam e - along with that of h is
German predecessor, Hans Vaihinger, whose monumental Kommentar
zurKritik der reinen vernuntt (2 vcl s, Stuttgart, 1882- 92) Kemp Smith was
profoundly influenced by and refers to frequently - is strongly associated.
Because the patchwork th eory has come to be rejected and Kemp Smith's
adherence to it (wh ich drew heavy criticism early on from his contem
porary H. J. Paton) is not generally viewed as doing h im any favours, it
is importan t to empha sise how little d ifference rejection of the
patchwork theory makes to the value of his Commentary.
The term 'patchwork theory' is used commonly to encompass three
claims: one concern ing th e text as an articu lation of a ph ilosophical
position, one that concerns its process of composition, and one that
defines the proper method of its interpretation . The philosophical claim
is th at th e Critique of Pure Reason contains deep inconsistenc ies which
no amoun t o f exegetical ingenuity can remove or pallia te, and which
need to be in terpreted as reflecting directly two different and conflict
ing philosophical positions, as exp lained above. The compositiona l claim
is tha t the co-exi stence of these two positions in the one work is to be
expla ined in part by the circumstances of Kant's authorsh ip: namely the
rap idi ty with wh ich Kant - respond ing to the urgings of friend s and
pe rhaps with a sense of urgency derived from awa reness o f hi s own
numbered days - welded in to a single document the numerous manu-



xx ii KEMP SMITH'S READING OFCRITIQUE OFPURE REASON

scripts and drafts of different sections which had been composed ove r
a very long period - well over a decade - in th e cou rse of which his views
had developed and altered substantially. The methodological claim is
tha t one does best to read the Critiquewith a view to assigni ng different
sections and passages within sections to di fferent phases of composi
tion, as a palimpsest.
The compositional claim is not convincing, if for no other reason than
that th e eviden ce of all Kant's other writings, including th ose of his final
years, when the pressure of mortality was certain ly on h is mind, counts
agains t im puting to Kant the literary di spositi o n implied by Kemp
Smith' s conjecture. In addition, the fact tha t th e long in terval between
th e first and second edit ions of th e Critique gave Kant th e opportunity
to straigh ten out its doctrines but did not do so - Kemp Smith regards
the second ed ition as giving more prominence to th e proper Critica l
view, bu t he does not align his subjectivist and phenomena list Kant s
with the first and second ed it ions respectively - speaks against the
hypothesis. The basis for th e third, methodological claim - which is in
any case underm ined by th e difficulty, which is greater than Kemp Smith
supposes, of assigning dates to passages - is th ereby removed .
The philosoph ical claim, however, is the one that really matt ers for the
lasting interest of Kemp Smith 's Commentary, and it is independent of
th e compos itional and meth odological claim s. Kemp Smith does not,
afte r all, di spute tha t Kant did regard the Critiqueas expressing a unifi ed
ph ilosoph ical whole, and he has, as we have seen, an explanation for
why Kant was mistaken in thinking this which does not rely on his com
pos itiona l con jecture. Kemp Smith' s supposition is th at the on ly way
of according to Kant a posit ion tha t improves signi fican tly upon
sub jective idealism, yet which will not slide into absolut e idealism, is by
drawing a line with in the text between an ear lier and inferior, and a
later and superior position; this parti al trun cat ion is the price to be paid
for Kant 's philosophi cal stability. To anyone who re jects Kemp Smith 's
poli cy, his dual-posit ion reading of Kant stands as an open challenge: to
provid e an int erpret ation of Kant whic h shows the Critique to be a
fin ished philosophical whole that is neither merely th e closing chapter
of the early modern philosophical story, nor merely the seed of late
modern systems.J''
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

I AM indebted to Baron von Hugel, Professor Joachim, an d Professor
Ward for a large numbe r of co rrections and cri ticisms. These have
enabled me to make many needed revisions. Use has also been made of
Professor Adickes' elaborate and valuable work, Kants Opus Postumum
dargestellt und beurteitt, published in 1920. As it sets Kant's views during
the period 1797-1 803 in quite a new light, J have added an Append ix
in which they are d iscussed in their bearing upon h is teach ing in the
Critique ofPure Reason.

NORMAN KEMP SMITH.

EDINBURGH, June 1923.



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

THE Critique ofPure Reason is more ob scure and difficult t han even a
metaphysical treatise has any righ t to be. The di fficulties are not merely
due to defects of exposit ion; they multiply rather than dimin ish up on
detailed study; and, as I shall endeavour to show in this Commentary,
are traceable to two main causes, the composite na ture of t he text ,
written at various da tes th roughou t the period 1769-1780, and the con
flicting tendencies of Kant's own thinking.
The Commentary is both expos itory and critica l; and in exposition no
less th an in criticism I have sough t to subord inate the trea tme n t of
textu al questions and of minor issues to the systematic discussion o f
the cen tra l problems. Full use is made of the various select ions from
Kant's private papers that have appeared, at intervals, since th e publi
cation of hi s Lectures on Metaphysics in 1821. Their sign ificance has not
h itherto been gene rally recognised in Engli sh books upon Kant . Th ey
seem to me to be of capital importance for th e right understanding of
the Critique.
Some apology is perhaps requi red for publishing a work of this
character at the present momen t. It was completed , and arrangemen ts
made for its publication , shortly before the outb reak of war. The printers
have, I understan d, found in it a useful stop-gap to occupy them in the
intervals of more pressing work ; and now that th e type must be released,
I trust that in spite of, or even because of, the overwhelming preoccu
pations of the war, th ere may be some few reade rs to whom th e vol ume
may be not unwelcome. That even amidst the distractions of actual cam
paig ning metaphysical specu lation can serve as a refuge and a solace is
shown by th e memorab le example of General Smuts. He has h imself
told us tha t on his ra id into Cape Colony in the Sout h African War he
carried wit h him for evening readi ng the Critique of Pure Reason. Is it
surprising th at our Britis h generals, pitted aga inst so unconven tional
an opponent, should have been worsted in the battl e of wits?
The Critique of Pure Reason is a ph ilosophi ca l classic which marks a
turn ing-point in the h isto ry of philosophy, and no interpreta tion , even
th ough now att empted after th e lapse of a hundred years, can hope to
be adeq uate or final. Some th ings are clea rer to us than th ey were to
Kan t 's con tempora ries; in other essen tial ways ou r poin t of view has
receded from h is, and th e hi storical record, th at should determine our
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judgme nts, is far from complete . But th ere is a fur ther difficult y of an
even more serious characte r. The Critique deals wit h issues which are
still controversial, and their interpretation is possible on ly from a definite
standpoint. The limitations of th is standpoint and of the phil osophical
milieu in which it has been acquired unavoidably int ervene to d istort
or obscure OU f apprehension of the text. Arbitrary and merely personal
judgments I have, however, endeavou red to avoid. My sole aim has been
to reach, as far as may prove feasible, an unbiased understanding of
Kant 's great work.
Among German commen tators l owe most to Vaih inger, Adickes, B.
Erdmann, Cohen, and Riehl. especially to the first named. The chief
English writers upon Kan t are Green, Caird, and Adamson. In so far as
Green and Catrd treat the Critical ph ilosophy as a half-way stage to the
Hegelian standpoint I find myself frequently in disagreement with them;
bu t my indebtedness to their wri tings is much grea ter t han my
occasional cri ticisms of their views may seem to imply. With Robert
Adamson I en joyed the privilege of personal discussions at a time when
his earlier view of Kant's teaching was undergoing revision in a more
radical manner th an is apparen t even in his posthumously published
University lecture s. To the stimulus of his suggestions th e writi ng of thi s
Commentary is largely due.
My first st udy of the Critique was under the gen ial and in spiring
guidance of Sir Henry Jones. With characteristic kind liness he has read
through my manuscript and has d isclosed to me ma ny defects of
exposition and argumen t. The same service has been rendered me by
Professor G. Dawes Hicks, whose criticisms have been very valuable, par
tic ularly since they come from a studen t o f Kant who on many
fundamental points takes an opposite view from my own .
I have also to thank my colleague, Professor Oswald Veblen, for much
he lpful discussion o f Kant's doc trines of space and time, and of mathe
matical reason ing.
Mr. H. H.Joach im has read the en tire proofs, and I have made frequent
modifications to meet his very search ing criticisms. I have also gratefully
ado pted hi s revisions of my transl ati ons from the Critique. Simila r
acknowledgments are due to my colleague, Professor A. A. Bowman, and
to my friend Dr. C. W. Hendel.
I have in preparat ion a translat ion of th e Critique ofPure Reason, and
am responsible for th e translations of all passages given in th e present
work . In quoting from Kant's other writ ings , I have made use of the
renderings of Abbott, Bernard, and Maha ffy; but have occasionally
allowed myself th e liberty of introd ucing alt erations .
Should readers who are already well acqua in ted with the Critique
desire to use my Com mentary for its systematic discussions o f Kant 's
teaching, rath er tha n as an accompan imen t to their study of the text,
I may refer them to th ose sections which receive ita licised headings in
the table of con ten ts.

NORMAN KEMPSMITH.

LONDON, January 191 8.



INTRODUCTION

I. TEXTUAL

KA:-rr'S METHOD OF COMPOSI:-lG THf. 'CRrrlQU F. OF PURE REASON'

SELDOM, in the hi story of literat ure, ha s a work been more conscien
tious ly and deliberately thought out , or more hastily th rown togeth er,
than the CritiqueofPure Reason. The follow ing is the account wh ich Kant
in a lett er to Moses Mendelssohn (August 16, 1783) ha s given of its com
posit ion:
"[Though th e Critique is] the ou tcome of reflection which had occup ied me

for a period of at least twelve years, rbrought it to completion in the greatest
h aste within some four to five months, giving the closest atten tion to the
content, but with little th ought of the exposition or of renderin g it easy of corn
prehension by the reader-a decision which I have never regretted . since
otherwise, had I any longer de layed, and sought to give it a more popular form,
th e work would probab ly never have been completed at all. This defect can ,
however, be gradually removed , now that the work exists in a rough form." 1

These statemen ts must be allowed the greater weigh t as Kan t, in
another letter (to Garve. August 7, 1783), has given them in almost the
same words:
"I freely admi t that I have not expected that my book sho uld meet with an

immediate favourable recept ion . The exposition of the materi als which for more
than twelve successive years I had been carefully maturing, was not composed
in a sufficiently suitable manne r for gene ral comprehe nsio n . For th e perfecting
of its exposition several years wou ld have been requi red, whereas I brought it
to completion in some fou r to five month s, in the fear that, on longer delay, so
pro longed a labour might finaUy become burdensome, and that my increasing
years (I am already in my sixtieth year) wou ld perhTs incapacitate me, whi le I
am still th e sa le possessor of my complete system."

The twelve years here referred to are 1769-1 780; th e ph rase "at least
twe lve years" indicates Kant 's appreciation of th e cont inuity of h is
mental development. Hume's first infl uence upon Kant is probably to

I W. x. p. 323.
2 1V:: x. p.316.

xxvnt



TEXTUAL xxix

be dated pri or to 1760. The choice, however, of the year 1769 is not
arbit rary ; it is th e year o f Kant 's adoption of th e semi -Critical posi tion
recorded in th e lnaugurat Dissertation (1770).1The "four to five months"
may be dat ed in th e latter half of 1780. The printing of the Critiquewas
probably commenced in December or Janu ary 1780-1781.
But the Critique is not merely defective in clearness or popularity of
exposition. That is a common failing of meta ph ysical treatises, especia lly
when they are in th e German language, and migh t pass withou t specia l
remark. What is much more seriou s, is tha t Kant flat ly con tradic ts
himself in almost every cha pte r; and 'that there is hard ly a techn ical
term which is not employed by h im in a variety of d ifferent and con
flicting senses . As a write r, he is the least exact of all the grea t thinkers.
So obvious are these inconsistencies that every commentator has felt
constrained to offer some explanation of th eir occurrence. Thus Caird
ha s asse rted tha t Kant opens h is exposition from the non-Cr it ical
standpoint of o rdinary consciousness, and that he d iscloses th e fina l
posit ion , towards which he has all along been working, on ly through
repeated modifications of hi s p relimina ry statements. Such a view,
however, cannot account either for the specific manner of occu rrence
or for the actual character of the contradictions of which the Critique
affords so many examples. These are by no means limited to th e opening
sections of its main divisions; and carefu l examina tion of the text shows
th at th ey have no such merely expository o rigin . The publi cation of
Kant's Retlexionen and Lose Blatter, and th e devoted labours of Benno
Erdmann, Valhinge r, Adickes, Retckeand others, have, indeed, placed the
issue upon an entirely new plane. It can now be proved that the Critique
is not a unitary wor k, and th at in the five months in whic h , as Kant
tells us, it was "brough t to complet ion " (zu Stande gebrachf), it was not
actua lly written, bu t was pieced together by the combining of manu
scripts written at various dates th roughout th e period 1769-1780.
Kant's correspondence in these years contains th e repeated assertion
tha t he expected to be able to complete th e work withi n some three or
six months. Th is implies that it was already in great part committed to
writ ing. In 1780 Kan t must therefore have had a large body of
manuscri pt at his d isposa l. The recen tly publi shed Lose Blatter are,
indeed, part of it. And as we sha ll have constant occasion to observe,
the Critique affords ample evidence of having been more or less mechan
ically construc ted through the piecing toge ther of older manuscript ,
supplemen ted, no doubt, by the inserti on of connecting links, and
modified by occasional alterations to suit the new context. Kant , it would
almost seem, ob jected to nothing so much as the sacrifice of an
argument once consecrated by committa l to paper. If it could be inserted ,
no matt er at what cost of repetition, or even confusion, he insisted upon
it s insertion. Thus the Subjective and Objective Deductions of the first
edi tion can , as we shall find, be broken up in to at leas t four distinct

1 Cf. Kan t 's letter 10 Lamber t, September 2, 1770: W. x. p. 93.
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layers, which, like geo logical st rata, remain to the bewild erment of the
reader who nat urally expects a uni fied system, but to th e enligh tenment
of the studen t, once the clues th at serve to identify and to dat e them
have been detected. To cite another example: in the Second Analogy, as
given in the first edition, the main thesis is demonstrated in no less th an
five d ist inct proofs, some of which are repeti tions; and when Kan t
restated th e argument in th e second edition, he allowed the five proofs
to remain , but superimposed still another upon them. Kant does, indeed,
in the second edi tion omit some few passages from various part s of the
Critique; but this is in the ma in owing to his desire to protect himself
aga inst serious misunderstand ing to which, as he found, he had very
un guard edly laid himself open . The alterations of the second edit ion
are ch iefly of the nature of add itions.
Adickes' th eory' that Kant in the "four to five mon th s" composed a
brief outline of his entire argument, and that it was upon the framework
of th is out line that the Critique was elabo rated out of the old er
manuscript , may possibly be correct. It has certai nly enabled Ad ickes to
cast much light upon many textu al problems. But his own supplemen
tary hypothesis in regard to the section on the An tinomies, namely, th at
it formed an older and separate treat ise, may very pro fitably be furt her
extended. Surely it is un likely that with the expectation, continued ove r
ma ny years, of completion with in a few months, Kan t did not possess,
at least for the Aesthetic, Dia lectic, and Methodology, a general outl ine,
that dated furth er back than 1780. And do ubtless th is outline was itself
altered, pat ched, and recast, in proportion as insight in to the problems
of the Analytic , the problems, that is to say, wh ich caused publication to
be so long deferred, deepened and took final form.
The composite cha racter of the Critique is largely concealed by th e
high ly elabo rate, and extremely artificial, arrangement of its parts. To the
general plan , based upon professedly logical principles, Kant has himself
given th e title, architectonic; and he carries it out with a th oroughness
to which all other cons ide rations, and even at times tho se of sound
reasoning, are made to give way. Ind eed , he clings to it with the unrea
son ing affection which not infrequently attaches to a favourite hobby.
He lovingly elabora tes even its minor det ail , and is rewa rded by a
framework so ext remely complicated that the most heterogen eous
content s can be tid ily arranged, side by side, in its many compartments.
By its uniformity and rigour it gives the appearance of systematic o rder
even when such order is wholly absen t.
But we have still to conside r the chie f reason for the cont radic tory
character of the con ten ts of th e Critique. It is inseparably bound up with
wha t may perhaps be regarded as Kant's supreme merit as a philosoph
ical th inker, especi ally as show n in th e first Critique,-namely, h is
open-minded recogn ition of th e complexity of h is problems, and of the
man y d ifficulti es wh ich lie in the way of any solut ion which he is

l Embodied in h is edition of the Kritik (18 89) .
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himself able to propound . Kant's method of working seems to have
consisted in alterna ting between the various possible solu tio ns,
developing each in turn, in the hope that some midway posit ion, whic h
woul d share in the merits of all, might finally d isclose itself. When, as
frequently happened, such a midway solution could not be found, he
deve loped his th ought along the para llel lines of the alterna tive views.

"You know that I do not app roach reasonable ob jections with the intention
merely of refuting them, but that in thinking them over I always weave them
into my judgments, and afford them the oppo rtun ity of ove rtu rni ng all my
most cherished beliefs. I ente rtain th e hope that by thus viewing my judgmen ts
impartially from the standpoint of others some third view that will imp rove
upon my previous insigh t may be obtainable. . .. Long expe rience has taught
me that insigh t into a subject which I am seeking to maste r is not to be forced,
or even hastened, by sheer effort, but dema nds a fairly prolonged period duri ng
which I retu rn again and again to the same concepts, viewing them in all their
aspects and in thei r widest possible connectio ns, while in the intervals the
scept ical spirit awakens, and makes trial whether my conclusions can withstand
a searching criticism."! "In men tal labou r of so delicate a character nothing is
more harmful than preoccupation with extraneous matters. The mind, th ough
not cons tan tly on the stretch, must still, alike in its idle and in its favourable
moments.tie uninterru pted ly open to any cha nce suggestion which may present
itself. Relaxations and diversions mu st main tain its powers in freedom and
mobility, so that it may be enabled to view the object afresh from every side, and
so to enlarge its point of view from a microscopic to a un iversal outlook that it
adopts in turn every conceivab le standpoint, verifying the observations of each
by means of all the others.v- "I am not of th e opinion of the well-meaning writer
who has recommended us never to allow doubts in regard to a matter upon
which we have on ce made up our minds . In pure philosophy that is not feasible.
Indeed the understanding has in itself a na tural objection to any such procedure.
We must consider propositions in all their various applications; even when they
may not seem to require a special proof , we must make t rial of the ir opposites,
and in th is way fight for delay, until th e truth becomes in all respect s evident."!

That these are no m ere p iOUS exp re ss ions o f good intention, bu t
represent Kant 's actual method of working, is amply p roved by the
con ten ts o f the Critique. We find Kant constan tly alternating between
opposed standpoints , to no one o f which he quite def initely commits
himself, a nd constan tly restating h is p rincip les in t he effo rt to remove
the objec tions to wh ich , as he recognises, they continue to lie open.
The Critique, as already stated, is not the exposit ion of a single unified
sys tem , but is the record of Kant's manifo ld attempts to formulate and
to so lve h is many-sided problems. Even those portions of the Critique
wh ic h em body h is latest views show that Kant is sti ll unwilling to
sacrif ice insigh t to consistency. When he is gu ilty o f special p leading
fo r he cannot be altogether absolved even fro m that charge-it is in the
in terests of his logical a rchitectonic, fo r wh ich , as r have said, he

I From letter to Marcus Herz, June 7, 1777: w x. pp. 116-1 7.
Z From letter to Marcus Herz, February 21, 1772:W x. p. 127.
} Re{lexionell il. 5.
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che rishes a quite unreasoning affection, and not of h is central prin ciples.
So far from concealing difficu lti es, or unduly dwelli ng upon th e
favour ing cons iderations , Kan t himself emphasises th e outsta nding
ob jections to which his concl usions rema in sub ject. If hi s teach ing is
on ce rta in points very definite, it is in other hardly less important
respects largely ten tative.
The value of Kant 'sCritique as an introduction to modern philosophy
is greatly enhanced by this method of procedure. The stu dent who has
steeped h imself in the atmosphe re of th e Critique, however dissa tisfied
he may perhaps be with man y of its doctrines, has become familiar with
t he main requiremen ts which a really adeq uate metap hysics must fulfil,
or at least will have acquired a due sense of th e complex ity of t he
problems with which it deals.
Recogn ition of the compos ite na ture of the tex t will safegua rd us in
two ways. In th e first place , citation of single passages is quite in con 
clusive. Not on ly must all the relevant passages be collated; th ey must
be in terpreted in the light of an h isto rical understanding of the various
stages in Kant 's development. We must also be prepared to find tha t on
certa in main q uestions Kant hesitates between opposed posit ions, an d
that he nowhere d efin it ively commits himself to any quite final
expression of view.
Secondly, we cannot proceed on the assumptio n that Kant's mat urest
teaching comes where, had th e Critiquebee n a unitary wo rk, composed
upon a defini te and previously thought out plan , we shou ld naturally
expec t to find it, name ly, in it s concluding portions . The teach ing of
much of th e Dialectic, especially in it s accoun t of t he nature of the
phenomena l world and of its relati on to the knowing mind, is only
sem i-Critical. Th is is also true of Kant 's Introduction to th e Critique.
In troductions are usually writt en last; and probably Kant's introduction
was writt en after the completion of the Aesthetic, of the Dialectic, and of
the Analyti c in its ear lier forms. But it bea rs all th e signs of having been
composed prior to the working out of several of h is most characteristic
doctri nes in the central pa rts of th e A/lalytic.
Thus both Kant's introductory statements of the aims and purposes of
the Critique, and h is ap plicatio n of h is results in the solution of meta
physical p roblems, fail to represen t in an y adequate fashio n th e new
and revolutionary principles to whi ch he very gradually but successfully
worked h is way. The key to t he Critique is given in the cen tra l portions
of the Analytic, especially in the Deduction of the Categories. Th e other
par ts of th e Critique reveal the Critica l doctrines on ly as gradually
emerging from the en ta ngling influence of pre-Cr it ical assumptions.
Their teac h ing has to be rad ically remodelled before they can be made
to harmoni se with what, in view bot h of thei r intri nsic cha racte r and of
the corresponding alterations in the seco nd edition , must be regarded
as Kan t's maturest utterances.
Th is was a task which Kant never h imself attempted. For no sooner
had he attained to comparative clearness in regard to his new Critica l



KANT'S RELATIONTO IIUME xxxiii

principles and briefly expounded them in the Analytic of the first edition,
than he hastened to apply them in the spheres of morality, aesthetics,
and teleology. When the Critique appea red in 1781 he was fifty-seven
years of age; and he seems to have feared that if he allowed th ese purely
theoretical problems. which had already occupied his main atte n tion
for "at least twelve years," to detain h im longer, he would be debarred
from developing and placing on permanen t record the new metaphysics
of eth ics which, as the references in the first Critique show, had already
begun to sha pe itself in his mind. To have expended further energy upon
the perfecting of h is th eoretical phil osoph y wou ld have endange red its
own best fruits. Even the opportun ity in 1787 of a second ed ition o f the
Critique he used very sparingly, altering or adding on ly where occasional
curren t criticism- h is puzzled con temporaries havin g still for the most
part maintained a d iscreet silence-had clearly shown that h is modes of
exposition were incomplete or misleading.

II. HISTORICAL

KANT'S RELATION TO HUME AND TO LElBNIZ

Kant's manner of formulating his fundamen ta l problem-How are
synthe tic a priori judgments possible?-may well seem to the modern
reader to imply an unduly scho lastic and extremely rationa listic method
of approach . Kant' s reasons for ado pting it have, unfortunately, been
largely obscured, owing to th e mistaken interp retation which has usually
been given to certa in of h is personal utteran ces. They have been
supposed to prove that the immediate occasion of th e above formul a
was Hume's discussion of th e problem of causality in the Enquiry into
the Hu man Understanding. Kan t, it is argued, cou ld not ha ve been
acquain ted with Hume's earlier and more elaborate Treatise 0" Human
Nature, of wh ich there was then no translation; and h is references to
Hume must therefo re concern only the later work.
Vaihinger has done valuable service in disputing th is reading of Kant's
autobiographica l statements. Kant does not himself make direct mention
of the Enquiry, and the passages in the Critique and in the ProlegomenaI

in which Hume 's teaching is under consideration seem rather to point
to the wid er argumen t o f the Treatise. This is a matter o f no small
importance; for if Vaihinger's view can be established, it will enable us
to appreciate, in a manne r otherwise impossible, how Kant should have
come to regard the problem of a priori synthesis as being the most pressing
qu estion in the enti re field of specu lative philosophy.
The essential difference between the Treatise and the Enquiry, from
th e standpoin t of their bearing upon Critical issues, lies in th e wider
scope and more radical character of the earlier work. The Enquiry

I 't hese passagesare byno meansunambiguous , and arecommented upon below. p. 6 1 ft.
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di scu sses th e problem of causality onl y in the form in which it emerges
in particularcausal judgmen ts, i.e. as to our grounds for asserting that thi s
or that effect is due to this or th at cause. In the Treatise, Hume raises th e
broad er question as to our right to pos tulate that events must always be
cau sally determined . In other words, he there quest ions th e valid ity of
the universal causal principle, that whatever begins to exist must have
a cause of existence; and he does so on the explicit ground that it
demands as necessary the connecting of two concepts, tha t of an even t
and that of an anteceden t cause, between which 110 connection of any
kind can be detec ted by the mind . The principle, that is to say, is not
self-evident; it is syn the tic. The concept of an event and th e concept of
a cause are quite separate and distinct ideas. Events can be co nceived
without our requiring to think anteceden t events upon which th ey are
dependen t. Nor is the principle capable of demonstration. For if it be
ob jected th at in questioning its validity we are commi tting ourselves to
the impossible assertion that even ts arise out of noth ing, such argumen t
is o nly applicable if th e principle be previously granted. If even ts do not
require a cause, it is as littl e necessary to seek th eir source in a gene ration
out of nothing as in anyth ing positive. Simila rly, when it is a rgued that
as all th e parts of time and space are uniform, there must be a cause
determin ing an even t to happen at one moment and in one place rather
tha n at some othe r time or place, the princ iple is aga in assumed . There
is no grea ter d ifficulty in supposi ng the time and place to be fixed
without a cause than in supposing the existence to be so determined . The
principle, Hume co nclude s, is non-rational in characte r. It is an
ins trument useful for th e organi sation of experience; and for that reason
nature has dete rmined us to its formatio n and acceptance. Properl y
viewed, it expresses a merely ins tinctive belief, and is explicable only in
the naturalistic manner of our othe r propen sit ies, as ne cessary to the
ful fillin g of some pract ical need . "Na ture has determined us to judge as
well as to breathe and feel. "
From this na tura list ic position Hume makes a no less Vigorous att ack
upon the empirica l philosophies which profess to establish general
pr in ciples by inductive in ference from th e facts of experience. If the
principl es wh ich lie at the basis of our experience are non-rationa l in
character, th e same must be true of ou r empirica l judgments. They may
correctly describe the uni formities that have h itherto occurred in the
seque nces of our sensat ions, and may express the natural expectatio ns
to whic h th ey spontan eously give rise; but th ey must never be regarded
as capable of serving as a ba sis for in ference. In elim inati ng a priori
principles, an d appealing exclusively to sense-exper ience, th e empiricist
removes all grounds o f di stinct ion between induct ive inference and
custom-bred expectatio n. And since from this stand point th e possibil
it y o f un iversal o r abstract concepts-so Hume argues-must a lso be
den ied , deductive inference must likewise be eliminated from among
th e possible instruments at th e disposal of th e mind. So-called inference
is never th e source o f our beliefs; it is o ur fundam ental natural beliefs,
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as determined by the constitution of our nature in its reaction upon
external in fluences, that generate those expectations which, however
they may masquerade in logical costume, have as purely natural a source
as our sensa tions and feelin gs. Such, briefly and dogmatically stated, is
the sum and substance of Hume's teaching. I
Now it was th ese considerat ions that , as it would seem, awakened
Kant to the problem of a priori syn thesis. He was, and to th e very last
remained, in entire agreement with Hume's contention that the principle
of causality is neither self-evident nor capable of logical demonstrat ion,
and he at once realised th at what is true o f this principle must also hold
of all th e other principles fundamen tal to science and ph ilosophy. Kant
furth er agreed th at inductive in ference from th e data of experience is
only possible upon the prior acceptance o f rational principles indepen
dently estab lished; and tha t we may not , th erefore, look to experience
for proof of their validity. Thus with the rejection of self-evidence as a
feature of the a priori, and with the consequent admission of its synthetic
character, Kant is compe lled to acquiesce in the inevitableness of the
dilemma which Hume propounds. Either Hume's scep tical conclusions
must be accepted, or we must be ab le to point to some criterion which
is not subject to the defects of the ratio nalist and empirical methods of
proof, and which is adequate to determ ine the validity or invalidi ty o f
general principles. Is th ere any such alternative? Such is Kant's problem
as expressed in the formula: How are syn the tic II priori judgments
possible?

It is a very remarkab le hi stor ical fact th at notwit hstanding the
clearness and cogency of Hume's argument, and the appearance of such
competent thin kers as Thomas Reid in Scotland, Lambert and Crusius
in Germany, no less tha n thirty years should have elapsed before Hume
found a single reader capable of appreciating th e teaching of th e Treatise
at its true vatue.t Even Kant himself was not able from his read ing of
the Enquiry in 1756-1762 to realise the impo rtance and bearing of the
main probl em. ! Though in the Enquiry the wider issue regarding the
gene ral principle o f causality is not raised , t he bearing o f Hume's
discussion, when interpreted in th e light of Kant's own teach ing, is suf
ficien tly clear; and accordingly we cannot be absolutely certa in that it
was not a re-reading of the Enquiry or a recallin g of its argumen t ' tha t

l For justification of th is interpretation of Bu rne I must refer the reade r to my articles
on "The Naturalism of Hume" in Mind. vol. xtv, N.S. pp. 149- 73, 335-47.
Z To thls fact Kant himself draws attention: "Hut the perpetual hard fate ofmetaphysics

would not allow Burne to be understood . We cannot with out a certain sense of pain
consider how utterly hts opponents, Reid, Oswald, Beattie , and even I'nesuey, mused the
point of the problem. For While they were ever assuming as conceded what he doubted,
and demonstrating with eagerness and often with arrogance what he never thought of
disputing, they so overloo ked his inclina t ion towards a bette r state of thi ngs, that
everything remained undisturbed in its old condition ."- f'ralegomenll , p. 6; Mahaffy and
Bernard's t rans, p. 5.

ol Sulzer's t ranslat ion of Hume's ESSllY5 (includ ing the Enquiries) appeared in 1754- 56.
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suggested to Kant the cen tral problem of his Crit ical philosophy. The
probability, however, is rather th at this awakening took place only
indirectly th rough hi s becoming acqua in ted with th e wider argument
of th e Treatise as revealed in James Beattie 's extremely crude and unsym
pathetic criticism of Hume's philosoph y.P Beatt ie had great nat u ral
ability, and considerable literary power, His prose writings have a lucidit y,
a crispness, and a felicity of illu stration which go far to explain their
widespread popularity in th e latter ha lf of th e eighteenth century. Their
literary quality is, however, more th an coun terbalanced by th e absence
of any genuine apprecia tio n of the deeper, speculative implications and
co nsequences of the pro blems d iscussed , And th is being so, he is
naturally at h is worst in crit icising Hume. In insisting, as he does, upon
the absurd practical results! that would follow from the ado ption of
Hume's sceptical conclusions, he is merely exploiting popular prejudice
in the philosophical arena, That, however, may be forgiven him, if, as
would seem to be th e case, th e quotations which he gives verbatim from
Hume's Treatise really first revealed to Kant the scope and innermost
meaning of Hum e's analysis of th e causal problem .
The evidence in suppor t of thi s conten tion is en tirely circumstantial.
The German tran slat ion of Beatt ie's Essay on tile Nature and Immutability
of Truth was publish ed at Easter 1772, i.e. in the year in which Kant, in
the process of h is own independent development, came, as is shown by
his famous lett er to u erz.! to realise the mysteri ou s, problematic
character of a priori knowledge of the indet endenuv real. He was th en,
however, still en tirely unconscious of the deeper problem which at once
emerges upon recogn ition that a priori prin cip les, quite apart from all
question of their obj ective validity, are syn thetic in form. We know that
Kant was acquain ted with Beatt ie's work; for he twice refers to Beattie's

1 The word which Kant uses is Ennnemng (d. below, p. xxix, II. 4). There are two main
reasons fo r be lieving that Kan t had not himself read the Treatise, He was imperfectly
acqua inted wit h the English lan guage, and there was no ex isting Germa n t ransla tion.
(Jakob's t ransla tion did not appear till 1790-9 1. On Kant 's knowledge of F.nglish , cr.
Erdmann; Arcniv (ii r Gf'sclli(lItedff Philosophi,', Rd. t. (1888) pp. 62 ff., 216 ff.; and K.Groos:
Kant-Studien, Bd. v. (l9(Xl) p. 177 ff.: and below, p. 156.) And, secondly, Kan t's statements
reveal his en tire igno rance of Hurne's view of ma thematical science as given in the Trfatist>,
2 Cl. Vaih inger, Commentary. i. p. 344 ft. Beatt ie does . indeed , refer to Hume's view of

ma thematical scienc e as given in the Trelld.lf', but in so ind irect and casual a manner that
Kant could not possibly gathe r from the reference any notion of what that treatment was.
Cf. Beattie's Essay on tile Nature alld Immutability of Truth (sixth edition), pp . 138, 142, 269 .
J These Hum e had h imself po inted out bo th in the Treatise and in the Enquiry, and
because of them he rejects scept icism as a feasib le philosophy of life. Kant 's statement
above quoted that Hume-s crit ics (among whom Beattie is cited) "were ever assuming
what Burn e doubted , and demonstranng with eage rness and otten witll arrogancewhat he
never th ought of disputing," undoubtedly refer in a quite especial degree to Beattie.

4 Wake, x. p. 123 ff. It is dated Feb ruary 21, 1772. Ct. below. pp. 2 19-20.
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criticism of Hume.! What more probable than th at he read the tra nsla
tion in the year of its publication, or at least at some time not very long
subsequent to the date of the letter to Herz? The passages wh ich Beattie
quotes from the Treatise are exact ly those th at were necessary to reveal
the full scope of Hume's revolutionary teach ing in respect to the general
principle of causality. There seems, indeed . litt le doubt th at thi s must
have been the channe l through wh ich Hume's influence chiefly acted.
Thus at last, by a circuitous path, through the quotations of an adversary,
Hume awakened philosophy from its dogmatic stumber,! and won for
h is argument that apprecia tion which despite its coge ncy it had for
th irty years so vain ly demanded .
Let us now turn our atten tion to the rationalist ph ilosophy in which
Kant was educated. Hume's con ten tion th at experience cannot by itself
justify any inductive inference forms the natural bridge ove r which we
can best pass to the con trasting standpoint of Leibntz. Hume and Lefbniz
find common ground in denouncing empiricism. Both agree in
regarding it as the mongrel offspr ing of conflicting principles. If rat io
nalism cannot hold it s own, th e alt erna tive is not the find ing of firm
foothold in concre te experience, but on ly such conso latio n as a sceptical
philosophy may afford .c The overthrow of rati onali sm means the
destruction of metaphysics in every form . Even mathemati cs and th e
natural sciences will have to be viewed as fulfilling a practical end, not
as satis fying a th eoret ical need . But t hough Leibm z's critici sm of
empiricism is, in its main con ten tion, identi cal with that of Hume, it is
profoundly di fferent both in its orien ta tion and in th e conclusions to
which it leads. While Hume maintains that induction must be regarded
as a non-rational p rocess o f merely instinc tive an t icipa tion , Leibn iz
argues to the self-leglslatlve cha racter o f pure though t. Sense-experience
reveals reality only in proportion as it embodies principles derived from
the inheren t character of thought itself. Experience conforms to a priori
principles, and so can afford an adequate basis for scient ific induct ion.
There is a passage in Hume's Enquiry which may be employed to
illustrate th e bo ldly specu lative cha racter of Leibn iz's in terpretation of
th e nature and function o f human thought. "Nothing . . . [seems] more
unbounded th an the thought of man, which not only escapes all human

I In l'rrAtgomt'11<l, p. 6 (above quoted , p. xxvtu, II. I), and p. 8 (trans, p. 6): NI should
th ink Hume might fairly have laid as much claim to sound sense as Beattie, and besides
to a critical understanding (such as the latter did not possess)."

2 Ct . protegomenu, p. 8: NI honest ly confe ss that my recollect ion of David Hume's
teaching (die E, i ll l/ero llS des Davi d Hume) was the very thing which many years ago [Kant
is writing in 17831first interrupted my dogmatic slumber, and gave my investigation s in
the field of speculat ive ph ilosophy quite a new direction ." Kant 's employment of th e term
Etinnerung may perhaps be interpreted in view of the ind irect source of his knowledge of
Hurne's main position. He would bring to his reading of Beattie's quotat ions the memory
of Hume's othe r sceptical doctrines as expounded in th e £/I'Ill it)".
3 Kant , it should be noted , ctasstnes philosophies as either dogmatic ( '" ration alist ic)

or sceptical. Empiricism he regards as a form of scepuc tsrn.
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power and au thority, but is not even restrained within th e limi ts o f
na ture and realit y.... While the body is confined to one planet, along
whic h it creeps with pa in and difficu lty, the though t can in an inst ant
transport us in to the most d istant regions of the universe.... Wha t
neve r was seen, or heard of, may yet be conceived; nor is anyth ing
beyond th e power of thought , except what impli es an abso lute con tra
d iction. " Th is passage in which Hume mean s to depict a false belief ,
already sufficiently condemned by th e absurdity of its claims, exp resses
for Letbnlz th e wonderful but literal truth .Though t is the revealer of an
ete rna l unchanging reality, and its validity is in no way dependent upon
its verification through sense. When Volt ai re in h is Ignorant Philosopher
remarks that "it wou ld be very singular that all na ture, all th e plan ets,
should obey eternal laws, and that there should be a litt le an imal, five
feet h igh, who, in contempt of these laws, could act as he pleased, solely
according to his caprice," he is forgetting that this same animal of five
feet can contain the stellar universe in tho ught within himself, and has
therefore a dignity which is not expressible in any such terms as h is size
may seem, for vulgar estimation, to imply. Man, though dependen t
upon the body and confined to one planet, has the sun and stars as th e
playthings of his mi nd. Though fin ite in h is mortal condit ions , he is
d ivinely infinite in his powers.
Lelbniz thus boldly cha llenges the sceptical view of the function of
reason . Instead of lim iting thought to the translating of sense-data into
conceptual forms, he claims for it a creative power wh ich enables it out
of its own resources to discover for itself, no t only th e actua l constitu 
tion of the material wor ld, but also the immensely wider realm of
pos sible en tit ies. The real, he main tains, is only one of the man y
kingdoms which thought discovers for itself in th e un iverse of trut h . It
is the most comprehensive and th e most pe rfect, but still on ly one out
of innumerable othe rs which unfold themselves to th e mind in pure
thought. Truth is no t the abstracting of the universal aspects in th ing s,
not a copy of reality, dependent upon it for meaning and sign ificance.
Trut h is wider than reality, is logically prio r to it, and instead of being
depe ndent upon the actual, legislates for it. Lelbnlz thus starts from the
po ssible, as discovered by pure th ough t, to determine in an a priori
manne r the nature of the real.
This Leibnizian view of thought may seem, at first sigh t, to be merely
th e re-emergence of the romantic, rationalistic ideal of Descartes and
Malebranche. So to regard it would, however, be a serious injustice. It was
he ld with full consciousness of its grounds and implications, and reality
was metaphysically rein terpreted so as to afford it a genuine basis. There
was noth ing merely mystical and not hin g undefined in its main tenet s.
Leibniz differs from Malebranche in being himself a profound mathe-

1 Quoted by Beatt ie (op. cn., sixth editi on, p. 295), who, however incapa ble of appre
ciat ing th e force of Hume's arguments, was at least awake to certain of their ultimate
consequences.
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mati ctan, th e co-discoverer with Newton of the differential ca lculus. He
also diff ers from Descar tes in possessing an absorbing interest in th e
pu rely logical aspect s of the probl em of method; and was therefore
equipped in a supreme degree for determining in genuinely scientific
fashion the ph ilosophical significance and value of the mathematical
disciplines.
Hume and Leibniz are thus th e two protagonists th at dwarf all others.
They realised as neither Malebranch e, Locke, nor Berkeley, neither Reid,
Lambert . Crus ius, nor Mendelssohn eve r did, t he really crucia l issues
which must ultimately decide between th e competing possibilities. Each
maintained, in the manner prescribed by his general ph ilosophy, one of
wha t then appeared to be th e only two possible views of the function
of th ought. The alterna tives were these: (a ) Thought is merely a practical
instrument for the conven ient int erp retation of our human experience;
it h as no obj ecti ve or metaphysical valid ity o f any kind; (b) Thought
legislates uni versall y; it reveals the wider universe o f the ete rnally
possible; and p rior to all experience can det ermine the fundamental
conditions to wh ich that experience must con form. Or to interpret this
opposition in logical terms: (a) The fundamental prin ciples of experien ce
are synthet ic judgments in wh ich no relati on is d iscoverable between
sub ject and predicate, and whic h for th at reason can be justified neither
a priori nor by experience; (b) all principl es are analytic, and can th erefore
be justified by pu re th ought.
The probl em of Kant's Critique, broadly stated, consists in the exam
ination and critica l estima te of these two opposed views. There is no
problem, scien tific, moral , or religiou s, which is not vita lly affected by
th e decision which of th ese alterna tives we are to adopt, or what rec
onciliation of th eir con flict ing claims we hope to achieve. Since Kant's
day, largely owing to the esta blishmen t of th e evolutio n theory, th is
pro blem has become only the more pressing. The naturalist ic, ins tru
men tal view of thought seems to be immense ly rein forced by biological
au thority. Thought would seem to be reduced to the level of sense 
affection , and to be an in strument developed through natural processes
for th e practical purposes of adaptation. Yet th e count er-view has been
no less powerfully strengthened by the victo rious ma rch of the math
ematical sciences. They have advanced beyond the lim its of Euclidean
space, de fin ing possibilities such as no experience reveals to us. The
Leibni zian view has also been rein forced by the successes of physical
science in det ermi ning what would seem to be the actual, ob jective
character of the independently real. Kant was a rationalist by education,
temperament , and co nvict io n. Conseq uen tl y h is probl em was to
reco ncile Lelbnt z's view of th e fun ction of th ought with Hunte's proof
of the syn t he tic charac te r of th e causal pr in cipl e. He strives to
de termine how much of Lelbniz's belief in th e legislative power of pure
reason ca n be retained after fu ll jus tice has bee n done to Hurne's
damaging crit icisms. Th e fundamenta l principles upon which all
experience an d all knowledge ulti mat ely rest are synthetic in natu re:
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how is it possible that they should also be a priori? Such is the problem
tha t was Kant's troublous inheritance from his philosophical progenitors,
Hume and Leibniz.!

III. GENERAL

In indicati ng some of th e main features of Kant's general teaching, I
shall limit myself to those points whi ch seem most helpful in prelimi
nary orien tat ion , o r which are necessary for guard ing aga inst th e
misunderstand ings likely to result from the very rad ical changes in ter
minology and in outlook th at have occur red in th e hundred and thi rty
years since the publication of the Critique. Sta tements which thus
attempt to present in outline, and in modern terms, the more gene ral
features of Kant's philosophical teaching will doubtless seem to many
of my readers dogmatic in form and h igh ly questionable in conten t.
They must stand or fall by th e results obtai ned th rough detailed exam
ina tio n of Kan t' s tpstssimaverba.Such justification as I can give for th em
will be found in the body of the Commentary.

I . THE NAlVRf: OF THE A PRIOR}

The fundamen tal presupposition upon which Kant's argumen t rests
a presup position never itself investigated but always assumed- is that
un iversality and necessit y cannot be reached by any process tha t is
empirical in charac ter. By way of th is initi al assumption Kan t arrives at
the concl usion that the a priori, th e di stinguishi ng characte ristics of
which are un iversality and necessity, is no t given in sense but is imposed
by th e mind; or in othe r less ambiguous terms, is not part of th e matter
of experience bu t constitutes its form. The matter of expe rience is here
taken as equivalent to sensation; while sensation, in tu rn, is regarded
as being the non-rela tional.
The explana tio n of Kant's failure either to investigate o r to prove th is
assumpt ion has already been indicated . Letbniz proceeds upon the
assumption of its truth no less confiden tly than Hume. and as Kant's
ma in task cons isted in reconcil ing what he regarded as being the
elements of trut h in their opposed phil osophies, he very na turally felt
secure in rearing h is system upon the one fundamen tal presupposition
on which they were able to agree. It lay outside th e field of con troversy,
and possessed for Kant , as it had possessed for Hume and for Leibn iz, that
authorita tive and axiomatic character which an unchallenged precon
ception tends always to acqu ire.

1 For a more detailed state ment of Kant's relat ion 10 his ph ilosophical predecessors. d.
below, Appendix B, p. 583 ff.
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The general th esis, that th e universal and necessary eleme nts in
experience constitu te its form, Kant specifies in the following determi
nate manner. The form is fixed for all expe rience, that is to say, it is one
and the sam e in each and every experie nce, however simple o r h owever
complex. It is to be detected in consciousness of duratio n no less than
in consciousness of objects or in consciousness of self. For, as Kant
argues, consciousness of dura tion involves the capaci ty to distinguish
be tween subjective and ob jective succession, and likewise in volves recog
ni tion! with its necessary component self-consciousness. Or to state the
same point of view in ano the r way, huma n experience is a temporal
process and yet is always a consciousness of meaning. As temporal, its
sta tes are orde red successively, t hat is, externally to one anothe r; but
the consciousness which th ey constitute is at each and every moment
th e awareness of some single uni tary mean ing by reference to which
the conten ts o f th e successive experiences are organised. The problem
of knowledge may th erefore be described as being the ana lysis of the
consciousness of durat ion , o f object ivity, and of self-consciousness, or
alte rna tively as the ana lysis of ou r awareness of mea ni ng. Kant arr ives
at t he conclusion th at th e cond itions of all four are one and th e same.t
Kant th us teaches th at experience in all its embod iments and in each
of it s momentary sta tes can be anal ysed into an end lessly va riable
material and a fixed set o f relat ional elements. And as no one of the
relational factors can be absent without at once nullifying all the oth ers,
they together constitute wha t mu st be regarded as the determining form
and st ruct ure of eve ry mental process tha t is cognit ive in cha racter.
Awareness, tha t is to say, is identical with the act of judgme n t, and
therefore involves everything that a judgment, in its distinction from
any mere association of ideas, demands for its possibili ty.
Kant 's position, when thus stated, differs from th at of Leibniz only in
its clearer grasp of the issues and difficu lties involved , and consequen tly
in the more subtle, pertinacious, and th oroughgoing character of the
argument by which it is establi shed . Its revolutionary characte r first
appears when Kant further argues, in extension of the teaching of Hume,
that th e formal, relational elemen ts are of a synthetic na ture. The slg
ni ftcance and scope of this conclusion can hard ly be exafgerated . No
ot her Kantian tenet is of more fundamenta l impor tance. With it the
main consequences of Kant's Critical teaching are indi ssolubly bound up .

I The te rm "recogni tio n " is employed by Kant in its widest sense, as covering. for
instance, recognition of the past as past, or of an object as being a certain kind of ob ject .
Z Consciousness of lime, consciousness of objects in space, consciousness of self, are

the th ree modes of expe rience which Kant seeks to analyse. They are found to be insepa
rable from one another and in their union to const itute a form of conscious experience
that is equivalent to an act of judgment- i.l'. to be a form of awareness that involves
relat ional cetegor tes anti universal concepts.
J Aswe have noted (above, pp. xxvt-xxvnj. it was Hume's insistence upon the synt hetic,

non-self-evident character of the causal axiom that awakened Kant from his dogmatic
slumbe r. Cf. below, pp. 61 ff., 593 ft.
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As tileprinciples which lieat the basis of ourknowledgearesynthetic, they have
no intrinsic necessity, and cannot possess the absolute authority ascribed to
them by the rationalists.They are prescribed to human reason , but canno t
be shown to be inhe ren tly rational in an y usual sense of th at highl y
ambiguou s term. They can be established only as brute condit ions,
verifiable in fact though not demonst rable in pure th eory (if there be
any such thing), of our actual experience. They are condition s of sense
experience, and that means of our knowledge of appearances, never
legit imately applicable in th e deciphering of ultimate reality. They are
valid within the realm of experience, useless for th e construction of a
metaphysical theo ry of things in themselves. Th is conclusion is
reinfo rced when we recognise that human expe rience , even in its fun
damental feat ures (e.g. th e temporal and the spatial), might conce ivably
be altogethe r different from wha t it actua lly is, and that its presupposl
tions are always, therefore, o f the same con tingen t charac te r. Even the
universality and necessity wh ich Kan t claims to have established for his
a priori princi ples are of this nature. Their necessity is always fo r us
extrinsic; they can be postulated only if, and so long as, we are assuming
the occurrence of human sense-experience.
Thus Kant is a rationalist of a new and unique type. He believes in, and
emphasises th e importance of, the a priori.With it alo ne, he con tends,
is the Critique competent to deal. But it is an a priori wh ich cannot be
shown to be more than relative. It does, ind eed , enable us to conceive
the known as relative, and to en tertain in th ought th e possibility of an
Absolu te ; but this it can do without itself possessing independent
validity. For th ough the proof of the a priori is not empirical in th e sense
of being inductive, neither is it logical in the sense of being deduced
from necessities of th ou ght. Its "t ranscenden tal" proof can be executed
only so lon g as experience is granted as actual; and so lon g as th e fun 
damental characteristics of th is experience are kept in view.
Lastly, the a priori factors are purely relational. They have no inheren t
con tent from which clues bearing on the supersensible can be obtained .
Their sole function is to serve in the interp retation of contents othe rwise
supplied.
The a priori, t hen, is merely relat ional, without inhe ren t conten t; it is
synthetic, and therefore incapable of independen t or metaphysical proof;
it is relative to an experience whic h is on ly capable of yield ing appear
ances. The a priori is as strict ly fact ual as the experience which it
conditions .
Even in the field of morality Kant held fast to th is conviction. Morality,
no less than knowledge, presupposes a prioriprinciples. These, however,
are never self-evident, and cannot be established by any appeal to
intu ition. They have authority only to th e exten t to which th ey can be
shown to be th e indispensable presupposition s of a moral conscious
ness that is und eniably actua l.!

1 ct. be low, pp. tvr. 57 1 ff.
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Th at the a priori is o f this character mu st be clearly understood .
Otherwise the reader will be pursued by a feeling of the unreality, of the
merely h istorical or antiquarian sign ificance, of th e en tire discussion.
He may, if he pleases, substitu te the term formal or relationa l for a priori .
And if he bears in mi nd th at by the relationa l Kant is here in tending
those elemen ts in knowledge which render possible the relations con
stitutive of meaning, he will recogn ise th at th e Critical d iscussion is by
no means antiquated, bu t sti ll remains one of th e most import ant issues
in the enti re field of ph ilosophical enq uiry.

2 . KANT' S CONTRIRUTJON TO TIlE SCIENCE OF LOGIC

The above conclusions have an important bearing upon logical
doctr ine.Jus t as modern geometry origina tes in a sceptical treatment of
the axiom of parallels, so modern, idealist logic rests upon Kant's demon
stration of the revo lutionary consequences of Hume's sceptical teaching.
If principles are never self-evident, and yet are not arrived at by induction
from experience, by what alternative method can they be established?
In answer to th is question , Kant outlines the ~os i ti On whic h is now
usuall y en tit led the Coherence t heory o f tru th . That theory, th ough
frequently ascribed to Hegel, has its real sources in the Critique ofPure
Reason. It expresses tha t modi fication in the l.eibnizian rationali sm
which is demanded by Hume's d iscovery of the synthetic character of
the causal axiom. Neither the deductive meth ods of the Cartesian
systems nor the inductive methods of the English philosoph ies can any
longer be regarded as co rrec tly describing the actual processes of
scientific proof.
General principles are eith er presuppositio ns or postulates. If a priori,
they are presupp osed in all conscious awareness; as above indicat ed,
they have a de facto validity with in the experience which they thus make
possible. If more special in nature, th ey are the postulates to which we
find ourselves committed in the process of solving specific prob lems;
and th ey are therefore discovered by the meth od of trial and failu re.j
They are valid in p ropo rtion as th ey enable us to ha rmonise appear
ances, and to adjud icate to each a kind of reality consistent with th at
assigned to every othe r.
Proof of fact is similar in general character. The term fact is eulogist ic,
not merely descriptive; it marks th e possession of cogn itive sign ificance
in regard to some body of knowledge, actual or possible. It can be applied
to par ticul ar appea rances on ly in so far as we can determine th eir
cond itions , and can show that as thu s condit ioned the mode of th eir
existence is relevan t to the enquiry that is being pursued. The conver
gence of parallel lines is fact from the standpo in t of psychological

I cr. below, pp, 36--7.
2 Cf. be low, p. 543 ft.
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investigation; from the point o f view of th eir ph ysical existence it is
merely appearance. Ultimately, of course, everyth ing is real, including
what we entitle appearance; ' but in the articu lation of human experience
such distinctions are indispensab le, and th e criteria that define them
are prescribed by the context in which they are being employed.
Thus facts canno t be established apart from prin ciples, no r principles
apart from facts. The proof of a principle is its adequacy to th e inter
pretation of all those appearances that can be shown to be in any respect
relevant to it , whil e th e test of an asserted fact , t.e. of our description of
a given appearance, is its conformity to th e princi ples that make insigh t
possible.
Though th e method employed in the Critique is entitled by Kant the
"transcenden tal method," it is really identical in general character wit h
the hypot het ical method of the natural sciences. It proceeds by
enquiring wh at conditions must be postulat ed in o rder that the
admittedly given may be explained and accounted for.2 Starting from th e
given, it also submits its conclusions to confirmat ion by the given.
Considered as a method , there is noth ing metaph ysical or high-flying
about it save the name. None the less, Kant is in some degree justified
in adopting th e special ti tle. In view of the un ique character of the
problem to be dealt with , the method calls for very careful statemen t,
and has to be defended against th e charge of inapplicability in th e philo
sophical field.
The fundamen tal th esis of the Coherence th eory finds explicit for
mulat ion in Kan t's doct rine of th e judgment: t he doctrine, that
awareness is iden tica l with th e act of judging, and that judgment is
always complex, involving bo th factua l an d interpretati ve eleme n ts.
Syn thetic , relati onal factors are present in all knowledge , even in
knowledge th at may seem, on superficial study, to be purely ana lytic or
to consist merely of sense-impressions. Not conten ts alone, but con tents
int erpreted in terms of some specific sett ing, are the sole possible objects
of human though t. Even when , by forced abstraction, pa rticu lars and
universals are held mentally apart, they are sti ll being apprehe nded
through judgmen ts, and therefore th rough mental processes that involve
both. They stand in relations of mutua l implication with in a de facto
system; and together they constitute it.
This is th e reason why in modern logic, as in Kant'sCritique, the theory
of th e judgment receives so much more attention than th e th eory of
reasoni ng. For once the above view of the judgment has been estab
lished, all the main points in th e doc trine of rea son ing follow of
th emselves as so many corollaries. Knowledge starts neither from sense
data no r from gene ral principles, but from the complex situa tion in
which the human race find s itself at the dawn of self-consciousness.
That situation is o rgan ised in terms of our men tal equ ipment; and thi s

I Cf. below. pp. liii-iv.
2 Cf. below. pp. 45, 23~3.



NATUREOF CONSCIOUSNESS xlv

already existing, rudimentary system is what has made practi cabl e
further advance; to create a system ab initio is altogether impossible. The
starting-poi nt does not, however, by itself alone determine our concl u
sions . Owing to the creative activi ties of the mind, regulative principles
are active in all consc iousness; and under their guidance th e experienced
order. largely practical in satisfactio n of the instinctive des ires. is trans
formed into a comprehended order, controlled in view of Ideal ends.
Logic is the science o f the proce sses whe reby thi s transformation is
brought abo ut. An essen tia lly met aphysical d iscipline, it cannot be
isolated from the gene ral body of philosophical teach ing; it is not formal,
but tran scendent al; in defining the facto rs and processes tha t constitute
knowledge, its ch ief preoccupation is with ult imat e issues.
In calling h is new logic "transcendental" Kant, it is tru e, also int ends
to signify th at it is supplementary to, not a substitute for, the older logic,
which he professes to accept.! Moreove r his intuitional theory of mat h
ematica l science, h is doctrine of the "pure concept ," h is att ributive view
of the judgment- all of them survivals from his pre-Critical penodc-.
frequently set him at cross-purposes with himself. His preoccupat ion,
too, with the problem of the II priori leads h im to underestima te th e part
played in knowledge by the strictly empirical. But despite all inconsi s
tencies, and notwiths tand ing hi s perverse preference for outla ndis h
modes of expression , he succeeds in enforcing with sufficien t clearn ess
th e really fundamen tal tenets of th e Cohe rence view.

3 . THE NATURE. OF CONSC IOUSNESS

I sha ll now approach Kant's central pos ition from anothe r direction,
namely, as an answer to the problem of the nature of consciousness. We
are justified, I think, in saying that Kant was the first in modern times
to raise the problem of the nat ure of awa reness, and o f the conditions
of its possibility. Though Descartes is constantly speaking of conscious
ness, he defines it in mere ly negat ive terms, through its oppos ition to
matter; and when he propounds the question how material bod ies can
be known by the immaterial mind, his mode of dealing with it shows
that his real in terest lies not in the na ture of consciousness but in the
character o f the existences whic h it reveals. His answer, formulated in
terms of the doc trine of rep resentative perception , and based on the
supposed teach ing of ph ysics and phys io logy, is that ma terial bodies
through their action on the sense-organs and brain generate images or
dup licates of themselves. These images, existing no t in outer space but
on ly in consciousness, are, he assert s, men tal in nature; and being
men tal they are, he wou ld seem to conclude, immediately and neces
sarily apprehended by th e mind . Thus Descartes gives us, no t an ana lysis

I Ct. below, pp. 33-.-{). 18 1, 18J-..Q.
2 cr. below, pp. 33--42, 39 4-5, 398.
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of the knowing process, but o n ly a sub jectiv ist in terpretation of th e
na tu re of the objectsupon which it is directed .
Quite apart, th en, from the question as to whether Descartes' doctrine

o f representati ve perception rests on a co rrec t interpreta tion o f the
teaching of the na tural sciences-Kant was ultimately led to reject th e
doc tr ine-it is obvious th at th e main ep istemologica l problem, i.e. the
problem how awareness is possible, and in what it consists, has so far not
so much as even been raised. Descart es and hi s successo rs virt ually
assume that consciousness is an u ltima te, unana lysab le form of
awa reness, and that all that can reasonably be demanded of the philoso
pher is th at he expla in wha t ob jects a re ac tua lly presented to it, and
under wha t conditions th eir present at ion can occur. On Descartes' view
they are condi tioned by anteceden t physical and physiological processes;
according to Berkeley they are due to th e crea tive activity of a Divine
Bein g; according to Hume nothing whatsoever can be determined as to
their origina ting causes. But all three fail to recogni se tha t even granting
the objects to be of th e character asserted , namely, mental. th e further
problem st ill rem ains for co ns ideration , how they come to be co n 
sciously apprehended, and in what suc h awareness consists.
Certain in terpretatio ns of the nature of th e knowing process are, of
course, to be found in the writings of Descartes and h is successors . But
they are so much a matte r o f un -exa mined presuppositi on that th ey
never receive exact formulation, and alterna te with one another in quite
a haphazard fash ion. We may consider t hree typica l views.
1. There is, Descartes frequently seems to imply- th e same assumptio n
is evide nt throughout Locke'sEssay-a self that stands behind all men tal
states , observing and appreh ending th em. Consciousness is the power
which this self has of contempla ting both itself and its ideas. Obviously
t his is a mere ignoring of the issue. If we assume an obse rver, we ipso
[acto pos tulate a proce ss of observation , but we have not explained or
even defined it.
2. Th ere is also in Desca rtes a second, very differen t, view of con

sciousness, name ly, as a diaphan ou s med ium anal ogous to light. Just as
light is popularly conceived as revealing th e objects upon which it falls,
so consciousness is regard ed as revealing to us our in ner states. This view
of consciousness, for reasons wh ich I sha ll indicate shortly, is ent irely
inade qua te to the facts for wh ich we have to accoun t. It is no more
ten abl e than the correspondi ng view of light.
3. In Hume we find thi s latter theory propounded in what may at first
sigh t seem a more satisfactory form, but is eve n less sat isfactory.
Sensa tio ns, images, feelings, he argues, are states of consciousness, o ne
mi ght almost say pieces of co nsciousness, I.e. they are conceived as
carrying the ir own consc iousness wit h th em . Red, for inst ance, is spoken
of as a sensation , and is consequently viewed both as be ing a sense
conten t, i.e. someth ing sensed or app rehe nded , and also at th e same
time as the sensing or awa reness of it . This view is unable to wit hs tand
critic ism. There is really no more ground for assert ing that red colour
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carries with it consciousness of itse lf th an for saying that a table does.
The illegitimacy of th e assertion is concealed from us by the fact tha t
tables appear to exist whe n there is no consciousness present, whe reas
redness cannot be proved to exist independently of consciousness-it
may or may not do so . Many p resent-day thinkers, con ti n u ing the
tradition of the English associationists, hold to th is pre-Kantian view.
Sensations, feelings, etc., are, it is implied , pieces of consciousness, forms
of awareness: th rough their varyi ng combinations th ey cons titute th e
complex experiences of the animal and human mind .
Kant 's teach ing is developed in direct opposition to all such views. If
we d iscard h is anti quated terminology, and state hi s posit ion in current
terms, we find that it amounts to th e assert ion that consciousness is ill all
cases awareness ot meaning. There is no awareness, however rudimentary
or pr imit ive, that does not in volve th e apprehension of meaning.
Meaning and awareness are correlati ve terms; each must be stud ied in
its rela tion to the ot he r. And inasmuch as meaning is a highly complex
object of apprehension, awareness cannot be regarded as ultimat e or as
una nalysable. It can be shown to rest upon a complexity of gen erative
conditions and to in volve a variet y of di stinct factors.
Th ere are thus, from th e Kant ian stand point , two all-su fficie nt
reasons why th e diaphan ous view of consciousness, i.e. any view which
treats consciousness merely as a medium whereby the existen t gets
itself reported, must be regarded as untenabl e. In the first place, as
already remarked, it is based on th e false assumption that conscious
ness is an ultimate, and th at we are the refore dispensed from all further
investigation of its nature. Kant claims to have d ist ingui shed success
full y the many componen ts wh ich go to constitute it ; and he also
professes to ha ve shown that until such ana lysis has been made, th ere
can be no sufficient basis for a ph ilosophical treatment eit her of th e
problems of sense-perception o r of th e logica l probl ems of judgment
an d in ference. The diaphanous view, with its m irror-like mode of rep
resenta tion , might allow of the stde-by-stdeness of assoc iated cont ents;
it can never accoun t for th e processes whereby the associa ted contents
come to be appreh ended .
Secondly, th e dia phanous view ignores the fundamental distinct ion
between meaning and existence. Existe nces rest, so to spea k, on th eir
own bottom; t hey are self-cen tred even at th e very moment of th eir
reaction to extern al influen ces. Mean ing, o n th e oth er hand, a lways
involves th e interpretation of what is given in the light of wide r con
sidera tions that lend it sign ificance. In the awarene ss of meaning th e
given, th e actually presented, is in some way tran scended, and th is tran
scendence is what ha s chiefly to be reckoned with in any attempt to
explain th e consciou s process. Kant is giving expression to this th esis
when he con tends th at all awareness, no matter how rudimen tary or
apparently simple, is an act of judgmen t, and therefore in vol ves the
relationa l cat egories. Not passive contemplation but active judgment, not
mere conception but synthetic interpretation, is tile tundamentai [orm, and
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tile only [on n, in which ollr consciousness exists. This, of course, commits
Kant to the assertion that there is no mod e of cognition that can be
described as immediate o r un-reflective. There is an immediate element
in all knowledge, but our consciousness of it is always condit ioned an d
accompanied by interpretative processes, and in their absence th ere can
be no awaren ess of any kind .

By way of thi s pr imary distinction betwee n existence and meaning
Kant advances to all th ose othe r di stinctions which cha racterise our
human experience, between appearance and reality, between the real
and the Ideal , between th at whic h is jud ged and the criteria which
con tro l and di rect the judging process. Just because all awa rene ss is
awa reness of meaning, our human experience becomes intelligible as a
pur posive activity that direct s itself according to Ideal standards.
The con t rast between th e Kantian and th e Cartesian views of con
sciousness can be defined in reference to another important issue. The
diaphanous view commits its adheren ts to a very defin ite interpretation
of th e nature of relations. Since th ey regard consciousness as passive
and receptive, they have to mai n tain th at relations can be known only
in so far as th ey are apprehended in a manner ana logous to th e conten ts
themselves. I do not , of course, wish to imply that th is view of relat ion al
knowledge is in all cases and in all respects illegitimate. Kan t, as we shall
find , has carried the opposite view to an impossible extreme, assuming
Without further argument that what has been shown to be true of certain
types of relati on (for ins tance, of the causal and substa nce-attribute
relations) must be t rue of all relat ions, even of th ose that cons ti tute
space and time. It cannot be den ied tha t, as William James an d others
have very rightly insisted, such relation s as the space-relations are in
some degree or maimer presenta tional. Thi s does not, however, justify
James in conclud ing, as he at times seems inclined to do, that all
relations are directly experienced . Such procedure lays h im open to the
same charge of illegitimate reason ing. But even if we could grant James's
thesis in its widest form, the all-important Crit ical qu estion would st ill
remain: in what does awa reness, whether of presen ted contents o r o f
presen ted relat ions , cons ist, and how is it possible? In answe ring th is
question Kant is led to the concl usion tha t consciou sness must be
regarded as an activity, and as dete rmin ing certain of the conditions of
its own possibility. Its contributio n is of a uniform and constant nature;
it consists, as already noted , of certain relat ion al factors whose presence
can be detected in each and every act of awareness.
There is one other respect in which Kant's view of consciousness differs
from th at of his Cartesian predecessors.1 Consciousness, he maintains,
does not reveal itself, but only its objects. In othe r words, the re is no
awareness of awareness. So far as our mental states and processes can
be known at all, they are known in the same objective manner in wh ich

1 With the sole except ion of Matebranche. who on ttus point anttclpated Kant.
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we apprehend existences in space. ' Now if this be so, a very important
consequence follows. If there is no awareness of awa reness, bu t only of
meanings all of which are objective. th ere can be no consciousness of
the generative, syn thetic processes that constitute consciousness Oil its
subjective side. For consciousness, being an act of awarene ss in which
meaning is apprehended, has a twofold nature, and must be very differ
en tly described accord ing to th e aspec t which at anyone time we may
have in view. When we regard it on its objective side as awa rene ss of
meaning, we are ch iefly concerned with the various factors tha t are
necessary to meaning and that en ter in to its constitution . That is to say,
OUT ana lysis is essentially logical. When , on th e ot her hand, we consider
consciousness as an actof awareness, our problem is onto logical or as it
may be en t itle d (though th e term is in th is reference somewhat
misleading, since the enquiry as defin ed by Kan t is essen tially meta
physical) psychological in character. Between these two aspect s th ere is
th is very important difference. The logical fact o rs const itu tive of
meaning can be exhaustively known; th ey are elements in th e meani ngs
whi ch consciousness reveals; whereas the syn thetic processes are
postulated solely in view of th ese constituen t factors, and in o rder to
account for them. The processes, that is to say, are known on ly through
tha t which th ey condition, and on Kant's teaching we are en tirely ruled
out from attempting to comprehend even th eir posstbll ityf They must
be though t as occu rring, bu t they cannot be known , i.e. their natu re
cannot be de fini tely specified. The pos tu lating of them marks a gap in
ou r knowledge, and extends our insigh t only in the degree th at it
di scloses our ignorance. As consciousness rests upon, and is made
possible by, these processes, it can never be explained in terms of the
objective world to which our sense-experience, and therefore, as Kant
argues, our spec ific knowledge, is exclusively lim ited . The mind can
un fold its conten ts in the sunsh ine of consciousness, on ly because its
roots strike deep in to a so il that the light does not pene tra te. These
p rocesses, t hu s postulated , Kant regard s as th e source of th e a priori
elemen ts, and as the agency th rough whic h the syn thetic connections
necessary to all consciousness are brought about.
Accord ing to Kan t's Critical teaching, th erefore, consciousness, though
analysable, is not such as can ever be rend ered comple tely ccmprehen
sible. When all is said, it remains fo r us a strictly de facto form of

1 This is the position tha t Kant endeavou rs to expound in the very unsat isfactory form
of a doctrine of "inner sense.~ Cf. below, pp. i- ii, 291 f f.

Z This was Kant 's ch ief reason for omitting the so-called " subjective ded uctio n of the
categories" from the second edition. The teach ing of the subjective deduction is, however,
preserved in almost un mod ified form throughout the Critique as a whole, and its "tran
scendental psychology" forms, as I sha ll t ry to show, an essenti al part of Kan t 's central
teaching. In th is matt er I find myself in agreement with vaihmger. and in comp lete dis
agreement with Riehl and the ma jority of the neo-Kannans.The neo-kanuan attempt to
treat epistemology in independence of all psycho logical conside ratio ns is bound to lead
to very different conclusions from th ose which Kant himself reached. Cf. below, pp. 237
ff., 263- 70.
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existence, and has to be taken just for wha t it presen ts itself as being . It
is actually such as to make possible the logical processes of judgmen t
and inference . It is actua lly such as to render possible a satisfactory proof
of th e scien ti fic validity, within the field o f sense-experience, of th e
princip le of causality, and of such other principles as are requi red in the
deve lopment of the positive sciences. It is also such as to render com 
prehensible the controlling in fluence of Ideal standards. But when we
come to the question, how is consciousne ss of th is type an d form
possible, t hat is, to th e qu est ion of its metaphysical sign ificance and of
the generative conditions upon which it rests, we find, Kant maintains,
tha t we have no data sufficient to justify any deci sive answer.
The onto logical. creative, or dynamical aspect of consciousness, I may
furthe r insi st , mu st be constantly bo rne in mind if the Crit ical
standpoint is to be properly viewed . The logical analysis is, indeed, for
t he pu rposes o f th e cent ral portions of the Critique much the more
important, and alone allows of detailed, exhaust ive development; but
the othe r is no less essential for an apprec iation of Kant's attitude towards
th e more strictly metaphysical problems of the Dialectic.
Hegel and his disciples have been th e ch ief culprits in subord inating,
or rathe r in ent irely eliminating, this aspec t of Kan t's teach ing. Many of
th e inconsistencies of which they accuse Kan t exist only if Kant's
teaching be first reduced to a part of itself. To eliminate the ontological
implications of h is th eory of consciousness is, by anticipation, to render
ma ny of h is mai n conclusions entirely untenable, and in par ticular to
destroy the force of h is fundamental di stinction between appearance
and reality. If consciousness knows itself in its ultimate nature- and
such is Hegel's content ion-one half o f reality is taken out of the
obscurity in which, on Kant 's reading of the situation , it is condemned
to lie hidd en. Man is more knowable tha n nature, and is the key to
nature ; such is Hegel's position , crudely sta ted . Cont rast th erewith the
teach ing o f Kant . We can know nature mo re completely (though st ill
very incompletely) than we can ever hope to com prehend the conditions
which make possible and actua l man 's spirit ual life. Th e mor al con
sciousness is an au tonomously acting source of independent values, and
though a standing miracle , mu st be taken for all that on independent
and separate enquiry it is found to be. Hegel, in h is endeavour to
establish an in tellectual monism, doe s violence to some of the highest
interests which he professes to be safeguarding. Kant, while out lin ing in
Idea a Kingdom of Ends, remains satisfied with a plura listic di stinction
between the intellectual and the mora l categories. The an tit hesis of the
two ph ilosophies is in some deg ree the ancien t opposit ion between
Aristotle and Plato , resta ted in modern terms.

4. PtiENOMENALJS\ I, KANT'S SUBSTITUTE FORSUBJEC'TIVISM

The revolutionary character of the above conclusions is shown by the
difficulty wh ich Kant h imself found in breaking away from ma ny of the
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presuppositions t hat underlie the views wh ich he was ren ouncing; and
this is nowh ere more eviden t t han in hi s cons tant alternation
th roughout the Critique between a subiectivisrn' that is th oroughly
Car tesian-we migh t almost, allowing for h is rati onalism, say
Berkeleian-in ch aracter, and a radi ca lly different position which may
be entitled phenomenalism. The latter is alone genuinely Critical. and
presen ts Kant's teaching in its maturest form. For though first formulated
only in th ose por tions of the Analytic th at are lat e in da te of writing,
and in th ose passage s of th e second edition which supplemen t them, it
would seem to be the logical outcome of Kant's other main doctrines.
1 have especially in mi nd Kant 's fundamen ta l d ist in ction between
appearance and reali ty; it h as an all-importan t bearing upon the
Cartesian opposit io n between th e mental and the material, and
especia lly upon the question as to what view ought to be taken of our
so-ca lled subjective experiences. The objective is for the Cartes ians the
independently rea l; the sub jective is asse rted to have an altogether
different kind of existence in what is named the field of co nsc iousne ss.
Kant's phe nomen alist restatement of thi s distinction is too complex an d
subtle to be made intel ligible in the br ief space ava ilable in t hi s
lntroductlon-s-v: is expounded in the body of th e CommentaryZ-but its
general charac ter I may indicat e in a few sen tences. All sub jectivist
modes of stating th e problem of knowl edge, such as we find in Hume
and in Leibni z no less th an in Descartes, Locke, and Berkeley, are, Kant
fina lly co ncl uded , illegitimate and question -begging. Our so-called
sub jective sta tes, whethe r th ey be sensations, feelings, or desires, are
objective in the sense th at th ey are objects for consc tousness.! Our mental
sta tes do not run pa ralle l with the system of natural exis tences; nor are
they additional to it. They do not constitute our consciousness of nature;
they are t hemselves part of the natura l o rde r wh ich co nsc ious ness
reveals. They compose th e empirical self wh ich is an objective existence,
integrally connec ted wit h the material environmen t in terms of wh ich
alone it can be understood . The sub jective is not opposite in nature to
t he ob ject ive, bu t a sub-species wit hin it . Wh ile, however, the psych ical
is thus to be regarded as a class of known appearances, and as forming
together with the phys ical a single system of natu re, thi s entire order
is, in Kan t' s view, conditioned by an underlying real m of noumenal
existe nce; and when th e question of th e possibility of th e knowing, that
is, of th e experiencing of such a comprehens ive natural system, is raised,
it is to thi s noumena l sphere that we are referred . Everyth ing experi
enced, even a sensa tion or feeling, is an even t, but th e experiencing of

I This subject ivism finds exp ression in Kant's doct rine of the "transcendental ob ject "
which. as 1shall try to prove, is a doctrine of early date and only semi-Critical. That doctrine
is especially prominent in th e sect ion on the Antinomies. See below p. 204 ft .
z Cf. pp. 270 ff., 298 ff., 308-21, 373-4, 414- 17.
l That thi s statement holds of feelings and desires, and therefore of all the emotions ,

as well as of ou r sense-contents, is emphasised by Kant in th e Critique of PracticalReason.
Cf. below, pp. 276, 279--80. 312, 384- 5.
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it is an act of awareness, and calls for an explanation of an altogethe r
differen t kind.
Thu s th e problem of knowledge, stated in adequ ate Critical terms, is
not how we can advance from the merely subject ive to knowledge of
the ind ependently real, I but how, if everyth ing known forms part of a
comprehensive natural system, consciousness and the complex factors
which contribute to its possibility are to be int erpreted . On this latter
question, as already indicated, Kant, th ough debarring both subjectivism
and materi alism, othe rwise adopts a no n-committal atti tude . So long as
we con tinue with in the purely theoretical domain, th ere are a number
of alternatives between whic h there are no sufficient data for deciding .
To debar subjectivism is not to maintain the illusory or phenomenal
character of the ind ividual self; and to rule ou t mater ialism is not to
assert that the unconscious may not gene rate and accoun t for the
conscious. In othe r words, they are ruled out not for any ulterior reasons
derived from their supposed metaph ysical consequences, but so lely
because th ey are based on palpable misinterpretations of th e cognitive
situa tio n th at gene rates th ose very problems to wh ich they profess to be
an answer.

S. THEDiSTINCTION BE1ViHN HUMAN AND ANIMAL INTEI.L1CENCE

The inwardness of Kan t's Critica l standpoint may perhaps be made
clearer by a brief consideration of h is view of animal intelligence. We are
accustomed nowadays to test a psychology of human consciousness by
its capacity to render conceivable an evolution from lower forms, How
does Kant's teaching emerge from such a test?

It may at once be admitted that Kant has made no special study of
an ima l behaviour, an d was by no means competent to speak with
au thority in regard to its conditions. Indeed it is evident that anything
whic h he may have to say upon th is qu estion is entirely of the na tu re
of a deduction from result s obta ined in th e human sphe re. But when
th is ha s been admitted, and we are therefore prepared to find the
problems approached from th e point of view of the d ifference rather
than of the kinship between man and th e an imals , we can recogni se
tha t, so far as the independ en t study of human consc iousness is
concerned, t here is a certa in compensating adva n tage in Kant's pre
Darwinia n standpoin t . For it leaves h im free from that des ire which
exercises so constant, and frequently so deleterious an influence, upon
many workers in the field of psychology, namely, to maintain at all costs,

I The conn ection of uus teach ing with Kant's theory of consciousness may be noted .
If conscious ness in all its forms, however primitive, is a/really awareness of meaning. its
only possible task is to define, mod ify. reconstruct, and develop such meaning, never to
obtain for bare contents or existences ob jective or o ther significance. Cf. above, pp . xli-ii,
xltv ,
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in anticipation of conclusions not yet by any means established, th e
fundamental identi ty o f animal and human intelligence. This besetting
desire all too eas ily tends to the minimising of differences that may
perha ps with fulle r ins ight be fou nd to involve no breach o f continu ity,
bu t whi ch in the present state of our knowledge cannot profitabl y be
int erp reted save in terms of their d ifferentiati ng pecu liarities.
The current controversy between mechanism and vita lism en forces
the point which I desire to make. Biological problems, as many biologists
are now urging, can be most profitably discu ssed in comparative inde
pendence o f u lt imate issues , en t ire ly in view of their own domesti c
ci rcums tances. For on ly when the ac tual constitution of o rgan ic
compounds has been more completely determined than has hitherto
been possible can the broader questio ns be adequate ly dealt with . In
othe r words, th e differen ces must be known before th e exact nature and
degree o f th e con tin uity can be de fined. They cannot be anticipated by
an y mere deducti on from general prin ciples.
The value of Kant 's analysis of human consc iousness is thus closely
bound up with h is frank recognition of its inherent complexity. Not sim
plificat ion , but specifica tio n, down to the bedrock of an irreducible
minimum of correlated factors, is th e govern ing motive of hi s Critical
enquiries. His results have therefore the great adva ntage of being inspired
by no considerations save such as are prescribed by the actual sub ject
matter under investigation. As al ready not ed, Kant maintains tha t human
consciousness is always an awarene ss of meaning, and tha t consequen tly
it can find expressio n on ly in judgmen ts which involve together wit h
thei r othe r factors th e element of recogn ition or self-consciousness.
Thi s decides for Kant the ch aracter of the di st in ct ion to be drawn
between an ima l and human intelligen ce. As animals, in his view, cannot
be regarded as possessing a cap acity of self-consciousness, t hey must
also be den ied all awareness of meani ng. However complicated the asso
ciative organ isation of their ideas may be, it never rises to th e higher
leve l of logical judgmen t. For the same reason, th ough th eir ideas may
be schematic in outline, and in the ir bearing on behaviour may therefore
have th e same effic iency as genera l co ncepts, they cannot become
un iversal in the log ica l sense. "An imals have app rehensions, but not
apperceptions, and cannot, therefore, make their representati ons
uni versal. "! In support of this position Kant might have pointed to th e
sign ificant fact th at an imals are so teac hable up to a cer tain poin t, and
so unteachable beyond it . They can be ca rr ied as far as associative
suggestion will allow, but not a step further. To this day it remain s true
at least I ven ture the assert ion- that no an ima l has ever been
conclusively shown to be capa ble o f app rehe nding a sign as a sign.
Anima ls may seem to do so owing to the infl uen ce of associated ideas,
but are, as it would appear, debarred from crossing the boundary line

1 Reflexiorwu zur Allth'opologie, 207.
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which so sha rp ly di stinguishe s associat ive suggest ion from reflecti ve
knowledge.
But Kant is committed to a further assertion. If animals are devo id of
all awa reness of mean ing, they must also be denied anythi ng ana logous
to wha t we must signify by the term consciousness. Thei r expe rience
must fall apa rt int o events, that may, perhaps, be described as mental,
but can not be taken as equivalent to an act of awareness. "Apprehensio
bruta without consc iousness,"! such is Kant's view of the anima l mind .
Its mental states, like all othe r na tural exi ste nces, are events in time,
explicable in t he same na turali stic fash ion as the bodily processes by
which they are conditio ned; t hey can not be equa ted wit h that human
consciousness which enables us to reflect upon them, and to de termine
th e co nditions of their temporal happening.
The distinct ion whic h Kant desire s to draw is ult imately that between
events and consciousness of even ts. Even if even ts a re psychical in
character, consisting of sensations and feelings, there will still rema in as
fundamental the disti nction between what is simply a member of the
causal series of natural even ts an d th e consciousness th rough which the
series is apprehended. Kant's most explicit sta tements occur in a Jett er
to Herz.2 He is referring to data of the senses which cannot be self-con
sctously apprehen ded :

"I should not he able to know th at I have them, and th ey would therefore be
for me, as a cognitive being, absolutely noth ing.
They might still (if I conceive myself as an animal) exist in me (a being uncon

scious of my own existe nce) as represent ations ... , connected according to an
empi rica l law of associ ation, exerc ising influence upon feeling and desire, and
so always disporting themselves with regularity, wi thout my th ereby acquiring
the least cognition of an ything, not even of these my own sta tes."!

As to whether Kant is justifi ed in mainta in ing that the distincti on
between animal and hum an consciousness coincide s with th e distin c
tion between associative and logical o r reflective t h inking, I am not
concerned to mai n tain . Thi s d igression ha s been introduced solely for
t he purpose of de fin ing more precise ly the centra l te nets of Kant 's
Critica l teach ing.

6 . THE NATURE AND CONDITIONSOF SEI.F-CON'iCIOUSNF.5S

We have still to consider what is per ha ps th e most serious of all the
misunderstandings to wh ich Kant has laid himself open , and which is
in large part responsibl e for the widespread belief th at hi s Critical

I In sketch of a letter (summer 1792) to Furst von Beloselsky (Iv. xi. p. 33 1).
2 May 26, 1789 (W. xi. p. 52).
I That Kant has not developed a terminology really adequate to the statement of his
meaning, is shown by a parenthesis which 1have ommed from the abovequotation.
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principles, when consistently developed , must finally eventuate in some
such metaphysics as that of Fichte and Hegel. I refer to th e view that
Kant in pos tulating synthe tic processes as conditio ning consc iousness
is postulating a noumenal self as exercising the se activ ities, and is
therefore propou nding a metaphysical explanation of th e syn the tic , a
priori factors in human experlence. !
Kant's language is frequently am biguous. The Leibnizian spiritua lism,
to which in his pre-Crit ica l period h e had un-questi oningly held,
contin ued to in fluence his terminology, and so to prevent hi s Critical
princ iples from obta in ing cons isten t expression . Thi s much can be said
in support of the above in terpretation of Kant's position . But in all othe r
respects such a read ing of h is ph ilosophy is little better th an a parody
of his actual teaching. For Kant is very well aware that the probl em of
knowledge is not to be solved in any such easy and high-handed fashion .
In the Critiquehe teaches quite explicitly tha t to profess to explain th e
presence of a priori factors in hum an experience by means of a self
assumed for that very purpose wou ld be a flagrant violation, not on ly
of Critica l pri nciples, but even of th e element ary maxims of scien tific
reasoning. In th e first place, explanation by reference to the activities of
such a self would be explanat ion by faculties, by the unknown; it is a
cause that will explain any thing and everyth ing equally well or badly.2
Self-consciousness ha s, indeed, to be admitted as a fact;3 and from its
occurrence Kant draws important conclusions in regard to th e conditions
which make experience possible. But, in so doing, Kant never int ends
to maintain th at we are justifi ed in postulati ng as part of those
condit ions, or as cond ition of th ose conditions, a noumenal self. Th e

l This inte rpretat ion of Kant appea rs in a very crude form tn j ame s's references to Kan t
in his f'ri llciplrs o(l')ycl/()Iogy. It appea rs in a more subt le form in Lotze and Green. Catrd
and Watson , on the other hand, ha ve carefully guarded themselves against this view of
Kant 's teaching. and as I have maintained rpp. xun-vj. lie open to crit icism on ly in so far
as they tend to ignor e those aspects of Kan t 's teaching wh ich cannot be stilted in terms
of logtcal-lmpltcatton.
2 It may be obje cted that this is virtually wha t Kan t is doing whe n he postulate s

synthetic act ivit ies as the source of the categories. Kant wou ld probably have replied th at
he ha s not att empted to define these acttvtt tes save to the exte nt that ts absolutely
dem anded by the known character of their products, and that he is willing to admit tha t
many different explanatio ns of their na ture are possible. They may be due to some kind
of personal or spiritual agency. but a lso they may not. On the whole question of th e
legitimacy of Kant 's general method of procedure, cf. below, pp. 235-9, 263 ff., 273-4 ,
277 tt., 461- 2, 473_7.

j Cf. Concerning tile Advances made bF Metaphysics since Leiblliz and WOlff (Werke
(Hartenstein). viii. 530-1): "I am conscious 10 myself of myself-this is a thought which
contains a twofold I. th e r as subject and the [ as object. How it should be possible that l,
the I that thinks, should be an ob ject ... to myself. and so shou ld be able to dist ingu ish
myself from myself it is altoge ther beyond our powers to explain. It is. however, an
undou bted fact ... and has as a consequence the complete distinguishing of us off from
the who le ani mal kingdom, since we have no ground for ascribing to animals th e power
10 say I to themselves.~



lvi INTRODUCTION

conditions which make experience possible, whatever they may be, are
also the conditions which make self-consciousness possible. Since the self
is known only as appearance, it cannot be asserted to be the condi 
tio n ing ground of appearance.
This first ob jectio n is not explicitly stated by Kant, but it is implied in
a second argument which finds expression both in the Deduction otthe
Categories and in the chapter on th e Paralogisms. The only self that we
know to exist is the conscious self. Now, as Kant claims to have proved ,
the self can be thus consci ous, even of it self, only in so far as it is
conscious of objects. Consequen tly we have no right to assume that th e
self can precede such consciousness as its gene rating cause . That would
be to regard the self as existing prior to its own con dit ions, working in
darkness to create itself as a source of light.
But there is also a third reason why Kant 's Critica l solution of the
problem of knowledge must not be stated in spiritualist terms. Self-con
sciousness, as he shows, is itself relational in character. It is a fundamental
factor in human experience, not because th e self can be shown to be
the agency to which relation s are due , but solely because, itself a case of
recognition, it is at the same time a necessary cond ition of recogniti on,
and recogn ition is ind ispensably presup posed in all consciousness of
mea n ing. I Awareness of meaning is the fundamental mystery, and
retains its profoundly mysterious character even when self-consciousness
has been th us detected as an essential constituent. For self-conscious
ness does not explain th e possibility of mean ing; it is itself, as I have
just remarked, on ly one case of recogn ition, and so is itself on ly an
instance, though ind eed th e supreme and most important instan ce, of
what we must intend by th e term meaning. All awareness, not excepting
that of the knowing self, rests upon noumenal con ditions whose specific
nature it does not itsel f reveal. Only on moral grounds , never through
any purely theore tical analysis of cognitive experience, can it be proved
that th e self is an abiding person ality, and th at in conscious, personal
form it belongs to the order of noumenal reality.

7. KANT'S THREEFOLD m STlNCTJON BETWEENSEKSIBILlTY, UNDF.RSTANDING,
AND RlASON

Even so summary a statement of Critical teach ing as I am attempting
in th is Introduction would be very incomplete without some reference
to Kant 's t h reefo ld d ist incti on between the forms of sens ibility, the
categories of the understanding, and th e Ideas of Reason .
On investigat ing space and time Kant discovers that they cannot be
classed eithe r with th e data of the bod ily senses or with the conce pts of
th e understanding. They are sensuous (i.e. are not abstrac t but concrete,
not ways of thinking but modes of existence), yet at the same time are

I Cf. above. p. xxxiv: below, pro250-3, 260-3. 285--6.
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a priori. They thus stand apart by themselves. Each is unique in its kind,
is sing le, and is an infinite existence. To describe them is to combine
pred icates seem ing ly contradictory. Viewed as characteri sing things in
th em selves, they are, in Kant 's own phrase, monstrosities (Undi nge). To
them, primar ily, are du e th ose problems which have been a standing
challenge to philosophy since th e time of Zeno the Eleatic, and whic h
Kant has en titled "antinomies of Reason."
In con trast to sensibility Kant sets the intellect ual faculties, under
standing and Reason. In the und erstanding o rigina te certa in pure
concepts, or as he more usually names them, categories. The chief of
these are the categories of "relati on "c-substance, causality and reci
procity. They combine with the forms of sensibility and th e mani fold of
sense to yield th e consciousness of an empirical order, interpretable in
accordance with un iversal laws.
To th e facult y of Reason Kant ascribes what he entitles Ideas. The Ideas
differ from space, time, and the categories in being not "const itutive" but
"regu lative." They demand an unconditionedness of existence and a com
pleteness of explanat ion which can never be found in act ua l expe rience.
Thei r function is threefold. In th e first place, th ey render th e mind dis
satisfied with the haphazard collocations of ordi nary experience, and
define the goal for its scientific endeavours. Secondly, they determine for
us the criteria that di stinguish between truth and falsity.1 And thirdly,
in so doing, t hey likewise make possibl e the dist inction between
appearance and reality, revealin g to us an irreconcilable conflict between
the ultimate aims o f science and the human conditions, especially the
spatial and temporal conditions under which these aims are realised .
The Ideas of Reason are the second main facto r in the "antinomies."
The problem of the Critique, the analysis of our awareness of meaning,
is a single problem, and each of the above eleme nts involves all the
others. Kant, however, for reasons int o which I need not here en ter, has
assigned part of the problem to wh at he en tit les the Transcendental
Aesthetic, and ano the r part to th e Transcendental Dialectic. Only wh at
remains is dealt wit h in wh at is really the most important of the three
divisions, the Transcendental Analytic, But as th e problem is one and indi
Visible, the d iscussions in all t hr ee sections are condemned to
incomplet eness save in so far as Kant, by happy inconsi stency, trans
gresses the limit s imposed by his method of treatmen t. The Aesthetic
reall y does no more th an prepare the ground for the more adeq ua te
analysis of space and time given in the Analytic and Dialectic, while the
problem of the Analytic is itself incompletely sta ted unt il th e more com
prehensive argumen t of the Dialectic is taken into account.2 Thus th e

I Cf. A651 = B679: "The law of Reason. which requires us to seek for th is un ity, is a
necessary law, as without it we should have no Reason at all, and without Reason no
cohe rent emp loymen t of the unders tan di ng, and in the absen ce of this no surncte nt
crite rion of empirical truth ." Cf. a lso below, pp . 390- 1, 414-1 7, 429- 31, 519-21. 558-61.
2 Regarding a further complicatio n, due to the fact tha t the Dialecticwas written before

the teaching of th e Ana lytic was properly matur ed, cf. above, p. xxiv.
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statement in th e Aesthetic that space and time are given to th e mind by
the sens uous facult y of receptiv ity is modified in th e Analytic through
recognition of the part wh ich th e syn theses an d concepts of the under
stand ing must play in the co nst ruc tion of th ese forms; and in the
Dialectic their apprehensio n is fur t her found to involve an Idea of
Reason . Similarly, in the concluding chapter of the Analytic, in discussing
th e grounds for di sti nguishing between appea rance and reality, Kant
omits a ll reference to certai n important co nsi derations which first
emerge into view in the course of th e Dialectic. Yet , th ough no question
is more vita l to Critical teach ing, the reader is left under the impression
tha t the treatment give n in th e Analytic is complete and final.
Part ly as a conseq uence of thi s, part ly owing to Kan t's incons istent
retention of earlier modes of thinking, there are traceable throughout the
Critique two opposed views of th e na t ure of th e distin ction between
appearance and reality. On the one view, this distinc tion is mediated by
the rela tional categories of the understanding, especially by that of
causa lity; on the other view, it is grounded in th e Ideas of Reaso n . The
former sets appearance in opposit ion to reality; t he latter regards th e
distin ction in a more tenable fash ion, as being between realities less and
more compreh ensively conceived. I
Asimilar defect is caused by Kant 's iso lati on of immanent from tran
scendent metaphystcs.? The form er is dealt with on ly in th e Analytic,
th e latt er onl y in th e Dialectic. The former, Kant asserts, is made possible
by th e forms of sens ibility and the ca tegories of th e understanding; the
latter he traces to an illegitimate em ploymen t of th e Ideas of Reason .
Such a mode of statement itself reveals the impossibility of an y sharp di s
tincti on between the immanent and the transcendent . If scie nce is
conditioned by Ideals wh ich arouse the mind to fu rther acquisitio ns,
and at the same time reveal th e limitatio ns to wh ich our knowledge is
for ever condemned to remain subjec t; if, in other words, eve ryt h ing
known , in being correctly known , must be apprehended as appearance
(i.e. as a subordi nate existence with in a more comprehensive rea lity),
the distinction between the immanen t and the transcenden t falls within
and not beyond the doma in of ou r to tal experience. The meaning which
our consciousne ss discloses in each of its judgmen ts is an essen tiall y
metaphysica l one. It involves th e thought, th ough not the knowledge,
of some thing more than what the experienced can ever itself be fou nd
to be. The met aphysical is immanent in our knowl edge; th e transcen
dent is merely a name for thi s immanent factor when it is falsely viewed
as capable of isolatio n and of indepe nden t treatmen t. By Kant's own
showing, the task of th e Dialectic is not merely to refute the pretensions
of tra nscendent metaphysics, bu t to develop t he above gene ral thesis,
in co nfirmation of the positive conclusions established in the Analytic.
The Critiquewill th en supply th e remedy for certain evils to which t he
human mind has h itherto been subject.

1 Cf. below, pp. 33 t ,390-1 , 414- 17.
2 Ct. below, pp. 22, 33, 56, 66 ff .
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"The Critique vrPure Reason is a preservati ve against a malady which has its
source in our rat iona l nature. This malady is th e opposite of th e love of home
(the home-sickness) which binds us to our fatherland . It is a long ing to pass out
beyond our immediate confines and to relate ourselves to other worlds."

8 . THE PLACE OF TH E. CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON IN KANT'S

PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEM

The positive character of Kant 's conclusions cannot be properly appre
ciated save in the wide r perspectives th at open to view in the Critiqueof
Practical Reason and in the Critique ofJudgment. Though in th e Critique
of Pure Reason a distinc tion is d rawn between th eo ret ical and moral
belief, it is in troduced in a somewhat casual manner, and th ere is no
clear indication of the far-reach ing consequences that follow in its train .
Unfor tunate ly also, eve n in his lat er writ ings, Kan t is very unfair to
himself in his methods o f formulating the distinction. His real intention
is to show tha t scien tific knowledge is not coextens ive with human
ins ight; but he employs a mi slead ing termino logy, con trast ing
knowledge wit h faith , scien tific demonstratio n with prac tical belief.
As already indic ated, the term knowledge has, in the Critical
philosophy, a much narrower connotation than in current speech. It is
lim ited to sense-experience, and to such inferences therefrom as can be
obtained by the on ly methods that Kant is willing to recogni se, namely,
the mat hematico-ph ysical. Aesthetic, moral and religious experience,
and even organic phenomena, are excluded from the field of possible
knowledge .
In holding to th is position , Kan t is, of course, th e ch ild of his time.

The absolute sufficiency of th e Newton ian ph ysics is a presupposition
of all h is utt erances on th is theme. Newton, he believes, has determined
in a quite final ma nner the principles, methods and lim its o f scienti fic
investigatio n. For though Kant h imself imposes upon science a furt her
limitation, nam ely, to appearances, he conceives him self, in so do ing ,
not as weaken ing Newton 's natural ph ilosophy, but as securing it against
all possib le object ions. And to ba lan ce the narrow connotation thus
assigned to the term knowledge, he has to give a correspondingly wide
mean ing to th e terms faith , moral belief, subjective principles of inter
pretation. If this be not kept constantly in mind, the reader is certain to
misconstru e th e cha racter and tenden cies of Kant 's actual teaching.
But though the advances made by th e sciences since Kan t's time have
rende red this mode o f delimiting the field o f knowledge alt ogether
untenab le, his method of defin ing the sources of philosophical tnstgnt
has proved very frui tful, and has many adhe ren ts at th e p resent day.
What Kant does-stated in broad out line- is to d istinguish between the
problems of existenceand th e problems of value, assign ing th e former to

I Ik flex ioll fn (B. Erdma nn's edi t io n) li. 204.
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science and the latter to phtlosophy.! Theor eti cal ph iloso phy, repre
sen ted in his system by th e Critique ofPure Reason, takes as its provin ce
th e logical values , that is, th e distincti on o f truth and falsity, and
de fining th eir criteria determines the nature and limi ts of our theo ret i
cal insight. Kant find s that these criteria enable us to distinguish between
truth and falsity on ly on the empirical plane. Beyond making possible
a distinction between appearance and realit y, they have no applicabil
ity in the metaphysical sphere.
Th e Critique of Practical Reason deals with values of a very different
character. The faculty of Reason, whic h, as already noted ." renders our
consciousness a purposive agency con tro lled by Ideal standa rds, is also,
Kant maint ains, the source of the moral sanc tions. But whereas in the
theoretical field it subdues our minds to th e discip line of experience,
and restrains our intellectual ambitions within the limit s of the empirical
orde r, it here summons us to sacrifice every natural impulse and eve ry
secular advantage to the furtherance of an end th at has abso lute value .
In imposing dut ies, it raises our life from the "p ragmatic "3 level o f a
calculating exped iency to the higher plane of a categorical imperati ve.
Th e categorical impe rative at once humbles and exa lts; it discloses
our limitations, but does so through the greatness of th e vocatio n to
which it calls us.

"This principle of morality, just on account of the universality of the legisla
tion which makes it the formal supreme determining principle of our will,
without regard to any subjective differences, is declared by the Reason to be a
lawfor all rational beings. . . . It is, therefore, not limited to men only, but applies
to all finite beings that possess Reason and Will; nay, it even includes the Infinite
Being as the Supreme Intelligence.~ ~

Consequently, in employing moral ends in th e in terpre tatio n of the
Universe, we are not picturing th e Divine under hu man limitations, but
are discounting th ese limitations in the light of th e one form of value
th at is known to us as absolute.

"Duty! .. . What origin is worthy of thee and where is to be found the root
of thy noble descent ... a root to be derived from which is the indispensable
condition of the only worth that men can give themselves."!

In hi s earlier years Kant had accepted the cu rrent , Leibnizian view
th at human excellence consists in in tellectua l en lightenmen t, and th at
it is th erefore reserved for an elite, privileged wit h the leisure and
endowed with the special abilities requ ired for its enjoyment. From this
arid intellectualism he was delivered through th e influence of Rousseau.

1 For an altern ative an d perhaps more adeq uate method of describing Kant's general
position, d. below. p. 57 1 U.
2 Above, pp. xxxvm-n. xlil, xliv ,
.1 c r. below, p. 577 .
4 Critique of Practical Reasou, W. v. p. 32; Abbott's trans. pp. 120-1.
s Op. cit. p. 86; Abbott 's trans. p. 180.
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"I am by disposition an enquirer. I feel th e consuming thirst for knowledge,
the eager unrest to advance ever furthe r, and th e deligh ts of discovery. There
was a time when I believed tha t this is what confers real dignity upon human
life. and I despised th e common people who know noth ing. Rousseau has set me
right . This imagined adva ntage van ish es. I learn to honour men , and should
regard myself as of muc h less use than th e common labourer, if I did not believe
that my ph ilosophy will restore to all men the common rights of human ity,"

Th ese common rights Kan t formulat es in a pur ely individuali st
manner. For here also, in hi s lack of h istoric sense an d in hi s di strust
a like of priests and of statesmen, he is th e child of h is time. In th e
education and discipli ne of th e soul he loo ks to nothing so arti ficial and
humanly lim ited-Kan t so regard s them- as reli gious tradition and
socia l instituti o ns. Human rights, he believes, do not vary wit h time
and place; and for the ir en joymen t man requires no in itiati on and no
equipment beyond what is supplied by Nature he rself. It is from this
standpoint that Kant ad duces, as the twofold and su fficien t in spirat ion
to the rigours and sublimities o f th e spiritual life, th e sta rry heavens
above us and th e moral law withi n . They are ever-presen t Influ en ces on
th e life of man . The naked eye reveals th e form er; of t he latter a ll men
are immediately aware. In th eir un iversal appea l th ey are of th e very
substance of human existence. Phil osophy may ava il to coun terac t
ce rtain of th e h indrances wh ich preven t th em from exe rcising th eir
na tive influen ce; it cannot be a substitute for th e inspi ration which they
alone can yield.
Thus th e categorica l imperative, in endowing the human soul with an
in t rinsic value, singles it ou t from all ot her nat ur al existe nces, and
strengthens it to face , wit h eq uan imi ty, the cold immensities of t he
cosmic system. For though the heavens arouse in us a pai nful feeling of
our ins ign ificance as anima l existence s, th ey intens ify our consciousness
of a sublime destiny, as bearers of a rival, and indeed a superior, dign ity.
In one fundamental respect Kant broke with the teach ing of Rousseau,
namely, in q uestioning hi s doctrine of the natu ra l goodne ss and
indefin ite perfectibility of human nature.e Not hing, Kant maintains, is

I Fragmelltt' aus item Nacntossr (Werkr (Hartenstein ), viii. p. 62 4). Cf. below, pp . 577-8.
Kant claims for all men equa lity of political rights, and in his t reatise on Perpetual Peace
maint ains that wars are not likely to cease unt il th e republican form of government is
universally adopted. He distinguishes, however, betwee n republicanism and democracy.
Byth e former he means a genuinely representat ive system; the latte r he interprets as being
the (in principle) unlim ited despot ism of majority rule. Kan t accordi ngly contends that
th e smaller the staff of the execut ive, an d the more effective the represent ati on of
minorities, the more complete will be the app roximation to the ideal consti tution. In
other words. th e less government we can get along wit h, th e better.
2 0" till: Rlldical Evil illHuman Nature , W , vi. p. 20; Abbott's t rans, p. 326 . "This opinion
[that the world is cons tantly advancing from worse to better ] is certa inly not founded on
experience if wha t is mea nt is moral good or evn(not civilisation), for the history of all
times speaks too powerfully against it. Probably it is merely a good-natured hypothesis
... designed to encourage us in the unwearied cultivation of the germ of good th at perhaps
lies in us. . .. ~



lxii INTRODUCTION

good without qualification except the good will; and even that, perhaps,
is never complete ly att ained in any single ins tance. The exercise of duty
demands a perpetual vigilance, un der the eve r-presen t consciousness of
cont inu ing demer it .

"I am willing to admit out of love of humanity that most of our actions are
indeed correct, but if we examine them more closely we everywhere come upon
the dear self which is always prominent . . . ."1 "Nothing but moral fanaticism
and exaggerated self-conceit is infused into the mind by exhor tation to actions
as noble, sublime and magnanimous. Thereby men are led into the delusion
tha t it is not duty, that is, respect for the law, whose yoke . .. they must bear,
whether they like it or not, that constitutes the determining principle of th eir
actions, and which always humbles them while they obey it. They then fancy that
those actions are expected from them, not from duty, but as pure merit. . . . In
this way they engender a vain high-flying fantastic way of th inking, flattering
themselves with a spontaneous goodness of heart that needs neither spur nor
bridle, nor any command. . . ."2

In asse rt ing the goodness and self-suff lctency of our natural impulses
Rousseau is the spokesman of a philosoph y wh ich has domin ated social
an d poli t ical t heory since hi s day, and wh ich is st ill preva lent . This
philosophy, in Kant 's view, is di sastrous in its conseq uences. As a reading
of human nature and of our moral vocation, it is ha rd ly Jess false tha n
the Epicurean teaching, which finds in the pursuit of pleasure the motive
of all our actions. A n at ur alist ic ethics, in either fo rm , is incapacitated ,
by the very nature of its co ntrolling assumptions, from appreciating the
distinguishi ng features of the moral consciousness. Neither the successes
nor the fail ures of man 's spiritua l endeavour can be righ tly understood
from any suc h stand poin t. Th e h uman race, in its end ur an ce and
tenacity, in its dauntless cour age and in its soaring spi rit , reveals the
presence of a prevenient influe nce, non-natural in character; and on ly if
human nature be taken as incl uding this higher, d irect ive power, can it
assume to itself the eulogy which Rousseau so m istakenl y passes upon
t he natura l and und iscipli ned tendencies of the h uman hear t. For as
h istory demonstrates, wh ile men are weak, humanity is ma rvellous.

"There is one th ing in our soul which , when we take a right view of it, we
cannot cease to regard with the highest astonishment, and in regard to which
admiration is right and indeed. elevating, and that is our or iginal moral capacity
in general. .. . Even the incomprehensibility of th is capacity,l a capacity which
proclaims a Divine origin, must rouse man's spirit to enthusiasm and strengthen
it for any sacrifices which respect for his duty may impose on htm."!

1 FOil/l dathms or tJieMet<lpllysics ar Marals, Iv. iv. p. 407; Abbott 's t ran s, p. 24.
2 Critique of Pract ical Reason, W. v. pp. 84- 5; Abbott 's trans, pp. 178-9.
3 Cf. F' llI l1,f" Nonsoft/Ie Ml'tilpllysicsof Mof<lls, Iv. iv. p, 463; Abbo tt's trans, p. 84: "While

we do not comprehend the pract ical uncondition al necessity of the mo ral imperative. we
yet comprehend its incomprehensibility, and this is all tha t can be fairly demanded of a
philosophy which strives to carry ns principles up to the ...ery limit of hu man reason ."

~ 0 " tIlt' Radical Evil ill Human Natu re, Iv. v i . pp. 49- 50; Abbott 's tran s, pp. 357-S .
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We are not her e concerned with the detail of Kant's ethical teach ing,
or with the manner in which he establishes th e freedom of the will, and
justifies belief in th e existence of God and the immortality of th e soul.
In many respects his argumen t lies open to criticism. There is an
unhappy contrast between the largeness of h is fun damental thesis and
the formal, doct rinai re manner in which it is developed . Ind eed, in the
Critique otPractical Reason the individualist, de istic, rationa listic modes
of thinking of his tim e are much more in evidence th an in any othe r of
his chief writ ings; and incident ally he also d isplays a curious lnsenst
bilit y- again cha racteristic of h is period- to all that is specific in the
religious attit ude. But when due allowances have been ma de, we can
sti ll main ta in that in resting his const ructive views upon th e supreme
va lue of the moral personali ty Kant has in fluen ced subsequent
ph ilosophy in ha rdly less degree than by his teach ing in th e Critique of
PureReason. l

The two Critiques, in method of exposition and argument, in gene ral
outcome, and indeed in th e to tal impression they leave upon the mind ,
are extraordina rily d ifferent. In the Critiqueof Pure Reason Kant is metic
ulously scrupulous in testing the validity of each link in hi s argumen t.
Constan tly he retraces h is steps; and in many of h is ch ief problems he
halts between competing solutions. Kant 's sceptical spirit is awake, and
it refuses to cease from its questlonings. In the Critique ofPractical Reason,
on th e other hand , t here is an austere simplicity of argumen t, which
advances, without loo king to right o r left, from a few simple principles
direct to their ultimate consequences. The impressiveness of th e first
Critique consists in its appreciat ion of the complexity of the probl ems,
and in the care with which their various, conflicting aspects are
separately dealt wit h . The second Critiquederives its force from th e fun
dament al conviction upon which it is based.
Such, then , stated in the most general terms, is the manner in which
Kant conceives the Critique ofPure Reason as contribu ting to the estab
lishment o f a humanist ic philosophy. It clea rs the ground for the
practical Reason, and secures it in the au tonomous con trol of its own
domain . While preserv ing to the in tellect and to science certai n
defin itely prescribed righ ts, Kant places in the forefront of h is system
the moral values; and he does so under the convictio n that in living up
to th e opportun ities, in wha tever rank of life, of ou r common he ritage,
we obtain a truer and deeper ins igh t into ultimate issues than can be
acqui red through the abstruse subtleties of metaph ysical specu lation.
I may again draw atte ntion to the consequences which follow from
Kant 's hab itual method of isolating his problems. Truth is a value of
un iversal juri sdiction, and from its criteria th e judgments of moral and
othe r values ca n claim no exemption. Existences and values do not
constitute independent orders. They interpenetrate, and neither can be
adequately dealt with apa rt from the considerations approp riate to th e
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other. In failing to co-ord inate h is problems, Kant has over-emphasised
the negati ve aspec ts of hi s logical enquiries and has formulat ed h is
et hical doct rines in a need lessly dogmatic form .
These defects are, however, in some degree remedied in th e last of
h is ch ief works, the Critique of Judgment. In certa in respects it is th e
most interestin g of all Kant 's writings. The qualities of both the earlier
Critiques here appear in happy combination, whil e in add ition hi s
concrete in terests are more in evidence, to the great enri chment of his
abstrac t argumen t. Many of the doctrines of th e Critique of Pure Reason,
especially those tha t bear on the problems of teleology, are restated in
a less negati ve manner, an d in their connection with the kind red
problems of natur al beauty and th e fine arts. For th ou gh the final
decision in all metaphysical questions is still reserved to moral constd
eratlons, Kant now takes a more catholic view of th e field of philosophy.
He allows, th ough with cha racteri stic reservations, that the empirical
evidence obtainable through examination of the broader features o f
our total experience is of genuinely philosophical value, and that it can
safely be employed to amplify and confirm th e independent convic
tio ns of the moral consciousness . The embargo which in the Critique
otPure Reason, in matters metaphysical, is placed upon all tentative and
probable reason ing is thus tacitly removed; and the term knowledge
again acquires the wide r meaning very properly ascribed to it in
ord inary speech.




