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Introduction*

The Critical Philosophy is,in my opinion,a whole each
part of which is in the closest relation to the others. For this
reason,and in order to prepare the reader for my interpretation
of the third Critique,! propose here to set out hy way of
introduction the moBt geheral principles of the first two
Critiques, I cannot and need not attempt to give an account
of the many problems discussed in them. I shall ideal with them
only as parts of a system the main lines of which must be
grasped if we are to understand the detailed interpretation

of that part of it with which we are here chiefly concerned.
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The principal task which Kant sets himself in the Critique
of Pure F-eaaoa is the analysis of human knowledge into its
elements. The first part of the Critique is therefore called
the Transcendental Doctrine of -the Elements. It is divided into
the Transcendental Aesthetic and the Transcendental Logic, the
former dealing with intuition and the latter with the understanding
In the Introduction to the Critlque”of.Pure Reason we find the
following passages !IBy way of introduction or anticipation we
need only say that there are two stems of human knowledge,
namely sensibility and understanding which -erhaps spring from
a common but to us unkno.n root. Through the former objects are
given to usjthrough the latter they are thought. Now in so far
as sensibility may be found to contain a priori ideas constituting
the condition” under which objects are given to us,it will belong
to transcendental phixosophy. And since the conditions under
which alone the objects of human knowledge are given must preoede
those under which they are thought the transcendental doctrine
of sensibility v(y;gq)’_/ﬂwe-titute the first part of the science of
the elements” see here that even before beginning to
set forth his argument Kant takes one fund&aent-al faot for
granted,namely that human knowledge depends on something that

requires

is given to it. This follows from the fact that it

two different sourcesintuition and understanding.
In so far as all our knowledge depende on intuitions,it depend**
on something that does not belong to itself but must be given
to it from outside. Human knowledge is never wholly productive
of its object, eftj-eots muedr-be--givt*i---&o-irt. This is a fact
which for Kant is beyond ail shadow of doubt” and does not require
any proofa/~The Transcendental Aesthetic beginB with the following
wordsj"In whatever manner and by whatever means-a"modo of

knowledge may relate to objects.intuition is that through which



it is in immediate relation to them,and from which all thought
gains its material. But intuition takes place only in so far as
the object is given to us. This again is only possible,to man at
least,in so far as the mind is affected in a certain way. The
capacity(receptivity) for receiving Ideas through the mode in
which we are affected b\ objects,is entitled sensibili oy.
Objects are given to us by means of sensibility and it alone yields
ue intuitions %hey are thought through the understanding,and from
the understanding arise concepts. But air thought must,directly
or indij ectly,by way of certain characters,relate ultimately to
intuitions,and therefore with us,to sensibility,because in no
other way can an object be given to us'.'(B33) This is a belief
which Kant maintains throughout his philosophy,and it has to be
noted in particular that the Transcendental /.esthetic cannot be
properly unde -stood unless we are aware of the assumption on which
it is based”-nameiy”-thart ifuman knowledge is incapable of producing
an object,and that i+ depends on something that is given tohit.
and-wi-th-regard to which—rt is merely -passive.
The special task which Kant sets himself in the

Aesthetic is to shov; that there are a priori forms of intuition,
and this task he believes can be accomplishedAif it can be
shown that objects,if they are to appear to us,must conform to
certain forma of intuition. Space and time are shown to be such
a priori forms,for objects cannot even be given to usaanleag they
have been made subject to them. At the same time we can show (a)that
they are pure forms,and (b)that they present us with a world of
mere appearances and”o-t-"wi-th- a world of things in themselves.
Spae* and time are formal and subjective conditiond of appearances.
*1° objects can appear to us independently of thesii rms. They

forms because every object of experience nust conform

ar¢ z priori

to themj;they are prior to the actual object.At the aeme time it
must be borne in mind that these necessary and a priori conditions

experience reveal to us a world of mere appearance s™-and
mwat we have to presuppose the existence of a world of things in
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themselves which is fundamentally different” from our own world
because it is independent of the subjective conditions of our
experiencejihe distinction between things in themselves and
.mere appearances is absolutely essential to ?>ant’s argument*
y/%lLet.Vl-
This fo-tiows from the fact that he believes -tte-afc it would be
impossible to establish the a priori validity of space and of
time unless we were aware G@*—the—{rvrt that our world was a world
of mere appearances as distinct from things in themselves
Jf £e objects that were presented to—tre were tilings in tnemeelvep
v ive/'-ia
that is to say”independent of the mind that knows them,it would
be absolutely impossible,according to iCant.to have any a priori
wa?.w <9 /7 W /a ¥-
Inowledge of suoh objeefcs. It is their very Subjectivity which
makes it possible to attribute a priori validity to them.They
are forms which the human mind imposes upon its objects,and
because this is so it can -be said that in this restricted sense,
namely as applicable to mere appearances,they are necessary and
a priori forms. Their obj-e-d-i-v-e—fo1-141-ty -Is—due to --the f-aet mhat
fivery appearanew -must-conform-to -them-»They are prior-.to- the- actual
objeet-,be«auae- -in -ord«T™'to ba<roiae—ari-.objeet -an-appearance ~raust
have’meerr-f-ormfcd--b-:"'them. "Were intuition of such a nature as to
represent things as they are in themselves,intuition could not tak-
place a priori,but must be always empirical.For I can only know
what is contained in the object in itself when it is present and
given to me. It is indeed even then incomprehensible how the
intuition of a present thing should make me kno/c\0 tne thing as it
is in itself,at its properties cannot migrate into my faculty of
representationjbut even granting this possibility,an intuition of
that sort would not take place a priori,that is,before the object
were presented to mejfor without this latter fact no ground of
relation between my representation and the object can be imagined?
it must then depend upon direct inspiration (Eingebung). It is
therefore only possible in one way for my intuition to anticipate

the actuality of the object;and to be cognition a priori; if it

(the intuition) contains nothink but the form of the sensibility



mwhich precedes in me all the actual impressions turough which.L

am affected by ob.ldcts.ffor I can know a priori,that objects oi
sense can only be intuited according to this form of the sensuous
intuition®* Hence it follows:that propositions,which concern this
form of sensuous intuition only,are possible and -valid for objects
of the senses; as also,conversely,that intuitions which are possible
a priori can never concern any other things than objects of our
censes". (Prolegomena$9 ). / Thus it seems an if in the
Transcendental Aesthetic and in the corresponding passages of the
Prolegomena Kant were setting forth the following doctrine. Our
world is a world of mere appearances, 'fe can prove that certain
forms of intuition are prior to actual experience because they

can be shown to be neceasary conditions of our world of appearances.
Beyond this world there “eisto a world of things in themselves. We
have no a priori knowledge of our own world except the knowledge
that it must conform to certain forms.The matter which is contained
in it belongs to the world of things in themselves,and cannot be
known by us a priorigit is simply given to us.The world of things

in themselves appears to us under the forms oi space and time?which
are merely subjective,belonging to the human mind which imposes them
upon the given matter. "That in the appearance which corresponds

to sensation I term its matter;but that which so determines the
manifold of appearance that it allows of being ordered in certain
relations,I term the form of appearance. That in which alone the
sensations can be posited and ordered in a certain form,cannot
itself be sensation;and therefore,while the matter of all appearance
is given to us a posteriori only,its form must lie ready for the

menaations a priori in the mind,and so must allow of being
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considered apart from sensation" (E Vb)

It appears,however,on closer examination of Kant’s
argument that the account which we have given of it while not
exactly erroneous is yet 30 incomplete that it amounts to a
misrepresentation of Kant's -true doctrine. We have seen that
KaolJ/'s distinction bwtween a world of appearances and a world of
éhings in themselves is to be taken quite sex0O.ously»if only
because he is convinced that it would be impossible to understand
the nature of our knowledge and itr objects without contrasting
ouHr“ o”l/)b\j/ects,Awhitfl? objects as they are in themselves#that is as they
exist independently of our minds. We should however misunderstand
Kant completely if we thought that he regarded the thing in itself
as a supersensible material substance which exercised 3ome
mysterious influence upon the knowing mind. Such an interpretation
of Kant's doctrine would overlook the fact that“convinced as
Kant is that there must exist a thing in itself beyond our world
of appearances”he also believes that we are absolutely incapable
of forming any conception of its nature. Owing to the nature of
our knowledge we are unable to acquire any knowledge of it. Things
in themselves are objects which are independent of space and
tirae”™ Since our knowledge depends entiiely on its own subjective
conditions#it follows that we cannot acquire any idea of such
things.Thus it may be asserted(a)that our world is a world of
mere appearances and that we have to assume the existence of
things in themselves,and (b) that we have no conception,not even
the most imperfect one,of the nature of these things. An inter-
pretation of Kant's philosophy has to pay attention to both
of these assertions, and we should misrepresent his argument if
we believed either that he did not actually believe in the
existence of things in themselves or that he believed that the
human mind could have any knowledge of theia® [what makes the

understanding of Kant's doctrine so difficult as long as we are
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concerned with the Transcendental Aesthetic alone is the facu
that Kant does not there give a full account of his doctrine.
It has to he noted that Kant himself says that in the Transcendental
Aesthetic he is isolating sensibility,and that in that part of the
Critique he does not take any account of the understanding as an
element in knowledge. That is why it is impossible to understand
the doctrine of the thing in itself from the point of view of the
Aesthetic. For according to Kant’s doctrine,at> we shall see in

,the principal reason why we are excluded from all
knowledge of things in themselves is that we do not possess an
intellectual intuition or an intuitive understanding. It is
obvious that we cannot hope to understand what this means as
long as we are concerned with intuition alone and know nothing
of the second element in human knowledge,namely understanding.
It is® however interesting to note that the doctrine of the
intellectual #+4tuition or intuitive understanding is already
mentioned towards the end of the Aesthetic. We learn there that
an intellectual intuition would be absolutely different from
our own ip so far as intuition and thinking would be one and the
same act for a mind that possessed it. It is easy to see that
in order to understand this strange doctrine we élh](j)\{ﬂd have to
consult the Transcendental Analytic - that part of the Critique
of Pure Reason which deals with the understanding. At first sight,
however,it might seem as if the Analytic tended to complicate
our problem rather than to help us to solve it. For we find there
a gyoat many statements which not only contradict one another
but also seem to be incompatible with the doctrine whioh in set
forth in the Aesthetic.

The first question with which Transcendental

Logic has to concern itself is ; V/hat is the fundamental difference

between intuition and understanding? Kant's answer is that our



understanding possesses a faculty of spontaneity which intuition

lacks even in its forms of space and time. Intuition as such is

"A
merely sensuous and passive.,The knowing mind regarded as a
«V eV a

»&rely-iR'tui-t'ive faculty”receives objects as they are given to it
and does not exercise any activity of its own. For an object to
be known by us we must possess a faculty of combining our 4ddeae,
and thiB is the work of the understanding.Our knowledge thus
depends on two cjnditiond (a)thAat'icjlel:;/ clan be given to us”which
is made possible by 4/ intuition,and (b)that-ideas can be combined
which is the work of the understanding”From this it can be inferred
that intuition and understanding belong together. Intuition can
achieve nothing without understanding,and understanding nothing
without intuition;they must work together. Our understanding
cannot produce ide-as-;it can merely combine ideas whioh are given
ta—it*. The concepts of the understanding would be empty and devoid
of all meaning unless they were capable of being referred to
given intuitions,and out intuitions would be blind if we were
unable to combine them. Neither of these two faculties of the mind
is to be preferred to the other,for without intuition nothing
would be given to us and without understanding we should be unable
Py’
they are entirely dependent on one another they cannot interchange
their functions. Understanding is incapable of intuiting,and jL
intuitiqn is incapable of thinking. " The understanding has thus
so far been explained merely negatively,as a non-senaible faculty
of knowledge. Now since without sensibility we cannot have any
intuition,understanding cannot be a faculty of intuition. But
besides intuition there is no other mode of knowledge except by
means of concepts. The knowledge yielded by understanding,or at
least by the human understanding,must therefore be by means of

conoepte.and bo is not intuitive,but discursive. Whereas all
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intuitions,as sensible,rest on affections,concepts rest on function,
By ’function' I mean the unity of the act of bringing various
ideas under one common idea.Concepts are based on the spontaneity
of thought,sensible intuitions on the receptivity of impressions".
(B92,93),
far we have seen no reason why we should believe thet the
concepts of the understanding are necessary a priori conditions
of our experience of objects. For since It has been shown that
our understanding is a discursive faculty*that is to say a
faculty of mere thought,and that objects are given to us
independently of the understanding,why should we believe tha»
to v cW
the concepts of the understanding are necessary, for knowledge of
these objects? We have succeeded in showing that the pure forms
of intuition,namely-a” *o-and time,are necessary and a priori
conditindsof experience,but only because we were able to show
that objects could not be given to us,that is to say they could
not be contents of actual experience unless they were fashioned
by these forms. But how can the same hold of the concepts of the
understanding,” plnoe objects call be given to us without any
reference to theBe concepts? "Objects may,therefore,appear to us
without their being under the neoessity of being relatdd to the
functions of the understanding{and understanding need not,therefore,
contain their a priori conditions. Thus a difficulty such as we
did not meet with in the field of sensibility is here presented,
namely,how subjective conditions of thoi“ht oan have objective
validity,that is,can furnish conditions of the possibility of
all knowledge of objects." (B 722,) "That objects of sensible
intuition must conform to the formal conditions of sensibility
»Msh iie a priori in the mind is evident ,because otherwise they
would not be objects for us.But that they must likewise conform
to the conditions which the understanding requires for the

synthetic unity of thought,is a conclusion the grounds of which



are '"by no means so obviousM (I31»12*Xki3)« "Eut since intuition
standB in no need whatsoever of the functions of thought,
appearances would none the less present objects to our intuj
r (B123)e
_\Thus it might seem impossible to establish the object-
ive validity of the concepts of the understanding. This could be
achieved only if we could show that thought was as necessary as
intuition for the building up of the world of appearances. That

this is actually the case can be shown in the following manner.

What distinguishes thought from intuition is the faculty which

thought possesses of combining -of the miad.
pre-se*t"d'-t-o” Moreover we can say that should such a
/ulMs

combination of -ideas take place it could not be ascribed to the

object but would have to be regarded as due to some activity of

the human mind. That anything in an object® should be combined,"—

this is something of which we cannot become aware by means of

an intuition,neither can we derive it from the objeot itself.

We are incapable of presenting to ourselves any combination in

the object unless we ourselves have brought it about. "But the

combination(conjunctip)of a manifold in general can never come

to us through the senses,and cannot,therefore,be already

contained In the pure form of /iejr?nsible intuition. For it is an act
J? dat wvner 2c.C

of spontaneity of the faculty of -ideas;and since this faculty,

to distinguish it from sensibility,muBt be entitled understanding,

all combination - be we conscious of it or not,be it a combinat-

ion of the manifold of intuition,empirical or non-empirical,or

of various concepts - is an act of the understanding. To this act

the general title ’synthesis* m&y be assigned,as indicating that

we cannot represent to ourselves anything as combined in the

object which we have not ourselves previously combined,and that

of all 4deas- combination is the only one v/hichjcannot be given
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through objects. Being an act oi the self-activity oi' the subject*
it cannot be executed save by the subject itself"(B 129*130).
AtA -V W< 1.f.
If we are to be capable of combining different ideas we must
possess a faculty by means of which we are av/are both of the
diversity of—eur—ideas and of their unity .Kant terms this
fundamental principle of all synthesis ’apperception’.Sensibility
and intuition present us with nothing but a manifold of-ideas*
3he-mnind--ee»6-a"ted££-&-*u—a”-m”r-e-1"-eemHio-us-factrtty'is—entirely
-pagsfve-rand the--4iffaren-t--ideas--whioh-ara-gres-ented-fro-it-have
no connection with one another. If these—Meae- are to belong to
IS* Tif I KRCE? L8
one subject v/hieh is av/are of their be;ng its ideas v/e shall
A /‘V**
require a principle different from mere. sensibility.Bor .-attr*idaaB
could not properly -fee called ou¥—ideas- if we were incapable of
a0
knowing that they belonged to one and the same mind} if—they did
-they-wau-M-heve—notiiiBg" *o”to~ex+ther -with oae-anather
human mindvihe idea of the- s-elf--would be meandtngiesB.
Ih~.-aultiplicity of ideas would not concern ra3~+f~we were
eun able-to-4aaow—th at—they "were-ou”B-rthfet-tiaay--"bs-I<*ged--to—ene /& L
-their -being-its.

ddeaa. It is by no means necessary that we should always be

fux. fLp.hfui li So
conscious of thlir fact. AIll we have to presuppose is that the
A Uy MhAUw W\,

mind possesses a faculty of referring the given ideas to itself#

and—eoaiH’ehending ‘thenr-in-a---«»i-ty.“Bor the manifold-ideras,which
are given in an intuition,would not be one and all nj£ ideas ,
if they did not ail belong to one sell-consciousness. As my
-ideas (even if I am not conscious of them as such) they roust
conform to the condition under which alone they can stand
together in one universal self-consciousness,because otherwise
AB}{ Szvxould n)9tYua11 without exception belong to me." (B 132).
I-t-ip now-clear that possessed no other faculty of-the
mind intuition our-aiad would be filled with an incoherent

mR*® of -ddwes.dn order to call them -our own ideas we havo to

rCr"3X tuem <10 an identical self-consciousne3s whieh m«i ft; 0 -them”



efor Otherwise our selves would lie as multifarious as our -idea®*

It must be noted,that the fundamental principle of all synthesis,
A
namely” apperception,is not identical with the acts of synthesis
themselveBflb*fis only a necessary condition of their existence*
M. AV ' «-T'
We should be absolutely incapable of synthesising our -ideas if
we did not possess a faculty of uniting the different act3 of
Px>* A'l-W-y cww f/
synthesis in one self~consciousne8s. -*i~i®-mxuite"Tn4?o0®-S'ifele-~fce-
derivedthdra-flac«irby from the objects of experience.lt is -a—
faculty -of"~the--rdnd--*h+®h--i-e prior to all our aotual knowledge
cv cvfry
of objects,and must be regarded as an a priori- necessary” condition
of all such knowledge.

We can now understand why the Transcendental Aesthetic,
which had to isolate intuition from the understanding was unable
to rdveal to us the true character of human knowledge.As long as
we were concerned with intuition alone we could not help believing
that objects of experience were presented to us by means of mere
intuition.How ,howeverknow th®t-~thts~-i-s-fa.r from, being time,

and that .in -9-rde*--bo--bfe---p-refe®gitfad--wi.-th- -an-o-bjtyct-~wg-mu'st~p O'gg'eB's
S.facul"y-ef~®yntri®”"®-ii""Qirr'-jrd'eiaK'--as---th®-y“are ““'given 'by sn tul 1lun,

to tw.-A liis y-n-thes4-s--is-ground-ed-on -tiria-.Xacul ty.f appeye»pfci®B; -

We should-not bo—aware.oilL the fact that. Pbj -e-gt—m
wan -ftlse if wfi riid not pgfiiseaft this f-aym4-ty.,
-andrsince every ubj®t*--"-®xper-3®mre~c~0TrslstH>gf E MfiTtrpTftdrty

of id—-eri-t-fotrtrgg-thartert eotrj-rct-can-""appear to ub in ttgpvnd«ntly

of-the -underotandingyafid—-t&--ftmd-sfflenl:at~prlnaiple'glt aynthcais.
*e can give a more precise definition of what an object is*
“An object is tl;at in the concept of which the manifold of a

given intuition is united" (B137). Understanding and the rules

ol synthesis which are produced by it are quite as neoessary as

intuitions for the constitution of the world of sensible objects.



Intuition provides us with a manifold of'46e«0 while under-
standing enables us to combine them,and it is only by means oi
the joint working of these two faculties that we
can be present'd with a real object of experience* Bow all the
rules of synthesis are based upon the fundamental faculty of
self-consciousness or apperception. 'Without this faculty no objec
could appear to us,and thus we see now that the representation
of an object of experience depends s i x as much on understanding
as on intuition. "The synthetic unity of consciousness is,there-
fore,” objective condition of all knowledge. It is no$ merely
a condition that I myself require in knowing an object,but is
a condition under which every intuition must stand in order _to
become an object for me, I (B138).

The task which Kant sets himself in the Transcendental
Analytic 1\ to show that the functions of the understanding are
indispensablcNconditions of our experience of objects. His first
argument is th&tNnit for transcendental apperception our minds
could not acquire knowledge of objects. Thisphowever,is not
enoughjit has also to shown that the yfiginal synthetic facultj
produces a certain number of\rules of/synthesis which are
objectively valid and prior to actual experience because they
first make experience of objects possible. We can become
conscious of a world of objects only by building it up ourselves.
This is done by the rules of synthesis,ah<L these rules are
produoed by the understanding. Understanding is the faoulty of
rules.We ourselyes have introduced into objectaX.the order which
we J-Ind in them in experience.That is why it is in po way more
surpriBihg that objects should have to conform to the 'rules
of tjzb Understanding than that they should have to conform to

the pure forms of intuitiom. Bor just as the forms of intuition
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namely*space and time,belong to the mind alone and do not”.
possess any independent existence»so the rules of 'the understandii
are products of the mind which we have to apply ii we axe io oe
presented with a «.orld of objects.*T.acri. rule ox the understanding
is a principle of 3ynthesis*and is necessary,and objectively
valid because otherwise vie should possess neither self—conscior;lesSS
nor "consciousness of objectsJv/e have now proved that intuitign
and understanding are necessary elements of human knowledge*
This,however»must not lead us to overlook the fundamental
difference between them. Ve have to keep in m&nd the fact that
just as intuition can do no more than provide us with a manifold
of ideas and is quite incapable of combining them*so/the understan
ing for its part can do nothing but unite jifiILfy! which

are given to it and is altogether powerless to produce the Adofca-
which are to be united. That is the reason why these two
faculties are entirely dependent on one anither.Concepts of the
understanding have no meaning independently of their relation

to intuition. We need only remember that we were enabled to
ascribe objective a priori validity to those concepts only
because we could show that theﬁ were necessary in order to
transform incoherent ideas eiasf th\eN}-l---ifftrrV'A-ivAmA-n-'inhul.tJroa into

the concept of a real object.-Outafdc their relation to intuition

the concepts of the understanding' have no real meaningr&fl ooon

possess no meaning except a purely logical one. They are nothing

but mere forms of thought,a**i ix>is altogether-impooaibla”to

determine-.obd-fcc.ts-by-xaeans. mere “bhAntefag. human knowledge
depends on two heterogeneous faculties - intuition and under-
standing - and these two faculties cannot be -separatee from-ene

It is now our business to raise the question once
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more whether this doctrine contradicts the argument of the
Aesthetico We have seen that as long as we were concerned with
the Aesthetic alone we had to take -.ant to hold that the pure
forms of intuition unite independently of the understanding and
its rules were sufficient to present us with a world of objects.
Our examination of the Analytic,however *ha.s made it clear that
this is not really hant's opinion,and that he is convinced that

faj, vr [m
objects cannot mappearapart from the understanding which
imposes certain rules of synthesis upon the manifold o1 given
intuitions. How are we to reconcile such apparently contradictory
statemen‘m{\'“ o R by g b a b g Lo e nts stion

T8 s EAH] BT e B KA i
cannot be XMXXXXX/XX/XX -X/XXXX/X'XXX'XMX/XXXXX/MX/XXXPXXXXX/XX
XA/ XXXXXXX/XXXXXXXN XX/ XXX/ XXXMXXXX4 regarded as due to Hunt's
ceasing to hold in the Analytic a doctrine which he had held when
he wrote the Aeothetic.Por»aa we have eeen,”ant begins his
argument in the Analytic itself by stating that it is difficult
&o establish the objective validity Ox the concepts of the under-
standing because objects can appear to us without any reference
to the understanding and its functions.His argument runs as follows.
It is comparatively easy to prove the necessity of the pure forms
of intuition "bp-no# and-mlac.,because it can be shown that objects
cannot even appear to us without them.To show the necessity of e

Stows

the categories of the understanding is much more difficult beetttree-
objects are given to us even without being related to the under-
standing. This is clearly in perfect harmony with the argument
of the Axesthetic,and it is therefore ail the more surprising that
Kant goes on to tell us that we are quite incapable of being
presented with an object of expedience as long as we have not
synthesised our intuitions by means of certain functions which
are produced by the understanding.In another passage he even

says that the pure forms of intuition themselves depend upon
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a certain synthesis to which he. gives the name of a synthesis

AFASId A St riv tes
of apprehension. "In the i&e-ae of space and time we have a
priori forms of outer and innerSensible intuition j and to
these the synthesis of apprehension of the manifold of
appearance must always conform,because in no other way can the
synthesis take place atpall» But space and time &* represented
a priori not merely as forms of sensible intuition*out as
themselves intuitions which contain a manifold of their own*
and therefore are represented with the determination of the
unity of this manifold /'vide the Transcendental Aesthetic.7
Thus unity of the synthesis of the munifold,without or within
us,and consequently also a combination to which everything
that is to be represented as determined in space or”time must
conform,is given a priori as the condition of the synthesis of al
apprehension - not indded in,but with these intuitions.This
synthetic unity can be no other than the unity of the
combination of the manifold of a given intuition in general
in an original consciousness,in accordance with the categories,
in so far as the combination is applied to our sensible
intuition." (£160).

It seems now as if we were confronted with an utterly
confused argument. To begin with we were told that the
forms of intuition alone were adequate to give us awareness of

M./ pikso I¥7

objects,btrt RoT that these forms themselves do not
exist independently oS a principle of synthesis,that space and
time are inseparably connected with the understanding,-eay-
independent exieAenee being-denied. them, ff we-are to

Tu SoJU* ow

etand Want's-argument at—a I1fwe shall have to consult other
passages of the Critique rand We shall deal in the first place
with a passage which belongs to the Transcendental Deduction
(1st.edition)o It is headed "The synthesis of apprehension in

intuition". Kant's argument "«na-a*-mfoH -ows . All our'-kkr&s
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mbelong to one time in which they must he arranged, how every
intuition contains a manifold,and we should be incapable of
representing this manifold to ourselves if we were unable to
distinguish its elements.If we are to represent to ourselves a
pure intuition, we must make it subject to a synthesis.Apart
from such a synthesis each individual impression of the mind
would be absolute unity and would be contained in one moment

of time. It follows that in order to arrive at any idea of
space or of time we have to be capable of combining several
particular ide-ae- into one ida«r. v'e must possess a pure synthesis
of apprehension. "This synthesis of apprehension must also be
exercised a priori,that is,in respect of ideae which are not p
empirical. For without it we should never have a priori theA-idrezlls
either of space or of time.They can be produced only through

the synthesis of the manifold which sensibility presents in

its original receptivity. V- have thus a pure synthesis of
apprehension". (A99).

The argument which is set forth in the section
which immediately follows seems to be even less consistent with
the argument of the Aesthetic, “or in it Kant sets out to prove

A AvJtur
that,experience and knowledge of an objects depends upon -e4*r
fotJt -fcidv 0 My« . KbsZt «>|kUy ow
oapaoity-to-roproduce-ideas..If wa are to be capable of represent-
ing to ourselves the time between one noon and the next we must
have a faculty of reproduction. This reproduction is brought
about by the imagination. We have to assume the existence of a
transcendental faculty of imagination. But for the existence of
this faculty we should neve: c:lf)l.t.aﬁi<r;1”;:c;2-lhf".>lotc -Iifciuse«yé:/(f’g&r all the
ideas whio/*predede the one we have at the present moment would
drop out of thought. Hot even the purest and most elementary

‘ideas- of space or of time could arise. "The synthesis of

apprehension is thus inseparably bound up v/ith the synthesis
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of reproduction. And as the former constitutes the transcendental
ground of the possibility of ail modes otf knowledge whatsoever -
of those that are pure “priori no less than of those that are
empirical - the reproductive synthesis of the imagination is to
be counted among the transcendental acts of the mind..7¢e shall
therefore entitle this faculty the transcendental faculty of
imagination. (A10#) . /\7e have now learnt that every intuition,
whether empirical or a priori (the puyc—forms ~of intui-i*-en,
'ganely,spacg"-andr-time-)is bound up with two kinds of synthesis,
the synthesis of apprehension and the synthesis of reproduction.
In the section which follows ifant explains that there
yet another kind of synthesis which he calls the synthesis of

//mis —h ih-'i, /1]
recognition.-fe- argues m&&Mo thy Reproduction of -4-defee would be
alto gothe-r- i-a—~vedn if we could not become conscious of the fact
that that which we are thinking at the present moment vfa® one
and the same as that whdSch we thought at the previous moment.
Frr Avi
?urther-wo require concepts to provide us with rules, Keproduct-
ion by itself turns out to be insufficient for knowledge. It
is dependent upon a third synthesis performed by the underst&ndin
This synthesis first provides our faculty of reproduction with
rules for the task which it has to perform. AIll these rules are
grounded on transcendental apperception,which is described as
the pure original/ unchangeable consciousness, -"ant filggféi-es that
transcendental apperception deserves its name beoause even the
purest objective unity,that of the a priori concepts (space
and time),is only possible through the relation of those
intuitions to such unity of consciousness.

It is of course quite impossible for us to attempt to

enter into a discussion of the many difficult problems which are
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raised by the Transcendental Deduction. It is,however,necessary
that we should try to understand the general principle on wnich
Kant’s agument is based. What K&n-t -t-wi-e-s—to prov”~"ftgaisr-and--again
is that intuition,imagination and understandlngybel -onr together,
anX that they constitute a unity as the necessary elements oi yGCjtfo
hum\an\knowledge° IT they did not comoine,know/ledge would he
altoge”ier impossible,because the mind would not be presented
with an Object.Apperception and the rules At the understanding
are necessarily related to intuitions,and in the same way
intuitions do not have any existence of/their own and must (
necessarilybe\relate to understand!” and its rules of synthesisl
As regards imagination,we shall havej to deal with that later,
and lor the presen‘{ shall not even /ttempt to give an explanati0n¥
of the meaning oi' the term or to d]escribe the functions which .
Kant ascribes to that (aculty ot}//the mind. But we can see even
now that when Kant speaks of thfee different hinds of synthesis
he is far f orabelieving that/they exist separately. What he
seeks to prove is that they are necessarily related to one another
The analysis which the trajcysb\/ndental philosopher has to perform
must distinguish three di%ferent kinds of synthesis,but this does
not imply that they real/y exist/separately. "If each idea were
completely foreign to ©Very other,Standing apart in isolation,
no such thing as knowledge would evc\ arise. Bor knowledge is
essentially a whole ,/n which ideas staild compared and connected.
As sense contaixis d manifold in its intuition,l ascribe to it a
synopsis. But to such a synopsis a synthesis must always correspon
receptivity can /make knowledge possible only\when combined with
spontaneity. Thaw this spontaneity is the ground, of a threefold

synthesis which must necessarily be found in alllaiowledge;

namely,the a/pprehension of ideas as modifications\bf the mind



realise that he believes on the one hand that intuition and
understanding are totally different from one another and on
the other that -So far as human knowlelgo is concerned they aro
also closely related to one another”that“they cannot even he
said to have a separate existence. Intuition and understanding
regarded as elenontc in human 3aicAledgo must he referred to
one another. :/o0 cannot understand them in separation. Human
knowledge is never confronted with mere intuitions. It always
seeks at the same timo to makeAintelligible to itself-pure
Intinlticmn"ly means of the categories. To understand what
constitution is made to knowledge by the understanding and its
a priori rules (~categories) we have to realise that it lo the
fonetion »f those eat to doieraime intuitions . u'nlesc
the categories “which are rules of syntheais|rare applied” to
intuitions tho human mind o..mot become av/are of objects at all*
Bhoro-frgr-hrthing-but---, stream of subjective ideas with .no refer-
onoo tv objooSt.* It is easy to understand why Kantdwas unable
to a&ko this clear in the transcendental Aestheticl \;vhich,was
concerned with intuition alone” and why so many of ***& statements
in it give the reader the impression that ICant believed that
intuition by itself can give us knowledge of objects. But no one
who has understood the doctrine of the Analytic will fall into
J/~ li of CIfy&sf
this error. -One sees-at--eae-e that the argument set forth in tho
"Aesthetic" is merely provisional. It isolates intuition and
takes no account of the understanding -which as ICant shows laterJ
is a necessary and inseparable element in knowledge. It may bo
asked why Kant adopted such a course why he deals with intuition
ang understanding separately so that his exposition gives rise to
unavoidable misconceptions a.: the axrt of-his-readers anttrI think
the answer is simple, Kant believes that intuition and under-
standing aro totally different faculties of the mind which are
Alle t Cir*-i/fi.:/
brouéht into relation only in human knowledge. It Is "Kejitian-

aoltiy
dootrino'that animals”possess a faculty of intuition and even
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Imagination without having: a faculty of thought, -fcye-. «te

hi? ¥y 'omd wm

Aanimals tho sensuous faculties actually exist by themselves.
Further he "believes tiiat it can at least not be denied that there
might exist in superhuman”purely rational beings a faculty of
knowledge which is entirely independent of sensibility.

We shall have to <<—erig”fﬁ?n—e<<rs—e£res with this doctrine later.
But we see already that the separate treatment of intuition in
the Transcendental Aesthetic gives hunt occasion for making
quite clear the fundamental doctrine of his theory of knowledge,
that all human knowledge depends on something that is given to
it from outside, It -thus-must®always remain a partly passive

faculty dependent cn the impression it receives. This is con-

firmed by the Analytic in which ICant shows that
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in intuition,their reproduction in imagination,end. their
recognition in a concept.These point to three subjective sources
oi’ knowledge which make possble the under-standing itseii - and
consequently all experience as its empirical/product, "(A97)

\. When we have seen that x.ant’s main endeavour in the
Analytic-is to show that intuition and understanding belong
necessarily together,that they are insep/arable and correlative
parts of a whole,it is not difficult y> understand why the
Transcendenta\l.VAesthetic,which deal}//w'lth' intuition alone#was
unable to give \true account of thy facts,and why so many of
the statements wfyich he makes the”e must be regarded as merely
provisionalo The reason why Kant/coula not make known the
whole of his doctrine in the Transcendental Aesthetic was that
he could not anticipate the Jesuits of the Transcendental Logic
in which he shows that the Separation of intuition from under/#-
standing is artificial,& M ' that no such thing as a eelf-sufficie
intuition exists,ft may Afe‘:“Xobjected to our interpretation that
we have only made the Ji'nconbistency of Kant's argument more
obvious than it was before,anfy that it remains unintelligible
why Kant should hav” propounded, in the Transcendental
Aesthetic an argument which he hansel!" was unable to maintain.
It remains to beyseen whether sucnlan objection is fully
justified,and w/xether the main argument which is set forth in
the Aesthetic/is not only not invalidated but even established
more firmly *by the Analytic,ft is true that Kant shows in the
Analytic that intuition and understanainAcannot be separated
from one another,and it is also t ue that as a consequence of X
this hefhas to modify hie own doctrine, But i>he fundamental
doctri/ne of the Aesthetic,namely,that all our Vnowledge depends
on something that is given to us from outside,is\ even more firm
established b the Analytic which deals with the second element
o/ human knowledge , Xt/ XX/£X the understanding. When wc .hq/rd

Aesthetic and Analytic as a whole we may say that nt*s



argument; in them iu that ail human knowledge depends on something
that is given by intuition,that it is never purely- active but
always at the same time passive,and that our understanding,the
faeultynof epontane-ity is quite incapable oi producing objects.
Thftjr-Ts why we- cannot know things -as--they are in thfcia&eivo**Our ”
(}Y{Jnderstanding depends on what is g ven to it,and we can attribute
a priori objective validity to its concepts only because we can
p-rove—that--they—trre n, cessary for the synthesis oi the given
manifold.Transcendental apperception as the fundamental principle
of synthesis is to be regarded as the source of all thought,and
therefore as absolutely different from merely passive intuition.
On the other hand it is mere function;!t is a principle which
enables us to combine ideas,but it does not produce them. It is
the mere idea of the self,and as regards its relation to its
object,it contains no more than that which is common to all
objects,a mere X. Tt is true that we should not be presenter with
any object at ail without this fundamental principle of unity. On )L
the other hand it must be remembered that we are incapable of
determining an object by means of mere thinking,and that appercept-
ion provides us only with the mere idea of an object in general
and must leave everything else to intuition. "The pure concept
of this transcendental object,which in reality throughout all
our knowledge is always one and the same,is what can alone
confer upon all our empirical concept;, in general relation to an
object,that is,objective reality.This concept cannot contain any
determinate intuition,and therefore refers only to that unity
which must be met with in exiy manifold oi imowledge wnich stands
in relation to an object. This relation is nothing but the
necessary unity of consciousness,and therefore also of the synthesis
ol the manifold,through a common function of the mind,which
combines it in one idea" (A109)
ft is now <lear that tic -and -kte

Aft&iyti«--dtr-Tiotr-"-e”-ly-coirtradi-c-t~0On-a-<«o4he?-*--Poir"we have-ie arnt



(&\J that Kant Ik convinced that intuition and understandinﬁ are
absolutely different from one another,and that it is for.-this
reason that he has dealt with them separately,and (b)/that the
Analytic does not in any way modify the fundamental doctrine of
Aesthetic
tin. /M tiiU ,namely,that it is through intuition that things are
given to us,and th”t the pure forms of intuition are dependent
on our sensibility* T”ut all our knowledge depends on sensibility
we learn from the Aesthetic,and this is confirmed by the Analytic,
which shows that our understanding 4s a mere faculty of synthesis,
entirely dependent on sensibleN"utuitions. The mistake which we
made as long as we were conce/rnc},d h&ith the Aesthetic alone was
that we believed that the assertion oX the fact that things were
given to us through intuition meant that\intuition was capable
of presenting u> with real objects of experien>ce* Ve have nov/
corrected this mistake ,and can therefore und;rs{and (a) that
objects are/.given to us through intuition and thatNo%l’{ uncderstand-
ing is quite incapable of producing objects,but also >b) that in
order/to have real objects we have to synthetise our idea”by
menss of a priori concenta.,jofl.—toe underf£l&nding»jL  --—-—---
7/e may now continue the examination of Kant's
argument var-fart-ru gard. to in-tuition and underotanding—a”b their—
PIAP  kvow
mutual rela-t+ons-.- -shai-1"begin by considering the following
passage; "The principle of the necessary unity of a.-perception
is itself,indeed,an identioal,and therefore analytic,proposition;
nevertheless it reveals the necessity of a synthesis of the
manifold given in intuition,without which the thoroughgoing identit
of self-con3ciousness cannot be thought.For through the ’IJas
simple Ad4dee,nothing narif&ld is given; only in intuition,v/hich
is distinct from the 'I' can a manifold be given;

and only through combination in one consciousness cun it be

thought. An understanding in which through self-consciousness



all the manifold would eo ipso he given,would he iatulti,vfcj

our understanding can only think,and for intuition must look to
the senses". (B135) /In this passage we learn what hant takes to
he the essential difference between our own and an intuitive
understanding, /r. intuitive understanding would be an under-
standing which contained more that a mere principle oi combining
a manifold given to it in intuition. In fact the difference
between intuition and understanding would not e);list for a min$
which possessed such a faculty of knowledge. -For-a being
equipped with such a faculty would be capable of produe&ng its
objects by means of mere bhinkirights understanding would not

1UT
only fulfil the function which -eu-t understanding fulfils,nunely,

e wfyju t-t/ w5/ <Aiu $
-feat—of 3-ynthfed>irsd.-ng—dHyfes-rbtrt,1.t would at the some time be

capable of presenting to itself the manifold psith.regard to which
(we may
our understanding is entirely dependent An intuition. Bu”what
is the use of assuming the existence of an understanding «©
absolutely different from our own?I'he answer is that the
contrast may help us to grasp the limitations of our own under-
standing. The idea of an intuitive understanding is by no means
\%
superfluous,indeed it is a necessary idea,but that is not to be
taken to imply that suchf an understanding really exists. We are
not concerne with the question whether it exists or not»jOur
KJ? &fle-
problem is to apprehend the nature of our own understanding,and
Aud AL fofrwr
we-can kw--t h a t in order to be presented with an object at
all we require the synthetic unity of consciousneaa,which is the
c-"r
fundamental principle of fee understanding.. -Our"-under standing—
io cupob lc—e-"-ui-Hrr,ing—aH ~vur-ldeas.. It is the condition of fecix
“belonging to one and the same self. This”ie-a merely analytic

proposition,because by presupposing this we do nob go beyond the

sphere of mere fe-inkingb ve.r-estrict tne-

S5—our

i doaaywlfeout irt-atny .-way-4a-tfcxiaining.-.-the-m res'thought.



\/e say nothing rao'e than that all our ideas belong to the
one subject which thinks them”. "Shis principle is not,however,
to be taken as applying to every possible understanding,but only
to that understanding through yf/MM whose pure apperception,
in the idee ’jjaa*,nothing manifold is given. An understanding
which through its self-consciousness could supply bo itself the
manifold of intuition - an understanding,that is to say,through
whoslém-“i\ci\‘ea;’the objects of tﬁe -1dea should at the same time exist,
would not reouire,xor the unity of consciousness,a special act
of synthesis of the manifold. For the human understanding,
however,which thinks only,and does not intuit,that act is
necessary. It is indeed the first principle of the human under-
standing,and is so indispensable to it that we cannot form the
least conception of any other possible understanding,either of
such as is itself intuitive or or any that may possess an under-
lying mode of sensible intuition which is different in kind from
that in space and timel. (B133,I39) ; Thatsi human 40aowe-Mg& is
essentially a knowledge which contains two elements,intuition
sarv U
and understanding,becomes -even-aior-O'clear when we consider the
facet thatWmai beings are “uirte unable to conceive any distinct
idea of the kind of knowledge that would be possessed by an
intuitive understanding or an i.ntellec cual iri*tuition. This _egéegﬁ
not mean,however,thf£b the idea of such knov/ledge is arbitrarily
conceived. On the contrary, how necessary this idea is may be
gathered from the fact that without assuming it we should be un-
able to understand the specific nature of our own dcnowledge.The
conception of an intuitive understanding is just as necessary
as tha assumption that there exists a world of things in them-
selves behind the world of mere appearances,An intuitive under-

standing would be fundamentally different fromjour ovm because,

not being dependent on thing3 being given to it,it would know



things as they are in themselves by its own activity.)V-e can

see more clearly what the concept of a thing in itself means.
The thing in itself would be the object of a being for whose

knowledge there w;uid be no difference between what was to be
determined and its determining faculty,a be ng to whom objects
would be given by a mere analysis of its cognitive faculty.

Cev-t-ey fTt uX

The two iidens - t ie JLdea oixsthingk in bhcmoclvos and the idea
of a. intuitive u .derstanding ~ are strictly parallel.we had
to assume the existence of things in themselves in order to
understand the peculiar character of our own objects as mere
appearances.but we could not even ask what properties these
things possessed. Similarly we have t‘é)/" Leuolﬁ’rlc/e/iuvé-“the idea of a
knowledge absolutely different from our own in drder to under-
stand the nature of our own knowledge,But we cannot even ask
whether such knowledge exists or how it could take place .-The-
~i.dea.-of—an .j tui-ti-ve--und-emt&nd-i-ng-is --HtH"64»e""-be e«etr-irt-
raafcas-us-aware- of -the -fact -that- -our—uadar&tanding is -a faculty

of mertt--syntlu”ai,arxti-capable-of producing--It-—obj-e.e-.ta . That Aa

concep.tabby mnieana. olan..ac:L QlTmierc---.11iXiixIni!: ~vh;vr.wr...xainot- fully
p y _ _
real-

>-ths--naturaaf—ear-abjaeta— and way--our—ebj-ce-te

mnnl.-die.--x.eg.ar.dea-as-)nere appeararicefijlt has often been questioned
whether the doctrine of the thing in itself should bo taken
seriously.and a great many interpreters of Kant have tried to
eliminate it as being of no importance.There is,however,not the
slightest evidence that Xant ever gave up this doctrine. Through-
out all his writings he maintains his fundamental position*
namely,the doctrine that our objects are mere appearances and

MdA
that there exist® behind them a world of things in themselves.
8"/ -Atto titf h'dJu, ivs ffr-fJ’
mft-mu&f bo noted,however> - and this is a point of equal import-

©
ance - that Kant is also firm‘ly convinced that we can have no



scortoopt)iot:v wh&fcpver of the nature of the things in the;i3elvec»woiid

that we know nothing of the relation between! them and our own

' Coc-I*At v{- ‘ .
worid of appearancese must-vrerfr even sa$ -tftat things in them-
* PW?2wW» H . - =
selves, are causes of a.rpearances>-beoo.ue- in doing so we should
A

be applying to things in themselves a category which according to

Plant is applicable only to appearances(neither can v/e eay- that

time )for—such—fefe— 1"Aght— —das—+tmagtite that we could
,t tn filif 1i.i-@ ohjaatilL-that..satiated independanalLy-ur- space
and—timej.Kant leaves us in no doubt whatever as to his bcixei that
the human mind car, form no conception whatever of any object other
than an object of .possible experience,
'Mf¥£M¢s or of a knowledge which would not
like ours contain intuition and understanding asits elements.

The recogniti v of the fact that Kant yi<6%0 regards it
as quite impossible for the human mind to form any clear
conception of a knowledge which did not consist of intuition and
understanding is of the utmost importance;if only in order that
we should avoid the mistake of taking Kant's analysis of human
knowledge to be a psychological analysis. By opposing one kind
of knowledge to another*Kant makes it appear afi if he believe?l
sfcftt the fact that our knowledge depondfc*§® on intuition and under-
standinglifA(g?r a psychological fact,due to the peculiar constitution
of the human mind. Such an interpretation of Kant's doctrine 1is
suggested by a great many of his own sstatements.For instance,he
says th.t intuition takes place only in so far as an object id
given to us,and that this is only possible,to man at least.in so
far as the mind is affected in a certain way. (133) Later he says
that it is solely from the human standpoint that we can apeak
of space,and that time is a merely subjective condition of our

human intuition. (1351) Again,sensibility,he says,is a
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ledge which is -ecuiiar to us and need no!"necessarily he shared
hy every being, though, certainly by every human being. (B59
yoeven &, ote y by every, bumiin® O M)
These are only a few out of many possible instanceew Wo have
to examine the question whether these statements re&lly imply
that Kant helieves his analysis of human knowledge to he a
psychological one.If we thought that this -was so” we -shotrM have
to 'believe that what Kant sets out to do .in the Criticus of Pure
/wnnaM.
I.eason is to discover the peculiar properties of the"mind.
What he finds out in the Critique is that the human mind hbppens
to he dependent ox; two sources of cognition,intuition and under-
standingsand that it possesses a peculiar kind of intuition and
a peculiar kind of understanding,. This would imply that Kant was
of the opinion that human beings possessed some peculiar kind
knowledge
01 co”hi'tipV;,and the t there might be other beings whose knowledge
was of an entirely different kindjand o. this viev, knowledge would
be nothing but the product of the particular type of mind which
the being who kuows happens to possess.
It car; easily be shown that such an interpretation
of Kant’s argument would be entirely mistaken. In the first
place we may note that in the passage which we have quoted Kant
speaks of the human mind not as opposed to the minds of othec
as opposed
finite beings;but/to a mind capable of knowing things as they
y_
are in themselves,that ia to sayjpto the mind of a superhuman
being endowed with an intellectual U#dctyolanding or on intuitive
understand! ;g. \:e have already seen why Kant believes it
necessary to conceive the idea of a knowledge entirely different
from our own,and we have also seen why he believes that 7/ can
' The idea of a finite knowledge
have no, knowledge of it swhfctCTer 4
different from our own would be of no help to us in our attempt

to understand the nature of our own knowledge. The only kind

of knowledge that is real to us is the kind which we ourselves
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posseas,knowledge that Ja dependent on intuition end understanding.
Intuition and understanding contain the a priori objective
conditions of all knowledge. The forms oi intuition and the rules
of the understanding are not merely subjective properties of the
human mind,but are a irriori conditions oi objective experience®
Through them we are presented with a world which obeys objective
and necessary rules,whereas psychological properties of the mind
could never poose o any a priori validity. The method of transcend-
ental philosophy is fundamentally different from that, of psychology,
transcendental plrilosophy
for seeks to discover the necessary a priori conditions
of experience whereas gtfg/X&fc'x psychology depends entirely upon
observation of enipi ical facts. We aennot,therefore,ascribe any
necessity or universal validity to the laws which are discovered
by psychology. ' If we are to understand the fundamental distinction
between the subjectivity which hunt attributes to psychological
properties of the mind and that which he attributes to the pure
forms of intuition and the categories we must grasp the specific
meaning of his concept of objectivity. The a priori conditions
of experience - the pure forms of intuitionf/y.i.e.space and time,
and the rules of the understanding,!.e.the categories and principles
- are subjective in that they do not enable us to know things as
they are in the '.selves. On the other hand,they arc objectively
valid because experience of objects is impossible without them.
This means that we have to deny their absolute objective validity,
buttassert their objective necessity in relation to every object.
To state this i3 sufficient,since we cannot form any idea of an
object independent of the forms of intuition and the categories.
But psychological laws are of a different status. }2veh if we had
discovered, by means of psycholo ical enquiry,that all the human
minds which we had investigated possessed a certain property,v/e
should be entitled to state only a general rule and not a univorsa.il
necessary one,since v/e could not be certain that we should not come

across an instance to whichAthe rule did not apply, be can,however,
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i -X'7 @ h*u«r
,oe quite certain that ettier-e-ctjnntrt-'&e-a knowledge 1-~rwt
contain intuition and understanding.

The fact that intuition anti understanding are
totally different from one another raises a new problem,!or we
cannot help ashing how two such fundamentally different faculties
can 'be made to coop,rate, Kant’s answer is that this rs made
possible by the imagination. It is not trie understanding but the
imagination which performs the synthesis of the ittetrr given to
us in intuition.In the first place we must ash why hunt regards
it as impossible that the understanding\fgl/lould be able to perform
the synthesis.,and why he should think it necessary to assume
the existence of a third faculty of the mind in addition to intuit*
ion and understanding,The ‘e&swtr to this is that Kant believes
that understanding ie a mere faculty of thought. It can only
produce rules of §nthesis,which are mere functions. In order to
indicate their natur as mere functions Kant,as we have seen,calls
that which is u sited by then the transcendental object or a mere X,
Similarly,transcendental apperception may be said to be a mere X*
and this means that just as the object does not contain any
manifold a. long as as it is regarded as an object of the under-
standing alone so the mind as a merely syndfthctic facuity*that is
to say the mind in so far as it is nothing but understan4din_g's
emptypa mere X,and as regards the content of its thought entirely
dependent on what .is given to it in-intuition, ippereejbiion by
itself is a faculty of determining a manifold by certain rules
of synthesis,and what is to be synthetised cannot helong to the
determinative faculty.Intuition,on the other hand,is entirely
passive,and cannot determine at all. The imagination must fill
this g.-p,snd it is qualified to do so,since on Kant’s view it is
capable both of determining ana of being determined. It is a

determinative faculty of the mind l.in so far as it enables us to
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pass.from, one idea bo another*and so to achieve a synthesis
of- fh<a Adoae given in. intuition* and -y«t it remains within the

-ophojeo,-of ra&ro; det.eyminallJili-tyjtiiat ia to asy within the sphere

sfaouity-or-the-mind .ihe i.iiauginavion itsell .does not -poococo
onyv”uiea oi synthesis* She .sya-tneaia which it pei-forms is
~df all aetorminauion«uud tua.t is vmy hant calls it a
biina fimction of .the soul* "Synthesis in- genariU»as we shall
hereaftej?. mee,ie the mere result oi .the power of imagination,
a hlindiiut indsinpenaaule function of-iiie- »oul,wiaiout: which -«
we should have no knowledge whatsoever,hut o1 which we are
scar.oely- ever oonaoions”™ '"“hring tnis aynthe-aie to concents
-is a lunction wiii.cn,.oelong*,.-to -thei understanning»and it
through thi# fuh.ction.-oi unde”teaading; that we first
M*jfe& B toowl©dgesjfr.operly:--ec o.aliea" (hioa) -
-ant diBti.ngui.bhee between two ainus, of synthesis,
(a.), uynthesrs intellegtualis-and (h;-aynthesis apeoioaatihc.
category taken by tteeii contains a principle oi synthesis
vintelle ctuaiis »that 4,s-. to-, say .a aynthueie which han no”rference
eto intuition or, the.mnnifcld*i'he different actB-ofasyntteewiB. m
iiwe."ere functions.. of thought. If oui thinking in- to.:receive- a
content-,we must refax:?the rules., of.the under* tanuing to
intuition., ana. what is given by-it. *nib is made possible by:.r-
: Mti.faofilty. o1 .the. mind which- ip immediately connected with
1 *»MICly-*the imagiBati-Ori.*-,I'he imagination is connected
S'ith.int.hitioB since, if. is., cstncexiiea. with sensuous ideas, and
oonneqtea.with the underatending siucc it enables us
&teg8S%6t#c.i iaeas,and thus possesses a prinorple of;, spontaneitye
,it lacks definite rules of synthesis. itt cannot pro-
duce”anjr ha#wleagejpand is entirely dependent:®c the,wndfVatending

wacwt fpnetioti it. 1% provide., it- with rule-fightr/ tMaich
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figurative synthesis,if it be viewed merely in its relation to
the original synthetic unity of apperception,that-is#to the
transcendental .unity which ia* thought In the eategdr,ee,nluet,in
order to be dietinguiehed from the merely intellectual combination,
be cabled the tranaoendental aynthesis of imagination.Imagination
ie the "faculty of representing in intuition an object that is not
* Mow since all our intuition is Ben#ible»the imaginat

ion,owing to the.subjective eondition under-which alone it ©an
give to the tcencepte ©Of understandings* corresponding intuition,
belongs to sensibility. But inasmuch as its synthesislis an skpreseioi
of spontaneityttrhich iedetsrminativ* arid nottHke sense,determin-
able mer.O2ty«and which: is therefore able tO determlne sense a priori
in respect ef Its fora in accordance with the unity of apperception,
imagination je to -that extept a faculty whioh determines the
senBljmA-rtesfcprilsrijand its synthesis of intuitions* oonforming -
ae it does to the categoriestffiuet be the transcendental synthesis
of imagination. . This synthesis is an action, of the uhdetfstending
on the- sensibilityiand is; itssfirat application - and therSby”
groun”efaM I”"its:other.applications ¢ to the objects of our poSelbli
intuition. As figurative®it is distinguished from the intellectual
synthfftis,whioh is carried out by the understanding alone,without
the aid ef the imagination”, .(B 151*%11)2)» is . .7

tosra dViwiWJ&ysesBi surprislf‘lfi;" that Xsnt defines the imaginetlobs
here as;the .faculty of representing i« Intuition dn”ebjeet that
is not/itself "present.It is however easy to see why he Hioeo'wd”" -*
Por by-SKttribeting to the imagination toe power of rd”"preSent'iiig<i
6X obj*Ot-th*fc ie not iteelf present,he dearly ihdicrates that *
th® t*MdllilLlon comes between intuition and understandihg,snd hsb
some with both of thee*©OIntuitionis-entirely

WAy Teew U

passivelit jwrsly”reoeives ideeto which have nothing tecde
one anAthor, i”" The”im siittatipn isfcsaid;2to”Se?S£re»ul%y Whi(Of
enables us tO;:represent, to ourewlves- a® sbjsot. thatl* bet" present.

If it i# t© bring- this about it must>be able tO d#iaote than merely



AS e ev
*ammlaem.44+m *Sim .fowfe b«*ft % faculty Of,rconneotin® different

dda*»,nnd.thi* 4iapU e, ;lpi«*in*tAP% P orM **
,<*e/rt*i» principle of aypfheaifuBut ithi* fafAmft.i*« kind of r .
synthesis must not he confused with the synthesis which has -.
vbeen brought to panoepts end daterminal by rulJ.ee.of the under-
standing. The. eynthesis of imagination (synthesis gpfcoioBa)
remains withimfithe sphere, of sensibility tend when we say .-that,,:
mmagination enables ue to represent to oursalvee on object
t:thht it: not itself proffent we.de not mean that this ebleat is
an ohjeotx in the otriot ssn«e» All thaVil*agination can do is
e
to oali ,b%ok s"uous ddew®J and to combine them*

i -and thfit Siw i*snt says tfc*t:ft,d*. tha faoulty.;of .represent-
;;ing in .intuition an obieat, that la not 1teelf presentJ.istJ.r/ﬁ}lllst
be remenbeyed that &ent holds that the aynth®*# ft* Ideas- and
the jprinciple jrhioh gives unity to it belong ip two different

-inoudtieB of -the mind.The eynthesis ia carried out by.the
xJLmegdnmtrion.while synthetic unity is achieved. by the understand#
ing and apperception. “The synthesis of ideas rests on imaginat-
ion;and their aynthetio unity#which is required fftr judgneat®..-.
jiPn*the unity of apperception?. (B194) on iilmt’s view, these two
facte admit of no doubt?a) that the a“nthaala.ia fotually®”"
pasfoymed by the imaginatlon,and (b). that .the synthesis of the
pymagination oust be brought-to .oonoep.ts* J-dWt -this 4
c-iSyjabfrcsle is not detewaineoUby the.: understanding end by npperoepl
aaiohtiyhi.sh i.ia theeoriginal -aouros of,<»li:ita--rules..of a2*thaqle»
isihara aan be no real <|j®.erience of obJects.Smr If. we are totsil;?
ryhtagtyl with an abJeo.t at d.1 we must b«h*bl* to refer
iAmw &iaiana oelf-consciousness*and that lb the work..ofu*fg:teti
understaha[ilrslg and sm * of tha imaginationﬁwhi'elxlqa ajsa«Sly.:lior
feensuous faouitj'r.d'wr{' -la iha eensuou” ohhra*tf» fha4fM «Inatioi

whUh oonpeis ue teasoiibe tha::aa,t ot.aynthaaia tedt”™or it

is due to ita possession of this characterlatte that the
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imagination IB ianediatsly cana*oted, with intuition and
alsorehhasr efcaoftuwhyrwoycannot.aecribs the
irrC:"yj
pfl9ife& §l« »fcd44ars to mtha hnegination®f * 5 ayr,cannot. ogacs.Ayfja
-or’ea!?bq&lty or ideas except by means M r *fci*act«***|id;;#i*r idea of
aaeli % unity cannot--therefore,be':.derived;.from; a genpuoua. jfacAltye
"It ie this apperception which muat/be-jadded. to pure,imagination,
U&ibrittle to— fender its function intellectual.For- ainoei the
synthesis' of-imaginationjaefineetn tUa. manifold only as.-It appeara
in' inUiiftionvaf% r«r7in*ta»ee,in- that ahape of a t*Mlangle*!t is,
titeugK-aaeeroib»&-m prlcrl>itlwaya in itself--- sensible.And while,

c'oneOpt«,*hi<Jb beTtaijgs to tfcB-.uhderstanding,are brought into play

tbrW girbel& tioirr of the manifold to: the unity ofi apperception,

J& la ithe®ixas”inatiott; that they canbe brought
out the iiT*”*prbbleiw'of intuition and. =
Uhde'i*<llh(f!ttg>'*ri%io” made to cooperate has now been solved.

Kant’s solution is that this is made possible by the Imagination.
Imagination is the intermediate link between intuition and under-
standing,and b/ it the human mind is able to relate these two
otherwise absolutely diverse functions of the soul. It may seem
as if Kant oould not have raised this problem if he had not
believed that intuition,imagination and understanding existed

as separate parts of the soul. This,however,as we have already
pointed out,is not the case. Kant is oonvinced that the elements
of human knowledge are different from one another,but he does

& ft. Ad7.oluisf-. AUM.y

not attribute to them “existence”independent-of one aao-therf ;

Ind< »d he sets out to show that they are dependent on one another

i<h Ri , K\ AveMl e i s
If,
understanding- of the under -
N " tTCT e dc
standing tn to provide-us-with for connecting our intuitions

flinmyirsg// As .. ~s 40 e
And the. ImaglnatirSnlB groundeA In_i&

uitandlng. Whftt. Sant rellly balievaa“la that human.khowledgi



To bring about knowledge, intuition, imagination, and
understanding have to combine. In fact they always do *
Acodibihe » I&iowledge would not exist unless intuition presnnted
us with a given manifold, understanding subjected the
given manifold to the rules of synthesis, and imagination
related slur Intuition and understanding to one another*
All thit takes place at the same time. What is given to
the transcendental philosopher is the whole of human knowledge,
of which intuition, imagination and understanding are parts.
The analysis shews that knowledge actually consists of parts,
that it contains within itself elements which must be

mm*. A
distinguished from one another. The task which is performed
by the Transcendental Doctrine of Elements (the Transcendental
Aesthetic and the Transcendental tsalyttn Logic) is to bring
out the different elements in human kr}owledge. and she\va&their

P = mE* o]
relation to one another.
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To the part of the "Analytic" which follows the "Trans-
cendental Deduotion" (Booh II of the Transcendental Analytic)
Kant gives the heading "The Analytic of Principles"* lator he
makes an addition to the titlo and calls it "Transcendental poo-
trine of Judgment (cia tr,.lytic of Principles)".

To understand why he makes this change wo hare to consult the
two Introductory passages in which ICant explains what; he means
"by the torn "Judgment" (UrteilGkraft).

We are told that Judgment is that faculty of the mind which
enables us to decide on whether or not e particular oase is an

A PD /xto
instance of a universal rule. The ability” oannot bo attributed
to the- understanding: for the understanding can do nothing but
produce concepts whether empirical or a priori and all concepts
arc universal rules.(1)

The understanding is not concerned uith the sphere of
piaiMH”t&aira at all and to deoide whether a particular case is
or is not an instance of a universal rule wo require a special
facultyt VIS* judgment.

Xt -Hr 4PO*temOnt which enables us to subsume particulars under
©onceptfl. -Kant explains this by examples A physician may have
ht his command many excellent pathological rules and yet he may

dKottinlng a particular case be incapable of deciding whether
or not it is an instance of a universal rule which he knows. A
politician may know many rules by heart and yet he may be at a
loss to decide whioh particular cases come under them.

°The two men would be lacking in Judgment. They would "com-

pfOhOtUt iho universal in abstract© and yet not be ablo to distin-

*tt» h Whether a case in concreto comes under it," (C*of ir'.H**

VI si4 10 Jfar concerned with Judgment in general (Urtoil*--!
mw

kraft aOherhaupt), Judgment in general may bO dflsoribed ae

(1)"A ooncept is alvr.ys as regards its form something universal
which serves as a rule." (C.of P.R., A.106).



the faculty oi' subsuming ijarticulars under eonoopts of deciding
whether particular osbOb are Or are not instances of universal
rules. As regards empirical concepts it is not difficult to see
how subsumption is brought about, i/e can subsume a particular
under a concept oily If they hav©O something in ooiauon, Shore
..must bo som©O sort of homogeneity between particular and univor-
,|JaJrtp,v, In the case of cn empirical concept it is easy to under®
stand Low such a homogeneity betxveen an individual object and
i%1r universal concept can exist, -tie form our empirical coneopto
by moans of abstraction from individual objects, We compare
different individual objects according to their common marks
and thus arrive at an empirical concept and it is not surprising
that v/o should recognize in tho individual objocts something they
have in common with tho concept of which they are instances, that
wo should for instanoo bo able to find in an individual dog which
Jih”"orooivo characteristics which enable us to subsume our repre-
sentation of it under tho universal concept of a dog.

But how. ©en the son© hold for tho concepts with vhioh
fransoogdontal philosophy is concerned, via, o priori concepts
- ~
Ci,catogoriosA. How can wo say that individual objects are in-
stances of categories and how can wo ascribe to tho mind a faculty
of transcendental Judgment® faculty of subsuming- given intuitions
under categories? Categories have their origin in tho mind and
are not derived from individual objects by abstraction. How
then can anythingrxindividual i» objects correspond to a catogoay ?
Wo have learnt that in order to be prosanted with an object the
human mind must pogtese- intuition through which a manifold may

to it and a faculty of thought by means of which the

bo determined as an object, Thus tho problem arises:
liow can thi * priori concepts of the understanding, the necessary
condition™ of our knowledge of objects, bo applied to intuitions?

. SA*JL/t Ac.
is it not absurd to assume that thero is- something given in



intuition tMch corresponds to a pure category? How con wO

over eey of a particular case that it is an instance of an

a priori concept so that it can he subsumed under it? It would
be absurd to say of ¢ category that it can bo intuited through
sensation/ or t h it 1is contained in appearances and consequently
it seems impossible to believe that categories can be applied

to appearances.

ICant*a solution o0:? tho problem is given in the chapter on
the Schematism of tho pure Concepts of tho understanding. His
argument may bo stated as follows. To make possible the sub-
sumption of appearances under categories there must bo a third
"thing v/hich is in some respects homogenfgus with tho category

[}:-n "&Cse others with tho appearances. -7]£Ille mediating representa-
tion (vormittolndo Forstellang) must bo in one respect intellectual
mflike all tho oatogoriosf' and in another sensible so that it has
something in common with given appearances. This representation
which mediator- batnoon appearances and categories Kant calls
sjtronscendontal schema". Ho describes it as a "transcendental
determination of tine" and argues as-foHron.

"The concept of tho undorstanding contains pure synthetic
unity of the manifold in general. Tine as the formal condition
of tho manifold of inner sense and therefore of the connection of
all representations contains an a priorjjf- manifold in pure intuition.
How a transcendental determination of time is so far homogeneous
with tho category in that it is universal and rests upon an a
priori rule. But on the other hand it is so far homogeneous with
appearance in that time i1s contained in overy empirical represen-
tation of the man fold. Thus an application of the category to
app©araaoeB beeones possible by reason of the transcendental deter-
mination of time which as the schema of the concepts of the under-

standing mediates the subsumption of tho appearances under the

category," (C.of P.R., B.177/8}.



20 understand this vie have in the first place to explain
what Hunt means "by the phrase "transcendental determination of
*lime." It has to he noted that he means hy it not a property
of time in itself hut a characteristic which must belong to
all our reprer -¢/- .tions :o far as they aro known to bo combined
in one time. Ve know from tho, Trroiscondental Deduction that
the combination of our raprOGO-iitation.fi in time is made possible
by tho transcendental synthesis of imagination. It is. the
imagination which enables us to combine tho manifold of our
representations in one time* But it has also boon shorn that
this combination of representations must bo d otorminsd by definite
rules if tho h.umua mind is to become aware of objects. The

Ai.tc I~U
fundamental problem of tho Chapter o m a y bo stated
thus. How can we find ins ensible objects character!sties which
make sensible objects conform to pure categories? Kaat*s answer
nay bo stated as follows. If tho imagination in performing the
combination <t our ropreae2;.fationn deicrmizjp itself according to
the categories then something -will be produced that is on the
one hand hoaogonoour with our sensuous roproeentr.tione or to put
it more simply with sensible objects, and on tho other with tho
categories. This something is the transcondontal schema, it is
a characteristic Improoood- upon the pure manifold by tho imagin-
ation, ICant says explicitly that the schema ir in itself always
a product of imagination (B 179). Wwhat ic common to tho different
schemata is that they are all sensuous correlates of the pure
categories and that they are produced by the imagination. This
stay bo illustrated by an example. The pure category of ground
WIA consequent ic in itself a mere form of thought. It has no
refers*!#*, to time and by more analysis of the category we cannot
make out whether it will apply to objects in time. We can however

introduce tho reforoneo to tine. This is made possible by iraagin-



ation which produces the schema of "necessary succession in

time". This schema restricts the category to objects in time.
The pure category of ground and consequent receives a more proeise
moaning. It becomes the schematised category, the concept of a
ground which always precedes its consequent in time on tho cate-™
gory of cause and effect. The pure category could not become
the sohmatisod category unless the imagination produced the
schema of necessary succession which provides a sensuous corre-
lato of the pure category and makes™an applicati n of the pure
category to appearances. possible” Tho schema of necessary succes-
sion exproocos that sn event A must always be suc[%e%(ylhe;&yl%ﬁé?he
event B and if v/e find in agpeeraneefj such a relation®we can
regard it as an instance of the rule which is contained in the
pure category and ero enabled to subsume it under the schematised
category of cause and effect.

However difficult it may be to follow Kant’s argument in
detail™ v/hich is not' ouv business hero, it is possible to grasp
M's main idea.

According to his philosophy tho categories arc) products of
pure thought, Thoy are derived from tho forme of judgment and
have ee such no reference whatever to sensuous appearances. So
put it in Ms om language, categories aro intellectual and
appearances are sensible, Thus tho problem must arise, how
can we say of appearances that they have a reference to cate-
gories? How can tho purely intellec}ual and the purely oonsiblo
spheres be united? His solution is that this 13 made possible
by tho transcondental schemata v/hich are products of transcom-
doxrtal imagination nd ccaituin a sensiblo and an intelloctual
element tn-them. They are homogeneous with both categories and
appearances and thus naka possible tho application of categories

aT
vo appearances en the subsumption of appearances under categories.



Tho Chapter who Schematism like tho tre.nseondom.tal
Deduction remains completely unintelligible as long as wo take

ICant to boliovo in tho actualexistenoe of different faculties

of tho mind which perform certain operations successively. What

Kant is concerned with in tho Critique of Pure Reason is the

analysis of what is involved in human knowledge, lie docs not

for a moment 'believe that wo gain knowledge of objects by first

apprehending representations in one time by means of intuition,

then combining then in this time 'by means of transcendental Imagin-
Gi'Mf~i' b fc

ation and then referring the representations thus involved -4a-

tho categories in order to give unity to the combination imposed

upon tho iianifold*

V/hat he is giving us is not a psychological analysis of what
actually takes place when we know an object. lie analyses thinking
and shows what is involved in it and in tho Chapter onAagchematism
he is concerned with the roblem -si—to how we can. regard sensible
objects as manifesting tho categories or to put it in technical
language”how we can ./ah©umo appearances under categories.

wo may object to Kant*s way of stating his problem. W may
disagree with his solution of it and wo my be confused about
the -elaBOKte- of his orpositicn. But we must not overlook the
fact that he is struggling with a real problem, a problem v/hich

< o5 '
has occupied philosophy throughout the-=" 0, tho problem of the
relation between universale and particulars, between thought and
reality.

hisrogarding tho rest of the "Amnalytic" I now turn to the
"Dialectic", I shall try to bring out its general principles
and concern myself specially with thee© points which are essen-

tial to the understanding of the third Critique.
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occur oneAafter another in time,but there is no connection b/twetin
them,ixasgiii({}[ion as such is the faculty oi the mind which//ej
ideas,and as\Long as we consider it apart from the und”rjstending
the synthesis j*iich is performed by it is without any rules. *he
understanaing ,wh{*n regarded as a mere faculty oi Lioj4"it/a&n do
no more than prodl\ltee certain rules which have no i/\/si'eivnce either
to intuition or to t“e synthesis of imagination,/he application
ox' the categories or rules oi the understanding to sensibility tar*
place in such a way that the rules oi the understanding determine
the synthesis of the imagination, our ideas no longer merely occur
in time or are reproduced indiscriminately,but axe made subject
to necessary and objective rdj.es. Kant calls this procedure the
Schematism oi the Categories. C\\ategories are schematised when
tney are made to determine ideaiAw”ich are given by intuition and
aynthetised by -he imagination.Such a determination is a deter-
mination of time.Intuition presc’:nts\\us with particular iaeas which
the hind apprehends successively. fhe\understanding produces
universal rules v/nieh as spfch have notrying to do with time.
Categories are snematised when they axe made to subject particular
ideas occuring in time”to the universal rules which they/ as
eatgories, contain. Hieyapply a category to sensible ideas by causing
it to determine subjective ideas,given in timA«by means of a
universal rule which arranges the . in that time\ In such a way
the category as/igns to each individual idea its\proper p&ace
in the time-series. ivy defining the schema as a transcendental
determination Cant indicates clearly what his problem. is.For,
according/to his doctrine, time as such is a mere form of intuition,
and is Absolutely indeterminate.The categories of the understand-
ing a/e mere functions,containing rules of determination Without
any/reference to that v/hich is to be determined.If we are to be

abie to determine intuition®* by means of the categories we must
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fey able co produce Geieiiiooua winch are -zio'tiling else th/n d<tcxvzizi*
at\Xons of tine,and such a determination would be de/srmination of
'>articula.re aicano of univer &&ls,'thG: schema vixiioii,as “uiit explain
lo a product of tha imagination docs not contair/mere particulars
life time,the form of intuition or inner sense/ nor is it strictly
universal like the category. It must be regarded a- an indispens-
able means to\knowledge because without:.!t /ntuition and understand*
iuf could nevemeet and we could have no/knowledge jwe should in
that cane be It.f\ with nothing but idea/ og which we could never
become conscious, yThe concept of unc/srstanding contains pure
synthetic unity of tne manifold in general. Time,as the formal
condition of the manifold of inner/sense and therefore of the
connection of ail ideas Xpntains/un a priori manifold in pure
intuition, Now.a transcend&jntaf determination of time is so far
homogeneous with the categor“which constitutes its unity that
it is universal end rests iwon\&n a priori rule,But on the other
hand it is so far homogen/ous wiXji appearances in that time is
contained in every empi/ical idea the manifold,Thus an applicat-
ion of the category t/ appear fences becomes possible by means of
the transcendent.-1 d&ermination ol time,which,as the schema of
the concepts of understanding,mediates the subsumption of the
appearances unde/ the category" (e17s,179.) Ncaat'8 doCtrin© of the
schematisat.ionp i the concepts of the understanding raises many
difficult que/tions/ which cannot be adequate/y dealt with in
a short int/oduction. V'e have not been able to do\more here than
give a general account of his argument,

/ Hinee all that we intend to do here is tb;set forth
the general principles of Kant’s argument in the first v&itique,
we shun not deal v/ith the remaining pages of the Analytic* Ve
have learned that i1t i1s one of the characteristics of Kant'/\ theory

or knowle'ge that he believes that there are different element©



of human knowledge and that at the same ulme they cannot ue --e*—

/

v-rkted f -om one anothere many of Kant’s interpreters have thought
that\ the obscurity of many passages ox the Critique of Pure

l.eason was to be ascribed eithex to oonfusei thinking on Want's
past ,tl}; or to the clumsy manner in which h//sets forth his
i

argument4 I do not believe that eitheT ox/those charges is

justified.'. till less do Xbelieve th&t/differet passages of the
Critique oz)'Atradcit one anothe because they were written at
different tiAes.A theory which maintains both that the elements
of knowledge are fundamentally different from one anot.ie. and
that they are inseparable must ex”counter insuperable difficulties
of exposition. JloV could Kant while explaining the essential
differences betweedy intuition”“imagination and understanding

have avoided giving Y[he reader the impression the.imprcoclen
that he believed that\they/léxisted separately?Or while establish-
ing the doctrine of theirmecessary dependence on one another
how could he have avoided giving the impression that he thought
that they did not really differ from one another? It might be
objects: to Kant’s atfgumentYthat the three elements of knowledge
must either exist separately\or else be in no way different

from one another,-ut this wouul. be a criticism of the doctrine
and not an interpretation,since Vanb would never admit the
alternatives suggested. It is trufc that the Critique of Pure
reason seems to be full of contradictory
statements,put the semblance of inconsistency disappears
completely/as 0JOU as the apparently Contradictory statements
are considered in the light of Kant’s general idea. Kant

cannot say rnoro than one thing at a time\and that is precisely

\
what 1ae would have had to do in order to 'exclude all

ambiguity from his argument. \

\

V/le shall now try to give a general account of

le doctrine of the Transcendental Dialectic,the second part of



"sjff~e. fhe faculty oi the mind wit;.. \. iiea tile
mJranacendental Dialectic deals is Leason.According to Want's
definition,: eason is a faculty of rinciples”, as'distinguished
from the understanding v/hich is & faculty of rules.Aant describes
what he understands '"by knowledge from "Principles in tne following
manner|"Knowledge from Principles is,therefore,that knowledge
alone in v/hich a...- “rehend the particular in the universal through
concepts"(£357.) e have seen that,according to .Cant,understanding
is the faculty of making particulars -which mare/’given in intuition)

7dp> h w-O-ol* fy. oA
subject to certain universal rules, of &yfrthfesis» eason-ie
f/ ,o/&Lfuuy”fof rvi' ft
&b CUJ:tKUiA&a fis¥ 1u/iiv/ th-V (@ pe*>\Libt" <€~ li-ut
iiwﬁ,6:rnio.-nAj ng'w'vf? iy -arruABg-ea-- gived>.-in-tu.iti ons---or—p articulate
%Ahliﬂ\/fﬁnp -, .Mime L. ia...i.r-"a- Mv concerned with the
connection hetviB-.cn particulars and universal® Reason demands
that the particulars should be entirely determined by universal
concepts both with regard to their existence and to their order,
leason presupposes the existence of synthetic knowledge from
mere concepts.Such concepts are Principles in the proper sense,
whereas the universal concepts and principles (Grundsatze) of tne
understanding are principles only .in a comparative sense, "fhe
understanding can,then,never supply any synthetic m?éfre‘s of know-

I-J1UNV0

dedge derived from concepts,and it is such modes of knowledge
that are prope-ly,without qualification,to be entitled Principles.
All universal propositions,however,may be spoken of at. ’Principles'’
in a comparative sense” (B357.)

Peason isolates the concepts of the understanding from
intuitions,and is concerned with them only in so far as they are
oonoepts.lt is .,ot concerned with them as conditionSA of experience,
that is to say,with their character as universal rules of synthesis

which must be applied to intuitions, reason presupposes that the

rules of. tha understanding as such should come under certain

r_
higher Principles .jit may perhaps seem strange to find Kant

believing that reason is only concerned with the concepts of the
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understanding. It is, however, not very difficult to see why

he has to assume this. We have just seen that he holds Reason

to he a faculty of Principles, and that he holds a Principle to he
distinguished from any other concept in that it enables us to
derive particulars from it. By calling something a Principle*

we imply that it is possible to understand from a universal
concept the complete nature of the particulars that fall under
it. If such a connection between the particulars and the univers-
al concept is possible at all, then particulars and universale
must belong to one sphere. Intuition gives us nothing but
particulars. These are given to us from outside, and the mind

can determine nothing with regard to their inner nature. Concepts
of the understanding merely arrange given particular intuitions
and do not also determine them. It is for this reason that we
must take it for granted that particulars which are to fee
absolutely determined by a universal concept or Principle cannot
belong to the sphee of intuition, which as such is indeterminable.
What may be;-.determined by a universal concept and known by

simple derivation from such a concept, must be the concepts of
the understanding themselves. As the categories, which are
concepts of the understanding, and the Principles, which are
concepts of Reason, belong to one sphere it does not seem
unreasonable to think it possible that the former should be
entirely dp depndent on the latter. What Reason actually demands
is that all knowledge obtained by the understanding shall im the
last resort be dependent on certain highest Principles. For only
if this is so can the fundament*! Idea of Reason, the Idea

of a complete system of knededge, be regarddd as capable

of being realised. If we consider in its whole range the know-
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ledge obtained for us by the undereu”anuing,v;fc nnd ..mt is
peculiarly distinctive of reason in its attitude to this body
of knowledge is that it presc ibes and seeks to achieve its
systematisation, t.nat is, to exhibit the connection oi parts
in accordance with a single principle. This unity of r.eason
always presupposes ar: Idea,namely”that ol the form oi a wnole
oi knowledge - a whole which is prior to the determinate knowledge
of the par.ts” and which contains the condition that determines a
priori for every part its position and relation to other parts.
This idea accordingly postulates a complete unity oi fcne knowledge
obtained by the understanding by v.hicn this knowledge i3 to be
not a mere contingent aggregate»but a system according to necessary
laws" (B 673.) -

if Wt knew nothing about heason except that it
demanded *®y6 teraatic unity»w- couiu. infer from”™t this fact alone
th4.it could not be concerned with the world of experience”™ "?or
the only kind of unity v.nich this world is capable of i3 the unity
vrrxich the understanding imposes upon it. hew—the idea of a system
i1 iuitc foreign to er..tandA”*g”rie*rmta which the under-
standing produces contain u=ity within themselves because the
understanding is the faculty of the mind that gives unity to the
synthesis of the imagination®”But this is not a systematic unity.

Understanding can neither produce a system of intuitions -=si-nee'

1ntua.-&ishf C n 0 r can it conceive

tne idea oi*a system of-l-be-own <oncepte» Understanding cannot

asx whjp it must perform the synthesis oi intuicions. It performs

it in accordance with its own nature. To taxe an examplejunder-
standing presupposes that every given event must depend on something
which condition”™ it. It proceeds from one event to another,and
always assumes something else as the condition oi' the given event.

Tecause of tnis”it is unable to conceive the idea of a system
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of those conditions.It does not occur to it to make them
dependent on & first condition.But the existence oi a system
oi condition™ depends on the existence oi' a first condition,
something which is unconditioned. That there must be such a iirst
condition is the assumption whicﬁ:lrreason makes. Guided by its
idea oi' a system*it infers that what is ..tseli conditioned
cannot he the fi -at cause of other conditions.Beyond the world
of sense in which every object cie®-enas on something else there
must exist something that is independent of air sensible condit-
AN B M
ions.Understanding goes on indcfini oely mwjith ifm——syiithcti'sing

&£ conditionsy»without ever asking whether the totality of condit-

ions can be known.Reasor:, on the other hand, does not allow ol such

/ /v-t/
a> infinite regress. It infers that no object coula.be known
that
by us,ana in fact no object could exist*unless the whole oi its
A 7k* iCv/-&-vC-.ver d t-O-vv h //ho.

conditions were givcnrapii -ainee ~The totality of conditions cannot

be given j&vjifsXp unit;. * there is a first member of the series whic.
VAA-i-i U h-Mf' /wkf.

does not belong to it,le-wbn ta.comAt- for grejritud--"at--ttfte--thi-

oondidfrarunod oxiutu» “ine transcendental concept of Reason is,

therefore,none other than the concept of the totality of the

conditions for any given conditioned. Tov/ since it is the un-

conditioned alone which makes possible the /////////// totality

of conditions and,conversely the totality of conditi ns is

aiv/aya itself unconditioned,a pure concept of Reason can in

g<nsral be explained by the concept of the unconditionec.*conceiv-

ed as containing a ground of the synthesis of the conditioned0
(2 379.)

Grhere are three different classes of concepts of
Reason” or transcendental .Ideas”which are all based on the
same principle of reasoning. In each case Reason infers that,///;
since the conditioned is given,the totality of its conditions,
and therefore the unconditioned,must also be given. Thus there

arise these three Ideas;(a) the Idea of an absolute condition



of the knowing subject,an Idea of tue soul a~ the absolute
condition of all acts of thinicing) (b)the Idea of the
absolute conditions oi' the object {the world),the Cosmological
Ideas{and (c)the Idea of an absolute condition of all things-
in-general,the Idea of God. We thus have three different
sciences{Rational Psychology,Rational Cosmology and National
Theology.The task which the transcendental philosopher sets him-
self is to discoverfwhether reason is justified in its claims,
and whether rational Psychology,Rational Cosmology and
Rational Theology,all of which depend on the validityof the
concepts of Reason,are based upon sound principles.

We may begin with Rant’s criticism of Rational
Psychology. Rational Psychology, which professes to be a science,
is,he says,actually based on the single proposition ’I think*.

(E 400)

Thinking,if it is to be thinking at all,must emanate from
an original subject. All acts of thinking must be{bnf to one
original subject that thinks. The subject of thinking must be
substance*,that is to cay,in relation to it all acts of think-
ing are mere accidents which emanate from it aitd are produced
by it. All acts of thinking are conditioned,and they depend
for their existence on the selijwhich thinks,and which,at, their
original source,is unconditioned. Thinking “ep*naT~on~mtr~

-fact- that' we think,and- thab-ali- -thinking

r-smbj'e'Of. That the Idea of the self to which
all thinking ha- to be referred is possible, and in fact necessary
proves that the manifold which is thought must proceed from a
simple soulA The soul as the subject of thinking is thus
(a)substance,(b)simple,(c)nnmericaliy identical as regards
the different times in which it exists and (d)numerically
identical in relation to possible objects in space. (B 40k)

What has the transcendental philosopher to say to such
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aii argument? He does not deny that the proposition 'l think
something’ is altogether meaningless unless v/h&t is thought can
he referred to an original*identical self, he knows,howevernthat
the necessity of referring all acts of thinking to an identical
self-consciousness proves only that all concepts must he grounded
in transcendental appe- eeptionrSBut' transcendental appt ception
and the concepts of the understanding which are derived from it
are,as has been shown in the Analyticymere iuriction<,'»wand ho knowe
&Xhh (?<:' vV 'O vt-. t'y W e "6 m «looy KU A
syntoeeie-. Trans.endental Psychology isjthus, right in asserting that
no object -oan- he kno n hy us unless we are ahle to unite our
ideas-in the one self-consciousness. This *however ,does not imply
that v{]g-‘;a{gw capable of determining an object hy means of mere
thinking. To see this,we need only remember that we were ahle
to prove the validity of the concepts of the understanding and
of apperception,on which they all depend as the fundamental princip-
le of unity, hy showing them to he functions necessary for the
building up of a world of appearances,that is to say,of such a
world as is presented to us b, given intuitions and the synthetic
functions which connect them.Categories are valid, because they
are necessary conditions of our being ahle to unite our intuitions
in one self-consciousness,and because but for such a faculty we
should he unable to have objects of experience. Rational Psychology
commits a fundamental error in thinking it possible to separate
thought from intuition. It takes away fromancts of thinking' the
only purpose which they havewnamely,that of synthetising intuitions
It infers rightly that*acts of toiftk-ing must be referred to
an identical self-consciousness,but, having isolated acts of
thinking from intuitions” it infers wrongly that it is possible
to determine the original source of toinking an independent

object. It fancies that in this way it has acquired knowledge



01 the soul as an object,but in this it is entirely wrong, "ido
not know an object merely in that X think,but only in so lar as
I deterraine a given intuition with respect to the unity oi
consciousness in which all thought consists'6 (B 406) The
argument which Transcendental Psychology employs falls to the
ground because no account is taken of the fact that in order to
know an object,whether an object of outer expeiience (a physical
object) or an object of inner experience (the human soul,the
object which Transcendental Psychology seek3 to determine), we
must employ two different faculties of the mind,intuition which
gives us a manifold to be determined and understanding which
gives us rules for the determination of the manifold. It ha3
been stated in the Analytic that the reason why the human mind
cannot know things in themselves i~ that we cannot know objeats
by means ofpaere thinking. We can see now that for the same reason
vle cannot know ourselves as we really are but only as we appear.
It has been set forth as a general truth that "to think an
object and to know an object are by no means the seme thing"(33146",
and we now learn that this applies to every object of experience,
to the soul as well as to other objects. The agreement between
Kant's argument in hi3 criticism of the Paralogisms (A341-405,
restated more briefly in B406-43<i) and his argument in the
Deduction can be seen in the following passage v/hich belongs

to the Deduction”, " Now in order to know ourselves there 1is
required in addition to the act of thought,which brings the manltfo
fold of every possible intuition to the unity of apperception,

a determinate inode of intuition whereby this manifold is given;
it therefore follows that although my existence is not indeed
appearance (still less mere illusion)the determination of my-«=3£
existence can take place only in conformity with the form of
inner sense,according to the special mode in which the manifold

which I combine is given in inner intuition. Accordingly I have
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no knowledge as 1 am'but laeiely aa X apphjas to myself. The
r Ay..

consciousness oi' the seli is /d,at};s’far fro/a being knowledge of
the sell',no”withstanding aii the categories which £are being
employed tojeonstitute the thought oi an object in general
through combination oi' the maniiold in one apperception. Just
as for knowledge oi an object distinct frato me I require besides
the thought oi an object in general (in the category) an intuit-
ion by which I determine that general concept,so for knowledge
of myself 1 require besides the consciousness of myself*an
intuition of the manifold in me,by which I determine tuis thought.
X exist as an intelligence which is conscious solely of its power
oi combinationjbut in respect of the manifold which it has to
combine I <ma subjected to a limiting condition (entitled inner
sense),namely,that this combination can be made intuitable
according to relations of time,which lie entirely outside the
concepts of understanding*strictly regarded. Such an intelligence*
therefore*can know itself only as it appears to itself in respect
of an intuition which is not intellectual and cannot be given
by the understanding itself,not as it would know itself if its
intuition were intellectual” (1157-159)

The only point in this passage which needs explanation is
Kant’s emphasis on time. The reason for this emphasis is that
the object in question is the self,and that the seli is an object
not of outer but of inner sense.Kow according to the doctrine
of the Transcendental Aesthetic, time is the formal a priori condit-
ion of all appearances v/hatsoever,whereas space is the formal
s priori condition only of outer appearances. (B 50-51) The
reason why all appearances have to conform to time is that our
becoming aware of an appearance takes place in time, moreover
we must remember that in the passage of the Critique which deals

with the Schematism of the Cacugorics Kant explains that the
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categories as euch are mere logical functions*and that they
receive their meaning as conditions oi experience from their
applicability to time as the form of inner intuition, That is
why the categories must he schematised*a schema being” according
to lant’s definition”™ nothing but a transcendental determination

of time. sm of tne
atoflScfe.atonce Jth&f-h-i
-i-n-r under-
dn nn\intui tionfand .that mere-f'unc”ions-of- thought
sctWhe-thex.of.-Qur- own stenoe or—ef
knowledge requires both universa.'
t» 1he-general principle 1
is- that .hy-man”*oi”*-4>hfe--4n4d”r*tanding- alorie->that---is--to- -sayTby
means of. a. nerely-dt.termlna.tive i'acnlty.”we .can .know nothing,and
that mir being conscious hf our faculAyr “oihrbnink-ing .does -safe—give
nn—knowledge. o f ou.r.s&fy-£B-.:afncn £or .salf*knoaledgag-wa.requir#
/ knftwicilfad 10f \
in-tuiti-on in the”d'ame v,ay-&s—we do for“other mbjects.—"'The objec+
i-H not the npriﬁni misnsflK nf the determining s\e9fAbut -aMl y -thart
of--the—daterminable sellh-that is of my inner intud4rties-4-ifir*aQ...
far asij.i.s..-gui.nifold can be-acunhined In accordance w.ith-tne
..conditi on of the-unity,aihAppaaception-
We may conclude our exposition of the Paralogism of Pure Reason
by quoting two passages which show clearly the method applied
by Kant to refute the arguments propounded by Transcendental /
Psychology. "The analysis,then*of the consciousness of myself
in thought in general yields nothing whatsoever toward the
knowledge oi myself as an object. The logical exposition of thoughl
In general has been mistaken for a metaphysical determination of
the object". (P 409) "The unity of consciousness which under-

lies the categories is here mistaken for an intuition of the

subject as object,and the category of Bubstance is applied to



it. i'ut dlid wicy is only unifcy in thought®by wnlch alone no
object is given,and to which*therefore*the category of substance,
which always presupposes a given intuition,cannot be applied.,
Consequently this subject cannot be known. The subject of the
categories cannot by thinking the categories acquire a concept of
itself as an object oi the categories." (£ 421)

VO dnuErc now extt-vine Want’s doctrine of the Cosmo-
logical Ideas, Kant calls these'Antinomies”because it turns out
that beason never conceives a cosmological idea without at the
sa te time conceiving another Idea which asserts something wfeich-
-#e~diametrically opposed to what has been asserted by the first.
The purpose of a cosmological Idea is to subject the objective
synthesis to the Principle of absolute unity. An objective
synthesis is a synthesis concerned with the objective conditions
of a given appearance. It enquires into the conditions which have
possible the given appearance. Kant calis it a regressive synthesis.
It describes the way in which Leason argues about this type of
synthesis,and the conclusion to which it coiaes. A conditioned
appearance,that is to say,an appearance which depends on the
conditions which have brought it into existence,could not
possibly exist unless all its conditions had existed prior to it.
Further,the series of conditions cannot be infinite,because an
infinite series,that is to say,a series which contains an infinite
number of members each of which depends on something else as its
condition,could not be completed in a finite time. It follows that
we have to presuppose the existence of a first member of the series
which depends on nothing else and which can therefore be called the
unconditioned.In such a way reason conoS'Cves the Idea that the
world must have an absolute beginning in time,and must also be
limited as regards space. (Thesis of the fj.rst Antinomy B 454)

for unless there does exiot an absolute limit in space and in
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time "beyond which the regressive synthesis”, need ne-6 goyno finite
part oi’ space or of time could exist, The possibility oi a regress-
ive synthesis depends on the possibility oi" reaching a Q-lsje{t point.
The synthesis cannot go on for ever- An-i-af’inte- regress- £fi
isipoi-EIbXe. It is comparatively easy to understand tnis a~ regards
time,for it is ”“aay to see that “ the transcendental Idea of the
absolute totality of the series oi" conditions of any given condit-
ioned refers only to ail past time;anu in conformity with the Idea
of reason past time as condition ox the given is necessarily
thought as being given in its entirety" (B 438-439) .e see here
that 1t is natural t/ﬁgu Keasonb shcl;ould, infer that,since every
given moment depends on the time that has passed,the whole of past

time :tust be given,and the time series must be finite."Ct is much

more difficult to see thtr-gr ounds-- -for-4-ce-asottls -bel-fef that the

JW ~HA&
saxae applies to space,£Or the parts ofp space coexist and oonocquent*
kIS

-ty do not "belong to a ser&eaAbut constitute a mere aggregate of
coexisting parts.It appears,however, that aithoug., the parts of
space exist simultaneously the synthesis which apprehends them
is successive,that is to say,it occurs in time. If this synthesis
of the different pants of space is ever to be completed,we must
set a IsMit to itr-a**d fhsrt is why ! eason presuppose” that
every part of space is conditioned by ail the ot.ier parts,and aas-t
{rLae_quire a tjﬁilrst part of 3pace at which the regressive synthesis
can come to an end. “In respect of limitation the advance in space
is thus also a regress,and the transcendental Idea of the absolute
totality of the synthesis in the series of conditions likewise
applies to space. I can as legitimately enquire regarding the
XXXXXXXIf absolute totality of appearance in space as of that in
past time" (B 440)

It is a remarkable fact that Beason, aiter

having thus proved that space and time must be limited/can prove

equally convincingly that this cannot be true. Reason conceives
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a second Idea which is the direct opposite of the first*and sets
itself to prove its validity,that is to say,to prove that the
world can have no absolute bAginning in time and that space cannot
be United.The argument runs as follows. There can "be no absolute
beginning in time,for if we assumed such a beginning we should
have to allow of the existence of an empty time,and such an empty
time would be absolutely indeterminate,that is to say, fchd differ-
ence between being and non-being would not apply to it. Now, if
such an empty timc”existed nothing could ever come into being,
for by the phrase ’coming into being* we mean that s thing which
exists at a given moment did not exist at a previous momentyfv
The Idea of an empty space is equally absurd,for if v/e assumed &
that the world was limited by empty space,then the relation of
the world to that empty space would be a relation ofit to no
object atail. "rut such a relatioh,and consequently the limit-
ation of the world by empty space,is nothing. The world cannot,
therefore,be iiiited in space;that i1s,it is infinite in respect
of extension" (B 457)

Ve need not examine each of the Antinomies in detail,
for in each of them liant is concernea with the same fact,the fact
that our Beason finds it impossible to allow that the regressive
synthesis should, be either limited or unlimited. Beason proves
that space and time are limited,that every physical body consists
of simple parts,that causality in accordance with laws of nature
is not the only kind of causality that exists but that there is
also anothe <causality,that of freedom,and that there exists an

$t'f law
absolutely necessary being. The cariemtr-1r.cimio that) having
prove4 these propositions Beason -equal-1-y -*el-1 prove their
opposites;that Bpace and time are unlimited,that physical bodies
are infinitely divisible,that causality in accordance with lav/s

of nature is the only kind of causality that exists and that -an-



absolutely necessary being exists wawhertr in the world eor

sof— ft-.
o ‘ £
If we are to solve the Antinomies of 3(ure Beason v/e must

take account of two indisputable factsf (a) that the Cosmological
Ideas as set forth in the Antinomies are based upon erroneous
assumptionssfor otherwise they could not contradict one anotherp
and (b) that the Cosmological Ideas have some meaning,for they

are necessary products of Reason,as the categories are oi the under*
standingpand as such must be capable of legitimate employment.(0

When we examine the tosmological Ideas v/e discover that

what is common to them all is that they consider the regressive
A*H> & "
synthesis as if it were itself given.and s..nee,the totality of

this synthesis istyrequired theylinfer that its objectjnawely the
world,must be either finite or infini te,&F=%a&m remember here
that according to the principles of transcendental philosophy”

7 W -
the world cannot be heM—to--be a world of things in themselves,
that is to say,an objeetivtyworld which exists independently of the
mind that knows it. The world is mere appearance,and when Ve
enquire into the conditions of such an appearance we are not
enquiring into objects which exist independently of the regressive
synthesis.The conditions cannot be separated from the mind which
Jt-vy 'Alt. emh.
ficrioras—the—synthee-fe-.If the world of objects existed independ-
ently of our mi.nd,we should be right in inferring that condition-
ed objects could not exist but for the existence of an uncondit-

HULE . tim M/ LM fa* L

ioneda#e lmow,however?that- -the—world dbeo-not exitrtr- trrdependt;ntly

A subjective deduction of Ideas must be possible (B 383)

An Idea is,in accordance with the original laws of Beason,a quite
necessary product of Reason. (B 396) ArA-M/rt,?

They are not fictitious and have not arisen forttrt.joggly?but have
sprung from the very nature of our Beason (B397)



The mistake which is made t&-the-e*nre in -bath- the
Thesis and the Antit h e I n the Thesis Keason supposes that
it is possible to determine the world as an object of finite
magnitude because the principle of synthesis seems to necessitate
such an assumption9and in the Antithesis Keason supposes that
it is possible to determine the world as an object of infinite
magnitude because the principle of synthesis considered u%er a
different aspect seems to necessitate that assumption. ihe--r;ea»o«
Pri- <se- fa t# - ErE&m tw  ct< W s D:
»hj <ea son-'become-fe -involved in the Antinomies fcs-that--it-—takes-
ofleaocovent- of the fact that "the series of conditions is only
to be met with in the regressive series,not in the world of
appearance viewed as a thing given in and by itself,prior to
all regres'iJff) (P 533)

Ve can now see that the question whether the world possessei
finite or infinite magnitude is altogether meaningless./The world
cannot poanaas. any m”i*M"*udfc--afr---&lhrrwhtrther - i-t-ra-W- or ..
because it "IB rro-fr—ft—thi-fttr-d-n-
to us only in the empirical regress which enquires into its
conditions,and sine, this regress is never given in absolute

comoleteness either as finite or infinite.the Question as to whetne:

the wjrld/ is finite or infinite -is ba”“ed~orr~5Tr-crT Oremta-~g"«ramj»fc-

-OB-e

- Noiv] a0
want tttrerrtffHsnu ca?rTitake-m f--thaa. iTt-ha*—already been-eatpjalned

ferart the principle which underlies ail Ideas of Keason is the
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principle of totality,«Klr-thwt eoomologicai Ideas apply this

general principle to our enquiry into the conditions oi a given

JwW 4Na N cuz-t >« feCto- tv-A.
apufcarance» A—o HEdga assumed that all the conditions
@2 w-@- Ao-ixju.
of a given appearance must themselves he given®* bo% it can be
, 1 j_vrr <oHkea
i n - this/ass.mption.l ea3on mistakes the principle
' human

of totality. This Principle was given to I-.eason #not to lead it
to imagine that ail the conditions of an object were given to it,
but to stimulate it to try to find ail the conditions of its
object. What we are expected to do is to try to discover the total-
ity of conditions,but this does not mean that they are given to
us,nor even that we shall ever be able to fulfil Keason’s demand*
The Idea of a totality is an ideal maximum which can never be
attained in the sensible world.It is a task set to ue"»und not
something that is given to us” Pgegebeii.) “Since no maximum of the
series of conditions in a sensible world,regarded as a thing in
itself,is given through the cosmological principle-of totality,
but can only be set as a task that calls for regress in the
series of conditions,the principle of pure Keason has to be amended
in these terras;and it then preserves its validity,not indeed as
the axiom that we think the totality as actually in the object,
but as a problem for the understanding,and therefore for the
subject»to undertake and aarry on,in accordance with the complete-
ness prescribed by the Idea,the regress in the series of oonditiona
of any given conditioned." (E 537)

We misunderstand an Idea of Beason as long as we take
it to be a constitutive principle,that is to say,a Principle
which would enable us to determine au object.The only kind of
objeet that we can determine is an object belonging to the world
of sense,and therefore conditioned. the object ef the Ideas
Ais the unconditioned,,t can never be determined by us,and Ideas

of Beason must be regarded as regulative Principles or ideal
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rules. o/transcend the world of sensei
waf /E»/ /si'v @ wh 4P
Sut vie rti-vfc knowledge
StA«C
of X transcendent, object#,! Ideas givi-w -a rules whic]

SMSwiS us”proceed from one condition to another without ever recog-

nising any one of the series of conditions as an absolute conditioi

AV IBNASA *Wo
The transcendent Idea proves its efficacy .in, the sensible world
A LW 1 <@ % K? ﬂg’sy,/

which we must necessarily think”cars never be found in the world
of experience. "This Idea of Leason can therefore do no more than
prescribe a rule to the regressive synthesis in the series of
conditionsjand in accordance with this rule the synthesis must
proceed from the conditioned,through all subordinate conditions,
to the unconditioned. Yet it can never reach this <wQ
for the absolutely unconditioned is not to be met with in exper-
fence" (B 533) ,
cCY% 04 Sm>i'6mo
It irB-plafat that Kant*3 doctrine of Ideas is very
closely connected with the doctrine of the Transcendental
Aesthetic and the Transcendental Analytic. Our examination of
/\passages preceding the Dialectic has made it clear that the
essence of his argument is that all human knowledge contains
two elements,in tuition and understandingand that it is because

wJjo
of -that-that we cannot have knowledge of things in themselves.

FarMtMV)e hav(elellgeen that Kant shows in the Aesthetic and Analytic
~ that the supposition of the existence of*a world of things in
themselves is necessary, .his becomes even more obvious in the
Dialectic,fox- the faculty of the mind which the Dialectic
investigates is Keason,and Keason according to its very nature
must transcend the world of mere appearances,the wor 1d which
e &'nnot be known—Aby us by means of mere-thinking, dtoaaon muat

Xt ;
Aconceivej the Idea

m

of..a purely rational world,a tomswradsa-t world

of things in themselves. The impossibility of our having any



objective knowledge of such ebjmrcr+s follows from the argument
of the Aesthetic and Analytic,and in the Dialectic Kant can do no
more than confirm it. But this negative criticism of the Ideas
of Reason does not exempt him from his obligation to determine
the real meaning of the Ideas. So far we have been concerned
chiefly with the Cosmologicaj. Ideas,and it will therefore be
useful if we now examine the passage in which Kant gives a general
survey of his doctrine of Ideas and explains that all Ideas
are to be regarded as regulative principles, ie explains this at
great length in an appendix to the Dialectic passage with-
whlclt we a.ie uorrcorned-ia headed "The Regulative Employment
is «<= 4> /far$ <J&kee. A
of the Ideas of Eure Reason ".(R 670-696)" If--ot»vmerhfcy—purgeae
swere -to. under-stand the main general prinG iplas-of
arguraent,v/e'siaauld not need to concern ourselves at”all with this
passage,for in rt\?lant merely repeats somethings which we know
already;that Ideas arsKnecessarily prdauced by Reason*that we
cannot do without thera arioHhafr®ar:- laea can be approached by us
but newer fully realisedtin sprt** of this element of repetition*
it will not be v/as>da time to examineHhis passage,since the
different fcjrflfe in which Kant puts his argiba”nt and the abundance
further
of exjyajTles by which he illustrates it may throwlgAight on his
faning.
Ko"J-'s At- Thus.
Kant mmaye—that Reason is never in immediate relation
to an object;ito immediate relationship is to the understanding.
) ) cUiuoh
That is why its concepts,the transcendental Ideas,never aJAaw
of any constitutive employment. They have,however,an important*
and indeed indispensably necessary,regulative employment,that of
directing the understanding towards a certain goal upon which

the routes marked out by all its rules converge as upon their

point of intersection. This point is a mere Idea,a focus



imaginarius from which the ooncepb®™ of the unuerstanding do

nor really proev.ed.Kone the less it serves to give to these
concepts the greatest possible unity combined with the greatest
possible extension, (b 671-67*) The illusion with regard to the
Ideas,that is to say our belief that they enable us to know a

real object outside the field of possible empirical knowledge*

is here compared by Kant with the illusion which arises when we
believe that objects reflected in a mirror are in reality behind
the mirror.The illusion is necessary in both oases,in the one case
if we are to direct the understanding beyond every given experience
and thereby secure its greatest possible extension and in the other
if 'vie are to see besides the objects which lie before our eyes

also those which lie at a&ilistance behind our back, (1 u73)

Kant goes on to exp-llgain that reason employs Ideas merely
hypothetically. Ideas are merely regulative,not constitutive*
principles, reason aims at che systematic unity of the knowledge
possessed by the understanding,but this is only a projected unity.
it is to be regarded not as given but only as a projected unityp'
Ir: another passage Kant declares that the things oi ‘55662211“5-;}:16
world must be only be considered as if they received
their existence from a highest intelligence. The Idea is thus
only a heuristic and not an ?ASHttensive concept. (£ 698-699) Ideas
are subjective principles which are derived,not from the constitut-
ion of an object,but from the interest of Keason in a certain
possible perfection of the knowledge of the object. They are to
be treated as mere maxims.(B 694) The answer to the question
whether we are justified in assuming the existence of a divine
being depends on what we mean by this, for,on the one hand,we

auye n° right, to assume it absolutely (suppoaitio absoluta)»
but on the other we have a sufficient ground for assuming it in

«
a relative sense (suppositff relative). The Idea of Cod is necessary
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relatively to our reason and to the principle ox unity alter
which Reason is stoking in its empirical employment (E 703-704).

It is unnecessary for us to explain or even
to enumerate the different arguments which Kant puts forward

i A
as illustrations of iiis main Aden..For it is clear that what he
seeks to prove is the same in every case*namely.that there is a
fundamental difference between Ideas regardsu as constitutive
principles.that is*as principles capable of giving us knowledge
of ah—absolute object*and Ideas regarded as merely regulative
principles,that is,as principlesjnecessary only in relation to the
mind of the knowing subject.Ve have just seen that Kant distinguish
between suppositgr absolute. and suppoa.itArelativa. he says of
this distinction;"I'e hare come u,on a distinction bearing on the
procedure of thought in dealing with one and the same assumption,
a distinction which is somewhat subtle but of great importance
in transcendental philajsophy". This is a very interesting st&te-
mentjfor it shows not onlyithat Kant attaches great importance
to the distinction between the constitutive and the regulative
employment of Ideas,but ale(gt) that he is fully aware of the fact
that acceptance of this distinction will depend efi acceptance of
the fundamental transcendental principles*/Kant'a®doetrine of
Ideas,and the distinction between constitutive and regulative
principles on which it rests,cannot be /t\;ken-out-o-l--/in-c.;i/icv(;ytgxt .
It is part of a philosophy which XXXXX regards human Knowledge
as limited to empirical objects,but which at the same time
believes that the world of experience «Gﬂl\r/{otkt’the only world that
exists and —thtrt-we muot atvoume-the existence of another
(WErn-J~J K> o cl i-ft fp& f- ft

world”ov; the-only phi-lo60phy--" ii0.K--be4-it;veb « UiIlTT'TS' the
transcendental philosophy. Every other philosophical system

would believe either that the Ideas gave us knowledge of real

objects or that they were devojld of all meaning. Empiricism



would hold the latter view9dogmatism the forvaer.lt is unlyy if

we assume the transcendental principles that we can deny both

fto jivefe GO *y
views,and can hold that the Ideas of F.eason arc given to-t*ern6t
*y 0wtf 'i>J~
for knoY/ledge of ahao to enable us to make our

enquiry into natural objects subject to the Ideao of objects
belonging to a supe natural world.

On i. superficial view ...ant’s doctrine of Ideas
sappe-ars to- -be ful& of contradictions,and the appearance oi
inconsistency' ’ as long as isolated statements are contrasted
with one another and no account is taken of the doctrine as a
whole, for instance,we .may ask the cueoti-onj””re transcendle'yt}»}al
Ideas for Kant subjective principles?* On this point’”I*(ant t’clitr
wejthat Ideas are merely subjective principles (E 644),and that
an objective deduction of them is impossible because they have

Ka la/~
no reference to an object. (P. 393) Yet in another passage he
maintains that Ideas possess indeterminate objective validity
(B691-692) ,and we find other ata ifemen-to in which he att$ributes

/$67 O

objective validity to them# ho doc-l4sgtx” for instanee,that-she
A-t fi>oi,s4. /ADVA A*. Amo SF I'SCOv-aovi-f axxJt-t-clI' tM- A vit'-*/. wv<: rawA fo-T"

,0.c°"r44ng--to--wh4feh--we —seek--for;- uni-fy,
Jittou-.tyj& ext (f /3 L-£XJU t<S(4.ry AtAouu+gx iik 1./ »lm: J-/' let-' ot
-ir«--nfa-ee-s-.s"y-rs4"<3te--w-i-thout---rt we- mhoudd -havfe no-P-e-ason at CrM,
<>/* a'A -Aiv/ Asii" i— «e<> cC J & to- &>/ FEE LT o, c'~/

arid without. r.-s4u® .-no..-cuh & fent .employment of the.understanding,

AN Lovi/n le-<Ai« M id?' >*d Ar Ut <-<£F oyl <04?2d 1o 'l14L 4

and-witk -nut- rnry-:* oh€'-fn-t mployment -of- the -unaer-standing no

AOH=>_ f1-O »A iA</i-‘<'!'k tV P | Ve ti~6

cr.lte-rion of empirical—truth,?and therefore we have -no option

pose- tr--ie *sy s se-m a-ti-o-—un-f-by--Q f—ftf itm > il No-0-ye-Otrvady
Ax./ivet/A.» «AIKA MV /fi
All semblance of inconsistency disappears,
5 O ¢ A
however,when the<ee *afcatoments are considered.in—the light of—tire
[<tevA Vi > AW a /AtA<

argument as-tv-rvvi~c~, Kant be llever toert a specific, c¥yective
validity must be ascribed to the Ideas and to the principle of
ays voraatic unity on which tney are based.If ws—understand:-by

(0 KAtU1/~ AL in
an objective concept®only a concept which enables -we- to determine



p. Jif-.-"b-
-an,'object,that is to say,if we ascribe objective validity only to

constitutive principles of the understanding,then -ttw* Ideas

arc cubjcotlv®. But if we give the n-me of objective principle
also to regulative principies,that is to say,to ninciples which
are necessarily produced by Keason and without which our know-
ledge/which contains Keason as a necessary element),would, be incom-
piete}, then the Ideas are objective.jH_ow high—a- vulu*r Kant -ee-t-s

Mt his distinction between categories(concepts of the under-

stand Lng)and Ideas(concepts of Keason) may be seen from the

following passage; The discrimination of Ideas,i ,a,pure concepts
of Keason, from the categories or pu e concepts of tire, understand-
ing as cognitions of an entirely different kind,origin and
employment is a matter of such impoi-tance for the foundation of

a science which is to contain the system of these a priori
cognitions that without such a s.verance Metaphysics is absolutely
impossible or”at best a disorderly and bungled attempt to patch
up a house of cards without knowledge of the materials with

which one is occupied and of their being fitted to one purpose

or another. If the Critique of Pure Keason hadoé\’]ge(; more than merely
demonstrate thi. distinction it would have by this alone
contributed mo-e towards the elucidation of our concept (of
ietaphysics) and the guidance of natural science in the field

of Metaphysics than all other fruitless efforts to treat the
transcendental problems of Keason satisfactorily,efforts which
have been made at all times by people who did not even divine

that theyjwere in a field quite different from the one $o which
understanding belongs,and who therefore named concepts of the
understanding and of Keason in the same breath as if they were

of one and the :nme kind".

T/hiie dealing with the Appendix to the Transcend-
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d i*j w0

ental Dialectic v/e -omi'fcWd a passage which v/e shall -«ot; 4.0s4- -wi-th~
b R . .
tJio oro'bloa d.iscussed in i¢ v.i11i bo r&iscd “&g&in m tno
A&-/1W
C ritique of Judgment. -nicoeya*»-Ue shall setenant's solution oi

the problem in the third Critique differs from the one which he

a-'/
offers here,it is important that m. should he ftadliax with hie |,
A FeuJ-%/ .: A - SMOV ft-'ht | Ca
original solution, -i-la-prob lem -arta-fre-aa--Kfetoral--a-cf-en-ee-aifctee- u«c
UaA Av-i ?

iof the Idea of the systematic unity of n&tuee,and if so an-w&at
weyt :lis argument runs a. follows, Benson is the faculty' that— /
A*. /teu /or-0 /few. AVfe
derives-particulars from-universal o-soicepts. WitheTegnrd W -tacee,

J)O1sC*-AA-Si Hjol& ' A
ia already known,in which case all v/e need do is to subsume the
particular under the universal concept,or the universal i>not
/W-h T
given but only assumed, In the latfrer oase the particular is /
certain,and the universal is still a problem,a mere Idea;wo have
NKSM “t*-0 /ffit--. A A M urls
tn--te-e-ruM-ihtec several particular instances with a view to bring-
ing them under a universal rule, "/e are here concerned with a
hypothetical employment of ' eaoon,b»cauoer tne Ideas which are
r—" % kt m4

involved are merely problematic concepts,,fant goes on to explain
that the systematic unity of reason is a merely logical principle,

s -
trre only function «~~-vrh£ch is to assist tne understanding by
means of Ideas in those cases in which thd understanding cannot
by itself establish rules. By asi}klming that the fL)OkOfESX{i&

Jjzay=

constitution of the objects or—the nature of--the undersraiidifig
that- knows--thent-i~s"in~~rtself de-terminedo-frtr systematic uiiity v/e
should change a logical principle into a transcendental principle”
that is to say,we should believe that the principle was valid,
not only subjectively or in relation to human Ileason which
necessarily seek::- the systematic unity oi' concepts,but also

. o . A .
objectively,as a principle of the objects”j>n second thoughts it

appearsihowevw >that F.eason cannot assume-er*logical principle of

systematic unity without at the same time assuming a transcendental
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urineisle. reason can employ its logical principle only on

condition that it presupposes that natural feDjjets the.asexves

"belong to a system*or that Ké&turc itself fallows a principle oi (
d HY * (&& 75 Al- (VIAQO £ A <evrjiKj!

systematic unity.

te-ssi-s‘c’:e\r]i)ieirta-i--prin—e£~p'l'c,;i,i*’fé cannot "be derived tvora umpirical
knowledge oi natural objects. "lor can we say that Reuson*while
proceeding in accordance with its own principlesjhae arrived at
knowledge of this unity through observation of the accidental
constitution of nature"(E 679) rhe-fe»v ul" heuuon rhiUi p.ompto
irt—W-—se-e-fe'-""-aaity- -i-e-- ne-efe-e-sfary sinofec w-i thout--- -shmtiU—haiae
tly-n&i*hfe”.any- coherent-enp.lo.yment

ef—ti I« «@dervtan.d,ing-nogw&aty- au ffi-ciant. exiJhnfjm—~oi—enp rical

feQlohjcctlvcly valid ami-aeoes&ary.
it-.f¢'7 =
This transcendental principle has-been employed 'by

philosophers f-f nature and natural scientists at all tiintrs*although
some/times without their being conscious of it. Timt—£r .lias-always

"Avw
bean- a->urfl&d may be seen from the fact that it has always been

he-idr that nature acts in accordance with three fundamental laws,
d ¢/ O

anti that "these- thrwc laws—imply the transcendental lav; of the

systeini&ie unity of nature. (a) it itfe--always been—held-that.thi

W - th

Avarious spe'cies"must be regarded merely as different dcteriainat-

Ttbo.

ions of a few genera*and that the apparently infinite variety of

natural objects need not provenus from assuming that behind

this variety there is a unity of fundamental properties, -t haa

-&v&r.-bgen .suppo-swtt"-that behind ail these varieties, theie ke only

[ 2 y /1 O/-0. Fr-in fe&y If xf&(net.U /[1/V*** Aifrf-t}-1- ftf-iut-p

OAL- yeTtutr. This is the principle of homogeneity. The rule which

is ls,id d«wn by it is; lj"ntium varletates non esse raultiplicanda" .
5 ¢

.(b) -The logical principle of genera is balanced by principle

which calls for' multiplicity ofad diversity in things notwithstand-

ing their, agreement' under the same genus. In following this



principle! v/e suppose that there is an endless heterogeneity
of things,that when we begin v/ith the genus and descend to
the manifold which is contained under it we shall find an
Ry
infinite number of species and sub-species and i“allr-nevtnr-be
K-VW . . T
able—fio regard any species as the lowest.This is the principle
of specification#and it can be formulated thusgentium varietates
non esse temere minuendas;"'. (c)The third logical principle
: * : » .o : s
whlchvyVIéeason assumesis the principle ol' continuity¥
the principle that the original genera are not isolated from
cJe-fusl'
one anothere, It may be formulated thusjTNon datum vacuum
|22
formorum*‘0The manifold genera are simply divisions of one
single highest and universal genus*-and—®+i ~Ehe different species
/e RUA if-
A"border upon one another. ,admitting of no transition per saltum
from one to another,but only of a transition through a continuous
M-S A*,
series of lesser degrees of difxerence.lt can ben aetm-that the
principle of continuity#another name for which is the principle
Cl A /oAi<- cv CJ: AB.
of affinity»mediates between the principle of homogeneity”and
the principle of specification or variety.
Atir three principles are as such merely logical
w/k,
principles;they are /a£1;)plies for the sake of the logical division
b

A fifVff Href pi t-t-v
of concepts. three different transcendental

or il priori principles. "If therefore the logioal principle of
genera is to be applied to nature - - - - it presupposes a
transcendental principle. And in accordance with this latter
homogeneity is neceosa:ily presupposed in the manifold of
possible experience - - - - - ;for in the absence of homogeneity,
no empirical concepts,and therefore no experience,would be
possible" (3 63«s) "The law of specification cannot be derived
from experience,which can nevar open to our view such extensive
prospects. Empirical specification soon comes to a stop in the

distinction of the manifold,if it be not guided by the ante-



cedent law oi' specification which,as a principle oi Keascn,
leads us to seek always further differences and to suspect
their existence even when the senses are unable to disclose
them." (P 685) "This logical law of the continuum specierum
(iormurum logiearuui)presuppose8Showever,a transcendental
law(lex continui in natura) without which the former law
would only lead the understanding astraypcausing it to
follow a path which is perhaps quite' contrary to that prescrib-
ed by nature itself. For if it rested on empirical grounds,
it would come later than the system,whereas in actual fact
it has itself given rise to all that is systematic in
our knowledge of nature" (B 688)
Q) s

Vie Itrfern-here- that Kant has no doubt that the principles

of Beason which presuppose the systematic unity of nature are

b

genuine transcendental principles.that they are prior to
/ h I Vif fa
experience and conditions of it. ,that

he ie-as—f-i"rmly—eonvinced: that as principles of r.eason they

can be nothing more than merely regulative principles.

In the. passage headed "The !lIdeas in general", .rantW ta
cev tv/

eforth-hirs'-views-'orr Plato’s doctrine ,of Ideas (13368 et seq.)
fa fa fa-. PJfafa fa s e
He begins by explaining w.has “fato-'-TUidsTstands by «n Idea.

*TJor Plato Ideas are archetypes of the things themselves and
not in the manner of the Cgtegories,merely keys to possible
experiences". (B 370) Platdle 2-év—gtv:/Pf;li’”aizvare that our faculty of
knov/ledge feels a need mush higher than that of merely spelling
out appearances according to a synthetic unity,in order to be
able to read the.a as experience. (TT.'Srjchcinungen nach
synthetisher .Einheit zu buchstablerea,urn sie ala Erfahrumeen
lesen zu konnen*'.) He knows- that our Eeaaon according to its

/o
nature mtns-t transcend the bounds of experience.(B 370-371)
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ki-eAa.
The Ideas -are by no means mere fictions oi the brain* (“Ilirn"
gespinstjev ). Kant then shows that Plato finds the chief instances
of his Ideas in the practical field,and having dealt with
Plato's moral Ideas and expressed his agreement with Plato’s
account of them,he goes on as follows.;"But it is not only
where human reason exhibits genuine causality and where Ideas
are operative causes(of actions and their objects)namely in
the moral sphere,but also in regard to nature itself,that Pliato
rightly discerns clear proof of an origin from Ideas. A plant#
an animal,the orderly arrangement of the cosmos - presumably
therefore the entire natural world - clearly show that they
are possible only according to Ideas and that though no single
creature in the C(I)nditions of its individual existence coincides
with the Idea o]gf;vhich is most perfect in its kind - - - these
Ideas are none the less completely determined in the supreme
Understanding,each as an individual and each as unchangeable,
and are the original causes of things*'i- We should,however ,be
mistaken if we inferred from these words that in his own
doctrine of Ideas Kant showed the same appreciation of the
concept of a supreme understanding whiétcothAcreateA natural objects,
accor ding to Ideas. In fact he scarcely mentions this concept,
and the only indication of his having approved of it, or at
least of his not having thought it unreasonable”is the fact
that he criticises the physico-theological proof of the exist-
ence of God which is base., upon the argument from de*sign much
less severely than the other proofs. Convinced as Iéant is that
even the physico-theological argument cannot be regarded as
an adequate proof of the existence of a supreme being,he is

fully prepared to admit that it 16 quite natural to infer

from the variety,order,purposiveness and beauty of our present
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world to the existence of a supreme cause of the world, (BSgg-U
"Tills proof always deserves to be mentioned with respect.lt is
the oldest9the clearest and best suited to ordinary human
Heason. It enlivens the study of nature just as it itsell
derives its existence and gains ever new vigour from that source.
[t suggests ends and purposes wher“our observation would not
have detected them by itself,and extends our nature by means

of a special unity,the principle of which is outside nature.
This knowledge,again,reacts on its cause,namely,upon the Idea
which has led to it and strengthens the belief in a supreme
Author (of nature) so that the belief acquires the foroe of an
irresistible conviction" (IE 651-652) It would be utterly vain,
Kant continues,to try to diminish in any way the authority of
this argument.T':othing can be said against the rationality or
utility of the procedure involved in it.Yet its claims to
apodeictic certainty cannot be granted. "Itjcannot hurt the

good cause if the dogmatic language of the overweening sophist
(Vernunftiers) be toned down to the more moderate and humble
requirements of a belief adequate to quieten our doubts,though
not to command unconditional submission" (B 652-653)

It will—sugp”A-sa—aopae--who—

Alding pr.lnaiple-a-. .of,Kantls- doc-trine o f , - hant-donlea
Y £l~61 d di-il>f . FJLfb
£t0 ,umn principles of rent's docirine of-Ideas-thal—<cont-denies

L q,(xf Cchpbel

pl/\’n the paysicoet: woio"luci proofeand with it tof the Alog.tcal
'.-(fl,/»“'-_z
c¢¢ Principle z gener al L",bm—e—laéi‘ﬂ'm?!_" to apodeictic ,
/e “wod /.,“ T G P /;'--:..:e'-m',/ ALl T Prued viag Jac .\_p-(u... ) 4 dc‘r/
Akt certaintvf M —M&'ﬂ“m—?ﬁﬁci—p&e—eﬂm 2
J < et J /"f / J/ ,"’x . s w 3,( (Ar\.,o /\‘\' u."\.é-: b;g,_
concept of a special unity,the principlé of which is outsidé
"1TU Uh
n a t u r e 3-prirtcxpie 1s

entirely different from the principles of the understanding.

It is based upon a mere Idea. The concept of a purpose is a
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conceptpaot of the understanding,but oi Keasonpand as such it
Is a merely regulative principle,that is,a principle which does
not enable us to determine an object,. Ideas are given to us,not
that we should derive our world of nature from a supernatural
source,but that we should use them as principles of our enquiry
into the natural world*Ve must note that in the Critique of Pure
r eason, Kant does not properly distinguish the teleological
principle from the other Ideas of LeusonV&nd H at why he
applies to it the same criticism as he applies to the other Ideas.
The danger which he wishes to avert by his criticism is the
danger of our thinking that we could use the teleological
principle as a constitutive prinJ}iI];le \;_vhich would give us know-

A; " fi?’at het-A a,
ledge of supersensible objects. M-we—feix-irrto-tniir-errar -we
I>Ct-’v—fU9

B jy.j* fef A fdycxd

might be-dre-ct “to give up our enquiry into natural causes,and
instead to have recourse to supersensible causes about which we
teww nothing at all. "These detrimental consequences are even
more obvious in the dogmatic treatment of an Idea of a supreme
intelligence and in the theological system of nature (physico-
theology) which is falsely based upon it. For in this field of
enquiry,instead of looking for causes in the universal laws of
material mechanism,we appeal directly to the unsearchable
decree of supreme v”isdom,all those ends which are exhibited

in nature,together with the many ends which are only ascribed
by us to nature,make our investigation of the causes a very
easy task,and so enable us to regard the labour of Keason as
completed when as a matter of factjwe have merely dispensed

with its employment,an employment which is wholly dependent

for guidance upon the order of nature and the series of alterat-

ions in accordance with the universal laws which they are

found to exhibit” There—are manyjiothe!l—passages in which Kant
7\



in which he defends. empiricism against dogmatism (1 496-501) ¢
He states there that the unpopularity of empiricism and the
preference which the common understanding shows for dogmatism”
is due to the fact that the latter allows us to leave the world
of experience and rise to concepts far outstripping our insight
and rational faculties. "If it [the eoKunonf.understandingJunder-
stands little or nothing about these matters,no one can boast
of understanding much morejand though in regard to them it
cannot express itself in so scholastically correct a manner
as those with special training,nevertheless there is no end to
the plausible arguments which it can propound,wandering as it
does amidst mere Ideas about which no one .knows anything and
in regard to which it is therefore free v be as eloquent as
it pleasesjwhereas when matters that involve investigation of
nature are in question it has to stand Silent and to adfcnit its
ignorance. Thus indolence and vanity combine in sturdy support
of these principles!' (E 501) ;In another passage Kant atates
that order and purposiveness in nature must be explained by
reference to natural causes,and that the wildest hypothesis,
if only it be physical,is more tolerable than a hyperphysical
Ak
hypothesis such as the appeal to a divine Author* vg_ueh *
h y r *¥ > i w o u |l d be aprinciple oftignava ratio”
¢for we should oe passing over all causes of which the objective
validity could be ascertained in the course of experience in
order to rest in a mere Idea.(B 300-801) Kant calls all
constitutive eai -loyment of Ideas a principle of*ignava ratio,
a principle of a Tieason which will not do its proper work.
(e«g.B717 and BSOlJyln another pass, ge he speaks of"perversa

ratio*". He explains that the principle of systematic unity,on
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which as we—heve—scen all ideas of TNeason are basedysnould be

used only as a regulative principlegand—thel We should believe
which as we-haeve-stnjn all Ideas of Beason ard based,should be

used only as a regulative principle,a-nd-~dttrt V/e should believe
ourselves to have approximated to cpmpleteness in the use of
it - a completeness which we can never attain - only in so lar
as “ve are in a position to verify it in experience* ''Instead of
this",he continuesj'the reverse procedure is adopted. The reality
of a principle of purposive unity is not only presupposed but.
hyposta“ised;and since the concept of a supreme intelligence 1is
in itself completely beyond our powers of comprehension we
proceed to determine it in an anthropomorphic manner and so
impose ends upon nature forcibly and dictatorially,instead of
pursuing the mor(“reasonable course of searching for them by the
path of physical investigation. And thus teleology which is
intended to aid us merely in completing the unity of nature in
accordance with universal lawnot only tend;OAsuch unity but
also prevents Beacon fro 1 carrying out its own professed purpose,
that of proving from nature in conformity with these laws the
existence of a supreme rom this
and many other passages it can be seen that no real distinction
in the Critique of Pure F.eas-on
is drawn”between the Idea of a purposiveness of nature and the
other Ideas.That—s-why— t—te!-*&mu --abou-t-'the
idea—e f ‘a-'purp-oedvene-im-

Vie may now conclude our examination of the Transcendental
Dialectic. We have learned from it that Kant's investigation
into reason and its coneepts has confirmed the fact that the
human mind is excluded from all knowledge of supersensible
objects. Our field is the world of. experience. The Idea of the
existence of another world is necessary for the knowledge of
our own world,but as finite beings we cannot even attempt to
acquire knowledge of any sphere other than our own.As finite

beings we cannot know the infinite.
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The attitude which Kant adopts to this iaot is character’
istic of him. In his opinion,our inability to know anything other
than our own world ought not to depress or discourage us. On
the contrary we should be glad that we have found a sphere in
which we can work.The limited character of all our theoretical
knowledge is a fact,but not one to complain about. “It cannot
hurt the good cause if the dogmatic language of the overweening
sophist be toned down to the more moderate and humble require-
ments of a belief adequate to quieten our doubt"V) (B652-653)
In the “Dreams of a Ghost-seer":,in which the problem of the
transcendental philosophy reveals itself for the first time,we
find the following passagelJ"To surrender to every itch of
curiosity and to allow our knowledge to be limited by nothing
but incapacity is a real that befits scholarship quite
well,But to choose among innumerable problems which offer them-
selves those the solution of which is in the interest of man is
the excellence of wisdom, fcience after having run through its
sphere arrives naturally at a modest diffidence and exclaims
indignant with itself, ’How many things there are which I do not
understand!’ But Reason matured through experience which becomes
wisdom speaks through the mouth of a Socrates amidst the goods
of a market-place the following words,”How many
things there are whioh I do not need,”*’" (885) "But since our
fate in the future world will presumably depend a great deal on
how we have filled our post in this,I conclude with the words
which Voltaire makes his honest Candide say,*Let us make our { |

/

fortune,go into the garden and do our work’"|390)



74.

The Critique of Practical I eason.

The Critique of Pure Reason lias settled once and
for all the limitations of human Reason in so far as it is
concerned with theoretical knowledge,, Ve hare Heen shown
that theoretical l'eason is restricted to a world of mere
appearance#The Critique of Practical Reason will have to
ask whethei the seme restriction holds for practical Reason
or whether man as a being possessed of practical Reason can
reach out beyond the world of sense.

V\i\efore entering upon an interpretation of }he

not even attempt to give, an Recount of many of the problems

ciples

h

1 M-wuvO-

the second Criti-;u_;cn(itself.t'hose passages in the first Critique
in which Kant dealrgxproblems which actually find their solution
in the Critique of Practical Reason.l am thinking here of
Kant's discussion of the problem of natural causality and

freedom.and of the question of thdir compatibility. In examin-



in?- ::&ntTs doctrine of the Antinomies we did not tale any
account of the third Antinoray,the Antinomy hetween causality
and freedom. <e shall now examine the passages in which --ant
deals with it. («e . E555-593)

lant divides the cosmological Ideas {the- Antino-aiee)
into two classes;(a)raatheraatical Ideas and (b) dynamical Ideas.
The forme:- are concerned vitn nothing but the magnitude of
the world and the objects which it containscwhcther—they
determine this magnitude as finite--with reg&g”=to—sp&ke& and
t-i-np (r-hps-is of rh~ fir-1 Anfinnny)or s 4nfinite- with-regard
to -space-?nd tiae—(Antithesis of the-first Antinemy-}"-or— whetnet
it is asserted that every nnmparl ta .fluta-"Jira-caas-iats of
simple parts (Thiasis of tee second Anta

ir.f'ini r.f-ly =ivi in lp and—that -triera-fa no,-i

above( ;that every cosmological Idea is concerned
with the conditions of a given object. Ir. the case of the
first and second Antinomies,the unconditioned and it:/ ooé_d.{'_t.:
ions-both belong to the world of sense and are homogeneous,

and the series is called a mathematical series.: ow it ha. been

shown that the series of conditions does not exist independent-

ly of the regressive synthesis(see above ) It is no
all. /-’ -mth; . hJi QBi*% Usfat/
v/onder, then, that
Coreeed fty e -=i* - A f- AwE AXV I'C£ \J 54
V- 'V SU-et Ue-r fteJd /R UJuJr”™
.7or-the—aatneaa+ti-eal- 14eae- aoaert
Ztfr-Jz - Ne./N Ay /W AUy fift ft,/. cAcA c/ 7Av
shat the-*d Sho '1 *<i r. An nnnnnrtit.innp.-i - of thy; Sflr jeg
(X & il ity > *d 3 L fcr Ty v * /,
which 10 yet .ir: suaca and time,and-tala-as.oawtron Involves
fee Zf = m ~-A-iCi'J’ wemiji -aAU-a. °W V6l
a— adinr.iir: in t*r>npa. Vhft dyna.nipql ldgaa...(We.- art- hg-re
«.enhiA 2 a't tv' , /L c d'fe £ .ot ~ T ( -tV hi>* /Cch-e

concerned only with the Ideas of freedom and causality)ere



at least more reasonable in what they claim. For they place
the unconditioned beyond, the series of homogeneous sensible
conditions. Is©? understand bv the unconditioned something
that is different in kind from the conditioned*a super-
sensible force which has nothing in common with the condition-
ed. Thus the demands of both Feasors and understanding are
satisfiedrforﬁilliwscon demands that there should be art uncondit-
ioned and the understanding demands that nothing in the world
of sense should be unconditionedrfend- since a dynamical Idea
W o5

that the unconditioned belongs to a sphere with which
the understanding is not concerned i-f does not come into
conflict with its principles, "hence in the mathematical
connection of the series of appearances no other than a
sensible condition is admissible#that is to say,none that is
not itself a part of the series. On the other hand in the
dynamical series of sensible conditions a heterogeneous
condition not itsdlf a part of the series,but purely intellig-
ible and as such outside the seriesscun be allowed.In this
way meason obtains satisfaction and the unconditioned is set
prior to appearances,while yet the invariably conditioned
character of the appearances is not obscured,nor their
aeries cut short,in violation of the principles of the under-
standing". (B558-559)/ivant distinguishes between two kinds of
opposition;(a)analytical opposition and (b)dialeotical
opposition.(I 030 et se”.)0f two analytically opposed proposit-
ions one must be true and the other false.This does not hold
for dialectical opposition. Two propositions may be opposed
to one anothersand yet both be either true or false. The two
propositions - that the>" worlu is finite in magnitude and that

the world is infinite in magnitude -contradict one another.
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*but they are di&lectically and not analytically opposed.For
hath are false;the world is neither finite nor infinite,since
it is not a tfelag-in ltoc-cf,the magnitude of which we could
determine.

The dynamical eoncc”ts of y.earon possess this peculiar-
ity, that they are not concerned with an object considered as
a magnitude but only with the existence of an object.They

fe*, n."yvv/vids. WMuttex O&y

abstract from”the dynamical relation of the condition to the
conditioned.(B 563-564) A dynamical Idea,as we have seen,is
the Idea of an u [conditioned which does not belong to the
seies of sensible conditions. If appearances were things in
themselves,that is to say,if"space and time i*t which appearances
exist were forms of the existence of things in themselves,there
would not be & unconditioned beyond the world of sense.In that
case,the dynamical Ideas would be based upon an erroneous princ-

es ax
iple sand since, a mathematical Idea involves a self-contradiction,

namely,the ideaKof an unconditioned belonging to the world of
sense, no Ideas of Beacon would be possible at all. But accord-
ing to the principles of transcendental philosophy the world is
not a thing in itself ,«-inee "The forms ox intuition and the '
categories(for instance,the category of cause ana effect) -(lile%d
only for*a world ox”appearances. Therefore the -itteet of something
that i-s independent of the conditions of our sensible world is
at least not impossible. Hence the two propositions (A)that
there must exist a causality through freedom and (b)that there
is no freedom”.may both be true although in different relations”
(Thesis and Antithesis of the third Antinomy”). The first may

be true in relation to a world beyond our world of sense,the

second in relation to our world,the world of nature.



It ir. obvious that Kant does not tfeM that he has

!

new proved the- existence of practical freedom.In fact,the
Critique of Pure Keaspn’\/c/an/\do-nomore than shoﬁjl that the Idea
— C K, Q>
of a causality through freedom does not conflict
with the principle of natural causality.lt can show tills,toeattee-
V-2 (. 1*1* 11w
pr-i
NA-established the fact that our world

is a world of mere appearances,and that it is not only possible
but even necessary to assume the existence of a v/orld of things
in themselves./The causal law is valid in relation to all objects
of experience,whether natural events or human actions. There can
be nothing in this world which is not wholly dependent on an
antecendent determining ground. This applies to human actions
just as much as to natural events;and it is quite certain that
if time,in which actions occur,were a thing in itself,if At
determined them absolutely,then a free action Y/ould be impossible*,
for in that case every action would be determined by all the
actions which preceded it.Even the possibility of freedom could
not be admitted if space and time were properties of things in
themselves and not forms of mere appearances,for if space and
time determined every possible object,then every possible condition
of an action would have to belong to the world of Bpace and time,

np™- tJ&ve&
and the lav. of natural causality would be an absolute law -and no
object would be exempted 4h‘om It .Every possible condition would
be conditioned by the causal law,that is to say,by other condit-
ions which preceded it in time,and the Idea of an absolute
beginning,a beginning independent of the laws of nature,would

imply & self-contradiction. But since transcendental philosophy

is able to show that the categories and principles of the under-
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standing are valid not absolutely but only in relation to
also
appearancesj&uu”that the lav. ol

causality is one of these
principles ox the understanding®*it follov.e that the causal
lav/ does not exclude the possibility of freedom, if absolute
reality be asc ihecl to the, world of appearances,freedom cannot
7 fi-b. WL
be upheld”fw--otfly”f-“we~«dnrirt that there may be things in them-
selves which are independent of our world of sense and the laws
that determine it”oan we—allow -oi’ the existence of a auper-
sensible principle of freedom. "The common but fallacious
presupposition of the absolute reality of appearances here
manifests its injurious influence to the confounding of Reason.
Foi if appearances are things in themselves,freedom cannot be
upheld .Mature will their be tf:lgmplete and sufficient determining
cause of every event. The condition of the event will be such
an cm be found oriy in the series of appearances;both it and
its effect will be necessary in accordance with the lav/ of
nature.lf,on the other hand,appearances ait tafen for no more
than they actually are;if they arc viewed not as things in
themselves but merely as 4dess ,connected according to empirical
laws,they must themselves have grounds which are not appear-
ances. The effects of such m. intelligible cause appear,unu
accordingly can be determined through other appearances,but its
causality is not so determined. Thus the effect may be regarded
as free in respect of its intelligible cause and at the seme
time in respect of appearances as resulting from them accord-
ing to the necessity of nature. This distinction,when stated
in this quite general and abstract manner,is bound to appear

extremely subtle and obscure,but will become clear in the

course of its application. Iy purpose has only been to point
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out that since the thoroughgoing connection of ail appear-
ances in a context of nature is an inexorable law,the
inevitable consequence of obstinately insisting upon the
reality of appearances is to destroy all -freedom, Those

who thus follow the common view have never been able to
reconcile nature and freedorrlf?)(B 564-565) /vVe have here one

of the many pannages in which Kant seems to say things which
are incompatible with the fundamental principles of his own
philosophy.In the first place,the very term ’inteliig*&
cause’ seems to involve a self-contradiction. Further,Kant
argues that since appearances are not things in themselves
they must dcpcndcon grounds which are not themselves appear-
ances. But does this argument not flatly contradict his
doctrine that causality is a category and has therefore no
meaning except in relation to mere appearances? The category
of cause and effect 1;.(in Kant’s view a rule only purpose
of which is to determine intuitions as they are given in time.
Shat,then,are we to understand by an intelligible cause,that is
to say,a cause which is independent of our world of appear-
ances and yet exercises some mysterious influence upon it? What
doea Kant mean when he says that the effects of such an
intelligible cause appear and can be determined through other
appearances,but that the intelligible cause together with its
causality is outside of the series and that the effect may there-
fore be regarded as free in respect of its intelligible cause?
The reader who finds himself puzzled by such a strange ana
obviously inconsistent argument may derive sone consolation
from the fact that Kant himself says that the distinction
between the two causalities” as long as it is stated in a

general and abstract manner is bound to appear extremely subtle
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and obscure,bub that it will become clear in the course of
its application.jCant explains his general idea in a passage
which follows the sentences we have just quoted.Unfortunately,
however»his so-called explanation la even more obscure than
his more general accouSit. We much in it that we do not
understand n.id that we can see no reason for believing. We
cv+ Thd-
3rem*n,for instance,that our™ reason as a purely intelligible
faculty is not subject to the form of time,nor consequently
to the condition of succession in time (B 579),and that in
respect of the intelligible character of which the empirical
character is the schema there can be no before and after(B 581).
At the same time we are told that if we had sufficient know-
ledge of the empirical conditions of human actions there would
not be a single action which we could not predict with certain-
ty and recognise as- proceeding necessarily from its antecedent
conditions. The- whole passage consists,in fact,of unintelligible
remarks. I think,however,that it is not difficult to find the
reason for this.It seems to. me that Cant has di501111:sreed, all
those questions which in fact cannot be adequately dealt with
in a Critique of Bure r.easpn only because of his enthusiasm
for questions of moral philosophy. Whether there is freedom
and if so how it is possible - these are questions for the
Critique of /YactlIc&l Beagon. Kant’s remarks on practical fieedom
in the Critique of Bure reason are unintelligible because
they are of a merely provisional character®

We shall now turn to the Critigue of Practicgl
Beacon.In Kant’s view it iemnot the business of the Critique
of Practical reason to ask whether practical freedom exists
or not. The first thing it has to do is to state a fact,not
to solve a problem. The fact whi-eh It 4mMvm— is that
there exists a moral law. In Kant’s opinion it is impossible

to deny this fact.The moral law is given to us”-i-fc-trerionge—
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ithrenfe*o-»the queatier. i tne “ri‘i*u(: of --Tactical
" (&30 C &o—toe-tgs-cera-itseli is/act wnetner the aoxai law

exists (for it is giTesj ,'cat how it can affect haaaa actions.

cartala-*" (&»?g *Ve aay cell tie consciousness of
this fnndsaent&l is® a fact of reason,5 (C.?x-?-»14*j The
just mentioned is undeniables4 {C.JPr*E.143; *2ut if it
be asked eFiat then is really pare morality,by wnica as a
touchstone ire naat test tie moral significance of every
act!on,then I must adait that it is only philosophers
that can aake tie decision of tois question doubtfuljfor
to conson sense it das ien declied long ago not indeed
ey i/cstr-c: general formica,sat by habitual use*like toe
distinction between toe right arc left hand*m{C.PrlF.* 304)
fa.pt::J 5T fa-ej
~ow miB.ee/ the aoral la" 1is giTen»aad aiftcr it belongs to
tie very nature of iais law to determine
the will of rational beings,it follows boat the will
which recognises it is free* The acral la* whicn itself
does not require a justification proves not merely the
possibility of freedom,bat that it really belongs to beings
who recognise this law as binding on tdenselwa**” 2mt
although it ia-eertain that the moral law and with it
noral freedom are given to ua,it remains to be asked which oi
the Vio is filrst si?en,and an examination of this question
shows at once that we can become conscious of freedoa

:nly smrougn our being conscious rf the noral law* It

follows but the first thing giver, to us is conedoneness



of the moral law;and the fact that this law exists and that
we ought to act in accordance with it makes us conscious that
we can act in accordance with it® that is»that we a,re free.
The Idea of freedom which9as far as theoretical Reason was
concerned sb empty and devoid of all meaning now receives
real meaning. It may even he stated that theoretical Reason
by itself would never have conceived the Idea of freedom,and
that it is only because we are moral beings that it occurs to
us to assume the existence of freedom; for tlll/T theoretical Idea
of freedom is of no value to theoretical Reason in“the study
of nature which ie—i-ts -task,since freedom cannot belong to
nature and the Idea of freedom cannot therefore be used for
the explanation of events in nature."ihat this is the true
subordination of our concepts arid that it is morality that
first discover;f(/)\us the notion of freedom,hence that it is
practical Reason which,with this concept® first proposes to
speculative Reason the most -tmsoluble problem,thereby placing
it ir} the greatest perplexity,is evident from the following
eon%lﬁeerations- Since nothing in phenomena can be explained by

the concept of freedom,but the nechanism of nature must
constitute

the only clue jmoreover when pure Reason tries to
ascend in the series of causes to the unconditioned it falls
into an Antinomy which is entangled in incomprehensibilities
on the one side as much as on the other,whilst the latter,
(namely,mechanism) is at least useful in the explanation of
phenomena,therefore no one would ever have been so sash as to
introduce freedom into science,had not the moral law and with
it practical Reason come in and forced this notion upon

(C.Pr.R. 140-141)

f’or as long as one has formed no definite notion of morality

and freedom,one could not conjecture on the one side what was
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intended to 'be the noumenonfthe basis of the alleged phenomenon#
and on the other side it seemed doubtful whether it was at all
possible to form any notion of it(seeing that one had previously
assigned ail the notion of the pure understanding in its
theoretical use exclusively to phenomen”T. (C«Pr»R. 109)
In view of such a doctrine we may be inclined to think that
hant has first overCsimplified and then unnecessarily complicated
m?"e?  Mr?
has to mnswer, jtor- af-ta-n-having- de-te-rmiaad that -the moral law
and freedom are given to us and that consequently we need not "mk
conefin aurselves—w Ith-the question whether they exist or not*
he raises a question which seems to be unnecessary, the question
which of the two exists first,or more corxectly of which of the
two do we first become conscious, We must therefore ask our-
selves whether this change is justified,and in answering this
question w= find that there is one important/»;a\éffc of wnich we
have so far taken no account,that is,::ant's assertion that
theoretical knowledge of practical freedom is quite impossible
or,in other words,that freedom is a supersensible object and
theoretically
a3 such cannot be known”ty the human mind, iCant holds that
freedom as a practical principle is certain,but that the same
Sm— T,
freedom is theoretically incompéoevk_lcgnsible, We do not really
understand what this means,neither tko -we know whether it has
anything to do with the question we have raised. There are
many passages in the Critique of Practical Reason in which a&nt
explains his distinction between theoretical and practical
Reason,between knowledge through theoretical Reason «nd
knowledge through practical Reason, We shall pick out one of

them in order to have something to work on,but it should be

remembered that it is only one 01 many passages which would have
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served as well. *c shall ed-ee-t ‘the passage, headed "Of the
deduction of the fundamental prlivilciples of the pure practical
Henson" (C.FT.H. 156 et seq.j. acd. s[h>;vk begin by giving a brief
summary of the argument set forts. in it. It baa been proved in
the Critique of T-ure reason that our theoretical knowledge of
objects is liaited to objects of expe:ience.but at the same time
it has been shovm that the Idea of an oiject ceyond the vorld
of experience is possible»and that it is ever, necessary for us
to fora such an Idea. How practical Reason in presenting us with
the moral law as an undeniable fact introduces us into a purely
rational worldT /erstanledwcltl. Pure reason can and indeed must
represent to itself the Idea of an original nature (natura arche-
typaj which it contrasts with our own world of sense*regarding
the latter as a mere inage of the former or as an object modelled
upon itlna-tura ectypa). Theoretical reason has left an empty
soacertheoretical knowledge is incapable of determining an

’ Py-J-tAi~lK xc*r1,
object beyond the world of sensible experience. Since it is
capable of thinking a determinate supersensible law”~prooT.iocl
Heooan can fill the place which has been left empty. It must
be noted,however*that practical reason conceives the Idea of
a supersensible or intelligible world,which is supposed to act
upon the sensible world only in order that the actions of the
rational being should be determined by it in this world,and
not for the sake of theoretical knowledge. In fact,practical
Eeason is in no Tray interested £6 in acquiring such knowledge*
and freely confesses that it is unable to kmow how a super-
sensible principle can influence an action occurring in the
sensible world. Te can have no theoretical knowledge whatsoever

of the causal relation between the supersensible and the

sensible worlds. *For if F.eason sought to do tale,it would



have to show how the logical relation of principle (grund)

and consequence (Kolge)can he used synthetically in a different
sort of intuition from the sensible;that is,how a causa
noumenon is possible". (C.?r.R. 165)" /’The general principle
underlying Kant’s argument is now clear, he tells us again and
again that he has proved in the Oritique of Pursilvason that

the Idea of an intelligible world known by mere thought is free
from contradiction. We cannot have theoretical knowledge of
such a world,alnoo,becaue v/e are unable to determine an object

by mere thought,that is,by the understanding aloneywe-"e-quire-

leither can we determine the causal relation between the
intelligible world and our world of sense.- Yet in the field

of practical Reason the Idea of an intelligible causality is
possible and even necessary,for since the moral law is given

to ms we cannot but assume that as moral beings we are
determined by a principle which belongs to an intelligible
world. We can see now that Kant’s concept of an intelligible
causality which, v/hen we first tried to understand it in the
Critique of Pure Reason,could not but seem absurd and in
conflict with the principles on which transcendental philosophy
is basedj receives in the Critique of Practical Reason a
meaning quite different from anything that we could have
expected. The Idea of an intelligible causality would indeed
conflict with the fundamental principles of his

own philosophy if Kant believed that we could h&ve any theoretic*
al knowledge of it,or even if he believed that"Reason was M M
concerned w/tiftohAit.TS/l%Ls,however,is precisely what he denies,

*or convince,d as--he ie that intelligible causality is real

practicably.that ie to say,that we are free to determine our
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actions according to the moral law,he >e—jttet~-a"--cgrt-g€n that
we can have no theoretical knowledge oi‘ such a relation,that
the very concept of an intelligible causality is impenetrable
the human mind. The only kind of causality of which we have
any .knowledge is natural causality,which is a rule Of the under-
standing for the determination of natural events. We cannot
understand how there can be a causality of an entirely different
Jcindinor do we need to understand this,for it does not concern
U3 as moral agents since we cannot and need not have any know-
ledge of the law-In aeetbrd a n ch-we--*oujgh t «

One is easily tempted to underestimate the importance
of what Kant says about the character of man as being both
empirical and intelligible,about natura ectypa and natura arche-
typa,about phenomena and noumena. It is -fealty Kant’s terminology
that prevents us from taking it seriiusly enough. Eo doubt the
terms which he us s belong to the period in which he wrote,but
this must not blind us to the fact that they represent a moral
theory with special characteristics of its own. Kant’s moral
theory is a part of transcendental philosophy,and as such it must
differ from any moral theory whtth does not recognise the
fundamental transcendental principles.lt is because it 1is
based on these principles that .iiant’s moral philosophy,while
maintaining that the moral law is undeniably real and that it
is an absolute law binding on all rational beingBf*BRI can at
the same time declare that the freedo(i)Afthe w ill which follows
necessarily from the moral law remains for us an insoluble
groblea”-that- we are-quite unable -to mwdcr stand—how it la possible.
Kant maintains that if we knew all that wgs to be known about
the motives of a human being we should be able to predict his

actions with the same certainty as wa. can predict an eclipse
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oi' the sj6tm or moon,because every human action is determined
by natural grounds and is wholly dependent on them* But he

is none the less convinced that the human will is free. This
seems to be paradoxical,but itais

arises within a pniioaophic&i system which rests upon the
conviction that all natural objects without exception are
subject to necessary and unalterable laws and at the same

time maintains that these laws are valid only in relation to
appearances and tire not applicable to things in themselves.
That is why Kant can believe that the moral law leads us from
our empirical world into a supersensible world. We can act
according to a law which does not belong to our own world,
since it imposes upon us the obligation to make ourselves
independent of the causes by which our world,the world of nature,
is determined. But we cannot have any knov/iedge of how such

a lav/ can exist« .All that we know is that moral freedom is

not impossiblejhow it is possible is beyond our comprehension.
Kant sets forth his view of the freedom of the will in many
passages both in the Critique of 'Practical lieason and in the
Groundwork of thelfetaphysic of Morals. 3 shall select for
quotation one or two which seem to me to be of special interest.
"Instead,however,of the deduction of the supreme principle of
pure practical reason,that is,the explanation of the possibility
of such .knowledge a priori,the utmost we v/ere able to do was

to show,that if we saw the possibility of the freedom of an
efficient cause,we should also wee not merely the possibility
but even the necessity of the moral law as the supreme

practical law of rational beings,to whom we attribute freedom
of causality of their willjbecause both concepts argginseparably

united,that we might define practical freedom as independence
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ox the Wwili. on anything hut the morui lawe But we cannot
perceive the possibility of the freedom oi an eificient cause,
especially in the world of senseswe are fortunate it only we
c&fc be sufficiently assured that there is no proof of its
impossibility and are now, by the moral law which postulated
it compelled and therefore authorised to assume it#"(C.Pr.R#
223,227)

"For the question as fco how a Law can be directly and at
itself a determining principle of the will(which is the
essence of morality”“that is for human Reason an insoluble
problem arid identical with the question how a free will is
possible."(C.PrfR. 196) “hut Reason would overstep all its
bounds if it undertook to explain how pure Reason can be practic-
al s,which would be exactly the same problem as to explain how
freedom is possible. For we can explain nothing but that
v/hich we can reduce to laws,the object of which can be given
in some possible experience. But freedom is a mere Idea,the
objective reality of which can in no wise be shown according
to 1ry/s of nature and consequently not in any possible
experience;and for this reason it cun never be comprehended
or understood,because we cannot support it by any sort of
example or analogy."(Groundwork 94) And thus v/hile we do
not eompreh€;nd the practical unconditional necessity of the
moral imperative,v/e yet comprehend its incomprehensibility,
and this is all that car. be fairly demanded of a philosophy
whicn strives to carry its principles up to the very limits
of juuaan reason.l(Groundwork 100)

The different forms v/hich liant gives to his
moral doctrine p-'"* r'l3 thssr
cliffoventI'furBIB become perfectly intelligible and consistent

J-VAA L 0l-v 14/nV 1 Av0 WLS- 1B -0 Ji.
e.s soon as we take account of the”underlying principl*.i&e may
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take as an example of this the common object!6n to Kant’s
doctrine that he makes morality dependent on merely formal
and universal rules..Before discussing this I must ask the
reader to remember that in this Introduction I am concerned
only with an exposition of Kant’s doctrine”®and that it is
therefore impossible for me to discuss the question whether
the fundamental principles of his philosophy are tenable or
not.i think 1 oan,however,say this much;to**-# the doctrine
that the rules of morality are merely formal and universal
follows necessarily from the general principles of his
philosophy9and cannot be disputed by anyone who is prepared to
admit that Kant7s general position is tenable. For it is easy
to see that since Kant believes that the moral law is an
absolute and universal law independent of the world of nature
he must also hold that moral rules are independent of the
principle of nature.Causal laws apply to natural events.
Consequently™a rule which refers to the moral law must be
independent of these lav/s.low let us assume that those rules
hvje(_r%Adependent on natpr&l Objects of desire,and we can at once
see that in that case empirical objects would be the ground
of actions,and that the relation between an action®, and its
object would be an ordinary causal arelationithe action then/
would be subject to the natural law of causality and could
not be free or in agreement with trie aiorai lawt-,the very nature
ef-vthioh it is to prescribe to us that we should make our-
selves independent of lav/s which are necessary only in relation
to the world of sense,and that we should act in accordance
with a supdrsensible law.v.e have seen that the moral lav. is

given to us,and that it commands us to determine our actions

in accordance with it. In face of these facts Kant’s problem



is| 1is t.uere anything which can belong both to the super-
sensible; world ..id to u: action occur ing in'the sensible
world?Ilis solution ia that there is ouch a ching%>(A«i%8$f04
nameiy, the determination of the will of the agenteJ-iot the
effect which is produced by an action,(its. mattei),but the
ritui - MM
determination of thejrf will*its focm),to the natural world
because the action taKes place in it,and also to the
intelligible world for the will which produces- the action
considers itself independent of the world of nature and its
1&wB.Now the moral agent determines his will independently
of the effects which may be produced by his action in -the
world of nature. It follows that the ag;}rslia must represent to
himeelr that vtaxgh determines hi3 v/ili aa tQ unlT6*uftl rale;
for "this will is independent of empirical objacts»&nd empirical
objects,according to Kant,are mere particulars give:n to us
by intuition,and auoh are never wholly -determined.P%’ut
are always merely subsumed underj the universal rule® of the
understanding; Whether a particular object is desired by a
pa ticular person depends on the particular nature of the
leaj{yl;ie.;-.‘;and a man who acts frorr;"xdesire for a particular object
finds no difficulty in the fact that other people desire
different objects. If,however,t.ae agent determines his will
according to the moral lav* he -cannot do otherwise than
"consider himself independent of h&3 own individual nature*
that 1B to say,he must assume that his will ie determined by
a rule whioh is universally valid,and which must be recognised
'St's valid by every other person. We e&n understand now that
the question as to how an absolute and universal law can be
fut

conceived by a being whioh belongs to the world of Dense is

the fundamental problem o f the-Critique of Practicallfefeat#ion.
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/In order to understand Want’s solution better than we have

so i'-T been able to do v/le may consult two very important
passages. The first of these is the chapter headed “01 the
concept of an object of pure practical Reason” hunt explains
here that the only objects which practical Reason has are the
concepts oi the good and the evil. The fundamental difference
between those objects and natural objects which we may desire

is that it is a lav; which brings the former into existence.

The fundamental mistake which has been made by moral philosophers
is that the}[/JAoefirst looked for an object of th: will,"which they
could make the matter and principle of a law,whereas &hey

ought first to have lioked for a law which would have determined
uhe will a prioritand only afterwards for an object of the
will*In the case of the moral objects it is a law which produces
the objectsjand it is quite wrong to assume that the objects

of the will exist first end that the moral law o be derived
from them. The law- in-question-itiusi. be a merely-formal lav.,

that is to sayVit must be a lav; which determines the“mere form
of the will and is\quite independent of the empyreal objects

oi the will. 2 rule of*the understanding,a category or a
principle (Tirundsatz') merely combines # mdnifold given in
intuition,whereas a practical law o”bduces its own objects.This
is possible because a pr&coicalX’av. is not concerned with natural
conditions,since no questianarist®sas to the possibility of

the existence oi its objects in nature.-, All that matters ia

the determination (>fthe will,and this wi”l can determine itself
arid produce itp/own objects. Categories of tha“undersbanding
taken by themselves are raere functions which can'ho nothing

but cojaMne a aanifold of intuitions. As such they outside

thy sphere-of the understandingrs>nd belong to sensii
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But we may ask: How can a law produce its own objects?
This follows from the difference between a rule of the under-
standings category or a principle(Grundsatz), and a practical
law. Categories of the understanding taken by themselves are
mere functions which can do nothing but combine a manifold given
in intuition,and therefore depend for the existence of their
objects on something outside their own sphere,namely,on
sensibility. A practical law,on the other hand,is quite independ-
ent of empirical objects,being concerned not with the existence
of its objects in nature,but with the determination of the mere
form of the will. The will can determine itself in accordance
with a merely formal law. Theoretical Season is dependent on
sensible particulars for the existence of the object which it

seeks to know.



Practical Leason*on the other hand”has given to it a universal
a priori law,and therefore it does not have to look for some-
thing outside itself. That iu why It can determine the will
directly 'by means of the wuniversal a priori law which belongs
to l.eason itselljA "These categories of freedom - for so
vA choose to call them in contrast to those theoretic categories
which are categories of physical nature - have an obvious
advantage over the latter,inasmuch a., the latter are only
forms of thought®by means of universal concepts for every
possible Intuition;the former on the. contrary refer to the
vietermination of a free elective uiil(to which indeed no
exactly corresponding intuition can be assigned”but which has
ay its foundation a pure practical a priori law v/hich is not
the case with any concepts belonging to the theoretic use of
our cognitive faculties)jhence instead of the form of intuition
(space and time)which does not lie in Reason frfce’rf- but has
to be drawn from another source,namely,the sensibility,these
being elementary practice.! concepts have as their foundation
the form of a pure will,which is given in Reason and there-
fore in the thinking itself. From this it happens that as all
precepts of pure practical Reason have to do with the dctermin-
ation of the wlllietVdwift'K %(zl;iwith the physical conditions
(of practical ability)of the execution™ of one's purpose”
the practical a priori principles in relation to the supreme
principle of freedom are at once cognitions” and have not to
wait for intuitions in order to acquire significancej and that
for this remarkable reason,because they themselves ptoduce
the reality of that to which taey refer (the dwWr;*Aeafr*on of
the will)whioh is not the case with theoretical concepts".
(C.Pr.R. 136-187.)

.inis passage shows once more how closely hunt's argument in

the Critique of Practical Reason is connected with the general
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problem of hie philosophy. Indeed”this passage,along with
many other's would remain quite uiintelligible if aunt's moral
philosophy were treated as an isolated moral treat!a and ii no
account were taken of its place in the transcendental philosophy
as a whole. In order to understand the passage which v/e have
just quoted and to see what Kant's problem is"vre need only
remember that one of the fundamental doctrines set farth—n of
the Critique of Pure Season is the doctrine that all human know-
ledge depends on particulars given in intuition and on universal
rules the function of-which is to combine the particulars.
V« fa.)fsc;k kﬁowj from our examination of the Critique of Pu%é,Reason
that hunt holds that Reason according to its nature must demand
that the particulars should be capable of being wholly determined
by universal concepts,and even that particulars”owe their very
existence to universal concepts.We have seen that as a consequence
has vWirlA<»J2 is
of this Kant to assume that”Reason )fsjfa concerned with nothing
but the understanding» je have also seen that in the theoretical
field Reason cannot achieve its purpose since the concepts oi
the understanding do not possess an independent existence but
must be referred to intuitions.Categories as such are mere
functions,and can receive real significance only by being
schematised,that is to say,by being related to intuitions.lt must
be notdd,however,Jrhat a schematised category is a category which
is no longer within the sphere of pure thought. It is not a
purely universal rulejsuch universality as it posofeasea consists
in nothing but its being a universal rule for intuitions. Sinoe
the universality which the concepts of Reason(ldeaa)posseB# and

the universality which must be attributed to schematised categoric

fore not of the same kind,Reason cannot achieve its end. It is

unable to regard the”conegpts of the understanding as wholly
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determined '"by ice wn oonoopfrft,because the former now "belong

to ft sphere with which Reason hat. nothing whatsoever to deo,namely
the sphere of sensibility.

A\s regards practical I ee.son,the case is quite different.
Per what is first given to us is the universal law of morality
which commands that our actions should he determined hy it

fSJr
alone”«or.-#since all our tuitions take place in thd world of
sense and consequently are subject to the conditions oi this
world,the question arises whether there is anything in human
actions which does not necessarily belong to the sphere of
nature, and which might be quite independent of it.It appears
that the determination of the will might possess the required
properties,for whereas the bringing about by our actions oi
a desired effect depends entirely on natural conditions,the
self-determination of the will or its surrender to the moral
law irrespective oil the consequences which may ensue is
determination by the universal moral lav/ alone. Such self-
determination is the only thing that matters in the practical
field,for the moral law does not command that a certain action
should take place in the world of sense,but that an action
should be done by a will which determines itself in accordance**"
its commar-us. It is only the determination of the will that can
be thought to be independent of natural conditions,!'or in
determining the will alone Keason need not go beyona the purejy
rational sphere. It is the mere form of the action which is
determined in this way,a mere function;and this runction is
real because in the field of practice we are not concerned
to know how an action is possible but how thIctay-can be deter-

mined by a-mupu.-nonaible .law.All-that .inherests—ue is that
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ing about"-the m-or*l ao-ti-on. .+ practical Keason were interest-
ed to iraoVactions theoretically it ..ould have to leave its
own sphere of mere thought and to rely on sensible intuitions,
for every action regarded as a mere event in nature belongs,
like every other theoretical object to the world of sense.
tie eannot acquire theoretical knowledge of an action in any
other way than by regarding it as a natural event;arid as such
it is subject to the conditions of time. How every action that
takes place in time must be regarded as wholly dependent on the
occurrences which are the content of the time preceding the
moment of the action it-elf. But”this being so,the agent,who
has no control over what he has done in the past,cannot be
regarded as free.Kvery action in so far as it is a mere
occurrence is determined by time,since it is nothing but an
event in manure.lt has b*en proved in the Critique of P.re
Reason that every natural object is dependent on time as a
form of intuition. But the Critique of Pure Keason has also
shown that time is not a condition of things in themselves
but only of appearances,that is to say,of the only objects
that theoretical ' eason can know.Hence wecoan allow that
Reason,which is not interestNe(](Citx in"knowledge,may be
capable of determining actions quite independently oi the
series of natural conditions. Theoretical Reason cannot deny
the possibility of actions being determined independently of
the conditions which precede it,that is to say,it cannot
deny the possibility of free actions. Practical Keason assures
us of the real existence of free actions,for it makes us
conscious of the moral law,a law which is independent of the

sensible world and.-according-to which,we ure to du &gmino-oar
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U'iUM he Critique o & ..J"eaeon teaches us that
v'ic cm consider one and the same action and one and tne same
agent iron two different point.'-' o1 y:iew« We may regard the
former & entirely dependent on it* natural conditions and the
latter as entirely dependent on his own previous acts and on
his empirical characterwhich deteminea his present act just
is It has determined his previous acts. The action viewed in
this way is a mere event in nature,and the agent a mere
phenomenon. We may describe the second point oi' view in aant’s
words$"But the very same subject,"being on the other hand
conscious of himself as a thing in himself,considers his exist-
ence also in so far as it is not subject to conditions,
and regards himself as only determinable by laws which he gives
himself through Beason;and in this hist existence nothing is
antecedent to the determination of his will*but every action”
miu in general every modification ox his existenceﬁvarying accord-
ing to his internal sense even the whole series oi his existence
as a sensible being”is in the consciousness of his supersensible
existence nothing but the result” and never to be regarded as
the determining principle of his causality as a noumenon.ll
(d»hr.K. 2h3.)

In order tc understand this we must remember
that it is Kantian doctrine that only mere particulars are given
to us in time. Z’%eti particulars may be subsumed u-.dfcr the
universal concepts of the understanding,but this uoes not take
away from them their character as particulars,becauas the under-
standing is unable to determine them absolutely. 1 ow/ that 1b
precisely what the moral lav. has to do;and when we ask what can
be determined by an absolute moral law it appears at once that
it must be something which is itself a universal and is independ-

ent of intuition and in particular of time.The rule which
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de terrainsa the 1ll is suc& a universal because it is independ-
ent oi' time and thus oi' the whole sphere of intuition.The
practical universal rule is independent of the world of sense.
Unlike a theoretical rule it has nothing to do with a synthesis
of the manifold in time. Thus practical Keason can achieve what
theoretical reason attempted in vain. It can determine an object
by means of a universal rule or a mere function of Keason.For,
as we have seen,piactical Keason makes us conscious of the moral
lawiand thus the will is provided with a universal rule,and is
enabled to produce an object of practical Reason,

It will be evident that my interpretation of the
passage in which Kant discusses the problem of the objects of
pr& ctiial Keason is very far from complete,and that a really
satisfactory explanation would have to discuss a great many
questions which I have not even raised.l should therefore like
to point out that all that I have tried to do is to show again
that the problem of the relation between universale and particulars
is one of Kant’s fundamental problems in the Critique ofJPractioal
r tason.lt seems to me necessary to emphasise this point because
it has been overlooked by many of Kant's interpreters.

We may; now examine the second of the two passages
mentioned above,*(p.92), The passage is headed"Of the Typic of
the pure practical Judgment".! should like to say at the outset
that this passage seems to me to be of the utmost importance
for the understanding of the second Critiquejand also that it
is very difficult to understand and that I am by no means
oonfident that I can successfully explain it.

The problem which faces Kant may be stated thus.
A1l human actions oecur in the sensible wotldjhow then can we

judge an action in such a way that we can think it to be in



accordance with a practical rule which as a strictly universal

rule is purely abstract and has nothing to do with the

sensible world in which the action occurs?If we are to be

able to apply that which is contained in the abstract rule

to a concrete case which comes under it,we must possess practical

Tud.2T.Hent. As we have seen in the Critique oi ure Keason,ifant

holds Judgment to be the faculty of the mind which enables

us to relate particulars to universalsjit is not surprising*

therefore,to find in the Critique of Practical l'eauon that it is

the faculty of Judgment which mediates between the abstract
K/V.Stx

rule and the concrete oats-e. As regards theoretical .judgment,

the problem as to how v: can relate particulars to universal

rules of the u derstanding has been discussed in the first

Critique,chiefly in -the (see above

the Critique of Practical Keason seems to have to face &

still more difficult problem?forvas Cant says,it seems absurd

to expect that we should find in the world of sense,which is

det'ermined by the laws of nature,-a;-\ebttseitro which we. could

apply the supersensible category of the good. The critique of

Pure reason has removed the difficulties which faced theoretical

Judgment} for the examination of theoretical knowledge made

it clear (a)that in order to be presented with an object of

theoretical experienc”we must relate concexjts to intuitions,

and (b)that we can do this by schematising the concepts<of the

understanding,that is to say,by taking them not as mere abstract

concepts but as universal rules the function-o-f which >e—*o

make particular intuitions subject to universal rules. It does

not seem insuperably d'i'fficult to understand how a concept of

oi' the understandingcc:leé]mﬁbe exhibited in iwt.uit.” n”rni fraw

"eprfraeht'-i T-bM*" A rry-rrth-=» “enaiblc synbol, tu«'"nPtacme..



100.

>:ut it seems quite impossible to understand how amoral concept,
a concept which, by its very nature belongs to th/% supersensible

a
world,cab he ep-esented in the world of sense. It ifemreehapo

AXGRI? 0>m WA M 1 frAf

not” difficult as it seems,-at firatgf-or-wo mwa* remember
that when we are called upon to subsume an action under a pure
practical law we are not concerned with the possibility of
the action consist red as anevent inthe world o1 sense. It
is quite true that inorder to judge as tothe physical
possibility oi an action v/emust apply the categories oi the
understanding as he universal rules to which ail natural
objects must conform!for instance»we should have to make use
of the principle of physical causality which belongs to the
pnysical concepts.“hant holds that/whereas a pure concept of
the understanding can and indeed must be schematised,this ia
not true of prc.\ticai gg‘f?ciao{ﬁlé-ts. "here,however,v/e nave to do,
not with the schema of a case that. ocou>s according to laws,
but wir.h the schema of a law itself (if the word schema is
allowable here”since the fact that one will(not the action
relatively to its effect”)is determined by the lav: alone
without any other principle,connects toe notion of causality
with quitejdiffejent conditions from those which constitute
physical atuirrilHiy.l (C.Pr.B. 191) (.r.)méis is certainly difficult
to understand. In the first place it seems to me necessary

to u;.k why Kant believes that the word’schema®*is perhaps not
allowable in the case of the subsumption of a moral action
under the moral law. I think the answer is that what interests
us in the moral action is not that which makes it a particular
action done by a particular individual,but that in it which

makes it universal.v/e arc interests in the particular action

only in so far as the will of the agent is determined by a
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law. In so far as this law in accordance with toich the will
determines itself is concerned with actions which occur in
nature it may he regarded as a law of nature.But it is quite
different from; a theoretical lav/ of nature,for a theoretical
lav, wh-fch is merely formal is devoid of all real significance.
Tvery theoretical law which is to produce knowledge of an
object must be related to the manifold of intuition,the matter
which is to '"be determined by the focrmal a?d universal rule.

vy ftti- o/lov Ao-('(i.. i0 iyt /oie fn
I practical la W(( | t ( o—d-¢ with the
the exhibition of an object in intuition,and therefore-we-
cannotéA_pschematises&t. The word ’schema* is thus inappropriate
ii connection with practical laws,for a schema in C]ﬂ;fg, Rroger’lf-i
sense is the cyrilolie representation of a concept in intuition\.
The concept of the good can indeed be represented,but we must
note that that which we subsume under it is not the particular
action given in intuition but the formal law by which the will
of the agent is d-1ermined. fe can see now that in the field
of practical Teason the faculty of Judgment finds something
that it may regard as affording adequate symbolic represent-
ation of a supersensible concept,m mgby-,the determination of
the will in accordance with a formal law wliioh is regarded as
a universal law of nature,this lav haViar/; C/something in common
Awith the moral lav/ and with the action o it 1s supposed to
determine the—wiij-J~4f,-tRg--per»on-‘*ho does -tho- aeirion. -'The
physical 'law,being a law to which the objects of sensible
intuition”as such are subject,must have a schema corresponding
to ft - - - -.But the law of freedom (that is of a causality
not subject to sensible conditions)and consequently the
concept of the unconditionally good,cannot have any intuition,

nor consequently any 3chema supplied to it for the purpose of

its application in ooncreto. Consequently the moral law has



no faculty but the understanding to aid its applies tion to
physical objects (not the imagination) ;jand the understanding for
the purposes of the judgment can provide for an Idea of the
Teason,not a schema of the sensibility,but e law*though only
as to its form as law*such a law, however, as can be exixibited
in coilereto in objects of the serxseojana” therefore a law of
nature." (C.Pr.r . 191-192) lIf ;ve are to understand this
passage,we must fisst ask ourselves *~ce.oom>--aTC* f~or
b-.lieviBg that it, is the understanding alone which can refer
to Teason and its concept of the go-id* To be abl<s to answer
this question,we must remember that according to hunt a
concept of Beason has to determine absolutely what iaxito come
under it. Sow that which can be wholly determined by a universal
concept and b:;, what may be regarded as an adequate represent-
ation of a universal concept must itself be some sort of

1 concept. The two things - the universal concept of
T.ecaaon and what is to be subsumed under it - must belong to
one homogeneous sphere *otherwise that which is to be subsumed
could not properly represent the u:ivexsal concept of Beason,
Pro'ft this it follows that it cannot be pioduced by any other
faculty of the mind than the understanding,the only faculty
with the exception of Beason capable of producing universal
concepts, further,we know jfchat the problem with whioh Ih-nt
is here concerned is not the problem as to the possibility
of actions (foi? hhis is no concern of practical Beason)*but
the problem as to how an action which occurs in the sensible
world may be judged in such a way as to make it appear to be
determined by a supersensible practical law. Hant shows that
for this judgment understanding is required,for the under-

standing can tfke away from the action all that belongs
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to intuition»abstracting from its sensible conditions,and
thus can conceive the concept of a universal determination oi
the actionjand this is nothing but the mere form of the will,
which can be subsumed under the concept of reason*

It must be neted,however»-and this is a very
important point - that Kant does not believe that the will of
the agent is determined by the formal lav; of nature. He atates
positively that the will of the agent is determined by the
moral law and by nothing else. His question is » ’How can a finite
being which belongs to the of nature Judge his actions
in such a way as to think them to be determined by a super-
sensible law?*And his answer is; *file can do so by thinking that
the maxims of his will are in accordance with a universal law
of nature. "Hence this comparison of the maxims of his actions
with a universal law of nature is not the determining principle
of his will*S) (C.Pr.R. 193) Kant calls the universal law of
nature which represents the moral lav. a *Xype *(Typus) of the
moral law,and the general procedure he calls 'Typic'. His
meaning would be more adequately expressed by the term ’symbol’,
a term which hw actually us*s once in the passage which we are
discussing. Kant is trying to show that the finite moral being
is capable of symbolising the supersensible lav; by means of the
concept of a universal law of nature.We must,however,remember
that he also holds that the finite being does not in that way
acquire any theoretical knowledge of a supersensible object*
The intelligible v/orld cannot be represented by us in such a
way as to make us know ittheoretically. But practical Reason
is not concerned with theoretical knowledge,and the Idea of
the supersensible is represente by us only that we may be

able to make practical use of it. "It is,therefore,allowable
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to use the system of the world jf sense (die N&tur der Sinnen -
welt) as the type of/a supersensible system of things(einer
intelligiblen Matur)provided I do not transfer to the latter
the intuitions and what depends on them but merely apply to It
the form of law in general(the notion of which occurs in the
commonest use of Beason but cannot be definitely known a priori
for any other purpose than the pure practical use of reason)'*
(C.Pr.R. 193)
_JKant goes on to explain that a ’Typic of Judgment* which does
not mistake that which belongs to the 'Typic* of the concepts
for the concepts themselves,that is to say,a method which regards
the universal law of nature as a mere symbol of the moral good*
guards us against both empiricism and ’mysticism* j“for empiricism
regards the good as a mere product of experience,while 'mysticism*
turns a symbol into a schema,proposing to provide for the moral
concepts actual intuitions which however are not sensible
(intuitions of an invisible Kingdom of God) and thus plunges
into the transcendent". (Car«R. 194) Kant contrasts these two
methods with his own which he calls ’rationalism *,and ha adds}
"What is befitting the use of the moral concepts is only the
rationalism of the Judgment which takes feom the sensible system
of nature only what pure Beason can also conceive of itself*
that is,conformity to lawipand transfers into the supersensible
nothing but what can conversely be actually exhibited in the
world of sense according to the formal rule of a law of nature."
(C.Pr.R. 193)

I hope that my exposition of the chapter on
the Typic has made at least one point quioe clear,that is,that
the problem that is discussed in it is bound up with the
general principles of the transcendental philosophy. I have said
again and again that the i*poblem of the relation between the.

supersensible and the sensible worlds seems to me to be the
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fundamental problem of Kant’s philosophy. The Critique of
Pure Keason shows that human reason must necessarily produce
universal concepts{transcendental Ideas)which imply the
existence of supersensible lobjects.Further»it shows that
theoretical knowledge of these objects is quite impossiblej
for all our knowledge depends upon intuition,and super-
sensible objects cannot be exhibited in intuitionpsince»o\ving
to their nature ao products of pure Keason,they are thought
to be entirely independent of the world of sense and sensible
intuition. But as moral agents v/e are in a different position
from that in which v/e fincl ourselves when v/e aim at theoretical
knowledge.For the moral being has an absolute consciousness of
an absolute law.The Critique of Practioal F.eason does not in
any way deny this. It even admits that it is possible to
represent the supersensible law in the world of sense»but it
must nevertheless adhere to the fundamental principle 815 the
Critical Philosophy*namely»that theoretical knowledgerf Ideas
is denied to our Beason* An Idea of a supersensible object
can be represented by a rational being in such a v/ay as to
enable him to make practical use of it by determining his will
in accordance with it.But this is all that we can do.We must
not mistake a symbol for a schema9and must not imagine that
we are capable of discovering intuitions adequate to our
moral concepts. If we did so we should contradict the
fundamental principles of the Critical Philosophy,for we
should deny the limited character of all human knowledge.

At the beginning of Chapter 3 of the Analytic
of Pure Practical Beason Kant points out that the moral law
would be a holy law if it were regarded as a law determining

the will of a being that would of his own nature conform to it,
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Now the will of a finite rational being does not of its own

nature conform to the moral law* On the contrary*the moral law*

that issthe law of freedom*commands the finite being to act
his
contrary to Xts nature*and this raise- the question &o to what

induces a finite being to act according to this law*or what
is the subjective principle which makes him submit to its
demands. Kant's answer is that it is the feeling of respect

) Ll -

for the moral law that acts us a subjective principle(Triebfeder)e

e .

This feeling of respect shows us the peculiar nature of the
finite being as a creature belonging to two different worlds,
the finite world of nature and the infinite world of freedom*
For respect for an unconditional law can be felt only by a being
that submits unconditionally to the moral law and is yet aware
of his finite nature and conscious of the fact that as a being
belonging to the fXXXXX sensible world and subjevt to natural
conditions it can never be in perfect conformity with the law.
That is why respect for the moral law both e ates and humiliates
the person who feels it. We must now ask £§g- the feeling

of respect produces morality”(moralische Gesinnungj.hant's

answer is that it cannot do so,for the first thing that is given
to us is the consciousness of the moral law,and the feeling of
respect is only a consequence of that. The- foollng-ei--re&ecot jp.
.Strictly speaking.not a feeling at all. It is a product of

Reason,and it arises because the finite being compares his own

conditional nature with the absolute d-.mends of the unconditional

cdrvihhinAnntixra
subjective )
lew, It is nothing but ‘chekst&.tu of mind of a sensible being’mg

on finding himself determined by the objective law. "Thus the
respect for the law is not a motive to morality but it is
morality itself,subjectively considered. 'm(C.Pr.R, ~00/)

Ve must note that the feeling of respect for the



moral lavs is hot a peculiarity oi the human mind. It is not
comparable to those properties of the mind with which empirical
psychology is concerned”and wnich can be discovered ~nly by
empirical observation. Kant says ol it that it is a feeling
which can be known a priori and the a priori necessity of wnich
we can understand;ana this shows that he does not regard it as
a speclax property of the human mind but as a feeling which
every s—e—ns-fbl-cAWhich is determined by a supersensible law must
have.When he says that the reeling of respect is composed of
pleasure and pain,this is not to be taken as a psychological
observation. He explains again and again that a holy trill*unlike
tiite human wiii,40”s not feel respect for tile moral law,that the
concept of duty not exist for it and that it does not
determine itself by means of imperatives. He is not here think®
ing of special characteristics of human nature, hat he is

ias the will of a finite beingj
trying to show is that the' human wili“is of necessity essentially
different from a will To. which the moral law is the law of its
*owsi nature. That Kant does not believe that the feeling of
respect,the concept of duty and the consciousness of the
command of the moral lav. as imperatives tae due to the pecuki%okr'

acctrv«fva,
organisation of the human mind may be seen from, the fact thaif"

.o e

a.Li these things are nectusury characteristics of the will of
tvery finite rational being. Tor men and ail created rational
beings,moral necessity is constraint,that is,obligation,and every
action based on it is to be conceived as duty,not as a proceeding
previously pleasing to us of our own accord." (C.Pr.R.108)

"The moral law is in fact for the will of a perfect being a law
tof holiness,but for the will of every finite rational being a

law of duty/ of moral constraint and of the determination of its '

actions by respect for this law and reverence for its duty™J/;)
(C.Pr.R.208)
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Just as when Han't says that the categories of the understanding
must hold for every finite rational beings,he never means that
they are osyohological peculiarities out always that they arc
objectively necessary forms of thought(see above )9so in
spite of many statements which may seem to suggest it he never
for a moment assumes that respect for the moral law, the sense
of duty and the awareness of i%}r’;peratives are accidental
properties of the mind(but is convinced that they are necessary
and a priori properties,the possession of which by every rational
being can be objectively proved. "With the view of attaining to
this, i.e.to the proof of the existence of a categorical imperat-
ive or of a practical law which commands absolutely and to
follow which is duty,it is of extreme importance to remember
that we must not allow ourselves to think of deducing the
reality of this principle from the particular attributes of
human nature. 7or duty is to be a practical,unconditional
necessity of action;it must therefore hold for all rational
beings(to whom an imperative can apply at all)and for this
reason only be also a law for all human wills. On the contrary,
whatever is deduced from the particular natural characteristics
of humanity,from certain feelings and propensities,nay even,if
possible,from any particular tendency proper to human reason,
and which need not neceos&iily hold for the will of every
rational beingjthis may indeed supply us with a maxim,but not
with a lav/-.with a subjective principle on which we may have a
propension and inclination to act,but not with an objective
principle on which we should be enjoined to act,even tnough all
our propensions,inclinations,and natural dispositions were
opposed to it. In fact the sublimity and intrinsicAof the

command in duty are so luch the more evident,the less the
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subjective impulses favour it and the more they oppose it,
without being able in the slightest degree to weaken the obligat-

ion of the law or to diminish its wvalidity."--!) (Groundwork. 5a)

I propose now to tty to give the main points of
Kant’s argument in the "Dialectic of Practical Reason". This is
not an easy task because Kant’s terminology here is so different
from the one to which we are accustomed tnat it may often seem
to us as 1)f his argument depended entirely on the terminology
of the period Xh'/wtfXcfri to which it belonged and had no independ-
ent philosophical value.What follows now is a summary of his
argumentl”®-has-been shown that-the-—.oral -law-gi
man unconditionally®* it is an absolute law,enjoining upojy'the
finite being titAf he should do the moral action irrespective
of whatever evils may befall him as a being belong”rfig to the
world of nature. Thelonly object of the will in 76 far as it 1is
determined by the moraV law is virtue. It ap”e”rs,however,that
practical Reason must necessarily conceive ,the Idea of an object
whioh contains more than viXfue. Virtue is not the summum bonum.
The summum bonum as the objec'feyof the/lwillcontains both virtue
and happiness. Reason must assumh that the perfect good is not
attained by the will, unless the/iM te rational being can enjoy
perfect virtue and perfect ht"piness/Vihe Analytic of practical
Reason has ma. e it clear that the desire,for happiness can never
be regarded as a determining principle of'the will;for such a
principle would destrby the moral value of o”r actions. The
moral law commt.nds/unconditionally,and if we m&de an action
dependent on happiness as its object we should mtike it dependent
on a condition.The action would not be done for the\sake of
obedience/to the moral law,but for the sake of something(namely,

happirxebs)which has nothing whatever to do with the principle



(- - — what follow# now is a summary of his argument.)
Practical Reason,like theoretical Reason,conceives an Idea
of the unconditioned, the summum bonum. The summum bonum as
the object of the will contains both virtue and happiness. But
this doea not mean that virtue depends on happiness. On the
contrary, the practical Reason must conceive of happiness as
depending on virtue.

At first sight it may not appear easy to understand why
Kant holds that the summum bonum must contain happiness as well
as virtue. The Analytic of practical Reason has made it clear
that the desire for happiness can never be regarded as a
detremining principle of the will; fer such a principle would
destroy the moral value of our actions. The moral law commands
unconditionally, and if we made an action dependent on
happiness as its object we should make it dependent on a
condition. The action would not be done for the sake of
obedience to the moral law,but for the sake of something(namely,
happine8s)which has nothing whatever to do with the principle
of morality.

Yet it is impossible to regard moral virtue as the
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morality. Yet it is impossible to regard moral virtue”as
Lilt summum bonum. Virtue is not the whole and perfect good.
The fundamental idgg}dof reason,whether t"e-cfretical or practical
Leason,is the Idea of the unconditioned,and that is why practical
Teason must judge that the-will which determines itself according
to the moral lav, .has not yet attained to the perfect good. It
is true that man has to obey the moral law apartf'from any idea
of*hts-happineas jhe recognises it as absolutely binding..Yetj as
a being which belongs to the world of nature he has necessarily
a desire to make himself happy. This desire is a property of
the will of every finite rational being. P,actical l.eason must
presuppose that the finite being while pursu”ing virtue and i4
doihg-f making himself worthy of happiness which is the natural
end of every finite being” is not excluded from partaking in
happiness. Practical I eason does not al*ow virtue to be pursued
by the finite being for the sake of happiness,but this does not
prevent it from assuming that the perfect state of a finite
rational being would be a state in which he was both virtuous
and happy. "For to need happiness,to deserve it and yet at the
same time not to participate in it,cannot be consistent with
the perfect volition of a rational being possessed at tne same
time of ail powers,if for the sake of experiment we conceive
such L being.1(C.Pr.1. ,-46,747.}.~e see that hant's reason for
assuming that vir ,ue by itself cannot be the summum bonum is that
no finite rational being if it had the power to bring about its
own happiness would refrain from doing so. Eut we also aed that
he believes that such a being in conceiving the Idea of the
perfection ofy its own existence must necessarily make its
happiness dependent upon its virtue.The Idea of a union of virtue

and happiness such that happiness would be exactly proportionate
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go virtue is a necessary Idea ol Keason. i'ne ideal state has
scan reache when happiness is produced by virtue. Cuchja state
is the sumrum bonum,tne perfect object of practical Keason.
"bow in as ..much as virtue and happiness together constitute the
possession of the sunnuni bonum in a person,and the distribution
of happiness in exact.proportion to morality(which is the worth
of the person and his worthiness to be happy)constitutes the
summum bonum of a possible wofldjhence this summum bonum expresses
the whole,the perfect good,in which however virtue as the
condition is always the supreme good(oberste Gut)since it has
no condition abo%>e itjwhereas happiness,while it is pleasant
to the possessor of it,is not of itself absolutely and in all
respects good but always presupposes morally right behaviour
as it® condition." (C*r?K.i147)

It is not really difficult to understand why Kant
holds that the Idea of the sprnrnm bonum,that is,the Idea of
an object in which the highest perfection of the moral and of
tlie natural life <GOuXf4 coincide,must be conceived by practical
reason. We need only remember that for hant there-exist two
worlds,the world of nature and the intelligible world of freedom.
Man belongs to both of these worlds. /.Il his actions occur in the
world of nature,and ail that he can do is to refer them as regards
their mere form to the intelligible world,without however having
any knowledge of the connection between the two worlds. We must
also remember that” according to Kantyreason whenever it is at
work”conceives the Idea of an absolutely unconditioned object.
In the case of practical Keason this means that Keason cannot
conceive that the intelligible world should have no influence
on the natural world.It makes the intelligible world the absolute

condition of all things in generaljit regards it as the source
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ox all being so that the causal principle which determines h,e
intelligible world,namely,causality through freedom,is thought
to he a pi-i» cipre vhich determines not only the .prinolp#e-o0i the
intelligible world but also m*f the world of nature. Thus reason
in its search Tor an absolute principle removes the fundamental
diffe er.ce between the two kinds of causality

w/gL causality through freedom and the causality of nature,and.
makes the latter dependent on the former.Whenever our Keason
conceives an Idea it assumes that the conditioned is wholly
determined b: the unconditioned- i’or practical Keason the
conditioned is the world of nature®* £ he finite rational
being requires happiness in the world of nature"‘a(;r{;dim-rsijlneelﬁtirsn

I.eason necessarily conceives the Idea of an absolutely uncondit-

ioned intelligible world in accordance with whose})rinciple he

Jrrt P fev-v.-JA itsoj- J&af-*
[-il dsj~trievery'X'0 waw 0 't (ti'Uf
pyosistly he does not take any account of his needs as
Gjldo
a finite being he will obtain his share of happiness,and.that

-v,& "
the amount of happiness which he, obtain® will depend on the

extent to which he has determined his actions in accordance

~foride In other words,the finite rational being regards the
world of nature as entirely subordinate to the world of freedom,
and his own condition in the former(his happiness)as dependent
on his morality(his virtue). "As pure practical Keason it like-
wise; i.e .like- theoretical Keason]aeelcs to find the unconditioned
for the practically conditioned(which rests on inclinations and
natural wants®and this not as the determining principle of the
will,but even when this is given(in the moral law)the uncon-

ditioned totality of the object of pure practical reason under

*42.
the name of the summum bonum." (C.Pr.R.



It appears,however,that the Idea of the sum-aura bonum
involves practical Treason in an (zntinomy,in the same way as
the theoretical Ideas involved theoretical Reason in intinomies.
It is the task of a Critique of pure practical Reason to present
and if possible to solve” the 8{.ntinomy of practical Reason.
Kant begins his discussion of the “ntinom”"s of practical Reason
by showing that both the Stoic and the Epicurean theories
with regard to the summum bonum rest upon erroneous assumptions.
Both of these schools believed that virtue and happiness could be
derived from one another analytically,the only difference
between their theoriesbeing that the Stoics believed that the
consciousness of one’svirtue was happiness while the
Epicureans believed that the consciousness that one’s maxims
led to happiness was virtue. But neither of these is true.
Virtue and happiness must be regarded as two distinctjelements
of the summum bonum;they form a synthetic unity,that is to say,
the one is not implicit in the concept ofi the other. It is
because they are quite different from one another that Reason
in conceiveing the Idea of the summum bonum which is to contain
them both, is involved in an ()Antinomy, For since the Idea of
the s-.mmunijbonnm 4s necessary and since it unites happiness and
virtue,we are faced with these alternativesjeither the desire
for happiness produces virtue or virtue produces happiness.
It is obvious that the former is quite impossible,for it has '
been shown in the Analytic that a will which makes actions
dependent on happiness iB not determined by the moral law at all.
The latter is also impossible "because the practical eonneotion
of causes and effects in the world as the result of the

determination of the will does not depend upon the moral

dispositions of the will but on the knowledge of the laws of



nature end trie physical power to use them ior one's purposes;
consequently re cannot expect in the world, toy the aost
punctilious otooerv.net; oi the moral law any necessary conneé(tion
of h&opineos with virtue adequate to tne summum bonum. 3

Since there i1s no necessary connection between the two wleawnts
of the summum toon-mi,namely virtue and happiness*it loliov.s that
the oumriura bonum cannot toe realised at all;and consequently it
appears that the raoral law which commands us to promote it 1is
directed to vain,imaginary ends”and must toe false.hant solves
the mAntinomy of practical reason in the following way.
Ihe first proposition - that happiness can produce virtue - 1is
absolutely false. The second proposition - that virtue might
promote happiness - has been refuted on the ground that it is
impossible for the moral law to have any influence on the world
ox nature which is wholly determined toy the natural laws of
causalityjit was,therefore,held to toe quite impossible that

vit tuouc conduct,that is conduct .'Afel—eh?%etermintro—Hr.iell' accord-
ing to an intelligible causality,could in any say determine

the natural st«.te of the agent the latter mlpond®, "ntiredy-
onAﬂliav/s of nature .This,however,is not really a sound U guaient,for
it is only if we sake the law of natural causality to be an
absolute law that we have to believe that the world of nature
cannot toe determined by any other kind of causality. Since,
however,the world of natural objects is mere appearance t is
quite possible that tile other causal principle - that of
causality through freedom - should determine not only the
intelligible world tout also the world of nature,the world of
mere appearances. [t is .qui-t.s as«oj-t~fevafr the

0bKHS: -

think that there is a connection between them is a-rouBWuWt
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HtVitexdzic <INJi-61v .
and—j-uK-iiif-iabl-e—vde-a. Theore tical /Reason has nothing 'wiaatevex

against m-ucriLm%-tte-a,!or, however strongly tnooreoieai iveaetm

cast insist that every change in the world oi nature is dependent
upon the lava of natural causality it is at the same time aware
of the fact that nature is mere appearance and of tne poosioility
of the existence of anothei kind of causality, low sinee- theoretic

kc-J

al leason cannot raise -any objection ana {)ine.(z1 practical Reason
makes us conscious of a supersensible law whilchAmakes us conceive
the Idea of the determination ox our state in the world of sense
by a supersensible lav.,it follows that tne idea, conceives, by

practical “e;son is theoretically not impossible and practically

rdal. -hat, is ac.lufil ly impiieg.-In,t"r.a-laaa-.d,s-.xtua—esiiatance of

pwohis mupevnrfaial —be-ing— uhd-mbring-about

t-h, invy i - n iri. ..M 9pp?rtl an
t-e—mh e —rurhvumet—be-f-n:» deserved ;he-
wau Ld m-ke the matural'being dependen t mon-hi-3

moral virtue.

It is interesting to compare riant’s solution of the
%ntinomy of practical Reason with his solution ox the theoretical
Cintinomies.Ruch a comparison shows that although the method of
solution is the same in both cases - the method being to show
that it 1is only because appearances are taken to be things in
themselves that the Antinomies anise - there are nevertheless
considerable differences between the two cases. In the Critique
of Pure Reason -Cant could do no .aoie tnan show that the Idea of
a supe-rsensible world v/as not sell-contradictory. Practical
mcason,on the other hand,can actually establish the reality of

ouch a world,because in the sphere of practice a supersensible

law is given and because as a consequence of this practical Reason
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nc« ssariiy conceives the mdee. or a unity oi the world oi nature
t-n-x the world oi' freedom®*/, being -who deter lines his actions in
accordance with in absolute lav, finds it impossible to believe
that the two worlds to which he belongs have nothing to do with

b

one another.ilis ’ eaoon necessarily conceives the Idea of a summum

bonum which unites the world of nature and the world of freedom.
Continuing my exposition of the Dialectic of
II*JK
practical heaoon,I wish nnvie examine the chapter on "The
Immortality of the Soul as a Postulate of pure Practical Keason* *
file following are the mein points of .Cant*s argument *The realisat-
ion of the sumduii bom m is the necessary object of a will which
1-. deterninable by the moral law.how the supreme condition of
the sutraum banum is the perfect conformity of the agent to the
moral law.This however is something of which no rational being
in tne worhri—eP-i-*n” 1is capable at any moment of his existence.
Tiie demand, which is mt.de is that a being belonging to the sonoiole
world should be absolutely perfeet,that it should possess a holy
Will.bi}lﬁg,cc' this can never be fully realised by a finite being,
it can only be found in an infinite progress, "yincc nevertheless
it £hoiinesif£[ is required as practically necessary it can only
be round in a progress ad infinitum towards that perfect accord-
ance and on the principle of pure practical Keason it is necessary
practical
to assume such a p V ]ngprogress as tne real object of tne
will." (c.Ir.F-* ) €Cinee such an infinite progress cannot be
assumed unless we assume the infinite duration of the existence
of the finite rational being,that is ¢+ the immortality of his soul,
and since,as we have seenit is a necessary Idea of practical
- fc&son to assume the former .it is plain that the latter must also
or assumed.fhe icwiortality of the soul is,thus,a postulate of

pure practical ] eason,a postulate being *a theoretical proposition

not demonstrable as such”but which is an inseparable result of an
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unconditional a priori p-sctical vVO.Pr.l.. o)

-Cant’a argument will help as to underot&nd more
cleariy the peculiar meaning which he attaches to the Ideas oi
lceaBon,and in pa.: tioplar the nature o1 tne objectivity union he
ascribe« to them, the argument union we find here is again a
transcendental argument,i.e.and argument which rests upon
principles entirely different from those which either a dogmatic
or a sceptical philosophy would put forward, file latter would
deny the immortality oi' the soul altogether»and the formei
would regard 1t as theoretically demonslrable.ihe transcendental
philosophy takes an entirely different point of view.Bince
perfect virtue is unattainable,since we can only apprcoaoh it yjiC
and never fully realise itfwe must,as we have seen,assume the
immortal!lty of the soul.But this assumption is not a theoretical
dogma, fhe immortality jfeof the soul is not a supersensible
object which we can know;it is an Idea in accordance with which
we can act.We conceive this Idea without having any theoretical
knowledge of it. 5-fasio-given—o us no-a more idea. be are
commanded to realise it,but we can never fully do sojwe can only

J t firalr*
try to approach nearer and nearer to perfection, ihe Ltores- ' '
In-jjti. $SfVi'cf /o 6-®
believed—that pe-feot virtue wre reaiioabxe in tuis world.nant
denies thisjperfeot virtue is an Idea,and this implies that we
S-zMr-o fo

can never a.ttain to it.An Idea *Ptya supersensible object,and its

) _ o _ determining
function is to make the finite being capable of dutpTAlfttfgg
himself in accordance with it#or to maice him strive for xta
realisation in the finite v/orld“although ne knows that he can

never fully realise 1t. In exercising this function,the Idea is

real whether it be a theoretical or a practical Idea.ideas are

id G-reCV n-e”
given us not that we should imagine that we can transcend the
A fk tfreU-/ k'ety

sensible world,but ,that in the sensible v.orla v/t henld determine

A
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in accordance 1 Hi tiiera
vrrf-W
Mircriortali ty are given us &e- that we should try to be as virtuous

as ve ~an K a Davfant anndnoca and Talinacao nan ha attainad h

+

us only in an cndless progresSe.if tals fuct 18 overlookud, tien

US CQgither the moral law is quite degraded from its holiness being
aither the moral lav; is quite degraded from its holiness"being
made out to be indulgent and conformable to our convenience,or
el&e men stfoin their notions of their vocation ana their
expectation to an unattainable goal hoping to acquire complete
holiness of will and so they lose themselves in fantastical
theosophic dreams which wholly contradict self-knowledge«S?i both
c. ees the unceasing effort to obey punctually and thoroughly a/
strict and inflexible command of 1 eason,which is yet not dead

but real,is only hindered. For a rational but Unite being the
only thing possible is an endless progress from the lower to
higher degrees of moral perfection.ll That human beings are
incapable of ever reaching moral perfection we could infer,if
from nothing else,from the fact that their actions take place

in time.We must remember that it has already been shown in the
Critique of Pure ~eason that Reason in forming its concepts or
Ideas does not take any account of time. It has been shown that
we can never have theoretical knowledge of supersensible objects
op- Idesre because all such objects are quite independent of time,
whereas our knowledge,being dependent on intuition and understand-
ing,is always successive. We can have no knowledge of an object
which is independent of our successive apprehension,//// i.e.
independent of time.Only a being posaedded of either an
intellectual intuition or an intuitive understanding coulu acquire
knowledge of supersensible objects, (see above ) in the
formation of the Ideas of practical Reason there is the same

neglect of time..In forming the Idea of holiness we do not take



++C. 11%

taij- account of the fact that human actions take place in time,

or that the progress oi' the finite being towards perfection is

a pro; ress in time#/ series oi human acts »t-ven i1 it were a
continuous progress from the worse to the morally better,would be
uite different f-o-s the concept of holiness.This concept could
only be understood by an infinite being,i.e.a being which is
independent of time#To such a being the progressive series

would be an indivisible whole which it would be able to comprehend
in a single- intel-ectu&l intuition. "The infinite being, to whom
the condition of time is nothing,sees in this to us endless
succession a whole of accordance with the moral law;and the
holiness which *Ki3 command inexorably requires,in order to be
true, to his justice in the share which he assigns to each in

the sumraum bonum.is to be found in a single intellectual intuition
of the whole existence of rational beings.-" (0.f'r»I. £k6'5,b64.)

Y'e see here that the first Postulate,that of
the immortality of the soul,leads immediately to the second,that
of the existence of a supersensible being,God. hunt’s argument
begins from the fact that the sumnum bonua contains,a., has been
explained,two elements,namely,ITorality and happiness.!.owfthere
is nothing in the moral law itself which would give us grounds
for belie\{)viéllg in a necessary connection bwtween these two. Since,
however,wl-:Al;j;esuppose such a connection,we cannot do otherwise fyL
than assume the existence of a supreme cause containing the
principle of the connection, that -as™tnc; prinoi-pl w of the eacK-ct-
harmony of h y-. e have to assume the

tfTwa'™
existence of a supreme being distinct from nature which 4-e the
cJE-W" feex)~ ie,
csuBv— our actual state Wwtg determined in accordance with
our moral character. “Therefore the sum.ium bonura is possible in

the world only on the supposition of a supreme Being having a

causality corresponding to moral character".(C.PrjF.-,66) ( it in
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not nccfc.yai..ry i'or us to concern ourselves with the details ol
..'ant's argument here-,for the general principle is all that we

are here interested in. there is,however,one point oi which we
must take account. .Cant’s doctrine of practical ideas stems to
contain a g eat many contradictory statements® For instance,we
are told that the necessity of assuming the existence of God

is merely subjecfive jC.Pr.f .167),that it is only "because of

the subjective conditions of our reason that we find it impossible
to assume a necessary connection between the moral anu the natural
worlds without assuming the existence of a supreme being (C.Pr.R.
291.292.) In—eithe-T—pirace-s,however,we are told that practical
ideas or Postulates enable us to ha“e a definite concept of the
supersensible (O.Pr.R .286) ,and that to strive after the summum
bonmn is objectively neces.arys fhe latter is,in Rant's words,
"an Lbsolutely necessary requirement”foedlilrfnis in schlechteyd~flg
notwendigcr bplcht “)fC.Pr,V+288,289«) jWe may re/aembei here that
when we had to examine Rant’s doctrine of the theoretical Ideas

a difficulty of the same kind arose,We found it difficult to
decide whether on .Rant’s view the theoretical Ideas were
subjective or objective principles.There were a number of state-
ments which seemed to suggest that ant regarded the Ideas al-
merely subjective,and there were others which suggested that he
thought of them as objective principles.We must also remember

that we succeeded in showing that his doctrine of Ideas was not
really inconsistent, be have seen that hant ascribes a peculiar
kind of objectivity to the theoretical Ideas, he shall now see
that the same is true of his doctrine of practical Ideas. The
point is discusred by Rant in hapter 7 of the r>ialectic*"How is
it possible to conceive an extension of pure Reason in a practical

point of view,without its knowledge as speculative being enlarged



ut tilt; sane o  *"The problem is*,'How can an lueu oi practical
Ttwon»ti practical “ostulate,extend le&sou’s knowledge in a
urv.ctioal sense without at the incveasihgjios theoretical
knowledge?* The impossibility oi an increase in theoretical
knowledge by acuie of practical Ideas follows from the nature
of a theoretical object./.n object oi theoretical knowledge can~ot
bt determined by acre thought;if we arc to mow an object
theoretically it must be given to us in intuition...raoticai j eauoi
on the other hand,In concciv/ing practical Ideas can ho no ..lore
than prove that there exist objects towards which our- wilx must
be directed* This concept of an object in general cain.ot be
[theoretical
considered adequate to give u”“knp\Mledg©+ It follows that prnctici
Teason does not provide theoretical leason with theoretical know-
ledge of super sensible objects.And yet,although our theoretical
knowledge of objects has not been increased in that way,theoretic*
reason itself has gained in its knowledge of the supersensible
in general by the help of practical beacon.For theoretical
leason by itself was unable to say anything more about the super-
sensible than that it could not be deniea that supersensible
objects might exist™ The position is quite difleient now that
theoretical I ear.on actually knows that there are such objects.
Hat -Since those'objects are given to Reason "on practical grounds
and for practical use",the(')retical reason, must not imagine that
it can know them.in opirt'i:e-v'of titi< it may be asserted that in the
sphere of the practical they are not merely transcendent and
regulative but immanent and constitutive principles. "In this
they become immanent and constitutive,being the source of the
possibility of realising the necessary object of pure practical

leason (the summUm bonurn);whereas apart from this they are

transcendent,and merely regulative principles of speculative
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[ tason,which do not require it to assume a nev object beyond
expey ience,but only to bring its uao in c-.ptvience netaer to
coiapleteness. »(C.-h.!. .27a) iiow ou .Cooafr .iuj that the Ideas oi
practical Reason are constitutive and immanent principleoV =¢in
bc.-ccu--u jFor him practical | eason is not at ail concerned- wiki
theoretical knowledge o? supersensible objects; its only interest
is that the sensible being should determine his actions in
accordance v/ith supersensible Ideas*that he should nave super-
sensible objects to direct his actions in the sensible vvorld.lc
is lor this reason that in the practical sphere the .acre thinking
oi a supersensible object is all that Reason could possibly want.
In the theoretical sphere*on the other hand*the fact that an
Idea can never give us knowledge of a supersensible object must
be regarded as a disadvantage,for theoretical Reason is interested
in determining its objects theoreticallym Practical Reason is
interested in nothing but actions,and our actions can be deter.nin-
ed by means of mere thought. Praob‘ltiool--— need only think
the Ideas,and act according to them.A practical concept,unlike
a theoretical concept™is not a mere form of thought, how the
object of practical Reason - the summum bonum - can be givgn to
us is a question wi-feh which practical Reason need not l:orr\l)\cl:.ern
jrtoTh f. All that matters is that there is such an object,The
mere concept of an object in general satisfies practical Reason,
because it is not interested in theoretical knowledge.Theoretical
Reason,on the other hand,cannot make use of its ideas.They can-.ot
give it the objective knowledge at which it aims,for, as has been
shown in the first Critique.theoretical concepts are mere forms
of thought and canttot give us knowledge of objects.

If we wish to understand the fundamental difference

betweets theoretical and practical ideas as regards their object-

ive validity we need only take hunt's term 'regulative principles*
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..mite literally,that is® a; meaning principles waioki provide us
v/itqmite literally,that is & meaning principles wnicn provide uo

ancyitn rules. This mekes it clear at once that both thneoretical
oi' und orscticel Idess are merely regulitive principiesgior nelitne

0i 04 tThuem c.n ive us knowledge ol supersensible objicctsgneitaer

categories of the understanding are.i’he fundamental difference
between the two kinds of Ideas is that practical reason in
providing a rule is providing exactly v/hat it recjviiies 102 its
purposes,whereas theoretical l.eason is not satisfied with the
production of a mere vule,and the fact that it can do no more
must be regarded a. a disadvantage. A practical idee can be
called a constitutive or immanent principle, because v/hat practica.
?'eason requires 1<ar-6-—r‘1}1‘l7)i»6 according to which it can determine
itvfelf and the objects which it has to realise.Practical Leason
is in no way concerned about the so-called objective existence
oi .its objects,, It is not interested in knowing whether the soul
is immortal or whether God exists. it assumes both,and in doing
so gives a principle of action. AIll that it needs is a regulative
principle which will make the finite being strive for the
realisation of the supersensible object,which wilr urge him to
act in accordance with the moral law and thus realise the

summum bonum in his actions.Thus in the practical field the
ﬂideal rule is a genuinely immanent or objective principle.

- -

jtheoretioal Ttat;,on,on the otfrer-hemd-,must regard it a., a disad
vantage that it can only provide a rule and cannot know a
supersensible objector produce constitutive principles
like those of the understanding.

At the end of my exposition of thd Criticue of

*‘Aactioal Leason I should like to point out once mor.e that v/hat



I have tried to show is that there is a necessary connection

JsA\)
between the ,two Critiques in that they both rest upon the
transcendental presupposition that the v/orld of sense is not
the world of things in themselves. The Critique of Pure Leason
has shown that theoretical Eeason cannot know supersensible
objects,and that the Ideas of supersensible objects which it
conceives are merely regulative principles which can do no more
for us than provide us with principles for the systematisation
of our empirical knowledge.The Critique of Practical Reason has
shown that in the practical field we can transcend the world of
sen8e,and can realise supersensible objects.But it has also
confirmed the view of the first Critique that no theoretical
knowledge of such objects is possible. There is one other point
which seems to me very important. We have seen that in the Critique
of PureJPeason Kant not only denies the possibility of theoretical
knowledge of things in themselves,but also asserts that this is
not to be regarded as a disadvantage” for such knowledge would
in his opinion be both unnecessary and dangerous.Human Feason,
if it were capable of giving us such knowledge,might,he holds,be
tempted to abandon its proper task of enquiring into the nature
of the sensible world.Thus metaphysics in the wrong sensepi.e. a
metaphysics which would derive the world of sense from the super-
sensible Ideas instead of realising the latter in the former,would
corrupt science.In the Critique of Practical Leason we learn that
theoretical knowledge of supersensible objects,if it were possible,
would destroy not only our scientific knowledge but also our
morality. Kant deals v/ith this second point - the destruction of
morality which would be brought about by an extension of theoretical

knowledge to the supersensible - in the concluding section of the



Dialectic of Pure Practical reason*"Of the Wise Adaptation of man'
Cognitive Faculties to his Practical Destination",which I wish

to quote almost in full. "Suppose now that in this matter nature
had conformed to our wish,and had given us that capacity of
discernment or that enlightenment which we would gladly possess,or
which some imagine they actually possess,what would in all
probability be the consequence? Unless our whole nature were at
the same time changed,opr inclinations,which always have the

first word,would first of all demand their own satisfaction,and,
joined with rational reflection,the greatest possible and most
lasting satisfaction,under the name of happiness jthe moral law
would afterwards speak,in order to keep them within their proper
bounds,and even to subject them ail to a higher end,which has no
regard to inclination. But instead of the conflict that the moral
disposition(*Gesinnung”j has now to carry on with the inelinationsi
in which,though after some defeats,moral strength may gradually

be acquired,God and eternity with their awful majesty would stadd
unceasingly before our eyes(for what we can prove perfectly is

to us as certain as that of which we are assured by the sight

of our eyes). Transgression of the moral law,would,no doubt,be
avoided;what is commanded would be donejbut the mental disposition
from which actions ought to proceed,cannot be infused by any
command,and in this case the spur of action is ever active abd
external,so that recason has no need to exert itself in order

to gather strength to resist the inclinations by a lively
representation of the dignity of the lawihence most of the actions
that conformed to the law would be done from fear,a few only

from hope,and none at all from duty,and the moral wotth of actions

on which alone in the eyes of supreme wisdom the worth of the



person and even that of the world dependB,would cease to exist*
As long as the nature of man remains what it is,his conduct
would thus be changed into mere mechanism,in which,as in a
puppet-show,everything would gesticulate well,but there would

be no life in the figures. Now,when it is quite otherwise with
us,when with all the effort of our reason we have only a very
obscure and doubtful view into the future,when the Governor of
the world allows us only to conjecture His existence and His
majesty,not to behold them or prove them clearly;and,on the
other hand,the moral law within us,without promising or threaten-
ing anything with certainty,demands of us disinterested respectj
and only when this respect has become active and dominant does

it allow us by means of it a prospeot into the iytyfi/

world of the supersensible,and then only with weak glancewjall
this being so,thereijiis room for true moral disposition,immediate-
ly devoted to the law,and a rational creature can become worthy
of sharing in the summum bonum that corresponds to the wotth of
his person and not merely to his actions. Thus what the study

of nature and of man teaches us sufficiently elsewhere may well
be true here also;that the“unsearehable wisdom by which we exist

is not less worthy of admiration in what it has denied than in

what it has grantee”(C.Pr.R.793-295.)
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THE: CRITIQUE OF JUDGMENT.

The First Introduction to the Critique of Judgment.

. ) hr .
Kant wrote two introductions?-t-e the Critique of Judgment.

The second of these has been published in every edition of the
Critique.. The first has had a 3trange history. It would have
been entirely lost but for the fact that Kant sent the manusorip
of it to his friend and pupil Jacob Siegisraund Beck who was at
that time engaged in writing a commentary on Kant’s philosophy.
Beck did not publish the full text of the Introduction,but in '777
j “v-the second volume of his commentary]lhe published an excerpt from
In this mutilated form the text was reprinted by
Hosenkranz in 1838,Hartenstein in 1838 and 1886,von Kirchmann
in 1870 and Frdmann in 1880. Finally Bueck in 1914 published th®
full text in his edition of the Critique(K.d.U.ed.by Otto Eueok
pp.179-231"2- There he gives an interesting account of the histor]
of the text.Kant had only one reason,Bueck shows,for replacing
the original introduction by a second one,and that was its
length.This is in fact the only reason which Kant himself gives
for his rejection of it. Lehmann,who published the first intro-
duction in the”Philosophische Bibliothek*-in 1927,asserts that
"the first introduction was rejected by Kant not merely owing to
its long-windedneds,but because as a whole it represented a
stage of transition On the development of his thoughtFrom
my study of the text,however,1 am convinced that Bueck iB right,
and that the only reason for Kant’s rejection of the f+r®t
introduction is the one which he himself gives. I have not been
able to discover-nay differences in doctrine between the two
introductions.Fhe -tyutb seems to-be that they present the same
problem in two different forms.It is only natural that the first

should have both the advantages and disadvantages of the more



alaborate account,while the second should have those of the
more concise one.An English translation of the iirst intro-
duction has been published along with four introductory essays
by Kumayun Kabir with the title of "Immanuel Kant on Philosophy

in general(1935); In his fourth ax.Kabir discusses the

________________ «\

relation between the two introductions and the value of each”
(pp.cviil-cxxxv).ihese are questions with which I shall not
concern myself.l have,however,had to decide which of the two
introductions would be the better subject for commentary,-aad

I have chosen the first because it contains more material than
the second,and because in reading both I have found that it was
possible to understand the first without referring to the
second(whereas when reading the second -i found that I had to

go back again and again to the first,especially for the help
which it could give by its greater richness of illustration and
example. If Kant had rejected the first introduction owing to a
change in his doctrine, then the one which he substituted for

it would have to be regarded as the real introduction to the
Critique.But.since this does not seem to me to be the case,l
feel entitled to disregard Kant’s scruples concerning the lengt
of the original introduction. I might of course have written a
commentary on both introductions,but that would have Jed to the
most tedious repetitions.l shall therefore deal with the second
introduction only in Section vi where Kant oonaiders a problem
which is riot.discussed in the first introduction,the problem

of the connection between the feeling of pleasure and the conct

of the purposivenesB of nature.

I have mentioned the recently published trans-

latlon of the first introduction under the title of "¢

Unfortunately the translators possesses a very imperfect knowledge
of the German language. As a result of this his translation is
full of serious errors which make it practically useless. This,
hewever,doeB net detract from the value of his introductory
essays.
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in general'*! If we oonsider the history of this title it will
he apparent that there are no good groundB for retaining it
as the title of the first introduction when that is given its
proper place as the introduction to the Critique of Judgment.
The title /"On Philosophy in General*was first given to the
introduction when it,or rather Beck’s excerpt from it,was publisl
ed in 1833 in 3?. Ch.Starke’a edition of Kant’s lesser writings.
The editor was forced to make up a title for it since,Owing to
Beck's omissions,it could no longer be called an introduction
to the Critique of Judgment.The full title which he gavenit was
'On Philosophy in General and on the Critique of Judgment in
Particular*and in the index this was shortened to -“on Philosophy
in Gefaaral*! A1l subsequent editions give it the shorter name.
We may admit that it is not an altogether unsuitable name,sinos
we find in the text a more elaborate account than Kant gives
anywhere else of the general principles of his philosophy. There
seems,however,no reason why we should give it to the unabridged
first introduction. However important it may be to us that Kant
has given us a treatise in which besets forth the general princ?’j
iples of his philosophy so clearly that it can help us to under-
stand his philisophy as a whole,we must not forget that his
purpose in writing Xfi/W XM i it was to prepare us for the
Critique, of Judgmeat. This,I think,ought to be expressed in the
title. The treatise is Bimply an introduction to the Critique of
Judgment based upon the general principles of the transcendental
philosophy.

In my Interpretation I shall try to show that the

Introduction must be understood in relation to the general
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mprinciples of Kant’s thought,and must "be regarded as a part
of the whole Critical Philosophy. I have thought it advisable
not to give a merely general survey of Kant's problem and its
solutLon,but to follow his argument step by step and to deal
with the details of his exposition.My chief reason for doinfe
so is that I have found that even after Kant’s general idea
maff become clear to me(there -remains considerable difficulty
in following his argument in detaiolstLCAi”owriting my commentary
1 have hhd in mind a redder with the same difficulties about
details and have thought that he might be glad, of a commentary
dealing with them. Further,my idea of a commentary on a
philosophical work is that it should try to help the reader

to understand particular passages which he finds difficult,
and that is what I have tried to do in this commentary. The
correctness of my explanations is another matter,and as to tha-
I can only say that I an far from imagining that they are
correct on every point. Another reason for choosing to expound
the Introduction in detail is that I wish to rebut the charge
that it is nothing but a piece of "architectoniconly a
detailed exposition can do t-his;a merely general survey of the
argument would be unconvincing and might even confirm the
charge by giving us the impression that the treatise with all
its enumerations of divisions”the divisions of philosophy,of
the mind and of the cognitive faculties),was to be considered
more as a general tidying up of Kant’s system than as the

presentation or discussionmof a real problem*
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First Introduction to the Critique of Judgment”

Section 1.

In Section 1 of the Introduction,which is headed
mPhilosophy as a System" ,Kant discusses the question of what
"belongs to theoretical and what to practical philosophy. There
is,he says, a grave misunderstanding as to what is to he
regarded as practical. It might seem as if we were entitled
to give the name practical to a proposition simply because it
expressed a form of doing and was not mere knowing;for example,
it might seem as if the propositions which give us precepts
as to how to put theoretical knowledge into practice should he
called practica* This,however,is not so, for such propositions
do not contain anything more than is already contained in
theoretical knowledge, A geometrical proposition may prescribe
what we have to do to produce a certain effect,for instance
the bisection of a line, A proposition of this kind cannot be
regarded as a genuine practical proposition,for it contains no
principle of its own,that is go say,no principle which would
make it independent of theoretical knowledge. A proposition
to be truly practical must be determined by specific principles,
that is to say,it must be determined by practical principles
or laws of freedom,not by theoretical principles or laws of
nature. Therefore,not every proposition which is concerned
with some kind of doing belongs to practical philesophy. Only
those propositions® do so which contain a special principle of
practical freedom, and are thus fundamentally different fro*
theoretical propositions. All other so-called practical
propositions are determined by the laws of natural causality,

and are distinguished from theoretical knowledge only formally

and not in respect of their sontsnt.
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by principles of nature,is determined by a formula which differs
from a merely theoretical formula. Doing something in accordance
with our knowledge of natural causes is not identical with
knowing theoretically.flut the difference between them is merely
formal and is not a diffeonce in principle.Even when our actions
are determined by precepts for the furtherance of our own
happinessytiiey are not on that' account to be regarded as practical
actions.Eor the causal relation between our idea of happiness
and the effects which are produced by it belongs to the realm
of nature jit is the relation between two natural objects™awr
happines s -and-onr--own--nature.When we act in accordance with
such an idea,our action is nothing but the immediate consequence
of our theoretical knowledge of objects in relation to our own
nature.The concept of happiness belongs to our understanding,
and the sane understanding determines theoretically the actions
which will lead to our happiness. Action in accordance with
such knowledge is not mapeecifdreadifferent from theoretical
knowledge. It is an immediate consequence of it,and does not
require any independent principle which could be called a
practical principle.

J\4 A 1 £ft&

From this account of practical priheipleo and actions
it is evident that the principles of the so-called practical
sciences,such as applied geometry,cannot be regarded ae genuine
practical principles,and that these sciences do not therefore
belong to practical philosophy. Neither can we regard as
practical the priaipletr of a will which determines itself by
natural objects of which we can have theoretical knowledge,

ao truw k~t c/r
e”g.happiness;and the propositions which are-produced in this lay

are not practical propositions.As long as the will obeys none
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but the laws of natural causality /the knowledge of which is

the concern of our understanding”for instance,as long as our
understanding first makes us conceive the idea of happiness as
the object of desire and then determines the relation between
happiness and our own nature),no practical rules or propositions
are produced. Propositions of- the- icind produced in this way
belong to theoretical philosophy,for they do not contain any
s'peobf-ec practical principle but merely determine the causal
relation between a physical object which is desired and our own
na-ure.Only a free wlll,i.e “a will which makes itself independ-
ent of natural objects,can produce practical propositions

which belong to practical philosophy. "It is true that practical
propositions are distinguished from theoretical propositions

as regards the mode of representation.This,however,does not
cause them to be different from theoretical propositions which
contain the possibility of things and their determination regard
ing their content. Only those are different which consider
freedom in accordance with laws. All the others are nothing
else than theory of that which belongs to the nature of the
things with the only difference that they apply to the way in
which those things con be produced according to a principle,
i.e.the possibility of thosesthings through an arbitrary action
is represented in them,which action belongs just as much to

the sphere of natural causes." (C.of J.18(3tSueok,4 .Lechmann.)

"In a word,all practical propositions which derive that which
may be contained in nature from the arbitrary vd.ll as cause
belong altogether to theoretical philosophy which is concerned
with knowledge of nature.Only those practical propositions

are as regards their oontent specifically different from the

former(i.e.theoretical propositions)which give laws to free-
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dom." (Chof J.180 Bueok»5 Lehmann .) "Now the possibility of
things in accordance with lav/s of nature is essentially
different from their possibility in accordance with laws of
freedom as regards their principles. This difference does not,
however,consist in the fact that wih the latter (i.e. the
possibility through freedom)the cause is placed in a will
whereas with the former it is placed outside it in the things
themselves (den Dingen selbst,not to be confused with den
Plngen an sich,things in themselves). Nor let us assume that
the vrill does not follow any other principles than those regard*
ing which the understanding comprehends that the object is
possible according to them as mere laws of nature. In that case
the proposition which contains the possibility of the object
through the causality of the arbitrary will may be called a
practical proposition. In spite of this it will,as regards its
principle,in no way differ from theoretical proposition8 which
are concerned with the nature of the things,or rather it must
borrow its principle from it (i.e.the nature of the things)in
order to exhibit the representation of an object in reality."
tC.oi J *131,3uec]Cj
5&6 Lehmann.)

All this may at first seem very mysteriousjyet as far
as the general principle is concerned the doctrine is known to
everyone who is familiar with hant’s moral philosophy,!lor it ie
the basis of his distinction between categorical and hypothetic”
imperatives. We may remind ourselves that according to iCant
hypothetical are distinguished from categorical imperatives in
that the commanu given by the former is made to depend on
certain conditions while the latter commands unconditionally.
Hypothetical imperatives never determine actions uneonditionally

but only determine them on the condition that something is mad<?
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an object of the willjoux action depends on the object,and this
object we may or may not desire.Our action is thus an arbitrary
one* Hypothetical imperatives do not command simply that a
certain action should be done,but that if a certain object is
desired <certain actions should be done since they will put us
in possession of the object.] In the #GroundworklKant distinguish
es between two kinds of hypothetical imperative, (a) imperatives
of skill and (b).imperatives of prudence. XW-/XX/XX/ i"XXX/YXXXXX4
XXX"/XX/XX™X In the case of the former the object is entirely
arbitrary,i$e”it is an object which we might just as well
repudiate as desire#We may take as an example a doctor who makes
C\ (s a7 ySt-
the health of his patient the object of his will. Euppow that
he wishes to realise this object and has the necessary theoretic
al knowledge of the means which will bring it about,he will act
accordingly*/// ~et his action will have no independent, practice |
principle;it will be nothing but an immediate consequence of
his theoretical knowledge,for that he who wills the end wills
also the means whiih will achieve it is an analytical proposit-
ion. The end in the case which we are considering is not a
practical object,for the doctor conceives the idea of the
object,the health of his patient,by mere thought. The actions
which he does are not guided by a practical principle,but are
wholly dependent on the desired object and on the means whioh
will realise that object.How both end and means are known
theoretically,and the aotion is therefore not/\atp/rtictical-awtiozty

..The_same holds for the nrincinles of the _so-called r)r;lctical,
theoretically,and the action is thercfore not)\m&cm

sciences,sucn ds dapplica geometiry. 1t IS cCledr tndi 11 1 wisSll
to bi3eot a line, and 1f I know that in order to do so I must
dr%}?(*gom its extremities two intersecting arcs,then I shall do

thft- neoeaaary—aotion. it is also clear that my aotion does not
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possess any principle oi' its own,but is entirely dependent
on my theoretical knowledge” oi" vrhich it is the immediate
consequence .The connection between knowing and doing is here
analytic and not synthetic, i.e.fthe principle which determines
ray action is implicit in what I know theoretically.

The imperatives of prudence,i,e .“those imperatives
which command us to bring about our own happiness,differ from
the imperatives of skill in that their object,namely,happiness,
must necessarily be desired by every finite rational being.

Yet we cannot attribute to the actions which are determined

by such imperatives any practical principle of their own.Happinev.
the idea of suv emucchupulaea

by means of thinking,Prom this idea it follows analytically

that we shall use the means by which it can be brought about.

It may seem absurd to assume that the actions which will lead

to our happiness are implicit in our idea og happiness,since it

obviously very difficult or even impossible to have perfect

knowledge of what we should do to make ourselves happy. But it

is important to notice that the difficulty is in knowing; how to

achieve happiness. It is not at all difficult to see that if

tre had full knowledge of the nature of happiness and the means

of achieving it,our actions would follow immediately and would

be in strict accordance with our knowledge.The imperatives of

prudence would on that assumption be merely analytic proposit&or

i.e.,they would be propositions implicit in our theoretical

concept of happiness.They would be in no way different from the

imperatives of skill, "If it were only equally easy to give

a definite conception of happiness,the imperatives of prudence

would correspond exactly with those of skill,and would likewise



be analytical.For in this case as in that,it could be said,
whoever wills the end,wills also(according to the dictate of
reason necessarily)the indispensable means thereto which are
in his nower. "(C-roundwork 4Zs) "This imperative of prudence
would however be an analytical proposition if we assume that
the means to happiness could be certainly assigned;for it is
distinguished from the imperative of skill only by this,that
in the latter the end .is merely possible,in the- former it is
given;as however both only ordain, the means to that which we
suppose to be willed as an end,it follows that the imperative
which ordains the willing of the means to him who wills the end
is in both car.es analytical." (Groundwork 44)

Ye have now seen why Kant treats the so-oalled
practical propositions employed by such sciences as applied
geometry,practical psychology and mechanics on the same footing
as the precepts which he calls in the Critique of Judgment
the "precepts to further one’s own happiness"(C.of J. 180”Bueck;

Lehmann),and in the Groundwork the imperatives of prudence;
and why he gives to all of these the name of technical proposit-
ions,What is common to them is that they are concerned
v/ith nothing but the putting into practice of what is already
implicit in our theoretical knowledge,and therefore do not
containjany principle which affects the action as such.They
belong,accordingly,to theoretical philosophy. They dounot
determine the will as such,but make it dependent on a natural
object, The will here is not a free will determined by an
independent practical principle,but is an arbitrary will
whose actions are dependent on something ele*,namely,the

theoretically conceived concept of its object. They must be
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called technical and not practical propositions."For they
belong to the art of bringing about that which we desire
should be,which art in the case of a complete theory is
always a mere consequence and not an independent part of any
kind of instruction. "(“Anweiaung'"'). (C.of J.183,Bueok;

8 ,Lehmann)
Moral propositions alone may be regarded as genuine practical
propositions,for they follow a principle which is independent
of the world of natural objects.They are determined,not by
lav/s of nature,but by laws of freedom.Kant says of them here
that they determine the action through the determination of its
form(in accordance with laws in general)withput taking account
of the object whioh is produced in this way,that they have m ¢-
their specific principles in the Idea of freedom and that
although those principles constitute the concept of an object
of the will,namely,the summum bonum,this object belongs only
indirectly to the practical precept. For the explanation of
this I must refer to my exposition of the general principles
of the Critique of Practical Reason.(see above )
ICant goes on the say that the possibility of practical
propositions cannot be understood by theoretical knowledge
of nature. This is a very important point,for it shows that
Kant maintains herebthe fundamental doctrine of the first
two Critiques.The first section of the first Introduction to
the Critique of Judgment is apparently concerned with a
question of terminology.But this must not make us overlook
the fact that Kant’s discussion is entirely dependent on
the fundamental principles of his philosophy as set forth in
the first two Critiques.Kant is convinced that there exist

two entirely different wotlds,the world of nature and the
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world of freedom.Theoretical philosophy is concerned with
knowledge of the world of nature,and it is the understanding
which furnishes the rules necessary forfcthis knowledge.
Practical philosophy is concerned with the world of freedom, fca
-hsws of freedom are conceived by practical Reason.It is true
that Wtsse laws actually determine our will,but they do not
gi-ve us any theoretical knowledge of the world of freedom. We
are quite incapable of understanding practical principles jCjfytf
theoretically. Qne-of--"he--ftmerfeatentfal—di-fi-ersneers-betwee-rr- “fche
[-the-wo-r-ld-af-freedom,is, that -we.,can-..have-
knowledgee-of--the-lat-tei he significance of
the distinction between technical and practical propositions
for the Critique of Judgment is not shown by Kant in the
first section of the Introduction.But we can set from -K‘g}ift')*a-
account of the distinction that the Critique of Judgment will
maintain the fundamental principles of the Critical Philosophy.
At the end of the first section of the Introduction
Kant tells us that he proposes to use the terms <'Technique"
and "technical"also in another sense,namely,in cases where
objects of nature are judged by us as if their possibility

depended/i on an art. Such judgments are neither theoretical
. N\ InV,
Fher q -
wnor practical judgments,for they do not determine obJectsc ol
1l WARA “‘//r\ﬂuog ﬁ:{.‘«

ox Judgenszture—onty in relation to our cognitive faculty.
We must not give the name technical to them but only to the

faculty of Judgment on whose laws they are based.lt is not
possible for us to understand at this stage Kant's exposition
of the second sense of the term"technical",and we may therefore

10
go on -the Section



140.

Section 2.

As regards the point which we left unexplained at the
end of the first section,the second section begins unpromisingly
for here Kant seems to be concerned with a mere question of
ditrision.We are told that there exiat three higher faculties
of knowledge which constitute a systern*namely,(a)the understand-
ing which is the faculty of the cognition of universal rules,
(b)Judgment; which is the faculty of subsuming the particular
under the universal®and (cjReason”which is the faculty of
determining the particular by the universal,i“e”“the faculty of
deriving the particular from Principles .V/hat does all this mean?
/ Our examination of the main principles of the first two
Critiques has shown that the problem of the relation bwtween
particulars and universals is the central problem of the
transcendental philosophy.We have seen that in Kant’s view
every strictly universal concept is a product of the mind.It is
an a priori concept,i te.Jit does not belong to the objects as
such nor to things in themselves,but is conceived by the mind
prior to actual experience.In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant
has proved that our understanding produces certain a priori
concepts or categories which are necessary conditions of our
experience of objects.On the other hand,he has also shown that
these universal rules do not in any way determine the sphere of
particulars as such.The universal rules of the understanding
are devoid of all meaning unless they are related to given
intuitions.The particular intuition as such is unknown to us.
Out theoretical knowledge iB incapable of determining particulars
by means of universal rules. That particulars should be fully
determined by universal concepts is a demand which our faculty
of Reason by its very nature must make.For Reason is not a

faculty of rules like the understanding but a faculty of
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Principles,and knowledge from Principles is,according to
Kant’s definition,"that knowledge alone in which I apprehend
(erkenne)the particular in the universal through concepts™"
(iL2,2.*By B357)
The first Critique has shown that such knowledge cannot be
attained in the theoretical field.The second has shown that
in the practical field we are capable of determining particulars
through universal concgpts.What is first given to us is the
universal law of Reason,and we are able to determine our
particular actions by means of this universal law. There exists,
however,a third faculty of the mind,the faculty of Judgment,
without which we should be unable to relate particulars to
universals. This faculty does not produce any universal concepts.
All that it has to do is to subsume particulars under given
universal concepts. It hau to decide whether a given particular

case stands under a given universal concept which is not

produced by Judgment but either by the understanding or by

under8tandng,and there are universal laws of freedom,laws of
Reason. Theoretical Judgment subsumes particular intuitions
under universal laws of the understanding,and practical Judg-
ment subsumes particular actions under the universal laws of
Reason.

We have now to state the problem of the ”CIr”iticw_*E.*_
of Judgment.We might think that,sihce the Critique of Pure
Reason had set forth the a priori principles of nature,and
the Critique of Practical Reason those of freedom,we had
discussed all the a priori principles possible in philosophy.
Is this really true,or is there an a priori principle belong-
ing to the faculty of Judgment?It is clear from the outset

that since Judgment is not an independent faculty of cognition
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but merely mediates between the other two faculties of cognit-
ion,understanding and Reason»an;£ a priori principle which it
may possess will he entirely different from the a priori
principles of the understandigg and of Reason which hy means

of concepts constitute the objective worlds of nature and
freedom.Sincd Judgment does not produce any objective concepts,
neither categories(concepts of the understanding)nor Ideas
(concepts of Reason),it is quite impossible that it should

view the relation between particulars and universale in the sams
way as the other two faculties. It is,however,not impossible to
assume that Judgment should have a subjective principle.This
would be the case if Judgment neither made use of universal
concepts which it itself produced like understanding and Reason,
nor merely subsumed particulars under universal rules given
from elsewhere(that function of Judgment which has been dis-
cussed in the first two Critiques)but provided us with a
principle which made us look for universal concepts/within the
sphere of particulars(fwhich are not yet given};,It is clear that
if 3uch a principle exists(i.eta principle which makes us

assume (a)that the sphere of particulars itself is subject to
acme regularity,and (b)that the rules for this regularity are
not given to us but that we must look for them)it will be entirel;
different from the principles of the understanding and of Reason,
Kant's first description of this principle is very obscure.

He says that if there were a concept or rule which originated

in JudgmentSit would have to be a concept of such a nature as

to conform to our faculty of Judgment,that is,to oar faculty

of subsuming given particu"tlZar laws under more universal laws

not yet given.He goes on -*he explain that such a concept would
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be the concept of the adaptation of nature to the purpose oi
our knowing it.For in order that we should be able to have
knowledge of nature.it is necessary that we should be able
to estimate(beurteilen)the particu%ﬁé as contained under the
universal,and to subsume it under tfca concept of nature.This

statement is partly explained in the next paragraph”W we

learn there that the concept in question is the concept of

experience as a system according to empirical laws.Now we
have to remember that in the first two Critiques Kant
distinguishes between two totally different spheres(a)the
sphere of mere particulars and (b)the sphere of universal
concepts which are produced by understanding and Reason. The
idea that particulars as such should belong to a system is
an idea which could not be conceived either by understanding
or by Reason. The Critique of"Rnre Reaaon did not pay sufficient

attention to the fact that we do not merely presuppose that

all natural objects are determined by universal lc.ws,but teat

>we must also assume that we shall succeed in arranging particul-
ar laws in a system.This is a presupposition on which all our
scientific enquiry into nature rests”"We must assume that the
particular laws of nature which we discover are related to

one another.In doing so we conceive the idea of a nature

which oonforms to our subjective requirements.We expect that

the particular laws will not be so different from each other

as to make it impossible for our faculty of Judgment to find

a universal principle common to them alljand the curious fact
is that we have no ohjective reason whatsoever for believing

this to be so.There are only two faculties of the mind which
produce objective principles,understanding and Reason.The

idea of experience as a system in accordance with particular
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or empirical laws belongs to neither of them.It cannot he
regarded as a product of the understending,for our undersoandin*
is concerned only with strictly universal lawa.Still less can
it he regarded as a product of Reason,for Reason by its very
nature transcends experience,and is not concerned with the
world of experience or its laws.,We can now understand much
better what Kant’s problem is,and why he regards the concept
of a systematic Unity of particular laws as a concept of the
faculty of Judgment. The Critique of Judgment, discovers a new
fact,namely,that in order to have experience we need not only
the universal laws of the understanding”the objective validity
of which the Critique of Pure Reason has demonstrated,but also
the assumotion on merely subjective grounds of jL connections
among

the empirical lav/s which we find so that we can relate
them to one another and subsume them under the universal laws
of the understanding.