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PREVFACE.

Thig little work is sufficiently described as a study in

Kant's Critique of Judement. But I have made eXtensive use

of Kant's,other writings, and perhaps it would be more accurate

to say that the Critigue of Judgment is made the basis in an

interpretation of Kant's entire system, with a view to express-
ing the highest standpoint of his thought. The title of so
small a work may seem somewhat pretentious, but it is chosen

to indicate the author's opinion that Kant's Theory of

Knowledge. is not completely understood, until we have followed .

it as it passes into the last phase of his system. An essen-—
tial problem in this study is naturally the relation between
Aesthetic and Teleology. This problem is the distinctive

fegture in the Critique of Judgment, and must be taken as a

gserious contribution to philosophy. Our best authority for
this point of view is Kant's own mental history, as it is given

in his correspondence and academic lectures. To Jjudge from

the trend of recent spéculation, the Critigue of Judgment is
about to come into its kingdom for the second time, and this
very conjunction of Aesthetic and Teleology, which has been
for so long neglected as a literary enigma, will become the'
natural formulalfor the philosophy §f the twentieth century.
It éhould be remarked here that, coincident with the motive
of the work, the treatment of Aesthetic has only been under-
taken in so far as it was strictly necessary as the typical
illustrdtion of Kantfs metaphysical position, and no prgten—
sion whatsoever is made to a knowledge of art-criticism. It
was inevitable in a study which seeks to commend Kant to the:
modern mind, that some attempt should have been made to bring
him into line with recent philosophers. In particular, the

influence of M. Bergson will be noﬁiced. But it would be

unfair to say that 1 have read into Kant ideas which are
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foreign to his own, In point of fact, I arrived at my own

interpretation of Kant before I had read M. Bergson's works.

Mr. Creed Meredith's recent book on Kant's Critique of

Aegthetic Judgment, did not come into my hands until after
the manuscript was sent to the publishers.

My chief obligations are due‘tb the works of Caird,
Adamson, Basch, Cohen and Stadler, I wish to take this
opportunity of thanking Professor Boutroux of Paris, for
his kind courtesy in directing me to the French literature
on the subject. The second chapter originally appeared in
Mind, and is here reprinted with some additions by the
editor's permission. The generous appreciation which
Professor Stout incidentally expressed for this article, was
a strong encouragement to proceed in an undertaking for
which I felt myself to be increasingly incompetent. I have
also to thank my brother, Rev. E. Macmillan, B.D., of Pretoria,
for reading the whole of the manuscript in type and for
suggesting many improvements in the text.

It only remains to add, that the important part in the
actual process of writing?iompleted under circumstances of
peculiar difficulty. It was a serious interruption to my
work when I was called to Johannesburg, and I had to take up
the broken threads under very unfavourable conditions, Not
to speak of the initial incubus of an altitude of nearly
6000 feet, and the care of a new Parish in a new cauntry, I
was fain to put off my shoes from my feet and go soft}y to
make believe that gold-reef was transcendental ground. I
have also, in consequence, been deprived of the assistance
which I should have sought from my University Professors and
other experts in this partioulai subject of study, Jjust at
the moment when their help was most needed. Professor

Hoernle of Cape Town kindly consented to read the manuscript,

but at the last moment found himself unable to do so and it
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was then too late to look elsewhere. I have thus been work-

ing in the dark from the beginning, and it is not wonderful

if the book is an easy prey to criticism,. But if the critic

knew the sincere modesty and hesitation with which this volume
is launched into the world of letters, he would lay‘aside his

gory spear and enter the field with a sword of lath. I have

at least the satisfaction which every author feels who writes

to any purpose, that I have seen more than I have been able to
express, and may console myself with the lines of Propertius:

uod si deficiant vires, audacia certe

Laus erit: in magnis et voluisse sat est.

R. A. C. Macmillan,

Johanhnesburg.

Jan, 1llth. 1912,
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“THE SEARCH FO_R A NEW PRINCIPLE".

Chapter 1.

- Perhaps 1t is not remarkable that what is in many respects

the highest achievement of an author, should have received
sﬁ;little attention. There ig qo,ground of comparison bebt-
ween the colossal 1iterature which has grown around Kant's
criticism of Theory and Practice and his criticism of Feeling,
which ig the subject of our study. While in France and even
in Germany the literature iz ﬁean, there is not yet in English

a single book expressly devoted to the Critique of Judgment in

ites entire range. Two, reasons nay be found for thig appafent
want of interest. There can be no reasonable doubt that Kant's

greatest and most fruitful work is the Critigque of Pure Reasgor.

The natural failing to extol our chosen subject of study as

the author's greatest work, can have no, place here. There iz
no other of the great prhilogophers, except Plato, whose writing
‘warns the brain with the same intellectual glow. The forbidd-
ing style, the uncouth language, the interminable periods and
continual contradictions, yield the same pleasure to the
strenuous thinker as the perilous ascent to the mountain-
clinmber. And they who have gained a summit in'Kant's labori-
ousvthought shall never forget the é&arity of vision, merged

in the opal haze of the infinite void. This ig his nost
ofiginal work, and it is not surprising if it has abszorbed the
ninds of rhilosophers. It is the mould in which his spirit
was cast for all time, and no study of Kant will be effective
which does not ﬁake continual reference to its contents. The
gsecond reason is connected with the nature of the problem in

the Critique of Judgnment. Evidently Kant is less easily

naster of the situation. His aesthetic theory, which nakes
up the greater part of the book, ig not nearly so original ac

it appears to be. He gathered his ideas fron many different
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gources. From Hume he learned the subjective character of
Aesthetio; the influence of Shafé%bury and Hutchison, who
taught a community of naturé in the Beautiful andAthe Good, 1g
very nmarked in his 'Observations on the Beautiful and the
Sublime', and appears later in his moral Ideal; the concep-
tion of the Ideal he learnt from Winckelmann's researches in-
to QGreek Plastic, while Baumgarten and Gerard supplied him
with the theéry of Genius. It is not suggested that in the

" third Cfitigue originality is displaced by an eclectic tendency.
Never Was there a thinker nore severely independent. And
though he gladly availed hingelf of fofeign ideas, they must
‘first pass through the alembic of hig own mind. As he wrote
~to Hérz‘in October 1790, he felt wmmm less inclined every day
to_aéoept from others the gpeculative getting of their ideas,

and nust follow the track which hiz thought has cut out for it-

sgelf during many yegrs.l [?riefweohsel: Kirchmann, p. 439]

But there is an evident want of fitness in the gpeculative form
he has given to the material he collected and developed. In
the programme of his lectures ef for the winter-sesgion of

1765 - 66, he propogses to gilve some notice to the criticism of
Taste in connection with the study ovaQgio;z [Hartensﬁein.ij;
Do 818—619] and.frbm that time onwards he elaborated, from
various sources, in his lectures on Logic and Anthropology
which are how being published in the standard edition of the

Prussian Acadeny, practically all that he has to =ay on Aesthetic

in the Critique of Judgment. These discussions were undertaken
apparently without any definite systematic intention. But
when he came to write the third Critique, the mould of hig mind

had been already fixed in the Critique of Pure Reason, and he

he felt bound %e, in the interest of unity, to impose this

speculative form on his (agsthetical ideas. The result could
only be disappointing. It was different with the Critique of
1

. . 2
Briefwechsel: Klr[ohmann, p.439 = Hartenstein 11, p.318-319.
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Pure Reason. In spite of itg artificial structure, there is

a certain natural affinity of form and content, and a great
part of its originality consists in the marvellous symmetry
of method with which its ideas are developed. But in the

Critigue of Judgment the old ckins are bursting because the

Wine is new,fvand we are logsing both. And there is a

further oomglication'whioh adds to the difficulty. Under the
influence of Baumgarten and Gerard, Kant came to see that the
sesthetic consciousness, ag it i3 mogt perfectly expressed

in Genius, is a harmony of mental activities, and might there-
fore be Qalled a kind of Teleology. By the year 1787, a3 he
indicates in his letter to Reinhold, his intention was to
Write a book exoiusively on Tagste which he identified withthic
subjective Teleology, not as a logical judgment but as a
psychological process. Meanwhile, in his anthropological
studies, he had become interested in the origin of gpecies,
and in the following year, 1788, published a short essay on
the use of:the teleological principle. This, of cource, is

a very different kind of Teleology from the former. It ig a
logical judgment, and while it may be also partly a harmony

of our mental states, its distinctive character as Tezsleology
consists in having a predidate of purpose. In the one cage
our mental states are purposive, in the other it is their con- 4
'tent or meaning that ig purposive, and it ig the predicate in 1
our‘judgment uﬁon things which have teleology in thenselves,
nanely, organismg. Now Kant had no clear idea of bringing
these two, forms of Teleology under a common principle, by the

time he wrote to Reinhold{ Erdmenn is decided on thig point.1
: @ ,

This is done for the first time in the two. introductions, the

original form of which must have been cast not later than 1789,

What helped Kant to make up his mind was the unfinished problen

1 | |
[Kent's Kritik der Urteilskrart, Einleitung, p. =]



in the Critigue of Pure Reagon. There he had developed the

principle of the specification of Vature into olasses and
kinds. This principle naturally takes cognl ance of organ-—
isns, for the first specification of Nature is into organic
band inorganic. But, at the same time, it.does not pretend td
discover the real purpose or final unity in things, and ;E
only undertakgn for our own sakes in order to complete the
unity of our Knowledge. It ig therefore a Subjective
Teleology which fulfll“ & purposge of our own in maintaining
the harnony of’our nental states. Here, then, is a principle
which can ugifé, under the comprehensive name, Reflective
Judgment, the two distinct Kinds of Teleology. Ab first
gight it is almogt inoredible that a serious writer chould
have dreamt of forcing a marriage between such unwilling parties.
It practically means uniting such divergent forms of ex-
perience as Art and Science under a common principle.
Probably this extraordinary connection of ideas is the chief

reason for the comparative neglect which the Critigue of

Judgment has suffered. And Kant himself seems to, have losgst
ali consciousness of the oo_nnectiono

But the intellectual charm of the book consists precisely
vin its paradox. Our curiogity is stimulated and maintained
in seeking to understand as a natural relation what is apparent-
1ly a tour de force. And I hope to ghow, before we have

that.
finished, ,what Kant blindly approved in a fit of literary des-

peration, is Jjustified on Cromwell's principle that a man

never mounts so high as when he does not know where he isg g01ng,

Be81des, the Crlthue of Judgment has unquestioned importance
in the history of literary criticism. It gave formal ex-
pression to, the spirit of the Romantic movement, and placed
Aesthetic, for the first time, on a genuine philosophical bagis.
Tt is true that Kant was incapable of appreciating the literary
movenent of his age, He lived in the midd}e of the 'Sturm

und Drang', but was only sensible of what he regarded as




reprehengible features, an untempered lust for novelty and
extravagance in fanciful expression. He thought deeply about
Genius and was a génius himself, but failed to recognige it

in Goethe; His aﬁt?tude to Schiller was naturally different.
He acknowledged in h&m a kindred spirit and made light of the
differences between them, so long as he remained hig disoiple}
But when Schiller roge to Goethe's expectations, he fell out
of the gsphere of Kant's sympathies. And gti11 it is true,

to use Windelband's expression, that the great philogopher
constructed the pogtical idea of Goethe, notwithstanding his

remoteness from the spirit of his time. The Critigue of

Judgﬁent ig also of capital importance for the influence it
exercised on the subgsequent development of philogophy and
theolo%y. Schelling made it the basis of his system, and
gave p&kaesthetio intuition &g the reconciling medium of Nature
and Spirit, that substantive existence which Kant had denied
to it; and from Schelling it passed into, Hegel who has much
‘less to. say in criticism on the third Critique than on the
other two. Contemporary with the Romantic and B;htheistio
tendency in philoéophy, the foundation of modern theology was
iaid at the beginning of last century by Schleleg macher.
Kant's Reflective Judgment ag independent, subjective, in-
dividual, experience but at the same time self-approving,
communicable and capable of universal validity, is the natural
parent of the great theologian's religious intuition, as the
feeling of simple dependence on the supersensible Ground, a
feeling which is neither theoretioal nor practical but gakin to
~and inclusive of sesthetic experience. Later the Werturteil

sabio

of Ritschl is a specification of the Urﬁeilskraft; and even

Pragmatism, if its feelings were less arrogant and more
sensitive to the discipline of Religion and Art, could put in

& small claim for the rich inheritance.

1
[Note to 'Religion within the limitse of Reason alone!

Abbott, Kant's Bthics,'p. 330] -




But apart from its historical connections, the Critique of
Judegment' is the h&gh-wat,er mark in the system of Critical
Philogophy itgelf, and may indeed be called its crowning phase.
We lose its signifioanoe if we only consider it as an episodical
treatment of whét lay outside Kant's proper study. It con-
tains a further development of principles without which it is
hardly possible to interpret, with some measure of fairness and
appreciation, his theory of Knowledge. While the second edi-
tion of the firet Critique, notwithstanding its polemical aim,
is a reply to Kant himself rather than to his critics, the

Critiqde of Judgment, which ig also, polemical with a different

‘intention, a3 Schlapp has shown, containg a further criticism

on Kant's own position, and might be called the third edition.
Althoﬁgh the peculiar form which the problem eventually agsumed
ig very obscure to explain, the probleﬁ itgelf lay in the trend
of Kant's thinking and aroge quite naturally in the course of
his refiections, as an extensioﬁ of our hypothetical Knowledge.
In its simplest terms Kant's pogition may be stated ag follows
There are in the human mind two distinct types of apprehension,
Understanding and Reason. The faculty of Kndwledge, in the
commOn perception of scientist and ordinary consciousness alike,
by which we delimit Nature into a geographical world, arranged
in space and succeeding in periods of time, is the Understanding.
Its characteristic objects are inoomplete unitieg which are
dependent for their boundaries on their relations to each other.
It is not necessary for our present purpose to: specify Sensibili-
ty as a third and distinct faculty of mind, for the Understanding
as Kant finally conceived it is organiSed sense-perception.
Reason is ah intuitive power, which comes to the clearest ex-—
presgion in its typical form as moral consciousness. It is not
able to specify its objects in the diversity of their relations
but it does perceive their completed unity. These two faculties,
“the discursive and intuitive, aiways tend to appropriate each

other's merits. The Understanding is vaguely dissatisfied with




the aggregate unities of itg objects whose parts arqye;tera
nally related, and continuougly but vainly aspires_fé‘ com-—

" pleteness. Reason, likewise, is not always content to,d%@ell
in sanctuary, and seeks to make prlain the mystical and indivis;—
ble perception of Duty by explanations'which Understading alone
can approve. These two tendencies meetb ?n ? third mode of
arprehension, the Theoretical Reason, whiziAg?%ferently an ex—
tengion of Understanding in ips effort tQ_beoome intuitive, and
an éxtension of Reason, whiohfzroperly and only practical, when
it beoomes discursive. There 1s the advantage in this manner
-of statement that it resolves the ambiguity of meaning in
Reason ag two distinct functions, theoretical and practical, which
Kant doeg noﬁ notice or explain.

Now the Understanding, though itself a discursive appre-
hension of parts in thelr discreteness, ig based on an intuitive
principle. For in o?®der to gragp the parts in relaﬁion at all,
“their unity must at least be thought. We are not indeed able
to perceive Nature as a whole and therefore no, object in the
complete conditions of* its existence. The relativity of human
Knowledge means that all our explanations of objects are Q&—
traneous to themselves and unending. There is, therefore, no
guestion here of unity in the object itgelf. But that they
should be connected for us at all, we must furnish that unity

_to,the parts of an object which is necessary to the conscious-

nesgs of our own identity. The fundamental principle, then,

of Understanding is itself an 'analytic proposition', the
immediate oonséiousness of a unity which is indivisible. But
it is precisely the complete sum of oond{tions which exhausts
the existence of an object that Understanding, in its extended

form ag Theoreftical Reason, requires; the intuitive principle

must not only be felt as the anticipative idea of unity but
must be maintained until it becomes the perception of g whole

whose parts are sll transpavent. This atvitude of mind, which
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nay be called the inductive, iz quite distinct from the other

two, as its 1ogical prototype shows. Kant indeed, in keeping
with his general scheme, would seem to derive the Tdeas of Theore-
tical Reason from the deductive syllogism, while the Understand-
ing is modelled on the logical judgment. But we know very well
how wooden these procrustean fabrications are, and how frequent-
ly Kant's meaning is obscured by his method. In fact, the
notiong of Uncderstanding take their character from the whole
procedure of deductive reasoning, as Kant acknowledges when he
opposes the discursive nature df«Understanding to the intuitive

in the Critique of Judegment. And it is not the deductive

gyllogism that prefigures the Ideas of‘Reason, but the prosyllo-
gism which leads us baokwérdé in a train of reasoning to, the
unconditioned major premiss. Deduction proceeds through epi-
syllogisms, by taking ﬁhe conclusion in the preceding éyllogism
as the major premissg in that which follows, until it has ex-
hausted the entire range of consequences. But it is the totali-
ty of conditiong and not the consequences that the prosyllogisn
seeks to determine; and what 1s in questidn.is the major premiss,
the truth of which is assumed in the deductive gsyllogism.

Taking the major premiss, then, as the conclusion, we try to con-
struct & new syllogism in which the major premiss is less don—
ditioned, and so,aséend through syllogism to syllogism until we
reach, if possible,a premiss that is self-evident and needs no

1

further qualification. The value of this inductive method ig

that it combines the discursive process of Understanding with the
intuition of Reason. Understané:?%?the Knowledge of related
perceptions circumscribed by a ceftain unity of form which ig
called the object, whose limits, however, are quite arbitrary
and subject to incessant change, as the piece of wax loges its

rigidity and becomes a fluid mass in the presence of heat. The

rolitical divisions of the same continent on maps which represent

Critique of Pure Reason: - Meiklejohn p.231.




different periods of history, is a good illustration of the
fluctuating boundaries which define the objects of Uhderstand-
ing. And it resembles the deductive gayllogism in assuming the
validity of the plé%isional system within which its attention
is confined, as if all the conditions were present which make
up the existence of the object. But only so, many conditiong
are present as are needful for immediate perception, and there-
fore what is actual for the Unhderstanding cannot be the object
itself but only the relations. Reason, agalin, may be said to

have its type in the final moment of the inductive process

2 / 2 /
( EMAYywyy ) when the absolute premisses (' deP“ )
are discovered. We are speaking of the time before the laws

of inductive inference were formulated, and in the absence of
these methodical rules, we hgb upon our first truths, as
Aristotle believed, more or less contingently. With the same
appearance of suddenness our moral conviotions‘dawn upon us,
and no analysis oi';gtives will ever make explicit the mygtical
voice of Duty. It is-the intuition of an analytic unity in

& 3

the sense that it cam never be oompletqnb ecified, and there-
fore what is actual for Reason is the unity and not the diver-
sity, for this is only id;&;. Waiving for the moment the
extreme formalism in Kant's Ethiés, his fundamental principle
is ultimately soﬁndn The motives into which we are able to
resolve a moral act, make up so inconsiderable a part of the
total conditions which are necessary to originate such an act,
as to be practically negligible in view of a complete explana-
tion. This double limitation in our}égbory and P%ﬁgt%oe ig
transcended, it would seem, in Theoretical Reason. 1 It employs
the intuition of Reason as practical in aspiring to,é perception
of totality, but at the same time, unlike Reason and in
furtherance of the Understanding, it seeks to enumerate dis—
cursively the particular oopditions Whioh.in their sum make up
this total unity. Both Understanding and Reason are abstract

forms of apprehension, the former having a relatively coherent
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content without an objedf, the latter having alcomplete

obhject without any content at all. Reason has intuitions

of God, the Soul and Immortality, but these are so remote from
the conditions of existence, that it must assume the rgle of
Theoretical Reason to give them articulate expression in the
form of Ideas; and in the degree that these Ideas are able to
supply the total conditions of existence, the intuitﬂ%ﬁfof
Reason will be actual as well as pogsible and so become
necessary. Thus if we were able to have a complete ingight
into,the nature of man, immortality would follow as a necessary
attribute of his being; and, conversely, the intuition of
immortality would no‘longef be an abétraot thought without con-
tent, but the perception of a real quality of existence in the
complexity of its relations as they are known by Understanding.
Similarly the Understanding appropriates these intuitions of
Reason, and uses them as guidiﬁg Ideas in order to present its
fragmentary perceptions in theif conpleteness. Theoretical

Reason, then, is‘more concrete than either Understanding or

v 3 Pl :

o

Reason, and itsﬁaﬂidknean that the bale of existence is complete-
1y told. But thig is not the éaseo The Knowledge of Urder-
gtanding as it is extended by Theoretical Reason ig only
hypothetical, and if taken in earnest, leads to illusion.

In the end as in the beginning, the complete unity which alone
deserves the name of object is merely ideal, and the initial
feeling of unity, with which the Understanding sets out in
constructing experience, appears in its final form as the dis-
tended bladder of its éhﬁkenthusiasm, which at a touch may pop
into,vaduityo We nust remind ourselves, however, that Kant
is talking at a very high level. = He does not mean that our
efforts to give an exhaustive explanation are illusive, but
only that we are in danger of illusion when we forget our
limitations. This hypothetical Knowledge has for its results

such excellent and useful information as the classification
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of Nature into genera and species, what we should call to day
the contents of the special sciences.' But for a transcend-

ental philosopher, this Knowledge doegs not touch the root of

the matter. In Kant's opinion, no science will ever be able
&

to get beyond appearances. There is & 1imit t0 our intengive

perception, while its extensive range is boundless. We pass

through an interminable maze of facts, and not a single féot
is exhaustively explained. And Science deludes itgelf often
in thinking that it is exploiting the secret of existence when

it ig only spreading itself over a vast area. | The agnogtic

2

tendency, however, in contemporary Science, is hardly in
danger of this error.

| The reason for this restriction is due to a defect in

the constitution of our minds. When we analyse a piece of
Knowledge, we discover that there is something given beyond
what we corntribute. This is gensation. Kant sets out with
the position that sensations are produced in us by an unknown,
supersensible, thing, and are passively received; and although
he considerably modifies this doctrine in what is known as’
the Subjective Deduction, he never quits hold of its impli-
cations. In the first instance, sensations are described as
a manifold of unrelated inmpressions which are simply given |
from withoﬁt, and what makes them our own as posgible elements
in Knowledge is our form of Sensibility in the pure representa-
tion of Space. In the Aesthetic Kant speaks of Space és if
it were the object of a pure perception and therefore a priori,
and he ?uts forward as a chief argument that sensation would
lose all.its quality as having relation to something outside
of us, and would be nothing more than & subjective feeling or
idea, without the presupposition of Space. No. element of
perception can be imagined which has not a spatiai quality,
"although we can quite readily think of space as empty of

objeots"l; we must therefore have an antecedent perception

Transcendental Aesthetic: Watson's Selections, p.24-25.
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of empty Space, to account for that quality of 'outness' and
external relation to each other which we observe in sensations
as they enter into consciousness. Evidently Kant has here
anticipated his proof in the Analytic, and already finds an
ordered physical world in the pure form of Sensibility. If
this view of Space were sound, the problem of Knowledge would
loge 1ts meaning. But it is quite as difficult to think of
an empty space without any objects as to think of objects which
are not in spaoé. And not only is the argument invalid, it
ig conflicting with Kant's primary intention. His real proof
is based on the established science of Geometry, which shows
that we have the power of constructing relations in space
according to our own conception of what those relations should
be, and therefore may be said to have an a priori perception
of the nature of gspace by which the process of construction ig
controlled.-‘ It is quite misleading, then, to speak of Space
as a prerception, and we ought rather to say that it is a power
of perception; and in the opening passage of the Aesthetic,
Kant defines his problen as "the capacity for receiving
representations", which we call Sensibilityl. It must there-
fore be said, and probably this is Kant's real pogition, that
Space as a perception ig inseparable from sensation and arises
simultaneously. His view of sensation as an unrelated mani-
fold of impressions, which are then for the first time arranged
in our pure perception of empty space, is contradicted by his
own admission further on, that gsensations have degrees and
thérefore dimensional quality. Or if we refuse to introduce
the conception of quantity into sensation, and prefer to say
with M. Bergson that degree in sensation means a more or less
extended area of affection, it is all the more certain thét
sensations have no meaning for us unless they have the gquali®fi-

cation .of Space. The reason for Kant's insistence in the

- Meiklejohn: p. 21.




13.

a

Aegthetic on Space as an object of peroeption,:uirﬁs anxiety
to define Sense and Thought as quite distinct faculties.;

But in the Analytic, this motive, which was taken over from

the Dissertation of 1770, naturally fades into the background.
A1l that he had wished to prove wags that Space as a form of our
perception renders Subjective the primary qualities of extengion
and figure, aﬁd that therefore the objects of peroeptioniare
only phenomena and not things in themselves. But since the
Analytic shows that nothing can become an element in perccption
without the activity of thoughtf% the insistence on Spacé as

a _priori perception in its own right is no longer necessary, for
now all the qualities of matter, primary and secondary, exten-—
sion and figure as well as impenetrability, hardness and colour,
are mental. Sprace itself is a construction due to the synthetic
activity of thought, and what is a priori in our perception of
Space can only be the original apprehension of the relations to
be constructed. Accordingly, Kant now says that, without this
mehtal synthesis, which is alone able to hold things together in
the identity of one and the same unity, "not even the simplest
and most elementary idea of space or time could arise in my

wl Perhaps some of the confusion, which in-

consciousness
evitably attends a discussion on this elusive subject, will. be
avoided if we say, that Kant reversed somewh@t the order of the
problem as it had appealed to Berkeley. The problem for
Berkeley was: granted that the secondary qualitics of matter,
Whioh are due to sensation, are mental, to prove that the primary
qualities are likewise mental. Kant, on the other hand, aprvears
to take it thusf grahted that our apprehension of Space is in-
dependent of experience, as Geometry conclusively shows, and

that therefore the primary qualities are mental, to prove that
the secondary qualities, which are due to sensation, are like—
wise mental. This may secem strange, but it is a fair statement

1
Watson: Selections, p. 59.
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of Kant's position; and though he riddles. the ihdependent
existence of sensation by showing that nothing can enter into ;
consciousness without the syﬁthesis of thought, he reverts to k
his original view and maintains it to the end, as we shall
preseﬁtly see.

Synthegis, then, is the paramount factor in Knowledge.,
The connection of elements in perception, which is the dis-
tinctive feature in Knowledge, could not even be imagined un-

less the relations among things were considored as held to-

gether in the unity of a conscious mind. That there should
be relations at all, means that a plurality of elements arc
perceived by an identical mind, which abidesélone and the samec
throughout succeediﬁg impressions. But when Kant was rightly
advised by his critics that his dqotrine would only account
for a purcly subjective world, confined to the individual mind,
he repliéd in the second edition of the Critique by pointing
out that synfhesis is not self—explaining and involveg a
circular argument. Kant believed in good faith that this is
not a viecious circle, and though it must be admitted that his
reply is as much a criticism on his own position, particularly
his doctrine of sensation,as an answer to his critics, we are
able to credit his intention when we consider the peculiar
nature of his problem. The ordinary mind knows the differenco
between stable objects and illusions and distinguishes them as

reality and appearance. To this Kant would say: Rotain this

distinction, but remember that the medium in which it is made
ig itself phenomenal. ‘He sought, then, to interpose this
phenomenal medium, as what is mental states and something more,
between the realm of subjective illusion, which exists only

. for the individual mind, and Reality which exists for itselrf.
Ahd his proof ig, that if consciousness is the source of
relations, consciousness itgelf presupposes_a fixed order of
relations. Let it be granted that we know nothing except

our mental states, we can only be conscious of ourselves in a
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succession of mental states, and if these dﬂinot gucceed in

a certain fixed order, our consciousness of the preceding

states would drop out of memory before we reached the others,
and at each moment we shouid be confined to an isolated percep-
~tion and lose our own identity altogether. There must there-
fore be an objective ground in sensations which informs them
with that connection which is necessary to the consciousness of
ourselves. Of that grbund we can say nothing more than that it
is there, and mark the spot with an algebraical sign. This is
what Kant calls the Transcendental Object.

Thig transcendental object is on no account to be confused
with the thing in itself. As every student of Kant knows,
'transcendental' has always for him the suggestion of immanence,
while the gupersensible Thing is completely transoendent. It
may be a very subtle distinction and hard to define, but it was
quite sufficient for Kant's purpose. He wanted, in fact, to
return to his original view of sensation. What gives rise to
gsensations in us is this supersengible Thing, not indeed as
cause for then it would be a term in our Knowledge, but as in-
determinate ground. And sensations in themselves are quite

independent and have no necessity for our Understanding, or

as he phrases it in the Critigque of Judgment, the particular is
contingent for the universal of our Understanding. I do not
think there can be any doubt of the exact parallel, in this
connection, between Kant and Plato. In the Philebus the
Phenomenal world is composed of two factors, the Indeterminate
( To &wepoV ) and the Limit ( T¢ wépas ); the first
corresponds to the contingent material of sensation, the second
to the transcendental object. Then the cause of the Mixture,
and not the Limitlg is what answers to the Ideas of Flato's

Po equate'uuzwsf“$w1th the Ideas, as. e.g. Ritchie does

"(Plato, p.117.), would identify the Ideas with a purely

quantltatlveaﬁonoeptlon In favour of the view we have

adopted ‘the eausa& rolatlon of, Ideas to partlcuwars

1n the Phaedo. v 'rw ;“).w 'maL/ % T
& : 100.D.' yx Kadol )uyre-rxc &

»
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earlier doctrine, and the Ideas are Kant's things in themselves.
Since the Indeterminate has a nature of its own, the resulting

mixture can only have a relative necessity. Phenomena are
not indeed representations confined to an individual mind, for
consciousness implies a fixed order in representations, and

we are therefore limited by the obligation to think in a cer-
tain way which is universally valid for all minds. But this
necessary connection in Knowledge does not affect the original
factor in sensations themselves. Kant only means that, to

be our objects, sensations-must have a certain limit imposed
upon them in order that we may be conscious of our own identity,
and all he wants to prove is that they are only our objects or
phenomena .

The consequences of this position now easily follow. The
primary element in sensation, of which we can only speak ags a
presentation to consciousness, is not perceived by us as it is
in itself. We could only have a real perception if the total
conditions which make up a presentation were present to con-
sciousness. . But, as iﬂﬁppears to us, a presentation contains
no more than the minimum conditions, which are necessary for
the perception of ourselves as an abiding unity in a permanent
order of relations. It may indeed be true, though Kant's
theory would deprive even this aséumption of security, that the
limited sefies of conditions which we perceive are a real part
of the presentation, as the initial members in an infinite
‘series of numbers may be judged to be continuous with the last
term. But we are never able to follow the terms in such a
seriés to infinity, and to do this a completely different order
of perception from ours would be required. This is what the
Understanding makes its ambition in its r81e as Theoretical
Reason, but all that it succeeds in procuring is an ideal sun
to n terms, Whioh is a very different thing. The qualification
that the congitions appear to us in consciousness seems to
constitute them into a different series, and the inference then
follows, that a perception, or a judgment of fact, contains no

more than the minimum of categorical truth contreibuted by the




17,

original shock of sensation, as it is expressed in the com-
pletely abgtract and in@eterminate Jjudgment, 'somethihg is"',
Kant frequently speaks in the Aesthetic of empirical Jjudgments
as 1f they were immediatéiggif—evident, and in our easier
language this means, that in simple perception we are in touch
with actual fact and that our judgment is true without further
condition., 'But this is denied in the Analytig, which, shows,
that all.judgments of fact are hypothetical. We are in touch
with, fact indéed, Kant would say, but only under the form of
bour perception; ag Mill afterwards maintained, the matter of
sensation, which occasiong our first contact with Reality, is
not affected by our oonsoiousness; Presentation is therefore
not itself perdeption,»but a suggestion which 'is constructed
by our thoughts into that diluted kind of perception, which

we .call appearance. We guite mistake Kant's meaning, however,
if we think, as the reason for this conclusion, that the
superéensible Thing cannot appear. I wish to insist on this
point because it is of the first importance to the Critique of
Judgment, which has for‘its problem, from one point of view,
whether and to what extent the Supersensible can enter the
realm of appearance, without impairing its quality. Where
Kant prefers to lay all the blame is on the entire structure
of our minds, not simply as Understanding, but alsc in their
function as Practical Reasonf Both in our Theory and Practice
the same defect is exhibited. It is not that the Supersensi-
ble is inherently incapable of dppearing, but that our minds

are not adapted fbr pure perception. This admission is made

of practical Intellect in the Critﬁqﬁe of Judgment § 76 .
Like the Understanding, it supposes two different orders of
.existence, the actual and the possible. The recognition of
commands impiies a distinction beﬁween what ought to be and
what is. We are so made that we can think relations which
are not actual, and enact moral decisions which cannot become

effective until they are realised in sensible conditions,
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For a higher order of mind there would be no such distinction;
what is thinkable would be a necessary perception, and a
possible determination of will would alsc be actual Jjust be-
cauge it ig good. The Wiil, however, is in i%te very nature
more happily equipped than Intellect, and it is not without
just reason that Kant giveg it the primacy. To a certain ex-
tent, it is able to overcome ﬁhis dualism by procuring its own
sensible conditiong. Volition is the concentration of the
mind on anAidea which it has united with itself completely and

i

not in part, as happens when we only wish toaghderstand, and
this continuocus effort of attention o;n originate presentations
in the motor oontiﬂuum, without waiting on corresponding
ohahges in the sensory conbtinuum. We can will tb believe that
we shall Trecover from an illness, and in many instances we do
recover, because the nerve-centres have been instructed to ini-
tiate those sensible oonditions, which would otherwise require
to be passively supplied. But our success only reminds us of
our defect, for it is achieved through a 1ab6ured process, and
is not immediate as 1t should be in a mind for whom the possible
is inherently actual. The Understanding too, realises the
same measure of success when iv unites with the Will, in that
mnixed practice which we may call pr%gmatioal activity. But

in itself it is bartioularly helpless, for the oreative power
which it does envince in synthegis, has only application to
possible relations and none whatever to actual conditions.,

And what gpoilsg the Understanding ig just this want of sustain-
ed attention, of which even the Will.is only capable by an
extraordinary expenditure of effort. Whenever a presentation
occursg, we inevitably wander away from itg and begin to think
of something else, because we can make nothing of itself,

What is given is a mere blank point of sensation which we nmuss
think disoursivély by means of 'wandering adjecfives‘. To
make it intelligible at all, we are driven *to think it firss

in the most general terms and then advance to more conditioned
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thoughts, striving at each suooessive.step to apperceive its
meaning, by affiliating it more and more closely to our notions
of possible experience, What controls this process throughout
are schemata, abstract thoughts which are *“he dynamic in all
our thinking and have a natural tendency to what is actual.

But they never do become actual of themselves; not even as
sensuous images can we perceive them. In Kant's somewha®
artificial language, schemata have only the form of what is
actual, and are nothing more than possible representations until
they are applied to the matter of sensation. We are able, how-
ever, to detect their presence in the process by which we ad-
vance from thoughts which are relatively unconditioned to

those which are more conditioned, until we finally reach those
notions of similar presentations in our past experience, which
are mQst nearly akin to what would now fain hold our attention.
But clearly this is thinking the presentation in terms of others.
Like the bee Whioh goes from flower to flower, we gather our
Knowledge discursively and never exhaust a single presentation.
Instead of dwelling on what is actual until it tells us its
gstory, we dissipate perception in external relations. To be
inherently perceptive the Understanding nmust be instinctive,
but in such a way that it shall lose itself in the presentation
without  at the samse time losing its self-consciousness.

Then it would approximate to that ideal Understanding, which is
able to recognise sensation as i1ts own product rather than asg
coming from a foreign source. Instinct has all the necessary
equipment for intensgive insgight because it is not self- con-
‘scious, but for that very reason it can never discover itg
secrets. Only self-conscious Understanding can ask the

proper questions of a presentation to elicit its meaning, but
this very habit'of asking questions causes its attention +o

wander, and for that reason it will never find what it seeks.

In M. Bergson's words: 1l y a des choses que 1'intelligence

seule est_capable de chercher, mais gue, par clle-meme, elle
S il Bt

. . . , ‘ . . 1
ne trouvera Jamais. Ces choses, 1l'instinet seulf%?ouverai+.
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mais i1 ne les cherchera jamais.l If Understanding confined

itgelf simply to asking questions, it would be alright. For

if we can believe what George Meredith says in the fourth

chapter of Harry Richmond, the guickest way of getting at facts

ig to leave off answering and limit ourselves to questioning
one another; at leagst he thinks this to be true of boys and
women, and it is sufely the same elementél kKind of intercourse
we must use in addressing.a presentation. But the Understand-
ing insist on answers, and, if it gets no reply, it invariably
inguires next door.

It will bé‘olear from what has been said thdt Understanding
is a superficial faculty, because it has no sufficient sympathy
to exefoise patienoo in dealing with presentations. Our heads
are Soo big and our eyes are too small, we can think more than
we can see. But this is the failing in what is really a virtue,
for we should be reduced to the level of animal instinct and
could never éxtend our Knowledge, if our *houghts were no%t in’
advance of sensation. Whatever criticism may have to say in
disparagement of Knowledge, we find, on analysis, that it is
not our making so much as it is due to the influence of a
Powerg not ourselves, and may therefore be regarded as a secure
basisffor a deeper apprehension of Reality. It may be that
the very same factors which are at work in Knowledge, may be so
adjusted that we can have a purer percepvion than an unegual
mixture of thougnt and sense, which will approximate to that
ideal Understanding whose thoughts are themselves perceptions.
That these factors are hevereogeneous is unquestioned, for hon
else conld there be a problem of Knowledge? But it is all +he
more wonderful, Jjust because 1t makes a problem for us, that an
idea in my nead should indicate an object outside of me, I is

to the Supersensible that we owe our mogt ordinary Knowiedge,
the immediate perception of an ordered world in space and time.

1 / /
L'Evolution Creatice, p. 164.
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For Knowledge means synthesis, synthesis is the work of con-
gciousness, and consciousness supposes comnections which are
already implicit in the very things which we unite, and this

‘logically prior cownection, or transcendental object, has a

supersensible ground, We cannot have erred, then, in being
under the influence of the supersensible Thing. And there is
a further concession on the part of Nature. Phenomena are

so intimately bound up with the consciousness of ourselves

that they may be regarded as dependent on our consciousness.

But the material of‘sensatioh is contingent and independent of
our minds, so far a8 we know, for we have no means of détermin—
ing whether the conditions under which sensations enter into
consciousness, are also the real conditions under which they
exist in themselves, or, what is‘the gsame thing., in a perfect
Understanding, This meang that our objects are never exhausti~
vely defined. ‘Now this is just what Theoretical Reason pro-
fegses to do, and Nature helps her in yielding the assumption that
the¢$§terial basis of existence is also adapted to our Under-
stqndingl' But this hypothetical Knbwlédge is not different in
kind from Understanding, its objecyg are not a different kind of
perceptions but phenomena to the"ﬂﬁh power, And although we
spoke of these approaches on the part of the Suﬁersensible as
concessions to our Understanding, this is only & manner of
speaking and we must not mention them as favours, Rather they
are a bare necessity, for without these adaptions, there would
be neither Knowledge of phenomena nor thought of the Supersensi~
ble fof us; Jjust as the adaption of our eyes for sight is no
argument for a special design on the part of Nature, because if
we are to see at all, our eyes must be suitably adapted and they
mnust be good eyes too, If the Supersensible would have us +to
know that it is there, it‘is in its own interest to give us s
‘lead. And all that it has done hitherto, both in the Understand.
ing proper as the limited Knowledge of immediate,perception,

and in its extgnded form as hypothetical Reason, without which
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the Understanding would have no security, is only what is
strictly necessary for the coherence of our thoughts about

Nature or, what is the same thing, the appearance at all of a

uniform world. Well, this has been done, and the question now -

put forward in the Critigue of Judgmént ig whether the Sup®Br-

sensib}e has any favours for us, and if so, whether we have a
higneghof'apprehension than the hypothetical Understanding,
which will bring us intc closer touch with the Supersensible in
these gratuitous appearances. Kant finds three such favours in
the phenomena of Beauty, organic forms and moral Man, and the
corresponding form of higher apprehension in Refléctive Judg-
ment. We are encouraged to Look for thesge concessions, not
only for the reason that the Supersensible has been the moving
prinoiple in our ordinary apprehension, but also because this
apprehension is so remote from Reality anhd is chot through with
the marks of imperfection. There is a lack of spontaneity in
the way wsst the factors come together, which make up both
Theory and Practice. I have been careful in this discussion to
include Préotioal Reason in the criticism which Kant passes on
the Understanding as discursive. He only mentions it

a;g:ézggﬁgrin the Critigue of Judgment, but though their im-

perfections start from opposite sides, they are clearly parts of

the same defect, and Withbut the reference to Practical Reagon,
Kant's argument would be incomplete, The third Critique,
egpecially in the moral Ideal, makes an evident effort to im-
prove upon the abstract exercise of Reason in the Categorical
j&merative, and Reflective Judgment is a form of apprehension
which is intended to supersede both Practice and Theory. The
whole structure of our minds is wrong so long as they have ro
immediate connection with feeling, for then they.yill have ro
sympathetic insight into Reality. To bring the mattérito.a
point, we are suffering badly from a sense of obligation,

To take Knowledge first, it is true that we have an & priori
apprehension of objects; we know that they must appear in

space and time and in causal connection'  But this simply
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refers to the form of apprehension, and only means that in

no other way can they appear: That sensations should come

to us at all -and when they please, ig completely outwith our
control and we must take our cuée from them, And/;;én Whé£ we
anticipate Nature, as we do in experimental science, by making
her answer our questions and thus exercise an a_priori apprehen
sion of her material basis, these questions of ours are ultimate -
ly conditioned by Nature herself in the influence ghe exercises
over us. We cannot escape the conclusion that Knowledge,
detefminate or hypothetical, is what we are compelled to believe.
Obligation, again, lies in the very nature of morality, and it is
not well to conceive of a transcendent ethic from which it has
vanished. But in ou® naturality, this sense of obligation acts
on us in the form of axggggzgﬁméémpulsion which ig not good;
Conscience, as the bare recognition of good and evil, evokes a
spirit of antagonism, and in appealing to the highest, rouses
the worst passions in our nature. To use the language of St.
Paul, the consciousness of Law works all manner of concupiscence
in us and produces a state akin to death. In the days of his
naturality, he was "alive without Law", a free, breathing ani-
"mal (‘,U"X’; ;‘:"d—"‘ ) like Adam in paradise, but when the
commandment came, sir revived and he died. (Rom.V11. 9: 1 Co,
xv. 45.). TheQSelf—réalisationwof Idealism endangers morality
by taking the law completely into our gﬁhﬁhards, and can only
deli&er the commandment unimpaired on the precarious assumption
that our nature is completely good. In confusing the psvchical
state with the content which 1t bears, it identifies vsychology
with metaphysics. That morality be possible at all, its law
nmust be realised in me, but while the way in which it is realised
is mine, the content is not mine; otherwise the whole con-
ception of obligation is destroyed. Much worse ig the sgelf—
assertion of Pragmatism, which has neither the power nor the

i wish to discriminate a lower from a higher self, as Idealism un-

'doubtedlyvand most jealously does. There is more truth in




Kant's ethic, notwithstanding its limitations, than his
critics have been willing to recognise, He saw that Law putg
such a strain on the rivets of pleasure and pain, to use Plato's
exptession, that morality as realised capacity is impossible
in threescore years and ten. And his Theory moreover implies,
what neither Idealism nor Pragmatism sufficiently recognises
but what is attested by the history of human experience, that
unreagoned constraint remains a dominant factor in the best of
lives, and that a complete acgquiescence in the Law only comeg
in intermittent flashes of the "faith which worketh by love".
The divine command confronts us in majesty, and while it re-—
quires our loving obedience, does not explain the reason for its
authority. The.Lanapﬁears to us in 1ts abstract totality,
but systematic disposition of its parts in their relations
there is none, We cannot read this Law discursively as in-
terpreted by Nature, unless we feel convinced that Nature is a
<. divine
Aorganisation in sympathy with ou% Will,

From this universal criticism of the human mind a new
problem arises. While the factors in experience are out of
gear, unequally yoked and grasped in different ways, the unity
conceived by thought, the parts perceived by sense or imagina-
tion, our apprehension of Reality 1s one-sided and imperfect.
We recognised at the outset two cardinal funotiéns of mind,
Understanding and Reason. Then from the combination of these
two we deduced & third type of apprehension, which Wé fondly
‘hoped would repair their inherent defects, by giving articulate
expresgion to the unreasoned intuitions of the Will and a com-
pletely coherent unity to the fragmentary verceptions of Under-
standing. But we have found this principle of Theoretical
Reason to be illusive, and incapable of anything more than a
hypothetical determination of the Bupersensible. For while tre
elements of perception are apprehended in their discreteness,
their unity is not perceived or imag@med in the same way but

imagémed or conceived. To realise the total conditions which
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would make up the exhaustive unity of these elements, Under-.
standing, in its hypothetical function, must run into an
indeterminate series which is impossible without antinomy,

for the series may equally be regarded aé finite or as infinite
and the final sum is not actual but ideal. If now wé could
discover a greater degree of facility inthe way these factors
come together, this would undoubtedly argue a certain s@ontaneity
in their relation, ard we should oonfidentiy assert what Kant
only ventured to surmise, that sense and thought spring from a
common root. It would be a real concession on the prart of the
Supersensible to our Understanding, or in Kant's own words,

"a favour which Nature has felt for us",1 Our thoughts would
not be empty possibilities which can only be realised when they
are limited by sensational shocks, but would be themselves
interpretative perceptions which are able to dwell in the actual
as a kindred element. Nor would the Understanding, a sober
sentinel, restrain the spontaneity of Sense, calling after it,
'Hold there, you have forgotten the categories', but freely move
with it in play. The Whole is not produced in utter nakedness
nor are the parts received in shreds, but an Individual of flesh
and blood is revealed to our eyes. This disposition of
material existence to our apprehension, in which the Supersensi-
ble may be said to rise to the surface, is found in Aesthetic
and Teleology of Nature, and they have this at least in common
that their problem is the Individual. But to compﬁééa this

end we require a new principle.

As I gave out in an earlier part of this chapter, the
search for a new principle arose naturally out of Kant's reflec—
tions on the hypothetical nature of Knowledge, Both in the
received Introduction to the third Critique and in the earlier
sketch, now called 'J.S. Beck's Auszug', he distinguishes
pragtioal from pragmatioal;———\\

1 T oy

Bérnard: D, 286,

i
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For himself the term 'practical' always signifies the pure
activity of Will, and of‘this alone can there be a philosoprhy.
But he finds that people often use the term to denote the
application of a particular science, as for example, mensura-
tion the practical philosophy of arithmetic; or we might speak
of a practical geometry and a practical psychology. But this
is misleading, for it implies that these applications are a
distinot kind of Theory from the science in question, whereas
they are only consequences of the same in the nature of a
scholium or corollary, Under this false use of the term

would fall the practical philosophy of Mr. Squeers; in his
educational scheme, theory was exemplified in spelling ‘winder',
but if you wish to learn the practical philosophy of the subject,
you must go and clean the 'winder'. These applications are
but extensions of Theory and'form no part of Practical Philoso-
phy at all, In order, then, to avoid ambiguity, Kant proposes
to call them technical, judgments,of industrial art and skill,
“for they belong to art (technical), the procuring of what one
wills a thing should be, which is in each instance a mere con-
sequence in a complete theory",} The distinetive character

of these technical judgments lies in the presence of human pur-
pose. Although Technic involves the activity of Will, it is
not the ?ure exercise of Will but as united with a "natural
ooncept".2 In the application of theoretical principles to
legisglation, politics, industry and agriculture, the Will is not
actuated by'a pure conception of duty, but by our own idea of
what a thing should be according to the end we have in view.
Precepts of morality, on the other hand, are "not merely pre-—
cepts or rules in this or that aspect, but without any pre-
ceding reference to purposes and designs, are laws";%  and it ig

their characteristic feature to exclude interest or purpose.

1 [ﬁeber Philosgophie Uberhaupt : RosenXranz, Werke 1.p,585]

¢ [ernard: p. 7.] 8 [ivid: p. 9]
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The Will is only supersensible when it represents an act simply
in its intention as prescribed by the moral law, and "without
regard to the means whereby the object is tgwbe realised".

It is from this mixture of Theory and Pfactloe in the
execution of human purposes, over which the god of Pragmatism
presides, that Kant takes his cue in the search for a new
principle, Teohnioél judgments follbw naturally as corollaries
from the whole body of theoretical Knowledge, determinate and
hypothetical. But they differ from their sources in an im-
portant respect, Theoretical Knowledge is certain because it
is independent of experience, and, even as hypothetical, its
regulative principles which guide the procedure of inductive

. . . . . 2
science, are "immanent in their exercise and sure".’

And

Duty has no uncertain voice. ‘But in Pragmatic, our Will des-
oends from its high eminence into the hands of natural concepts,
our smiths, our shoemakers and builders. And we ho longer

hear the clear direction of a single voice, but a Babel of
earth—borp tongues which brings confusion. Kant has brought

us to the strange conclusion that the realm of purpose is the
realm of contingence. Now Kant proposes to use this term
Technic to denote Reflective Judgment. But he makes it quite
clear that it is only on the analogy of these technical judg-
ments that we are to think of Refglewion, For Reflexion is
neither theoretical nor pragmatioal8 since it determines

nothing either in the constitution or production of objects, ;
but is merely the way in which Nature is conceived on the
analogy of technical art.s And he further adds, it is not
the reflective Judgments themselves that we shall call techni-

cal but the whole reflective outlook, the Urteilskraft, on

whose laws they are based, and Nature also we shall call tech-

‘—\kum on
1 .
Ueber Philosophie uUberhaupt: Rosenkranz, Werke 1., p. 585.
ZBernard' p.%17. cp.Appendix to Dialectic, Meiklejohn:p.394.

8The text is: theoretisch noch praktisch (in der zuletzt
angeTihrten Bedeutung) = technical or pragmatical. Ueber
Philosophie iiberhaupt: Rosenkranz Werke 1. p.B85, ob-ggzﬁard .19,

41b1d Erdmann Kant's Kritik der Urtellskraft p.347.

nical as the object of Reflex1on

-
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This evidently means that the relation between Reflexion and
Technic is a loose analogy.

It is difficult to say what exactly we have learnt from
this obscure language, and the reasonatle doubt arises whether
it contains a new principle at all. These technical judgments
are eagily confused, in a vague way, with the inductive pro-
cedure which Kant c¢alls the hypothetical function of Reason,
and he never clearly distinguishes Reflexion from hypothetical
Reasgon, Thus in the Logic edited by Jasche, he defines
determinant and reflective Judgment as deduction and induction
respeciively, the former proceeding from the universal to the
particular, the latter from the particular to the universal.
Only, Reflexion is here further defined as the Wider'process
of arriving at certain general conclusions from particular con-
cepts, with its two specific forms, induction and analogy: the
former reasoning from many to all things of one kind, the latter
reasoning from many features common to things of the same kind
to the remaining featurésl, The point of distinction is soA
fine that-it ig hardly appreciable, and involves the whole
question, on which expositors are divided, whether Reflexion,
apart from its aesthetical function, really goes beyond the
Dialectic. So eminent an authority as Stadler, for instance,
is decided that it does not. But I think the evidence in
Kant's own writings is sufficient to make it worth our while
contending for a new principle. How could Reflexion be
identified with inductive procedure when it is ewpressly based.
a8 we have seen, on the analogy of what are direct corollariesg
of all Theory, including the hypothetical prineiples of in-
duction? Technical judgments are but the application of these
inductive principles in experimental science, or as it is stated

in the Critigue of Judgment, Reflexion is based on the analogy

of our causality according to purposes. Reflexion, then, as
derived from this new principle, means that we think of Nature
as an artisan. It will be said, however, that thig is only

another expression for the specification of Nature into genera -
! Hartenstein WIT1, p. 128 - 9.
e —_—
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and species, which is the very principle of hypothetical

Rea son. Undoubtedly; but while the Dialectic only insists
on the bare principle itself, we are here putting forward a
vnew way of envisaging this principle, and we think of Nature,
not simply as an abstract quantity, but with the help of an
anthropological oonce?tion derived from our own experience,

To put it briefly, the principle in the Dialectic is logical
while the new principle of Reflexion is psychological. And
‘this is the significance of the analogy. While tﬂe ex—
perimental application of principles brings us into the fégioﬁ
of unoertainty, there is also the advantage of a more intimate
Knowledge. We never know exactly how a thing will turn out
untilbit is completed, but.;isd; as Kant says, "we see into a
thing completely only so far as we can make it 1n accordance
with our concepts and brihg it to oompletion"l. And the
reason for this insight is that the factors in experience
develope simultaneously, and are present in an equal degreé of
reality. Kant's definition of a purpose in this connection
is very instructive. He says it is "the concept of an Objéot
so far as it contains the ground of the actuality of this
Object"z. The concepts of Understanding only represent the
possible existence of an object. But when a concept is the
ground of its actual existenee, we are not simply thinking it

" but bringing it into being. And there is no longer the dis-—

crepancy between possible and actual which we discover in

theoretical Knowledge, for the range of possibility is suppress -

ed and is only paid out in the measure that the parts emerge
into existence. We have here no superfluous thoughts in
advance of sehsation which may only be possible, our thoughts
have the perceptive quality of instinct because they are
genetic like the parts themselves, And while in Pragmatic,

whole and part are apprehended incompletely in the sanme VagueA

Bernard: p. 291. 2 Bernard, p. 18,

way 5
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Reflexion will be that power éf mind for which these factors
exist in an equal degree of reélity, but also in their complete-
ness. In beautiful and living forms the relation between
whole and part is transparent, and we are not oonscious of the
one without the other. Now "we know in part -- but when that
which ig perfect is come, then that which is in part gshall Dbe
done away". The parts'are nOt perceived in'their diversity
but as continuous manifestations of a single reality. And the
moment we dissever a part from the Whole, it loses its quality
and becomes an u&;elligible thing. As Aristotle said, a hand
cut off from the body is no longer a hand, "except in an equi-
vocal sense as we might speak of a stone hand".1 The discrete
Knowledge of the Understanding is no longer neoessaryj for Re-
flexion is itself the articulate expression of what is inarti-
culate for Understanding. . If we try to explain our actions of
whoge goodness we are convinced, they loose their ingenuousness
and become doubtful; or if we.seek to intellectualise our
religious convictions, they lose their sanctity and become
common-place. As Goethe says, in one of those frequenf per-
ceptions which are so true to fact, "though my experience of
the divine mercy hag been of infinite importance to myself at
the time of its ooounéncé, the detail would be insipid, and
perhaps disbelieved, were I to specify individual oases"g,

And ﬁ;_William Blake gives a touching instance of the blunder-

ing folly of Understanding when it attempts to artioulape

reflective experience, in his poem on Love's Secret:
"Never seek to tell thy love, |
Love that never told can be;
For thé'gentle wind doth move

Silently, invisibly.

1

2
‘Polities, Bk. 1. Wilhelm Meister's Apprentice-
| ship, Bohn, p. 361,
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I told my love, I told my love,
-1 told her all my heart,
Trembling, cold, in -ghastly fears.
fkﬁ! she did depart!

Soon after she was gone from me,

A traveller came by,

Silently, invisibly:

He took her with a éigh.” There 1s no text-book of
Reflective Science. Its perceptions are not scientifie judg-
ments which are true for all and therefore fof no one in parti-
»'cular, but true for all because they are first true for the in-
dividual. Uike the/&uo"r4fcdv of St. Paul, they are secrets
which are revealed'to the initiate. And though we do not gee
the face of the Supersensible, from the cleft of the rock we
are touched by the glory of its presence while it passeth by,
and it is by its hand that the eyes of our Understanding are
covered.

In the conception of Technic, then, we are brought sensi-
bly nearer to the Supersensible. Hypothetical Knowledge only
‘gives the thought of free, self—determinéd, existence, but in
Réflexion we have its presence and appearance. When the divine
artisan was polishing the world before he launched it into
space, he painted pérts of it with the hues of the rainbow,
and>in other parts he set up magic mirrors in which the divine
activity is reflected. The first is the realm of the Beautiful,
the second the realm of living forms, who in their purposive
activity show forth the perfeot,freedom of God. These
finishing touches Kant calls contingent, not at all in the
bad sense of his predecessors, but as we should call an Egyp-
tian mummy contingent because the art of embalming has been lost,
Our ﬁhderstanding has lost or never'had.the rule of interpreting
these data. Such are the unaccountable phenomena of Nature for

which there is no certain law discovered, such are the objects
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of inarticulate emotion and the unsearchable essenc'e of life;
such also are the inscrutable ways of God by which He rules
the world in righteousness, With the reverence of the
Hebrew sage, Kant draws the veil over the apﬁearance of the
divine Majesty, é,nd realises with him that "it is the glory

of God to conceal",
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REFLECTIVE JUDGMENT.

Chapter 2.

Although the Critique of Judgment has its place, historically,

a8 an after-thought in Kant's system, the thoughts it contains
were present to his mind from an early date. As far back as

1764, there is the short essay entitled Beobachtungen Uber das

Gefiihl des Schonen und Erhabenen, in which he gives token of

an artistic turn of mind with which he is seldom credited.

Here Kant suggests that even scientific pursuits have an aestheti-
cal character, so that knowledge may become the subject-matter
of Feeling and subordinate to it; +thus he speaks of the charm
of which a Kepler was capable, who would not have sold one of
his discoveries for a kingdom.1 In an article in the Kant-
studienz, there is an elaborated argument to show that as

Kant's Aesthetical Philosophy is open to the charge of intel-
lectualism, his Intelléctual Philosophy is no more free from
the‘influenoe of aesthetical ideas, as whén he follows his
prejudice in favour df logical symmetry at the expense of truth.
One might'say that his elaborate trichotomy is the result of the
free play of his Imagination with his Understanding. It may
not be readily believed that Kant wrote Poetry, but he sctually
did write five stanzas at least, each of which is devoted to the
memory of one of five colleagues in KOnigsberg U’niversity.3

And the fact that Herder turned one of his lectures into verse,
surely counts for something in favour of Kant's poetic turn of
mind, One might also mention a remark of Schiller in his
correspondence with Goethe. Wfiting of his impressions after
reading Kent's little treatise on 'Everlasting Peace' he says:

“There is in this old gentleman something so truly youthrful

1 S 2 |
Briefwechsel, Kirchmann, p. 4. Band 2, Anna Cutler.

L

3
Briefwechsel, p. 299.
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1
that it might almost be termed aesthetic". It is difficult
to say how we are to receive the extraordinary intelligence,
can hardly :
which Schiller/credit but which Goethe confirms, that certain
artists are putting Kant's Ideas of Reason into allegorical
2
pictures! Whether this is to be regarded as indicating the
intrinsic poetry of Kant's thought or the madness of human
nature, must be left o the Judgment of the reader,.
Facts like thesge, though slight, are a sufficient proof in
themselveg, that this third faculty of the human mind was within

the sweep of Kant's reflections before the Critique of Pure

Reagon was definitely planned. To these must be added as con-
clusive evidence, that he lectured on Aesthetic practically

throughout his official career. The Critique of Judgment, then,

dbes not answer a newly—born demana, so much as the renewed con-
sciousness on Kant's part of what he had felt already. These
public lectures, hoWever, as we have seen, were originally
undertaken as a side-light on Logic rather thas as a distinc-
tive treatmént of Aesthetic itself. And in the letter to Herz
of 1772, he has already lost sight of the independence of Feel-
ing, for he brings it in common with Morality under the heading,
Practical.3 But in this letter he is concerned with the cen-

tral problem of the Critique of Pure Reason, how an idea can

refer to an object; and, speaking roughly, one may say that
from this time on till 1787, there are 5n1y two divisions of
Mind for Kant, the Theoretical and the Practical. In his
anxiety to subordinate Sensuous Feeling to Moral Law, moreover,
he does not wait to distinguish the finer and higher emotions

from those which are lower, But after the Critigue of Pure

Reason was lifted off his mind, we find the distinction again

forecing itself upon him in the Metaphysic of Ethics, when he

1
Correspondence of Schiller and Goethe: BSchmitz,Vol.l,

Letter 359. . .
2ibid: Vol,., 1. pp.l144 - 151, Briefwechsel, p. 403,




distinguishes "practical pleasure" from "passive satisfaction";
this latter is "not a pleasure in the existence of the object
of the idea, but clings to the idea only", and this feeling of
Pleasure "we call Taste".l Moreover he goes on to say that
such a thing as Taste can only be treated "episodically"‘in a
Practical Philosophy, "not as a notion'properiy belonging to
that philosophy", thus remdving Aesthetic Feeling out of the

region of the Practical aspect of Mind. And when, in the

beginning of the year 1787, he sees hig Critigue of Practical

Reason so far complete that he hopes to send it to press within

a week, he intimates to Christian Gottfried Schitz that he must
2
gset about with his Critigque of Taste immediately. It was

finally in the same year, in his letter to Reinhold, that Kant
made up his mind about the independence of Feeling,. There he
recognises three parts of Philosophy, Knowledge, Feeling of
Pleasure and Pain, Desgire:. and seeks to find a priori principles
for the second as for the other two, though he formerly held

this to be impossible; he hopes to be ready with this by Easter
under the title, Critique of Taste.8 Here we have the

Critigue of Judgment coming to the birth; it was published

three years later in 1790,

But though he now recognises three parts of Philosophy,
this does not mean three sets of doctrine: there are three
Critiques, but only two of them are doctrines. | e insists on

4
this in the Introduction to the Critigue of Judgment. But

while he was formerly inclined to give a subordinate place to
Feeling, he now excludes it from the dignity of & doctrine in
order to raise it to a higher plane. By the time Kant had
settled the problems of Science and Morality, he began to tire

of Definitive Judgment, Determination, and felt the need of &

1 2
Introd., Abbot, p. 267. Briefwechsel: Kirchmann,p.456.

3 4 '
Briefwechsel, p. 461. Bernard, p. 16,
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Jjudgment which could go as deep as the Moral judgment and have
all its immédiacy, but be as disinterested as Science without
being Science. Meanwhile, Aesthetics were clamouring for a sep-
- arate treatment and the unfinished woof of Teleology trailed
across the warp of his systen. Out of thesge coincidences
asrose the Reflective Judgment, which for Kant means a form of
Experienée'which is not doctrine in itself but conditions what-
ever doctrine there is. Reflexion it is that has been guiding
us all along; there is no knowledge but comes to birth with
its inspiration in the anticipative feeling of unity with the
object to be known; and even Morality is at best a form of
reflective experience and only so far constitutive: "even Free-
dom .., is for us a transcendent conception, and is therefore
incapable of serving as a constitutive ﬁrinciple for determin-
ing an object".1 We must not say, then, that Reflexion is a
loose and therefore useless form of Determination, Scientific or
Moral; it is Determination which is a fossilised or artificially
regtricted form of Reflective Experience,

It is time that this Fountain of all Experience were "criti-
cally" examined. It had already come under Kant's notice as
the Hypothetical Function of Reason, and Kant, in so many words,
deliberately speaks of this Hypothetical Reason as the Urteils-
kraft, the term he uses for Reflexion in'general.2 It is one

and the same power of Judgment which we have in the Dialectie

and in the Critidque of Judgment. In this logical disposition

of Nature (logische Beurteilung), the Urteilskraft exhibits a
relation between Nature and the Supersensible: i.e. even in
knowledge,. the Supersensible is present. But since the function
of Urteilskraft is here purely hypothetical and therefore nega-
tive, it does not need special Jjustification; it does not pretend
to be a Science, it does not teach us nor.equip us with knowledge,

1

C. of Judgment, Watson, p.336. BBernard, P. 4.
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it is only an exercise of Reason ("der Verstand einer Belehrung
und Ausriistung durch Regeln fahig, Urteilskraft aber ein beson-
deres Talent sei, welches gar nicht belehrt, sondern nur geﬁbt
1

sein will"). It is the specific quality in so-called mother-

wit, the want of which no school can supply, or, as he said in

the Critique of Judgment, the Urteilskraft is Just "Sound
Understanding" (gesunden Verstandes).g Every one feels the
Absolute, the Whole, breaking in upon one's relative knowledge;
one knows there is a Whole sgomewhere and proceeds on this
éssumption. This is the hypothetical function of Reason.

But the need of a Critique arises when this reflective exercise
of Reason actually assumes the form of Science, professing to

determine objects of its own, without falling into antinomy.

Regulative Reason, whenever it pretended to be constitutive of
objects, landed in insoluble contradictions, and therefore its
exercise never rises above a form of inspirétion; the Super-
sensible, in the shape of the Ideas of Reasgon, is present in

us a8 the anticipative feeling of Totality, indivisible ﬁhity,

a feeling, however, which is dissipated, and with it the real
unity, in the exercise of Knowledge. As Kant puts it, “it .

has no immediate reference to the feeling of Pleasure and Pain".

But in Reflexion, as it appears in the Critique of Judgment,

~there is such immediate reference, the feeling of unity is not

dissipated, and something, therefore in the form of an object is

determined by the Urt?iiskraft. "This reference is precisely
the puzzle in the prihoiple of Judgment, which renders necessary
& special section for this faculty in the Kritik."  Hence

Urteliskraft in general, since it is purely hypothetical and

negative, needs no special Justification; it is the Judgment in
the form of Immediate Feeling that must be established a priori.
Deduction, then, of Reflexion is the proof of the validity

of this primary Immediacy of Consciousness which conditionsg s11

1
. A n .
Hartenstein, Krltlk d.r. Vegynft,lll., p. 138,

2 Bernard, p. 3. 3 Bernard, p. 4. ~
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other forms of experience and is itself the highest form of
experience, Of this Aesthetic provides the aptest illustra—
tibn, but the problem itself is much wider. Reflexion, for
Kant, covers all the different exercises of that free Con-
sciousness, 'I think', which lies at the back of the mind -

all experience which is distinctively personal, as distinguish-
ed from Science which is largely impersonal, true for all and
therefore for no one in particular, and also from pure Morality
which for Kant must be depersonalised on principle.

Kant's Deduction is charaéteristioally peculiar,. It
consists in carrying back this primary function of Mind which
is covered by such names as Reflexion, Purposive Activity and
Feeling, to what he calls the Power of Judgment.‘ Ostensibly
he professes to find in the formal Judgment of Logic & priori
principles for this third faculty, Just as logical concepts
stood sponsor for the categories, If Understanding and
Reason have yielded a system of synthetic notions for
Khowledge and a priori precepts for the Faculty of Desire re-
spectively, "what more natural," he asks, "than to suppose
that the latter (Judgment) will contain principles a priori
for the former [Feeling of Pleasure and Pain) just as well?"1

Such statements are not to be taken literally. Kant is
dealing with Formal Logic as an analogy or type of the real

activity, and this is shown by the fact that the formal con-
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