CHAPTER X1

] ¥ ‘l
The general problem of melaphysios 1
kn.ott'iﬂfig“"{h‘ Eh'.m.'sinns of this pmhhu?aﬂ f}i'f:::::::i f"', . I”'i””
,guohmun‘-—(—‘-.‘:erlmblhr_'y., um{rrsrmhh'm;, reason mrJ m:{"{"”"“'"
of thcﬁfs ,nthuc— T he sugm'ﬁmnm u[ tha [i;st Critie '"_f“"ﬂ
conlext of the general problem of Kant's f.},,‘h,.,”j;hlv il o
1. IFwe look at the prefaces to the firg
Critique of Pure Reason and at the f{ore
of the Prolegomena to Any Future M elaf
placing an obvious emphasis on the problem of metaphysics, Is

metaphysics possible or not? Obviously, the question is not

whether it is possible to write metaphysical treatises or to indulge

'in metaphysical specpl;-ltion. The question is whether meta physics
15 (_;_?P?ble.Of extending our knowledge of l"mllil.y, For Kant, the
chief problems of metaphysics are God, freedom and immort -,.ll':tyj
We can ther:ef_ore express the question in this way. Is metaphysics
capable of giving us sure knowledge of the existence and nature of
God, of human freedom, and of the existence in man of a spiritual,
immortal soul?

A question of this sort clearly presupposes a doubt. And there
is, in Kant's opinion, abundant reason for such initial doubt, that
is, for raising the problem of metaphysics. Time was when meta-
physics ‘was called the queen of all the sciences; and if one takes
the will for the deed, she certainly deserved this title of honour on
account of the outstanding importance of her subject-matter’.*

1 References to Kant's writings in Chapters XI-XI1I are to be interpreted as
follows. A4 denotes the first edition and B the second edition of the Critique of Puye
Reason. These will be found respectively in Volumes IV and I1I of the critical
edition of Kant's works edited by the Prussian Academy of Sciences (see Biblio-
graphy). The numbers placed after 4 and B refer to sections as given in this
edition (the sections corresponding to pagination in the original German editions),
For the translation of passages I am responsible. But as the great majority of
passages quoted in translation are taken from B, the references are generadly valid
for Professor N. Kemp Smith's translation of B (sce Bibliography). as this trans-
lation embodies the division into sections referred to above. (Professor Kemp
Smith's translation also contains the preface to A, as well as the Deduction of the

ories as given in A. : : :
Ca}t-fr%l. denotss Praldgom)sna to Any Future Metaphysics, which is Jcontmnud in
Volume IV of the critical German edition. Numbers following Prol, reler to
sections in the German edition, This division into sections 14 reproduced in, for
example, the translation by J. P, Mahaffy and J. H. Bernard (see Bibliography).
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f the main themes of ..
or denied the importance o of Whie
Ka:;t :ﬂ‘;ics treats. But now, he observes, metaphysics hag falley
. e 1 this is easily understandable. Mathematics

lisrepute. Anc i
i::(;;t;’ :::le: tural sciences have advanced, and there is in these fields
a great area of generally accepted knowledge, Nobody g,eﬁoUSIy

ions this fact. But metaphysics appears to be an arena {,,
E:;?:;:“(;isp“‘c" ‘One can !Jo_int to no smgle book, as one cap
point to a Euclid, and say: This is metaphysics, here you will fig
the noblest object of this scicnce,q the know]edgg of a Supreme
Being and of a future world, provldled by the principles of pure
reason.'' The fact of the matter‘ 15 ‘tha.t metaphysics, ‘unlike
physics, has not found any sure scientific method th.e application
of which will enable it to solve its problems. And this leads us tq
ask, ‘why is it that here no sure path of science has yet beep
found? Is it perhaps impossible to find one?'?

The inconclusiveness of metaphysics, its inability hitherto to
find a reliable method which will lead to certain conclusions, its
constant tendency to retrace its steps and to start all over again;
such characteristics have helped to produce a widespread in-
difference towards metaphysics and its claims. True, in one sense
this indifference is unjustified; for it is ‘vain to profess indifference
in regard to such inquiries, the objects of which cannot be a
matter of indifference to human nature’.® Moreover, those who
profess to be indifferentists are prone to make metaphysical
pronouncements of their own, even if they are unaware of the
fact. At the same time this indifference is not, in Kant's view, the
fruit of mere levity of mind: rather is it the expression of a con-
temporary maturity of judgment which refuses to be satisfied with
illusory knowledge or pseudo-science. It should serve, therefore,
as a stumulus to undertake a critical investigation of metaphysics
summoning the latter before the tribunal of reason. '

What form must this critical investigation take? To be in a
position to answer this question we must recall what metaphysics
means for Kant. As we saw in the last chapter, he disagreed with
Locke's theory that all our concepts are ultimately derived from
experience. He did not, indeed, accept the opposite theory of
innate ideas. But at the same time he believed that trhar;y e
concepts and principles which the reason derives from Within 1t:e§ef
on the occasion of experience, A child is not born With.‘forexample. '
an idea of causality, But on the occasion of experience its rea m"

! Prol., 4. *B, xv. LT
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KA cept from within itse
o heh‘ﬁ“u 15 not derived fron:[.e::)::i::c: priont concept in

s soNse governs experience, There are th;jt fh. applied to
el int! and principles which are grounded'ln ur]ﬁ ore, a priori

onc? ve, These concepts are ‘pure’, in the sense tha mind's own

,trv‘?;gm,, empty of all empirical content or at they are, of
L qhe pysicians have assumed that reason ca::‘ﬂterigl_ Now, the

ety principles 50 as to apprehend super apply these con-

cepts b themselves, that Ix. Hot merelypas“t?;ible realities and

th‘?ﬁhave thus arisen the various systems of Sé:ppear v

Th cs. But the assumption was over-hasty, W Siiatic Metee

Phyd that the a priori Y. W6 cannot take it

for anted priori concepts and principles of the reason

oan D used to_transcend e:'tperience; that is, to know realities

«hich are not gwen.in experience. First of all we must undertake
4 critical investigation into the powers of the pure reason itself

This is the task which the dogmatic philosophers neglected dog:
matism being d.escribed as the assumption that it is possiiale to
make progress 1n knowledge simply on the basis of pure philo-
sophical concepts by employing principles which reason has long
peen in the habit of employing, ‘without having inquired in what
way and with what right reason has arrived at these principles.
Dogmatism is thus the dogmatic procedure of the pure reason
without previous criticism of its own powers.’? It is this criticism
which Kant proposes to undertake.

The tribunal before which metaphysics is to be brought is,
therefore, ‘nothing else than the critical investigation (Kritik) of
pure reason itself’, which means ‘a critical inquiry into the faculty
of reason with reference to all the cognitions to which it may
strive to attain independently of all experience’.? The question is,
then, ‘what and how much can understanding and reason® know,
apart from all experience’.¢ Let us assume with Kant that
speculative metaphysics is a non-empirical science (or alleged
science) which claims to transcend experience, at}aimng to a
knowledge of purely intelligible (non-sensible).realiues by means
of a priori concepts and principles. Given this view of metaphysics,
the validity of its claim will obviously be determined by the answer

to the question, what and how much can the mind know apart

from experience. .

To answer this question a critical inquiry into the faculty of
1 B, XXXV LA, X

he . rouﬂnunhepsmdowmm

® The distinction between understanding and 8
moment. It will be explained later. i




SSNS————TTTE—_

KANT
214
reaso it, i ired. What this m ,
ant puts it, 1s require ’ - i
n; ge{frer dﬁn‘ng the course of tl?xs chapter, B, it may};q"’-
2;(1:?1& point out at once that Kant is not referring 4, 6 14

i PSych

:al inquirv into the nature of reason considered 54 2 peyeh: >
:?ﬁ:i;l, ltrllg:lxr: with reason as an object among objects, He{g .:;'
cerned with reason in regard to the a priori cogmt}on Whic, it
makes possible. That is to.say, he is concernefj wlt}., the 2
conditions in the human subject as such for knowing objecq, Stuc,
an inquiry is termed 'transcenden.tgl ‘ ’

One of the main tasks of the Critique of Pure Reason is shoy
in a systematic manner what these cond!t%ons are. And ijt j,
important to understand what sort of condl'tltans Kant js talking
about. There are obviously empirical conditions for PerCeiving
things and for learning truths. For instance, I cannot see things jp
complete darkness; light is required for vision. A.nd there ara
many scientific truths which cannot be discovered without the ajq
of instruments. Further, there are empirical conditions which are
subjective, in the sense that they are conditions on the part of the
knowing subject himself. I cannot see things if I am suffering from
certain diseases of the eye in an advanced state, And there are
obviously people who cannot, practically speaking, understand

bjec.ts which others understand with comparative ease. Byt

ditions for knowing objects that Kant is |

variable empirica] conditions. And if the condition :

b; such that realities transcending sep '?;?etmc“ n‘?;t-]::

objects of knowledge, the claimsg of speculative metant . 2O¢

have been shown to be hollow and vaip. ¥¢ metaphysics will
Now, Kant mentions Wolff with Tespect as ‘the great

dogmat}‘c philosophers’.1 And it is clear that when pe spa;?; :ﬁ qu

dogma’tlc metaphysics, he has in mind pn'ncipauy- ﬂﬁm.@ m

exclusively, the Leibniz-Wolffian system. We may ﬁe mﬁhmtr;

B, xxxvr.
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term ‘metaphysics’ is used to mean pretended or j
gowledge of supersensible realities, one of the tasks of the cn‘}:?ry
the hollowness of the claims mj dem

behalf ofy tlliiswpseudo-sdence. Finally, we must disti on
between metaphysics as 2 natnra.l disposition and metaphysi.
considered as 2 science. The mind has a natural tendency to raje,
such problems as those of God gnfl immortality; and. though e
should try to understand why this is the case, Kant neither wishe

to eradicate the tendency nor believes that it is possi‘t';le tq do 5o,

even if it were desirable. Metaphysics as 2 natural disposition j5

actual, and therefore it is obviously possible. But metaphysics as
a science, if we mean by this a scientific knowledge of super.
sensible beings, has never, according to Kant, been a reality. For
all the alleged demonstrations hitherto produced can be shown to
be invalid, that is, pseudo-demonstrations. Hence we can very
properly ask whether metaphysics, considered as a science, is
possible.

All this may sound very complicated and confusing. But it is
not so confusing in practice 2s it sounds when briefly summarized.
In the first place Kant himself refers to the different uses of the
term “metaphysics’.? In the second place the context makes it
clear in what sense Kant is using the term in a particular passage.
But the fact that the term bears more than one meaning in his
writings is of some importance. For if one is ignorant of it, one
may rashly conclude that he contradicts himself, admitting meta-
physics in one place, rejecting it in another, when there is perhaps
really no contradiction at all.

_ 2. But though the possibility of metaphysics as a science (that
Is, as a science with objects of its own, transcending sense-
experience) is for Kant an important problem, it is only part of the
general problem considered in the Critigue of Pure Reasom. This
general problem may be said to be that of the poambmty of a
priors knowledge. " g
Now, by a priori knowledge Kant does not B R
which is relatively a priors; that is, in relatlonm:oan ::%%:
experience or to this or that kind of experience, If e et
garment too near the fire so that it is singed or burned, we mav sag.
that he might have known a priori that this wauld’m =i
is to say, on the basis of past experience the DAL

known antecedently to his action what its effect would
! See, for example, B 869~70, :
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aited to see what would happe
pot 1‘:":(1;, would be a priori only in rcilmg}, !:,l; ”,'ht Jtes
e ent kno And it is not of such relatively a priori knr,w::; "';l‘hr
,xp“*?“c;inkiﬂg' ]1? is thinking of knowledge which is a ’::&:?:l
gant o all experience.

we have to be careful not to draw the conclusion that
(hinking about innate ideas, supposed to be present in the

Kant is mind before experience in a temporal sense of the we ;,1

puman, pure @ priort knowledge does not mean k“"‘"l&dge‘wh;rr

‘beforﬁéi”y present in the mind before it has begun to ex;mri»n;;;.

18 e’:ging‘ at all: it means knowledge which is underived f},,,-,;

::l};"’ rience, even if it mak'cs its appearance as what we would

ordinarily call km_:wlcdge only on the occasion of experience,

Consider the following famous and of ten-quoted statements. “That

all oUr knowledge begins with experience there can benodoubt. . .,

But though all our }mowledge begins with experience, it does not

follow that it all arises out of experience.’’ Kant agrees with the
empiricists, such as Locke, to the extent of saying that “all our
knowledge begins with experience’. Our knowledge, he thinks,
must begin with experience because the cognitive faculty, as he
uts it, requires to be brought into exercise by our senses being
affected by objects. Given sensations, the raw material of experi-
ence, the mind can set to work. At the same time, however, even
if no knowledge is temporally antecedent to experience, it is
ible that the cognitive faculty supplies a priori elements from
within itself on the occasion of sense-impressions. In this sense the
a priori elements would be underived from experience.

Now, why should Kant think that it is possible for there to be
any a priors knowledge at all? The answer is that he was convinced
that there evidently is such knowledge. He agreed with David
Hume that we cannot derive necessity and strict universality?
from experience. It follows, therefore, that ‘necessity and strict
universality are sure marks of a priori knowledge and are in-
separably connected with one another’.? And it is easy to show
that we possess knowledge which finds expression in necessary

and universal judgments. ‘If one desires an example from the

kB T
* Universality which is based on induction is not, for Kant, strict but ‘assumed
and comparative’ and admits of exceptions. 1f, on the basis of my personal
jence, 1 say that human beings do not live more than a hundred years, the
universality of the judgment is "assumed’, Strict
po:llble exception.

universality admits of 0o
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; eeds only to look at any proposition in mathep,
??zz?il’eg?ri: an example ffme the commone}e:t Operationg ;titc:e.
understanding, the pmpnos:tu:w_n1 that lev:ry change must y,, A
cause can serve one’s purposes.”! This last proposition is, i, Kang,
terminology, ‘impure’ in the sense that the concept of chang, ;
derived from experience. But the proposition 1 none the o,
a priori, even if it is not an eJ'4EaITll—“'l_e of pure a priors kno“"edge,
For it is a necessary and strictly universal ]udgme.nt.‘

There is, therefore, a considerable area of a priori know}edge_
Kant acknowledged his debt to Hume. ‘I freely confess that it wag
the thought of David Hume which many years ago ﬁrs.t inter.
rupted my dogmatic slumbers and gave an entirely new direction
to my inquiries in the field of speculative phll.osophy. Bu.t though
Kant had been convinced by Hume’s d.iscussm.n of the principle of
causality that the element of necessity in the judgment cannot be
justified on purely empiricist lines, he refused to accept H'ume's
psychological account of its origin in terms of the association of
ideas. If I say that every event must have a cause, my j.udgment
expresses a priori knowledge: it is not simply the expression of an
habitual expectation mechanically produced by the association of
ideas. The necessity, Kant insists, is not ‘purely subjective’;® the
dependence of any event or happening or change on a cause is
known, and it is known a priori. That is to say, my judgment is
not simply a generalization from my experience of particular
cases; nor does it stand in need of experiential confirmation before
its truth can be known, Though, therefore, Hume was right in
sgying. that a necessary relation between event and cause is not

of @ priori knowledge. But it is by no means the only instance.
Hume may have devoted his attention prindpa.lly to the causal
relation; but Kant ‘soon found that the concept of connection
between cause and effect is by no means the only one through
which the understanding thinks connections between
a@ priori’ 4 There is, therefore, a considerable area o g
knowledge. i of a prion
But if there certainly is q priori knowledge, wh uld Kant
ask how it is possible? For if it is actual, itdgs 0 . sheuld ey

bviously
The answer is, of course, that in the case of m&%&m

mathematics and pure physics) where, Kant is mnm::ed, (pm

1B, 4-5. * Prol., Foreword. '8, 5. ‘ Prol, Forewora,
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qently 32 O cible (better, whether it i On is not how t;

Vi dge 1 posst eCh» oy .xt 15 possible) but this
kno\?flee Ee anted its possibility (for it is actual), how i ut how it jg
poﬁfgle'? How is it that we can have the a priori kno:vslzltha.t it is
P"S;’ave, for exatlmple. intmathematics? ge which
we of speculative metaphysics, L

In t:f; Cai?or‘v' kl;owledge is sus[;eﬁ . H;?Yirli’;; it;’e claim to
posse? it is possible rather than how it is possible. If e

pether > : - LI metaphysics
W vides US with knowledge of God or of immortality, for instan
E;" knowlfidge must, onfl{ant's: view of metaphysics, be a pn‘::,"‘
1t must pe independent ‘i' experience, in the sense that it does not
Jogically depengl on purely empirical judgments. But does specula-
tive metaphysics provide us with such knowledge? Is it even
capable in principle of doing s0?
~ We must now try to make there problems more precise. And

to do so We must refer to Kant’s distinction between different
types of judgment-

In the first place we must distinguish between analytic and
synthetic judgments. Analytic judgments are those in which the
redicate is contained, at least implicitly, in the concept of the
subject. They are said to be ‘explicative judgments’ (Erlauterungs-
urieile)! because the predicate does not add to the concept of the
subject anything which is not already contained in it, explicitly
or implicitly. And their truth depends on the law of contradiction.
We cannot deny the proposition without involving ourselves in
logical contradiction. Kant cites as an example ‘all bodies are
extended’. For the idea of extension is contained in the idea of
body. Synthetic judgments, however, affirm or deny of a subject
a predicate which is not contained in the concept of the subject.
They are called, therefore, ‘ampliative’ or ‘augmentative judg-
ments’ (Erweiterungsurteile),* because they add something to the
concept of the subject. According to Kant, ‘all bodies are heavy’
is an example of a synthetic judgment; for the idea of weight or

heaviness is not contained in the concept of body as such.

We must now make a further distinction within the general class
of synthetic judgments. In all synthetic judgments, as we have
seen, something is added to the concept of the subject. A con-
nection is affirmed (to restrict our attention to the affirmative
judgment) between predicate and subject, but the predicate
cannot be got out of the subject, s0 to speak, by mer¢ analysis.

B, iu 4,7 s Ibid.
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okt : e purely factual and comtingent: i .
Now; t'us GopReEie én ?}?ﬂ- ugh eAJATIENCE, And when this is ,&:

g in an g oA
then given only in S0 0y i a posterioni. Take Vit grogniticy,

case, the judgroent i O e apole st 14y
£ ftribexaw la e W‘ ) g{h;ﬁ,ua
t‘:uucr;m:izn. It is synthetic: for wf mﬂ(fﬁ ti;g ,,a‘,:a o
shortness by mere @ ysis from the mﬂf:cpt sy nieastip of
tribe X.1 But the connection between shrﬂt_nﬂ{ﬁ mmetnbers

of the tribe is given only in and ‘thmugh apam:ei and the J_’v}g-
ment is simply the result r{:& series dfimgj:fi} ?hzfmi
i i o ; ere _
is not strict but assurned i‘;r,m B e whoto e

t the moment an
happen to be at the ytau mernbers in the future, We

short, there may be one or More o o
cannot know a priori that all members are short: it is simply 2

matter of contingent fact. ;
But, according to Kant, there is another class of synthetic

propositions, in which the conmection between predicate and
subject, though not knowable by mere znzlysis of the concept of
the subject, is none the less necessary znd strictly universal. These
are called synthetic a priori propesitions. Kznt gives us zn
example. ‘Everything which happens has its cause.” The proposi-
tion is synthetic because the predicate, having 2 cause, is not
om_mtajnedintheconceptoiwhathappens,thaxis, of 2n event.
It is an ampliative, not an explicative judgment. But it is 2t the
same tin;; a j;rhizn'. For it is characterized by necessity and strict
universality, t marks of a priori judgments. The proposition,
everything whif:h happens has its cause’, does not mZn that, so
farasourexpenencegoes,aﬂeventshavehadma:ﬂtbatitis
reasonable to expect, until experience shows otherwise, that future
events also will have causes. It means that every ev;nt, without
any possible exception, will have 2 cause. The proposition i
course, dependent on experience in one sense ' M
; | . , namely that it is by
eafpenence that we become acquainted with things =
mﬂ} events. But the connection between predicate w
is given a priori. It is not amegmaﬁzaﬁmﬁomm m
reached by induction; nor does it stand in need of Wi
confirmation. We know a priori or in advamww
must have a cause; and the observation of such 2 W"'_Ylwa;:

1 The judgment could, of course, be torned in
‘ ; w”‘“ﬁﬁm

defining mewmbership of the tribe that it includes the § - ‘

B & ving in (he realm of yerbal detaitions et et e SR

wou nqlbndnling with empirical reality, with the tribe 23 ; % we
B,13, 4,9 220t 2ctually exiggy
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K { events falling within the field of ap ity * 221
(he cﬂg 10 the certainty of the judgment. Perience aqqq

hint out of place, I think, to i
nOt ld be : : Y » LO lntcrru t
t 'wotioblcm atu:_b)’ dlSC'ltlS.Sll‘lg the highly comrgw:r};:ucourse of
te a priors propositions. But for the benefit of ln qQuestion
not already be well aware of the fact, it js or:‘l‘f reader
who te that the existence of syr}t.hetic a priori proposﬁ_ﬁttm_g
to 10 challenged by modern logicians, especially, o

widel), . ositivists. Their approa of course, by
erﬂPlﬂClt :roarﬁdtlgat of Kant, but 1%1:) noih\:izl:}:)tgattﬁr pebisprs
giffere? The main point is that while the gener\:f d'_:P?n this
thei:.]:én analytic and synthetic propositions causes no ﬁ},‘fé{"“
hilosophers refuse to admit that there are any symhett)’.
4t ich are a priors. If a proposition i s
posltxonfo whic W g proposition is necessary, it is
b alytic: If a proposition is not analytic, it is synthetic a posteriori,
1o USE Kant's language. In other words, the empiricist contention
s that if proposition does more than analyse the meanings of
erms OF illustrate the meanings ?f symbols, if, that is to say, it
ves us information about non:-lmguistic reality, the connection
petween predicate and subject is not, and cannot be, necessary.
In fine, all synthetic propositions are, in Kant's terminology,
¥ poswfm'- A pfogosﬂ}on whose trut}l rests simply on the prin-
ciple of contradiction is, as Kant said, analytic. A proposition
whose truth does not rest on the principle of contradiction cannot
be necessarily true. There is no room for a third class of proposi-
tions besides analytic propositions on the one hand and empirical
positions (corresponding to Kant’s synthetic a posteriors
judgments) on the other.
Kant, however, was convinced that there are synthetic a priori
propositions; that is, propositions which are not merely ‘explica-
tive' but which extend our krnowledge of reality and which are
at the same time a priori (that is, necessary and strictly universal).
The general problem, therefore, how is a priors cognition possible,
can be expressed thus. How are synthetic a priori propositions
possible? How is it that we can know anything at all about reality
a priori? But this general question can be split up into several
more particular questions by considering where synthetic a priors
Propositions are to be found.

They are to be found, in the first place, in mathematics. ‘First
of all lt_must be noted that mathematical propositions proper are
always judgments a priori and not empirical, because they include

e H i
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R 3
NT (2): e do not think its permanence, b
5 matter “: which it fills. Physics in gener.al.‘:‘l EE::Z
ly of syn.thetiE: a priori propositions, But
physi’-ﬁ) contains within itself synthetic 2 grior
1 And if we call the complex of these

ﬁﬂePt r e in F
00" gsePC” st sim
Hraral 5%, principles’ - :
9 ments © " atural science or pure physics, the question arises,
jl;ill iples P‘r‘e natural science or physics possible?” We possess
'];{ o i.skI:;wle dge in this sphere. But how is it possible for us to

riort. :

;055855 léiﬁe ved that there are also synthetic a priori propositions
bject can be left to the chapter on his ethical

Kant But this su :
here of the problems raised and dis-

in mora= we are treating
heory’, the Critique of Pure Reason. We come, therefore, to the
in ~ And if we consider metaphysics, we find

usse hysics

subject of m‘:;f afm simply at analysing concepts. It contains,

that it analytic Propositions; but they are not, properly speaking,

indeedl'1 seal propositions. Metaphysics aims at extending our

metall? gse of reality. Its propositions must, therefore, be synthetic.
oW es ag;n o time, if it is not (and it is not) an empirical science, its

A thesiﬁons must be a priori. It follows, therefore, that if meta-

r ;0 ics is possible, it must consist of synthetic a priori proposi-
?ioizi. ‘And so metaphysics, according to its aim at least, consists
simply of synthetic a priori propositions.’”? As an example Kant

tes the proposition, ‘the world must have a first beginning’.®
But, as we have seen, the claim of metaphysics to be a science
therefore, is not so much how meta-

is in doubt. The question,
ible as whether it is possible. At this

physics as & science is poss
int, however, we must refer to a distinction which we have

already made, the distinction between metaphysics as a natural

disposition and metaphysics as a science. As Kant believes that

the human reason is naturally impelled to raise problems which

cannot be answered empirically, he can quite properly ask how
metaphysics, considered as a natural disposition, is possible. But
inasmuch as he doubts whether the claim of metaphysics to con-
stitute a science, capable of answering its own problems, is justi-
fied, the question here is really whether metaphysics considered
as a science is possible.

We are faced, therefore, with four questions. First, how is pure
'_mathematica.l science possible? Secondly, how is pure natural
science or pure physics possible? Thirdly, how is metaphysics,

!B, 17. ' B, 18. " Ibid.
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. al disposition, possibler o6,

g Mh? n§‘tl:lrn a sc{enm. possible? Km-.t“: thiy, | I I
ahysies, considered @ ) Featy oMy, |
“:t\zstimm in the Critigue of Pure Reason, |
b 4'. 1 we consider the general (!tlﬁcal-lc.mrl hpw is a pp,',-,,{k ’
ledge possible or how are synthetic s plmm ju.dgmam, -On:ig“"
and if at the same time we bear in mim.l Kant's Agreemy, w;IQ'
Hume concerning the impossibility of deriving necessity o, Mﬁth
universality from empirical data, we can sce huw'dnmcult it Oulct
be for Mm to maintain that kuuwluf]‘gu consists gim ply i" the °°nd
formity of the mind to its objects, The reason for this i Ohvi%;
I, to know objects, the mind must conform itself to the and
at the same thme it cannot find in these objects, considereg
empirically given, necessary connections, it becorpcs impogsip,
o explain how we can make necessary n.nd strictly Univergy)
Judgments which are as a matter of fact verified and which, ag ,,
Know in advance or a priori, must always be verified. It js ot
merely that we find, for instance, that experienced events havye
causes: we also know in advance that every event must have ,
cause, But if we reduce experience to the merely given, we cannot
discover there a necessary causal relation. It is thus impossibje
to explain our knowledge that every event must have a cauge
on the hypothesis that knowledge consists simply in the mind’s
conforming itself to objects. ;

Kant therefore suggested another hypothesis. ‘Hitherto jt has
been assumed that all our knowledge must conform to objects.

d

knowledge of objects @ priori, which would determi :

about them before they are given to yus.’1 fmine something
This hypothesis, Kant observes, is analogous to tha _

by Copernicus, The latter saw that though the sun ar at proposed

across the earth from east to west, Pears to move

We cannot justifiap), _
from this that the earth is fixed and that the JSu_n I:o Y conclude

ixed earth, for the very good reason that the observed e ndis

Movement
f the sun would be precisely the same (that is to say, t °t
nena would be precisely what they are) if it were the o
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K‘oniﬂ e a];;ld t:)m tl;\lman ob“'v‘er with it,

25 m ediate pheqomena wo e the same on either hypo-

Thg_u";_";‘e question 1S whether there are not astronomical pheno-

(hesis: nich can only e expla.l_ned on the heliocentric hypothesis,

mend %74 any rate are explained better am.l more economically

of W henocentfic than on _the. geocentric hypothesis, And

on the ent Elst;-onomical investigation showed that this is indeed

subsed "1 an analogous manner, Kant suggests, empirical reality

theul 4 remain what it is even on the l!ypothcsis that for objects to

Woknown (that is, for them to be objects, if we mean by ‘object’

ve object of knowledge) they mus.t conform to the mind rather

- the other way about. And if a priori knowledge can be

Jained on the new_but not on the old hypothesis, this is
sbviously an argument in favour of the former.

Kant’s ‘Copernican revolution’ does not imply the view that
reality can be reduced to the ht-unan mind and its ideas. He is not
suggesting that the human mind creates things, as far as their
existence is concerned, by thinking them. What he is suggesting
is that we cannot know things, that they cannot be objects of
knowledge for us, except in so far as they are subjected to certain

s conditions of knowledge on the part of the subject. If we
assume that the human mind is purely passive in knowledge, we
cannot explain the a priori knowledge which we undoubtedly
pOSSESS. Let us assume, therefore, that the mind is active. This
activity does not mean creation of beings out of nothing. It means
rather that the mind imposes, as it were, on the ultimate material
of experience its own forms of cognition, determined by the
structure of human sensibility and understanding, and that things
cannot be known except through the medium of these forms. But
if we speak of the mind imposing its own cognitive forms on the

raw material, so to speak, of knowledge, this must not be taken
to mean that the human subject does this deliberately, con-
sciously and of set purpose. The object as given to conscious
experience, the object abowt which we think (a tree, for instance),
is already subjected to those cognitive forms which the human
subject imposes by a natural necessity, because it is what it is;
that is, because of its natural structure as a knowing subject. The
cognitive forms thus determine the possibility of objects, if
‘object’ is taken to refer to object of knowledge precisely as such.
If the word were taken to refer to things in themselves, that is, to

thi as they exist apart from any relation to the knowing
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subject, we could not, of course, say that they are determjng
the human mind.

Perhaps the matter can be m
to the admittedly crude illustra
spectacles. O » one hand it 15 © - :
th world as :c:ih;cc:\uqc he is wearing rcd-lmted. Spectacles e
not create the things which he sees 1N the sep{setmd T]}."Ch God
Creator. Unless there existed things Wi & lflc et . Is,
which stimulated his power of vision, he wou ﬂs ;e_" anyth;
at all. On the other hand nothing C””‘Fl.be seeln y him, that j
nothing could be for him an object of vision un eslsl i ‘-"«'!lz_re Seen 3
red. At the same time, to make the a.nalogy at all applicable, y,
must add the following important point. A man wha pul:s_on red.
tinted spectacles does sO delibera?ely: it 1s by hI{S own choice tha_t
he sees things as red. We have to Imagine, there olie- a man whio g
born with his power of vision sO constlltuted thglt e sees all things
as red. The world presented to him in experience 13 then a req
world, This is really the point of departure for his reﬂe(_:hon'. Two
hypotheses are then possible. It may be that Yy thing is red
Or it may be that things have dxﬂerf:nt colours, but that they
appear as red because of some subjective factor (as is, indeed, the
case in the analogy). Spontaneously, the man would naturally
embrace the first hypothesis. But it may be that in the course of
time he finds a difficulty in explaining certain facts on this
hypothesis. Thus he may be led to envisage and consider the
alternative hypothesis. And if he finds that certain facts can be
explained on this second hypothesis which cannot be explained on
the hypothesis that all things are really red, he will embrace the
second, He will never, indeed, be able to see the ‘real’ colours of
things: appearances will be the same for him after his change of
pypothesis as before, just as the apparent movement of the sun
is precisely the same for the man who accepts the heliocentric

hypgthesis as it is for the man who accepts the geocentric hypo-
thesis. But he will know why things appear as they do. The
man who accepts the heliocentric hypothesis will know that the
apparent movement of the sun round the earth is due to the earth’s
movement and to his own with it. The man who sees all things &
red will have reason to suppose that this appearance of things !

due to a condition in himself, Analogously, the man who accept

! For purposes of this analogy I must be allo i
( ! ! wed to use
language. 1t is cbviously an analogy or illustration, not a co:;i‘ic;:ra

ade a little clearer by re,,
tion of a man with red-tip,
pvious that the man whe 1

'lln‘

everyda

i U
about the ontological status of colours. statome
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W ‘Copernican revolution® will |
o' ‘ ' 10Ve rease i
nnmnm—..-l. that certain ways in which tlnings:na 7%, i e
satially co-ordinated, for instance, and ; ot g
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by necessary causal relat] '8 connected with o
n.w:::::' co)l’ltliliuns u[yknuwlcrlge Ii:,“;:;:z)s‘_ﬁw.“d”c, to suhjectil\::
Ec{’nblc to know things apart from their ;mh?ﬁ(:liﬁnm:t' indeed,

i conditions or tor.ms; but he will know why th 0 th?"? a
Lorld is what it is for his consciousness, y the empirical
We have nlrc;\;ly notedﬂl’(ant's reference in his

salegomena to Hume's influence on his t :

f h?iiond edition of the Critique of Pure I‘;:ﬂ‘;%:*}-};g:?:gp;::mg to

to the influence of mat.hcmatics and physics in suggestin fnthxpn
the idea of his ‘Copernican revolution’. In mathematics f_ ,: ;m
tion must have occurred at a very early stage, WhOeve:ou‘-ll.
Greek may have been who first demonstrated the properties of the
isosceles triangle, a new light must have flashed upon his minde
For he saw that it was not sufficient to contemplate either the
visible diagram of the triangle or the idea of it in his mind. He
had to demonstrate the properties of the triangle by a proce:s.s of
active construction. And, in general, mathematics became a
science only when it became constructional in accordance with
a priori concepts. As for physics, the revolution in this sphere
came at a much later date. With the experiments of Galileo,
Torricelli and others a mew light broke upon physicists. They
understood at last that though the scientist must, indeed, approach
Nature to learn from her, he must not do so simply in the spirit of
a pupil. Rather must he approach Nature as a judge, compelling
her to answer the questions which he proposes, as a judge insists
on witnesses answering the questions proposed to them according
to a plan, He must come to Nature with principles in one hand
and experiment in the other and make her answer questions
proposed according to his design or purpose. He must not allow
himself simply to follow her about like a child in leading-strings.

It was only when physicists saw that Nature must be made to

conform, as it were, to their preconceived designs! that real

progress in the science became possible. And these revolutions 1n
mathematics and physics suggest that we may possibly get along
better in metaphysics if we assume that objects mnst conform to

1 Obviously, Kant does not envisage the physicist a3 simply mmul"?"l
conceived theories into Nature, He is thinking of the process of BYPEETEr
deduction and controlled experiment, in which the physicist is clearly B
Passive recipient of impressions from Nature.

foreword to the
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U than the other way round. As Hume Show,
i prion CORMLION eannot be explained on the 5'.0{;1.:|\1r1 Su])p“"‘ilir;n'
Let S0, therefore, if it enn be explained on the I”'-*l-. ¥
How can the ‘Coperntean revolution’ help to "?q_’l;'_“"_“ Prioy
CORMON? An example may help to give a 1’”“'['”‘""'")' \dea, y
Know that every event must have a cause. But, :u,‘ Hume shr.;wedl
RO amount of observation of particular events w:Ill‘ s,turvc to Prodyg,
thiy knowledge, From this Hume t'nnrhulr!d“i l-.l C‘::'Cdca.ﬂnot be
Said Lo Anow that every ovent has a cause. 1’\1 lw(f <;rl 100;5 Lo tr
o find a psychological explanation of our :f:tlu Persuasiop |
For Kant, however, we certainly do know that every event myy
an instance of a prior C(ngtlon‘. pn Whag
condition is it possible? It is possible only :lJ;:: ;22?1g'lgnt .
objects, to be obiects (that is, tu.bc Icnnwfli. rrlmin undersltz‘i: 3'21 to
the a priori concepls or categories .“f the mtll it a Hing,
of which causality is one. For in this case no 1lu“[g. thver enter
the field of our experience except as exempllying tg_causal
. relation, just as, to revert to our former illustration, nOf g i
’* ever enter the field of vision of the man whose power of vision g

the mind talhe

have a cause, And this is

so constituted that he sees all things as fe‘_ﬂ- except as red. If
objects of experience are of necessity partially determined o
constituted as such by the imposition of mcntal categories, anc} if
causality is one of these, we can know in advance or a prioy
that nothing will ever happen, within the whole ﬁel-d of human
experience, without a cause. And by extending this idea beyond
the single example of causality we can explain the possibility of
the whole range of @ priori cognition.
Now, I have spoken of Kant’s ‘hypothesis’. And as regards its
initial conception it was, of course, an hypothesis. ‘Let us see
whether we can get on better by assuming that . , .’ represents the
sort of way in which Kant introduces his idea. But he notes that,
though the idea was suggested by the revolution in natural philo-
sophy or physics, we cannot, in the critical philosophy, experi-
ment with objects in a manner analogous to that in which the
physicist can make experiments., We are concerned with the
relation between objects and consciousness in general, and we
cannot remove objects out of their relation to the knowing subject
in order to see whether this does or does not make a difference to
them. Such a procedure is impossible in principle. At the same

*In the Foreword to the Prolegomena Kant rightly notes that Hume pever
questioned the fact that the concept of cause is indispensable for life.
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ver, if on the new hypothesis w .
(e bengplained in any other way, and if (;tc&ne ::E::l tn i
G,;,mod in demonstrating the laws which lie @ priori at th ‘l}mg .
sﬂc"e:e (considered as the. sum of possible objects of ex eerias o
Nsﬂ;1 have succeeded in proving the validity of theppoff:: e);
“r.e‘: hich was at first assumed as an hypothesis, ’
ﬂe’ Now, ‘there are two sources of human knowledge, which
per aps spring from a common but to us unknown root, 'namely
sensibilit and understanding. Through the former objects are
en 10 US) through the latter they are thought’* Kant here
inguishes between sense or sensibility (Sinnlichkeit) and under-
standing (Verstand), telling us that objects are given through sense
and thought throug.h the understanding. But this statement, if
taken alone and without reference to the context, might ea;ily
.ve rise to @ misconception of his meaning, and a few words of
comment are necessary.

We have seen that Kant does not agree with the empiricists that
all human knowledge is derived from experience. For there is
a priort knowledge, which cannot be explained on purely empiricist
principles. At the same time he agrees with the empiricists on this

int, that objects are given to us in sense-experience. But the
word ‘given’ can be misleading. To put the matter rather crudely,
thought can get to work on objects only when they are given to
sense: but it does not follow that what is ‘given’ is not already a
synthesis of matter and form, the form being imposed by human

sensibility. And it was Kant's conviction that the given is in fact
such a synthesis. The word ‘given’ must therefore be taken as
meaning given to consciousness, without the implication that the
senses apprehend things-in-themselves, things as they exist
independently of the synthesizing activity of the human subject.
Sense-experience itself involves such an activity, namely synthesis
in the a priori sense intuitions of space and time. Things-in-them-
selves are never given to us as objects: that which the under-
standing finds before it, so to speak, as the given is already a
synthesis of form and matter. The understanding then further
synthesizes the data of sense intuition under its own pure (non-
empirical) concepts or categories.
Sensibility and understanding, therefore, co-operate in con-
stituting experience and in determining objects as objects, though
their contributions are distinguishable. Now, this means that the

1B, 129; 4,19
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function of the pure concepts or categories of the ””""r"'dnr\
(Verstand) is to synthesize the data of sense intuition, Ty, "y
therefore inapplicable to realities which are not, and (--.mnnfl :“
given in sense-experience, And it follows that no m'""l-hy.m
which consists in using the pure concepts or categories of "l;"
understanding (such as the concepls of cause and substapea
transcend experience, as Kant puts it, and to describe .,”".:"
sensible reality can legitimately claim to be a science, Indeeq [},!
of the philosopher’s tasks is to expose the hollowness of any'%:‘;
claim. 5
The function of the pure concepts or categories of the unde,

standing is thus to synthesize the rnamfolfl of‘s.r:nse:. their use “,,.,;
in their application to the data of sense intuition. But thers ,
also certain ideas which, while not being mere abstractions fn.m;
experience, are at the same time not applicable to the data of s,
intuition. They transcend experience in the sense that no ObIECt;
are given, or can be given, within experience which correspong t
them. Such, for instance, are the ideas of the soul as a Spirityg)
principle and of God. How are such ideas produced? The humg,
mind has a natural tendency to seek unconditioned principles g
unity. Thus it seeks the unconditioned?! principle of unity of 4
categorical thinking in the idea of the soul as a thinking subject
ego. And it seeks the unconditioned principles of unity of 4
objects of experience in the idea of God, the supremely perfec
Being.

These ‘transcendental Ideas’, as Kant calls them, are ascribeq
by him to the reason (Vernunft). We must note, therefore, that
Kant uses this word with varying degrees of strictness. When he
calls the first Critigue the Critique of Pure Reason (Kritik der
reinen Vernunft), the word ‘reason’, as covering the general con-
tents of the work, includes sensibility, understanding and reason
in the narrower sense. In this narrower sense reason (Vernunfl) is
distinguished from understanding (Verstand), and still more from
sensibility (Sinnlichkeit). It refers to the human intellect as seeking
to unify a manifold referring it to an unconditioned principle, such

as God.

Now, this natural tendency of the reason, considered in itself,
is in no way belittled by Kant. On the contrary, he considers tha!
the transcendental Ideas exercise an important regulative

1 ‘Unconditioned’ as transcending the subjective conditions of sensibility and
understanding,
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f”nc!;:)ﬂrﬂ m""“"f"y ff'lfllitfll }lhf:lll’llllﬂll.‘!, constant] ality, the tota)
”ﬂ!c](ll‘ ver wider scientific explanatory i'YlmII}y SPUTS us ony 44
Jeve stual syntheses of I'T'l‘f'!tlln‘tll:t. It serves i'nwm" sver wider
o o ideal goal, the notion of which !"‘“Ir;n[ tfjthr‘r words, ag

effort. ates the mind 1
estion arises, however, whether the
ulative function. Can they be the
dge of corre.slmlntling realities? It ig
anot. In his view any attempt to

: ) use these
metaphysics as a science is fored e ldeas as the

: ‘ Jomed to failur
e shall find ourselves involved in logical lallar;;»s” w;
’ : AE5 an

. omies, Given our possession of these Ideas it i
S:S:rostand the temptation to use them 1111j er"tl:a:\ssriisrie x
nanner; that‘ is, to extr:'nq our theoretical knowledge bey’r;nd ?%:le

eld of expf:nen'ce. But it is a temptation to be resisted.

Bearing in mind the considerations outlined in this section. we
can easily understa.nd f.h.e gen_eral structure of the Critique of I”un
Reason. The work is divided into two broad divisions, the first of
which is entitled Transcendental Doclrine of Elements (Transzen-
dentale Elementarlehre). This deals, as the word ‘transcendental’?
indicates, with the a priori elements (forms or conditions) of
knowledge. It is subdivided into two main parts, The Transcen-
dental Aesthetic (Die transzendentale Aesthelik) and The Tran-
scendental Logic (Die transzendentale Logik). In the first of these
Kant deals with the @ priori forms of sensibility and shows how
the synthetic @ priori propositions of mathematics are possible.

The Transcendental Logic is subdivided into The Transcendental
Analytic (Die transzendentale Analytik) and The Transcendenial
Dialectic (Die transzendentale Dialektik). In the Analytic Kant
treats of the pure concepts or categories of the understanding and
shows how the synthetic a priori propositions of natural science
are possible. In the Dialectic he considers two main themes, first
the natural disposition to metaphysics, and secondly the question
whether metaphysics (that is, speculative metaphysics of the
traditional type) can be a science. As has already been remarked,
he affirms the value of metaphysics considered as a natural
disposition but denies its claim to constitute a true science which
give us theoretical knowledge of purely intelligible reality.

1] call all knowledge transcendental which is occupied not so much with, objects
1 with °Jl-1f mode of cognition of objects, so far as this is possible & priors (B, 25
) 11-12),
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T KANT L4
ea,l:e S?CQnd of the two broad divisions of the Critigie .
i on 18 entitled Transcendental Doclrine rlf: JMr!Hl‘ml (.!-’“n_-, Iy,
entale Mffhodmirhrc). In the place of SI“"’“'",“.V(" - '.“"“L‘""‘-lu
meta;?hysics' claiming to be a science of rcnllj les :"-'Illlt'-h !rn.n--.r;,,_hr’I
€Xperience, Kant envisages a ‘transcendental ':‘1{(_;(;‘-l:lili}"mmf Whiy
Wwould comprise the complete system of a ;‘frlif::.i(‘;“l:‘ Il;m. Nclyy
Ing the metaphysical foundations of n:lt.lll:‘; g (‘ doeg m
profess to provide this transcendental syster { y < TSquy
Pure Reason. If we regard the complete systenvl 4 Priori cognjy;
as an edifice, we can say that the Transcendental Docty;y,
Elements, the first broad divisio

materials and their functions, Whil® Y ; .
of Method considers the plan of the edifice and is ‘the dttemnnau,m

‘ih stem of pure Reagq
of the formal conditions for a C"mpl_e.te e A ason’ )
the plan of the edifice architectonically, and that itis “the compje,

i . t this science itge)s
idea of transcendental philosophy, but not alf' 1
Strictly speaking, the Critique of Pure Reasonisonlya Propaedeuty,
to the system of transcendental philosophy or metaphysics, By,
der sense, we can, of course, g5

| if we use the latter term in a wi _
that the contents of the Critigue, the doctrine of elements and th,

doctrine of method, constitute the first part of transcendenty|
hilosophy or metaphysics.

3 6. Inpt!}:e last chgp{er mention was made of the fact that i

Dreams of a Ghost-seer Kant declared that metaphysics is the

science of the boundaries or limits of human reason. In the
Critigue of Pure Reason he endeavours to fulfil this programme,
But reason must be understood to mean the theoretical or specula-
tive reason; better, reason in its theoretical function. We cannot
have theoretical knowledge of realities which are not given in
sense-experience or which are incapable of being so given. There
is, of course, reason’s critical reflection on itself; but the result of
such reflection is primarily to reveal the conditions of scientific
knowledge, the conditions of the possibility of objects. It does
not open to us a world of supersensible reality as an object of
theoretical knowledge.

At the same time this delimitation of the boundaries of
theoretical or scientific knowledge does not show that God, for
example, is unthmkable. or that the term is meaningless. What it
does is to put freedom, immortality and God beyond the range of

' B, 735-6. ' B, 18; 4, 13.
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Io Dialectsc opens the w:};

5 - T mr‘ff faj.th, It&lil’lg on th‘ me
al . - )fal consci usness
ﬁ!ﬂj o E’ay' thdt h‘: ]'ia.s tl‘) dO away With ];Jnf)';:?ed .
a ge tO

for fzith, and that his dest : 3 15
1000 O o be a i Strikesmcme crnticism of meta-
cdaim 9O a blow at th
Fﬁ:;hgn. ¢atalism and atheism. For the truths th OO
= e sal soub +hat man is free and that God exists natl i
Gito® " rguments which afford a ground for th,;eonger rest
oﬂﬁﬁwz ths; they are moved to the sphere of the Who deny
e reason 2nd become objects of faith rather thsf:acfh]ial e
o (thﬁ ferm being taken in 2 sense analogous to that(; no.W.
a5 gsed with re.:'erence to mathematics and natural scienréewhmh
% tis a great mistzke to look on this theory as a mere so 3 th
hodox 2nd devout or as 2 mere act of prudence on K S

ortho £ his solut] _ ant’s part.
For it 15 0 solution to the great problem of reconcilin
pe world of science on the one hand with, on the other, the worl%l
o the oral 2nd religious consciousness. Science (that is, classical
phyics) involves a conception of causal laws which do not admit
' frecdom. And man, considered as a member of the cosmic
crstem studied :zny "Lhe. scientist, is no exception. But scientific
ynowledge bas 1fts limits, and its limits are determined by the
5 priots forms of human sensibility and understanding. There i
¢hus no valid reason U;-;fhatsoever for saying that the lilgnits ofrzi
erientific of theoretical knowledge are identical with the limits of
r-ad{ty. And the moral consciousness, when its practical implica-
tions are develf:;ped, takes us beyond the sensible sphere. As a
Phenmne'nal being, man must be considered as subject to causal
laws and as determined; but the moral consciousness, itself a
reality, involves the idea of freedom. Though, therefore, we
cznnot qemonstrate scientifically that man is free, belief in
Ireedom is demanded by the moral consciousness.

This point of view is certainly beset with difficulties. Not only
do we have the division between sensible, phenomenal reality and
mr.nena.l, p.urely mt_elhgible reality, but we are also faced in
dete:mmadm with the difficult conception of man as phenomenally

: but noumenally free, as determined and free at the
same time, though under different aspects. But it would be out of
place to discuss the difficulties here. My point in mentioning Kant's

ypo 5

point of view was twofold. First, I wished to draw attention once

1 B, XXX.
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E€Wtonia : gen?ral Problem of the reconciliation of t}, o,
o e YSics with the world of reality and religic,, F. 4

: 1S genera] problem i ind, we are less like], , T
si M an mind, w ; agpir 41 ™

ght of the wooq for the trees, Secondly, I wished to indjc,,, the
isol Tilique % Pure Reason does not stand by itself j, long,
SOlation from Kant's other writings but that.lt forms 4 part f,f‘.'
tota] plulosophy Which is gradually revealed in successive otk

Tue, the first Critique has its own problems, and to this Xtent g
stands by itself, But, quite apart from the fact that NQuIrY ing,
a s e ! d in the field of the Pracii,.

Priori cognition has vet to be pursued Lo o Practicy
reason, the conclusions of the first Critigue form 0;{ 7 @ part of g,
solution to a general problem which l'mderh(fas all thdnfc 8 :h”’klhg.
And it is important to understand this fact from the start.




