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General Introduction

GRAHAM BIRD

1. Background to the Critical Philosophy

Kant’s Critical philosophy, published in the three Critiques, of Pure Reason, Practical
Reason, and Judgment, between 1781 and 1790, is the basis of his formidable reputa-
tion. His influence dominated Western philosophy throughout the nineteenth century
and, after some neglect in the early twentieth century, has been more recently renewed.
Only at the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries did analytic philosophy,
under the influence of Pragmatism, of Frege, Russell, and the Logical Positivists,
develop an agenda which consciously rejected the grand metaphysical debates of the
nineteenth century between idealism and realism, or monism and pluralism. Since Kant,
seen through the eyes of the nineteenth-century commentators, was thought to have
been a prime originator of those debates, his reputation suffered with their rejection.

Analytic philosophers in the early twentieth century, such as Carnap, Reichenbach,
and Cassirer, were strongly influenced by aspects of the Critique of Pure Reason, but
others, such as Kemp Smith, Paton, and Collingwood, retained an interest in Kant
which was mainly historical. Later, from the 1960s, opposition from Wittgenstein and
philosophers such as Ryle, Austin, Grice, and Strawson to the purely formal aspects of
analytic philosophy encouraged a revival of interest in, and new interpretations of,
Kant. That development began again to make Kant'’s project of live philosophical rather
than merely historical interest. The renewed interest sometimes still insisted on the
nineteenth-century idealist tradition of Kant interpretation, but it led also to accounts
which set him at odds with that tradition. Some interpreters persisted in treating his
philosophy as a version of the traditional idealism he claimed to reject, but others
offered an account of his transcendental idealism consistent with that rejection. With
new translations of, and greater access to, all his writing, including the unpublished
Nachlafs, it has been possible to begin to correct earlier caricatures of his philosophy.
Continuing interest in Kant as the basis for live philosophical enquiry continues in the
twenty-first century. (See chapter 33 below.)

Such a thumbnail historical sketch already indicates some of the strong disagree-
ments about Kant’s position and its merits throughout the two centuries since 1781.
From the first commentators on Kant in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries to the present day, philosophers have disagreed radically about the nature
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GRAHAM BIRD

and value of his work. Kant himself responded to his earliest critics, such as Eberhard
(OD) and Garve (Prol., 4.372ff), but these often vehement rebuttals did not still the
later criticisms of Hegel, Schopenhauer, and others after his death (see chapter 30
below). For the most part, nineteenth-century philosophers interpreted Kant as a
thoroughgoing idealist, and criticized, or attempted to mitigate, the resulting conflicts
in his views. Only occasionally, as in the polemic between Adolf Trendelenburg and
Kuno Fischer in the 1860s, was there a clear suggestion that Kant had wanted not to
revive a traditional idealism but to repudiate it and branch out in a new direction (see
chapter 31 below). Later philosophers, such as Husserl and Heidegger, developed a
phenomenological approach strongly influenced by their reading of Kant (see chapter
32 below). Throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, from the polemics of
the 1860s to the disagreements between Henry Allison (1983) and Paul Guyer (1987),
commentators have continued to disagree radically about Kant's project, its alleged
mistakes, and its fruitful points of development. These disagreements have arisen from
almost every detail of Kant's work, but they indicate also a more general division.

One view is that although Kant aimed to transcend the metaphysical tradition he
inherited and to point in a new direction for philosophy, his implicit commitment
to that tradition meant that the project could not succeed. According to this view,
despite his expressed intention to reject all previous philosophy (Prol., Preface, 4.255),
that underlying commitment to traditional idealism prevented him from achieving a
stable, coherent outcome. Even though he qualified his own theory as a transcendental
idealism in order to distance it from the tradition, the doctrine remains a form of
idealism. To traditionalist commentators this marks an unstable adherence to a back-
ground which Kant had hoped to repudiate, and serves to explain the many blatant
contradictions which they find in Kant’s text.

An alternative view is that when his own conscious modifications to the tradition
are adequately understood, Kant’'s doctrine can be seen to represent, as he explicitly
claimed, a revolutionary rejection of the previous philosophical tradition. Transcen-
dental idealism, according to this view, is not an incoherent acceptance and rejection
of traditional idealism but a revolutionary attempt to dispense with its assumptions
(see chapter 7 below). The uncertainty of Kant’s repudiation of the tradition is then
represented more as a function of the commentators’ commitments than of Kant'’s.
Throughout the nineteenth century most commentators accepted a traditional idealist
background, but struggled and failed to make sense of Kant’s position under those
assumptions. In the twentieth century commentators who may not themselves have
accepted traditional idealism nevertheless often regarded it as obligatory to ascribe
such a doctrine to Kant. To distance Kant from that traditional view does not relieve
him of all criticism, but it sets aside the gross inconsistencies he has sometimes been
thought to commit through an ambiguous and confused adherence to both realism
and idealism. It is a measure of Kant's stature, and of the intriguing elusiveness of his
thought, that the lesser philosophers who have commented on, sometimes developing
sometimes resisting, his work have not found it possible to agree at this general level
about either its character or its merits.

It is inevitable that in this commissioned collection of essays on Kant there should
be varied accounts of, even disagreements about, the Critical philosophy. The aim is
nevertheless to provide a survey of the whole range of his work, to give some idea of its
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

immense scope, its extraordinary achievement, and its continuing ability to generate
philosophical interest. The contributions cannot deal with every aspect of his work,
but the hope is that they will clarify its general structure and fill out many of its details.
Nor can they be all of exactly the same kind. Some offer lucid exposition of Kant’s
claims while others take up historical, philosophical, scientific, moral, aesthetic, and
social-political issues to which Kant made a contribution. They are designed to be
relatively concise and sufficiently clear to be appreciated by anyone with an interest in
philosophy and the history of philosophy. They cannot all be easy to read but their dif-
ficulties may encourage further exploration of Kant’s own texts and of commentators’
views about them.

Although the three Critiques represent the core of Kant’s Critical philosophy, the full
scope of his work in this collection covers more. Before 1781 Kant had written many
smaller philosophical works in the so-called “pre-Critical” period. It is generally accepted
that this phase terminated in the 1770 Inaugural Dissertation and was followed by
a long period, the “silent decade,” before 1781, during which no major work was
published. Work done recently in Alison Laywine 2001, Martin Schonfeld 2000, and
Wolfgang Carl 1989 — all authors represented in this volume — has thrown new light
on that early period: Schonfeld 2000 provides an excellent survey of Kant’s wavering
commitments to rationalism, Newtonianism, and other doctrines during the pre-
Critical period. (See chapters 2, 3, 4, and 12 below.)

But during the period of the three Critiques and afterwards Kant also published a
wide range of works which variously fill out and apply the Critical principles. So the
Prolegomena (1783) and the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (1785) offer a
summary account, respectively, of the first Critique and of the moral philosophy in the
second. The Metaphysical Foundations of the Natural Sciences (1786) and the Meta-
physics of Morals (1797), with its Doctrines of Right and of Virtue, and Religion within
the Bounds of Reason Alone (1793), apply the Critical principles, respectively, to natural
science (that is, to Newtonian physics), to issues in law, morality, politics, and reli-
gious belief. The essays on Perpetual Peace (1795) and “Theory and Practice” (1793)
pursue Kant's moral principles into the realms of political institutions and interna-
tional politics (see chapters 24 and 25 below). Since the origins of the Critical philosophy
lie in Kant's dissatisfaction with the methods and standards of traditional metaphysics
it is not surprising that throughout his career he wrote further on the development of
philosophy in such works as On Progress in Philosophy (1791) and The Quarrel among
Faculties (1798). These aspects of Kant’s philosophy have become more accessible
with the publication and translation of smaller essays and lecture notes (see chapter
23 below).

At the very end of his life, between about 1786 and 1803, Kant worked on projects
published only posthumously as the Opus postumum. The available text is not so much
a philosophical work as a series of repetitive, often rambling, and frequently obscure,
notes which offer hints of a seemingly ambitious plan to bring aspects of the Critical
philosophy together in a synthesis of metaphysics and science. The text itself focuses
on a more specific project of explaining the transition from an a priori metaphysics
to the guiding principles of Newtonian physics. This project of bringing metaphysics
and physics into harmony dominated also the pre-Critical writings, but Kant’s concep-
tion of such a synthesis undoubtedly changed after the development of the Critical
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philosophy. Commentators consequently take different views of the Opus postumum
and its achievement. To some it is the culmination of his philosophical system, but
to others it is only an unfortunate reflection of Kant's declining intellectual powers.
Despite a recent abbreviated, translated, and edited text for the Opus postumum (Forster
and Rosen 1993), it remains an incomplete and dubious addition to Kant’s central
work. For that reason it is not specifically represented in this volume and finds no
place in the following categories into which his central work is here divided:

1 Kant's life, the pre-Critical writings, and the empiricist and rationalist background.
(Chs. 1-6.)

2 The metaphysical foundations of the Critical philosophy in the Critique of Pure
Reason and Prolegomena. (Chs. 7-16.)

3 The transition to moral philosophy, pure and applied, in the Grundlegung, Critique
of Pure Practical Reason, and Metaphysics of Morals; freedom, the character of the
supreme principle of morality, and its uses. (Chs. 17-23.)

4 The applied philosophy, in science, morals, and politics. (Chs. 15-16, 19-27.)

5 The final Critique of Judgment; teleology, biology, aesthetics; beauty and morality.
(Chs. 28-31.)

6 The aftermath of the Critical philosophy: Hegel, a neo-Kantian polemic, phenom-
enology, and the twentieth century. (Chs. 32-5.)

Brief editorial introductions to the issues in each of the three Critiques and the applied
philosophy provide a background to the detailed discussions in these sections.

2. Foundations of the Critical Philosophy in the first
Critique and Prolegomena

The outcome of Kant’s decade of reflection after 1770 on the needed reform of philo-
sophy is presented in the first Critique and Prolegomena in the form of two related
enquiries. The first is to examine the distinction, and its consequences, between sci-
ences which have established methods and metaphysics which so far lacks them. The
consequence is, according to Kant, that metaphysics, lacking the clear and assured
decision procedures of Newtonian physics or Euclidean geometry, goes endlessly
in circles and produces only the pseudo-enquiries Kant describes as “bloodless mock
battles.” The circles characteristically take the form of alternate bouts of dogmatism
and skepticism, of grossly optimistic claims about knowing a reality hidden behind
ordinary experience, followed by a profound pessimism about our successfully achiev-
ing any knowledge even in ordinary experience or in science. Kant rejects the idea that
these alternatives, associated respectively with rationalist extravagance and empiricist
skepticism, are exhaustive.

Kant’s central aim in the first Critique is to diagnose and cure the faults which
lead to this endless oscillation of pseudo-issues, and to use the diagnosis as a guide to
more “scientific” principles for metaphysics in a new direction for philosophy. Kant
thinks of a scientific metaphysics as different from established sciences such as physics,
mathematics, or logic, but he requires that it establishes its own clear and assured
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decision procedures. The Critique is consequently a “propaedeutic” or preparation for
the substantive pursuit of metaphysics in its revolutionary, reformed, Critical form.
The theme of diagnosing systematic errors in previous philosophy is extensively
pursued only towards the end of the Critique in the penultimate section, the Dialectic
and especially the Antinomies, but the theme is already identified from the start in the
Prefaces. Kant later came to think that the diagnosis and therapy might usefully have
been placed at the beginning of the work.

The second, related, enquiry, followed in the actual text of the first Critique, is to
take our existing knowledge in ordinary experience and in science as a datum in order
to uncover its structure, and to establish what enables us to achieve determinate know-
ledge. Kant believes that the disclosed structure reveals a necessary interplay between
certain high-level, abstract principles and the lower-level presentation of specific
experiences to the senses. Even that general description rules out the achievement
of legitimate knowledge through either abstract principles alone, as rationalists might
claim, or solely through the presentation of specific experiences, as empiricists thought.
Although at this general level Kant rejects standard forms of both empiricism and
rationalism, his own views owe debts to both (see chapters 5 and 6). More positively
Kant claims to disclose principles, operating in experience, which function as “con-
ditions” or “presuppositions” of that experience; that is, conditions without which
experience would be impossible for us.

Three general aspects of this positive development deserve to be noted. First the
discovered conditions are divided into those which govern or determine the operation of
our fundamental cognitive powers, that is, the senses or sensibility, understanding, and
reason. Later in the third Critique a parallel project deals with the principles of judgment
and imagination. Sensibility has to do with the way in which items are presented to
the senses; understanding deals with the discursive concepts with which those pres-
entations are characterized; and reason is concerned with our powers of reasoning,
especially in developing systems or theories in mathematics, natural science, and meta-
physics itself. Kant explores the sensory conditions in the Aesthetic in a discussion of
space and time, and the conditions of understanding in the Analytic’s identification of
the fundamental categories and their role in experience (see chapters 9 to 11).

The conclusions of the Aesthetic and Analytic are then used in the Dialectic to
explain, criticize, and limit a range of comparable principles of reason. The general
message is that principles of pure reason do not have the status or character of
the other preconditions of experience. The “conflicts of reason with itself” which
stimulated the need for reform in philosophy point to that conclusion, and the detailed
arguments outline their legitimate role in experience and the illusory temptations
they offer. They have a legitimate, limited, role, but they tempt us to make unwar-
ranted claims that go beyond any experience into a supposed supersensible realm.
Kant’s technical contrast between “appearances” (or “phenomena”), tied to sense
experience, and “things in themselves” (or “noumena”), supposedly independent of
that experience, is required to separate what reason can and cannot legitimately
do. Our immanent reality consists of appearances, but the Dialectic’s antinomies may
delude philosophers into thinking that they can establish truths about a transcendent
pseudoreality of things in themselves. These limitations on the legitimacy of pure reason
provide Kant with his title of a Critique of Pure Reason. (See chapter 13.)
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Second, as preconditions of experience the discovered principles have priority in
that experience. Kant believes that the prior conditions cannot provide experience
on their own but need supplementation with what is materially given to the senses.
Kant's technical distinction between the “a priori” and the “a posteriori” is designed to
capture that appeal to the two separately necessary and jointly sufficient conditions
for the full-blown experience which acts as a datum for the enquiry. In this part of
the enquiry it is useful to distinguish claims about priority relations between items in
experience and claims about some item’s being a priori. Some contemporary philo-
sophers would accept a legitimate enquiry into the relative priorities holding between
items in experience, but reject Kant's idea that some items are prior conditions of any
experience and so a priori. An underlying empiricism provides one motive for such
a position, since Kant's conception of the a priori is incompatible with a standard
empiricism. His conception of the a priori is the notion not just of logical or analytic
truth, but of a substantial contribution to the character of experience, expressed in his
classification of synthetic a priori judgments: Some synthetic a priori principles not
only determine the nature of our experience but, according to Kant, are responsible for
its objectivity. (See chapters 8 and 10 below.)

Third, the connected appeals to the a priori principles, and their necessary reference
to our mental powers of sensibility and understanding, provide the basis for Kant's form
of idealism. That form, heralded in the imagery of the Copernican experiment (B xx—
xxiii), is contained in the supposition that objects conform to our knowledge (B xvi),
and that we know a priori of things only what we put into them (B xviii). Kant’s view
is that both characteristics, being a priori and being dependent on those cognitive powers,
make a necessary, ineliminable, reference to our minds as a contributory factor in
that experience. Even empiricists hold that our minds, through such operations as
Locke’s “workmanship of the understanding,” play a necessary part in developing our
experience, but the previous paragraph and the Copernican imagery express a more
substantial, distinctively non-empiricist, Kantian appeal to the mind’s contribution. That
contribution issues in those principles governing experience which are neither derived
from experience nor analytically true but both synthetic and knowable a priori.

Commentators from Christian Garve's first review of the Critique of Pure Reason in
1782 to Strawson (1966) have expressed this Kantian commitment by talking of “the
mind making nature,” though Kant himself never uses that expression. It is danger-
ously naive since it encourages ascription to Kant of a literal project of psychological
development, which he explicitly rejects, and it fails to distinguish, as he does, between
purely “formal” and “material” nature. Despite what some commentators have claimed,
Kant was concerned with the structure of formal nature and never thought that
our minds literally constructed the material nature of such things as mountains in
Africa (Stroud 1984). The doctrine of “the mind making nature” has been the basis for
the ascription to Kant of the crudest, Berkeleian, form of traditional idealism, which
Kant explicitly repudiates. It is time that that expression, and the thought behind it,
vanished from the scene.

Kant’s initial steps in the first Critique to provide a reformed metaphysics set the
scene for the whole Critical philosophy. The later second and third Critiques can be
properly understood only within the framework provided in the first, and that is why
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the largest single group of essays in this volume concerns the first Critique. There are
serious dangers in working backwards from the third Critique of Judgment in order
to interpret the framework of the first. Although Kant comments on that basic frame-
work throughout his career, those first steps remain the fundamental reformed struc-
ture for all the subsequent developments. Kant undoubtedly changed his mind on
some issues between the pre-Critical and Critical periods, and probably between the
latter period and the Opus postumum, but in general his views show a remarkable
consistency.

With that sketch of Kant’s central, and basic, metaphysical goal, I now list five
distinctive aspects of his discussion in the first Critique.

1. The whole Critical philosophy can be seen as an extended essay on priority, or
dependence, relations among items in our experience. The preliminary, propaedeutic,
framework in the first Critique and Prolegomena expresses the needed reform in philo-
sophy and sets the course for the more detailed exploration of dependence relations
in the subsequent works. It replaces a bogus transcendent metaphysics with an imman-
ent, but transcendental, examination of the map of our experience within which each
item has its proper location in relation to all others. Kant's “transcendental topic” is
an explicit expression of that new, immanent, goal (B 324-5), as is his renunciation
of “ontology” in favor of a “mere analytic of concepts” (B 303). Kant adds to that
account a controversial step from mere “priority” to “a priority.” The a priori elements
in experience, which Kant claims to identify, are those which are prior to all other
items in experience and not dependent on any others; they indicate a fundamental
priority attached to elements without which experience would be impossible.

2. To identify and map that fundamental priority is, according to Kant, to uncover
the normally hidden structure of experience in ordinary life, in science, in art, and in
such special domains as morality, the law, religion, and politics among others. Kant
notes, and decisively rejects, the temptation to construe that hidden structure as
a realm of reality, of things in themselves. The structure is hidden only because in
ordinary experience we are normally unaware of it, not because it designates a realm,
accessible only to philosophers, which goes beyond that experience. It identifies the
governing principles of our conceptual economy and not any cognitive access through
pure reason to supersensible objects such as Leibnizian monads or Lockean primary
qualities. It marks, again, a mere analytic of concepts rather than a “proud ontology.”
It differs substantially from a comparable empiricist map in virtue of its claim that
the fundamental elements are independent of, and not reducible to, the simple a
posteriori beginnings of our sense experience. It answers to our a posteriori experience
but is not derivable from it.

3. The first Critique is primarily a “propaedeutic” because its enquiry is a necessary
preliminary to the projected new direction of a reformed metaphysics. It consequently
has a higher-order status than either science or traditional philosophy in questioning
the methods and authority of the latter. Kant's project does not accept the authority
of traditional philosophy in order to question or doubt experience, but accepts the
authority of the sciences in order to question the methods of traditional metaphysics.
The traditional authority which philosophy claimed for itself to question, and perhaps
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reject, the results of the sciences gives way, under Kant’s exploration of the structure
of our cognitive economy, to an acceptance of science and a rejection of that tradi-
tional authority. Kant accepts as a datum for his cartographic enquiry the character
of our experience, and of the sciences within it, and the outcome is a severe restriction
of that traditional philosophical authority.

4. Kant's descriptive metaphysics, outlined in paragraph 3 above, does address some
specific forms of skepticism head-on. Kant confronts an empiricist challenge to a belief
in the necessity of causality, and more generally to a belief in synthetic a priori judg-
ments and a substantive role for a priori elements in experience. The immediate task of
the Critique is to establish against Hume that these challenges can be met; that our
experience is governed by a range of a priori concepts whose role empiricism had
overlooked or misunderstood. Beyond that, and as a somewhat peripheral further
confrontation with idealist skepticism, Kant devises a new way of refuting the idealist
doubt about the outer, physical, world in his Refutation of Idealism (B 274-9)
(see chapter 12 below). In the moral philosophy of the second Critique and the Ground-
work Kant has more to say of a skepticism which treats obligation and duty as fictions
or delusions, but he adopts the same method of accepting experience as a datum from
which to identify a priori elements in morality (see chapter 19 below).

5. Throughout Kant's project there is an essential, and characteristic, outcome to
his discussion which marks a striking divergence from earlier philosophers. It is an
explicit reversal of the traditional orders of priority attached to pairs of concepts. The
Copernican “revolution,” heralded in the Preface (B xxi—xxii), represents Kant’s view
against the empiricists that there are substantive a priori elements in our experience.
It claims that sometimes our knowledge does not simply derive from objects presented
to the senses, but actually contributes to their constitution. It thus reverses a priority
attached to objects over our knowledge, and in the fundamental cases, such as the
categories, gives a priority to our cognitive constitution over the objects of experience.
In a similar way the Refutation of Idealism reverses the priority traditionally given
in idealism to inner over outer objects of experience. For traditional idealists inner
experience is immediate and certain, while outer experience rests on a mediate and
dubious inference from that immediate certainty. The Refutation of Idealism argues
that outer, spatial, experience has a priority over inner. Even more generally the first
Critique reverses the skeptical authority attached traditionally to philosophy over
science. In Kant's moral philosophy a central step is to reverse the priority attached,
for example in Utilitarianism, to happiness over duty and obligation (see chapter 20
below). For Utilitarians, duty and obligation rest on the notions of welfare and happi-
ness, but for Kant morality is not determined by welfare, and happiness is deserved
only when the demands of morality are met (see chapter 21 below). At every stage
in the discussion Kant's transcendental topic offers to redraw the map of priority and
dependence relations among items in our experience. These reversals mark Kant's
distance from the tradition; they underline his revolutionary goals and their consider-
able extent. They offer a major reform in philosophy comparable to that which
occurred between the end of the nineteenth and the early twentieth century in West-
ern philosophy.
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Kant’s Life and Works
ALLEN W. WOOD

Immanuel Kant was born April 22, 1724, in Konigsberg, East Prussia, a seaport
located where the River Pregel flows into the Baltic Sea. In Kant's time, the city was an
isolated eastern outpost of German culture (though it was occupied by Russian troops
for several years during Kant’s lifetime). Most of the city was leveled by British and
American bombing, or by Soviet artillery, prior to its invasion by the Soviet army in
1945. After the war it was ethnically cleansed of its German population, renamed
Kaliningrad (after a thoroughly hateful Stalinist henchman), and became, what it still
is, an isolated western outpost of Russian culture. For nearly 40 years of the twentieth
century, as the headquarters of the Soviet Baltic fleet, it was entirely closed to foreigners
and to most Russians as well.

The Lutheran cathedral at Konigsberg, located on a large island in the middle of the
Pregel, remained a bombed-out ruin until the Gorbachev era, but it was substantially
rebuilt and renovated during the 1990s. In Kant’s day, the main building of the
University (no longer extant) was located nearby on the same island. Kant refused on
principle to attend religious services at the cathedral, since he thought such exercises
constitute “superstitious counterfeit service” of God, true service of whom consists
only in good conduct of life, not in slavish praise or fetishistic rituals attempting to
conjure up the divine presence. But Kant spent considerable time in the building, since
the cathedral contained the University library, where Kant not only often studied, but
also served for a time as librarian.

Kant’'s tomb, appropriately located outside the cathedral on the side (and to the left of
the altar), is now pockmarked from wartime shrapnel, but it remains largely intact,
never needing to be rebuilt. It somehow escaped demolition by allied bombs, and later
also from the Russian invasion, reportedly because one Soviet general (having better
than average education) ordered that it (together with a statue of Schiller that still stands
elsewhere in the city) should be spared the destruction his troops were triumphantly
wreaking on the rest of Konigsberg. Since the war, the new Russian population of
Kaliningrad has kept Kant’s tomb constantly adorned with flowers. To this day it is
customary for marrying couples to visit it. Apparently the austere rationalist philo-
sopher Immanuel Kant — Lutheran by upbringing but in his maturity always deeply
suspicious of popular religious superstition in all its forms — was the nearest imitation of
a local Orthodox saint that this old German city had for the new population to venerate.
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Early Years

Eighteenth-century Konigsberg, at the Eastern corner of the Baltic, was connected to
the rest of the world through its access to the sea, and boasted a rich and curiously
varied intellectual culture. In that sense, it was not culturally isolated, and Kant was
not the only Konigsbergian to make important contributions to literature and philo-
sophy in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Nevertheless, Konigsberg
is hardly the place from which one might have expected the greatest revolution in
modern philosophy to spring. Nor was Immanuel Kant, judging from his family or his
social origins, the sort of person from whom one would have expected such a thing. He
was the second son, and the sixth of nine children, born to Johann Georg Kant, a
humble saddler (or leather-worker) of very modest means, and Anna Regina Reuter,
daughter of a member of the same saddler’s guild. Kant believed that his father’s
family had come from Scotland (and that the family name had been spelled “Cant”).
He was proud to claim a heritage that would affiliate him with men he admired as
much as he did Hutcheson, Hume, Lord Kames, and Adam Smith. More recent research
has shown, however, that he was unfortunately mistaken on this point of his genealogy,
probably misled by the fact that more than one of his great uncles had married recent
Scottish immigrants. Kant’s ancestors, for as far back as they can be traced, were
entirely of German stock; his father’s family came from Tilsit.

Kant's parents were devout Pietists. Pietism was a revivalist movement that arose
in the seventeenth century and had a great impact on German culture throughout
the eighteenth century. It is comparable to other contemporary religious movements,
such as Quakerism or Methodism in England, or Hassidism among central European
Jews. (We should never forget that the “age of reason” was also an age of religious
enthusiasm.) Kant’s family pastor, Franz Albert Schulz, was also rector of the newly
founded Collegium Fredericianum. Noticing signs of exceptional intellect in the humble
Kant family’s second son, he arranged an educational opportunity for Immanuel that
was surely rare for children of his parents’ social class. At the Fredericianum Kant was
taught Latin and enough else to enter the university at age 16. However, he found the
atmosphere of religious zealotry, especially the intellectual tyranny of the catechism,
insufferably stifling to both mind and spirit. In the course of a short treatise on meteoro-
logy, he later wrote about the catechisms that “in our childhood we memorized them
down to the last hair and believed we understood them, but the older and more we
reflective we become, the less we understand of them, and on this account we would
deserve to be sent back to school once again, if only we could find someone there
(besides ourselves) who understood them better” (8.323).

Attempts are frequently made to identify Pietist influences in Kant’s moral and religi-
ous thought. But virtually all explicit references to Pietism in his writings or lectures are
openly hostile. He typically identifies Pietism either with a spirit of narrow sectarianism
in religion or with a self-despising moral lethargy that does nothing to improve oneself
or the world but waits passively for divine grace to do everything. Perhaps his mildest
remark is one that defines a “Pietist” as someone who “tastelessly makes the idea of
religion dominant in all conversation and discourse” (27.23). Kant's philosophy was
in turn regarded with hostility by most of the influential Pietists in Konigsberg.
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Academic Career

Kant entered the University in 1740. This was the same year Frederick the Great
became King of Prussia. The year is also significant in the intellectual life of Germany
because one of Frederick’s first acts was to recall Christian Wolff from exile in Marburg
to his professorship at the University of Halle, thus offering symbolic support to the
intellectual movement known as the Aufklirung (Enlightenment), of which Wolff was
considered the father. Seventeen years earlier, Wolff had been summarily exiled by
Frederick’s father, Friedrich Wilhelm I, from Prussian territories under the influence of
Pietists in the Prussian court. They objected to the way the enlightenment had made
the German universities places of dry scholastic reasoning, rather than religious inspir-
ation and moral exhortation. They also found objectionable Wolff’s fascination with
“pagan” thought (he was, for instance, one of the first Europeans to undertake the
philosophical study of Confucian writings, which he treated in an alarmingly sym-
pathetic spirit). They were equally horrified by some of his philosophical doctrines, such
as that the human will is subject to causal determination under the principle of sufficient
reason (though Wollf did not deny freedom of the will, but was what we would now
call a “compatibilist” or “soft determinist”). The struggle, both within the universities
and in intellectual life generally, between Wolffianism and Pietism was decisive for the
intellectual environment in which Kant came of age.

The first study Kant took up at the University was Latin literature, which left its
mark in the numerous quotations from Latin poets that constitute almost the only
literary adornments in Kant's philosophical writings. But soon he came under the
influence of those at the university who taught mathematics, metaphysics, and nat-
ural science. The best known of these was Martin Knutzen (1713-51), whose early
death (it is sometimes speculated) might have deprived him of some of the philosoph-
ical influence that was later to be exercised by his most famous student. Knutzen is
sometimes described as a Wolffian, but he was more a Pietist critic of Wolff than an
adherent. Further, it is at best an oversimplification to think of Kant as “Knutzen’s
student.” For one thing, Kant's talents were apparently not much appreciated by
Knutzen. He never regarded Kant as among his better students, and this unfortunate
fact was largely responsible for what, with hindsight, we now see as the extraordinarily
slow development of Kant’'s academic career. Moreover, Kant's magisterial thesis was
completed in 1746 under the direction of Johann Gottfried Teske (1704-72). This
makes it more accurate to describe Kant as “Teske’s student,” though Teske was a
natural scientist with few broader philosophical interests. The thesis itself was mainly
an elaboration of Teske's researches on combustion and electricity. In fact, all the
writings Kant published before the age of 30 were in natural science — on topics in
Leibnizian physics, astronomy, geology, and chemistry.

Kant left the University in 1744, at the age of 20, to earn a living as a private tutor,
which he did in various households in East Prussia for the next decade. The most
influential of his employers was the Count von Kaiserlingk. Even in later years he
maintained a social relationship with this family, especially with the Countess. During
these years Kant was twice engaged to marry, but both times he postponed marriage
on the ground that he was not financially solvent enough to support a family, and
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both times his fiancée tired of waiting and married someone else. By the time he was
financially in a position to marry, he had come to appreciate — probably under the
influence of his friend Joseph Green — the independence of a bachelor’s life, and had
resolved to do without a wife or family.

Kant returned to university life in 1755, receiving the degrees of Master and Doctor
of Philosophy, and obtaining a position as Privatdozent. This means he was licensed to
teach at the University, but was paid no salary, so that he had to earn his living from
fees paid him by students for his lectures. Since his livelihood depended on teaching
whatever students wanted to learn, he found himself lecturing not only on logic,
metaphysics, ethics, natural theology, and the natural sciences — including physics,
chemistry, and physical geography — but also on practical subjects that were related to
them, such as military fortification and pyrotechnics. For a considerable time Kant
devoted his intellectual labors mainly to questions of natural science: mathematical
physics, chemistry, astronomy, and the discipline (of which he is now considered the
founder) of “physical geography” — what we call “earth sciences.” This work culminated
in Universal Natural History and Theory of the Heavens (1755). In this essay Kant was
the first to propound the nebular hypothesis of the origin of the solar system. But the
financial failure of its publisher had the effect of almost totally suppressing it, and
it remained virtually unknown for many years, until after Laplace had put forward
essentially the same hypothesis with greater mathematical elaboration.

In the same year, however, Kant also began to engage in critical philosophical reflec-
tions on the foundations of knowledge and the first principles of Wolffian metaphysics,
in a Latin treatise New Elucidation of the First Principles of Metaphysical Cognition. Here
he subjected central propositions and arguments of the Wolffian metaphysics and theory
of knowledge to searching criticism, and we find the earliest statement of some of
Kant's characteristic thoughts about such topics as causality, mind-body interaction
and the traditional metaphysical proofs for God’s existence.

Many years later, in the Preface to his Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics (1783),
Kant made the assertion that it was the recollection of David Hume that first awoke
him from his “dogmatic slumbers.” There is a literature in German that attempts (rather
desperately, in my judgment) to give some sort of biographical substance to this
remark.? Far more plausibly, Kant's point in making it was to invite his audience
(assumed to have been taught Wolffian philosophy) to find its own path to his critical
philosophy through reflection on Hume's skeptical challenges. The juxtaposition of
Humean skepticism to Wolffian dogmatism may have been a striking way for Kant to
raise the fundamental issue of the possibility of metaphysics, and is certainly indicative
of Kant’s lifelong admiration for Hume's philosophy. But it is most unfortunate that
the remark has been taken as an authoritative autobiographical report about his own
philosophical development. For when it is interpreted as saying that Kant began as an
orthodox Wolffian metaphysician, only to be roused from complacent rationalism by
Hume's skeptical doubts, the remark simply does not correspond at all to the facts of
Kant's intellectual life. (As a statement about his own intellectual development, there
is probably greater truth in Kant's later assertion that it was the problems of the four
antinomies of reason, with which he became occupied in the 1770s, that “woke him
from his dogmatic slumbers” (12.258).) A student of the development of Kant’s philo-
sophy finds that he was never an orthodox Wolffian, but from the very start took a
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critical stance toward some of the most basic tenets of Wolffian metaphysics. His rejec-
tion of the “dreams of metaphysics” was perhaps even more extreme in his satirical
essay Dreams of a Spirit-Seer (1766) than it was later in the Critique of Pure Reason
(1781). In that sense, there never was any “dogmatic slumber” from which to awaken:
the long course of Kant's development toward the position of the Critique of Pure
Reason (and just as significantly, beyond it) was always a restless searching that was
terminated only by his eventual decrepitude and death.

A wider philosophical audience was first attracted to Kant's writings in 1762,
when he entered a prize essay competition on the foundations of metaphysics. Moses
Mendelssohn won the competition, but Kant's essay, On the Distinctness of the Principles
of Natural Theology and Morals, won second prize, was published in 1764 along with
Mendelssohn's winning essay, and received notable compliments from Mendelssohn
(with whom Kant was always on terms of mutual admiration and respect).

Kant’s interest in moral philosophy developed relatively late. In the prize essay, as
well as his earliest lectures on ethics, he seems to have been attracted by the moral
sense theory of Francis Hutcheson. But he was soon to become convinced that a theory
based on feelings was inadequate to capture the universal validity and unconditional
bindingness of a moral law that must often challenge and overrule corrupt human
feelings and desires. His thinking about ethics was dramatically changed about 1762
by his acquaintance with the newly published writings of Jean-Jacques Rousseau:
Emile, Or on Education and Of the Social Contract. Pietism had already taught him to
believe in the equality of all human beings as children of God, and in the church
universal, encompassing the priesthood of all believers, to be pursued as a moral ideal
in a sinful world of spiritual division and unjust inequality. These convictions now
took the more rationalistic form of Rousseau’s vision of human beings, free and equal
by nature, who find themselves in an unfree social world where the poor and weak are
oppressed by the rich and powerful. Soon Kant began defining his own ethical position
through emphasis on the sovereignty of reason, associating his moral philosophy with
the title “metaphysics of morals.” However, it was another 20 years before Kant brought
his ethical theory to maturity. In the meantime, the task to which he devoted his
principal labor was that of reforming the foundations of the sciences and discovering
the proper relation within them between empirical science and the claims of a priori or
metaphysical knowledge.

Kant's closest friend during his youth was Johann Daniel Funk (1721-64), a pro-
fessor of law, who led a rather wild life and died at an early age. Like his friend Funk
(and contrary to the grossly distorted traditional image of him), Kant was always a
gregarious man, thought of by those who knew him as charming, witty, and even
gallant. Compared to Funk, however, he was also much more self-controlled and
prudent. His sociability included regular play at cards and billiards, which he did with
notable shrewdness and skill. Kant's winnings often supplemented his meager academic
income. After Funk’s death, Kant made his longest and most intimate friendship, with
the English businessman Joseph Green (1727-86). Green was an eccentric bachelor
and a man of very strict and regular habits. It is probably through Green'’s influence
that Kant acquired many of the characteristics pertaining to the (often highly distorted)
picture that was later formed of him. From quite early on, Kant invested his savings
in the mercantile ventures of the firm of Green & Motherby, which was profitable
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enough to provide Kant with a comfortable fortune by the time he gained his professor-
ship in 1770.

The slow development of Kant’s academic career corresponds to the long gestation
period of the system of thoughts for which we now most remember him. Professor-
ships in logic and metaphysics became open at the University of Konigsberg in 1756
and 1758, but Kant did not even apply for the first, and with his still very limited
qualifications he was routinely passed over for the second. After the recognition he
received from Mendelssohn and the Prussian academy, he was offered a professorship
of poetry at the university in 1764, but declined it because he wanted to continue
devoting himself to natural science and philosophy. In 1766 he did accept a position
as sublibrarian at the University, providing him with his first regular academic salary.
But he declined opportunities for professorships in 1769, first at Erlangen and then at
Jena, chiefly because of his reluctance to leave East Prussia, but also because he expected
the professorship of logic at Koénigsberg would be available to him the following year.
In subsequent years he had other opportunities (for instance, he was offered a professor-
ship at Halle in 1778), but chose never to leave Konigsberg. Just as Beethoven, the
most revolutionary of all composers, wrote some of his most original music after he
was totally deaf, so Kant, the most cosmopolitan of all philosophers, lived in an isolated
province of northeastern Europe and never traveled farther than 30 miles from the
place of his birth.

In the Latin inaugural dissertation he wrote on assuming his professorship at
Konigsberg, On the Forms and Principles of the Sensible and Intelligible World, Kant took
several important steps in the direction we can now see eventually led him to the
“critical philosophy” of the 1780s and 1790s. By 1772, Kant told his friend and former
student Marcus Herz that he was at work on a major philosophical treatise, to be
entitled The Limits of Sensibility and Reason, which he expected to finish within a year.
But it was nearly a decade more before Kant published the Critique of Pure Reason.
During the 1770s Kant wrote and published very little. Despite his elevation to a
professorship, Kant continued to live in furnished rooms on the island in the Pregel
on which stood both the University building and the cathedral in which its library
was housed. It would be another 13 years before he was able to purchase a house of
his own.

Early in this “silent decade,” however, Kant began lecturing on the subject of “anthro-
pology,” stimulated (or provoked) by Ernst Platner’s Anthropology for Physicians and
Philosophers (1772). Kant rejected Platner’s “physiological” reductivism in favor of
an approach that emphasized the practical experience of human interaction and the
historicity of human beings. Yet Kant was always deeply skeptical of the capacity of
human beings to gain anything like a scientific knowledge of their own nature, and he
was especially dissatisfied with the entire state of the study of human nature up to
now, looking forward to a future scientific revolution in this area of study (which he
himself did not pretend to be able to accomplish). He lectured on anthropology in a
popular style for the next 25 years. These lectures were the most frequently given and
the most well attended of any he gave during his teaching career. Kant’s ideas about
anthropology exercise a powerful but subtle influence on his treatment of epistemo-
logy, philosophy of mind, ethics, aesthetics, and the philosophy of history, but it is
an influence difficult to assess because Kant never articulated a systematic theory of

15



ALLEN W. WOOD

anthropology, and his published writing on anthropology was limited to a popular
textbook derived from his lectures, Anthropology from a Pragmatic Standpoint (1798),
which he issued at the end of his teaching career.

Years of Academic Success

Kant was born poor, and he remained poor — an unsalaried, marginal academic — well
into middle age. But his investments with Green and his appointment to a professor-
ship finally gave him a comfortable living. And by the early 1790s his lately acquired
fame had made him one of the highest paid professors in the Prussian educational
system. During the late 1760s and for most of the 1770s he lived, along with many
others from the University, in a large rooming house owned by the publisher and
bookdealer Kanter. In 1783, at age 59, Kant finally bought a home of his own — a
large, comfortable house on Prinzessinstralie in the center of town, almost in the shadow
of the royal castle that gave the city its name.

The Critique of Pure Reason was finally published in the spring of 1781 (less than a
month before Kant's 57th birthday). Although Kant brought his labors on it to a
conclusion very rapidly, in the space of about four months in 1779-80, this book had
been nearly 10 years in preparation. Once the Critique was published, the evident
originality of the thoughts contained in it and the difficulty of his struggle to achieve
them both led Kant to expect that it would attract immediate attention, at least among
philosophers. He was therefore disappointed by the cool and uncomprehending recep-
tion it initially received. For the first year or two he received from those whom he most
expected to give his book a sympathetic hearing only a bewildered silence.

Kant found especially frustrating the review of the Critique published in the Géttingen
Learned Notices in January 1782. It was ostensibly written by Christian Garve (a man
Kant respected) but had been heavily revised by the journal’'s editor, J. G. Feder, a
popular Enlightenment philosopher of Lockean sympathies who had little patience
for metaphysics in any form and no sympathy at all for the new and seemingly abstruse
project of “transcendental philosophy” in which Kant was engaged. The review inter-
preted Kant’s transcendental idealism as no more than a variation on Berkeley's
idealism — a reduction of the real world to subjective representations, based on an
elementary confusion between mental states and their objects. The review, together
with the evident incomprehension of the Critique by most of its earliest readers, caused
him to attempt a more accessible presentation of his ideas in Prolegomena to Any Future
Metaphysics (1783). But Kant was not a good popularizer, and it would be several
more years before the Critique began to get the kind of attention Kant had hoped for.

The first floor of Kant’s house on Prinzessinstralde contained a hall in which he gave
his lectures, and the kitchen where food was prepared by a female cook (he could now
finally afford to hire one); on the second floor was a sitting room, a dining room, and
Kant’s study (where there reportedly hung over his writing desk the only decoration
he permitted in the house — a portrait of Rousseau). Kant’s bedroom was on the third
floor. For many years, Kant had a personal servant, Lampe — who, however, was
apparently given to drink, and was discharged in the late 1790s when he reportedly
attacked his frail and aging master during a quarrel.
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In the second-floor dining room Kant enjoyed his only real meal of the day, a dinner
at which he usually entertained several guests. Konigsberg was a seaport, and although
Kant never himself ventured far from it, he took the opportunity to acquaint himself
with many of the distinguished foreigners who passed through. By the time of these
banquets (in the early afternoon), Kant had usually completed his main academic
work. He rose regularly at 5 a.m., having only a cup of tea and a pipe of tobacco for
breakfast. Then he prepared for his lectures, which he delivered five or six days a week,
beginning at 7 or 8 in the morning. After them, he would go to his study and write
until time for dinner. After his guests had departed, Kant would often take a nap in an
easychair in his sitting room (sometimes a good friend, such as Green, would nap in
the chair next to him). At 5 p.m. the philosopher would take his constitutional walk,
whose timing, according to the famous legend, was so precise and unvarying that the
housewives of Konigsberg could set their clocks by the minute at which Professor
Kant walked past their windows. Yet the regularity of Kant’s schedule, as well as his
crochets about his health and especially his diet (he believed in eating a lot of carrots,
and drank wine daily, but never beer) probably resulted less from a compulsive per-
sonality than from the necessity of an aging man, who had never been in the best of
health, to keep himself strong enough to complete philosophical labors which he
had not been able properly to begin until he was far into middle age. Kant’s evenings
were often spent socializing, either at Green’s house, or Hippel’s, or with the Count
and Countess Kaiserlingk.

Friendships

Kant's closest friend by far in his years of maturity was clearly Joseph Green, whose
influence on him is hard to overestimate. Kant respected Green's judgment even in
philosophical matters, to such an extent that it is reported he read every word of the
Critique of Pure Reason to Green prior to its publication.

Another of Kant’s friends was the mayor of Konigsberg, Theodor Gottlieb von Hippel
(1741-96), through whose help and influence he was able to purchase the house in
Prinzessinstralle where he lived out his later years. Hippel was a remarkable man. He
was not only active politically, but also intellectually. He was a learned and intelligent
man, the author of whimsical, satirical plays and novels in the style of Laurence Sterne.
He also wrote progressive political treatises defending the civil equality of Jews, and
argued for a quite radical position on the social status of women, advocating the reform
of marriage to ensure their equality with men in all spheres of life. Hippel's views on
the emancipation of women were far in advance of Kant’s own, even though at the
time rumor had it that Kant shared in the authorship of these writings. Some of these
rumors may have been benevolently intended toward Kant, but some surely were not,
since like other defenders of women'’s rights in that time (such as William Godwin),
Hippel was widely calumniated as an unprincipled sexual libertine. Kant refused to
participate in these attacks on his friend’s character, but he also publicly disavowed
association with Hippel's “feminist” writings.

Another of Kant's notable friendships is even more curious — the one with J. G.
Hamann (who was also a close friend of Green). Hamann was a thinker and writer of
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great brilliance, but his views — like his personality — could hardly have been more
different from Kant’s. Hamann was an eccentric religious thinker, who combined philo-
sophical skepticism with fideist irrationalism. He had a troubled life-history, and lived
an unconventional life (for instance, cohabiting with a woman he never married).
Kant even seems to have helped him out financially for a time. Personally, Hamann was
an imprudent, unstable, unhealthy man. Hamann’s writings are terse, impressively
learned, full of idiosyncrasies, ironies, and inventive allusions, always tantalizingly (or
infuriatingly) cryptic. He was a trenchant critic of the Enlightenment, including Kant’s
philosophy, and a mentor of both the German counter-enlightenment and the Sturm
und Drang literary movement. It says something very significant, and very favorable,
about both men’s characters and the largeness of both their minds, that they were
genuinely friends, and that their profound differences in style and outlook apparently
never led to any significant personal estrangement.

Kant’s relation with other friends and acquaintances reveals a more ambiguous
picture. During the 1760s he was close to the customs official Johann Konrad Jacobi
and perhaps even more so to his wife Maria Charlotta.’ But when she left her husband
and took up with another acquaintance of Kant, master of the mint Johann Julius
Goschel, after the divorce and remarriage Kant broke off relations with the adulteress
and refused ever to see her or her new husband. He was not always so intolerant of
sexual indiscretions, however. When his doctoral student F. V. L. Plessing* fathered an
illegitimate child in 1784, Kant undertook the responsibility of conveying the neces-
sary payments to the young woman, and may even have supplied some of the funds
himself. Yet when in 1794 a troubled young woman, Maria von Herbert, sought the
philosopher’s advice and consolation in a time of inner anguish and despair, Kant
showed remarkable insensitivity to her feelings and her situation, dismissing her
to their mutual friend Elizabeth Motherby as “die kleine Schwérmerin” (the little
enthusiast), and citing her as a sad example of what can happen to young women
who do not control their fantasies. Some years later, Maria committed suicide.

Students whom Kant regarded as straying from the proper path were sometimes
dealt with unkindly. When Kant’s former student J. G. Herder criticized Kant in the
first two volumes of his Ideas for the Philosophy of History of Humanity (1785-7), Kant
wrote superficially laudatory but plainly condescending reviews of Herder’s work, which
infuriated his former student — who was himself a touchy and troubled person, all too
easily offended. Despite a surprisingly warm tribute to Kant in Herder’s Letters on the
Advancement of Humanity (1793), Herder's last works were mainly devoted to anti-
Kantian polemics. When Kant's work on the Critique of the Power of Judgment took
too much time for him to review the third volume of Herder's Ideas, he tried to pass the
dubious task of criticizing him along to another of his highly able students, Christian
Jacob Kraus (who was the chief exponent of Adam Smith’s economic theories in Ger-
many). When Kraus refused to comply with Kant’s wishes, they quarreled and their
previously close friendship came to an end. Kant helped the young J. G. Fichte to begin
his philosophical career by aiding him in the publication of his first work, Attempt at a
Critique of All Revelation (1792). But in 1799, perhaps under the jealous influence of
some of his students, Kant publicly denounced Fichte, disclaiming him as a follower of
the Critical philosophy and citing the Italian proverb: “May God protect us from our
friends, for we shall manage to watch out for our enemies ourselves” (12.371).
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Kant’'s Character

The complexity of Kant’s conduct toward particular people naturally raises questions
about what sort of man he was. Today, of course, just as in eighteenth-century
Konigsberg, this is a matter that must be up to each of us to decide for ourselves.
I think that on the whole, Kant seems to have been neither a particularly admirable
nor a particularly unlikable human being. Rather, like most human beings, especially
interesting ones, his character contained a rich mixture of attractive and unattractive
traits. He was hard-working, patient and utterly devoted to his work as a scientist,
scholar, and philosopher, but he was also both shrewd and ambitious, never missing
out on the personal advantages he gained through the professional success and
prosperity he eventually achieved. He was a gregarious, sociable man, but sometimes
quarreled with his friends, and a number of his friendships came to an abrupt end.
Though Kant believed above all in thinking for oneself, in his habits and lifestyle he
seems at times to have been curiously open to the influence of certain friends — early in
life, to Johann Daniel Funk, later in life to Joseph Green. He had a fierce love of the search
for truth and of independent thinking, but he could also be jealous of his reputation,
and mean-spirited toward students or followers he thought had personally betrayed
him. He was not always above the intellectual cliquishness and academic backbiting
characteristic of his time (and of many intellectuals and academics in any time).

Now that Kant has been dead for over 200 years, however, it is worth asking how
far it should matter to us at all, as students of his philosophy, what kind of man he
was. (We know all too little about Aristotle’s personality, for example, a fact that
perhaps mercifully saves us from many irrelevant thoughts about his philosophy.)
Judgments about Kant’s character, as we make them, are most often ancillary to — or
rationalizations of — our reactions to his philosophy — especially those reactions
(favorable or unfavorable) that exceed our ability to provide rational support for them.
So it is worth asking how far judgments about Kant’s character could possibly provide
us with anything we can honestly make use of as critics or defenders of his ideas. Kant
is sometimes either reviled or ridiculed by critics for the inflexibility of his mode of life
and the alleged inhumanity of some of his moral opinions — as on the subjects of sex,
suicide, the place of women in society, or the duty of truthfulness, capital punishment,
or the wrongness of resistance to authority.

Of course it matters in evaluating Kant's views what conclusions they might lead
to on these subjects. But often critics are less interested in this question (which may
be difficult to decide) than in interpreting Kant's opinions as expressions of the kind of
person he was, and in using our reactions to his character to color our reception of his
philosophy. On some of these topics, the common image of Kant is all too accurate,
while on others it is exaggerated and distorted. He was, however, an ardent supporter of
the movement known as “Enlightenment” and his views on many subjects — politics,
education, and especially religion — were on the whole quite progressive by the stand-
ards of the time. It is also remarkable that critics who typically attack others for failing
to consider things in social and historical context often feel free to measure Kant's
opinions by the same standards they would use to judge views voiced by someone
living in our own day.
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Kant is sometimes also criticized for the views on race that are expressed in some of
his anthropology lectures and shorter essays. Here too there is sometimes distortion or
exaggeration, since Kant had virtually no first-hand knowledge of non-Europeans and
had to rely on travel reports (which he read avidly) for all his information about other
peoples and cultures. Kant accepted some reports about nonwhite peoples that we
would now regard as racist, but at times he also expressed skepticism about claims
that nonwhites are intellectually inferior to Europeans, noting that the reports on this
issue are contradictory (8.62). But on the subject of European colonialism in other
parts of the world, Kant's opinion is consistent and (for its time) even extreme. Kant
condemns without hesitation or qualification the injustice and hypocrisy of European
imperialists who, he says, conquer other peoples in the name of visiting them and
plunder and exploit them in the name of civilizing them (6.352-3, 8.357—-60). Even if
Kant accepted the racist view that nonwhites are intellectually inferior to Europeans,
he definitely repudiated the practical corollaries of such a view for whose sake racists
typically hold it.

It is a sometimes uncomfortable fact that the philosophers of the past whose thoughts
we study with most profit were not especially fine human beings. The only way to deal
with this fact is to face up squarely to the cognitive dissonance it occasions and then to
resolve to set it aside as irrelevant to anything that could be of legitimate interest in
deciding which philosophers to study. It displays a deplorable misunderstanding of
what philosophy is — and what may be gained by studying it — to treat past philo-
sophers as gurus at whose feet we are to sit in order to absorb their wisdom, or altern-
atively, to find in their unattractive personal traits and characteristics an excuse for
not studying them at all. If a past philosopher, Kant for instance, was an admirable
person, that still gives us no reason to study his philosophical thoughts if they were
unoriginal or mediocre and do not repay our careful investigation and critical reflection.
If the philosopher was a thoroughly unattractive character, or even if some of his
opinions on morality or politics offend enlightened people today, it may still be true
that his contributions to philosophy are indispensable to our understanding of philo-
sophical problems and of the history of people’s reflections on them. If we study the
writings of the admirable philosopher in order to honor his virtuous character, then
we are merely wasting time and effort that could have been better employed. By the
same token, if we refuse to study the writings of the personally repulsive philosopher
either because we think our neglect justly punishes him for his misdeeds or his evil
opinions, or because we want to avoid being influenced by such a pernicious charac-
ter, then all we accomplish by this foolish exercise in self-righteousness and closed-
mindedness is to deprive ourselves of what we might have learned both from attaining
to his insights and from exposing his errors. It is always sad to see philosophy students,
and sometimes even professional philosophers, missing out on many things they might
have learned on account of their moral or political approval or disapproval of the
personality or opinions of some long-dead philosopher, who is far beyond their poor
power to reward or punish. The only people we punish in this way are ourselves, and
also those around us, or in the future, whom we might have influenced for the better
if we had educated ourselves more wisely.
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Enlightenment and Philosophy of History

In the middle of the 1780s, Kant laid the foundation for much of nineteenth-century
philosophy of history in several brief occasional essays. To a significant degree, Kant's
thinking about history was prompted by his reading of Herder’s Ideas. Herder saw
himself as a critic of the Enlightenment rationalism Kant defended, and Kant’s con-
tributions to the philosophy of history were in part an attempt to vindicate the cause of
Enlightenment in that debate. In 1786 Kant added to these reviews a satirical essay,
Conjectural Beginning of Human History, parodying Herder’s use of the Genesis scriptures
in Book 10 of the Ideas to support his anti-Enlightenment theory of human history.
But the Conjectural Beginning also makes some serious points both about the use of
imaginative conjectures in devising such narratives and about the role of reason and
conflict in the progressive historical development of humanity’s faculties.

Another important short essay displaying the historical conception of Kant’s philo-
sophy was prompted by the published remark of a conservative cleric, who dismissed
the call for greater enlightenment in religious and political matters with the comment
that no one had yet been able to say what was meant by the term “enlightenment.”
Kant’s response was the short essay Answer to the Question: What is Enlightenment?
(1784). Kant refuses to identify enlightenment with mere learning or the acquisition
of knowledge (which he thinks is at most a consequence of that to which the term
genuinely refers). Instead, Kant regards enlightenment as the act of leaving behind a
condition of immaturity, in which a person’s intelligence must be guided by another.
Many people who are able to direct their own understandings, or would be able if they
tried, nevertheless prefer to let others guide them, either because it is easy and com-
forting to live according to an established system of values and beliefs, or because they
are anxious over the uncertainties they will bring upon themselves if they begin to
question received beliefs or afraid of taking on the responsibility for governing their
own lives. To be enlightened is therefore to have the courage and resolve to be self-
directing in one’s thinking, to think for oneself.

Kant also emphasizes that enlightenment must be regarded as a social and his-
torical process. Throughout humanity’s past, most people have been accustomed
to having their thinking directed by others (by paternalistic governments, by the
authority of old books, and most of all, and most degrading of all, in Kant's view, by
the priestcraft of religious authorities who usurp the role of individual conscience).
Becoming enlightened is virtually impossible for an isolated individual, but it becomes
possible when the practice of thinking critically becomes prevalent in an entire public
in which reigns a spirit of free and open communication between its members. Kant's
proposals concerning freedom of communication in What is Enlightenment? are based
not on any alleged individual right to freedom of expression, but are entirely con-
sequentialist in their rationale and tailored to his time and place, designed to encourage
the growth of an enlightened public under the historical circumstances in which he
found himself.

One unjust calumny often directed against the Enlightenment is that it was a move-
ment devoid of a sense of the historical or an awareness of the historical context of
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human actions and endeavors. The charge is perniciously false, and especially so
when directed toward Kant. What it often represents is a deceptive presentation of a
different view of history from the Enlightenment’s, or else an even shabbier attempt
by nineteenth-century thinkers to pass off the Enlightenment’s accomplishments in
historical thinking as their own, or both of these at once. The Critique of Pure Reason
(even its title) reflects a historical conception of Kant'’s task. Kant sees the “critique” as
a metaphorical court before which the traditional claims of metaphysics are being
brought to test their validity. His metaphor is drawn from the Enlightenment political
idea that the traditional claims of monarchs and religious authorities must be brought
before the bar of reason and nature, and henceforth the legitimacy of both should rest
only on what reason freely recognizes. Kant's philosophy is self-consciously created for
an age of enlightenment, in which individuals are beginning to think for themselves
and all matters of common interest are to be decided by an enlightened public through
free communication of thoughts and arguments.

For nearly 20 years, Kant had intended to develop a system of moral philosophy
under the title “metaphysics of morals.” It is probably no accident that he began
to fulfill this intention only after he had been provoked into thinking about human
history and the moral predicament in which the natural progress of the human species
places its individual members. The Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals (1785) is
one of the classic works in the history of ethics, and (as its title implies) it proposes to
lay the ground for Kant's ethical system. But it never claims to do more than provide
the fundamental principle of the system. It discusses the application of the moral prin-
ciple only by way of selected illustrations, and does not provide us with a systematic
theory of duties. During the next decade, Kant continued to reflect both on the founda-
tions of ethics and on the application of his ethical principles to morality and politics.
But he presented something like an ethical system only at the very end of his career, in
the Metaphysics of Morals (1797-8). Kant's ethical thought, and even what is said in
the Groundwork itself, is often misunderstood because these later works are not taken
into account in reading it.

In 1786 Kant's philosophy was suddenly thrust into prominence by the favorable
discussion of it presented in a series of articles in Christoph Wieland's widely read
publication Teutsche Merkur (called “Letters on the Kantian Philosophy”) by the Jena
philosopher Karl Leonard Reinhold. Reinhold’s presentations of Kant did very suddenly
what Kant's own works had thus far failed to do — namely, to make the theories of
the Critique into the principal focus of philosophical discussion in Germany. Soon the
Critical philosophy came to be seen as a revolutionary new standpoint; the main
philosophical questions to be answered were whether one should adopt the Kantian
position, and if one did, exactly what version or interpretation of it one should adopt.
Soon there also arose a new kind of critic of Kant’s philosophy — an irrevocably “post-
Kantian” philosopher, whose criticisms were motivated by alleged unclarities and
tensions within Kant's philosophy itself. These critics sought to absorb the lessons of
the Kantian philosophy and yet also to “go beyond” it.

For this reason, and because of the misunderstandings to which Kant had dis-
covered his position was subject, he decided to produce a second edition of the Critique,
in which he could present his position more clearly. At first he thought he would add
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a section on practical (or moral) reason, following up his treatment in the Groundwork
(and also replying to critical discussions of that work that had appeared). In 1787 the
new and improved version of the Critique of Pure Reason did appear, but by then Kant
had decided that his discussion of practical reason would have to be too lengthy to be
added to what was already a very long book, so he decided to publish it separately as a
second “critique.”

Within a short time, Kant was working on a third project that was to bear a parallel
title. Kant conceived of philosophy as an architectonic system, but it was never part of
his systematic project to write three “critiques.” The Critique of Practical Reason grew
opportunistically out of Kant's desire to respond to critics of his Groundwork, and also
from his decision to revise the Critique of Pure Reason — he originally intended to include
a “critique of practical reason” in this second edition, but wrote a separate book when
he saw that the length of this new section was getting out of hand. Kant’s reasons for
writing the Critique of the Power of Judgment were complex, and a bit inscrutable, as is
the work itself. Kant had been thinking for a long time about the topic of taste and
judgments of taste, and wanted to come to terms with the modern tradition of thinking
about these matters, found in such philosophers as Hutcheson, Baumgarten, Hume,
and Mendelssohn. Judgments of taste, such as that something is beautiful or ugly,
have the peculiarity that on the one hand they do not ascribe a determinate objective
property to an object but report merely the subject’s own pleasure or displeasure in it,
and yet on the other hand they do claim a kind of quasi-objectivity, as though there
are some things which ought to please or displease all subjects. Kant was dissatisfied
with both Baumgarten’s attempt to analyze beauty as perfection experienced by the
senses rather than by the intellect and by Hume’s view that taste is merely pleasure
or displeasure in an object considered in relation to certain normative conditions of
experiencing it, such as disinterestedness. He wanted to understand how the workings
of our cognitive faculties themselves, especially the harmony between sensible imagina-
tion and understanding required for all cognition, might play a role in generating an
experience that was at once subjective and yet normative for all. But to solve this
problem is far from being the whole motivation behind the third Critique.

The two main themes dealt with in this work — aesthetic experience and natural
teleology — were both preoccupations of the Enlightenment’s critics, such as Herder.
He also needed to clarify and explicate his own thinking about the status of teleo-
logical thinking in relation to natural science, a subject that had engaged him before
both in essays about natural theology and the philosophy of history. But if we are to
take him at his word, the main motive for writing the Critique of the Power of Judgment
was to deal with the “immense gulf” that he saw between the theoretical use of reason
in knowledge of the natural world and its practical use in morality and moral faith in
God. It remains to this day a subject of controversy exactly how Kant hoped to bridge
this gulf in the third Critique and how far he was successful. But the Critique of the
Power of Judgment reveals Kant, now in his late sixties, as a philosopher who is still
willing to question and even revise the fundamental tenets of his system. And to his
idealist followers, Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel, it was the Critique of the Power of Judg-
ment that seemed to them to show Kant as open to the kind of radical speculative
philosophy in which they were interested.
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A Decade of Struggle and Decline

The final decade of Kant's activity as a philosopher was one beset with conflict, and
well before the end of it, Kant’s health and even his mental powers were very much
in decline. As the Critical philosophy became increasingly prominent in German
intellectual life, and as it came to be variously interpreted by different proponents
and would-be reformers of it, Kant found himself defending his position on several
sides, against the attacks of Wolffians such as J. A. Eberhard, Lockeans such as J. G.
Feder and C. G. Selle, popular Enlightenment rationalists such as Garve, religious
fideists such as Wizenmann and Jacobi, or against a new kind of “Kantian” speculative
philosopher, such as the brilliant Salomon Maimon. Kant’s larger-scale published
works during the 1790s, however, were devoted to applying the Critical philosophy
to matters of general human concern, especially in the practical sphere — to religion,
political philosophy, and to the completion of the ethical system he had for 30 years
called the “metaphysics of morals.”

Kant also came into conflict with the political authorities over his views on religion.
From the beginning of Kant’s academic career until 1786, the Prussian monarch had
been Frederick the Great. Frederick may have been a military despot, but his views
in matters of religion favored toleration and theological liberalism. Many considered
him to be privately a “freethinker” or even an outright atheist. Frederick’s death in
1786 brought to the throne a very different sort of monarch, his nephew Friedrich
Wilhelm II, for whom religion was a very serious matter. The new king had long been
shocked by the wide variety of unorthodoxy, skepticism, and irreligion that had been
permitted under his uncle to flourish within the Prussian state and even within the
Lutheran state church. Two years after coming to power, he removed Baron von Zedlitz
(the man to whom Kant had dedicated the Critique of Pure Reason) from the position
of Minister of Education, replacing him with J. C. Wollner (whom Frederick the Great
had described as a “deceitful, scheming parson”). Both the king and his new minister
believed that the stability of the state depends directly on correct religious belief among
its subjects, and hence that those who questioned Christian orthodoxy were directly
threatening the foundations of civil peace. To them, Kant's attack on objective proofs
for God’s existence, and his denial of knowledge to make room for faith, seemed dan-
gerously subversive. And his Enlightenment principles — that all individuals have not
only a right but even a duty to think for themselves in religious matters, and that the
state should encourage such free thought by protecting a “public” realm of discourse
from all state interference — these seemed to the new King and his orthodox followers
like recipes for civil anarchy.

Wollner soon issued two religious edicts intended to reverse the effects of Enlighten-
ment thinking on both the church and the universities, by subjecting clergy and
academics to tests of religious orthodoxy concerning both what they published and
what they taught from the pulpit or the lectern. The edicts put many liberal pastors in
the position of choosing between maintaining their livelihood and teaching what they
regarded as a set of outdated superstitions. Action was taken against some academics
as well (especially critical biblical scholars), who were forced either to recant what
they had said in their writings (which usually discredited them among their colleagues)
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or else to lose their university positions (and with them any opportunity to teach their
views at all). Writings on religious topics were also to be submitted to a board of
censorship, which had to approve the orthodoxy of what they taught before they
could be published.

By 1791 Kant learned from his former student J. G. Kiesewetter, who was a royal
tutor in Berlin, that the decision had been taken to forbid him to write anything fur-
ther on religious subjects. But by this time Kant’s prominence was such that this
would not be an easy or a comfortable action for the reactionary ministers to take.
Kant had planned to write a book on religion, and did not let word of these threats
dissuade him. But he very much wanted to avoid confrontation with the authorities,
both in order to protect himself and on sincerely held moral grounds.

Kant was far from being a political radical on matters such as this. His political
thought is strongly influenced by the Hobbesian view that the state is needed to protect
both individuals and the basic institutions of society against the human tendencies
to violent infringement of rights, and that in order to prevent civil disorder, the
state must have considerable power to regulate the lives of individuals. What is
Enlightenment? teaches that it is entirely legitimate for freedom of communication to
be regulated in matters that are “private,” dealing with a person’s professional respons-
ibilities. This principle might have been used to justify the very actions that had
been taken by the Prussian government against pastors and even professors, insofar
as their unorthodox teachings were expressed in the course of discharging their cler-
ical or academic duties. He deplored Wollner’s edicts, of course, and regarded their
application to the clergy only as having the effect of making hypocrisy a necessary
qualification for ecclesiastical office. But it is not at all clear whether he regarded these
measures as anything worse than disastrously unwise abuses of the state’s legitimate
powers. Kant sincerely believed that it is morally wrong to disobey even the unjust
commands of a legitimate authority, unless we are commanded to do something that
is in itself wrong. Even before anything was done to him he had made the decision that
he would comply with whatever commands were made of him. This is all quite clear
in Kant's first extensive presentation of his philosophy of the state in the second part of
the three-part essay he wrote on the common saying, “That may be correct in theory
but it does not work in practice.” There he defends (against Hobbes) the position that
the subjects of a state have some rights against the state which are binding on the
government but not enforceable against the head of state. This means that there
can be no right of insurrection, and that even the unjust commands of a legitimate
authority must be obeyed by its subjects (so long as these do not directly command
the subject to do something that is in itself wrong or evil). The application of this last
principle to Kant’s own situation is obvious: He had decided that when the Prussian
authorities commanded him to cease writing or teaching on religious subjects, he
would obey them.

But of course Kant had no intention of anticipating such commands, or doing any-
thing merely to please authorities he regarded as unenlightened, unwise, and unjust.
And he was determined to make use of all the legal devices at his disposal to thwart
their intentions. In 1792, when Kant gave his essay on radical evil (which later be-
came Part I of the Religion Within the Boundaries of Mere Reason) to the Berlin Monthly
for publication, he insisted on its being submitted to the censorship; when it was
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rejected, he submitted the entirety of the Religion to the academic faculty of philosophy
in Jena, which under the law was an alternative to the official state censorship. A first
edition appeared in 1793, and a second (expanded) edition in 1794. Kant’s evasion
angered the censors in Berlin, however, and led them finally to take the action against
him they had been planning. In October, Wollner sent Kant a letter expressing in the
king’s name the royal displeasure with his writings on religion, in which “you misuse
your philosophy to distort and disparage many of the cardinal and basic teachings of
the Holy Scriptures and of Christianity” (7.6). It commanded him neither to teach nor
write on religious subjects until he was able to conform his opinions to the tenets of
Christian orthodoxy. In his reply, Kant defended both his opinions and the legitimacy
of his writing about them, but did solemnly promise to the king that he would obey the
royal command (7.7—10). Even the title of the Religion was carefully crafted by Kant in
light of what he took the legal situation to be. Kant regarded revealed theology (based
on the authority of the Church and scripture) as a “private” province of those whose
profession obliges them to accept that authority. But when an author writes on religion
apart from appeal to such authorities, basing his assertions solely on reason unaided
by any appeal to revelation, he is writing for the “public” sphere. In fact, Kant's Reli-
gion is an attempt to provide an interpretation, in terms of rational morality, of central
parts of the Christian message — original sin, salvation through faith in Christ, the voca-
tion of the Church. Its principal aim is to convince Christians that their own religious
beliefs and experience are entirely suitable vehicles for expressing the moral life as an
enlightened rationalist philosopher understands it. No doubt Kant’s rationalistic
reinterpretations were (and still are) apt to seem abstract and bloodless to many Chris-
tians. There is no role in Kant’s account of salvation for vicarious atonement made
by the historical person of Jesus Christ. His rational religious faith has no room for
miracles, disapproves of religious practices such as petitionary prayer, and Kant regards
religious rites as “superstitious pseudo-service of God” when they are presented as
necessary for moral uprightness or justification of the sinner before God. He directly
attacks the Pfaffentum (“priestcraft” or “clericalism”) of a professional priesthood,
looking forward to the day when the degrading distinction between clergy and laity
will disappear from a more enlightened church than now exists. (As I have already
mentioned, Kant’s own conduct reflected his principles. He refused on principle to
participate in religious liturgies. Even when his ceremonial position as rector of the
University of Konigsberg required him to attend religious services, he always declined,
reporting that he was “indisposed.”)

The Religion has much to tell students of Kant’s ethical theory both about its moral
psychology and about the application of moral principles to human life. The essay on
radical evil makes it clear that for Kant moral evil does not consist merely in deter-
mination of the will by natural causes (as it may sometimes seem to do from what is
said in the Groundwork or even the second Critique). Instead, the essay on radical evil
insists that all moral choice consists in the adoption of a maxim (whether good or evil )
by a free power of choice, and thus transcends the natural causality Kant takes to be
incompatible with freedom. It also coheres with Kant’s philosophy of history in pre-
senting the social condition, and the natural propensity to competitiveness awakened
in it, as the ground of all moral evil. Part III of the Religion argues that since the source
of evil is social the moral progress of individuals cannot come from their isolated strivings
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for inner purity of will but can result only from their freely uniting themselves in the
adoption of common ends. The ideal “realm of ends” is therefore to receive earthly
reality in the form of a “people of God” under moral laws, who are to unite freely (not
in the form of a coercive state) and universally (not as an ecclesiastical organization
limited by creeds and scriptural traditions). The essence of religion for Kant consists in
recognizing the duties of rational morality as commanded by God, and in joining with
others to promote collectively the highest good for the world. It is in this free form of
religious association, and not the coercive political state, that Kant ultimately places
his hopes for the moral improvement of the human species in human history. The
role of the state in history for Kant is not to provide the human species with its final
aim, but rather to provide the necessary conditions of external freedom and justice in
which the moral faculties of human beings may develop, and free (religious) forms of
association may flourish in peace.

Kant had been forbidden by the authorities to write on religious topics, but he had
no intention of keeping quiet on other matters of general human concern, even when
his views were likely to be unpopular with the government. In March 1795 a period
of war between the revolutionary French Republic and the First Coalition of monarch-
ical states was brought to a close by the Peace of Basel between France and Prussia.
Kant’s essay Toward Perpetual Peace should be read as an expression of support not
only for this treaty but also directly for the First French Republic itself, since here he
declares that the constitution of every state should be republican and also conjectures
that peace between nations might be furthered if one enlightened nation transformed
itself into a republic and then through treaties became the focal point for a federal
union between other states. Kant begins with four “preliminary articles” designed
at promoting peace between nations through their conduct of themselves under the
present condition of incipient warfare and the diplomatic conduct surrounding it. The
essay then proceeds to three “definitive articles” defining a relationship between states
that will lead to a condition of peace that is not merely a provisional and tempor-
ary interruption of the perpetual condition of war but constitutes a permanent or
“eternal” condition of international peace. This is followed by two “additions” outlining
the larger philosophical (historical and ethical) presuppositions of Kant’s approach,
and an appendix in which Kant discusses the manner in which politicians or rulers
must conduct affairs of state if they are to be in conformity with rational principles
of morality.

Toward Perpetual Peace is the chief statement authored by a major figure in the
history of philosophy that addresses the issues of war, peace, and international rela-
tions that have been central concerns of humanity during the two centuries since it
was written. Kant drew his inspiration from the Project for Rendering Peace Perpetual
in Europe by the Abbé de Saint-Pierre (1712), and comments on it by Jean-Jacques
Rousseau (1761). But his aims in Toward Perpetual Peace are much more ambitious
in that their scope is not limited to the Christian nations of Europe but motivated by
universal moral principles. His purpose is not merely to prevent the destruction and
bloodshed of war, but even more to effect peace with justice between nations as an
indispensable step toward the progressive development of human faculties in history,
in accordance with the philosophy of history he projected over a decade earlier.
Toward Perpetual Peace is perhaps Kant’s most genuine attempt to address a universal
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enlightened public concerning issues of importance not only to scientists and philo-
sophers but vital to all humanity.

The history of Kant’s conflict with, and for a time his submission to, the Prussian
authorities regarding religion, has an unexpectedly happy ending. Friedrich Wilhelm
II, typical of rulers in all ages who make a display of religious orthodoxy central to
their conception of public life, permitted himself a private lifestyle that was morally
unconventional, and the reverse of prudent, temperate, or healthy. When he died rather
suddenly in 1797, Kant chose (in a spirit more wily than submissive) to interpret his
earlier promise to abstain from writing on religion as a personal commitment to this
individual monarch, and regarded the latter’s death as freeing him from the obligation.
The royal censors, who were always regarded within the hierarchy of Lutheran church
as uncultured fanatics, probably never had the power to enforce their prohibitions
against Kant anyway, and certainly lacked it once the king was dead. In the Conflict of
the Faculties (1798), Kant had his final say on religious topics, framing his discussion
in terms of an account of academic freedom within the state that vindicated his course
of action in publishing the Religion several years earlier (the act that had provoked the
royal reproof).

As for Kant’s persecutor Wollner, who had risen to the nobility from a rather lowly
background on the strength of his devotion to the cause of religious conservatism,
he had already been treated with conspicuous ingratitude by the fickle king whose
religious prejudices he had done his best to serve. Soon after the death of Friedrich
Wilhelm II, he lost whatever influence he ever had over Prussian educational and
ecclesiastical policies, and eventually died in poverty.

Old Age and Death

Kant retired from university lecturing in 1796. He then devoted himself to three prin-
cipal tasks. The first was the completion of his system of ethics, the Metaphysics of
Morals, consisting of a Doctrine of Right (covering philosophy of law and the state)
and a Doctrine of Virtue (dealing with the system of ethical duties of individuals). The
first part was published in 1797 and the whole in 1798. Kant’s second task was the
publication of materials from the lectures he had given over many years. He himself
published a text based on his popular lectures on anthropology in 1798. Declining
powers led him to consign to others the task of publishing his lectures on logic,
pedagogy, and physical geography that appeared during his lifetime.

Kant’s third project after his retirement is the most extraordinary. He set out to
write a new work centering on the transition between transcendental philosophy and
empirical science. In it Kant was responding creatively both to recent developments
in the sciences themselves (such as the revolution in chemistry initiated by Lavoisier’s
investigation of combustion) and to the work of younger philosophers who took their
inspiration from the Kantian philosophy itself (such as the “philosophy of nature” of
F. W.]. Schelling, who was still in his early twenties). Kant’s failing powers prevented
him from completing this work, but from the fragments he produced (that were first
published in the early twentieth century under the title Opus Postumum), we can see that
even in his late seventies, Kant still took a critical attitude toward every philosophical
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question and especially toward his own thoughts. Even while struggling against the
failure of his intellectual powers, he was also fighting to revise in fundamental ways
the critical philosophical system whose construction had been the labor of his entire
life. In this way, the next generation of German philosophers, who saw it as their task
to “go beyond Kant,” were thinking more fundamentally in Kant’s own spirit than have
been the generations of devoted Kantians since, who ever and again want to go “back
to Kant” and who tirelessly attempt to defend the letter of the Kantian texts against the
attempts of his first followers to extend and correct his philosophy. Kant died February
12, 1804, a month and a half short of his eightieth birthday.

Notes

1 Writings of Kant will be cited by volume/page number, in the form (v.p.), in the Akademie
Ausgabe Kant’s Schriften (Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 1902—).

2 For instance, see Hans Gawlick and Lothar Kriemendahl, Hume in der deutschen Aufklirung:
Umrisse der Rezeptionsgeschichte (Stuttgart: Frommann-Holzboog, 1987).

3 One of Maria Charlotta’s extant letters to Kant reads: “I lay claim to your society tomorrow
afternoon. ‘Yes, yes I will be there,” I hear you say. Good, then, I will expect you, and then
my clock will be wound as well” (10.39). Much is read into this last figure of speech by a few
Kant scholars who apparently want to entertain the desperate hope that Kant may not after
all have been a lifelong celibate.

4 The troubled, romantic Plessing was also an acquaintance of Goethe, and is the subject of
his poem “Harzreise im Winter,” which later provided the text of Brahms's Alto Rhapsody,
op. 53.
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Kant’s Early Dynamics

MARTIN SCHONFELD

1. Introduction: The Problem of Dynamics
in the Enlightenment

Kant's reflections on dynamics form the starting point of his career. His first inquiries,
in the 1740s, were about force, its activity and interplays. This research informed his
subsequent examinations, in the 1750s and early 1760s, of nature, freedom, matter,
and God. In the mid-1760s, Kant recognized that these examinations involved conjec-
tural leaps, a recognition that prepared the critiques of speculation and reason of the
1780s. At this juncture, dynamic perspectives were fading into the background, but
they did not entirely disappear. In the final two decades of his life, reminiscent of his
pre-Critical project, Kant renewed his efforts at joining metaphysics and physics in the
Opus postumum (1785-1802), and here dynamics returned to center stage. It guided
his theory of a spatial force field (the ether), informed his energetic account of matter,
and let him revisit Spinoza’'s ideas of a self-organizing nature — ideas Kant had explored
from the beginning.

Scholarship has largely ignored the early dynamics, and for understandable reasons.
Kant had formulated his views when he was very young (1744—7), and their publica-
tion, Thoughts on the True Estimation of Living Forces (1749), was full of errors, hard
to read, and an academic failure. The flaws of his debut tempt one to ignore it. In
addition, in Kant's lifetime, various factors undermined dynamic conjectures. By mid-
century, a consensus emerged in Europe according to which there is only one good way
of studying forces, Newton’s way, which, incidentally, differed from Kant's own. The
triumph of celestial mechanics — one of the engines of the Enlightenment — underscored
the power of Newton’s rigorous methods and sidelined conceptual speculations.
Newton’s famous dictum, “I feign no hypotheses,” in the Principia (1686) discouraged
speculation on the causes of gravity and on the puzzle of action at a distance (the
puzzle of how gravity travels through empty space). For Newton and his followers,
studies of force were to be restricted to what can be observed, quantified, and tested.
Metaphysical studies of force, on the other hand, were conceptual and thus deemed
unscientific and arbitrary by British Newtonians.
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On the Continent, reflections on dynamics were not always welcome either. Calcula-
ting the momentum of projectiles or measuring the energy in collisions was acceptable
if the conclusions concerned the details at hand, but wondering about the wider
implications of such research was different. Inquiring too deeply about the forces of
nature might eventually question religious authority and its doctrines. Hence aca-
demics and intellectuals, especially those schooled in theology, had problems with
the philosophical upshot of dynamics.

The marginalization of the pioneers of dynamics was thus no surprise. Kepler’s
celestial dynamics had been integrated in Newtonian mechanics, and his ontological
reflections on the light of nature, its celestial beat, and its cosmic music, had been
dismissed or forgotten. Leibniz’s metaphysical dynamics, however, was not yet forgot-
ten, and the enduring interest in its claims worried Lutheran academics, who viewed
Leibnizian dynamics as subversive and blasphemous. Theology departments often
decided administrative matters at German universities, and their members had
clout. Thinkers who pursued dynamic lines of thought were fired from their jobs
and driven out of town — as befell the mathematician-turned-metaphysician Wolff
in Halle (1723), his student Bilfinger in Ttibingen (1725), or the Wolffian Fischer in
Konigsberg (1725).

Theologians of all stripes, but most of all the fundamentalist Pietists, were aghast
at the wider implications of dynamic perspectives. Suppose there were a self-ordering
natural energy at work and that such energy is constitutive of the world, then the
world and everything in it would be a dynamically generated network or nexus rerum,
as the young Wolff and his radical students had contended. How could such an evol-
ving, self-organizing nature be God’s complete, static creation? After all, the Bible
says that God made the world and took a rest afterwards. Moreover God created bodies
and souls, which are irreducibly different for theologians, but in the above claims
matter and consciousness could both derive from a dynamic activity. Inspired by
Leibnizian dynamics, the Wolffians argued that minds are energetic concentrations
and that bodies are the lattices of such concentrations. But if matter and mind related
to each other in this way, how could one uphold the boundary between mortal flesh
and immortal souls? The Wolffians said that there are simple and complex substances;
simple ones are souls, which cannot fall apart because of their simplicity and are thus
immortal, while complex ones are bodies, which can fall apart (into simple substances)
and die. But what are the consequences? Does Wolff not push matter and mind too
close together, by explaining bodily aggregates in terms of elementary souls? Bodies
and souls should remain different, and blurring their distinction creates problems.
For instance, with ideas of this sort, how could Wolff and his students honestly respect
the tenet that only humans have souls, in contrast to animals?

And if such threats to dogma were not bad enough, Wolff had even likened his
dynamic ideas to those of the heathen Chinese. He argued that the normative thrust
of moral action toward the good in the sphere of humans parallels the energetic thrust
of natural processes toward harmony in the evolving cosmos. When he found the
same view in the Confucian classics, he announced a match between his insights and
those of Confucius (1721). Now the Christians had had enough. They went on the
warpath, which resulted in a purge and Wolff’s exile. The implications of dynamics
were subversive. They were pagan threats in need of suppression.
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2. Kant's Starting Point: The Ontology of Force

Kant turned to dynamics in his fourth year at Kénigsberg University. He wrote Thoughts
on the True Estimation of Living Forces from 1745 to 1747. The book is a commentary
on the debate on force. The controversy had begun in the 1680s between Leibniz and
followers of Descartes; by Kant’s time, it was a discussion among Cartesians, Leibnizians,
and Newtonians. With over 250 pages in the printed edition of 1749, it was a good-
sized work written towards the end of Kant's studies (he enrolled in 1740), and should
have sufficed as a Master’s thesis. The topic, a survey of the literature on force, was suited
for a graduation piece, and its gist, a critique of Leibniz’s dynamics, was something
Kant’s advisor Martin Knutzen (1713-51) would have been interested in reading.
Knutzen, an associate professor of logic and metaphysics, had written on philosoph-
ical and scientific topics; he was an admirer of Newton, a devout Pietist, and a critic of
Leibniz and Wollff.

Yet Kant failed to graduate. Whereas theses had to be written in Latin, which Kant
knew well, the book is in German. After he finished it, he dropped out. He left town
in summer 1748 without a degree. What happened? His father suffered a stroke in
late 1744 and Kant took care of him in 1745, and buried him in spring 1746. Was
Kant after the funeral perhaps too overcome by grief to finish his studies? This seems
unlikely, for he completed the book in the first half of 1746, submitted it to the censor
in mid-summer, and added the last revisions in spring 1747.

Could financial troubles have compelled the dropout? The father’s disability and
death certainly meant the loss of the family’s income. After the burial in 1746, Kant
began to disband the household (his mother had died in 1737), sold off what property
remained, and found homes for his siblings. Poverty affected Kant’s life, but did it
cause a premature end to his education? The father’'s business had been declining
years earlier; so badly, in fact, that the Kants had been registered as paupers in
Konigsberg since 1740. Thus the family was already destitute when Immanuel enrolled
at the university, and the father’s demise could not have made a big difference. The
Kants were financially dependent on others, and Immanuel’s support was taken care
of. A maternal uncle, known only by his last name, Richter, had been paying the
tuition. Even after Kant left town, Uncle Richter kept supporting the scholarly progress
of his nephew. He paid for the printing of Living Forces in 1749 and financed Kant's
second book, Universal Natural History, in 1755. Since this benefactor could apparently
be counted on for academically related expenses, even for those incurred after the
dropout, it seems unlikely that financial reasons forced Kant to leave school.

Instead, there are indications that Kant did not get along with his advisor. Knutzen
was a respected thinker, who had written on the same topics that Kant explored in
chapter 1 of Living Forces, such as nature’s creation, substantial action, and the mind—
body problem (1733-45). But Kant never mentions him, either here or in any other of
his works. An implicit discussion of Knutzen's views in the book dismisses them as
“confusions” of “some astute writer” (§6, 1.21). When the book was out Kant sent a
copy with a very flattering letter to Leonard Euler (1707-83), who is today famous for
Euler’s number and the beta-function that triggered the superstring revolution, but who
was then known as a critic of Knutzen. Kant's indifference towards his teacher appears to
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have been mirrored by Knutzen’s impression of his student. Knutzen never mentions
Kant when writing about students he was proud of, and the students he favored,
Friedrich Buck (1722-86) and Johann Weitenkampf (b. 1726), were Kant’s enemies.

Knutzen, a Pietist, was an opponent of Leibniz and Wolff. Kant, in his book, criticizes
Leibniz and Wolff too, but in a way that sharpens their approach. Knutzen criticized
Leibniz and Wollf for having been too radical, but Kant criticized Leibniz and Wollf for
not having been radical enough. It seems that Knutzen rejected Living Forces as a
thesis. And Kant flunked.

Living Forces contains three chapters. A metaphysical essay (chapter 1) is followed
by an experimental review (chapter 2) and a theory of dynamics (chapter 3). The
initial essay is on Leibniz’s active force (vis activa). Kant announces he wants to deter-
mine “some metaphysical notions of force” (§1, 1.16), and what follows is a tersely
stated ontology. The first paragraph is probably Kant's earliest known statement. He
writes that the “whole lot of the scholastics prior to Leibniz” had failed to understand
Aristotle’s “dark entelechy.” For Aristotle, entelechies are responsible for the develop-
ment of objects such as organisms. The term means having (echein) a goal (telos)
within (en), and modern examples of entelechies would be DNA or software. It was
Leibniz who was the first to teach that bodies have essential forces — a force so funda-
mental that it is prior to extension itself (1.16). Leibniz’s claim, which Kant states twice,
is that force comes first in nature and even precedes extension (1.17). Examples of ex-
tension are matter and space — matter has volume, and space is volume. Since force is
prior to extension, matter and space cannot be primitives. Before they emerged nature
began with force.

For Kant, concurring with Leibniz, this ontological rock bottom should be called an
active force. The aging Wolff, a metaphysician-turned-moderator in exile, had sug-
gested another label, a “moving force” (vis motrix; §2, 1.18). For Pietist readers, Kant’s
support for Leibniz (at the expense of Wolff, who was trying to appease Christian
critics) must have been irritating; it is one thing to make force only responsible for
motion, but quite another to make it responsible for action in general. Still, the label
“moving force” fails. Forces are so basic that motion is just one of their guises. Motion
is not even a necessary condition of force, for motion, like rest, is a state, as Galileo
found out, and it is changes of state, not states as such, that require application of
force. Thus some bodies exert force at rest, while others fail to exert it when in motion
(§3, 1.18).

So forces are primitive and are properly described as active. How do they act? At
this point (§4), Kant breaks with Leibniz. He rejects the doctrine of preestablished
harmony. Leibniz had assumed that interaction does not “really” occur, that it is an
emergent property, observable among phenomena, without being part of the set-up
of nature. But Kant takes interaction as a mark of substances and suggests that when
substantial forces act, they do so by affecting others:

Nothing is easier, however, than to derive the origin of what we call motion from the
general concepts of active force. Substance A, whose force is determined to act externally
(that is, to change the internal state of other substances), either immediately encounters
an object that receives its entire force at the first moment of its endeavor, or it does not
encounter such an object. (1.19) (Translations from Kant 1992 and Kant in press.)
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While Leibniz's “monads have no windows,” Kant’s monads have them — they interact.
In his New Elucidation of the First Principles of Metaphysical Cognition (1755) he would
label his alternative as the theory of an “interactivity by truly efficient causes” (1.4).

Dynamic action is central to Kant’s ontology. The sequence of claims — that there is
force, that it acts, that it acts outwardly, and that it affects others — seems like a string
of non-sequiturs. But a closer look reveals conceptual connections from present force
to outward action and from outward action to foreign effects. In this account, force
is the original presence, and it would not be so if it did not act (wirken). Force emerges
by leaving marks, by having some effect (Wirkung), for an ineffectual power is not a
power, but for any power, its effect or action (Kant’s Wirkung means both) must be
outbound to be noticed. A power failing to leave external marks would be hidden to
any other point of observation. From anywhere in the world, such a sealed-off power
would be a presence without a trace. Closed off from its environment, it would be
invisible in it, ineffectual in it, and irrelevant for it. Thus a natural force must be a
presence through outbound actions and reactions. Such activity, by definition, would
affect something other than its source.

How do forces act externally? Suppose a power emerges, prior to anything else, as
an unspecified presence. As long as it has not been modified, it will lack structure — it
begins as unmitigated force. Such a presence acts by spreading itself. Kant describes
this with terms such as ausbreiten (1.24, to “out-broaden” or radiate) and Ausdehnung
(1.24; the “out-stretching,” or extension). Force radiates by stretching itself out, and
when it thus acts, it has effects.

Kant writes (§9):

It is easy to show that there would be no space [Raum]| and no extension [Ausdehnung], if
substances had no force to act external to themselves [ausser sich zu wirken]. For without
this force, there would be no connection [Verbindung|; without connection, there would
be no order [Ordnung]; and without order, there would not even be space. (1.23)

Force extends space, and it does so by generating order and connection, hence struc-
ture. Thus force creates the universe and everything in it. But this does not mean that
such a world-creating force creates all possible existence. The existences created by
force, existences placed in an ordered context, are only one possible type. There may
be others. Kant explains (§7):

A substance is either in connection and relation [Relation] to other substances outside of
it, or it is not. Because any independent being [Wesen| contains in itself the full source of
all its determination [by definition], it is not necessary for its existence [Dasein| that it
should stand in any connection with other things. That is why substances can exist and
still have no outer bond [Verkniipfung| to other substances, or have no real connection
with them. (1.21-2)

Outer bonds or real connections are not required for existence. Some substances may
exist absolutely and without any ties, while other substances may exist relatively,
hence with ties. The only difference that connections make is that they determine a
thing as belonging to a world. Kant employs Wolff’s concept of the world, as “the series
of all simultaneously and successively existing contingent things that are connected
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with each other” (1.23). The notion of world as a nexus rerum — a network or inter-
connected whole — mirrors the modern sense of the term, as illustrated by the usage of
“nature” in ecology and “universe” in physics. Kant goes a step further. Relations are
constitutive of a referential frame. But places or positions presuppose a frame and
hence relations; without connections weaving the world, there would be no location
within it (§7):

Now since there can be no place [Ort] without external bonds, contexts [Lagen], and
relations, it is quite possible that a thing actually exists, yet is not present anywhere in the
world. This paradoxical statement is a consequence . . . of the best-known truths, but as
far as I know, it has not yet been noted by anyone. But other statements derive from the
same source, and these are no less wondrous and invade the understanding, so to speak,
against its will. (1.22)

One of the “wondrous statements” is the implication that parallel universes may exist
and are theoretically admissible. Kant explains (§8):

It is therefore not right to say, as is always taught in the philosophy classrooms, that not
more than one world can metaphysically exist. For it is really possible, even in the strict
metaphysical sense, that God may have created many millions of worlds. [In stating this]
it remains undecided if they really exist or not. The error committed [in the classrooms]
invariably arose because one did not pay close attention to the explanation of the world.
For the definition counts as belonging to the world only what stands in a real connection
with the other things, while the theorem [that only a single world can exist] forgets this
qualification and refers to all existing things in general. (1.22-3)

Other universes, by definition, would be isolated from ours. Whatever exists in our world
is connected with anything else. Nature’s nexus is due to the external action of force,
which generates location (§9; 1.23) — the spatial anchor of dynamic interconnections.

3. Relativistic Dynamics: The Force—Space Bond

How force determines location, and how force and space are specifically related, is
what Kant examines in the next section (§10), arguably the heart of the metaphysical
essay. Force spreads its effects outwardly (1.24; ihre Wirkungen von sich ausbreiten).
The presence acts outwardly, on an absence or emptiness, and the action is the “broaden-
ing out” of the presence into the absence, thereby affecting and shaping it. When force
spreads out, it radiates as a field. The field expands as a volume and extends as a space.
Thus force transforms void into space, into the order of radiation. This deduction is
remarkable enough as Kant’s explication of Leibniz's dynamic plenum, but it is
impressive today in light of the acceleration of cosmic expansion, whose rate supports
the hypothesis of the void as quantum vacuum energy — that space is a plenum.

As soon as an extended field exists, the acting force is present inside its expansion. The
created environment of force gives it context and is the frame in which force acquires its
location. The field, as the spatial action of force, determines the dynamic source where
force is now placed.
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The placing of force within the field curdles the presence into parts. It acquires
structure: there is an acting point source, and there is its sphere of radiating activity.
In his professorial thesis or Habilitationsschrift (1756, The Joint Use of Metaphysics and
Geometry in Natural Philosophy, whose First Sample Contains the Physical Monadology),
Kant would apply this insight to matter. There he speculates that matter’s elements
must be force-points — points in a geometric sense, indivisible and non-extended —
whose activity generates elementary continua, which he calls “activity bubbles”
(sphaerae or ambitae activates; 1.481). Kant’s claims about the dynamic makeup of
matter agree with current physics. Superstring and M-theories assert concentrations
of force that whip their outsides into order. The resulting dynamic spacelets — Kant’s
activity spheres or Calabi—Yau spaces — are stipulated as the smallest bubbles of matter.
Likewise, Kant’s claims about the dynamic makeup of space, in Living Forces, agree
with current theory. Quantum loop gravity asserts that space is essentially granulated,
not smooth, and that its elements are “quantum loops.” Force extends space, and
while doing so, curdles it.

From riverbeds to wings, structures order currents, and the spatial field is no excep-
tion. As force has ordered space, space now governs force. Space not only shapes
the source to a point in the expansion, but also governs the rate of the flow from the
well into the field. Echoing Kepler and Newton, though he mentions neither, Kant
writes (§10):

Everything found among the properties of a thing must be derivable from what contains
within itself the complete ground of the thing as such. Thus the properties of extension,
and hence also its three-dimensionality [die dreifache Abmessung derselben]| must be based
on the properties of the force that substances possess with respect to the things with
which they are connected. The force by which any substance acts in union with others
cannot be conceived without a certain law that manifests itself in its mode of action. The
kind of law by which substances act on one another must also determine the kind of
union and composition of many substances. Hence the law by which a whole collection
of substances (that is, a space) is measured — or the dimension of extension — will derive
from the laws by which substances seek to unite in virtue of their essential forces. . . . Thus
I suggest that substances in the existing world, of which we are a part, have essential
forces of such a kind that they propagate their actions in union with each other according
to the inverse-square relation of distances. (1.24)

The order of currents reveals a rule: force spreads in inverse proportion to the square
of distances. Kepler discovered this when studying light. In Astronomia pars optica (1604:
prop. 9), Kepler showed that its brightness decreases with the square of the distance
from the source. He suspected that gravity works the same way and applied the
inverse-square rule to it (1605 and 1609). Almost a century later, Newton tied Kepler's
discovery to Kepler’s planetary laws in De Motu (1684), which allowed the derivation
of the inverse-square rule for gravity in Principia (1687).

In Living Forces, Kant interprets the inverse-square rule as a law of the action of force.
By doing so, he made a discovery of its own: he found the law of free-field radiation.
Kant’s law, in modern formulation, is that the pressure of any point source radiation
in a free-field drops at a rate inversely proportional to the square of the propagated
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distance. It is the first generalization of the various and specific inverse-square laws in
natural philosophy, uniting Kepler’s law of photo measurement, Newton’s law of uni-
versal gravitation, and Coulomb’s later law of electrostatic force (1785). Kant's law is
the shared pattern of their radiation, whether one thinks of light, gravity, electrostatic
force, radioactivity, seismic forces, radio waves, or sound.

Kant's law expresses how force radiates in space, or, how space governs the rate of
radiation. For Kant, force orders space, and space orders force. Without force, space
would lack structure (Abmessungen or Dimensionen) and could not place a world (§9).
And without space, force would lack a field, and its radiation would not have a rate
(§10). That is, as soon as force creates space, force and space will interact — when
space is forced, force is spaced. This interaction of force and space is fundamental, and
with this insight, Kant anticipates general relativity, the idea that mass stretches
spacetime and that spacetime grips mass (1915).

Since the interaction of force and space is fundamental, neither the particular rate
of radiation nor the specific structure of space can be basic. The poles of interaction are
not absolute, only their interactivity is. Whether radiation falls off in the inverse square
to the distance, or at some other rate, is ultimately arbitrary. Likewise, that there must
be three dimensions to space is not graven in stone either. In principle these things can
vary, and they could play out differently in another universe. The one thing that
would remain constant is their mutual determination — if the one pole was different,
the other would be altered too. Kant writes (§10):

Second, I think that the whole thus generated [by the propagation of essential forces]
has the property of being three-dimensional on grounds of this [inverse-square] law. Third,
I think that this law is arbitrary and that God could have chosen another, for example
[a law of ] the inverse-cube relation. Fourth and finally, I think that an extension with
other properties and dimensions would have resulted from another law. (1.24)

Kant suspected the arbitrariness of three-dimensionality when he failed to deduce it.
Until he tried to do so, the initial assumptions — that force precedes extension, and that
substantial or placed forces interact — had smoothly spun out a series of implications.
Forces are sources of action (§§2-3); they affect one another (§4); these reciprocal
effects are illustrated by mind-body interaction (§5); mind-body interaction is an
interplay of materially produced ideas and mentally intended actions (§5—6); and it
occurs since substances, including the soul (1.21) are placed (§6). Place and relation
are due to action (§7), as is the sum-total of both, the world (§8).

But when he examined three-dimensionality (§9), he found it “somewhat more
difficult to see” how that plurality derives from the law that governs outward
action (1.23). Leibniz had suggested a geometrical proof, but for Kant, this move begs
the question: geometry presupposes three dimensions, so how could one prove them
geometrically? He relates how he tried his hand at an arithmetical argument, hoping
to link the dimensions of space to the powers of numbers. But he gave up on it, for
the fourth power (corresponding to a fourth dimension) has no spatial equivalent
(1.23). So the “necessity of three-dimensionality” remains inexplicable (1.23). Whether
three dimensions are really necessary in nature is a question he cannot answer.
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4. The True Estimation of Force: The Marriage
of Momentum and Energy

If one views the metaphysical essay from a distance, it becomes clearer how it failed
and why Kant dropped out. Do forces stretch themselves as space; does space structure
radiation? Does this “structuring” create substances? Do they create networks; and
they the world? Is the world just one among many? Affirmative answers to such ques-
tions point to heresies — which a Pietist advisor would hardly tolerate in an academic
thesis. Granted, when Kant mentions God, he says all the right things, characterizing
him as maker of worlds (§8, 1.22; §11, 25.20-5) and as engineer of dimensions (§11;
1.25). But then he makes force responsible for these tasks (§§7—-10). And he had already
given the game away at the very start, with the praise for Leibniz and his explication of
entelechies (§1). Kant's ambiguities — God here, force there — would have allowed only
two readings to Knutzen: either God is the creative force, or God created this force. By
the former, God would be immanent and a quantity. By the latter, God made force,
and force made the world — God passed the torch to an energetic demiurge. However
one interprets this text, one would be hard pressed to call the author a Christian.
Academia had no place for such a rebel, at least as long as Knutzen was alive.

The reasons for Kant's larger professional failure concern the remainder of his book.
The metaphysical essay is on active force. Kant turns to the topic of the title, living
force, only toward the end of the first chapter (§18; 1.29) Living force (vis viva) is
Leibniz’s quantity of force. Kant discusses it in chapter 2, an experimental review, and
chapter 3, a physical dynamics. It refers to a formula for falls, collisions, and the like.
The need for a “true estimation” arose since this quantity was controversial — both
Descartes and Newton had other ideas.

The controversy over living force, the vis viva debate, had begun in the previous
century, when Leibniz attacked Cartesian philosophy. Descartes (dead then but defended
by followers) had argued (1633 and 1644) that force is tied to matter and motion, and
that it is the product of mass and velocity (mv). Descartes had also insisted that this
quantity is conserved in the world, and that force is nothing but this quantity of
motion. There is no “power” or “energy” as such; nature is matter in motion, and if
one wants to examine nature in physical terms, then such an inquiry should be a
kinematics, a study of moving masses. Leibniz objected to this (1686) that experiments
with falling and rising bodies indicate force to be another quantity, the product of
mass and velocity squared (mv?*), and it is this quantity that is conserved. Moreover,
and contrary to Descartes’ view, force is more than just a formula. It is describable as
mv?* or living force, but it is also the quality of nature, as an active force. “Mass,”
understood differently in Descartes’ “quantité de la matiere” and Leibniz's “magnitudo
corporis,” is now, following Newton (De Motu [1684] and Principia), determined by a
body’s resistance to acceleration to an applied force. For Leibniz, nature is essentially
energy in motion. Hence the investigation of force must instead be a dynamics, a study
of moving energy-packets.

Descartes’ followers jumped to the defense of kinematics and cited cases in support
of their mv-measure, but Leibniz, confident he was right, replied with Specimen
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Dynamicum (1695). The exchange drew others in. Joining Leibniz were members of
the Bernoulli family and their friends, like Hermann and Euler. Newton'’s Principia
(1687) was gaining influence, and when the first philosophers had digested it, the
dispute turned into a quarrel of three camps. While Descartes had argued for mv and
Leibniz for mv?, Newton suggested another concept of force, the product of mass and
acceleration or F =ma. Newton's impact complicated things. The Cartesians first fought
on two fronts and then sued for peace with the Newtonians. The Leibnizians split up;
some negotiated (Wolff), while others deserted (Chatelet, Euler).

When Kant joined in, the debate was over, and Principia had won. Force was
Newton's force (ma). Descartes’ quantity (mv) and Leibniz's vis viva (adjusted to '/2mv?)
were found to be aspects of Newtonian force. Euler derived mv as its time integral and
1/2mv* as its space integral (1737). D’Alembert (1743) and Boscovich (1745) proved
that the two formulas denote different things — Descartes’ quantity is what we now
call momentum, and Leibniz’s is kinetic energy.

Thus Living Forces has problems. Kant neither notes Euler’s derivation nor remarks on
d’Alembert’s and Boscovich’s proofs. It seems that he was not aware of them and their
solutions to the debate. So he entered the debate over force when it was already settled.

And when he joined, he failed to side with the winner. He estimates force by recon-
ciling Descartes and Leibniz, and only rarely mentions Newton. Kant’s use of the
inverse-square law (§10) suggests his familiarity with Newton’'s law of universal
gravitation, but he does not take this law as basic. For Kant, it is a product of inter-
action (1.24) that produces spatial structure (1.24). The action of force affects others
that respond (§4), and thus interaction emerges (§§5-9) whose law “must determine”
gravitation (§10). This makes Newton's law seem like a corollary of Kant's. Gravity,
so conceived, has effects unlike those envisioned by Newton. For Kant, the “dimension
of extension” will derive from gravitation. But if gravity generates the order of space,
space will be different from Newton's conception. Instead of an absolute void in which
forces act, as Newton had thought, space turns into a relational field, generated by the
action of force. The force—space bond is basic for Kant, not universal gravitation.

Kant also doubts Newton’s first law of motion (§51, 1.97-8), is unconvinced by
Newton's concept of inertia (§§124-5, 132-3), and rejects Newton's claim that nature
always loses some motion (§§48-50). And he never mentions F = ma in the book,
that force is Newton'’s product of mass and acceleration. While Newton and allies are
mentioned perhaps five times, there are over a hundred references to Leibniz in the
book and nearly as many to the Cartesians. Readers would have wondered whether
Kant had grasped the extent of Newton's impact on philosophy.

Kant's last problem was that Living Forces contains mistakes. In chapter 2, he argues
that Descartes’ quantity is verifiable while Leibniz’s is not (§§22—113a). Kant thinks
force cannot be quantified as mv? and that all experiments support mv (which is false).
In chapter 3 (§§114—-63), he backtracks and admits mv* as a natural quantity (1.139-
40). Vis viva, he says, is real but emerges over time. The force of a moving body
changes from mv to mv? through a process of “vivification” (§§116-23) — which is false,
too. His “new estimation” is the law that moving bodies have a force measured by the
square of velocity (§124; 1.148). This living force originates in matter, is triggered by
a stimulus that awakens a body’s “inner natural force,” and is created in time (1.148).
This “law” will ground “true dynamics” (§125; 1.148).
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Such problems doomed the book in its day. Any reader would have had questions.
Why does Kant treat force as problem when it is already solved? Why does he talk so
much of Leibniz and Descartes, and so little about Newton? Why does he read the
experimental record as supporting only mv, and proposes a transition from mv to mv*
without proof? It is this part of the book — chapters 2 and 3 — that reveal it as the work
of a student who is on his own, without teachers willing or able to help, and without
the quantitative skills required by the subject-matter.

Still, Kant was not on the wrong track. The questions asked then look different
now, for the issue of force was certainly not settled with Newton. After Kant's day,
science returned to dynamics with a vengeance, whether in chemistry (oxidization
and molecular bonds) or physics (thermo- and electrodynamics). This return sparked
a revision of Newtonian mechanics, and it was this revision (Einsteinian relativity or
geometrodynamics) that led to our understanding of forces in space. Hence criticizing
Newton for the sake of dynamic perspectives contributed to Kant's failure then, but
highlights the soundness of his intuition now. Kant's central argument in a nutshell
is this: The estimation of living force turns on the reconciliation of the warring parties;
the truth must involve a synthesis of Descartes and Leibniz, with Leibniz being cor-
rected by Descartes (ch. 2), and Descartes corrected by Leibniz (ch. 3), in a synthesis at
Newton’s expense. Today we know that Newtonian mechanics captures only certain
aspects of forces, bodies, and motions. One and a half centuries after Living Forces
Einstein found how Newton’s laws must be adjusted and in hindsight vindicated Kant.

Einstein’s discovery that mass and spacetime inform one another confirmed Kant’s
force—space bond. For Einstein, mass tells spacetime how to curve, spacetime tells mass
how to move, and each is relative to the other. When Kant argued that interaction
determines gravity, and that gravity determines structure, he put Newton on his
Einsteinian head. “Relativity” means that mass (a gravity well) and structure (spatial
curvature) depend on each other; neither is absolute.

Einstein's great idea, E = mc?, involves the discovery that mass is convertible to
energy. Descartes’ quantity of motion we now call momentum (p = mv), the quantity
of mass in motion. Leibniz’s living force we now call kinetic energy (K = '/2mv?), the
quantity of energy in motion. Since energy (E) is mass (m) times extreme velocity
squared (c?), mass and energy are tied together by motion. Momentum, mass in motion,
and kinetic energy, energy in motion, must accordingly be connected, and in today’s
standard model, their very connection happens to be the invariant measure of mass.
Any moving body has a momentum and some kinetic energy. If bodies collide, their
values of momentum and kinetic energy differ before and after the collision. But their
sum remains constant throughout. So Descartes’ momentum and Leibniz's energy are
essential to estimating matter’'s force, but only, as Kant argued, when combined.
Momentum-energy is the measure of mass conserved in the universe, and it is the
same in all relativistic floats. A synthesis of the warring parties is the Einsteinian heart
of force. Momentum-energy is fundamental, indivisible, and contracts to momenergy,
whose geometrical mirror is spacetime.

Historically, Kant was the first who had the momenergy hunch. His idea that mv
and '/2mv? must be combined is correct, although his specific explications of this idea —
the one-sided experimental proof of Descartes’ momentum (ch. 2) and the “vivifica-
tion” of Leibniz’s energy (ch. 3) — are spurious. Still, Kant’s two insights, the momenergy
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hunch and the force—space bond, are deeper than the findings of Euler, d’Alembert,
and Boscovich. Euler knew that momentum and kinetic energy are derivable from
Newtonian force. D’Alembert and Boscovich knew they are real experimental
quantities. But only Kant suspected that their marriage entails the true estimation of
the force of moving bodies; and that the dynamic action of force points via gravity
to the structure of space, even if that meant he had to distort Newton. Only Kant
anticipated Einstein.

5. Conclusion — Kant's Unlikely Dialectical Inspiration

The irony of Kant's debut is that Living Forces was shrugged off as being behind
its time, while its key claims were actually far ahead — so far, indeed, that they sounded
obscure to Kant's contemporaries. What inspired this revolutionary approach? In
chapter 2 (§20), Kant explains:

In the treatise Bilfinger submitted to the Petersburg Academy, I find an idea I have always
employed as a rule in investigating truths. If men of good sense, who can be suspected
to be equally free or guilty of ulterior motives, advance diametrically opposite opinions,
then it will accord to the logic of probabilities to direct one’s focus mainly on some
intermediate proposition that permits both parties, to a degree, to be right. (1.32)

If there are two conflicting views that keep each other in check — defended by experts
with equal degrees of bias — then the truth of the matter will probably be somewhere
in between. A middle way would cut through contradictions and be the best road to
truth. Kant goes on (§21):

I don’t know if T have been lucky with this way of reasoning elsewhere, but in the dispute
over living forces I hope to be so. Never before was the world more equally divided into
certain opinions as in those about the dynamic measure of moving bodies. In all regards,
the parties are equally strong and equally justified [billig]. Of course, ulterior motives can
always enter [into a dispute], but of which party should one say that it be entirely free
of this? Thus I choose the safest route, by adopting a view that accounts for either of the
two great parties. (1.32)

This middle way reigns supreme in Living Forces. The Cartesians say one thing, the
Leibnizians say another, and so the truth of the matter must be a synthesis. Here is
momentum, there is kinetic energy; hence force is momentum-energy. Here is kinematic
quantity, there is dynamic quality; hence force is number and nature, or formula and
energy alike. The middle way guides Kant's estimation of force and is his schema for
negotiating contradictions in general.

This heuristic strategy, the harmony of opposites, informs Kant’s momenergy hunch
as well as his force—space bond. From an ontological viewpoint, force and space are as
distinct from one another as “cause—effect” or “inner—outer” are. Cosmologically, force
was prior to anything else, and outside its presence there had been nothing, an absence.
The absence or void was the original opposite to the presence or power, but force, which
acts outwardly, structured the primal void into the present-day continuum. Dynamic
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action is cause and spatial structure is effect. Their harmony, the harmony of cause and
effect, is reciprocal and is the interaction of dynamic interior and structural exterior.
The harmony is thus dialectic: a constructive interplay of force and space, whereby force
forms space as energy-field, while space places force as extended radiation — in short,
space is forced as a field, and force is spaced as a radiation.

Granted, this is an unfamiliar way of reasoning. Although these lines of thinking
are quite typical of German philosophy from Leibniz to Fichte, Hegel, Marx, and Engels,
and although their employment — by German scientists such as Einstein and Heisenberg
— has shed light on nature’s constitution, they still strike us as exotic. And indeed
they are, considering Kant’s inspiration.

The inspiration Kant mentions for his method is Georg Bernhard Bilfinger (1694 —
1750). The tract Kant refers to is “On Forces in a Moving Body and Their Measure”
(1728) in which Bilfinger asserts that a harmony of opposites is the path to truth
in the vis viva dispute (§16). The treatise was published by the Russian Academy
(Commentarii Academiae Petropolitanae vol. 1, 1728). Bilfinger was one of the dynamic
thinkers who avoided persecution by joining the expatriate Leibnizian community in
St. Petersburg in 1725, and had made his name as an expert on Chinese philosophy.
His Specimen of the Doctrine of the Ancient Chinese (1724: esp. §§77-105) reveals
Bilfinger’s interest in natural harmony (lat. consensum s. harmonia generalis; chin. ping),
and how natural harmony guides the humanity (charitas universalis; ren) of the Confucian
gentleman (perfectus vir; junzi). Bilfinger’s source, a canonical text of Confucianism
available in translation (1687), was Doctrine of the Mean. This classic integrates Confu-
cian ethics in Taoist metaphysics, and describes nature as a nexus of force-points and
humans as nodes in the web. According to the classic, the goal of self-cultivation is to
“follow the Way” — to harmonize one's life force (xing) with nature’s essence, the Tao.
Bilfinger explored the moral dimension of this harmony in Specimen and stressed its
ontological role in his Philosophical Elucidations (1725, where he argues that nature’s
unfolding possibilitas forms a universal web, §139, uniting everything regardless of dif-
ference, §145, and that this harmonious order reveals nature’s economy, the oeconomia
creationis, §231). With “On Forces” Bilfinger reacted to the vis viva problem in the same
vein and proposed that the nature of force must lie in the harmony of given opposites.

Kant’s early dynamics is thus full of ironies. Living Forces anticipated general
relativity — and caused Kant to flunk out. His starting point reveals an extraordinary
thinker, who got publicity in The Kingdom of Jokes (1751) with a jingle by Lessing.
And unbeknownst to Kant, the praised middle way derives from the Chinese — a
culture he viewed throughout his life with contempt. In the end, the joke is on Kant,
as it should be: it is an irony that one of the West's greatest thinkers was first inspired
by the Tao of the East.
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Kant’s Early Cosmology
MARTIN SCHONFELD

1. Introduction

Kant’s cosmology has often been dismissed as a metaphysical jumble, but it is now
rated by cosmologists as “the essence of modern models” (Coles 2001: 240). The praised
“essence” is his pre-Laplacian model of system formation and environmental fate: Kant's
Nebular Hypothesis. Sixty years ago, the astrophysicist Carl F. v. Weizsédcker (who
learned from the quantum mechanic Max Born) built a new theory of nebular
turbulences to explain the origin of the Sun and the Earth. He based his theory on
Kant's model, anonymously published in Leipzig and Kénigsberg in 1755 as Universal
Natural History and Theory of Skies, whose initially drafted title (1754) is Cosmogony.
Kant's German title, Allgemeine Naturgeschichte und Theorie des Himmels, trades on the
ambiguity of the German “Himmel” as both “heaven” and “sky,” and the Spinozistic
“God/Nature.” It reflects the same ambiguity in the latin “caelum” and Chinese “tian”
(Menge and Pertsch 1984; Beijing Foreign Language Inst., 1988).

Weizsédcker next wrote (2002: 181-203) that Born stressed the worth of Kant’s
scientific insights for quantum methods. The point of a “direct path from Kant
to quantum theory” is now made by J. D. Barrow at Cambridge, UK (2000: 154).
Stephen Hawking, in Newton's chair, sharpened it into a broad dismissal of all post-
Kantian philosophy as a “comedown” (2003: 166). To him, Kant wrote the last
philosophy in scientific top form. Like Aristotle, Kant was inspired by empirical
findings and reasoned on in rigorous form. Because Universal Natural History partly
anticipated and partly matches quantum cosmology, I shall read Kant in light of
current science.

The Nebular Hypothesis grew into the knowledge of what happens in the solar
system. In 1949 G. P. Kuiper found a remote ring orbiting the Sun behind Pluto, the
Kuiper belt of gas, dust, asteroids, and planetoids. He used the Kant—-Born—Weizsdcker
ideas for tracing the belt’s origin inside the solar system. The sight of an additional
far-flung shell, the Oort cloud of comets, clinched the case for the nebular turbul-
ence theory. Before this outer “cloud bank” was observed, it had been formally
demonstrated by J. H. Oort (1927). Bank and belt behave as Kant had said. In this
way, his pre-Critical Universal Natural History wound up informing twentieth-century
astrophysics.
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2. Kant’s Universal Natural History:
Fuzzy Wavefronts and the Dance of Comets

By our current physical knowledge of the development and growth of the solar system,
the Sun, the planets, and everything else up to the outer banks spiraled up from an
early tidal fog. The Oort cloud is the leftover outer margin of this old swirl and its
gravitational glow deeper inside. Oort characterized his cloud as a “bank”; as a marina
of comets gliding into irons to stay for awhile.

Comets cruise on sharp elliptic orbits. Their lanes go every which way, but the
common engine driving them on is the Sun. They accelerate from the outer banks
into the planetary rings. Incoming at maximum velocity, they race around their
gravitational solar stake in a hairpin curve. The Sun tweaks them into escape
velocity, throwing them around and out in explosive slingshots.

Boom — a comet: sharply coming about the solar weather, the Sun-tacked mass
hardens leeward, shoots off, and races away, with the light storm astern zipping past its
hull, out into the night. The farther the comet cruises the slower it sails, calming down
and creeping into tribal glide zone. There it reaches for its negative climax and manages
to deal its celestial lingering into slow jibes, around its individual rail outside and down-
wind from the busy well. The misty outer banks are the last reefs breaking the solar sea.
They mark the boundary between solar system and open plane. The Oort barrier rings
the inward pond as a concentric shell as seen from afar. On its field-stakes in the dark,
the last gravity surf spilling on into the galactic ocean, the comets slowly turn back in.

Natural philosophy through Aristotle had argued for regular patterns of the envir-
onment which grow sensibly and individuate into locally divergent mirrors reflecting
the cosmic blueprint. Copernicus tentatively suggested a better mathematical form of
nature’s visibly rolling sky-system. Galileo saw the Copernican blueprint and showed
it. He identified the relativity of motion and rest (both are just dynamic equilibrium
states in space) and deduced the cosmic laws of falling bodies. Kepler, trusting in
Tycho's astronomical records, derived the drumbeat for the orbital sweeps and demon-
strated the harmonic wave of rhythmically surging and ebbing field tides in solar
spacetime. Kepler grounded optics on the inverse-square law of shining light —
luminosity and brightness are exponentially inverted by space. He applied this musical
form of astrophysical cognition to the pull of weights beating out the ringing notes
of the Sun’s planetary shells. The “celestial spheres,” for Kepler, are sweeping, screech-
ing, and ringing onward into a fateful energetic harmony along dimensional beats
of their spinning masses. Listening to solar pitch, Kepler applied the light form of
Sun flashes to fiery energy flows in general and inferred a mirror law of universal
gravitation. Leibniz found him “peerless,” Newton saw him as “a giant,” and Halley
could now explain comets.

Brilliant comets stunned the world in 451, 857, 1066, and struck fear again in
1456, 1531, 1607, and were explained as cruise-bys of one and the same solar
windjammer by Halley in 1682. In 1755, three years before the comet’s return was
identified by a Saxon farmer, Kant modeled the system of comet world-lines in Universal
Natural History 11.3 and integrated it in successively larger systems of stellar, galactic,
cosmic, and eternal world-lines. After Halley's great comet had slingshot from its
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1758-9 perihelion (its period is 76 years; its next pass is 2062), Kant explained the
same line of reasoning from comet to sun to planets once more (1763; 2.144-51).

Kant was 30 when he first worked this out. He had gained his naturalistic perspect-
ive and his cosmic appreciation from Aristotle, Lucretius, and Montaigne. He read
Leibniz on energy, Descartes (of the Keplerian dioptric) on momentum, and Bilfinger
(Wollf’s orientalist) on dialectic. He also studied natural wave fronts — their binary
patterns, their environmental destinies, and their fuzzy quanta (“nothing is exactly
weighed out in the natural whole”; as his account begins, 1.246). Their quantitative
blurriness had been studied by Leibniz’s best friends, the Bernoullis in Basel. The
Bernoullis were a generational thinktank on probability, statistics, calculus, thermo-
and fluid-dynamics, heart rhythms, astronomy, and on the idea of nature’s ubiquitous
waveforms. This family of expert formal surfers impressed Kant with a fruitful expan-
sion of Leibnizian thought.

In this way of looking at things, nature’s stellar order is the logical reflection of
its initial chaotic opposite in time. This opposite is some kind of energetic mist or
smoke. Its dirty chaos of flow-vectors and explosive collisions is structurally a flip-flop
of oscillating continuities and limits. Cosmic fog, to Kant (1.263; 1.264), is the
ultimate key to unlocking nature’s order. But such a key can be a muystical rival
to religion, and if what it rationally unlocks is different from unexamined scripture,
dogmatic flaws in the scripture will suddenly stand out as irrational defects.

In the eighteenth century, Christianity fought a series of rearguard actions against
the pressures of new discoveries and events. The tension between religion and reason
worsened through Newton'’s science, Jesuit editions of pagan Chinese thought, and the
Wolffian cosmology based on logical form, conceptual analysis, and scientific finding.
Pietist defenders of religion resolutely held out against the rising floods of natural-
istic evidence that fueled the age of reason. By 1750 they still rejected Newton's
Principia (1687) on epistemological and theological grounds. To maintain their hold,
the churches had a vested interest in downplaying the power of reason and stressing
the empirical limits of logical thought. Kant judged this attitude counterproductive. He
worried that fundamentalist skeptics would make faith look uninformed in light of
natural science. He asked “defenders of religion” to heed the facts for their own good,
otherwise “naturalists” would win. And he called Christians out to a dare: give me
matter, and I'll build you a world out of it! (1.229-30).

I assume cosmic matter in a state of general dispersion and turn it into a perfect chaos. By
proven attraction I see stuff forming itself; by [assumed] repulsion I see it modifying its
motion. By the proven laws of motion and without relying on the help of willful fairytales,
I enjoy the fun of seeing such a well-ordered whole self-organizing, which looks so like the
cosmic system in front of us, that I can’t resist identifying the two. (1.225-6; translations
from Kant 1992)

As cocksure as Voltaire, Kant grounds his metaphysical provocation on empirical
work. In college, he had learned Galileo’s laws of fall and Newton’s laws of motion and
universal gravity. During his stint at the university, Leonard Euler was already famous
for having joined energy, momentum, and Newtonian force in one analytic matrix, a
mechanics of slow-motion interplays.
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But at Konigsberg, Kant risked a conflict with his Pietist teachers by taking Leibniz
and the Bernoullis far more seriously than they did. His Christian professors preferred
reading Locke, and some, like M. Knutzen, lectured on Newton. Knutzen's evangelical
heirs (such as Hamann) liked Hume, not Kant. Another pantheist firebrand, a certain
Fischer, had been kicked out not long ago. Kant made his case (1746) by broadening
Kepler’s inverse-square rule to the law of free-field radiation. He modeled radiation by
systematizing reflections and absorptions among Leibniz’s monadic mirrors into an
interactive and progressively self-constructing system. In empirical terms, this first
system was not quite up to par; he misunderstood experiments and scorned Newton as
some evangelical British expert on the gravity-facet of Kepler’s universal law.

After Kant had left school (1748), he found three different employments in the
countryside, which kept his poverty at bay and protected him from homelessness.
But in the big-sky coastland he was exposed to the elements. He tightened his natur-
alist model into environmental dynamics, by paying attention to wind and weather,
cloud patterns and storm fronts, climate swings and farming seasons. Returning to
the university (1754) he immediately called public attention to the rhythms of the
coastal climate, the seesaw of tropical winds, and the drum-beat of the monsoon. In
his time in the Baltic outback, it seems, the rational cosmologist had learnt to think
like a cloud.

Rain clouds and sunshine, shadow and light, dark and bright, are the poles of all
weather. Clouds form up through sunshine acting on water and inevitably blot out
their interactive source through sheer growth. As they darken the sky, they reflect its
energy and eventually tear apart. Sunshine will scatter cloud-mirrors to start the cycle
anew. Cosmic weathers are no different.

In the solar system, sunshine is an incessant outbound weather front of particle
winds that radiate into the hollow room of the system. Comets have gaseous tails that
swing around their windswept hulls. Jibing from the Oort cloud, their glowing flags
catch solar wind on the run. Like sailboats, comets speed up the closer they are
gravitationally hauled into the wind, and as they dip deeper into the solar weather,
their banners blaze up. The harder comets steer into the Sun, the more they come
alive. The bows rock in explosions; pieces fall off, and the trails glow out along million-
mile-long tails. Comet tails flutter freely leeward. Like weathervanes in a storm, these
pivoting flags swing away from the solar wind. Returning to their cloud bank, comets
are struck astern by sunshine that now sweeps their tails over the nose. As comets zip
in and out of the solar well, their tails rhythmically brighten up whenever they cruise
close to the Sun’s shine.

In Universal Natural History I1.3 Kant lays out the dance of the comets (1.277-83);
there he also advances an “electric-geometrical” explanation of Northern Lights (1.283
and n.). In II.1 he sketches the assembly of the solar system from an energetic void
(1.262 and n.). He draws from his studies of force, space, crashes, and “vivification”
(1745-7), of tides, orbits, and environmental fate (1754-5), and of fire, clouds, weather,
wind, and equilibrium (1755-8). Climate studies are a contemporary illustration of
Kant’s historically fertile naturalistic perspective. His cosmogony starts with outbound
actions of force braiding into an organizing dynamic seesaw. This seesaw of inter-
acting forces stakes out dimensional fields, whips up expanding clouds, and condenses
into energetic showers, raining dewdrops of ever more complexly massive clusters.
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3. Kant’'s Nebular Hypothesis:
Sun Clouds and Environmental Fate

A cloud, a fuzzily weaving smoke, is the source of the skies. The source is a disorder
of such broad chaos that it follows a pattern: its blurry wavering seems like overlays
of the same film. Tiny wisps of a cloud form big curvy shapes that dwindle into
wisps of even bigger curvy shapes if seen over distance — which are again wisps from
afar, growing mirrors of the tiniest curdles that first assembled into bigger curves.
Chaos is an infinite mirror blinking the small into the large and the large into the
small. Moving points in a cloud map out random curves, but their trajectories reflect
across referential frames, always repeating the same random curdling over and over
again. Today we would say that clouds are chaotic systems that obey a predictable
reiterative structure.

Kant wrote centuries before chaos theory, fractal geometry, and Mandelbrot sets
enabled the imaging of all conceivable shapes, whether global warming, beach
erosion, or tree foliage (and, for that matter, velociraptor skin glistening in the rain).
Kant grasped the outlines of chaos. Nature sometimes seems chaotic, sometimes
ordered, but instead of reducing the one to the other (as Laplace would do), Kant
accepts both: free chaos and lawful order hang together.

Kant’s cosmos is essentially fuzzy; and no deduction can ever get rid of this blurriness
and sharpen it into deterministic focus (1.246). A good account of cosmic structure
cannot be geometrically “tight” or arithmetically “infallible” (1.235). Natural quant-
ities are not exactly “weighed out”; and this applies to particle trajectories, planetary
orbits, and cometary world-lines. In this way, Kant places Newtonian mechanics
within its Keplerian energetic-musical roots. His cosmic theory owes more to German
celestial dynamics than to English celestial mechanics.

Kepler discovered that the Copernican rings of the planets are fat ellipses and thus
only roughly drawn circles. He could explain elliptic orbits by finding their dynamic
interactive cause. To the Kepler-student Kant, orbital deviations from circularity come
from mechanical seesaws of conflicting forces. The distinct rails of planetary and
cometary orbits — rounded vs. elongated — turn on the “weights” (Abwiegen) of side-
ways and central pulls (1.245). Their ratio dictates circular deviation: the weaker
centrifugal force is to centripetal force, the sharper is the ellipse. Planets and comets
orbit differently since they are ruled by different dynamic balances (1.245-6).

This conclusion from empirical constants shows to Kant, as it did to Kepler, that the
world, in all its fuzziness, obeys a “single universal rule” (1.306). Nature is blurry and
yet it is precise. One cannot exactly point to the limits of pulses, but one can point
to the form of any drumbeat with precision. Nature’s form coheres across orders of
magnitude; to Kant, the same beat rules all flows, big and small. Any system of flows,
on any level, points to the systematic cosmic whole, and thus to any other system, on
any other magnitude. Like a cloud, nature is an infinite mirror reiterating one and
the same constant pattern. But this means that a theory of cosmic evolution turns on
analogies and accords, “by the rules of plausibility and right logical form” (1.235).

Now the Nebular Hypothesis becomes all the more powerful: it explains the history
of our solar system as it explains other solar systems — and the same analogy holds no
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matter the size: galactic systems such as the Milky Way and even cosmic systems such
as our universe obey its regular, fateful, and dynamic way of structural evolution.
Everything integrates in the same model.

Kant framed the Nebular Hypothesis during his isolation in the countryside 1748—
54. First, it seems, he came across Euler (who hadn’t yet figured in the dynamic theory)
and wrote him a letter expressing his admiration (Aug. 23, 1749). Next he critically
examined Huygens (in the drafts to Spin Cycles, 1753: 23.5-7); and by 1754 at the
latest, he was floored by Newton's work.

He was all the more elated since Newton fit into what he had already figured out
himself. Although a Leibnizian may enjoy the cosmic expanse as a field and its force-
wells as smoky fires forming up into cities of light, Newton's viewpoint is a useful
simplification: let’s forget about foggy shines, blurry blobs, and celestial music, and
concentrate on the formal centers of such activities. The centers can be modeled as
points moving in space, and their forces act at regular distances.

If our world stems from a cloud, its primordial chaos will be a bunch of points
randomly filling space. As particles, they have inertial and gravitational forces ordering
lawful motions. Since particles have mass, and masses attract, collisions are inevitable.
When they are elastic, particles will bounce off. From that event onward, motions are
ruled by attraction and repulsion — the “single universal rule,” outpouring “splendor
and size in eternal and right order” (1.306).

Kant’s universal rule of cosmic evolution is an attractive—repulsive seesaw. Nature’s
force, wielding the assembly of progressive frames, performs two actions, a pull and
a push. Whatever else force may be in its various guises, at least in terms of its intel-
ligible ontological identity, force has to be twinned into attractions trading repulsions. By
a binary dialectic, Kant can “out-Newton” Newton and now explain the home system.
Its evolution in spacetime develops like a movie — Sun, Planets, Kuiper Belt, and Oort
cloud are current endings of an early, dense, and dusty space. Their historical beginning
was an energetic mist, which was spinning up into an ancient fog bank. It clouded into
central blaze, sheeted as orbital disk, and revolves in old shrouds at the very rim.

The movie starts. Seen from afar, the fog swirls into itself: a shroud blends with
another, and as more come together, the bank thickens. Particles now fall toward
drops which start pulling. The attractive drops run together, and the particles of the
fog sink into a joint dimensional well: now the fog has evolved a center. There, the
gravitational muscle flexes its wings, lifting more weights toward the inside. Lumps
accelerate downtown. They open throttles on throughways and race at breakneck
speed. Boom — an accident; and another; crashes occur left and right, up and down;
fireworks of collisions bounce off from the incoming masses. Lethal crash-cones form
ahead of the accelerating mass trains. The inbound lumps plough through dusty rain-
bows, which are sheeting off their noses. The fogbank, already centered, is evolving
into a dynamic cloud.

The crashes flying off the massy nosecone spill away from the pull that hauls the
traffic in. From afar, the fogbank ripples, lumps, and inwardly rains. The cloud
accelerates internally into ever closer quarters and tightens to a cottony ball. Balls are
round, which means that the conical currents swept sideways by the mass traffic will
flow on and over to the far side to collide head-on. This rock “n” roll beats on; the
lateral head-bangers surge to and fro; and deflected currents ripple the particle sheets
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into larger collective motions, in a swelling seesaw of growing, crashing waves. The
dynamic cloud is evolving gravity tides.

The cloud pulses like a bellows; its particle sheets unfurl around an energetic inner
tangle. In the drained outback only open fields and deserted lots remain. Outer space
clears into a void by the suction of the cloud. The cloud tightens, thickens, and fights
it out in crowded lanes inside. The tidal swells of sidelined particles crash into one
another, surging toward towering wavefronts. The rising tsunamis run hither and
yon but inexorably back into themselves on the spherical cloud, surging toward the
ultimate tidal confrontation — the tsunamis collide into steeply angled tidal swell;
the wave builds and peaks; and the crest tips and slides down one flank into a long
dynamic rush. All lateral ripples now flow the same way, in one sideways sweep along
the ball around the center. The gravity tides are evolving axial rotation.

The cloud completes a revolution and spins its ever faster rotation into rhythmic hum.
The lanes go mad. Gravity rules, especially in the hotly happening downtown in the
cloudy well. As the cloud tightens ever faster, spin and pull heat the crazy central traffic
jams inexorably up. Energy surges; sparks fly; vibrations rise to infrared glow. Down-
town is becoming so insane that its lanes oscillate to combustion. The traffic zips into
bright light; downtown burns; a star is born. Now axial rotation has evolved the Sun.

The fiery Sun spins round its axis in tune with the tide of its orbiting shrouds and
clouds. But no one likes to be taken for a ride: any mass spun around wants to escape.
The faster any centripetal spin holds on to such mass, the harder the mass wants to
peel off. New tides ripple, curl, and sweep out a centrifugal frame — as the bright cloud
turns, the equatorial belt turns fastest, and puffs out. The middle belt bulges by drain-
ing the poles. The Sun squeezes its neighborhood into a spinning disk of revolving
particle sheets. Now the Sun has evolved the ecliptic plane.

On the particle sheets of the baby system, revolving lumps plough into other drifts
while particle snow sticks to their iron ploughshares. The ploughs gleam, harden, and
sink into own wells. Lumps and snow rolls together along the well-dented spin-disk
into harmoniously circling winners. Now the ecliptic plane has evolved the Planets.

But while Planets evolve only when the Sun is strong enough to create a plane for
them, sunshine dims over distance. The farther out, the darker it gets and the iffier its
pulls become. The system'’s insides have formed up into the Sun and the sun-warmed
Planets, but the cold outback is slow to integrate into this order. Beyond the last
lighthouse and the final beacon Pluto, the old-fashioned Kuiper Belt has ever so slowly
evolved from the ancient shrouds of the fogbank. Even farther out, in the prehistoric
Oort cloud, between solar somewhere and interstellar nowhere, a lazy lot of bodies is
teaming up into periodic solar flybys, flaming downtown as the Comets.

In Kant’s day, the stellar story of Universal Natural History 11.1-6 sounded like a
fairytale. But with the progress of last century’s astrophysics, we know this is how
solar systems form. Kant’s Nebular Hypothesis is neither fantastic nor exceptional.
What had been shrugged off as so much meaningless metaphysics was only too
advanced — its reasons have been substantiated; and its assertions are now verified
or will soon be testable. In II.3, Kant predicts,

With the distances from the central point of the system, the lawless freedom of comets
increases over their orbital deviation and eventually loses itself in total loss of turnabouts.
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This sets the outermost forming bodies free from falling toward the Sun and thus spells
out the ultimate boundaries of the systematic organization. (1.281)

Comets are accordingly the freest and wildest bodies that still belong to the solar
system. Their bank is the limit; for the rational reasons stated by Kant (1.277-82),
what is beyond comets would be interstellar space. We can expect data that clarify
Kant's celestial metaphysics further from the 2006 New Horizons probe (NASA), which
will provide information on the Kuiper belt and Oort cloud after its Pluto flyby in
2015. Given Kant's additional pre-Critical conjectures, this mission would be philo-
sophically interesting.

4. Kant's Dare to Christianity: Joining Leibniz and
Newton over Spacetime

Through waves, clouds, and comets, Kant extrapolates from the Nebular Hypothesis
to a systematic cosmology. His extrapolation is optimistic, daring, and gutsy, not to say
aggressive. He is convinced that nature, as cosmos, universe, or simply “the all” (das
All, “everything”) is fully explainable. In fact such an explanation is easy. Kant thinks
that mapping out the mechanics of the ongoing cosmic creation is a far simpler project
than, say, to understand the matter-weaving construction and creative generation of
a caterpillar (1.230). Kepler, Leibniz, and Newton had charted the path for cosmology
from their strict, shared, and incontrovertible Baconian basis. This empirical platform
points in a rational direction that will be claimed by free-spirited naturalists, unless the
soldiers of Christ get over their dogmas and start paying attention (1.222-3).

As mentioned above (section 2), Kant challenges all monotheist doctrine to a con-
ceptual dare: just give me matter, he repeats in the preface of Universal Natural History,
and I shall build you a world out of it! This dare he shall win, he confidently thinks, since
he has two cards up his sleeve.

The one card is Kepler's and Leibniz's ontological dynamics. Kant uses their idea of
the convertibility of matter and energy for his own theory of “living forces” (in the
1740s), which infers energetic space from dynamic action, as well as for his theory
of “physical monads” (in the 1750s), which points from energetic space to a material
foam (active bubbles or spheres; prop. 7, 1.481-2). The earliest known words of his
career are his praise for Leibniz as the one who gets Aristotle’s entelechy right (1746,
§1, 1.17). Entelechies are blueprints of the self-organization of natural objects, like the
DNA of a seed. (See Leibniz's Discourse on Metaphysics 1686: §19; Nature and Grace
1714: §§4—6, and Monadology 1714: §§73-6.) Under the right conditions, through its
genetic information, the seed will germinate into a flower. For Kant, nature as such
follows such informing blueprints that rule its organization in principle. These blue-
prints are energetic; force condensates to matter and leaves it with a potential that
shapes all behavior of objects, whether bodies or minds. In his third book, The Only
Possible Ground for a Proof of God’s Existence (1763), he takes this potential as the “inner
possibility” of things that governs self-realization (2.162-3). Matter grows from blue-
prints into the best forms sustained by a given environment, and energetic patterns of
information rule the growth of flowers just as the history of the universe.
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The other card is Newton’s natural philosophy. The Principia is the rational role-
model for figuring nature out. Its third book, System of the World, contains Newton’s
“rules of reasoning in philosophy.” The first rule defends Ockham'’s razor: no more causes
are admitted than are found to be true and sufficient for explaining observations. Rule
II is on nature’s constancy: same causes are held responsible for same effects. Rule III
is on nature’s uniformity: invariant features of bodies within the reach of experiments
are to be taken as invariant features of all bodies. And Rule IV is on playing the
scientific game: if good reasons point to a result, such result should be accepted until
or unless qualified by more data. On nature’s uniformity Newton says that we are
not “to recede from the Analogy of Nature, which is wont to be simple and always
consonant to itself” (Motte tr. 1739: 398-9). Newton's nature is regular, uniform,
consistent, and harmonious.

To Kant reading this, invariant patterns in our neighborhood suggest analogues of
such patterns elsewhere, at different times, and on orders of magnitude. As matter
behaves locally, it will do so generally; and the cosmic blueprint informs an accessible
historical mechanical order.

Kant's nature is a cosmos utterly in motion. It expands in space and evolves over
time. Force, from which space and everything else starts, turns into seesaws of recipro-
cal oscillations. Attraction and repulsion create lingering energetic lattices in ongoing
material self-organization and yield ever more structural order, organic diversity, and
ultimately freely self-aware complexity. Things come about beat by Keplerian beat —
the elements, stars, planets, life, and intelligence. His cosmology is a cosmogony: an
account of nature’s past, present, and future. A “theory of the skies” is a theory of
nature’s “history.” The alternative, a cosmos just in space, misses time.

While Leibniz saw nature as a preestablished harmony of isolated units, of monads-
without-windows, Kant transforms them into interacting units, as physical monads-
with-windows. He views their “commerce” (1755; 1.415-16) as creating ever new
harmonies in a dance of evolving poises. And while Newton saw nature as a system of
bodies and motions, Kant changes the motion of bodies into a basic motion of nature.
Creation is consequently a work-in-progress; and as this mechanical self-creation is
not even done yet, Kant’s cosmogony contradicts the Bible.

The authoritative cosmogony of Kant's day was Genesis. Newton did not chal-
lenge the creationist account; the Principia is celestial mechanics at present, which
is mute on “causes of gravity” — on the issue of how things did get to this point,
Newton did not feign any hypotheses. Leibniz, less timid than Newton, questioned
religious authority with Protogaea (w. 1693; p. 1748), but limits his challenge to
the geophysical development of the Earth after its original inception. Kant went
farther than either of his predecessors. No one deviated from the theological standard
as widely as he did, and it is no surprise that he published Natural History in 1755
anonymously.

Comparing Kant's with the then standard account shows how revolutionary his
theory is. The Bible involves a distinction between God and cosmos. Creator and
creation differ like artist and sculpture, or like author and book. And whereas God
is supernatural, nature a Ia Augustine is “beneath” God. But Kant argues, to the
extent that one can speak meaningfully of “god” at all, divinity is a telic possibility, the
engine of progress. Kant's god is inside nature; it is cosmic DNA.
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Furthermore, the Bible describes the act of creation as well as the completion of this
act. On the seventh day, God is done; nature is fully set up after its divine initial creation.
However, Kant argues for a universe always on the move, never done, and constantly
evolving. Creation continues, and the vector of cosmic development, by Living Forces
and Universal Natural History, points from chaos to order, from simplicity to complexity,
and from primal matter to eventual life.

Of all life, only man is made in God's image according to the Biblical account
of creation. Monotheist men rule life, females, as well as nonhumans (Gen. 1.26-8,
2.18-23). Kant dismisses this opinion in Universal Natural History and refutes
anthropocentrism in Only Possible Ground. He relegates humans to a “middle rung” of
the ladder of creatures (1.359), for presumably there exist other solar systems with
planets supporting life, and given the vastness of the cosmos, some of its organisms
would be dumber and others smarter than humans (1.355-60). Even on Earth, humans
are not really unique, for souls are arguably of a “material nature” (Prize Essay 1764;
2.293), and animals clearly have souls as well (Metaphysik L;; 28.275).

Kant's rejection of anthropocentrism goes hand in hand with a case for “cosmocen-
trism.” According to the Bible, the world attests to God’s magnificence, and miracles
serve to further God’s glory. Kant rejects miracles as incoherent and insists that the
only purpose nature has is, well, nature. The universe serves its own end. To the
extent teleological reasoning applies, it is internalized in the natural vector of cosmic
development. The end, goal, or final cause is cosmic self-perfection: the incessant growth
of ordered diversity. The means, tools, or telic vehicles that bring cosmic order, diversity,
and fertility about, are for Kant merely physical forces and material elements. This entire
self-perfecting cosmos is an ecological web of interacting elements. In its structure, the
universe, to Kant, is a “nexus rerum” or the natural chain (1.22-3; 1.308; 1.365).

Finally, the defenders of religion see their anthropocentric world as a static creation
that may come to an apocalyptic, absolute end. It is here that Kant's cosmology strikes
the greatest contrast to the Western paradigm. In terms of nature’s historical dynamics,
Kant's cosmos is the current embodiment of an ever-changing “universal world soul”
or of a “Proteus of nature” (1.211-12). While Kant in 1754 worries that this fluctuating
will to power might eventually flag and weaken (1.212) — a view reminiscent of
Newton’s remark that “motion is much more apt to be lost than got, and is always upon
the Decay” (cf. Opticks, 4th ed. 1730, query 31, p. 398) — he stops worrying about this
rather pessimistic prospect on second thought. For if one dares to adopt a free-spirited
and courageous perspective, nature’s fate is just sublime. Even on the highest dimen-
sional order of nature, Kant's cosmos remains in the grip of a “single universal rule”
(1.306). This celestial rule, it seems, is that the universe is like a firebird.

Is it so hard to believe that Nature, which can [rise] from chaos into regular order and
settle into an elegant system, can just as well rejuvenate itself from new chaos into which
it has fallen through the decay of its motions? Is it so hard to believe that nature will
do it again, just as easily, and renew the first link? Can the springs [Federn; “feathers”]
driving the stuff of scattered matter into motion and order, not again be put into work
through expanded forces, even after the stopped machine had put them to rest? Can
the springs not confine themselves by just the same universal rules to just the same
agreement that had the primordial formation (Bildung) brought about? ... Suppose we
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follow this phoenix of nature, which burns itself up only for the sake of living it out
again, rejuvenated, rising from its ash. Suppose we chase the phoenix through all infinity
of times and spaces, and we see how nature (sie) does not exhaust itself in new perform-
ances even in places that decay and turn dated. If we see how nature proceeds at the
other boundary of creation, in the void of unformed, raw matter; how it progresses
with steady steps into extending the plan of divine revelation . . . then the mind . . . will
want to know up close . . . this source of essential light radiating in nature as if from a
central point. (1.320-1)

5. Kant’'s Cosmogony: Cyclic Universes and
the Phoenix of Nature

Kant’s cosmogony in Universal Natural History starts with a particle chaos; today we
would say his account describes events since cosmic inflation (while his account of
the initial dynamic action, in Living Forces, describes events up to cosmic inflation).
Measured by science, his conceptual sketches roughly agree with the known series
of events. By the standard model, nature started as an explosion of radiation at about
13.7 billion years ago. The length, width, and depth of space explosively untangled,
the arrow of time flew away, and material foam spread out.

With time ticking a trillionth of a second since its start, cosmic inflation happened
as a huge blowout. Expanse widened, self-seeding into blossoming quarks, and sub-
atomic particles, all those made of quarks, zip up into protons and coalesce into other
sets. With time ticking off one hundred thousandth of a second, a shining fog swirls,
reflecting the glow. The fog thins and condenses; spinning masses curdle and try out
other configurations, and when one hundred seconds have gone by, hydrogen and
helium come into existence. Over the next 300,000 years, the mist precipitates as
elementary pieces into ever-widening rooms, and the hot and smoky field darkens
to transparency. 275 million years later the stars light up; their molecular ash is the
star dust of the periodic table. With these new elements, modern stars shine in new
colors and beats. One billion years after the Big Bang, stars grow new branches in
spacetime; visible galaxies form.

10 billion years since Big Bang, life wiggled out in self-directed organization. 10.2
bio years since the start (3500 million years ago), plankton formed. 10.65 bio years
since go (420 million years ago), plants and animals conquered the land. After the last
wipeout (65 million years ago/13.635 bio years) all except dinosaurs bounced back.
The survivors speciated and culminated in us, here and now.

How will things evolve from here? Kant argues that nature rises in a complex blaze,
but such soaring into complexity cannot help but construct balance, level in equilib-
rium, and appease ever finer conflicts — and thus weaken the very polarity that sustains
such a frame (II.7, 1.312-22). There is not a single instance in nature that would
support the claim of an eternal stasis. It seems nothing lasts forever, and growth
accordingly decays. Diversity will homogenize; the order will fray; and the frame will
collapse. Energy, thus released, will rush back, down through the order of magnitudes,
and swell once more as a fiery blaze: the very chaos of primal matter that allows
rebirth. Consequently Kant's phoenix of nature (1.321) shall rise again from the ashes.
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Kant’s universe oscillates at the top order of spacetime. He reasons that Big
Bang surfs into Big Crunch, surfing into another Big Bang. The wing flaps of
the firebird (on whose pinions humans briefly ride) are the heartbeat of nature. Each
beat echoes and informs the next beat. Since each rise of the firebird is a cosmos in
a chain, in which each cosmos links to the next, any such oscillation owes its peak
to the last trough — the more powerful a past down-stroke had been, the higher a
current swing can rise. This pulse of outward evolutionary rises and inward entropic
falls, of big bangs and big crunches, is to Kant the eternal dialectic chain of self-
perfecting cosmoi.

This seal of the firebird, Kant's eternal wing stroke of mortal cosmoi, is not as
unscientific as it may seem at first. Its conceptual elements are Big Bang, Big Crunch,
and a cyclic universe. The Big Bang theory has been substantiated beyond all aca-
demic doubt, and its alternative, the so-called Steady State universe, was retired by
countervailing data. A standard model of galactic, stellar, and planetary formations
has come into view. This model relates to Kant's cosmogony like a photograph to a
well-drawn cartoon; we know more than Kant did, but what we do know harmonizes
with his claims, turning them into a recognizable sketch of our differentiated view.

The evolution of life is not conjectural anymore either; all known data tell the same
story of progressively emerging, historically speciating, and increasingly complex
organisms up to us. In cosmology, the qualified Anthropic Principle (the idea that the
universe is tuned to generate life) is now integrated in the standard model: had the
energetic and structural constants been different, stars and life would not have emerged
— the cosmos would have stayed too hot, turned too cold, or been too short-lived; or
hydrogen would not have transmuted to other elements such as carbon. As Kant
suggests, there is a causal link from the cosmic conditions to their progressive unfold-
ing; in a way, life is the historical result of a specific “tuning” of nature’s cosmological
constants.

Cosmic inflation and evolution remain problematic only in cultural contexts that
oppose the scientific game and its rule-play by logic and evidence. Yet real problems
remain. The model of the origin of nature and life has not grown into a model of their
termination. Kant advanced four contentions in Universal Natural History that go
beyond present knowledge. He argues that the cosmos will die in chaos (1.312-14);
that this death is a new birth (1.314); that the universe is a cyclic chain of cosmoi
(1.314-22); and that there is life elsewhere (1.351-66).

The discovery of cosmic acceleration (1998) has been taken as evidence for so-called
dark energy or quantum vacuum energy — the wider an expanse unfurls, the more
energetic a farther unfurling will be. This supports the idea of an energetic space, but
it is unclear how accelerating expansion of the cosmic bubble will lead to a Big Rip or
a Big Crunch. Several theories for such rips and crunches have been advanced, but
none is as yet testable. Whether the universe is cyclic accordingly remains to be seen.
There is also no proof of extraterrestrial life — no fossils in Martian ice, no fish in Titan’s
seas, and no SETI contact from afar. But Kant trusts that such life would have to be
found eventually. Given how cosmically mediocre humans are (1.359; 1.365), it is
plausible to assume better minds than ours in nature. In arguing so, he joins other
Enlightenment thinkers. But as he admits (1.365) — who knows?
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6. Conclusion

Kant first mentions his project of a history of the universe in a tract on the ultimate
rotational fate of the Earth’s rotation, the Spin Cycle Essay (1754). There he announces
the planned work as,

Cosmogony, or Essay of Deriving the Origin of the World System, the Formation of
Celestial Bodies, and the Causes of their Motion, from the Universal Laws of Material
Motion by Newton’s Theory. (1.191)

A book with this title by Kant never came out. Instead a Leipzig publisher, Peterson,
with a Konigsberg store, released an anonymous treatise called Universal Natural
History and Theory of the Skies a year later. By then, Kant was back in town, had
re-enrolled and just earned his Master's degree. His advisor Johann Teske was a
philosopher who experimented with electric shocks and lightning. Kant’s thesis is on
the fate of combusting material lattices and on the nature of light (cf. prop. 7; 1.376).
He called it Outline of Some Meditations on Fire (1755).

Meanwhile advance copies of the anonymous book had been forwarded to a few
journals, but a real publication never occurred. The publisher defaulted after the
galleys had been typeset. The printed copies, Peterson’s property, were locked up in a
warehouse while the creditors were deciding what to do. We do not know what
happened next. We just know that the building caught fire and burnt down.

This may have been just as well, because Kant was now earning his academic
degrees and hoped to advance professionally. In 1755 he could not afford another
confrontation with fundamentalists who, as he had learned the hard way, did not
support free-spirited proposals. So the Universal Natural History vanished from sight.
Kant earned his doctorate with arguments for the binary nature of identity (1.1-2), for
a principle-pair of ontological cognition (III1.12-13), and for his declared “universal
system of the trade [commercium] of substances” (1.415-16).

After this second dissertation, New Elucidation of the First Principles of Metaphysical
Knowledge, Kant prepared his next thesis in 1756. This third and professorial thesis
has the unwieldy title, The Use of Joining Metaphysics and Geometry in Natural Philo-
sophy; First Sample: Physical Monadology. He hoped this would get him Knutzen'’s
chair, vacant since 1751. But after he successfully defended the thesis, and just when
he was hoping to be appointed to this position, the anonymity of Universal Natural
History was lifted and it was traced back to Kant.

A bookstore advertised in town the sale of the book “by Magister Kant” a month after
he had won his last degree. Now his peers knew he was the culprit of a philosophy
more scientific than Newton and disrespectful of Scripture. He had made himself
academically impossible just when he hoped for promotion. For the next decade he
worked as an adjunct and assistant.

The ill-fated Universal Natural History is central to Kant’s pre-Critical project. His view
turns on the material interplay of attraction and repulsion, allowing the evolution of
cosmoi by ongoing “trade-ups” of binary forces. This idea is Kant's philosophical
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keystone, and it mirrors parallel arguments in his first book and his three theses.
In Living Forces he had described the weaving of a world web through interacting
radiations. In Fire, he studied how material webs collapse into radiated fate. In Elucida-
tion, he split identity into plus/minus and interwove freedom and necessity as dual
strands of ontological structures. The knot in his metaphysical web is the potentia
resistendi of power-points that are autonomous in their context (cf. 1.402—4). In Physical
Monadology he argued for an interweaving of space field and power-points, in that
geometric continua oscillate in grids of dynamic “activity spheres”; the string-seeds of
matter (cf. prop. 7, 1.481). While this third thesis is an account of how matter forms
from fields, Universal Natural History is an account of how cosmic superstructure evolves
on this basis.

In sum, Kant looks at nature as a cloth weaving itself and argues for the accessibil-
ity of the past, present, and future of this textile commerce. The endpoints and natural
threads of fate matter, whether in the guise of the currently woven cosmos (1747),
the spins of Earth and Moon (1754), the knitting of universes (1755), the tangle
of light and matter (1755, MA), the patterns of the cosmic cloth and its willful
ends (1755, doctor), or the material blossoms in the spatial field (1756, PhD).

The heuristic value of this philosophy of nature was first seen by Schopenhauer
(1818). Schopenhauer defended Kant's Nebular Hypothesis as being superior to
Laplace’s later theory; Nietzsche (1873: in Philosophy in the Tragic Era of the Greeks, no.
17) found a Greek mirror of Kant’s perspective in the presocratic thinker Anaxagoras,
via “the type of vibration” (eine Art der Schwingung) and “the dancing mathematical
form” (eine bewegte mathematische Figur) of this world-machine. To Nietzsche, Kant’s
world-machine looks like a God without being supernatural in any Christian sense.
Heidegger, not a good Christian either, sharpened nature’'s will to power into the
eternal-happening Ereignis (1940s); to him, being moves along a swinging fateful
chain of dialectic, reciprocal, and appropriating events. If one wished to apply Heidegger
to the early Kant, a rational ontology of karma would evidently emerge on the basis
of the pre-Critical cosmogony. (See also chapter 32 below.)

Present-day cosmology is no longer the preserve of old physicists who might
have done useful work in their youth but had turned into mystics in their dotage
(Hawking and Penrose 1996: 75). The field is thriving, rigorous, and rests on an
observational basis. Although models advanced remain open to revision (as any
genuine scientific account must), findings in the field now carry a weight that cosmo-
logy did not have earlier in the past century. As a result, science is now catching up
with Kant’s philosophy of nature. We are elucidating the universe, and Universal
Natural History is the mentioned essence of modern models. This worldwide project
is fueled by what seems to be an increasingly realistic hope of understanding why
nature exists. The philosophical stakes of this project are as high as it gets. If
we can answer this question, it would be the ultimate triumph of reason, for then
we would know “the mind of God” (Hawking 2003: 167). In light of a declared
“final theory” as the emerging heuristic basis of physics, in light of the worsening
weather-beats of climate dynamics, and in light of Kant’s cosmological recognition in
the twenty-first century, his ideas on nature’s origin, evolution, and fate are inviting
serious attention.
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Kant’s Laboratory of Ideas in the 1770s
ALISON LAYWINE

The problem of reconstructing Kant’s intellectual development in the 1770s is that
he published nothing significant during this time. Our record of his thinking con-
sists in spotty correspondence, lecture notes taken by students, and his own notes
scribbled in the margins of books and on pieces of scrap paper. None of this mater-
ial is as polished as anything that Kant ever finally published, and some of the
personal notes or Reflexionen degenerate into total gobbledygook. Nevertheless, we
can learn something important from it and use it to illuminate Kant’s efforts to articu-
late what would later become his most significant philosophical ideas. But progress
on this front requires that we learn how to interpret the available fragmentary
evidence.

1. Reflexionen as Documentary Evidence for Kant’s
Philosophical Development

Kant habitually wrote down his thoughts, sometimes even before he really knew
what they would look like on paper. This practice seems to have played an import-
ant role in his work as a philosopher; he can be understood to describe it explicitly
in advice he gave his students in the lectures on anthropology from the winter
semester 1772/3. First he warned them against slavishly consulting their notes and
books, because this might block them from insight by “overtaxing the imagination”
and thereby “restricting genius.” He therefore recommended that they set aside their
reference material after having fully immersed themselves in some subject and then
give free play to their creative powers of invention: first by distracting the mind
with pleasant conversation or perhaps fluffy reading, and then later by writing up
spontaneously in one sitting everything on the subject that freely occurred to them
(25[1].313).

You have to continue writing in one go. Often you will get stuck, if you can’t think of
a word. But then it’s better to leave gaps to write everything in one go. If a word occurs
to you for later use, all you have to do is jot it in the margin. Then you read it through
one more time and put it in order. (25[1].86; author’s translations throughout)
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Kant’s advocacy of “Reflexion-writing” unexpectedly brings to mind André Breton,
who called for automatic writing in the Manifestes du surréalisme as a means of freeing
creative powers of the human imagination too easily stifled by conventional thinking.
But automatic writing was supposed to set the imagination absolutely free of any and
all constraints. That was certainly not the case for Kant, who assumed, by contrast
with Breton, that the imagination would be exercising itself on some well-defined,
predetermined subject and that reason would take over in the effort to tidy the results.
For Kant, Reflexion-writing was not a vehicle of human liberation, as it would be for
Breton, but a tool of discovery that he apparently used in his own philosophizing.

Parts of Kant’s handwritten Nachlafs preserved on scrap paper seem to be exercises
in Reflexion-writing. They show Kant struggling paradoxically not to overtax his
imagination. Thus he puts down his ideas in the order that they come; he tries his best
to get down everything he has to say. But, as he searches for the right words, he very
frequently gets stuck and simply starts over again. It is clear in the passage quoted
from the anthropology lectures that the material generated in this way was supposed
to be revised. If it proved sufficiently promising, Kant would subsequently try to develop
the revised Reflexionen into something readable that he hoped to revise further and
integrate into proofs ready for the printer. This can be seen, as Eckart Forster points
out, from the manuscript of the Opus postumum, which has material from every stage
of this process except for final printer’s copy (Forster 199 3: xxiv—xxv). Hence, Reflexionen
were the seeds of Kant's finished philosophical works. One would therefore expect
them to give us a privileged glimpse into his ideas as they were developing and possibly
into his thinking during the 1770s.

However, there is at least one serious problem in using Reflexionen to document any
given period in Kant’s development: their dating. We could search for points of agree-
ment in their content with doctrines known from Kant’s published works (Erdmann
1992). But taking these points of agreement to justify dating by the year of publication
of the relevant work is to argue in a vicious circle, since the very thing at issue is when
the relevant idea or doctrine began to play a role in Kant’s thinking (Heinze 1894:
509f1f). To avoid such a circle, we would have to look for objective criteria. Erich Adickes
tried to show that such criteria could be found in dateable changes in Kant’s hand-
writing (Adickes 1925, 1926). But Adickes’s claims remain controversial; and, nobody
has had the fortitude to try reproducing his results.

Fortunately for us, some of the Reflexionen have been preserved on the back of
dated letters. Adickes thinks it was Kant's habit to use letters as scrap paper shortly
after receiving them (Adickes 1925: xix). Since Kant could not have written up his
own ideas before the letters themselves were written, the date of a given letter gives a
pretty good date for the Reflexion itself. We happen to have one very significant set of
Reflexionen that can be dated this way to the 1770s. The so-called Duisburg Nachlaf§ —
R 4674 to R 4684, running from page 643 to 673 in volume 17 of the Academy
edition — is a bundle of notes on scrap paper including a letter to Kant dated May
1775. It is widely accepted that the whole bundle was written at the same time,
because the train of thought remains focused on the same set of issues and because
Adickes reports that ink and handwriting were uniform throughout (many of the
pages are now lost). We can think of the Duisburg Nachlaf§ as the documentary remains
of a philosophical laboratory that Kant was running on paper in the mid-1770s. By
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supplementing it with selected correspondence and lecture transcripts of the time, we
can use it to reconstruct a small but very significant part of a decade of thinking that
would be completely lost to us otherwise.

2. Looking Ahead and Setting Things Up

Before examining this material in detail, let us jump ahead and announce what we
may expect to find. The Duisburg Nachlaf is an extended reflection on human finitude
as manifested in our understanding. As such, it addresses a significant problem that
Kant himself found in the Inaugural Dissertation of 1770. He had argued there for the
first time that sensibility and the understanding are two separate faculties governed by
different principles. But in the famous letter to Marcus Herz of 1772, he acknowledged
that his account of the understanding in the Inaugural Dissertation was undeveloped
(10.129-35). He had argued, as he would later in the Critique of Pure Reason, that the
principles of human sensibility are space and time taken to be pure intuitions. But all
he had to say about the understanding was this: “intelligence (rationality) is the faculty
of the subject through which he can represent those things that cannot, by their nature,
meet with his senses” (§3, 2.392). The remark asserts that the understanding is not
sensibility, but does nothing to specify the difference. Some of the most interesting
work that Kant did in theoretical philosophy in the 1770s, as it has been preserved for
us, was to remedy this deficit — an effort that culminated in the Critique of Pure Reason
and more specifically the Analytic of Concepts: “the as yet infrequently attempted
analysis of the faculty of the understanding itself” (B 90).

Already in the 1772 letter to Herz, Kant suggests a way of investigating the under-
standing in greater detail than he had in the Inaugural Dissertation, namely to contrast
it as a finite faculty in created minds with the infinite faculty at the disposal of a divine
mind. He characterizes the latter as an “intellectus archetypus” whose representations
create their own objects and thereby relate to them in such a way as to yield
knowledge. “We conceive of divine cognitions as the models [Urbilder] of things,” he
wrote, i.e., as a cognition “upon which the things themselves are grounded” (10.130).
In this way, he went on, “we can see how there can be conformity of the same
[sc. divine cognitions] with the objects” (10.130). God cannot fail to know his object
asitisinitself: he creates it exactly as he conceives it to be; he conceives it exactly as he
created it to be. But a finite understanding cannot create its objects and must therefore
relate its representations to them in some other way. If it did so by being affected by
objects, it would be indistinguishable from sensibility. Hence the problem is to charac-
terize a finite understanding so that we learn more specifically how it differs not only
from human sensibility, but also from the intellectus archetypus. This contrast will
drive Kant’s thinking in our dateable Reflexionen. Indeed, it will underlie the Analytic
of Concepts in the first Critique, which is supposed to show us ultimately that our finite
understanding is discursive and therefore incapable of intellectual intuition, i.e., some
kind of direct, unmediated insight into the things themselves.

To see how Kant developed this issue, we have to consider first how he conceived
it before 1770. One important assumption he apparently made almost from the begin-
ning is that we cannot learn much about the nature of a divine intellect without
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taking into consideration the object to which it specially applies itself. For present
purposes, this object is the universe as a whole. Kant did not mean by “universe as
a whole” first and foremost the sum total of finite things God created, but rather the
principles that cause them all to form a single world. A world is a whole that is not
itself a part of another whole and that has unity because each of its parts somehow
externally relates to all of the others. God’s intellect takes as its object the principles that
govern this unity (1.414), i.e., the “principles of the form of a world,” as Kant would later
call them (§13, 2.398). The question now is how such principles are to be specified. The
quick and easy answer is that they have to be just the ones exhibiting the highest
wisdom, since God most wisely picks them and no others to run the world. The harder
problem is to say something meaningful about supreme wisdom.

Kant held that such wisdom consists in producing the greatest number of different
results by the fewest possible means. Consequently, he attacked the view that the
principles of the form of the world are specialized ends that God has set for different
creatures and that he himself brings about by his frequent interventions. Since creation
is as manifold as it is vast in extent, the view Kant attacked must multiply specialized
ends and interventions accordingly. That was supposed to be the view’s great attraction
to those who propounded it: the sign of supreme wisdom is precisely that God is able to
coordinate all of his specialized ends and interventions on their behalf in such a way
that creatures relate to form a coherent world. Against this view, Kant argued that
supreme wisdom minimizes the need for intervention by creating those things whose
very nature is governed by universal laws that cause them to arrange themselves into
a world on their own steam. Indeed, he argued that supreme wisdom would have
required such economy and efficiency that God minimized the number of natural laws
at work in the world: the natural phenomena we observe around us tend to follow
from the same universal laws, no matter how different they seem to be. Thus the
revolution of the planets around the sun, that of the moon around the earth, the
motion of the tides and the fall of heavy bodies at the earth’s surface are all the result
of a single universal law at work in material nature: the law of universal gravitation
(1.221-37; 2.93-151). (See also chapter 3 above.)

On Kant’s early account, the human intellect can keep pace with its divine counter-
part — if only by grasping the principles of the form of the world. It cannot create
anything, but it can use these principles to do the next best thing: construct a world in
thought by making certain assumptions about the matter of which it is composed and
the universal laws to which it is subject. Kant himself had argued in 1755 that, if we
suppose the nature of matter is to exercise a universal attractive force under the
Newtonian laws of motion and that God created it in a state of initial chaos, then we
can show that it would have organized itself into a physical universe with the same
structure as our own (1.241-69). Large clumps of matter would have coalesced into
stars, planets, and moons. All the planets in a given solar system would come to
revolve in the same direction on the same plane around the centre of their sun; the
planetary system as a whole would revolve with countless others in the same direction
on the same plane around the centre of the galaxy; this galaxy would revolve with its
sisters around the center of a system greater still.

The plausibility of this thought experiment depends on whether it succeeds in gen-
erating a physical universe that we can recognize as sufficiently like our own. It will
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succeed in this if it grasps the (physical) principles of the form of our world: the
Newtonian laws of motion operating on an essential force of universal attraction
in matter. But grasping these principles is possible just because the human intellect
recognizes, as much as its divine counterpart, the supreme wisdom of maximizing the
number of different results by the fewest possible means. Moreover, it quite reasonably
expects to find such wisdom on display in the physical universe. This very expectation
naturally leads it to the hypothetical cosmogony Kant tried to defend in 1755 and
through the early 1760s — at least that is what Kant claimed on its behalf. The
purported success of his cosmogony was supposed to meet the objections of those
who argued that the human intellect is far too limited to learn how the universe came
to be as it is and consequently that it cannot apply itself constructively to the special
object of God's intellect (but see 2.115).

By 1770, Kant had to reconsider this optimism in light of his new distinction be-
tween sensibility and the understanding. In particular, he had to reconsider the claims
he made in 1755 about the conjectural origin and structure of the physical universe.
These claims did not concern a world as such, an object of pure understanding accord-
ing to the Inaugural Dissertation, but a concrete one, the thought of which we build up
successively through time by adding the thought of our local earth—moon system to
the thought of our larger planetary system, to the thought of that system’s place in the
galaxy, to the thought of the galaxy’s place with others like it in a still greater system,
and so on (§1, 2.387). But if it is true, as Kant said in 1755, that the physical universe
is infinite both in space and in time, the process of successively building up our thought
of it can never be completed. In that case, such thought can never legitimately stake a
claim to truth — at least not if it purports to say anything about the universe in its full
extent. It cannot be “derived from an object” (§30, 2.417-18); hence it is more legitim-
ately construed as an expression of hope: namely that the natural laws apparently
unifying the part of the universe in our vicinity apply throughout the infinite in the
same way always and everywhere. In the Inaugural Dissertation, Kant said that such a
hope is a purely subjective “principle of convenience,” grounded not on the “laws of
sensitive knowledge,” but rather on conditions of the intellect itself (§30, 2.417-18):

we simply cannot renounce it without renouncing at the same time all rational motiva-
tion for investigating the world around us. If God rules the world by miraculous inter-
vention we can only despair of making sense of it. (§30, 2.418)

But though the Inaugural Dissertation restricts us in this way, it does not take the
further step of denying our intellect the concept of a world altogether. In particular, it
holds out the possibility of the so-called “sensible world,” i.e., the world considered as
“phenomenon in relation to the sensibility of the human mind” (§13, 2.398). Still it
does not explain how such a world can be possible except to say that all the things in
it appear to us under the conditions of space and time taken to be pure intuitions.
Hence, it leaves unanswered the question how the things that so appear to us, do so in
such a way that we can think of them as parts of the same world (Laywine 2003).

Kant had a serious commitment to the sensible world. In the mid-1770s he made a
concerted effort to supplement the story he had told about it in the Inaugural Disserta-
tion and thereby get it to work for him. One reason for the effort is that he thought the
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possibility of empirical thought depended on it. Empirical thought results from apply-
ing the human intellect to perceptions, i.e., to those appearances of which we are
conscious (R, 4679, 17.664). It consists in “perceptions that have been understood” —
that is to say, “experience” (R, 4679, 17.664). Kant took experience to have the struc-
ture of a sensibly given world insofar as the intellect represents appearances as univer-
sally related to each other in a spatiotemporal whole. This whole is never completed
once and for all: it will always be possible for the intellect to try representing it as
integrated into a still greater spatiotemporal whole. But however great or small
its scope, the intellect always understands this whole to be unified. In other words, it
understands the appearances that constitute it to be universally related to one another
in one and the same empirical context. You might well engage in empirical thought
about winter traffic conditions on the street outside your front window, without giving
any thought to the conditions at the same time of year in the alley beyond your back-
porch. But, under the principle of convenience, you may wish to see whether you can
connect these vital arteries in thought about your neighborhood as a whole. If you
succeed in making such a connection, your thinking will play itself out against a grid
of throughways laid out in one and the same space and persisting through one and the
same time as the seasons change. The spatial grid and its duration and position in time
exhibit unity, insofar as you can situate in space and time together each of its parts
relative to all of the others and, we hope, to the parts of neighborhoods beyond its
immediate confines. This unity gives experience or empirical thought spatiotemporal
coherence: it simply cannot be imagined, except perhaps by Hollywood script writers,
that crossing the street will lead you into a separate, parallel universe. Kant was
concerned in the 1770s with the intrinsically interesting question how experience —
understood as a unified spatiotemporal whole or universal system of relations — is
possible. This is a question of central importance to the Duisburg Nachlaf.

It is important to see, however, that precisely by couching his question in this very
peculiar way, Kant could investigate more fully than he had in the Inaugural Disserta-
tion how the human intellect differs from its divine counterpart. Human intellectual
finitude manifests itself precisely in the fact that we engage in empirical thought: God
does not have experience. But as we saw earlier, the object to which God’s intellect
specially applies itself is supposed to be a unified world-whole. Kant's reflections in the
1770s seem to have been guided by the question how the unified world-whole known
by God differs from the unified spatiotemporal world-in-the-making constructed by us
in empirical thought. This question seems to have pointed him towards a peculiar, yet
essential, notion in the Duisburg Nachlaf, the so-called “exposition of appearances.”
This notion retains something from Kant's earlier cosmogony. But as an effort to
supplement the Inaugural Dissertation, it developed as the immediate ancestor to the
Transcendental Analytic familiar to us from the Critique of Pure Reason — with some
significant differences.

3. The “Exposition of Appearances” in the Duisburg Nachlafs

Kant characterizes the exposition of appearances in the Duisburg Nachlaf§ as a
“linking of representations” (Verkettung der Vorstellungen) and more specifically as “the
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determination of the ground upon which rests the joining [Zusammenhang] of sensations
in appearances” (R, 4674, 17.643). It is supposed to “[connect] representations . . . and
thereby [make] a whole according to the matter (appearances).” “Here is thus unity,”
Kant writes, “. . . whereby the manifold is brought into one, thus universality” (R, 4674,
17.643, cf. 28.202). Exposition produces a unified whole by somehow determining
the relations among appearances (R, 4674, 17.643). Every appearance has to relate,
either directly or indirectly, to every other; an appearance isolated from all the others
would disturb the unity Kant seeks. The exposition of appearances also has to render
these relations necessary: they are not supposed to depend on our subjective perspect-
ive, i.e., on ways of regarding appearances that are merely convenient, interesting or
pleasing to us. Rather, they are supposed in principle to be determined by universal
laws. Now Kant says explicitly and repeatedly in the Duisburg Nachlaf§ that whatever
can be determined in principle by universal laws is just what he means by “object” or
“objective” (cf. R, 4675, 17.638; R, 4677, 17.658; R, 4681, 17.666—7). Thus an
important part of the peculiar idea cluster that Kant associated with the exposition
of appearances is summed up in the following passage: “The objective is the inner
necessity of appearance, namely since appearance has been freed from anything
subjective and is regarded as determinable through a universal rule (of appearances)”
(R, 4675, 17.650). In keeping with this claim, Kant sometimes calls the exposition
of appearances the operation for “making appearances objective” (R, 4677, 17.658)
or converting them into experience (R, 4675, 17.648).

But we might well wonder why Kant thinks that the exposition of appearances is
the necessary condition for both the objective in empirical thought, as he understands
it, and the bringing together of appearances in a unified spatiotemporal whole. These
seem to be two different, unrelated things. One way to get a start on an answer is to
ask what Kant might have thought they have in common. An important clue is Kant’s
explicit claim in the Duisburg Nachlaf§ that an object, insofar as we think of it through
“exposition,” “can be represented only according to its relations” (R, 4674, 17.646).
We cannot have empirical thought unless we represent the objects of our thought as
related to one another in space and time. The other important clue is Kant’s insistence
that all thought of objects expresses universality. Empirical thought does not simply
specify its objects as related to one another in space and time; it characterizes these
relations as necessary, i.e., as determined by universal laws. Now Kant says explicitly
in the Duisburg Nachlafs that representing appearances as necessarily related to one
another according to such laws is just what it takes to bring them together in a unified
spatiotemporal whole. Hence, any operation that makes it possible for us to think of
appearances as related to one another in a unified spatiotemporal whole will make
such thought objective in Kant’s sense of the word. But while the text leaves no doubt
that Kant was thinking in these terms, we can still wonder how he thought they were
supposed to cash out.

One way to address this natural concern is to note how much of his earlier cosmogony
seems to have been preserved and adapted in the Duisburg Nachlaf. The aim of the
exposition of appearances is at once much more modest and more fundamental. But
it is supposed to get us everything Kant wants through determinability by universal
laws. The key move in the earlier cosmogony was likewise an appeal to universal laws.
There is, to be sure, at least one important difference. The earlier cosmogony specified
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that a force of universal attraction operates on matter under the Newtonian laws of
motion. In the Duisburg Nachlaf$, Kant makes no mention of force (but cf. R, 40, 14.119),
and he leaves open which laws are at work. Indeed, he can be understood to say that
specifying which laws determine appearances is the separate task of empirical invest-
igation (R, 4679, 17.663). Still, he claims that as long as some condition — which
we have yet to sort out — enables the intellect to think of appearances as determined
by universal laws, it will at the same time enable it to think of them as necessarily
related to one another in space and time. If the intellect can thereby state as a law that
water always freezes at zero degrees Celsius, it will also be able to think of a solid state
of water succeeding a liquid state in time at a given position in space where the condi-
tions are right. This is an echo of the earlier cosmogony, where the effect of subjecting
matter to the relevant laws was at least in principle to set material particles in relations
corresponding to the highly ordered structure of lunar, solar, and galactic systems
embedded in heavenly systems greater still. Even when the exposition of appearances
yields locally very modest systems, like that of ice-cubes forming in the tray of
somebody’s freezer, it does so — if at all — by means philosophically akin to those
that yielded the cosmically vast systems of Kant’s speculative cosmogony, namely the
human intellect’s presumed ability to state and apply universal laws.

The second point of contact is that the earlier cosmogony shows us very concretely
how “objectivity” in the Duisburg sense neatly ties in with all this. By appealing to the
relevant universal laws and thereby systematically relating the material particles
God created in a state of initial chaos, the earlier cosmogony gave us an object of
thought. Indeed, it gave us the special object of God’s intellect: the physical universe as
a whole. But it did so in just the way the Duisburg Nachlafs prescribes. In the first place,
it enabled us to think this object in the only way possible, i.e., according to its rela-
tions. The thought of the physical universe, as spelled out in the earlier cosmogony,
coincides precisely with the thought of those spatiotemporal relations that define the
lunar, solar, and galactic systems of greater and greater scope. To get the thought
of the physical universe, no further thought need, or can, be added to this one. More-
over, this thought, as it stands, presupposes the universal: it would not be possible to
countenance the hierarchy of heavenly systems within systems, if we did not think of
matter as governed in principle by universal laws, and in particular as subject to a
force of universal attraction operating under the Newtonian laws of motion. (See also
chapter 3 above.)

There may well be a third point of contact, if — as it seems — truth and objectivity
were not the same thing for Kant in the mid-1770s. The earlier cosmogony was clearly
objective in the Duisburg sense, but we could still ask if it is true or at least plausible.
The answer to our question depended on whether the relations defining its object
of thought were sufficiently like the structure of the world we actually live in — as
far as we can determine. But the same further question arises for empirical thought
as made possible by the exposition of appearances: though it must be objective in
the Duisburg sense, if it is possible at all, it need not be true. It will prove true, one
suspects, if we can recognize the relations that define its object as obtaining in the
world around us.

If, then, we want to understand how to cash out the abstract pronouncements
about the “exposition of appearances” in the Duisburg Nachlaf§, we can do no better
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than to look back to Kant's early cosmogony, bearing in mind — of course — the
restrictions we discussed earlier that have to come into play because of advances in
the Inaugural Dissertation.

4. How to Get the “Exposition of Appearances” to Work?

Our problem now is to figure out how Kant thought the exposition of appearances
was actually supposed to work. First of all he explicitly denies in the Duisburg Nachlaf§
that the pure intuitions of space and time are enough on their own to get it off the
ground. Space and time make it possible in principle for us to represent appearances
as externally related to one another in the so-called sensible world. But they cannot
all by themselves determine for our thought which relations they will have, much
less determine these relations as necessary. Thus Kant says that “relations among
appearances do not rest on forms [sc. of sensibility]” (R, 4674, 17.643). The exposi-
tion of appearances will have to bring something else into play. His resources for
filling out the picture will come from a theory of judgment supplemented by a meta-
physical psychology.

From the theory of judgment, Kant drew a certain characterization of the under-
standing. He had said in an essay of 1762, “The False Subtlety of the Four Figures
of the Syllogism,” that the “higher power of knowledge” is nothing other than “the
faculty of judging” (2.59). Judging is the act whereby a distinct concept becomes
actual, i.e., when I clearly or explicitly recognize something as the mark of a thing. For
example, T do not clearly recognize impenetrability to be the mark of bodies until
I actually use the relevant concept and explicitly make the following judgment: bodies
are impenetrable (2.58). In answer to the question at the end of the essay, “what sort
of secret power makes judging possible?,” Kant said that

[it] is nothing other than the faculty of inner sense, i.e., of taking your own representa-
tions as the objects of your thoughts. This faculty . .. can only be peculiar to rational
beings. The whole higher power of knowledge rests upon it (2. 60).

The reflective aspect here suggests a passage in the first Critique (B 49) where he says
that inner sense is “the intuition of our self and our inner state.” But in the “False
Subtlety,” he associated inner sense not with sensibility, as he would later understand
it, but rather with the “higher power of knowledge” and more specifically with the
power of judging.

This association gets spelled out a little more fully in the transcript of a lecture on
metaphysics — the so-called Politz lectures, or more elliptically L,, believed to have
been held between 1775/6 and 1779/80 (Heinze 1894: 516; Carl 1989: 117-19).
Kant has been discussing the difference between men and beasts. He reportedly says
that beasts have outer sense, but denies them inner sense. This is supposed to mean
that they are incapable of “consciousness of self” and therefore lack the “concept of the
I [das Ich]”: “Hence they have neither understanding nor reason, for all operations of
the understanding and reason are possible only insofar as one is conscious of oneself.”
He goes on to say that
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[Beasts]| will have no universal knowledge through reflection, neither identity of repres-
entations, nor the connections of representations according to subject and predicate, or
according to ground and consequence, or according to the whole and the parts: for all
of these result from consciousness, lacking in beasts. (28.276)

This remark implies first that judging is supposed to require the ability to evaluate
relations among concepts. Kant readily admits that animals recognize and act upon
relations among images, as when a dog associates meal-time with the smell of
sausages and steals some from the kitchen table. But he says that this will take place
according to the laws of association and denies that these laws have to operate in
inner sense: beasts have imagination, but not understanding. Kant's remarks in this
passage imply, second, that the relations between concepts in a judgment will take
different forms, namely the relation of subject and predicate, that of ground and con-
sequence, and that of part and whole. Kant claims that these relations are somehow
a feature or product of self-consciousness. He does not elaborate on this claim in our
passage from L;, but elsewhere in the lecture we learn that it is based on a meta-
physical psychology.

Through inner sense, I immediately grasp the truth that I am: more specifically that
I am an “intelligence” distinct from, but associated with, a body. Since I could lose
parts of my body without suffering any loss of intelligence, my true self is unchanging.
When I use the concept “I” in reference to myself, I therefore express the substantiality
of my soul. L, reports Kant as saying this:

Substance is the first subject of all inhering accidents. But this I is an absolute subject
to which all accidents and predicates can be attributed and that can be the predicate
of no other thing. Thus the I expresses the substantial. For the substratum that underlies
all accidents is the substantial. This is the one case in which we can immediately
intuit substance. We can intuit the substantial and the subject of no [sc. other]
thing, but in me I intuit substance directly. Thus the I expresses not only substance, but
also the substantial itself. Indeed, what is more, the concept that we have of any
substance at all we borrow from this I. This is the original concept of substances.
(28[1].225-6)

This passage makes a striking contrast with the position Kant will take in the Critique
of Pure Reason. It asserts dogmatically and unequivocally that the soul is indeed a
substance and that we know it to be so by some kind of direct and therefore intuitive
insight. In context, this intuition can only come from inner sense. But precisely because
inner sense is still explicitly associated with reason and understanding, it is impossible
not to conclude that the direct intuitive insight I have of my soul as substance is some
kind of intellectual intuition (but cf. 28.179).

Kant seems to have applied these ideas in his theory of judgment. As we saw earlier,
the relation between concepts in a judgment can take different forms, one of which
is the connection between subject and predicate. The implication of Kant's remarks in
the two passages from I; quoted above is that the relation between my soul as first and
only absolute subject and its accidents or predicates is somehow the source of this
connection. When I judge that “Dogs are four-footed,” I discursively treat “dog” as a
subject and therefore as something substantial. I also treat “four-footed” as one of its
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attributes. But, according to L;, dog is not a true subject. My thought of dog as a
subject and four-footed as its attribute therefore depends somehow on the “original
concept of substances,” namely the intellectual intuition of myself as a thing that
thinks. The nature of this dependence is unclear. A parallel passage we cannot
date with certainty suggests that it is in the nature of an analogy (R, 3921). However
the details are supposed to work out, the connection of subject and predicate in the
judgment, “Dogs are four-footed,” seems to be patterned on the relation between my
soul as a thinking substance and the thoughts that inhere in it as accidents. There is
no other way to account for this connection because no other model for the relation of
substance to accident is available to us (Laywine 2005). Since I only know one true
subject, namely myself, my judgments about dogs and everything else I treat discurs-
ively as subject must somehow be patterned on it if these judgments are to assume the
form “S-is-P.” It also looks as if the other two forms the relation between concepts in a
judgment can take are somehow patterned on the other two relations that can obtain
between the soul and its thoughts: i.e., the relation of ground and consequence, and
that of part and whole.

We can now see a little more clearly why Kant thinks inner sense makes judging
possible. This claim seems to rest on the following commitments. First, all judging
involves a relation among concepts that has to take one of the three forms specified
above. Second, these three forms are patterned on the three relations the thinking self
can have to its own thoughts. Finally, these relations are given to us in inner sense. It
is not clear how Kant would have spelled out these commitments more fully. But they
do indicate that he already believed judgments have some kind of classifiable form or
structure which we might as well call logical, since he explicitly ascribes it to judg-
ments and distinguishes it from the association of images that goes on, for example, in
beasts. By contrast with his position in the first Critique, however, he clearly took this
logical structure to be grounded in the metaphysics of the thinking self. It would take
the discovery of the Paralogisms to make him rethink all this and warn against the
temptation to find any hint of a metaphysical psychology in the logical structure of
judgment (B 406-10; Carl 1989: 101).

The three relations of the thinking self that determine the logical forms of judg-
ment reappear in the Duisburg Nachlaf. Kant has new names for them: “exponents,”
“functions of apperception,” “functions of self-perception”; very occasionally he
calls them “categories,” but usually he refers to them as “titles of the understanding.”
The capacity to take myself as an object of my thoughts he now sometimes calls
“apprehension,” but more usually “apperception.” Thus we can find a passage in
which he writes,

Apperception is the consciousness of thought, i.e., of representations as they are set in the
mind. Herewith are three exponents: 1. that of the relation [sc.? of my thoughts as accid-
ents to myself as] subject, 2. of the relation of consequences with one another [sc.? as
following from one another as ground to consequence], 2. that of the composition [sc.? of
parts to whole]. (R, 4674, 17.647)

One would expect Kant to enlist this idea cluster for his theory of judgment — all the
more so, since this theory confronts a new problem in the Duisburg Nachlaf$, namely
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how to explain the difference between analytic and synthetic judgments. It seems pretty
clear that the idea cluster of interest to us is meant to help solve this problem (R, 4676,
17.657). But for the most part Kant uses it to address the problem that has detained us
all along, namely how empirical thought is possible. It is strange, and a little dis-
appointing, that Kant develops the two problems on parallel tracks without ever trying
to state explicitly how a solution to the one fits with, or contributes to, a solution to the
other. Worse yet, the story about synthetic judgments simply fizzles out.

Nevertheless, Kant's appeal in the Duisburg Nachlafs to the three functions of apper-
ception to explain how empirical thought is possible has a close family resemblance to
the use he seemed to make of their counterparts in L, for the theory of judgment. This
can help us get our bearings in the Duisburg Nachlafs when, for example, we read the
following passage:

There are these three functions of apperception that are found in [added: all] thought of
our state as such and under which all appearances must conform, because no synthesis
in itself lies within it [sc. in appearances], if the mind does not add such or make such out
of the data of the same. The mind is thus itself the model [das Urbild] of [added: the
possibility] of such a synthesis through original and not derived thought. (R, 4674,
17.646-7)

“Synthesis” is a new term for us, but it seems to mean whatever results in the relations
among our perceptions needed for empirical thought (R, 4678, 17.661; R, 4681,
17.667). Our current passage indicates that synthesis is achieved through the func-
tions of apperception. The idea seems to be something like this.

In order to engage in empirical thought at all, the mind has to be able to conceive of
perceptions — those appearances of which it is conscious — as related to one another.
But these relations are neither given to it with the appearances themselves, nor with
the pure intuitions of space and time, the formal conditions of their possibility. Hence,
the mind needs some sort of model or pattern to guide its thought of them, just as it
needed a pattern to form “S-is-P judgments. The one and only pattern available to it in
both cases is the same: the relations it has to its own thoughts as a thinking substance
(R, 4676, 17.657). Just as these relations inform the way it relates concepts and
thereby structures judgments, so they inform the way it relates perceptions and thereby
engages in empirical thought. As Kant himself puts it,

Every perception must stand under a title of the understanding [sc. a function of
apperception|, because otherwise it [sc. a perception] gives no concept and nothing is [sc.
empirically] thought thereby. . .. [The functions of apperception] indicate the way we
avail ourselves of appearances as matter for [sc. empirical] thought. (R, 4679, 17.664)

He uncharacteristically illustrates this claim with some examples: “Wax is soft”; “Gold
is dense.” As he construes them, both these thoughts or judgments rest on an assump-
tion that the relevant accidents relate as parts in the relevant subject to form a composite
whole with other accidents. For example, density is one accident in a composite whole
including high malleability, resistance to tarnish, a certain color, etc., in gold treated
discursively as the underlying subject. Kant’s example judgments therefore rest on
the intellect’s capacity to grasp the part—whole relation (R, 4679, 17.664). But the
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pattern for such “connections” can only be found in the composite whole the thinking
subject produces from its own thoughts as parts. Hence the example judgments
depend on the relevant “function of apperception.” Judgments that depend on the
intellect’s capacity to grasp the relation of ground and consequence or that of subject
and accident take their pattern from the other two functions of apperception.

Kant spells out the implications of all this as we would expect. Immediately after
commenting on the example judgments we were just considering, he concludes that
the functions of apperception are the condition we have been seeking that makes it
possible to relate appearances in some kind of unified whole. Thus he writes: “Without
such concepts [sc. the functions of apperception], appearances would be altogether
separate and would not belong with one another” (R, 4679, 17.664). But since we
cannot get a whole of appearances unless the relations among them are necessary,
it is also supposed to follow that the functions of apperception make it possible for us
to think of them as determined by universal laws. Hence these functions make appear-
ances objective. Kant explicitly draws these inferences in the following passage:

Appearance is made objective by bringing it as contained under a title of self-perception
[sc. a function of apperception]. Hence the original relations of apprehension [sc. the
functions of apperception| are the conditions of perception of the [added: real] relation in
appearance; and, precisely insofar as one says that an appearance belongs thereunder, it
will be determined from the universal and will be represented objectively, i.e., it will be
[sc. empirically] thought. (R, 4677, 17.658)

The functions of apperception are thus the intellectual condition, distinct from the
formal conditions of sensibility, that are supposed to make empirical thought possible.
They are the key to Kant’s “exposition of appearances” which results from subjecting
appearances to them.

5. Taking Stock

Now that we have fitted together as many pieces as have survived, we can try to
take stock of the puzzle as a whole. The exposition of appearances gives us a portrait
of human understanding — something missing, as Kant himself recognized, from the
Inaugural Dissertation. We have spoken all along of apperception. But apperception is
as closely identified with the understanding in the Duisburg Nachlaf§ as inner sense was
in our passages from I,. Now Kant recognized that there is a specifically logical use
of the understanding whereby the metaphysical relations of the thinking subject
to itself and its own thoughts determine the formal structure of all our judgments. He
might have made this the focus of his portrait. Instead, he focuses on the use of the
understanding in empirical thought. Thus the story in the Duisburg Nachlaf$ tries to
account for how the understanding operates under constraints that are peculiar to us
as finite sentient beings: the formal conditions of human sensibility. Kant makes this
point explicit:

If we had intellectual intuition, we would not need any title of apprehension [sc. function
of apperception]| in order to represent an object. For then the object would not appear.
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Now appearance must be subordinated to a function whereby the mind disposes over it,
and indeed to a universal condition, because otherwise there would be nothing universal
in it [sc. and hence we could not represent it as an object at all]. (R, 4677, 17.658)

No doubt it will seem odd for Kant to deny that we have intellectual intuition, since
some such direct grasping of our own nature as thinking selves is key to the whole
story. But affirming that we have an intellectual intuition of ourselves is not obviously
incompatible with denying that we can have it of outer appearances. Indeed, denying
this should be just as crucial to the story Kant wants to tell about us as finite, human
thinkers.

Our concepts cannot directly grasp what is given to us. If they could, the capacity
to think and the capacity to sense would be identical, and thus the act of thinking
would generate all by itself the matter of our thought. But precisely because the two
capacities are distinct in human beings, the matter of our thought is not already think-
able, just by virtue of its having been given to us. The understanding must “dispose
over it,” i.e., take command of it for the purposes of thinking. This cannot be done
immediately; it is the result of subjecting appearances to the functions of apperception.
But thinking an object under the functions of apperception means thinking this
object as determined at least in principle by universal laws and hence as embedded
in a system of relations with other objects, i.e., in a unified whole of appearances.
It follows, therefore, that Kant takes this business about unified wholes to be essential
not simply to empirical thought as such, but more precisely to the work of our under-
standing insofar as it is finite in a peculiarly human way. The human understanding
is not capable of constructing in thought an infinite universe such as God’s intellect
may have actually brought into being — as Kant had assumed in his early cosmogony.
But it can build up in thought as much of a world as time allows — indeed, it must,
because it is so constituted that it can apply itself to appearances in no other way.

In the letter to Marcus Herz of 1772, Kant set up the problem of positively charac-
terizing human understanding as the question how purely intellectual concepts can
relate to an object. As we saw earlier, this question derived some of its force precisely
from the fact that human understanding cannot create its object, as God’s intellectus
archetypus can. But it derives the rest of its force from the fact that, unlike sensibility,
it cannot be affected by its object either. We can now see that the portrait sketched in
the Duisburg NachlafS offers an answer to this famous question. The functions of apper-
ception correspond to three purely intellectual concepts: substance and accident; ground
and consequence, and composite whole. The understanding relates these concepts to
itself by an intellectual intuition in which the act of thinking and the matter of think-
ing are identical, i.e., by making explicit the content of its self-awareness. But it also
relates these concepts to appearances, not by an intellectual intuition, but rather by
projecting the metaphysical structure of its self-awareness onto the sensible world.

The Duisburg Nachlaff would decisively inform the outcome of the Transcendental
Deduction in the Critique of Pure Reason (see chapter 10 below). Kant winds up the
argument in the first edition with the claim that the understanding is not best charac-
terized as a faculty of thought or even judging, but rather as a faculty for giving laws
to nature (A 126-7). This is supposed to mean that, though we discover the particular
laws of nature through empirical investigation, our ability to recognize them comes
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from elsewhere, namely from the understanding itself. Hence, the understanding makes
nature itself possible, since we cannot conceive it —i.e., a unified whole of appearances
in the Duisburg sense — except as governed by universal laws. But if this claim can
indeed be justified, it will establish what the Transcendental Deduction requires, namely
that the pure concepts of the understanding relate a priori to all the objects of
experience (A 128).

But while the Transcendental Deduction clearly draws on the Duisburg Nachlafs,
it thoroughly revises the details of his story. The Duisburg Nachlaf§ plainly raises
as many questions as it settles. This did not escape Kant. Once he had discovered
the Paralogisms of Pure Reason, he called into question the metaphysical psycho-
logy underlying the whole story (see chapter 14 below). Hence he could no longer
dogmatically characterize the understanding as proceeding from the self-awareness
of our soul. Nor could he characterize the pure concepts as expressing the relation of
the soul to itself and its own thoughts. Nevertheless, he needed to account for the
structure appearances exhibit in our empirical thought of them. We cannot know for
sure, because the documentary evidence is so fragmentary, but it is at least possible
that the motivation for introducing the productive imagination — conspicuous by its
absence from the Duisburg Nachlaff — may have been precisely to make up for this
shortfall (Carl 1989: 139-45). Thus Kant would characterize the understanding anew
in a fragment we can reasonably date to 1780 as “the unity of apperception in relation
to the faculty of imagination” (B 12, 23.18). In the same fragment, he characterizes
the categories as “nothing other than representations of something (appearance) as
such insofar as it is represented through transcendental synthesis of the imagination”
(B 12, 23.19). Whatever the motivation, Kant’s mature portrait of human under-
standing will draw on the imagination and set aside the metaphysical psychology that
played such a prominent role in his theoretical philosophy of the 1770s.
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5

Kant's Debt to Leibniz
PREDRAG CICOVACKI

It has become so customary to interpret Kant as working mostly on the problems that
Hume presented to modern philosophy that his great indebtedness to Leibniz is easily
overlooked. Kant’s words from the Prolegomena about how Hume woke him up from
his dogmatic slumber are quoted often (4.260; Kant 2002: 57), yet it is usually forgot-
ten that Kant also maintained that “the Critique of pure reason might well be the true
apology for Leibniz, even against those of his disciples who heap praises upon him that
do him no honor” (20.250: translations from Kant 2002: 336).

This quotation comes from Kant's late work, On a Discovery whereby any new Critique
of pure reason is to be made superfluous by an older one (1790), in which he defended
himself against the charges brought by Johann August Eberhard (1739-1809). In the
years of 1788-9, in the pages of Philosophisches Magazin, this Wolffian philosopher
persistently argued that Leibniz's writings already contained everything that is true
and noteworthy in Kant’'s Critical philosophy, and much else in addition (see
Vleeschauwer 1962: 140-51; Allison 1973: 15-45). The gist of Kant’s reply was to
acknowledge his debt to Leibniz, but also to argue that the nature and scope of his
indebtedness was misconstrued by Eberhard and like-minded Wolffians. They did not
understand either the true spirit of Kant’s philosophy, or that of Leibniz. It was not the
Wolffians but he — Kant — who was the genuine philosophical heir of Leibniz.

Just as Kant’s expressed sympathies for Hume must not deceive us into believing
that he rejected Leibniz's philosophy altogether, his debate with Eberhard should not
mislead us to believe that he accepted all the theories of Leibniz. Whether it was Leibniz,
Hume, or any other of his great predecessors, Kant’s attitude was never that of complete
rejection or full acceptance, but always complex and nuanced. To mention a few ex-
amples, Kant was unequivocally critical of Leibniz’s alleged proofs of God's existence,
of his principle of indiscernibles, of his conception of space, of his lack of any sharp
distinction between sensibility and understanding, and of his virtually unlimited
optimism with regard to the power of reason. Nevertheless, in the debate between
Locke and Leibniz on innate ideas, he was far closer to his countryman. Kant was also
very supportive of Leibniz's dynamic conception of matter, of his insistence on the
principle of sufficient reason and its separation from the principle of contradiction, and
of Leibniz's unwavering commitment to the supersensible.
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How then shall we interpret Kant’s debt to Leibniz? If a downright denunciation and
an uncritical acceptance are both rejected as too extreme and historically inaccurate,
what exactly was Kant's relation to Leibniz? Kant himself made it difficult to find the
right answers to these questions. In the concluding pages of On a Discovery, for example,
Kant specified three points in which he regarded himself to be the true follower of
Leibniz. He first set apart the principle of sufficient reason, which — Kant claimed —
both Leibniz and he understood as a subjective, not an objective principle. Kant then
brought up monads and their relation to material bodies, which even for Leibniz was
not a relation of composition, but of condition. Leibniz was right in regarding the
simple not as an element in the sensible, but as something supersensible, the ground
of the sensible. Thirdly, Kant professed to follow Leibniz with regard to the principle
of the preestablished harmony: not a harmony between independent substances, but a
harmony between modes of knowing, between the senses and the understanding.

Kant appeared to have twisted Leibniz’s terminology and views to suit his own pur-
poses (see Allison 1973: 102; Vleeschauwer 1962: 151). Did not Leibniz, for instance,
think that the principle of sufficient reason was an objective principle, a principle that
reflects the very structure of being? Before we draw any definitive conclusion, we must
remember that Kant was never interested in a historically accurate presentation of
Leibniz, or of any other philosopher. The spirit of his approach was captured in his
often quoted claim on Plato:

it is not at all unusual to find that we understand him even better than he understood
himself, since he may not have determined his concepts sufficiently and hence sometimes
spoke, or even thought, contrary to his own intention. (B 370: Kant 1998: 396)

Kant’s philosophical interest was clearly focused on leading the doctrines of previ-
ous philosophers to their ultimate conclusions, even when their authors were not fully
aware of all the consequences of their thoughts themselves. To see what this means
in our case, let us take a closer look at the three doctrines of Leibniz that Kant himself
singled out. We will invert Kant’s order of presentation, however, and begin with
monadology, since it is the foundation of Leibniz's entire philosophical edifice.

II

The most inspiring but also most puzzling aspect of Leibniz’s philosophical thought
is his conception of substances as monads. Unfortunately, he never managed to offer
its fully developed and systematic presentation. Leibniz had the main contours of this
novel conception of substance in his early thirties, yet for a long time he could not find
an appropriate terminology, and perhaps also the most adequate formulation, for his
views. Although today it is universally associated with Leibniz, the term “monad” was
actually used first by the English philosopher Henry More (1614—87). Leibniz prob-
ably learned of the term indirectly, through some of More's students, and started using
it in his writings after 1695, when he was almost 50 years old. What we now take to
be the most precise summary of Leibniz’s system, his Monadology, was written when
Leibniz was almost 70 years old.
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The term “monad,” which suited Leibniz's purposes extremely well, comes from the
Greek word “monas,” which can be translated as “one,” “unit,” or “unity.” All of these
translations were important to Leibniz in order to capture both the ideas of distinct
individuality and of ultimate unity in his concept of substance. Thereby he hoped to
correct the mistakes of his predecessors, but also to preserve their correct insights (see
Dewey 1969: 291; Rutherford 1995: 129, 137). In opposition to Descartes and Locke,
who both overstressed the individuality of substance, Leibniz wanted to uphold the
principle of unity. By contrast, against Spinoza, who overemphasized unity, Leibniz
wanted to safeguard the principles of individuality, diversity, and multiplicity. Thus
the most basic message behind the word “monad” is the dual nature of simple substance:
that of individuality without duplication, yet reflecting the order of the whole, or uni-
versal harmony (see Leibniz 1991: 15, 265; Beck 1969: 223).

Leibniz was involved in a debate concerning the nature of substance with the
Cartesians far more than with Locke or Spinoza, and for the purpose of clarifying his
views further it may be beneficial to compare his conception of monads with Descartes’
conception of substance. Descartes understood the term “substance” in a traditional
Aristotelian and scholastic sense, as that which sub-sists or stands-under. What
characterized Descartes’ own conception was a sharp separation of three kinds of
substance: rex extensa, or the extended substance of material bodies, res cogitans, or
thinking substance, and God as a unique kind of substance. Leibniz had a threefold
categorization of substances of his own, yet the difference between them was that
of degree, not of kind. On the lower level there are “bare monads,” which have uncon-
scious perception and lack memory and awareness. Then there are souls, or monads
that have consciousness. On the highest level are spirits, which are conscious souls
also capable of self-consciousness and reasoning (see Rescher 1991: 92).

To make the contrast between these philosophers clearer, let us consider some
objections that Leibniz had against each of Descartes’ three kinds of substance. It is
easy to notice, for example, that in Leibniz's writings we do not find any extended
discussion of Descartes’ celebrated evil demon argument. The reason for this is that,
unlike Descartes, Leibniz put priority on God’s intellect rather than his will. The
God of Leibniz is perfect intellect and his will is merely “a certain consequence of
his intellect.” God is envisioned as the “region of ideas,” the inner necessity of whose
perfection requires him to bring the best of all conceived possibilities into existence.

Even more instructive is Leibniz's disagreement with Descartes’ conception of res
cogitans. Although Descartes’ thinking substance had served as an inspiration for
Leibniz’s notion of a monad, there are several discrepancies between the two (see
Furth 1967: 170-3). (i) All events occurring in res cogitans must be conscious, while
events occurring in monads need not. Leibniz accounted for the difference by distin-
guishing between perception and apperception, and also by famously postulating the
possibility of unconscious perceptions, “petites perceptions.” (ii) Thinking substances
can differ from each other in nothing more than number, while numerical differences
are not sufficient to distinguish two monads; monads are not individuated merely by
their position in space and time, but by an internal principle. (iii) Res cogitans are
capable of presenting only fragments of reality, while monads represent the entire
universe, each monad from its own unique perspective. (iv) Res cogitans are for
Descartes only the fractions of the entire universe, which also involves an incalculable
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multiplicity of extended bodies, while for Leibniz reality ultimately consists of monads,
each of which is a simple immaterial and non-extended substance, a mere meta-
physical point endowed with energy and a degree of consciousness.

Leibniz attacked the concept of extension and Descartes’ conception of res extensa
as well: the essence of body consists not in extension but in motion (see Loemker 1969:
338-48). To speak of something extended is to speak of an aggregate, which means a
lack of unity. It also means a sheer plurality, continuity, and co-existence of parts. No
substance can properly be called extended, since that predicate can be ascribed only to
a class, and no substance is a class. An army of soldiers, or a heap of leaves, for example,
is a class and an aggregate, but not a true unity and not a substance. The universe
is not a mere aggregate of an infinite multiplicity of extended bodies independent from
each other.

Leibniz wanted to preserve the unitary and universal aspects of monads — their
interrelatedness to the whole universe. He compared monads to souls and claimed
that every substance is either a soul or soul-like. In its relation to other monads and
the universe as a whole, every monad is “pregnant with the future” and must be
viewed in teleological terms: it must have what Aristotle and the Scholastics called a
“form” toward which it strives. Thus, every individual substance not only receives the
impressions from without but also determines itself from within, in accordance with its
own internal entelechy. God alone is the ultimate unity or the original simple substance,
of which all created or derived monads are the products. God alone is also the perfect
entelechy, while created monads are what could be called perfectibles: “they are imita-
tions approaching him in proportion to their perfection” (Leibniz 1991: 261).

11

What to make of this fascinating, yet barely comprehensible, theory of monads? Criti-
cisms were coming from all sides, and even Wollff, the self-appointed official interpreter
of Leibniz’s philosophy, was uncomfortable with that aspect of the master’s teaching.
He interpreted monads against the spirit of Leibniz as spatial and temporal. Like many
other contemporaries, Wolff ended up preferring the Cartesian mind-body dualism
to the Leibnizian account of a living, spirited world, in which the role and function of
matter was never made convincingly clear. Coming from another camp, scientists and
philosophers of that time (Newton and Clarke included) criticized Leibniz for a revival
of the Aristotelian and medieval concept of substance, which conflicted with the basic
principles of the modern, mathematically and physically oriented mode of knowledge
(see Cassirer 1981: 27).

Leibniz did not hide his affinity for Aristotle and the Scholastics, and some of his
early definitions of substance are taken almost verbatim from Aristotle’s Categories and
Metaphysics (see Mates 1986: 190-5; Rutherford 1995: 125-6). To see how Leibniz
defended himself, let us recall Aristotle’s doctrine of four causes, all of which need to be
known to gain a complete comprehension of our object of inquiry. (i) The formal cause
roughly corresponds to the question: What a thing is? (ii) The final cause deals with
the question: For what it is? (iii) The material cause addresses the question: From what
it is made? (iv) The efficient cause discusses the question: How it came about?
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Most modern scientists concentrated on material and efficient causality, and denied
the relevance of formal and final causes for science. Leibniz, by contrast, thought that
their material atoms have no internal and essential relation to other atoms and the
world as a whole. Every variety and change in them is merely external; each atom is
completely foreign to every other atom and they do not enter into the structure of a
harmonious universe (see Dewey 1969: 294-5). Atoms are uniform and their behavior
can be partially explained in terms of mechanical laws, but Leibniz held that they are
neither individuated enough nor would they allow for a genuine unity of the world.
For that we need formal and teleological causality, and both could be understood in a
roughly Aristotelian way. Each substance has a form toward which it strives, and this
form is its inner principle, its soul. This connection between form and soul is, again,
Aristotelian: soul is the form of the body. The universe is full of life; it is full of inter-
connected, living, and spirited organisms, which is a very different viewpoint from the
mechanicism prevailing from the seventeenth century on, including our own time.

What did Kant have to say about monads and monadology? At the first glance,
hardly anything, which may be very surprising considering the intellectual milieu
in which he developed as a thinker. For this reason, Kant's most comprehensive
comment on monadology deserves to be quoted at some length:

[Monadology| has nothing at all to do with the explanation of natural appearances, but is
rather an intrinsically correct Platonic concept of the world devised by Leibniz, insofar as it
is considered, not at all as the object of the senses, but as a thing in itself, and is merely an
object of the understanding, which, however, does indeed underlie the appearance of the
senses. Now the composite of things in themselves must certainly consist of the simple, for
the parts must here be given prior to all composition. But the composite in the appearance
does not consist of the simple, because in the appearance, which can never be given
otherwise than as composed (extended), the parts can only be given through division,
and thus not prior to the composite, but only in it. Therefore, Leibniz's idea, so far as I
comprehend it, was not to explicate space through the order of simple beings next to one
another, but was rather to set this order alongside space as corresponding to it, but as
belonging to a merely intelligible world (unknown to us). Thus he asserts nothing but
what has been shown elsewhere: namely, that space, together with the matter of which it
is the form, does not contain the world of things in themselves, but only their appearance,
and is itself only the form of our outer sensible intuition. (MFNS 4.507-8; Kant 2002: 219)

This quote is from Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, published five years
after the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason, and we recognize a number
of themes from that work compressed here in a single paragraph. The separation of
appearances and things in themselves is important throughout the first Critique. The
distinction between “the composite of things in themselves” and “the composite in
appearance” echoes the discussion of the second (and partially also the first) antinomy
(see CPR B 459, B 467-70). The idea that space is the form of outer intuition and does
not contain the world of things in themselves is presented in the numerous sections of
the Critique: Transcendental Aesthetic, Phenomena and Noumena, On the Amphiboly
of Concepts of Reflection, and throughout Transcendental Dialectic.

The striking thing about the quoted passage is that Kant seems to be in fundamental
agreement with Leibniz, although in the Critigue he criticized him in all of the mentioned
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sections. To understand this difference in attitude, recall the word “Platonic” —
underscored by Kant — which occurs in the first sentence, where he calls monadology
“an intrinsically correct Platonic concept of the world.” Everyone else was criticizing
Leibniz’'s monadology for being Aristotelian (and scholastic), while Kant disagreed and
considered it Platonic. Even if Kant’s claim that things in themselves underlie appear-
ances retains some echoes of the Aristotelian conception of substance, the overall tone
of the quote makes it clear that he considered monadology correct only insofar as it
was Platonic. There are several reasons for that. One is the Platonic two-world theory,
about which there was, at least in broad contours, an essential agreement between
Leibniz and Kant. Another reason can be seen if we recall Aristotle’s four causes. Here,
again, Kant may have had more sympathy for Leibniz’s stance than for Newton's. He
accepted efficient causality as indispensable for natural science and ordinary experi-
ence, but had a dynamic conception of matter that put emphasis on force rather than
on particles of impenetrable mass. Furthermore, like Leibniz and unlike Newton, Kant
was not ill-disposed toward formal and teleological causality.

Recall again Leibniz’s idea of individuality without duplication, yet reflecting the
order of the whole, or universal harmony. What is Aristotelian in this idea is the
emphasis on the individuality of the monad: primary substance for Aristotle is indi-
vidual substance. The Platonic aspect of Leibniz’s conception deals with his emphasis
on the unity and the order pervading the whole universe. A Platonic idea is a paradig-
matic expression of that unity, yet void of any Aristotelian individuality. Individuality
belongs only to concrete things, but not to an idea or a universal.

The central idea of Leibniz's monadology is to show that the monad captures both
of these moments, individuality and universality. Kant’s central criticism is that it
cannot be done, at least not at the same epistemological and metaphysical level, with-
out a Platonic two-world conception. If we separate the individual and the universal
and give priority to the latter, then we have a truly Platonic reading of monadology,
and Kant called this interpretation “an intrinsically correct Platonic concept of the
world devised by Leibniz.” In the next section we shall discuss why the universal
should be primary, if not metaphysically then epistemologically. Let us consider here
why it could not be the individual. The point that tied Kant’s numerous criticisms of
Leibniz throughout the Critique was that we do not have a way of individuating a
monad or, in Kant's terminology, a thing in itself. He agreed with Leibniz that a
noumenal entity, an object of the understanding, could not be individuated in terms of
its matter. But Kant persistently denied — from his earliest writings, such as Nova
Dilucidatio, to his latest, such as “What Real Progress has Metaphysics made in Ger-
many since the time of Leibniz and Wolff?” — that an object of the understanding could
be identified based on inner qualities: “we know of no internal real determinations
which could be attributed to a simple, except for representations, and what depends
on them” (20.284; Kant 2002: 375). Such representations, however, could only be
attributed to bodies, and they are not only inner or conceptual, but also spatial and
temporal. This was the ground of Kant’s famous objection to the principle of indis-
cernibles, namely how Leibniz intellectualized phenomena: while Locke mistakenly
assumed that there is no more in an object than what is presented in an intuition of
that object, Leibniz took for granted that there is no more in an object than what is
contained in the concept of the object (see B 326—7; Paton 1969: 75).
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Thus, Kant did not reject Leibniz's theory of monads, but insisted on its radical
transformation. He mostly abandoned Leibniz's terminology, but not all of his central
views. On the one hand, the monad is not an individual substance for Kant, but rather
the unanalyzable unity of which we are aware as the ultimate ground and condition
of all other perceived reality. Insofar as monads are immaterial substances and objects
of the understanding, Kant called them things in themselves and noumena. Since they
are not spatially and temporally given, they cannot be individuated, and thus not
known. On the other hand, Kant took seriously Leibniz’s idea that a monad is a form,
a unity of a kind. He did not consider the monad to be a substantial form, yet the idea
of a spontaneous, formative activity of the self-conscious and rational monad became
one of Kant's central preoccupations in the Critique of Pure Reason.

IV

The old scholastic ontology was based on the conviction that timeless, immaterial, and
nonsensible universals and essences are the defining principles of perceivable things.
If we could grasp these universals, these substantial forms of things, we would be able
to understand the principles of their development and reasons for the changes they
undergo. The methodological tool for their comprehension is the definition. This is the
foundation for the deductive character of the old ontology: once human reason finds
itself in the possession of the highest universals, it can then “derive” from them all that
which it does not know how to extract from experience.

There is much that Leibniz inherited from this conception of ontology. Not only that
he used the scholastic language of substantial forms and essences, but at various times
tried to identify those highest universals and, starting with them, reconstruct the entire
structure of being. He often mentioned the principles of contradiction, of sufficient
reason, of indiscernibles, of plenitude, and of continuity as the highest principles that
determine the structure and behavior of everything existing. The first two of these
principles were by far the most important to him, yet there is a controversy concerning
their exact relationship. In the famous essay on “First Truths,” Leibniz tried to deduce
a complete hierarchy of the rational principles, starting with the principle of contradic-
tion. His most famous interpreter, Wolff, took this line of reasoning to be the master’s
official and definitive view. Other writings reveal, however, that Leibniz wavered in his
conviction; he often held that the principle of sufficient reason cannot be derived from
the principle of contradiction, and moreover, that the principle of sufficient reason
may be the more important of the two.

The principle of sufficient reason plays diverse roles in Leibniz's Weltanschauung. Let
us briefly point out five of them, although he himself did not always make any clear
distinction between them. (i) While the principle of contradiction regulates our
reasoning regarding necessary truths (“truths of reason”), the principle of sufficient
reason seems to govern not only contingent truths (“truths of facts”), but necessary
truths as well. All truths whatsoever must have a sufficient reason for being what they
are, which in the case of necessary truths reduces to identity and non-contradiction
(see Rescher 1991: 118-19). (ii) This principle provides a foundation for Leibniz's
belief in the relevance of final causality: to say that everything has a reason is to say

85



PREDRAG CICOVACKI

that a final cause exists for everything in this world as it was created. (iii) The principle
of sufficient reason relates the world of the sensible and conditioned to something
nonsensible and unconditioned: “the sufficient or final reason must lie outside of the
sequence or series of this detail of contingencies, however infinite it may be” (Rescher
1991: 21-2). (iv) Leibniz also thought that, “were it not for this great principle we
could never prove the existence of God” (Leibniz 1996: 179). (v) Finally, the principle
of sufficient reason assures the rationality of the real. Events in the world are neither
random nor arbitrary; as it is given to us, the world is rationally ordered (see Rescher
1991:119).

Kant's quest for a new metaphysics was revolutionary insofar as he criticized the
deductive procedure of the scholastic ontology, which Leibniz tried to modify for his
purposes. Kant abandoned substantial forms and obliterated the whole doctrine of
essences. Whether or not Leibniz intended to deduce all other principles from the prin-
ciple of contradiction, Kant concluded that this program could not be carried out.
If metaphysics is to be grounded on the secure foundations, a new kind of logic and
a new kind of deduction had to be invented.

Although not often mentioned by its name in the Critique of Pure Reason, it would be
hardly possible to overestimate the role that the principle of sufficient reason plays in
Kant’s new transcendental logic. That is why in acknowledging his debt to Leibniz in
On a Discovery he mentioned this principle first. Even if not from Leibniz’s point of view,
Kant thought that the principle of sufficient reason was more important than monado-
logy; it provided that backbone around which all the pieces of Kant's new metaphysics
are gathered and in relation to which they obtained their meaning and validity.

This is not to say that in Kant’s philosophy this principle is not modified, or that it
served the same functions as it did in Leibniz. If we glance again at the list of five uses
of this principle in Leibniz, it is not difficult to see that Kant did not tie it so closely to
teleology, nor did he consider this principle as sufficient to prove the existence of God.
Kant’'s most consequential novelty with regard to this principle was emphasized by
Schopenhauer: neither the ancient nor modern philosophers, such as Descartes,
Spinoza, or Leibniz, “reached a clear distinction between requiring a reason for know-
ledge in support of a judgment and requiring a cause for the occurrence of an actual
event” (Schopenhauer 1974: 13). Under the influence of Hume, Kant came to realize
that the general ground or reason for the occurrence of an event should not be
confused with the epistemological ground or reason for believing something to be the
case. “Cause” should not be confused with “because.” This is presumably why in On
a Discovery Kant claimed that Leibniz must have meant it as a subjective, not as an
objective principle (8.247-8; Kant 2002). Kant should have added the following clari-
fication: had Leibniz grasped clearly the distinction between “cause” and “because,”
he would have considered the principle of sufficient reason to be subjective.

In both Critigue of Pure Reason and On a Discovery, Kant tied Leibniz's two most
important principles to the distinction of analytic and synthetic judgments (see chapter
8 below). The principle of contradiction becomes the ground and the criterion of ana-
lytic judgments, while the principle of sufficient reason is the principle of synthetic
judgments. Various forms of synthesis analyzed in the Critique are the various forms
of sufficient reason. In Kant’s own admission, this connection between the principle of
sufficient reason and synthetic judgments “was certainly a new and noteworthy pointer
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to investigations that were yet to be instituted in metaphysics” (20.248; Kant 2002:
334). The task, however, was not carried out by Leibniz, but by Kant. While in Leibniz’s
philosophy the mind has to mirror the synthesis already created and given through
the real essences and substantial forms, Kant’s revolutionary turn consisted in ascribing
the production of this synthetic unity to the spontaneous activity of the cognizing
mind. The mind does not mirror the already existing order of the universe, but produces
it in a synthetic combination of intuition and concept. The results of that synthetic
activity are synthetic judgments.

Leibniz was seduced into various kinds of speculative deductions because he tended
to blur the distinction between a concept of the thing and the thing itself, and also
because he took for granted that the principle of sufficient reason is always a principle
of determinative judgment (see Leibniz 1952: 44; Leibniz 1996: 179). As a result, he
appropriated, as it were, God’s point of view, while all that is available is our human
perspective, our own discursive reason which depends on intuitions for direct contact
with reality. We have no legitimate right to assume as the determinative principle of
our cognition that nothing ever happens without the idea that an omniscient mind
could give some reason why it should have happened rather than not. Such a position
turns our allegedly rigid deductions into arbitrary speculations and constructions, as
the antinomies and other dialectical illusions testify.

Kant did not blame the faculty of reason itself for these transcendental illusions.
Very much in the spirit of Leibniz’s understanding of the principle of sufficient reason,
Kant formulated what he called the “principle of pure reason”: If the conditioned is
given, then the entire sum of conditions and hence the absolutely unconditioned is
also given (B 364; Kant 1998: 392). What we experience is conditioned, and the
possibility of our empirical cognition was explained by Kant in terms of cognitive
synthesis. The proper task of metaphysics was — just as Leibniz held — to search for the
unconditioned. Leibniz offered his monadology as a solution, but Kant found it un-
acceptable when he paired its claims to those advanced by skeptics and empiricists.
The antinomial impasse between the dogmatic and rationalistic theses versus the
skeptical and empiricist antitheses shows that both sides committed some common
mistakes. The crucial one was a lack of the resolute distinction between appearances
and things as they are in themselves, which then led both sides to further and more
consequential mistakes. Since the chains of conditioned appearances are given, both
sides uncritically assumed that the unconditioned itself must also be given, but then
disagreed with respect to what it is.

Kant’s revolutionary insight was that, for human beings, the unconditioned is
cognitively inaccessible either through direct intuition, or through deductive reason-
ing, or through any symbolic or analogous representation. Since Kant was unwilling
even to consider seriously the possibility that the task of metaphysics should not consist
in the search for the unconditioned, he found an original solution: for us, with our dis-
cursive understanding, the unconditioned is not given but assigned. What we are truly
concerned with is not the transcendent and unknown cause of our appearances, such
as monads, substantial forms, real essences, God, or anything else traditionally proposed
to solve this problem. Rather, what we are dealing with is the rule of the advance of the
cognitive synthesis by means of which the sensible objects are experienced and cognized
by us (B 526; Kant 1998: 514-15). (See also chapter 13 below.)
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This restraint on the valid application of the principle of sufficient reason to the
conditions of the possibility of experience does not show that metaphysical principles —
such as the favorite of Leibniz: “Nature makes no leaps” — are false or meaningless.
They could still be useful in guiding our empirical and scientific research. But we must
realize that in imposing them we do not make any determinative judgment about the
world as it is in itself, as Leibniz assumed. Without as yet having the benefit of the dis-
tinction between determinative and reflective judgments, which he later developed in
the third Critique, the first Critique articulated the distinction in terms of “constitutive”
and “regulative” use of reason. The former would enable us to expand concepts that
are valid in the sensible world beyond the boundaries of possible experience, yet
the antinomies revealed that any attempt to use the principle of pure reason in the
constitutive way would lead to self-contradictions. In its regulative use, the principle of
pure reason does not allow us to cognize what an object is as a thing in itself; never-
theless, it stimulates us to search for an ever more complete understanding of that object,
insofar as it may be empirically given (CPR B 537, B 692; Kant 1998: 520-1, 602).

\Y

Underlying the seventeenth-century quarrels about the nature of substances was an
always challenging problem concerning the relation of nature and reason, of the real
and the rational. Most philosophers did not disagree so much with respect to whether
a harmonious synthesis of the real and the rational exists, but with regard to how it
could be explained and established. Locke, for instance, believed that everything that
exists can, at least in principle, be rendered intelligible, but also subscribed to the view
that the world is radically contingent. Hardly anyone was willing to follow him in
endorsing both views. Leibniz gladly accepted the thesis of the intelligibility of the
world but was uneasy about its radical contingency. If the world is indeed so con-
tingent, would it not be the case that events occurring in it are arbitrary, and would
not reality as a whole then be nonrational? Although Leibniz wanted to allow for con-
tingency and individuality, his conception of rationality was too narrow to account for
them. Many a reader has been baffled by his idea of a complete concept and wondered
whether in the last account all truths, including truths of facts, do not turn out to be
analytic for Leibniz. These exaggerations were due to his unshakable conviction that a
complete explanation of anything that happens must be pursued to its farthest end,
that it must touch the bottom. And that bottom could only be some metaphysical
stopping point: substantial forms or essences, or — ultimately — God (see Lovejoy 1936:
148). Since the principle of sufficient reason, as the principle used to explain truths
of facts, was interpreted by Leibniz in teleological terms, the combination of these
assumptions led him to maintain that in the end even the seemingly most accidental
happening must have a profound teleological explanation.

A paradoxical thing about rationality is that, when conceived as complete, as ex-
cluding all arbitrariness, it transforms itself into a kind of irrationality. Voltaire mocked
Leibniz that, in his infinite wisdom and goodness, God must have created legs so that
we can wear stockings on them. Clarke similarly reminded Leibniz of the celebrated
ass of Buridan: having no sufficient reason to prefer either of the two equally large and
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appetizing balls of hay equidistant from his nose, this perfectly rational ass starved to
death (see Lovejoy 1936: 331). Less humorous but more damaging for Leibniz was
Hume’s criticism of causality, which opened a huge gap between the real and the
rational; it seemed to falsify rather than confirm the unity of nature and reason. Hume
suspected that things in the world need not be what we think of them, that they may
be untouched by the allegedly universal and necessary principles of reason. We are thus
back to the Lockean thesis of the radical contingency of the world. This time, it was
coupled with Humean skepticism not only with regard the world of our senses but the
supersensible as well: Hume was ready to commit anything metaphysical to the flames.

A systematic examination of the nature and limitations of pure reason in the first
Critique did not convince Kant that any metaphysical project is illegitimate, as Hume
argued, but that it could not be carried out in way in which Leibniz and pre-Critical
Kant assumed. Perhaps the Critique did not make sufficiently clear just how important
this constructive — rather than merely negative — goal was for Kant, but the works
written after 1781 leave very little doubt about that. In the first Critique the main
objective was to show that metaphysics is possible as a rigorous intellectual discipline,
rather than as an unrestrained dogmatic speculation. But after the publication of that
work, which Kant himself considered a prolegomena, the emphasis shifted toward
developing a full-blown metaphysics and showing what, as a science, it is about. Then
the similarities with Leibniz became far more pronounced and Kant even used the old
Leibnizian terminology to define metaphysics as the passage from the sensible to the
supersensible (20.260 Kant 2002: 353).

In Leibniz, this ascent has two forms, which are really two aspects of the same
process: cognitive and teleological. The principle of sufficient reason leads to a proof
of the existence of God, and it simultaneously grounds a teleological account of the
real; the universe is teleological both as a whole and in every one of its parts. The
synthesis of the cognitive and the teleological moments is captured by the principle
of preestablished harmony, by means of which Leibniz attempted to reconcile his
conception of nature and his understanding of God.

Kant’s first Critique demonstrated that there can be no cognitive access to the
supersensible. The third Critique restrained the other aspect of Leibniz’s doctrine, his
teleology. To claim that God’s intellect chooses among the infinite number of possible
worlds and permits the actualization of the best of them, was for Kant yet another
example of an amphiboly, an anthropomorphic attribution of the human concept of
purpose to the absolute. The fact that for our intellect there must be a difference
between the possible and the actual should not mislead us to take for granted that such
a distinction must also exist for God’s intellect. It is a peculiar limitation of the human
mind that makes it possible, even indispensable, to use the concept of purpose to give
teleological explanations. Kant agreed with Leibniz that the concept of purpose points
toward the supersensible, but emphatically denied that it is sufficient to take us there
since it ultimately reflects only how we are constrained to think about organisms and
living nature (5.401-10; Kant 2000: 271-9). (See also chapters 26, 27, and 29.)

Despite such restraints, Kant rarely wavered in his belief that the gap between
the sensible and the supersensible could be overcome. His critical stance was that
this could be accomplished, if at all, only through the concept of freedom, only if the
distinction between the actual and the possible is treated in terms of “is” and “ought.”
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That discussion, however, is out of our range, for it would take us to Kant's
moral philosophy.

VI

When he wrote that “the Critique of Pure Reason may be the true apology for Leibniz,”
Kant earnestly spoke in his defense. Leibniz had to be defended not only from his
disciples who misinterpreted him, but because there was much that was right and true
in his philosophy. Kant grew up with that philosophy and it provided a standard
against which he measured himself from his earliest writings to his latest. Although
there was much in Leibniz that served as a stimulus — even a foundation — of his own
thinking, Kant never tried to follow his exact footsteps. As was the case with Leibniz,
Kant's only loyalty was to search for and serve the truth. His work was thus an apology
for Leibniz in that other sense as well: it was an acknowledgment of the mistakes and
oversights which his great predecessor committed and which needed to be corrected.

The fact that such corrections and deviations were numerous should not prevent us
from recognizing that Leibniz and Kant not only took off from neighboring harbors,
but also that their final destination was similar. For both thinkers metaphysics was
the heart of philosophy, and for both it dealt with the passage from the sensible to the
supersensible. Their disputes were not so much about the destination but about the
journey. Kant was convinced that without his critique of pure reason the passage
was not only unsafe but perhaps impossible. His Critical philosophy was to provide a
compass needed to avoid the fog of metaphysical illusions into which all of previous
metaphysical expeditions, Leibniz’s included, got trapped.

Is it so clear, however, that Kant himself was always able to avoid all of these traps?
Consider once more the relation of the real and the rational. Leibniz was firmly
convinced of the complete overlap of the real and the rational in every aspect of being.
If there is something that we do not yet know, the question is not whether it is
knowable, but how it should be approached, so we could grasp and explain it fully.
Kant demonstrated that things are far more complex. The real as such is not entirely
transparent to our cognitive faculties, no matter how we approach it. Some aspects of
the real simply cannot be known, due to no fault of our methods or cognitive abilities.
Our knowledge is of appearances, not of the supersensible, not of things as they are in
themselves. This, however, was not the end of the matter. When Kant used the phrase
“things in themselves” interchangeably with “noumena,” he clearly hinted that, like
Leibniz, he also took the real to be ultimately rational: it may be unknowable but still
rational. It is far from clear that Kant was entitled to such radical rationalism.

Things are similarly puzzling when we consider the relation between the rational
and the ideal. Both philosophers took it for granted that there must be complete over-
lap between the rational and the ideal, without much of an argument and without
considering any alternative. For Leibniz, God is the ultimate point in which all the
arguments end and which guarantees the unity, order, and harmony of the entire
creation. For Kant, the search for the unconditioned is the deepest need of reason, and
it finds its expression in the “ideas of reason.” Although the unconditioned is not
accessible to us in knowing, it was considered by Kant as intelligible and accessible
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through acting. Upon what grounds it could be asserted that the unconditioned must
be intelligible was not explained by either of the two philosophers. Nor did they ques-
tion the search for the unconditioned: Why is it that the unity, order, and harmony
of the world could not be explained in any other way, but by invoking the unknown
yet intelligible unconditioned? Why must reason search for the unconditioned in the
first place? Like Leibniz, Kant took the model of creation for granted: it is only when we
think of the real as something created and conditioned that we expect that there must
also be something not created and unconditioned, something that brought about the
world in which we live. Almost the entire tradition of Western metaphysics developed
in the thick shadow of God-Creator. Yet a truly critical metaphysics, which Kant’s
philosophy aspired to be, should not have left any assumption unchallenged, including
these concerning the rationality of the noumenal and the ideal, as well as the model
of creation.

There were indeed deep ties and similarities between the two great German philo-
sophers. Not all of them should have been preserved by Kant.
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6

Kant’s Debt to the British Empiricists
WAYNE WAXMAN

The magnitude and principal focus of Kant’s debt to empiricism are not in doubt. Kant
credited Hume with rousing him from dogmatic slumbers and imparting a radically
new direction to his investigations (Prol. 4.260). The alarm was sounded by the skeptical
conclusion of Hume's investigations of the concept of cause and effect and the prin-
ciple that every beginning of existence must have a cause. Once extended to all a priori
concepts and cognition, the problem identified by Hume suffices, in Kant's view, to put
into question the very possibility of metaphysics itself. He thus considered Hume's
challenge to be of such urgency as to compel metaphysicians to set aside all other
occupations until they could answer the question, how are synthetic a priori judg-
ments possible? (Prol. 4.277-8).

Less widely appreciated than Kant's debt to Hume for the problem his philosophy is
dedicated to solving is his debt to Hume for pointing the way to its solution:

One cannot, without feeling a certain pain, behold how entirely every one of [Hume's]
opponents — Reid, Oswald, Beattie, and lastly Priestley — missed the point of his problem
[Aufgabe] . . . It was not the question whether the concept of cause is correct, serviceable,
and in respect of the whole of our cognition of nature indispensable, for this Hume
never doubted. Rather, it was the question whether the concept is thought through
reason a priori and in this way has an inner truth independent of all experience and
therefore also a far more extended employment, not limited to objects of experience: here
is where Hume expected a breakthrough [Erdffnung]. It was indeed only the issue [Rede]
of the origin of this concept, not of its indispensability in use: if only the former were
ascertained, then everything concerning the conditions of its use and the sphere in which
it can be valid would already of itself have been given. (Prol. 4.258-9) [Author’s trans-
lations throughout]

Neither Hume nor Kant doubted the normative correctness and indispensability of
concepts like cause and effect to objective representation. Yet, for them, this was quite
beside the point philosophically. Their paramount concern was the origin of the concept
as a representation in our mind: whether it is “thought through reason a priori” (Prol.
4.257), whether it is a mere “bastard of the imagination” (Prol. 4.258), or whether it
arises from some other source. Hume pointed the way for Kant because he recognized
that psychological accounts of the origin of the concepts at the heart of age-old
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philosophical disputes have the potential to do more than simply explain how these
ideas are formed. Most notably, in his account of the origin of the idea of cause and
effect, Hume contended that the operations whereby the mind forms the idea also
contribute indispensable elements of its content as well. Why Kant viewed this as a
“breakthrough” is not difficult to see: if a concept can be shown to be as bound up
by content with conscious mind as pleasure and pain are, then any attempt to employ
it in contexts in which abstraction is made from the mind and its representative
constitution can result only in unintelligibility (“we either contradict ourselves, or talk
without a meaning” [Hume 1978, A Treatise of Human Nature (THN): 267]). Thus did
Hume open Kant's eyes to the potential for psychological considerations to disclose
inherent limitations on the scope of certain concepts that no amount of conceptual
analysis is capable of revealing, particularly those concepts whose unrestricted scope
seems a sine qua non of the possibility of metaphysics: space and time, substance,
identity, reality, quantity, existence, and, of course, cause and effect.

Yet, the problem and method of solution Hume bequeathed to Kant did not emerge
ex nihilo. In what follows, I examine the sources of Kant’'s endeavor to revolutionize
metaphysics, beginning with Hume's most important empiricist predecessor, Locke,
and concluding with Berkeley and Hume himself.

1. Locke: Sensibilism and Subjectivism

Locke was the first great philosopher to dedicate his magnum opus to the topic of
human understanding. He did so in the belief that “we begin at the wrong
end ... [when] we let loose our Thoughts into the vast Ocean of Being, as if all that
boundless Extent, were the natural, and undoubted Possession of our Understandings”
(Locke 1975, Essay Concerning Human Understanding [ECHU]: 1.i.7). To prove title to
this possession, it is not enough to analyze and define our concepts. For if our
understandings are acquainted with no object (notion, idea) capable of underwriting
our discourse concerning reality, then no amount of clarification and disambiguation
can make good this want. Instead, the philosopher’s preeminent order of business
must be to

inquire into the original of those ideas, notions, or whatever else you please to call them,
which a man observes, and is conscious to himself he has in his mind; and the ways
whereby the understanding comes to be furnished with them. (ECHU: Intro. §3)

Only a psychological investigation of the sources of the materials available to our
thought can reveal any limitations these origins may impose on their scope of applica-
tion — limits on what is and is not possible to know by their means that inevitably
remain hidden to any purely analytical approach to human understanding. Thus did
Locke hope to employ the psychology of ideational origins to cut through the mists of
language and safeguard himself against any temptation to claim knowledge where
clear title to it is lacking.

Kant acknowledged his debt to Locke in this regard: “Locke’s excellence was that
since he did not cognize [erkannte] intellectualia as connata, he sought their origin”
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(18. 4894, late 1770s). Why does the rejection of innate ideas (i.e. innate contents
of thought, as distinct from innate faculties, propensities, etc.) confer such great
importance on the psychological question of origins? Innatism is one explanation
(Malebranchian illuminationism another) for what I shall term the intellectualist
thesis that ideas preexist their presence to consciousness in sensation or reflexion
(inner sense). If ideas preexist the sensory and reflexive operations whereby they are
brought to consciousness in (clear or obscure, distinct or confused) perceptions, then
these operations are incapable of contributing anything essential to the content of
these ideas. For this reason, intellectualist philosophers relegated the psychological
question concerning the origin of the perceptions in which ideas present themselves
to the margins of the theory of understanding. Indeed, intellectualist reliance on ana-
lytical methods to determine the contents of ideas stemmed in no small part from their
utility in eliminating any and all sensory-psychological overlay imposed on ideas
by the perceiving subject, thus leaving in their wake purely intellectual (“clear and
distinct”) perceptions, expressible in definitions confined to all and only what is
essential to the idea.

Since for Locke, by contrast, “having Ideas, and Perception [are] the same thing”
(ECHU: 11.i.9), there are, and can be, no ideas prior to or independently of their
presence to consciousness in sensation or reflexion. Once perceived, ideas may then
be considered in new ways, “each of which Considerations is a new Idea” (xiv.14),
by being combined, separated, related, abstracted, or otherwise acted upon by the
understanding. Accordingly, to explicate an idea, rather than merely enumerating its
constituents, we must first endeavor to discover which of the varied, often multiply
complex psychological operations went into its formation; for only by distinguishing
and comprehending these operations — their nature, workings, and inherent limitations
— can we hope to demarcate the proper cognitive sphere of application of any of our
ideas. The Lockean project of understanding understanding thus holds out the promise
of enabling us to determine which cognitive applications of ideas are and which are not
“the natural, and undoubted Possession of our Understandings.”

To be sure, even while singling out Locke’s theory of understanding as the one
“most similar” to his own because it “concerns every employment of the understand-
ing in general” (letter to Garve, Aug. 7, 1783), Kant rejected his predecessor’s strictly
empirical approach (B 118-19), charging him with “the error of taking the occasion
for obtaining these concepts, namely experience, for their source” (18.4866, late 1770s).
But this was not, as so often is supposed, because Kant, as transcendental philosopher,
was in a different line of business from Locke:

Logic begins from concepts and deals with their employment. The origin of concepts from
sensible representations or the understanding belongs to psychology and transcendental
philosophy. (15.1697, 1770s)

Kant, as transcendental philosopher, was just as committed as empiricist philosophical
psychologists to tracing representations to their sources in the faculties of the mind
in order thereby to determine their content. He was also just as committed to
Locke’s sensibilist principle that ideas (the contents of representation) are nothing
prior to or independently of the senses and the psychological operations the mind
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performs on their data. He diverged only when it came to the question whether the
senses are a source uniquely of empirical data. For Kant, though he seldom claimed
complete originality, was saying nothing less than the truth when he averred that
“it never occurred to anyone that the senses also may be supposed to intuit a priori”
(Prol. 4.375n).

This was certainly true of Locke, who consequently overlooked the possibility of an
a priori, yet still sensibilist, theory of understanding. For where the senses supply a
manifold of a priori intuition, the potential is created for the understanding to act upon
that manifold to generate further representations completely a priori, thereby opening
the way to a theory of pure understanding, or transcendental logic (CPR B 79-80 and
B 102), to complement and underpin the empirical logic of Locke and others:

The logical system of intellectual cognitions is either empirical or transcendental. The first
Aristotle and Locke, the second either epigenesis or involution, acquired or innate. The
so-called sound understanding is asylum ignorantiee. (18.5637, 1780s)

Transcendental logic is a system of epigenesis or involution because it focuses on the
manifold furnished a priori by sense not as a source of objective content but as a raw
material on which understanding can set to work to synthesize new representations
that are equally a priori in origin. Nevertheless, the a priori manifold of sense is just as
much its starting point as the a posteriori manifold of sensations and reflexions was for
Locke, and their sensibilist accounts of the origin of the contents of objective repres-
entation parallel one another at every turn: Instead of a strictly empirical imagination,
Kant’s account postulates productive imagination responsible for synthesizing the a
priori manifold of sense. Instead of a strictly empirical consciousness of the unity of
the relation (synthesis) of the manifold in complex ideas, Kant posits a pure conscious-
ness of the unity of pure synthesis of the pure manifold: first, in the form of pure
apperception (pure self-consciousness); second, the universal representation in pure
concepts of the understanding (categories) of the unity that results when pure syn-
thesis in pure imagination of the pure manifold of sense is determined conformably
to the pure logical functions of judgment; and third, the universal representation in
transcendental schemata of the a priori determination of the pure sensible intuition of
time conformably to the categories. And the collective consequence of the pure repres-
entations postulated in Kant’s a priori sensibilism is the system of nature (natura
formaliter spectata) comprising the synthetic a priori cognitions (principles of pure
understanding) that result when appearances are subsumed under the categories by
means of their schemata.

The great divergence between Kant'’s system and those of Locke and his empiricist
successors cannot help but strike one. But it is no less important to recognize that
virtually all of this divergence can be traced to a slight difference at their roots: whether
or not the senses are a source exclusively of a posteriori representations. By com-
parison with the sensibilist principle that unites their systems in opposition to intel-
lectualism, this is a point of detail, not of principle. In particular, Kant remained in
fundamental agreement with Locke and his successors that (i) none of the contents
of thought preexist the presence in us of sensation (B 349, B 400-1, B 422-3n, B
457n, and B 480n), so that all are acquired, none innate (8.221-3), (i) that the
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explication of these contents is preeminently a matter of tracing them to their origins
as representations in the mind, and (iii) that all representations originate directly from
the (external or internal) senses or are synthesized from data of the senses.

Some interpreters will undoubtedly object that this unduly minimizes the difference
between Kant's transcendental logic and Locke’s empirical variety. They may point
to the fact that Kant contrasted his treatment of the categories in the transcendental
deduction with Locke’s empirical deduction as investigations of two quite different types,
the former dealing with the normative question of the origin of our title to apply the
categories to objects of experience, the latter (taking such title for granted) concerned
only with the factual question of the occasioning causes of their employment (B 118—
19). Indeed, they regard the transformation of the Lockean search for origins from a
psychological pursuit into an epistemological quest for justification to be among Kant’s
principal philosophical legacies. In confirmation, many would cite Kant’s charge that
Locke, in his treatment of the categories, sensibilized what are, in and of themselves,
purely intellectual concepts, devoid of all sensible content, a priori no less than a
posteriori (B 119-21 and B 327), and then compounded his error by employing these
sensibilized concepts in transcendental contexts (Locke’s “enthusiasm”: B 127-8).

Kant's emphasis on proving the legitimacy of our title to employ the categories does
express a normative concern, but we should not confuse the normative implications of
a theory of understanding with the normative character of the theory itself. Hume
traced the origin of the idea of necessary connection to the customary association in a
non-normative psychology, but drew normative conclusions from it regarding cause
and effect (e.g. “Rules by which to Judge of Causes and Effects” (title, THN: L.iii.15).
These include a constraint on the scope of application of causal concepts quite similar
to Kant’s restriction of the categories to objects of possible experience:

Such a discovery. . . . that this [causal] connexion, tie, or energy lies merely in ourselves,
and . . . is acquir'd by custom . . . not only cuts off all hope of ever attaining satisfaction,
but even prevents our very wishes; since it appears, that when we say we desire to know
the ultimate and operating principle, as something, which resides in the external object,
we either contradict ourselves, or talk without a meaning. (THN: 266-7)

Insofar as a psychological investigation of a concept’s origin as a representation in the
mind reveals that its application to objects under certain conditions is inconsistent
with the general conditions of its applicability to anything at all, it can teach us some-
thing about the legitimacy and limitations of our title to employ the concept. And this
holds true whether the psychological account of its origin concerns empirical or a
priori data of sense, empirical or a priori syntheses of imagination, or an empirical or a
priori unity of consciousness.

Certainly, Kant does not seem to be departing from a psychological focus on
origins when, in criticism of both the analytic and the empiricist methods, he con-
tended that

It is not enough to know [wissen| what representations contain within them, nor to which
occasioning causes and conditions they owe their origin, but in which faculties [Vermdgen]|
and capacities [Fdhigkeiten| they have their seat. (18.4917)
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The moment we move from Kant's characterization of his investigation to what he
actually does in it we find that the normative conclusions of the transcendental deduc-
tion invariably turn on considerations couched in terms of the different faculty origins
of various representations and the psychological operations of unifying them (Prol.
4.258-9). The contrast Kant drew between transcendental and empirical deduction —
quid juris vs. quid facti — may therefore have been intended merely to draw attention
to the unique challenge of explaining how concepts whose origin in the psyche proved
them to be both a priori and intellectual (in the Metaphysical Deduction, B 102-16)
can apply to objects given only a posteriori whose possibility is conditioned by sensibility
and not by intellect (B 122-4).

It is in the Metaphysical rather than the Transcendental Deduction that the account
of their origin as pure concepts of the understanding is given (B 159). Although such
concepts, unlike their schemata, are altogether devoid of sensible content, they become
possible only when the synthesis in imagination of the pure manifold of sense is repres-
ented universally (B 103). The contribution of logical forms by the understanding is
indeed crucial to their content, for they contribute the unity to this synthesis. But since
the categories themselves consist “simply in the representation of necessary synthetic
unity” (B 104) the contributions of sense (the a priori manifold) and imagination
(pure synthesis) are no less essential (“The form of judgments transformed into a concept
of the synthesis of intuitions produced categories,” B 378). Thus neither the Meta-
physical nor the Transcendental Deduction of the categories represents a break of any
kind with the anti-intellectualist sensibilism of Locke and his successors.

A related comparison between Kant and Locke comes from what I shall term the
latter’s subjectivist conception of propositional thought. Where “having Ideas, and
Perception [are] the same thing,” the contents of any idea and the contents perceived
in it — its reality and its appearance to (sensing, imagining, conceiving) consciousness
— are indistinguishable (ECHU: II.xxix.5). Since their relational contents are no
exception, this means that no idea can contain any relation it does not appear to
contain, and that no two ideas are related unless and until they are sensibly perceived
or imagined in that relation.

For the intellectualist, by contrast, ideas can contain many constituents that are
not, and may never be, sensibly perceived or imagined. Our lack of a perfectly clear
and distinct perception of the idea of a triangle obliges us to devise a proof in which
we at last attain a clear and distinct perception of the quantitative equality between
the sum of its angles and two right angles. Only the limitations native to human
understanding prevent us from perceiving all the (potentially infinite) contents con-
tained in the idea of a triangle with perfect clarity down to its least element — including
those properties and relations yet or never to be discovered.

Against this, the sensibilist maintains that the idea of a triangle contains only those
contents that the judging subject actually thinks in it. Some of these may be thought
in it only confusedly so that a risk of confusing the idea with other ideas arises, and
others may be so obscure as to escape attentive discernment completely. The rapidity
of the actions of the mind and/or the concealing influence of custom may lead us to
mistake the ideational products of complex cogitation for data passively received in
perception (ECHU: I1.ix.10). For the sensibilist the equality of the sum of its angles to
two right angles is no more a constituent of the idea of a triangle than is its equality to
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the number of passengers on the 1:33 p.m. New York to Los Angeles flight on October
28, 1988. Neither is thought in the idea of a figure in a plane formed from three
intersecting straight lines, even confusedly or obscurely. And, in general, propositional
thought (mental, not verbal) has to be understood in terms of subjects and predicates
that contain only so much content as the judging subject actually thinks in them.

It was Locke’s espousal of a subjectivist conception of propositional thought that led
him to regard mathematics as an instructive rather than a merely explicative science:

we can know the Truth, and so may be certain in Propositions, which affirm something of
another, which is a necessary consequence of its precise complex Idea, but not contained
in it. As that the external Angle of all Triangles, is bigger than either of the opposite
internal Angles; which relation of the outward Angle, to either of the opposite internal
Angles, making no part of the complex Idea, signified by the name Triangle, this is a real
Truth, and conveys with it instructive real Knowledge. (ECHU: 1V.viii.8)

Since the idea of a triangle contains nothing — has no reality, meaning, content — other
than that which appears immediately to our perception, geometrical demonstration
does not so much clarify, and make distinct, relations already implicit in this idea as
forge those relations itself. These relations are intrinsically bound up with the actions
of the mind in comparing and considering the ideas, and are nothing prior to or
independently of the sequence of propositions (comparisons of ideas) whereby we
become sensible (perceive) that the ideas are necessarily conjoined in them. As Hume
put the same point:

the necessity, which makes two times two equal to four, or three angles of a triangle equal
to two right ones, lies only in the act of the understanding, by which we consider and
compare these ideas . . . rather than in the ideas themselves. (THN: 166)

For Locke and his successors from ideas alone, no matter how clear and distinct, not
even the simplest mathematical equations could be known.

Kant’s commitment to sensibilism is confirmed by the subjectivist conception of
propositions evident in his distinction between analytic and synthetic judgments:

whatever be the origin or their logical form, there is a distinction in judgments as to their
content . . . Analytic judgments assert [sagen] nothing in the predicate but what has been
already actually thought in the concept of the subject, though not so clearly and with the
same consciousness. (Prol. 4.266)

That Kant meant it when he restricted analytic identities to what is actually thought
in the concept of the subject seems clear:

the question is not what we are supposed to join in thought to the given concept but what
we actually think in it, if only obscurely. (B 17 and Prol. 4.269)

that T am supposed to think 12 in the addition of 7 and 5 is here beside the point, for in
analytic propositions the question is only whether I actually think the predicate in the
representation of the subject. (B 205)
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With analyticity strictly limited to what is actually thought in a concept, even if only
obscurely, all relations — necessary or otherwise — between distinct representations
must be considered synthetic rather than analytic, including even the simplest arith-
metic equations. The operative criterion whereby synthetic judgments are distinguished
from analytic is whether or not their component concepts are subjectively or objectively
identical:

I can form a concept of one and the same quantity by means of a multifarious mode
[mancherlei Art] of composition and separation (though each, as well as addition and
subtraction, is a synthesis), which is objectively identical (as in every equation) but
subjectively, according to the mode of composition which I think in order to arrive at
[ gelangen um] the concept, is very different, so that the judgment must certainly go
beyond the concept which I have from the synthesis, because it sets a different mode
of composition (which is simpler and better suited to the construction) in place of the first,
which nevertheless always determines the object in precisely the same way. (Letter to
Schultz, Nov. 25, 1788)

These passages confirm Kant's anti-intellectualist sensibilism. And it is no accident that,
of all his predecessors, Kant thought Locke came closest to recognizing the existence of
synthetic a priori cognition (albeit without grasping the imperative need to compre-
hend its possibility).

2. Berkeley and Hume: The Separability Principle and
the Paradox of Necessary Relations

Hume was a sensibilist theorist of human understanding who, like Locke, held that
ideas are best explicated by tracing them to their origin rather than by defining them
(THN: 157; Hume 1955, Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding [EHU]: VILi.62).
He concentrated on cause and effect because of its unique importance in the economy
of human understanding, holding that, in the absence of this idea,

Inference and reasoning concerning the operations of nature would, from that moment,
be at an end; and the memory and senses remain the only canals, by which the know-
ledge of any real existence could possibly have access to the mind. (EHU VIILi.82;
also THN 73-4)

Attributing the preeminence of this idea to its principal constituent, the idea of neces-
sary connection, Hume made it the principal focus of his inquiry. And it was Hume's
analysis of this idea that Kant would consider a philosophical watershed.

The insight that led Kant to pronounce Hume's analysis of necessary connection
the most decisive event in the history of metaphysics (Prol. 4.257) is that the kind of
necessary connection concerned in it is restricted to existents distinct in the sense
specified by the Berkeleyan separability principle which sets a limit to the abstractive
powers of the mind. Locke, for example, supposed that our minds equip us to distin-
guish features in the objects (ideas) present to us that cannot exist independently of
one another in perception or imagination. Even though the visible shape of a triangle
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and its particular light and color are inseparable in perception, he treated them as
distinct ideas on the ground that we can immediately discriminate one from the other
by an abstractive act of selective attention. According to Berkeley, however, the power
to abstract “extends only to the conceiving separately such objects, as it is possible
may really exist or be actually perceived asunder,” and “does not extend beyond the
possibility of real existence or perception” (Berkeley 1901, A Treatise concerning the
Principles of Human Knowledge [PHK] 1.5: 259-60); also Introduction: §10). Whereas
the trunk of a human body and its limbs, or the rose and its scent, are pairs of distinct
ideas because either can be met with in perception in the absence of the other, the
visible shape and color of a triangle are not distinct visual ideas for Berkeley since
shape is invisible in the absence of light and color.

Accordingly, to Berkeley, a distinction between visible shape and color reflects not
a distinction between ideas but only between different significative uses of the same
idea. Significative uses rest on different ways in which ideas can be found to resemble
one another such as their sensible quality (the red of a tomato and the red of bell
pepper), or the manner in which they are received (red and blue resemble not in
quality but in being both sensed by the eyes) (Berkeley 1901, vol. 1, A New Theory of
Vision [V], §128; and vol. 2, The Theory of Vision or Visual Language Vindicated and
Explained [TV], §39). Visible shape and visible color differ in virtue of the various
external relations of resemblance visual ideas have to other visual ideas. Such resem-
blances can then be put to a general significative use: one and the same visual idea can
be used to denote all red things indifferently, all triangular things indifferently, and so
on (PHK: Introduction, §§ 11, 12, 16, 18; and Berkeley 1975: 730). For Berkeley and
his anti-abstractionist successors, the important thing philosophically is that a
significative difference of denotations does not imply a real difference of ideas.

Because Berkeley shared Locke’s sensibilism — the thesis that the contents of human
understanding all originate in sensation and reflexion or the actions the understand-
ing performs upon them — nearly all the differences between their theories of under-
standing can be traced to Berkeley’s anti-abstractionist separability principle. The most
important of these is the principle that the contents of thought have ontological (rather
than merely significative) application only to such objects as they may originally have
been acquired from: those derived from internal perception (ideas of reflexion) cannot
be attributed to objects of external sense (ideas of sensation) or anything else, while
those derived from external sense cannot be ascribed to the objects of internal percep-
tion or anything else. Because our notions of cause and effect have no source other
than internally perceived volition and other actions of the understanding, the separab-
ility principle precludes the possibility of their application to objects of external sense
(PHK: 1.25-7 and Berkeley 1975: 217) or even to objects of a kind wholly unknown
to us (Berkeley 1975: 239-40). This separability-principle restriction of application by
origin pointed the way forward for Berkeley's successors. Indeed it was Hume who first
explicitly formulated the restriction: “Ideas always represent the objects or impres-
sions, from which they are deriv'd, and can never without a fiction represent or be
apply’d to any other” (THN: 37).

Hume applied the separability principle to the idea of cause and effect with remark-
able results. Cause and effect relations must always be between items recognized as
distinct under this principle. Thus we cannot conceive mountains and valleys to be
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related as cause and effect because their necessary connection is purely conceptual,
incorporated in the ideas themselves: valleys cannot be conceived to exist in the absence
of mountains and vice versa. By contrast, fire and smoke can be conceived to be related
as cause and effect precisely because we can conceive each to exist in the absence of
the other. But there lies the rub: If to conceive cause and effect as distinct is to conceive
the existence of the one to be possible even in the absence of the other, but to conceive
them as necessarily connected is to conceive the existence of the effect to be imposs-
ible in the absence of the cause, the combination of these conceptions in a single
idea seems self-contradictory. Forced to choose between incompatibles, Hume opted
to supplant the genuine, but seemingly impossible, concept of cause and effect — an
objectively real necessary connection between distinct existents — with a subjective
psychological surrogate, customary association.

Having gone so far, Hume then undertook to show that all the purposes of empirical
reasoning are served quite satisfactorily by an idea of necessary connection that has
its source in the customary association we experience in imagination: ordinary and
scientific, cognitive and moral, probabilistic and certain, situational and universal.
Only philosophical speculation suffers for want of the kind of objective necessary con-
nection Hume showed human understanding to be incapable of conceiving. For only
on the supposition that chains of such connections exist prior to and independently of
associative imagination could we hope to extend our knowledge of matters of fact and
real existence beyond anything experience is capable of disclosing. Lacking even the
ability to conceive such connections, however, Hume concluded that such speculation
is not merely deficient but vacuous, or worse:

When we run over libraries, persuaded of these principles, what havoc must we make?
If we take in our hand any volume; of divinity or school metaphysics, for instance; let us
ask, Does it contain any abstract reasoning concerning quantity or number? No. Does
it contain any experimental reasoning concerning matter of fact and existence? No. Com-
mit it then to the flames: for it can contain nothing but sophistry and illusion. (EHU:
XILiii.165)

In the course of questioning the very possibility of ideas of objective necessary
connections between distinct existents, Hume also denied the intuitive certainty of
the general causal principle that everything that begins to exist (object, action, state)
must have a cause. To be sure, its problematic status is in the first instance simply a
consequence of Hume's conceivability doubt, for, “If we really have no idea of a power
or efficacy in any object, or of any real connexion betwixt causes and effects, 'twill be
to little purpose to prove, that an efficacy is necessary in all operations” (THN: 168).
But it is also something more: a skeptical challenge leveled at the epistemic thesis
shared by virtually all of Hume's predecessors, empiricist no less than rationalist, that
the general principle of causality is “one of those maxims, which tho’ they may be
deny’d with the lips, 'tis impossible for men in their hearts really to doubt of” (THN:
79): a principle whose truth is manifest to us in such a way as to make us sensible
that its negation is a contradiction — unintelligible rather than merely false. Hume
rejected this consensus: (i) On the ground that the only candidates for terms of causal
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relations are distinct ideas he argued that the possibility of conceiving “an object to be
non-existent this moment, and existent the next, without conjoining to it the distinct
idea of a cause or productive principle” is implicit in the very idea of such a relation.
(ii) Given that ideas are nothing but copies of impressions originating in the senses
(sensation or reflexion), from this conceptual possibility we can infer that it is possible
in reality that something may begin to exist with a cause. And (iii) since all that
is requisite to show that the general causal principle is neither intuitively nor demon-
stratively certain is evidence that their separation in reality implies no contradiction
or absurdity, Hume boldly concluded that “’tis impossible to demonstrate the necessity
of a cause.”

Hume was nevertheless careful to emphasize that his conclusion does not imply that
the general causal maxim is false, doubtful, or even dubitable. Quite the contrary, in
endeavoring to show “Why a cause is always necessary” (Title, THN: Liii.3), his purpose
was not to challenge the certainty of the principle, but only the consensus assumption
regarding the nature of its certainty. Hume broke new ground with his insistence that
its certainty is not intuitive — not a purely intellectual affair of the relations of ideas
alone — but rather something else entirely, involving the sensate, feeling part of our
minds no less essentially than the conceiving part. Being a committed empiricist in his
sensibilism, however, he saw no alternative but to trace its certainty to “observation
and experience” (THN: 82), and ultimately to the very same source to which he traced
ideas of necessary connection: customary association. Thus, the challenge Hume
bequeathed to his successors was twofold: first to show that concepts of necessary
relations between distinct existents are both possible and in our possession, and second
to show that, as regards their existence, the objects of experience are subject a priori
(necessarily and universally) to these concepts.

In taking up this challenge, Kant's first step was to determine whether its scope
extends farther than Hume realized. One area in which he thought it did is that of
necessary relations between distinct quantitative determinations, considered independ-
ently of matters of fact and real existence. Relations of equality and inequality are a
case in point: although abstract and indifferent to matters of fact and real existence,
they are distinct in the sense essential to Hume's skeptical reasoning regarding causal
connections. For example, in equating 7 and 5 with 12, I conjoin quantitative
determinations in a necessary relation that are conceptually as distinct as fire and
smoke: I can think 12 without conceiving 5 and 7 just as easily I can think it without
conceiving the difference between 31 and 19, the square root of 144, or the cube root
of 1,728. Since this is just to say that the necessity of the relation cannot lie in the
objects conceived in it, whence does it derive? In Kant’s view, the same reasons that, in
the case of causal understanding, led Hume to treat objective necessity as an illusion
and set the subjective necessity of customary association in its stead apply with equal
force to mathematical understanding (CPrR 5.52-3, Prol. 4.272-3). Of course, a
foundation in experience and custom is inconsistent with the strict necessity Hume
attributed to mathematics. In the belief that Hume's commitment to the a priori cer-
tainty of mathematics was unshakeable, Kant conjectured that the recognition of its
vulnerability to this point would have led Hume to question the empiricist character
of his sensibilism, and, probably for the first time, conceive the possibility of a priori
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sensible sources of concepts and cognition. He would thus have been led from tran-
scendental realism “into considerations which must needs have been similar to those
which now occupy us, while benefiting immeasurably from the beauty of his inimitable
eloquence” (Prol. 4.273).

Kant also extended Hume's skepticism beyond cause and effect to the other funda-
mental concepts of metaphysics: substance, reciprocal determination, quality (reality,
negation, limitation), quantity (unity, plurality, totality), and modality (possibility,
existence, necessity). All, in his view, are concepts that stipulate necessary relations
between objects (existents or determinations) presupposed as distinct. Applying Hume’s
reasoning, we thus obtain the same paradox met with in causal connections: to conceive
the objects capable of entering into a necessary relation as distinct is to grant that it
is always possible to posit one in the absence of the other, and so never contradictory
to suppose a relation between them not to hold; whereas to conceive their relation as
necessary is to deny that one can be posited independently of the other, and so in effect
to deny their distinctness. Since the distinctness of the terms capable of entering into
the necessary relation in question cannot be bargained away without changing the
very meaning of the relational concept itself (e.g. substituting a merely conceptual
relation such as that between mountains and valleys for one that, ostensibly at any
rate, is objectively real), there seems no alternative but to settle for subjectively necessary
psychological surrogates for all the fundamental concepts of metaphysics. And this
of course is exactly what Hume did.

By extending Humean skepticism in these ways, Kant was able to distill it into a
single, highly general question: how are synthetic a priori judgments possible? His
entire Critical system, including the treatment of freedom (CPrR 5.54-7), should be
regarded as a response to Hume (“my work in the Critique of Pure Reason was occa-
sioned by Hume's skeptical doctrine,” [CPrR 5.52]; also Prol., Preface). To begin with,
the metaphysical deduction of the categories not only provides a response to the initial
phase of Humean skepticism, in which the very possibility of concepts of the object-
ively necessary relation between items presupposed as distinct is doubted, but does
so in complete conformity to the Humean manner of tracing concepts to their origin as
ideas in the mind with an eye to determining their content and delimiting their scope
of application. For the origin of the categories in universal representations of the deter-
minative relation in which the logical functions of judgment stand to the pure synthesis
in imagination of the pure manifold of sense shows that they express precisely the kind
of objective necessary relation Hume thought inconceivable (CPR B 104—5; B 377-8).
The pure manifold corresponds to the distinct, its pure synthesis to the relation of the
distinct, and the a priori determination of this synthesis in conformity with the logical
functions to the necessary relation of the distinct. Of course, this content at the same
time restricts the categories to objects constituted conformably to the pure manifold of
sensibility (appearances in space and time). Yet, in contrast to the subjective connec-
tion of custom, the sensibly conditioned yet empirically objective connections thought
in Kant’s categories provide a means of forming “the concept of an empirically uncon-
ditioned causality,” which, though “theoretically empty (in the absence of an intuition
suited to it), . .. is given meaning in the moral law, and so in a practical relation”
(CPrR 5.56).
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Kant addressed the second, epistemic phase of Humean skepticism in the Analytic of
Principles. For it was not enough to prove that the categories are applicable to objects
of sensible intuition; he had also to show that they actually do apply to them, on a
priori grounds alone, as the predicates of necessarily and universally valid synthetic
a priori judgments. However, establishing the grounds requisite to this purpose obliged
him to provide a transcendental deduction of the categories. There Kant contended
that original apperception — the unity of the manifold in one consciousness — is the
basis of every employment of the understanding, even the merely logical (B 131,
B 133—4n), and so the supreme principle both of the possibility of discursive under-
standing itself, as a faculty (A 117n, B 137, B 153), and of synthetic a priori judgments
(B136,B 197). Cognitive experience and its objects are no exception: if our perceptions
were not subject a priori to the conditions requisite for unity of apperception, we would
have as many-colored and diverse a self as we have perceptions (B 134), and the associ-
ability of each perceived appearance with every other premised in all Hume’s theorizing
would be impossible (A 121-2). Finally, after showing that the categories are necessary
conditions for unity of apperception in all combination of perceptions, Kant was at
last in a position to turn the tables on Hume by arguing that the very possibility of
an experience in which appearances are associable presupposes their conformity to
concepts of the necessary relation of the distinct (determinations or existents):

This complete . . . solution of the Humean problem thus rescues the a priori origin of the
pure concepts of the understanding as well as the validity of the universal principles of
nature as laws of the understanding, yet in such a way as to limit their use to experience,
because their possibility depends solely on the relation of the understanding to experi-
ence, but with a completely reversed kind of connection that never occurred to Hume: they
are not derived from experience but rather experience is derived from them. (Prol. 4.313;
alsoB 127-8, A 112-13, A 122, and B 810-11)

Although this was almost surely unknown to Kant, Hume himself came to appreciate
he had a problem explaining how perceptions come to be united in one consciousness
(THN: 635-6). On the one hand, he could not explain the unity of the manifold
in one consciousness in terms of ideal relations in associative imagination since, in
order for the imagination to associate distinct perceptions, they must already be present
in one and the same consciousness. On the other hand, he could not explain it by
reference to real relations of inherence or causal connection, since he was unable to
renounce the fundamental principles of his philosophy, “that all our distinct percep-
tions are distinct existences, and that the mind never perceives any real connexion
among distinct existences” (THN: 636). Kant, however, had no need of real principles
to explain how the distinct perceptions come to be found in one consciousness. Their
unity in sensibility is guaranteed by their a priori conformity to a merely ideal space
and time, and their unity in experience is ensured by their conformity a priori to
equally ideal principles of the necessary relation of the distinct.

Yet, vast as is the gulf separating Kant's apriorist philosophy from Hume’s empiri-
cist one, it is, in my view, eclipsed by what unites them. For as we saw at the outset,
Kant not only derived the problem he devised his philosophy to solve from Hume, but
the basic approach to its solution as well. If, in tracing the concepts at the heart of
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age-old metaphysical disputes to their origin as representations in the mind, it is
discovered that the operations of sensibility and understanding responsible for forming
these representations also contribute indispensable elements of their content, then their
scope of application is restricted, ontologically though not semantically, to the purview
of suitably constituted conscious minds. The effect is to expose a hidden absurdity
by converting it into a patent one. Hume, for instance, traced the idea of necessary
connection — an essential ingredient in all concepts of cause and effect — to an origin in
customary transitions of thought, and argued from this that any notion that causal
relations might exist in mind-independent contexts is tantamount to supposing that
customs of thought might exist in the absence of thought (THN: 266—7). Kant achieved
a similar result with regard to space and time:

space and time, including all the appearances in them, are nothing existent in themselves
and outside my representations, but themselves only modes of representation, and it is
obviously contradictory to say that a mere mode of representation also exists outside our
representation. Thus the objects of the senses exist only in experience; whereas to accord
to them a subsistent existence [bestehendes Existenz| apart from or prior to experience is
as much as to represent the actuality of experience apart from or prior to experience.
(Prol. 4.341-2)

However, to an extent not true of Hume, Kant's explications of the content of
concepts in terms of psychological origin interlock. In the Transcendental Deduction
he returned to the question of the origin of space and time and showed their unity
as individuals that contain all their manifold to be bound up by content with synthesis
in imagination and pure apperception (B 136n and B 160n; also A 99-100, A 107,
and B 140). He also traced the necessary synthetic unity represented in the categories
(B 104) to this same source, so that these concepts likewise prove to be bound up by
content with unity of apperception (B 131; also B 399, B 401, and A 401). Even
the logical functions of judgment (B 131) and discursive universality, the form of
any conceptus communis (B 133—4n), have their source in, and are unrepresentable
apart from, the unity of apperception. Despite what differentiates pure space and time,
as sensible, individual, and given immediately in intuition, from discursive univer-
sality, logical functions, and pure concepts of the understanding, Kant's Humean
method of tracing them to their origin revealed that there is, after all, a formal unity
of consciousness common to them all. And it was by means of this common element
that Kant was able to show how the sensible comes to be united with the intellectual
to yield cognition without in any way compromising their radical heterogeneity.
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Kant’s Transcendental Idealism

HENRY E. ALLISON

Kant defines transcendental idealism in two places in the Critigue of Pure Reason, and
in each case he contrasts it with transcendental realism. The first is in the first-edition
version of the Fourth Paralogism, where his concern is to differentiate transcendental
idealism from the “empirical idealism” associated with Descartes, which allegedly leads
to a skepticism regarding an external world. In this context he writes:

I understand by the transcendental idealism of all appearances the doctrine that they are
all together to be regarded as mere representations and not things in themselves, and
accordingly that time and space are only sensible forms of our intuition, but not
determinations given for themselves or conditions of objects as things in themselves. To
this idealism is opposed transcendental realism, which regards space and time as something
given in themselves (independent of our sensibility). (CPR, A 369: translations from Kant
1996, 1998, 2002)

The second passage is from the Antinomy of Pure Reason, where Kant defines tran-
scendental idealism as the doctrine that:

all objects of an experience possible for us, are nothing but appearances, i.e., mere repres-
entations, which as they are represented, as extended beings or series of alterations, have
outside our thoughts no existence grounded in itself.

In contrast to this, the transcendental realist is said to make “these modifications of
our sensibility into things subsisting in themselves, and hence makes mere representa-
tions into things in themselves” (CPR, B 518-19; Kant 1998: 511). Although the first
passage emphasizes the transcendental ideality of space and time, while the second
focuses on that of the objects given in them, namely appearances, they really come to
the same thing, since the ideality of the latter is entailed by that of the former.

At times, Kant also characterizes his idealism as “formal” or “critical,” in order
to distinguish it from the “dogmatic” or “material” idealism of Berkeley and the
“skeptical” or “empirical” idealism of Descartes (Kant 2002: 87-8, 160-3; 1998: 511).
As we shall see, this idealism is “formal” in the sense that it is a theory about the a
priori “forms” or conditions under which objects can be cognized by the human mind.
It is “critical” because it is grounded in a reflection on the conditions and limits of
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discursive cognition rather than one on the contents of consciousness or the nature of
ultimate reality. In both respects it differs radically from what Kant terms idealisms of
the “common sort,” which include those of Berkeley and Descartes.

As the subsequent history of Kant interpretation indicates, however, this attempted
clarification was of little avail, since critics up to the present day have continued
to understand Kant’s idealism in at least one of the manners he explicitly repudiated.
The root of the problem lies in Kant’s identification of appearances with “mere repres-
entations.” Depending on how this identification is understood, it seems to suggest
either a subjective idealism or phenomenalism, which is difficult to distinguish from
the allegedly “dogmatic idealism” of Berkeley, a radical skepticism regarding empirical
knowledge, which is not unlike the view Kant attributes to Descartes, since it denies
the human mind any direct access to the “real,” or some combination thereof. Cons-
equently, any putative defender of transcendental idealism is confronted with the
daunting task of providing an interpretation according to which it escapes these
seemingly unappealing alternatives.

Unfortunately, neither of the two standard ways of interpreting transcendental
idealism appear adequate to the task. One is the familiar “two-world” or “two-object”
reading, which takes appearances and things in themselves to constitute two
ontologically distinct realms of being. Although this may seem to be the more natural
reading, it has at least two untoward consequences. First, it suggests that transcen-
dental idealism is to be understood as a form of subjectivism, according to which the
mind is acquainted only with its own contents (representations). Second, and perhaps
even worse, it requires the postulation of a distinct set of entities (things in themselves)
to which, according to the theory, the human mind can have no cognitive access.
As one influential contemporary critic, who interprets Kant in this way, has put it,
transcendental idealism is the doctrine that “reality is supersensible and ... we can
have no knowledge of it” (Strawson 1966: 16). On this “two-world” reading, then, it
may truly be said that transcendental idealism gets the worst of both worlds!

The alternative “one-world” or “two-aspect” reading makes it possible to avoid
saddling Kant with the excess baggage of an ontologically distinct, yet cognitively
inaccessible, noumenal realm. It also finds strong textual support in the second of the
above-cited characterizations of transcendental idealism, where Kant indicates that
the identification of appearances with mere representations should be taken to mean
that things as we represent them, that is, as spatiotemporal entities and events, have
no mind-independent existence, not that the things we represent as spatiotemporal
have no such existence at all. This locution implies that the intended contrast is
between things as they appear and the same things as they are in themselves, rather
than between two ontologically distinct sets of entities. Or, more precisely, the distinc-
tion pertains to two ways of considering things: as they appear to us in virtue of the
spatiotemporal form of our intuition, and as they may be in themselves independently
of our manner of intuiting them. On this reading, then, the distinction is adverbial
rather than adjectival, since it characterizes the ways in which things can be con-
sidered in a reflection on the conditions of their cognition, not the kinds of thing being
considered.

As has been often pointed out, however, the main problem with this interpretation
of transcendental idealism is that it seemingly commits Kant to the view that objects
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only appear to us to be spatiotemporal, whereas in reality they are not, or at least
that we have no way of knowing whether or not they are. But since by “knowledge” is
usually understood the cognition of things as they truly are rather than as they may
seem to us under certain conditions, this apparently implies that human knowledge is
not really knowledge at all. The point is sometimes made by means of an analogy with
the proverbial stick, which appears bent to an observer when reflected in the water,
even though it really is straight. Clearly, if this is how the contrast between a thing as
it appears and the same thing as it is in itself is to be understood, the distinction is ill
equipped to explain the possibility of human knowledge, which is surely one of the
essential tasks assigned to transcendental idealism.

Since the first of these ways of interpreting transcendental idealism obviously leads
to a dead end, it is worthwhile considering whether the second, which appears to have
better textual support, can be understood in a way that avoids the above-mentioned
difficulty. One way of attempting such a rehabilitation of this reading is to view it in
light of the contrast Kant draws between transcendental realism and transcendental
idealism. However useful it may turn out to be, this strategy at least has the virtue of
being based on the sound exegetical principle that often the best way to understand a
philosophical doctrine is to see what it denies.

Although Kant never discusses transcendental realism in a systematic manner, his
cryptic characterizations of it suggest that he understood it to cover any view which
regards mere appearances as if they were things in themselves. As such, transcenden-
tal realism consists in what Kant considers to be a misinterpretation of appearances,
understood as the proper objects of human cognition. In other words, a transcendental
realist is someone who either ignores or denies the transcendental distinction between
things as they appear and as they are in themselves. If, as the text suggests, this
distinction is the defining feature of transcendental idealism, it follows that the epithet
“transcendental realism” is applicable to every philosophy except transcendental
idealism. Accordingly, the philosophical universe is divided into these two forms of
transcendentalism, understood as competing global claims about the objects of human
cognition.

At first glance, however, this does not appear to be a particularly promising strategy,
since it seems highly implausible, if not artificial, to place all contrasting philosophies
in the same bag. Consequently, if this is to prove useful, it must be shown that these philo-
sophies share something in common beside their rejection of transcendental idealism.
But, given the scope of transcendental realism, this common feature cannot be a shared
metaphysical commitment, such as we usually associate with realism in its various
forms. For if the philosophical universe is indeed divided in the way in which Kant sug-
gests, then transcendental realism encompasses a wide variety of metaphysical and
epistemological positions, including rationalism and empiricism, metaphysical realism,
as ordinarily understood, and Berkeleian idealism, each of which may be said in one
way or another to conflate appearances with things in themselves (see Allison 2004).

Nevertheless, there is another candidate for the requisite common feature, one
which points to the essential difference between transcendental realism in all its forms
and transcendental idealism. Rather than being straightforwardly metaphysical,
or even epistemological, transcendental realism is perhaps best characterized as a
metaphilosophical or meta-epistemological standpoint. Specifically, it consists in a
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commitment (either tacit or overt) to what is sometimes described as the “theocentric
paradigm” or model of knowledge. In other words, the defining feature of transcen-
dental realism is its underlying assumption that human knowledge is to be measured
and evaluated in terms of its conformity (or lack thereof) to the norm of a putatively
perfect divine knowledge. Although not of itself a straightforwardly epistemological
thesis, insofar it determines the framework within which the first-order epistemo-
logical debate (between rationalism and empiricism) is typically conducted, it may be
appropriately characterized as “meta-epistemological.”

Moreover, it is precisely because transcendental realism (in all its forms) approaches
cognition in light of this paradigm that it may be said to identify appearances (the
actual objects of empirical cognition) with things in themselves (the putative objects
of divine cognition). Consequently, what unites the various forms of transcendental
realism is a normative commitment to a paradigm of knowledge rather than some
shared metaphysical assumption.

This does not mean that Kant thought that all philosophies, apart from his own,
maintain that the human mind is somehow capable of knowing things in the way in
which God supposedly does, that is, nondiscursively by means of a nonsensible and,
therefore, intellectual intuition. Although some of the classical rationalists, e.g., Spinoza,
Malebranche, and Leibniz, come close to this view, insofar as they suggest that human
cognition through “adequate ideas” may approximate and in some cases (typically in
mathematics) even attain this ideal, this is not necessary to make one a transcendental
realist. On the contrary, on this reading, even empiricists and skeptics such as Hume
are dedicated transcendental realists. For while denying the possibility of the kind
of knowledge to which the rationalist typically pretends, they share the underlying
assumption that this is what genuine cognition would be like, if it were attainable by
beings such as ourselves. In this methodological respect, then, they likewise adhere to
the theocentric paradigm.

Given the way in which Kant draws the contrast between the two forms of tran-
scendentalism, effectively viewing them as all-inclusive and mutually exclusive
alternatives, it follows that transcendental idealism must likewise be seen as a meta-
epistemological position, committed to an alternative model of cognition, and not as a
competing metaphysical theory. Otherwise they would not conflict with one another
in the way in which Kant clearly assumed that they do. Moreover, since the contrast is
with the theocentric paradigm, the paradigm appealed to by transcendental idealism
must be anthropocentric. In short, the conditions of human cognition, whatever they
may turn out to be, rather than the unattainable ideal of a God’s-eye view of things,
determine the norms of our cognition.

This paradigm shift is equivalent to Kant’s so-called “Copernican revolution in
philosophy.” As Kant famously puts it in what he initially describes as an experiment
inspired by the “first thoughts of Copernicus,”

Up to now it has been assumed that all our cognition must conform to the objects; but all
attempts to find out something about them apriori through concepts that would extend
our cognition have, on this presupposition, come to nothing. Hence let us once try whether
we do not get farther with the problems of metaphysics by assuming that the objects must
conform to our cognition. (CPR, B xvi; Kant 1998: 110)
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The assumption that all our cognition must conform to its object (in order to count as
cognition) is not only the view of common sense, it also expresses the underlying
presupposition of transcendental realism. And since it is further assumed that for our
cognition to conform to its object is equivalent to its conforming (or at least approxima-
ting) to a putative God's-eye comprehension of it, this also amounts to a commitment
to the theocentric paradigm.

Clearly, Kant was not the first philosopher to advocate something like an anthropo-
logical or subjectivist turn in epistemology. On the contrary, this is characteristic of the
empiricists, who, reacting to the more or less overt theocentric paradigm of classical
rationalism, insisted upon the importance of focusing on the “human understanding”
(Locke), “the principles of human knowledge” (Berkeley), or “human nature” (Hume).
Nevertheless, precisely because these philosophies remain committed to the normative
status of this paradigm, it is a serious (albeit frequently made) mistake to interpret Kant’s
Copernican revolution along these lines. What distinguishes Kant's anthropological
turn from that of empiricism and qualifies it as a genuine revolution is the explicit
rejection of this paradigm, which is what also accounts for its transcendental character.

Kant's use of the term “transcendental” is notoriously confusing, since he construes
it in a number of distinct ways, at least two of which involve a contrast with “empir-
ical” (see chapter 8 below). One of these is the traditional sense in which it refers to
things in general, that is, to all things indiscriminately, quite apart from the question
of whether or not they can be objects of human experience. The illicit application of
the categories to “objects in general,” as opposed to objects of possible experience, is
transcendental in this sense. The other, and distinctively “Critical” sense, refers to a
second-order reflection on the conditions of the cognition of objects, particularly
insofar as this cognition is deemed possible a priori (CPR, B 25; Kant 1998: 133).

Kant’s idealism is transcendental in the sense that it is grounded in a reflection upon
the conditions of the possibility of such cognition. What makes it a form of idealism is
the thesis that these conditions, henceforth to be called “epistemic conditions,” reflect the
structure of the mind rather than the nature of a pregiven reality. Consequently, to
assume that objects conform to our cognition is to assume that they conform to the
(mind-imposed) conditions under which we can cognize them as objects. Conversely,
what makes transcendental realism a form of realism is that, implicitly at least, it
regards the conditions of human cognition as determined by the nature of a pregiven
reality, which is equivalent to assuming that they reflect the ideal model of God’s way
of knowing. That is why, from Kant’s point of view, transcendental realism cannot
account for the possibility of a priori knowledge for beings like ourselves.

Since the notion of an epistemic condition is here intended to aid in understanding
the distinctive thrust of Kantian idealism, it is essential to be clear about how it is
construed. Put simply, by an epistemic condition is meant a necessary condition for
the representation of objects, that is, a condition without which our representations
would not relate to objects or, equivalently, possess objective reality. Assuming that
there are such conditions, which it is the task of both the Transcendental Aesthetic
and Transcendental Analytic to demonstrate, Kant has a ready explanation of the
possibility of a priori knowledge, namely, we can know a priori that objects necessarily
conform to the conditions under which we can alone cognize them. Otherwise they
could not be objects for us.
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As conditions of the possibility of representing objects, epistemic conditions (if there
be any) may be distinguished from both psychological and ontological conditions. By
the former is meant a propensity or mechanism of the mind, which governs belief
and belief acquisition. Hume's custom or habit is a prime example of such a condition.
By the latter is meant a condition of the possibility of the existence of things, which
conditions these things quite independently of our cognitive access to them. Newton's
absolute space and time are conditions in this sense. Epistemic conditions share with
the former the property of being subjective in the sense that they reflect the structure
and operations of the human mind. They differ from them with respect to their
objectivating function. Correlatively, they share with the latter the property of being
objective or objectivating. They differ in that they condition the objectivity of our
representation of things rather than the very existence of the things themselves.

Clearly, not everything that one might regard as a condition of cognition counts as
epistemic in the relevant sense. For example, critics intent on denying any link be-
tween conditions of cognition and idealism point to empirical illustrations, such as the
fact that our eyes can perceive things only if they reflect light of a certain wavelength.
As a fact about our visual capacities, which obviously has analogues in other sensory
modalities, this is arguably a “condition” of a significant subset of the perceptual
cognition of sighted human beings; but, as these critics note, this hardly has any
idealistic implications (Hossenfelder 1990: 468-9).

Although true, this is beside the point. Conditions of this sort are not epistemic in the
requisite sense because they have no objective validity or objectivating function. On
the contrary, like the Humean psychological conditions, an appeal to them presupposes
the existence of an objective spatiotemporal world, the representation of which is sup-
posed to be explained. Accordingly, it hardly follows from the fact such conditions do
not entail any sort of idealism that properly epistemic conditions do not do so either.

In fact, the concept of an epistemic condition brings with it an idealistic commitment
of at least an indeterminate sort, because it involves the relativization of the concept of
an object to human cognition and the conditions of its representation of objects. In
other words, the claim is not that things transcending the conditions of human cogni-
tion cannot exist (this would make these conditions ontological), but merely that such
transcendent things cannot be objects for us. Thus, epistemic conditions are by their
very nature normative, since they determine what could count as an object.

Nevertheless, it has been pointed out by more sympathetic critics that this indeter-
minate concept of an epistemic condition is not of itself sufficient to capture what is
distinctive in Kant's transcendental idealism (Ameriks 1992). The latter does not merely
relativize the concept of an object to the conditions (whatever they may be) of the
representation of objects, it relativizes them to the specific conditions of human cogni-
tion. And since Kant repeatedly insists that the distinguishing feature of our, indeed
all finite, cognition lies in its discursive nature, it follows that a full understanding
of transcendental idealism must await the determination of the unique conditions of
such cognition.

Admittedly, it may seem strange to locate something so supposedly momentous as
Kant's Copernican revolution in something so apparently noncontroversial as the dis-
cursive nature of human cognition. Insofar as such cognition consists in the application
of general concepts to sensory data, this hardly seems to be a revolutionary proposal,
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involving something like a paradigm shift. Paradoxical as it may seem, however, when
seen within the context of classical modern philosophy, this is precisely what it is.

In order fully to appreciate this, we must first stipulate that all cognition requires
that its object in some way be given, otherwise it could not be known. This stipulation
is noncontroversial because it is made by both transcendental realism and transcen-
dental idealism. Moreover, given Kant's understanding of intuition as the means
whereby objects are given, this means that all cognition rests ultimately on intuition.
This applies even to God’s, which is why it has traditionally been viewed as resting
on a creative (nonsensible) intuition. But since a human or, more generally, a finite
intellect cannot create its own data, it must receive them from without, which for
Kant entails that it must be “affected” by its object. The product of such affection is
what Kant understands by a sensible intuition.

Since this indicates that sensible intuition is a necessary condition of human cogni-
tion, the question becomes whether it is also sufficient. Kant's discursivity thesis
denies that this is case. Also necessary (though not sufficient) are concepts through
which the sensibly given is thought. This is what makes human cognition discursive
as opposed to intuitive. In Kant's oft-cited dictum, “Thoughts without content are
empty, intuitions without concepts are blind” (CPR, B 75; Kant 1998: 193-4).

In light of this conception of discursivity, it is illuminating to survey, however cur-
sorily, the basic epistemological commitments of rationalism and empiricism. Although
the former recognizes an important role for conceptual knowledge, that is, cognition
through general concepts, which, as such, may be predicated of diverse particulars, it
assigns to it a decidedly second class status. The basic idea, which goes back at least
to Plato, is that to know something only in terms of features it shares with other
objects is not to know its inherent nature. Consequently, the epistemological ideal for
rationalism (as it was for Plato) is an immediate intellectual apprehension of an object
in its full particularity, something which is unattainable through concepts. Moreover,
since all cognition requires that its object be given and no object can be given in such
a manner through sensibility, it follows that this rationalist ideal of cognition pre-
supposes a nonsensible or intellectual intuition.

Empiricism, though committed to the same paradigm, is guilty of the opposite error.
In other words, the problem with empiricism is not that it affirms the possibility of
a kind of cognition that somehow transcends the conceptual variety, it is rather that
it denies the very possibility of the latter, at least as such cognition is understood by
Kant. Thus, if classical rationalism may be said to be “supraconceptional,” classical
empiricism is “subconceptual.” This finds its overt expression in the empiricist’s well
known aversion to “abstract general ideas,” which are just concepts as understood
by Kant. But this aversion itself can be properly understood only in light of empiri-
cism’s equally well known tendency to regard what it terms “ideas” as images. In
Hume's classical formulation, this means that ideas are pale copies of sensibly given
impressions, which themselves provide all the requisite materials of thought. And this
likewise rules out discursive cognition in anything like the Kantian sense.

At bottom, this denigration, if not outright rejection, of conceptual representation,
which is common to both rationalism and empiricism, stems from the fact that each
of them denies at least one of the two essential components of discursive cognition
as understood by Kant, namely, concepts and sensible intuitions. Consequently, they
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both reject, albeit for quite different reasons, the discursivity thesis, which indicates
that the latter is hardly noncontroversial.

Rationalism agrees with Kant that sensible intuition is not sufficient for cognition, but
differs from him in also denying that it is necessary. This is not to say that rationalism
rejects any dependence of human cognition on sensory input; it is rather that it typically
limits this dependence to providing an “occasion” or stimulus for thought. Although
clearly important, this does not amount to an essential dependence, since rationalism
does not regard this input as part of the content of the non-empirical cognition at
which it ultimately aims. In other words, sensible intuition, on the rationalist account,
functions to start the cognitive process, but it does not help determine its outcome.

For present purposes, however, what is particularly noteworthy is that rationalism’s
assignment of a second-class status to conceptual representation is itself a consequence
of its denial of an essential cognitive role for sensibility. Since the proper function
of concepts is to bring the sensibly given under universal rules in virtue of which it
may be viewed as the representation of a particular of one sort or another, that is, as
betokening a type, a form of cognition that purports to dispense with the sensibly given
is in a position to dispense with concepts as well. The two go hand in hand.

Conversely, empiricism rejects an essential cognitive function for concepts for precisely
the opposite reason. Since for empiricism “experience” is not merely the starting point,
but the unique source of all the materials of thought, it maintains that the ancestry of
all concepts must somehow be traceable to it. For Locke, these materials took the form
of “simple ideas,” which are passively received “as they are in themselves” (in Kant's
sense). Consequently, unlike Kant, Locke did not view conceptualization as itself a
necessary condition of the possibility of experience. This does not rule out any role for
concepts, but it limits it to a subordinate one, since it presupposes that experience is
possible prior to, and independently of, their application.

On Locke’s account, then, it is only subsequent to the reception of simple ideas, that
is, to the commencement of experience as he understood it, that the understanding
comes into play. Its function, which Locke termed the “workmanship of the under-
standing” (Locke 1975: 415), is to combine the simple ideas into complex ones. Among
the most important of the latter are sortal concepts produced by the understanding on
the basis of observed similarities. Although hardly trivial, this function is far from the
one Kant assigns to the understanding, when he claims that, through its categories,
it prescribes laws to nature (Kant 1998: 261). An indication of the extent of this
difference is Locke's insistence that these sortal concepts determine merely what he
terms the “nominal essence” of things as distinguished from their “real essence.” More-
over, since the real essence is supposedly cognizable only by God (Locke 1975: 417,
439), this lends further support to the contention that Locke, like all empiricists, was
committed to the theocentric paradigm.

The relevance of these epistemological reflections for the understanding of transcen-
dental idealism may not be apparent, but it becomes so when considered in light of
the analysis of transcendental realism and the associated conception of an epistemic
condition. To begin with, as we have just seen, the denial of the inherently discursive
nature of human cognition is already transcendentally realistic in Kant’s sense, because
it presupposes (perhaps unknowingly) the theocentric paradigm to which both ration-
alism and empiricism are committed.
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Equally significant, it enables us to distinguish Kant's transcendental idealism not
merely from the forms of idealism he explicitly rejects, but also from the indeterminate
sort that is entailed by the conception of an epistemic condition. The point here is that,
as discursive, human cognition must be seen as governed by two distinct kinds of
epistemic condition, each of which plays a normative role. In other words, it is not
merely that the human mind imposes its own (epistemic) conditions on what is cog-
nizable, that is, on what can count as an object for it, but it does so through sensibility
as well as through the understanding. Accordingly, even though it does not of itself
yield cognition, as it does for empiricism, sensibility, for Kant, places its own condi-
tions on the data for cognition, which precludes the kind of non-empirical cognition
aimed at by rationalism.

Kant terms these sensible conditions “forms of sensibility,” and the central task
of the Transcendental Aesthetic is to demonstrate that, at least in the case of the
human mind, space and time are such forms. This is to be contrasted with the tradi-
tional view, according to which they are either themselves self-subsisting things,
properties of such things, or relations between things that hold independently of their
epistemic relation to the human mind. Kant characterizes the demonstration of this
thesis as a “direct proof” of transcendental idealism (CPR, B 534—5: Kant 1998: 519),
In his analysis of the antinomies Kant also provides what he terms an “indirect proof”
by arguing that the contradictions into which reason unavoidably falls when it
endeavors to think the world as a whole stem from an implicit commitment to tran-
scendental realism and do not arise for transcendental idealism (CPR, B 535: Kant
1998:519).

Unfortunately, it is impossible to pursue here either of these arguments, which are
among the most important and controversial in the Critigue of Pure Reason (see Allison
2004). For present purposes, it must suffice to note that the key Kantian conception of
appearance is to be understood in light of his attribution of a transcendental function
to sensibility, something which no previous philosopher had done. Thus, even though
Kant takes the term “appearance” in the traditional sense as referring to what appears,
that is, what is given to the mind in sensory experience, he understands this givenness
in a completely new way. Rather than being given as it is in itself (as it is for empiricism),
what appears and provides the data for cognition is mediated by the mind’s own forms
of sensibility (space and time). Although these forms do not of themselves order the
data, that being the work of the understanding, by giving these data a spatiotemporal
form they ensure that the latter are orderable, that is, amenable to thought. That is
what renders these forms epistemic conditions.

Given this conception of appearance, to claim that a discursive intellect cognizes
things only as they appear, is to claim that it has access to objects only by way of its
forms of sensibility. If the understanding could of itself cognize things, it would do so
independently of these forms and, therefore, as they are in themselves. In fact, from
Kant’s standpoint, to consider things as they are in themselves just is to consider them
as some pure understanding might think them, that is, in a way that bypasses the
contribution of sensibility. Although the discursive nature of our cognition clearly
rules out the possibility of fully cognizing objects in this manner, it allows for the possib-
ility of so thinking them, because the conditions of thought (the pure concepts) are
independent of, and more extensive than, the conditions of sensible intuition.
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This also enables us to understand Kant'’s transcendental distinction in a way that
underscores its difference from the traditional appearance-reality distinction with which
it is frequently confused. Since the conditions of sensibility govern the way in which
raw sensory data can be given to thought, they do not transform what might other-
wise be genuine cognition into something less. On the contrary, these conditions make
such cognition possible in the first place. Moreover, since the human understanding
of itself cannot cognize things at all, it can hardly cognize them as they are in them-
selves. That would require that it be transformed from a faculty of concepts into a
faculty of intellectual intuition.

The main lesson to be learned from this is that Kant’s transcendental distinction, as
well as the consequent limitation of human cognition to things as they appear, results
from a reflection on the conditions of discursive knowing rather than on the ontological
status of what is supposedly known. Consequently, it opens up the possibility of an
essentially nonontological interpretation of transcendental idealism, one which allows
it to be viewed as a true counterpart to transcendental realism. On this view, human
cognition for Kant is not a pale copy or distorted, finitized version of the divine variety,
but a genuine alternative to it. In fact it is precisely the latter that is problematic, not
because we are unable to attain it, but because we cannot determine whether the
putative epistemic condition of such cognition, namely, a nonsensible, intellectual
mode of intuition, is even possible.

Thus, in sharp contrast to both the tradition he opposed and the views of many of his
critics, Kant rejected the appropriateness of the theocentric paradigm in epistemology.
Moreover, this rejection first makes possible a radically new kind of epistemology, one
grounded in the revolutionary idea that human cognition is governed by its own
autonomous set of norms. As already indicated, this is precisely how Kant's Copernican
revolution is to be understood.

What makes this so puzzling and difficult to grasp is that the theocentric paradigm
continues to have a strong hold on us. In an effort to loosen this hold, it may prove
useful to examine a familiar metaphysical conundrum in light of it, namely, the problem
of fatalism. Traditionally, this problem has been linked to the issue of divine fore-
knowledge. If God is omniscient he must know what I will do before I do it. But in that
event the question naturally arises: How can I avoid doing it and, if not, how can I be
held responsible for my deeds?

Typically, philosophical theologians attempt to deal with this problem by reinter-
preting the concept of divine foreknowledge. Rather than knowing what I will do
literally before I do it, which would entail fatalism, it is claimed that God grasps all
things immediately in a timeless manner through a single intellectual intuition.
Whether this provides an adequate basis for dealing with the problem, or even for
interpreting omniscience, remains an open question. What is of interest here are the
implications of such a move for understanding the nature of time.

To begin with, these implications cast grave doubt on the viability of a transcenden-
tally realistic account of time, since they suggest that, insofar as transcendental realism
affirms an atemporal conception of divine cognition (as it must, if it is to preserve
omniscience), it is forced to conclude that time is not fully real, that objects and events
only appear to be temporally successive. In other words, it is transcendental realism
(not transcendental idealism) that is confronted with a dilemma: it must either deny
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divine omniscience, which is philosophically difficult (though not unheard of ), or deny
the reality of time, that is, it must admit that occurrences merely seem to be successive
but in reality they are not, which is to reduce experience to illusion.

The problem does not arise for transcendental idealism because of its sharp distinction
between empirical and transcendental reality. This enables Kant to preserve the em-
pirical reality of time — its reality with respect to all human experience — at the modest
cost of its transcendental ideality, that is, its lack of reality with respect to things when
considered as they are in themselves. Otherwise expressed, by considering time as an
epistemic rather than an ontological condition, transcendental idealism ensures the
“objective reality” of time with respect to appearances, while also leaving conceptual
space for a radically distinct atemporal perspective constituting the God’s-eye view of
things. Consequently, only transcendental idealism allows for the possibility of affirm-
ing both the essential temporality of human experience and the conceivability of an
atemporal, eternalistic perspective on things.

Against this, however, it may be argued that whatever virtues such a version of
idealism might possess, it cannot be attributed to Kant, because his idealism, whether
construed in the “two-world” or “two-aspect” manner, is inherently metaphysical in
nature. In the words of one recent critic, “On that [epistemic] reading there is still no
reason to think the nonideal has a greater ontological status than the ideal.” But this,
it is further claimed, is incompatible with Kant’s deepest philosophical commitments,
which concern “the absolute reality of things in themselves with substantive
nonspatiotemporal characteristics” (Ameriks 1992: 334).

Since the present account of transcendental idealism clearly entails the denial of a
superior ontological status to the so-called “nonideal,” this objection must be addressed.
And having just discussed the issue of fatalism, it seems appropriate to consider the
matter in light of the related problem of freedom, where the ontological question is
most pressing. Given Kant's understanding of freedom as an independence from the
causality of nature, an ontological reading is confronted with only two alternatives:
either we really are free and only appear to be causally determined, or we really are
causally determined and merely think (erroneously) that we are free. From a strictly
ontological point of view, there simply is no way to claim that we are both at once —
that is, there is no place for “compatibilism,” as it is traditionally understood. Or, more
precisely, there is no place for it if we wish to preserve the core Kantian conception
of freedom. But neither remaining alternative is attractive: the former because it
undermines Kant's empirical realism, and the latter because it effectively denies the
reality of freedom. Consequently, the question is whether there is any viable altern-
ative to the ontological reading, one which would allow for the possibility of affirming,
as Kant clearly intended to do, both causal determinism and freedom.

What seems to foreclose the latter possibility is the difficulty of surrendering the
assumption that there must be some context-independent “fact of the matter,” a difficulty
which may itself be seen as a consequence of the continued hold that the theocentric
paradigm has on us. Again, it seems obvious that either we really are free or we are
not. We may not be in a position to determine which alternative is correct, and in that
case we remain agnostic about the free will problem, but that is beside the point.

Nevertheless it is precisely this assumption, which appears so obvious for a tran-
scendental realist, that transcendental idealism calls into question. It does this by
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relativizing each of the claims to a point of view. For transcendental idealism there are
only the opposing points of view and no higher, context-independent standpoint from
which one might properly raise the seemingly unavoidable question: Are we really
free? Moreover, since the assumption that there must be such a standpoint or point
of view (the terms are here used interchangeably), even if we are incapable of attain-
ing it, is a defining feature of transcendental realism, it follows that the ontological
interpretation, which appears to make transcendental idealism so implausible, is a
product of the very view to which Kant opposes his idealism. It is little wonder, then,
that critics who approach transcendental idealism from a transcendentally realistic
perspective find it so perplexing.

We can at least begin to understand this difficult notion of relativization to a point
of view, if we consider it in light of Kant’s conception of an “interest of reason.” Accord-
ing to his analysis of the antinomial conflict, each of the parties to the dispute is
motivated by a distinct interest, which may be termed an interest of reason because it
represents some ultimate value or principle that is thought to be threatened by the
opposing view (CPR, B 500—1; Kant 1998: 496—503). Kant characterizes these points
of view as Epicureanism and Platonism (CPR, B 499; Kant 1998: 501). They represent
respectively a radical empiricism and a kind of rationalism (“dogmatism”), which affirms
the validity of non-empirical principles as requirements of pure thought.

In the case of the third antinomy (the conflict between freedom and causal deter-
minism), the deterministic position, representing empiricism, is clearly epistemologically
privileged in Kant’s view, since it questions the legitimacy of claims that transcend the
bounds of possible experience. But it is not thereby also ontologically privileged, as it
must be for transcendental realism. Moreover, even though Kant clearly wished to
salvage its conceivability, the indeterministic position is likewise not ontologically privi-
leged either, since it rests upon an interest of reason rather than a presumed insight
into the nature of ultimate reality.

What makes it possible for transcendental idealism to reconcile these competing
interests is the division of labor between the two points of view. The empirical point
of view is assumed for the purpose of explanation. Since the concern is to locate the
motive causes of human actions, in terms of which they are alone explicable, there is
clearly no room for freedom. By contrast, the main concern of the non-empirical
(libertarian) point of view is the evaluation and imputation of human actions. Here
Kant’s claim, a deeply controversial one, is that from this point of view freedom (in an
indeterminist sense) must be presupposed, even though its reality cannot be demon-
strated or its possibility understood.

The basic point can also be made by noting that the difference between the two
points of view is normative. As one would expect, the empirical point of view is governed
by epistemic norms, that is, by what have here been termed epistemic conditions.
Conversely, since the opposing point of view is concerned with evaluation and imputa-
tion, it is governed by practical norms, which stem ultimately from the nature
of practical reason. And what allows the latter a place at the table is precisely the
distinction between epistemic and ontological conditions. Given this distinction, which
is essential to transcendental idealism, these two standpoints each retain their norm-
ative force, though neither is ontologically privileged. In fact, it is precisely because the
latter is the case that the former is possible.
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Against this, it might still be objected that Kant occasionally speaks in a Platonic
fashion of the idea of freedom, or the consciousness of the moral law, as giving us entrée
to an intelligible world or higher order of things, quite distinct from the sensible world
of experience. Nevertheless, it is clear from the context of these remarks that the
superiority of the former is to be construed in axiological rather than ontological terms.
In other words, what we supposedly become aware of is a higher set of values and a
vocation (Bestimmung) to pursue them, not of our membership in some higher order of
being. Kant’s insistence, in the Critique of Practical Reason, on the primacy of practical
reason in relation to the speculative (CPrR, 5.119-21; Kant 1996: 236-8) is a case in
point (see chapter 17 below). It must be understood as asserting that our practical
interest, in morality and the conditions of its possibility, is entitled to override our
speculative interest in avoiding ungrounded claims and that the latter must therefore
submit to the former. Once again, then, there is no thought of any access (cognitive or
otherwise) to an ontologically superior order of being. Consequently, transcendental
idealism is best viewed as an alternative to ontology, rather than, as it usually is, as an
alternative ontology. This is precisely what makes its interpretation and evaluation so
difficult.
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Kant’s Analytic Apparatus
GRAHAM BIRD

Kant's analytic apparatus in the first Critique provides a framework for the whole
Critical philosophy. The fundamental classification of synthetic a priori judgments
or truths has been extensively discussed and criticized, but I shall suggest that the
apparatus covers far more than that one item. The aim is to review the complexities of
Kant’s approach, to correct some misconceptions, and to offer some defensible versions
of its features under the following headings:

1) The separate “analytic/synthetic” and “a posteriori/a priori” distinctions.

2) The consequent synthetic a priori classification of judgments, or truths.

3) The use of “a priori” to characterize subjudgmental elements such as intuitions
and concepts.

4) The distinction between analytic and synthetic method.

5) The “empirical/transcendental” and “immanent/transcendent” distinctions.

The attention devoted to the synthetic a priori classification in (2), and its ground in
the separate distinctions of (1), may suggest that these are regarded as the single most
important items in the apparatus, but I shall claim that the related but different (3) has
a stronger case. Certainly both (3) and (5) are essential in understanding Kant's philo-
sophy and its procedures. It may be said that (4) and (5) involve Kant's philosophical
doctrine rather than his formal apparatus, but even (1), (2), and (3) cannot be discon-
nected from the former. The headings differ with respect to the strength of their formal,
rather than philosophical, character, but all of them have a philosophical significance.
Kant's apparatus belongs to what he called a transcendental logic intimately linked to
his philosophy and distinguished from formal general logic (CPR, B 75-9).

1. The “A Posteriori/A Priori” and
“Analytic/Synthetic” Distinctions

Kant's predecessors in both the empiricist and rationalist traditions typically contrasted
two types of judgment but gave them different labels. Locke distinguished “trifling,”
including “identical,” and “instructive” propositions (Locke 1975: IV.viii); Leibniz
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separated “necessary truths of reasoning” and “contingent truths of fact” (Leibniz 1991:
§§31-6); and Hume contrasted what he called “relations of ideas” with “matters of fact”
(Hume 1902: §IV, part 1). More generally philosophers used a contrast between what
is “a posteriori” and what is “a priori.” Accounts of these contrasts were not all the same,
but they all responded to a general distinction between the truths of formal disciplines,
such as logic or mathematics, and those of informal experience and natural science.
Truths of logic and mathematics, such as “2 + 2 =4" or “If P then P,” were intuitively
recognized as different in character from those of natural science or ordinary experi-
ence, such as “The planets follow elliptical orbits round the sun,” or “Aspirin relieves
headaches.” That motive continued in the twentieth century with a widely accepted
contrast between what were variously described as logical, analytic, or a priori truths
on one side and empirical, synthetic, or a posteriori truths on the other.

Kant's central goal of separating the “analytic/synthetic” and “a posteriori/a priori”
distinctions attempted to refine the traditional classifications, and put him at odds
with those historical and contemporary developments. His strategy is to characterize
separately the two contrasts “a posteriori/a priori” and “synthetic/analytic,” and to
argue that the separation allows some judgments to be both synthetic and a priori (CPR,
B 10-18). For anyone who holds that the two contrasts are just different verbal
expressions of the same distinction, that conclusion will appear inconsistent.

The a posteriori/a priori distinction among judgments can be understood in terms of
that intuitive contrast between disciplines such as logic or mathematics on one side
and those of the natural sciences or ordinary experience on the other. The two kinds of
judgment can be separated in terms of the different kinds of warrant on which they are
based. Natural science and ordinary experience offer judgments warranted on empir-
ical evidence, while logic and mathematics are grounded on proofs. The former rest
typically on observation and on the supporting testimony of recurring cases of the
same kind; the latter rest typically on formal proofs which require neither observation
nor confirmation from repeated patterns of experience. Euclid’s algorithm, “There is no
largest prime number,” seems wholly unlike such a claim as “Steel is a stronger mater-
ial than iron.” Both might be thought to achieve the appropriate standard of certainty
in their respective contexts, but for Kant only the former has a strict or unrestricted
generality and necessity. The strict universality and necessity achieved in valid proof
are marks of a priori judgment and do not belong to a posteriori claims.

To understand the distinction in these terms is to deploy epistemic criteria concern-
ing the way we can come to know the relevant judgments. For Kant a priori truths are
those which can be known without empirical observation or evidence, while a posteriori
truths require a warrant in terms of such observation and evidence. Whether the a
posteriori/a priori distinction is attached to judgments or to subjudgmental constitu-
ents (as in (3) above), its basic sense distinguishes what is cognitively dependent on, or
independent of, presented experience. Kant’s view is that all cognitive disciplines, such
as mathematics, natural science, and even metaphysics, contain a priori truths but
only empirical natural science and ordinary experience contain a posteriori truths.
Nothing in this account prohibits our coming to believe the truth of an a priori judgment
on the basis of a posteriori evidence. I may come to believe in the truth of a judgment
in mathematics or logic because expert mathematicians, or a trustworthy computer
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program, assure me that it is a theorem. What is required is only that a priori, but not
a posteriori, judgments can be determined to be true (or false) without such evidence.

Kant’s attempt to characterize the second distinction, between analytic and syn-
thetic judgments, has been generally regarded as unsuccessful, but the familiar criti-
cisms have often rested on a failure to distinguish between essential and peripheral
criteria. Kant distinguishes, for example, between the “ampliative” character of syn-
thetic judgments and the “explicative” character of analytic judgments. The latter’s
predicates add nothing to the concept of the subject in a subject—predicate proposition,
while the former’s go beyond that concept. It would be natural to understand this by
saying, although Kant himself does not do so, that the former are informative while
the latter are not. It is easy to object to this that even trivial analytic truths, such as
“Bachelors are unmarried men,” provide some information, namely information about
the meaning of the subject term “bachelor.” But if informativeness were to be used as
a criterion it would require a further distinction between semantic and nonsemantic
information, and that points to Kant’s two more fundamental criteria, one of which
turns on the strict meaning of a subject term.

That more fundamental criterion could be formulated as:

[1] A subject—predicate judgment is analytic (synthetic) iff the meaning of its
predicate is (is not) contained in the concept of the subject term.

Such a criterion is standardly criticized for its restriction to judgments of subject—
predicate form, but the restriction, and other problems, can be remedied by reformu-
lating [1] as:

[2] A judgment is analytic (synthetic) iff its truth or falsity can (cannot) be
determined solely by the meanings of its constituent terms.

That formulation reflects the intuitive idea that a judgment, such as “All bachelors are
unmarried,” can be determined as true solely by a proper understanding of its con-
stituent terms, while this does not hold for such a judgment as “All bachelors are lonely.”
The former judgments can then be classified as “analytic” and the latter as “synthetic.”

Kant also appeals to a “contradiction” test for analytic truths which can be formu-
lated as:

[3] A judgment is analytically (synthetically) true iff its denial yields (does not yield)
a contradiction.

[3] reflects the intuitive idea that to deny a true analytic judgment such as “All bachelors
are unmarried” yields the contradictory “Some bachelors are married,” but that idea
conceals a difficulty. It draws attention to, but does not resolve, a conflict between
applying the classifications to “judgments,” as in [2], or to “true judgments,” as in [3].
We have to recognize that analytic judgments can also be false, as “Some bachelors
are married” is. But plainly to deny that false analytic judgment will yield not a con-
tradiction but the analytic truth “All bachelors are unmarried.”
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[3] can be amended by adding a formulation for analytic/synthetic judgments as
well as truths:

[3a] A judgment is analytic (synthetic) iff either it or its denial (neither it nor its
denial) is a contradiction.

That problem is easy to remedy but a more serious difficulty arises. Even if [2] and [3]
are accepted as separate fundamental criteria it is not obvious that they classify judg-
ments (or truths) in the same way. A complex theorem in logic or mathematics may
be proved by demonstrating that its denial is a contradiction, but that does not mean
that its truth was determinable just by understanding its constituent terms. I may
understand Euclid’s algorithm without having the least idea whether its denial is a
contradiction.

Characteristically such “indirect” proofs in logic or mathematics may be complex
and involve a large range of other judgments and other concepts. It is tempting to say
that the truth of such a theorem must be determinable through the meanings of all the
constituents of all the judgments involved on the ground that if such truths are not
established by empirical evidence then there is no alternative to their depending on
meanings alone. But this begs the question against Kant’s position whose central fea-
ture is that those two options are not exhaustive. Although it is widely accepted among
empiricists that there is no third possibility — either truths are demonstrable through
empirical evidence or through meaning alone — it is an essential part of Kant's anti-
empiricism that this is an error. His classification is designed to mark that error by
separating the criteria for “synthetic/analytic” and “a posteriori/a priori” in order to
license the synthetic a priori classification.

That defense against an empiricist assumption nevertheless shows that [2] and [3]
are not obviously equivalent. Some analytic truths, licensed as such by a contradiction
test [3], may not be licensed in the same way by criterion [2]. It may be that satisfac-
tion of criterion [2] entails satisfaction of criterion [3], but it is not obvious that the
entailment works in the opposite direction. Just as [2] and [3] are evidently more
fundamental for Kant than the “explicative/ampliative” criterion, so [3] is consequently
more fundamental than [2]. [2] is a special case where analyticity can be determined
immediately by consideration of a judgment’s own constituents.

To make [3] Kant's fundamental criterion is to defuse part of Quine’s influential
criticism of the “analytic/synthetic” distinction (Quine 1980). Quine’s primary objec-
tion is to a conception of “analytic truth” which requires reference to the meaning of
constituents in a judgment, and so to criterion [2] rather than [3]. It rests on his belief
that appeals to meanings, and more generally to intensional rather than extensional
features of language, are inadequate, although he accepts a conception of logical truth
determined by the formal features of an extensional logic. Kant's contradiction criterion
is not explicitly restricted to any particular form of logic, or to any particular test
procedure, and it is not explicitly restricted to Quine’s preferred extensional logic, but
that restriction is in any case questionable. Even the logical truths of Quine’s preferred
extensional, propositional and predicate, logic, in their intended interpretation, rest on
the meanings of “formal” expressions such as “if...then...,” “either...or...,”
“not,” “all,” and “some.” Quine’s objections are so far inconclusive.
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2. Synthetic A Priori Judgments

Kant's novel synthetic a priori classification requires the establishment of the possibility
that some judgments may be both a priori, knowable without appeal to empirical
evidence, and yet fail to meet the contradiction criterion [3] for analyticity. Although it
would be helpful to find examples of such judgments, I focus on the minimal requirement
that such a classification is consistent. Kant’s proofs of the transcendental synthetic a
priori principles (CPR, B 187-294), which provide his most important examples, involve
a complex and controversial application of the apparatus rather than its formal definition.
The new classification faces opposition from two quarters. On one side are those,
influenced by Quine, who reject the distinction between analytic and synthetic judg-
ments, and on the other those who accept the analytic/synthetic distinction but treat
it as equivalent to the a priori/a posteriori contrast. The former objections have been
already set aside as inconclusive, but the latter represent a typically empiricist doctrine
radically at odds with Kant's anti-empiricism, and expressible in the following way:

Twentieth century empiricists such as Ayer have maintained that a proposition can
be known a priori only if it is analytic, i.e. true in virtue of the meanings of the words
in it, rather than in virtue of the way the world is. On this account all a priori know-
ledge is of analytic truths; synthetic truths can be known only empirically. (Dancy 1989:
213-14)

The account effectively equates the analytic/synthetic and a priori/a posteriori
distinctions. It is motivated by the natural and tempting assumption that there is
an exhaustive and exclusive opposition between the way the world is, expressed only in
synthetic propositions, known only through empirical procedures, and the analytic
truths which merely reflect the meanings we attach to words. The assumption is tempt-
ing because we may think of “the way the world is” as wholly independent of our
means of describing it. It may seem puzzling or absurd to say that the way the world is
depends on us, on our language or our cognitive powers. Kant’s claim that we can have
a priori knowledge of the world, and not merely a priori knowledge of the meaning
relations among our concepts, asserts a dependence between us, our cognitive powers
or our language, and the world of our experience. Synthetic a priori truths are those
which can be known a priori but are not analytic; they are not merely linguistic
effects but purport to tell us something of the way the world is. Synthetic a priori
transcendental principles express the governing rules of our experience; they make that
experience and its objective standards possible. Kant claims that such principles stand
apart from, and constitute, experience; without them our objective experience would
be strictly impossible.

The position is succinctly expressed in the (B) Preface account of his “Copernican
revolution” by contrasting the two, empiricist and Kantian, alternatives:

Either I must assume that the concepts, by means of which I obtain this determination,
conform to the object, or else I assume that the objects, or what is the same thing, that the
experience in which alone . . . they can be known, conform to the concepts. In the former
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case I am in the same perplexity as to how I can know anything a priori in regard to the
objects. In the latter case the outlook is more hopeful. For experience is itself a species
of knowledge which involves understanding; and understanding has rules which I must
presuppose as being in me prior to objects being given to me, and therefore as being a
priori. (CPR, B xvii; translations from Kant 1929, 1996)

The passage expresses Kant's anti-empiricist conviction that the world of our experi-
ence, the way the world is for us, cannot be totally divorced from the fundamental
principles, neither merely analytic nor merely a posteriori, which govern it and make
it intelligible.

Kant's novel classification questions Ayer’s empiricist assumption of an exclusive and
exhaustive opposition between the world and meanings, but to identify that dubious
assumption may seem insufficient to support that classification more positively. Even
the surrounding explanation of metaphysical principles governing experience may seem
inadequate without the further detail provided in the proofs of the principles. But, with
some provisos, Kant’s formal position is further supported by a similar classification in
Kripke 1972. There are significant differences between the two accounts, for Kripke
has at his disposal a highly developed modal logic with a formal semantics, which
Kant lacks. He also employs concepts in his apparatus, such as “rigid designation” and
“necessity,” which Kant either lacks or understands differently, and provides examples
markedly different from those which Kant gives. Nevertheless on this central point,
about an assumed exhaustive opposition between the way the world is and the
meanings of words, Kant and Kripke are in agreement.

Kripke makes the point by asking why we should assume that anything knowable a
priori must hold in all possible worlds. If Ayer takes analytic truths to hold in all
possible worlds while synthetic truths hold only in some but not all possible worlds,
then the assumption Kripke questions is Ayer’s. It is the assumption that we cannot
know anything a priori which holds only in some, but not all, possible worlds, and so
is synthetic. Kripke puts the point thus:

This assumption depends on the belief that there can’t be a way of knowing about the
actual world without looking, which wouldn’t be a way of knowing the same thing about
every possible world. (Kripke 1972: 262-3)

He consequently admits a classification of judgments as “contingent a priori” which
opposes Ayer’s view just as Kant’s classification of “synthetic a priori” judgments does.
Despite terminological differences Kripke and Kant accept the following:

Kripke: There are ways of knowing about the actual world without looking (a
priori ways) which yield truths holding in some but not all possible worlds (i.e. are
contingent).

Kant: There are ways the world actually is (i.e. reported in synthetic judgment) which
can be known without presented experience (looking) (i.e. are a priori).

Although the examples offered by Kant and Kripke of these novel judgments are of
different kinds, there is one point of contact in their explanations for such judgments.
Kripke raises a question to which Kant’s explanation provides an answer:
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That means that in some sense it is possible. ..to know (something) independently
of experience [a priori]. And possible for whom? For God? For the Martians? Or just
for people with minds like ours. (Kripke 1972: 260)

It is a central part of Kant’s positive metaphysics that some such judgments reflect a
dependence on our cognitive powers. Kant's answer to Kripke's question is to reject
any reference to God or to the Martians but to insist, for the reasons given, that what
is known a priori, independent of experience, holds for subjects with minds like ours. It
points to a formulation for synthetic a priori truth in which such judgments hold true
in all possible worlds whose inhabitants have sufficiently similar cognitive powers to
ours. They do not hold, as analytic truths do for Kant, in all possible worlds, but only
in that limited subset whose subjects share with us those cognitive powers. Kant does
not develop such a scheme in detail, but his primary point is formal and makes no
immediate commitment to a traditional idealist account of the way we are supposed to
“construct” or “make” the outer (external) world.

3. A Priori Elements

The quotation from B xvii makes clear that Kant talks not only of synthetic priori judg-
ments but also of a priori elements with a distinctive governing role in our experience.
The subjudgmental elements Kant identifies in the Critique are expressed in concepts
whether formally classified as intuitions belonging to sensibility, such as space and
time, or as categories belonging to understanding. But the criteria for synthetic a priori
judgments, which make reference to their truth or falsity, cannot be carried over directly
to identify those a priori, subjudgmental, elements, for the latter cannot be called true
or false. In another use in the Dialectic of the first Critique and later in the third Critique
Kant allows certain ideas of reason and their principles to be knowable a priori, but
only as regulative injunctions and not as constitutive truths. (See the editorial intro-
duction to Part IV, below; see also chapters 13 and 29 below.)

There is consequently no use for such expressions as “synthetic/analytic concept”
or “synthetic a priori concept/intuition.” One connection between the two aspects was
already noted in the link between the formal characterization of the former and their
metaphysical explanation. Synthetic a priori truths are those which hold in all possible
worlds with similar cognitive powers to ours, and the cognitive powers are those asso-
ciated with a priori intuitions (sensibility) and categories (understanding). It has been
already noted that a priori concepts/intuitions are those claimed to be “independent”
of presented experience, or not derivable from that experience. It is for this reason that
the criterion of “independence from presented experience” is the more fundamental
criterion for a priority.

That connection fills out the Kantian picture in his metaphysics, but it does not
explain any formal link between synthetic a priori judgments and a priori elements.
It would be an error to suppose that a priori elements can be identified because they
alone occur in a priori, or even synthetic a priori, judgments. Analytic a priori truths
may contain a posteriori concepts as subjects and predicates, so long as the connection
between them is itself analytic. Synthetic a priori truths, such as those in mathematics,
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natural science, and metaphysics may also contain a posteriori concepts. Kant’s Second
Analogy principle that every event has, or presupposes, a cause uses “event” which Kant
does not regard as an a priori concept.

A more adequate way of making the link indicates also another less noticed but
important aspect of Kant’s analytic apparatus. For it might be said that there is a
possible way of “abstracting” from given judgments those elements, concepts, which
are at least prima facie candidates for a priori status. The procedure requires that in
any judgment that is already licensed as a priori, whether analytic or synthetic, the
constituent concepts can be abstracted and considered separately for a priori status.
We can first reject those judgments which are analytic a priori or synthetic a posteriori,
and then, among synthetic a priori judgments, reject their constituent concepts which
are clearly a posteriori, that is, derived from presented experience. Any remaining
concepts will be candidates for a priori status. They will need a proof to be adequately
validated as a priori, but Kant offers just such proofs in the Expositions of the
Aesthetic, for a priori intuitions, and in the proofs of categories and their principles in
the Analytic. Such an “abstraction” procedure is outlined at B 5-6.

If we remove from our empirical concept of any object, corporeal or incorporeal, all prop-
erties which experience has taught us, we yet cannot take away that property through
which the object is thought as a substance. Owing therefore to the necessity with which
this concept . . . forces itself upon us we have no option but to admit that it has its seat in
our faculty of a priori knowledge.

This “abstraction” or “separation” method is an important part of Kant’s analytic
apparatus throughout the Critical works. Kant’s own preferred identification of
categories, in the Metaphysical Deduction, by abstracting categories from forms of
judgment is not the same as that outlined above, but it follows the same general
procedure (see chapter 10 below). The view evidently is that a priori elements do not
appear in their pure form in our experience, but have to be excavated, or disentangled,
from that experience. Experience, in ordinary life or in science, does not come with its
separate elements duly distinguished and labeled. The task of a reformed metaphysics
is to accept that experience as a datum precisely in order to disentangle from its
complex mixture of subjudgmental elements those which are a posteriori and those
which are a priori, and among judgments those which are synthetic or analytic, a
posteriori or a priori. We have to be content with a “modest analytic of concepts”
rather than an ambitious “ontology” (B 303).

Whatever conclusions Kant may draw about the traditional philosophical theories he
criticizes, such as idealism, realism, empiricism, rationalism, skepticism, and dogmatism,
his approach is to provide a correct classification of those elements in experience which
supports those criticisms. In the Amphiboly Kant speaks of this method as that of
“transcendental reflection,” and of its outcome as a “transcendental topic,” that is, an
accurate map in which the fundamental, structural, features of our experience are
correctly located in relation to each other. The procedure is not confined to the first
Critique, but is evident in the Groundwork’s “transitions” from “common rational to
philosophical moral cognition” and from “popular moral philosophy to metaphysics of
morals” (G 4.392) and elsewhere.
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I have adopted in this work the method that is, I believe, most suitable if one wants to
proceed analytically from common cognition to the determination of its supreme prin-
ciple. (G 4.392; translation from Kant 1996)

An important corollary of this method is that those items, typically labeled “tran-
scendental,” which are finally isolated as “pure a priori,” should be understood not as
designating any actual items. Just as we may theoretically abstract and distinguish
salient syntactic and semantic aspects from given utterances, so we may abstract and
distinguish pure, a priori, elements from a given experience. Just as we cannot suppose
that the former identify distinctly identifiable syntactic or semantic elements divorced
from their respective semantic or syntactic accompaniments in speech, so we cannot
identify a pure intuition of space or time as a distinct item in experience without
reference to the presentation of a posteriori particulars located in space and time. The
abstracted pure a priori elements of experience designate actual objects neither in our
experience nor in any transcendent realm beyond it. In the Groundwork Kant talks of
isolating the pure concepts of morality “in abstracto” and of the resulting metaphysics
as “mixed with no anthropology, theology, physics, or hyperphysics, and still less with
occult qualities (which could be called ‘hypophysical’)” (G, 4.409-10).

Kant has a particular reason to emphasize this lesson. For it is philosophically
tempting to suppose that the pure elements identified in this abstraction procedure as
“transcendental” designate items which because they cannot be found in experience
must therefore exist beyond it. The temptation is to recognize the distinctive, abstract,
nature of the fundamental elements of our experience but to think that they refer to
items not in, but beyond, that experience, that is, to invest them with the ambitious
ontological significance of B 303.

But since it is very tempting to use these pure a priori modes of knowledge of the
understanding . . . by themselves, and even beyond the limits of experience . . . the under-
standing is led to incur the risk of making, with a mere show of rationality, a material use
of its pure and merely formal principles and of passing judgment on objects without
distinction . . . which are not given to us and perhaps cannot be given. (CPR, B 87-8)

The categories . . . without schemata are merely functions of the understanding for con-
cepts; and represent no object. (CPR, B 186-7)

Such expressions as “transcendental synthesis” or “transcendental self” may,
wrongly, be taken to signify some activity or thing quite independent of our actual
experience of synthesizing or of selves. To understand Kant’s abstraction method in
that “hypostatizing” way is to confuse his terms “transcendental” and “transcendent”
(CPR,B 370-1,B 610, B 647: see section 5 below). It is to subvert the basic lessons of
Kant’s philosophical therapy in the Dialectic which, typically, involve the unmasking
of the “sophistical illusion” in just this error (CPR, B 88; see chapter 13 below). The
abstracted pure forms of our experience are identified transcendentally but do not have
for us transcendent, supersensible, referents.
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4. Analytic and Synthetic Method

Kant also distinguishes in the Prolegomena between its “synthetic” method (Lehrart)
and the “analytic method” of the Critique. The accounts given of this distinction (Prol.,
4.263-4; 4.274-5; A xxi) are puzzling and have been criticized, but they can be
naturally and easily fitted into the account already given of Kant's project. Of the two
passages from the Prolegomena the former rests on the more explicit and extensive later
discussion.

In the Critique my aim was to deal synthetically with the question: Is metaphysics in
general possible? I therefore enquired into pure reason itself and looked in a principled
way at that source for its elements and the laws of its pure use. Such a task is difficult and
needs a determined reader who can gradually think himself into a system which has no
ground but reason itself and which, without relying on any facts, seeks to develop
[entwickeln] knowledge from its original seeds.

The Prolegomena is, on the contrary, to be a preliminary exercise; to show what has
to be done in order to realize a science rather than to prosecute it. Consequently it has to
use something already known to be reliable from which one can confidently proceed to
the sources which are not yet known, and whose elucidation will present not only what
we know but also at the same time surrounding knowledge from those same sources. This
method for the Prolegomena, which is to prepare for a future metaphysics, will con-
sequently be “analytic.” (Prol., 4.274-5: author’s translations)

The account has been criticized for failing to identify real differences between Kant’s
two works, and for a fundamental and unresolved ambivalence (Guyer 1987: 6-7).
One way of characterizing that ambivalence is to regard the synthetic method as
assuming certain universal and necessary truths while the analytic method is designed
to justify them. That distinction is associated also with a suggested ambiguity in Kant
according to whether he accepts or rejects our legitimate knowledge of reality. But 1
set that point aside with the claims that Kant evidently licenses immanent knowledge
of objects of experience but rejects transcendent knowledge of things in themselves in
both the Prolegomena and the Critique of Pure Reason.

Although the passage from the Prolegomena does not make a clear differentiation
between the two works, it can be defended against some of these criticisms. In appar-
ent conflict with the quoted passage Kant also represents the Critique as a preliminary
exercise, as a “propaedeutic,” to the development of a substantive metaphysics (CPR,
A xx—xxi; B xliii—xlv; B 25). Both works are represented as preparations for the develop-
ment of such a science. It is also true that Kant’s conception of the two “methods”
ambiguously represents them as methods of “discovery” or methods of “exposition,”
but I argue that this is not the central distinction at issue.

The primary difference between the procedures of the two works is that the Pro-
legomena takes the established sciences, mathematics and natural science, as data
from which to identify their conditions, while the Critique does not. The Prolegomena
examines in detail the articulation of those disciplines in order to make a comparison
with the scientific aspirations of metaphysics. In the Critique, although references are
made to the sciences (Introduction B 14-19, Transcendental Expositions [B 40-2,
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B 48-9]) they do not provide the basic data for the enquiry. There the a priori structure
for experience is identified, as Kant says, from abstract arguments in the Metaphysical
Expositions of the Aesthetic and the Metaphysical Deduction. As he puts it: in the
Prolegomena the established sciences are taken as data for the enquiry, but in the
Critique the argument proceeds from an examination of reason itself, conceived as
the supreme cognitive power overseeing our uses of sensibility and understanding in a
general experience not restricted to the sciences. I suggest that the best way to under-
stand this is to see the Critique as accepting that general experience in order to disclose
its a priori structure, even in the sciences, through those metaphysical arguments,
while the Prolegomena starts with acceptance of the established sciences. The proced-
ure in the Critique is said to be “difficult” and “to require determination” because of its
appeal to those abstract metaphysical arguments, but in some ways its data are even
more readily available. For they amount to no more than our nonscientific experience
including our fundamental psychology.

Nothing in such an account separates the ultimate goals of the two works. Both
aim to identify the underlying preconditions of our experience, but one starts with
established sciences as the data and the other starts more generally with our cognitive
powers of sensibility and understanding beneath an overarching reason. These are
merely different ways of arriving at the same terminus from different starting points.
Nor can such a difference properly be characterized as a difference between methods of
discovery and exposition. We might indifferently both discover and give an exposition
of the underlying structure of experience in either way.

The significant distinction is not that between “discovery” and “exposition,” but
between “justification” on one side and both “exposition” and “discovery” on the other.
Since Kant's project is patently not designed to justify knowledge of transcendent things
in themselves, the crucial question is whether either method, so outlined, is designed
to justify or only to articulate the structure of experience. The former is the traditional
task of a normative philosophy which aims to justify our beliefs in the face of a skeptical
challenge. The latter is the task of a descriptive metaphysics which aims to articulate
accurately the structure of our experience without immediate prompting from
skepticism. The aim is then to construct an accurate map, a transcendental topic, of
our experience, and only then to consider how far its correction of earlier maps yields
antiskeptical conclusions about that experience. If a skeptic’s arguments are shown
to be based on an inaccurate conception of experience, then those arguments can be
set aside.

The earlier discussion (in section 3) showed that Kant's project has at its center the
latter, descriptive, and not the former, normative, task, but the suggested ambivalence
over methods then disappears. Kant's primary interest is in mapping the contours of
appearances within our possible experience and in resisting the temptation to conjure
up a realm of transcendent things in themselves beyond it. His secondary interest is
to demonstrate that earlier doctrines such as idealism and realism, dogmatism and
skepticism, committed those demonstrated inaccuracies. Typically Kant's demonstra-
tions turn on revisions in the order of priorities given by earlier philosophers to
elements in experience, such as his reversal of the priority accorded in traditional
idealism to inner experience over outer in the Refutation of Idealism (B 274—9) (see
chapter 12 below).
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5. The Empirical/ Transcendental Distinction

Just as the distinction between analytic and synthetic methods has seemed puzzling,
so the distinction between empirical and transcendental enquiries, or claims, has also
seemed mysterious and objectionable to some commentators. Despite its evident im-
portance in outlining Kant’s distinctively philosophical approach, it is defined casually
in two early passages at B 25 and B 80-1.

I entitle “transcendental” all knowledge which is occupied not so much with objects
as with our mode of knowledge of objects insofar as this mode is to be possible a priori.
(CPR, B 25)

Here I make a remark which the reader must bear well in mind as it extends its influence
over all that follows. Not every kind of knowledge a priori should be called “transcenden-
tal,” but only that by which we know that — and how — certain representations (intuitions
or concepts) . . . are possible a priori. The term “transcendental” signifies . . . such know-
ledge as concerns the a priori possibility of knowledge or its a priori employment. Neither
space nor any a priori geometrical determination of it is a transcendental representation;
what alone can be entitled transcendental is the knowledge that these representations are
not of empirical origin, and the possibility that that they can yet relate a priori to objects
of experience. . . . The distinction between the transcendental and the empirical belongs
therefore only to the critique of knowledge; it does not concern the relation of that know-
ledge to its objects. (CPR, B 80-1)

Both passages indicate initially the importance of the distinction, and its higher-order
status in identifying a priori knowledge and explaining its role and possibility in experi-
ence. The suggestion is that philosophy has that higher-order task of categorizing and
explaining knowledge in science and more general experience rather than adding to
our scientific knowledge of objects.

One difficulty in the passages results from an ambiguity in Kant’s use of the term
“empirical.” There “empirical” is contrasted with “transcendental,” although in other
passages it is natural to equate it with “a posteriori” and contrast it with “a priori”
knowledge. The quotations make clear that the “empirical/transcendental” contrast is
not to be equated with the “a posteriori/a priori” distinction. For not all a priori know-
ledge, specifically not that in the sciences, is to be called “transcendental” or “philo-
sophical.” The difficulty is compounded by Kant's inclusion among the sciences of
formal disciplines such as mathematics, whose judgments are not a posteriori but a
priori. Commentators find it difficult to accept that Kant could use “empirical” to in-
clude those nonphilosophical but a priori judgments in such a science, but the correct
response is to recognize that Kant uses the term in two distinct ways. “Empirical,” can
be equated with “a posteriori” and is then contrasted with “a priori”; “empirical,”
cannot be equated with “a posteriori” and is contrasted not with “a priori” but with
“transcendental.” A judgment that is a posteriori must be empirical,, but some empir-
ical, (nontranscendental) judgments are a priori.

Another difficulty arises from Kant’s later elaboration of his apparatus in which the
central “transcendental/empirical” distinction is associated with a contrast between

136



KANT’S ANALYTIC APPARATUS

what is “immanent” and what is “transcendent.” Although the latter distinction is
implicit throughout Kant’s therapeutic exercise in the Dialectic it is formally introduced
only at B 351-3:

We shall entitle the principles whose application is confined entirely within the limits of
possible experience, immanent; and those on the other hand which profess to pass beyond
those limits, transcendent. . . . Thus transcendental and transcendent are not interchangeable
terms. The principles of pure understanding . . . allow only of empirical and not trans-
cendental employment, that is employment extending beyond the limits of experience.
A principle . . . which takes away those limits or even commands us to transgress them, is
called transcendent. If our criticism can succeed in disclosing the illusion in these alleged
principles then those which are of merely empirical employment may be called immanent
principles of pure understanding. (CPR, B 352-3)

Despite Kant's efforts to separate what is transcendental from what is transcendent
commentators have thought his use of these terms inconsistent even in this passage
where they are first introduced. Sometimes when he says “transcendental” it seems that
he should have used “transcendent,” but this handicap can also be remedied. What is
needed is to recognize that “transcendental” and “transcendent” are not contradictories
and that the former is the genus of which the transcendent and the immanent uses are,
respectively, the illusory and genuine species. What is transcendent is the illusorily
philosophical, and what is transcendental is the philosophically genuine use. The
apparent inconsistencies in Kant's usage mostly stem from the mistaken belief that
transcendental and transcendent are opposed coordinate species, but Kant’'s claim
that they are “not interchangeable” is not committed to that view. The alternative is
to recognize that they are not interchangeable and not equivalent, but that one is the
genus of which the other is its illusory species. The contradictory opposition among
uses of the relevant principles is “immanent/transcendent,” and these terms charac-
terize precisely the two kinds of metaphysics, one genuine one spurious, which Kant
respectively advocates and rejects.

Earlier (in section 3) it was noted that one example of the temptation to illusory/
spurious philosophy arose from a misunderstanding about a method of “abstraction.”
The general goal of the Critique is to identify, to abstract, those elements, concepts, in
our experience which are a priori, but their abstract form makes it impossible for them
to designate identifiable items in experience. The philosophical temptation is then to
think that they must designate items beyond our experience, that is, items, objects,
things in themselves, which belong to a supposed realm of reason and of which we can
gain knowledge through pure reason. That would be to use them wrongly as if they
designated that occult realm of supersensible things in themselves noted in the Ground-
work (see section 3 above; and G, 4.409-10). The fundamental message of the Critique
is that this belief is wholly spurious, and a perennial philosophical danger both in the
speculative, theoretical and in the practical, moral, context. Kant's belief is that the
endless disputes in metaphysics are characteristically the result of just such confu-
sions, and to unmask those illusions is a central therapeutic task necessary for his
proposed reform of philosophy as a science, that is, as a discipline properly regulated
by objective standards and principles. (See chapter 13 below.)
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Conclusion

Although Kant's distinctions have both formal and philosophical importance, each
has its own distinctive mix of formal and philosophical aspects. The contrasts in (1)
between synthetic and analytic judgments and the consequent synthetic a priori clas-
sification in (2) can be introduced in a relatively formal way, although they involve
informal assumptions and have philosophical consequences. Kant’s separate accounts of
the synthetic/analytic and a posteriori/a priori distinctions involve informal assump-
tions about “meaning” and “contradiction,” as well as commitment to conceptions of
truth, necessity, and the warrant for universal claims. The synthetic a priori classifica-
tion provides a contentious characterization of judgments in science, mathematics,
and metaphysics, but the latter are provided, in the Analytic of Principles, with proofs
supporting their Kantian classification. That classification, and particularly its meta-
physical examples, marks a central, and more formal, part of Kant’s fundamental dis-
agreement with a standard empiricism, and that is even more true of the identification
and characterization of a priori elements in experience. Kant’s method of “abstraction,”
outlined in 3 and 4, is designed to isolate and identify those elusive a priori elements
in immanent experience, but his primary task in the Transcendental Deduction and
Analytic of Principles is to demonstrate and support their role in that experience.

Partly because of that link between the formal and philosophical aspects of Kant's
transcendental logic, the formal characterization of his distinctions in (1), (2), and (3),
is incomplete by contemporary standards. Kant appeals to meaning but provides little
in the way of a theory of meaning for either formal or natural languages. His accounts
of necessity and of synthetic a priori judgments appeal to a conception of possible
worlds which is not supported by an adequate formal treatment. The Critical philosophy
quite generally appeals at all its crucial points to dependence relations among concepts,
but Kant offers no formal account of those relations. These are inevitable weaknesses
of omission, but do not by themselves constitute objections. Serious objections to his
apparatus would have to say that no formal or informal account of some distinctions
can be coherently given, and commentators have variously claimed that the synthetic/
analytic distinction and the synthetic a priori classification are incoherent. Some of those
objections have been set aside in the discussion, but the best way of meeting them would
be to supplement Kant’s account with an adequate formal representation. The best that
can be done here is to say that if these aspects of his apparatus are defensible in the
suggested ways, then the further pursuit of that formal goal is not excluded by the
standard objections.

The more philosophical, rather than formal, contrasts arise in (4) and (5). Given
that Kant’s primary aim is to outline the structure of our immanent experience, and its
“fruitful bathos” (Prol., 4.373), the distinction between analytic and synthetic methods
is only between different ways of outlining, or coming to recognize, that structure.
The two methods differ in their direction of interest, and in their accessibility to
readers, but their upshot is exactly the same; they are different ways of arriving at the
same destination by different routes. They point importantly to a Kantian “descriptive”
metaphysics but they indicate only different ways of carrying out, or presenting, that
project. More important to the substance of Kant’s philosophy are his appeals to an
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“abstraction” method and to the distinctions between “empirical/transcendental” and
“immanent/transcendent” claims. One central negative idea is that the a priori elements
abstracted from a posteriori experience tempt us to think that they designate actual
objects. In Kant’s tradition that temptation is associated with the rationalist belief that
pure reason alone provides access to such objects and to truths about them.

Because such supposed objects cannot be exemplified in immanent, sensory, experi-
ence the temptation is to conjure up an additional world of reason to which they belong.

So [pure] concepts of understanding appear to have far more content and significance
than their use in experience might provide, and understanding surreptitiously builds for
itself next door to the house of experience a far larger edifice which it then fills with pure
thought-entities. It fails to notice that with these otherwise legitimate concepts it has
overstepped the bounds of their use. (Prol. §33, 4.315-16)

Kant's vehement belief that this is a central error throughout traditional philosophy
is captured in his distinctions between the empirical and the transcendental, the
immanent and the transcendent. These have also often been regarded as incoherent,
but the suggestion is that they can be given a clear sense and express a fundamental
criterion for philosophical legitimacy, namely that its claims are confined to immanent
experience and do not “run riot” into the transcendent. Despite Kant's controversial
defense of freedom against causal determinism that criterion still holds in Kant’s moral
philosophy (see CPrR 5.56—7; and chapter 18 below). The distinctions, and the re-
strictions they impose on a legitimate metaphysics, form an essential part of Kant’s
prescription for the reformed discipline. Although largely ignored or misunderstood
throughout the nineteenth century they should have had as much of an impact on
philosophy as the later revolutions of the Logical Positivists, or Russell, or Wittgenstein,
which marked a transition from the nineteenth to the twentieth century (see chapter
33 below).
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Kant’s Transcendental Aesthetic

LORNE FALKENSTEIN

Kant’s Transcendental Aesthetic is a study of the human senses (B 35n). However, for
reasons given below, it focuses on our representation of space and time. It can be divided
into three main parts. Section 1 and the first paragraph of section 2 offer introductory
comments on the human cognitive capacities and the purpose of the Aesthetic. The
remainder of section 2, the first half of section 3, and sections 4-5 offer a number of
brief demonstrations, called the “metaphysical” and “transcendental expositions.” The
second half of section 3 and sections 6—8 draw conclusions from these “expositions” and
comment on these conclusions. The conclusions and comments comprise a preliminary
statement and defense of the theory of transcendental idealism — an account of the
nature of the objects of knowledge that is the central doctrine taught by the Critique.

The Introductory Sections

The Aesthetic opens with a capsule account of human cognition. As I have detailed
(Falkenstein 1995: 17-142), this account ascribes two distinct cognitive capacities
or “faculties” to human beings: a sensory faculty (Sinnlichkeit, often translated as
“sensibility”), and an intellectual faculty (Verstand, often translated as “understanding”).
Kant described the former as the capacity to receive representations (Vorstellungen),
and the latter as the capacity to think, a capacity that he further described as involving
concepts (Begriffe). He also claimed that only sense gives us intuitions (Anschauungen).
Aside from a description of intuition as a representation that is immediately related
to the object of knowledge, Kant did not define any of these terms. He would not have
felt any need to. He used “representation” indiscriminately, to designate any kind
of mental content, including purely subjective feelings (CPR, B 376). The terms
“sensus,” “intellectus,” “intuitus,” and “conceptus” (which Kant understood as the
Latin equivalents of his German terms) are more specific. They have had a long history
and Kant intended to both draw on this history (B 368—9) and resurrect its central
feature (B 327). But while he did not define any of these terms, he did remark on how
and why he meant to diverge from common ways of understanding them. If we are to
understand him today, we must be aware of both the traditional meanings and his
divergences.
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As paradigmatically articulated by Aristotle (De Anima Books II and III), the sensory
capacity is the capacity to perceive particulars. The intellectual capacity, in contrast,
is the capacity to grasp universals. A concept is a grasp of a universal. For Aristotle,
universals can only be grasped by inspecting previously sensed particulars, so that for
him the intellect is dependent on the information supplied by the senses and directed
to that information.

In the scholastic tradition, the term “intuitive” was used to refer to whatever is
cognized immediately, that is, independently of any cognitive operation performed upon
something previously cognized (Boler 1982). The contrasting term, “discursive,” was
used to refer to cognition that is obtained mediately, through relating previously cog-
nized items to one another (paradigmatically, through joining subject concepts with
predicate concepts to form propositions that figure in the internal mental “discourse”
Kant labeled “thought”). The Aristotelian view that the intellect operates on what has
previously been given by the senses entails that it must be a discursive capacity.

In conscious opposition to the dominant rationalist and empiricist tenets of his day,
Kant agreed that human beings have distinct sensory and intellectual faculties (B 29,
B 74, B 75-6, B 327). But in opposition to Aristotle and the Scholastics he insisted
that neither can yield knowledge on its own. For Kant, our senses are insufficient
for the perception of particular objects. Perception only occurs when the information
acquired by the senses is recognized as an instance of an object of a certain kind. This
necessarily involves a concept (the concept of a kind of object) as well as an act of judging
that the sensory information falls under the concept. Apart from this characteristically
discursive operation, which invokes concepts and hence involves the intellect, we can
still be affected by objects and can still have sensory experiences (B 122), but insofar
as we do not categorize these experiences we know nothing (B 74—6). Consequently,
rather than identify the senses and the intellect as the capacities to know particulars
and universals, Kant identified them by how they work. The senses are passive. They
only supply us with representations insofar as they are affected. The intellect, in con-
trast, is active or “spontaneous” (B 92-3).

Kant nonetheless agreed that our intellectual faculty is discursive or dependent on
the senses. But this is not because the intellect can only abstract universals from
particulars previously grasped by the senses. He maintained that the intellect can
spontaneously produce concepts (called “pure” concepts). But a spontaneously pro-
duced concept can only provide knowledge of an object if the act of producing the
concept also brings objects instantiating that concept into being. Human intellects
cannot do that. Because objects exist independently of our thought, we can know
them only insofar as they make their presence felt by affecting us. This is why Kant
declared that only our senses are intuitive. Our intellects can give us knowledge of
particulars only through subsuming the representations supplied by the senses under
concepts (B 135, B 138-9, B 145). Even pure concepts can only be applied in a dis-
cursive context to judge that a particular sensory experience is an instance of a certain
type of experience. They cannot provide knowledge of an object apart from application
to sensory experience (B 93).

Kant’s use of the term “intuition” to refer to the representations supplied by the
senses is idiosyncratic. Other early modern philosophers referred to the representations
delivered by our senses as “sensations.” However, Kant used the corresponding German
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term, Empfindung, in a more restrictive sense. He defined it as “the effect of an object on
the representative capacity, insofar as we are affected by it” (B 34). But he also noted
that

it could well be that even what we recognize through experience is a composite of
something that we sense as a consequence of impressions on our senses and something
else that our cognitive capacity provides on its own on the occasion of such impressions.
(B 1; translations from Kant 1998)

Insofar as sensation is a function of what objects happen to affect us, it constitutes
the “properly empirical” or a posteriori component in intuitions — the component that
can only be known after being affected (B 59—60). But if, as Kant speculated at B 1,
our intuitions also contain something that our sensory faculty provides on its own on
the occasion of sensory stimulation, then this component would be knowable a priori.
Though we might not be able to identify it prior to some experience or other, its
presence would be independent of what objects might happen to affect us. Our knowl-
edge of it would therefore not depend on an encounter with any particular object.

One of the main projects of the Critique of Pure Reason is to establish that there are
indeed such a priori components in our representations, and to show that they are
contributed by both of the cognitive faculties. The Aesthetic is devoted to showing that
this is the case with sense, and the Analytic that it is the case with the intellect.
Indeed, the Aesthetic focuses on this task to the exclusion of the sort of study of our
various sensations and the knowledge they enable us to obtain that had been previously
undertaken in Condillac’s Traité des sensations or Reid’s Inquiry into the Human Mind.
Kant’s study of the senses is, as he qualified it, a transcendental Aesthetic, focused on
demonstrating that there is an a priori component injected by the sensory faculty into
experience and that this component serves as a basis for a priori knowledge. This is
how it comes to devote so much attention to space, time, and mathematics and so little
to an account of our various sensations and empirical knowledge.

Kant defined an “empirical intuition” as “an intuition that is related to its object
through sensation” (B 34). Since intuitions are by definition immediately related to their
objects, this makes sense only if sensations are taken to be components of intuitions. But
Kant thought that empirical intuitions contain something more than just sensations.
To make this point, he switched from speaking of empirical intuitions to ask us to
consider the particular objects that we come to perceive through subsuming these
intuitions under concepts — objects that he referred to as “appearances” (Erscheinungen).
These objects contain some “matter” (Materie) that, he claimed, corresponds to sensa-
tion. But the various matters that make up an appearance, are also ordered in accord
with certain relations — specifically, spatial and temporal relations. The “matters” have
a spatial position relative to one another, and so are ordered in space, and the appear-
ances have a history, consisting of a succession of states ordered in time. This suggests
that, as the “matters” in the appearance correspond to sensation, so the spatial and
temporal order of the matters corresponds to a spatial and temporal order among
sensations, and Kant in fact proceeded to speak of sensations as being “ordered and set
forth in a certain form” (B 34). He further claimed that this form is an a priori contribu-
tion of the mind that can be considered apart from all sensations, because “that in
which sensations are ordered and set forth in a certain form cannot itself in turn be a
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sensation” (B 34). And he further claimed that this form is a characteristically spatial
and temporal structure that is contributed by the sensory faculty to intuition so that
even were everything that the intellect thinks through its concepts removed from
appearances, and even were everything that belongs to sensation removed from intui-
tion, extension and figure, and space and time, would still remain (B 34-5, B 36).

These claims are merely asserted in section 1 and need to be justified. Since perception
cannot be divorced from intellectual acts of conception and judgment, some reason
needs to be given for denying that the spatial and temporal orders of the “matters” of
appearance arise by subsuming sensations under pure concepts. And some reason
needs to be given for supposing that these orders are due to the constitution of our
senses rather than to the objects that affect us. Kant’s main project over the pages
that follow was to prove that our representations of the spatial and temporal order of
appearances originate neither from judgments nor from sensations.

Kant took the outcome of this project to have implications for our view of what
space and time are. At the outset of section 2, he listed three alternative positions that
might be taken on the ontological status of space and time:

i) They are “actual beings” (wirkliche Wesen) that exist independently of the things
in space and time, and so would continue to exist even were all other objects
destroyed.

ii) They are properties or relations of the things in space and time (and so cannot
exist apart from those things), though they belong to those things as they are in
themselves.

iii) They are properties or relations that are ascribed to things only as a consequence
of our cognitive constitution and that do not belong to those things as they are in
themselves.

There had been considerable dispute over these options in the early modern period,
particularly as concerns space. Newton (Principia Mathematica, def. 8 schol.) and Euler
(“Réflexions sur I'espace et le temps”) had argued that inertial motion presupposes an
“absolute” space that serves as the ultimate reference frame for acceleration and hence
that space must have some sort of existence independent of body. Descartes (Principia
Philosophiae: pt. II, art. 16—18) and Berkeley (De Motu: §§54—5) had argued that, since
all the properties of space are privative, it is tantamount to nothing, and all our con-
cepts of space are in fact concepts of the extension and sequence of alterations in
bodies. And Bayle (Dictionnaire, “Zeno,” notes G and I) had invoked Zeno’s paradoxes
to argue that since space and extension cannot coherently be supposed to be either
infinitely divisible or composed of atomic parts, our ideas of space and of spatially
extended bodies cannot correspond to any actually existing thing.

Kant claimed that an analysis or “exposition” of our concepts of space and time
could contribute something to this debate.

The Expositions

The Expositions are not identically numbered in the two editions or in the space and
time sections of either edition, and they are distinguished a