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_ INTRODUCTION

This essay is intended as a general study of the transcendental

method employed‘by Immanuel Kant in his Critique of Pure Reason.

Norman Kemp Smith's views on its relaéion to the hypothetico-experi—
mental method of the natural ‘sciences will receive special attention in
this study. In the "Second Prefar,:e" to the Critique, Kant himself main-
tains that philosophy must emulate the method,of the sciences if it is to
become successful. One of our main tasks must therefore be to ascer-
tain Kant's estimation of the extent to which transcendental philosophy
is indebted to the scientific methoé in general and to the methbd of th.é
natural sciences in particular. While Kemp Smith contends that the
methods employed in Kant 8 phﬂosophy and in the natural sciences are
fundamentally akin, we would like to show that, despite some import-
ant similarities, there are also radical discrepancies between the two.
Kemp Smith's case will be briefly summarized in Chapter 1.

In Chapter 2, a close look at several passages in the "Second
Preface" will do much to shed light on these jssues. First, it should
aid us in understanding what Kant believes can be gained by emulating
the sciences. Secondly, such a study should make it possible to isolate

the characteristics of the sciences which may be profitably emulated

-
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by philosophy. As we shall see, Kemp Smith suggests that only the
natural sciences offer a dseful example to be followed by philosophy.
An examination of the "Second Prefe;.ce", thirc}iy, should enable us to
assess this view; it should enable us to determine whether or not the
other disciplines which Kant reéards as science;s have something addi-
tional to offer to philosophy.

Concerning the 'natural sciences, 1‘ would like to show that Kant
regards'Francis Bacon as the primary exponent of the i]ypothetico-
experimental method and, thus, as a seminal influence on ﬁis own

work. Clear indications of this, 1 shall argue, are given in his epigraph

to the Critique, in a key reference in the "Second Preface' and in

gome crucial passages appended to the "Introduction”. While this

. 7
jssue - as well as our interpretation of the 'Copernican analogy' - will

be discussed in Chapter 2, our final comments on these matters will

appear in Chapter 4.

The Transcendental method of proof will be the topic of Chapter

"3, A large portion of that chapter is devoted to reconstructing the

-

"Second Analogy of Experience"” - Kant's attempt to prgv the principle

of causation. We believe this to be a paradigm gf“a transce dental

proof, for three main reasons: First, because) once un erstood, it is
relatively simple. Second, because the “Second Analogy” contains at
least one transcendental disproof, which is convenient fpr our purposes,

Third, because, at the end of the gection on the "Analogies" as a whole,

v
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Kant himself shéws that he is unmifst;ikeablyf pleased with the success
of his proof. Our reconstruction of Kant's proof is gontrasted with a
bri.e,f account of Hurmne's views on causation, in order té furthex high-
light Kant's novel approach. In this chapter then, we have deemed it
useful to present an exemplar of the transcendental }nethod of proof.
- This will be done particularly in E)rder to discuss Kant's notion of "pos-
sible experience", though aiso so. that wé may have a concrete basis
from which to educe some ‘general obser\;ations about transcendenta‘l
proofs. ' | ‘
In Chapter 4 conclusions will ISQ drawn concerning the extent
and limiﬁations of the debt of the transcendental method to the method
of the natural sciences. This, as we stated above, involves finalizing
our arguments donéerning Kant's references to Bacon and Copernicus.
Once that has been done, we shall rurn our attention back to Nc;rman
Kemp Smith's views on the relationship between the two methods and
contrast them with our own findings.

“ Throughout our study we shall have to offer brief accounts of
what amount to SOme very controversiai notions in Kantian scholarship.
To mention but a few: terms like "'critique”, “transcendental logic",
"synthetic" and "analytic", "a Qriori" and even “transcendental” itself,
must weave in and out of our discussion without the benefit of a fu‘lly
‘adequate definition - if such a thing is possible. However, as careful

analyses of terms like these would not permit us to caxry on with our



study, we shall have to make do with summary definitions.
A brief "Afterword" has been added to this essay. Its purpose

is to qualify our treatment of Norman Kemp Smith and to s¢\ggest areas

for further study.

.

L



CHAPTER 1

KEMP SMITH'S CASE

The overall aim of these studies, as stated in our "Introduction’,
is to assess the adequacy of Norman Kemp Smith's views about the na.-
ture of transcendental proofs. The central contention which, in my

estimation, calls for scrutiny, is that Kant's "transc;ndental methoc:i, |
rigﬁtly understood, doés not differ in essential nar‘ure from the hypo-
. thetical method of the natural ér:iences";1 or, put differently, th-at "the
'tranécendental method’ ... is really identical in general character with
the hypotheticalf meth?d of the natural sciences”. (p. xxxvii)2
Qur task 1r'1 this chapter will be to determine what sort of evidence

1 .

' Kemp Smith presents in order to justify such an understanding of the
nature of the transcendental méthod.

* 'l - A
Kemp Smith repeatedly turns the reader's attention to Kant's

claim that metaphysics must attain certainty and completeness, or else

: INorman Kemp Smith, A Commentary o Kant's 'Critique of
Pure Reason', Second Edition, (London: Macmillan & Co., 1923), p.
239, All quotations attributed to Kemp Smith refer to this book and
will be followed by a parenthetical page reference to this edition,

Z5ee also Ibid. , p. 36, for another variant on this claim,

3
-
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nothing at all. 3 The realization of this programme is intrinsically con-
nected with Kant's creation of a new kind of logic - transcendental log-
.4 . .

ic. © Kemp Smith writes:

There are two logics for Kant , that of discursive or
analytical reasoning, and that of synthetic interpretation.
The one is formal; the other is transcendental. The one
was created by Aristotle,® complete at a stroke; Kant
professes to have formulated the other in an equally com-
plete and final manner. (p. 34)

Transcendental logic is therefore closely bound up with K}a\rit‘s quest for
certainty in philosophical matters.

<@

Accordihg to Kemp Smith, Kant teaches that experience ''can be

. analyzed into an endlessly variable material and a fixed set of relational

3see Kemp Smith's Commentary, p. 10, pp. 34-35 & p. 543. In
a footnote on p. 543, Kemp Smith cites Kant's. Reflexionen ii, 1451
where he says that "In metaphysics there can be no such thing as uncer-
tainty". He also cites passages from the Prefaces to the Critique where

- Kant makes his case about completeness. For instance:

Pure reason is, indeed, so perfect a unity that if its prin-
ciple'were insufficient for the solution of even a single one

of all the questions to which it itself gives birth,...we

should have no alternative but to reject the principle. (A xiii)
Also: L '
Metaphysics has todeal only with principles, and with the
limits of their employment as determined by these prin- . ‘
ciples themselves, and it.can therefore finish its work and
bequeath it to posterity as a capital to which no addition can
be made. Since it is a fundamental science, it is under ob-
ligation to achieve this completeness. (B xxiv)

4 succinct account of Kant's notion of a transcendental logic
will be presented in Ch.. 3 below.

5"Needléss to 'say, this 'Aristotelian’ logic, in the  traditional
form in which Kant was acquainted with it, diverges very widely from
Aristotie's actual teachifig. " (Commentary, p. 34 n.)
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elements”. (p. xxxiv) The innovative character of Kant's ph;]osophy
is evinced in his contention that these formal or relariondl elements are
of a synthetic nature.' In this regard, Kemp Smith points out, Kant is
indebted to -David Hume, who taught that the causal axiom is not self-
evident, i.e. that it is not yerifiable merely by an analysis of the con-

cepts it contains. 6 Unlike Hume, who thought them contingent due to

their synthetic nature, for Kant the principles which are prescribed by

reason must be necessary. However, in concurrence with Hume, Kant
recognizes that gg;g synthetic, .they are not intrinsically or rationally
verifiable as the Rationalists understood them to-be. For Kant, then,
the necessity of the principles contributee by reason "is aiways for us
extrinsic; they can be postulated only if, and so long as, we are assum-
ingtthe occugxrence of human sense- experlence o {p. xxxv) Hence the
need for a,method of proof that will replace the deductive methed of the
Rationalists and the inductiVe method of the Empiricists, neither of
which can "any longer be regarded as correctly describing the actual
processes of scientific proof”. (p. xxxvii)

Kemp Smith holds that for Kant “facts cannot be estabhshed
apart from prinéiples, nor principles apart from facts" due to the in-

-

extricable relation that Kant sees as abiding between the rational -

&

6 brief account of David Hume's teachings on this matter will
be presented in Chapter 3 below.
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and the expger-ientially ‘given' components which must both be present to
enable the possibility of experience. Therefore, there is a reciprocal
relationship of validation obtaining between principle and fact:

The proof of a principle is its adequacy to the interpreta-

tion of all those appearances that can be shown to be in -

any respect relevant to it, while the test of an asserted

fact, i. e. of our description of a given appearance, is its

conformity to the principles that make insight possible.

(p. =xxxvii)

The claim that Kant's method of proof "is really identical in
general character with the hypothetical method of the natural sciences”
is made at this point in Kemp Smith's analys-is of "K:.mt's Contribution
to the Science of Logic" (as he entitles the section where he raises
these points). Kemp Smith gives a reason in support of his genéral
equation of these methods of proof: namely, that the transcendental
method "proceeds by enquiring what conditions must be postulated in |
order that the admittedly given may be explained and accounted for",
as is presumably the case with hypothetical proofs; that is, 'Starting
from the given, it also submits its conclu’sions to confirmation’by the
given". (p. xxvii) )

Immediately after his discussion of these issues, Kemp Smith
goes on to argue that Kant's doctrine of judgment - which is obviously
related to the issue of proof method - explicitly formulates the funda-

mental thesis of the Coherence theory of truth. His views on this con-

nection are re-stated later on in the Commentary, where he also repeats



his contengiqn that any transcendental proof, or rather that "all proof
conforms in general type to the hypothetical method of the natural
sciences". (p. 36) Although we are not primarily concerned with his
views regarding this alleged c_onnection, we should not éxclude it from
our reconstruction of Kemp Smith's argument, lest we do it injustice.
‘That is to say, our account of Kemp Smith's argument will include at
lease a brief look at his views about the connection betwgen the proof
method and the Coherence theory of truth, in order that we may have
befére us g full reconstmétion of his case.

The view that the fundamental principles of experience are syn-
thetic for Kant is again raised as being of péramount importance. .Kémp
Smith holds that Kant's recognition of the synthefic nature of these prin-
ciples presented him "with the task of establishing rationalism upon a
new and altogether novel basis™. (p. 36) Kemp Smith appears to regard
Kant as a neo-Rationalist because of his penchant for certainty, as we

'
saw aﬁove, or as he puts it here, because he regards necessary prin-
ciples as indispensable to philosophy. Rationalism requires a new i)asis
for Kant according to Kemp Smith, because of Hume's conclusions about:
thel lack of self-evidence of experiential principles, which he accepts
wholesale. 1In sum, whiie philosophical proofs can appeal neither to
empiricai facts nor to intuitive self-evidence, Kant refuses to abandon

the possibility of necessary principles. Consequently, Kemp Smith ar-

gues, Kant must face the problem of finding a proof method in the
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absence of previously established means of p;’oof which are adequate '
to the task.7 rKant's intended solution to this problem ranks him, in
Kemp Smith's estimation, as "the real fc.)under of the Coherence theory
of truth”. (p. 36) Although he concedes that Kant never uséd th.e term,
and tﬁat "he constantly adopts positions which are more i’n harmony

with a Correspondence view of the nature and conditions of knowledge",

‘Kemp Smith nonetheless holds his ground. He intends to corroborate his
view with the following comments, which echo those we have seen pre-
viously:

e [For Kant] principles and facts mutually establish one
another, the former proving themselves by their capacity
1o account for the relevant phenomena, and the latter dis-
tinguishing themselves from irrelevant accompaniments
by their conformity to the principles which make insight
possible. In other words, all proof conforms in general
type to the hypothetical method of the natural sciences.
Kant's so-called transcendental method, the method by
which he establishes the validity of the categories, is it-
self, as we have already observed, of this character.

(p. 36)

There is a third and final section in the Commentary where
Kemp Smith forwards the view we have been discussing. These pas-
sages use a different line of approach which issues from within a larger
argument ab-out the subjective Deduction. As we shall see, this excerpt

will be particular useful for understanding his viewpoint insofar

7 And how can we make cven a beginning of demonstration, if
our very principles have themselves to be established?" (p. 36)
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as he explicitly mentions some features which are .at issue in his gen-
erél equation of transcendental proofs and hypothetical proofs in
natural science.

Kemp Smith asserts that the subjective deduction is psycholog-
ical in' character as it seeks to establish "the subjective conditions

P

which are required to render knowledge possible”. (p. 236) This psy-

t

chology is not empirical, as its aim and method must be in keeping with
the Critical enquiry. Rather, itis a psychology which, "for conven-
jence, and on the lines of Kant's own employment of terms, may be
named transcendental” and which:

.. will deal, not with the temporal development of the con-

crete and varied aspects of consciousness, but with the

more fundamental question of the generative conditions

indispensably necessary to consciousness as such, i.e.

to consciousness in each and every one of its possible em-

bodiments. {p. 237)
Kemp Smith argues that though the results of this psychological ap-
proa'ch "may be highly schematic in conception and extremely conjec-
tural in detail, they are none the less required to supplement the re-
sults of the more purely logical analysis”, 1i.e. of the objective Deduc-
tion. (p. 237) Since the conclusions of this transcendental psychology
are indispensable to the proof of the purportedly logical Deduction ac-
cording to Kemp Smith, he argues that Kant is amiss in suppressing

the subjective deduction in the second edition, The crucial premise in

Kemp Smith's argument with respect {0 the Deductions is essentially

..
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that Kant is operating with a strained scheme consisting of "a hard and
fast distinction, very diffi'cult of acceptance, between transcendental J
and empirical activities of the mind". (p. 267) This distinction reveals
the bias on Kant's part towards "the Leibnizian rationalism from which
he is breaking away". (p. 239) Kemp Smith contends that the radical

distinction Kant posits between the transcendental and the empirical

conflicts with the actual modus operandi of the Critical inquiry, which

he interprets as follows:

The very essence af his transcendental method consists
in the establishment-of a priori elements through proof
of their connection with factual experience ... Hisa
priori cannot establish itself save in vire of hypothet-
ical reasoning. His transcendental method, rightly un-
derstood, does not differ in essential nature from the
hypothetical method of the natural sciences; it does SO
only in the nature of its starting point, and in the char-
acter of the analyses which that starting point prescribes
. The sole question is as o whether the hypotheses
conform to the logical requirements and so raise them-
selves to a different level from more opinion and con-
jecture ... From the experience in view of which they
are postulated they receive at once the proof of their
actuality and the material for their specification. (p. 238)

This passage contains the useful mention of some rather Specif?c fea-
tures which are at issue in Kemp Smith's general équation referred to
above. In other words, here he appears (o explicate his general iden-
rification of the transcendental and hypothetical méthods. Moreover,
_because it is based solely on the two features mentioned here, we may
surmise that it is in virtue of these features that we find Kemp Smith

areuing for an equation “in general character”, and not for a complete
guing q 4
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identification of the methods of proof for science and for philosophy.
The equation is merely "general”, then, as it is limited by the variance
in: ..'(a) the nature of the starti};g point of each method of proof and (b)
the clharacter‘of the analyses prescribed by these starting points.
Therefore, the transcendental method of proof is presumably unique
only.insofar as it has a different starting point and because this start-
ing point prescribes different kinds of analyses, according tc; Kemp
Smith. Unfortunasely, these criterié are merely, as we put it above,’
"rather" specific, . Kemp Smith never elaborates on the nature of these
differentia in the_sé passages. Our study will therefore have to try to

ascertain what Kemp Smith could possibly mean by these differences in

L)J

"starting-point™ and the analyses it prescribes.
The above is a reconstruction of the essence and much of the

detail of Kemp Smith's view of the relationship between Kant's transcen-
-

dental method of proof and the hypothetical method of the natural scien-

ces. It is formulated in the context of three discussions: on Kant's

contribution of a transcendental logic; on Kant's recognition of the syn-"

thetic nature of philosophical principles; and finally, in connection with

Kemp Smith's argument concerning the empirical underpinnings of the
Transcendental Deductions. As far as -possible we shall treat the con-
tention about the general equation between the methods of proof in iso-
lation, i.e. abstracted from the contexts within which it is presented.

We will turn back to treat Kemp Smith's view only after dealing with
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some relevant material which Kant presents in the opening sections of

the Critigue‘and once we-have come to some understanding of the nature

-

of the transcendental method of proof.



CHAPTER 2

THE "SECOND PREFACE™ METAPHYSICS AND SCIENCE

1. The Scientific Metaphysics

The aim of this chapter, as stated in the "Introduction”, will be
to examine Kant's conception of science with specific reference to the
first Critique. An analysis of this conception will shed needed light on
Kant's declared intention to give. metaphysics a scientific foundation.
This, then, will provide a useful framework within which the transcen-
dental method of proof can be clearly understood.

Kant devotes roughly the first half of the "Second Preface" of
the Critique to a discussion of what he regards as science properly
speaking. That is, these passages contain Kant's discussion of the
" features in virtue of which he regards certain intellectual disciplines
as rightly having this status. His intention to make metaphysics scien-
tific can best be understood by extracting from the "Second Preface™
what Kant has to say about the essential features of science.

In this Preface Kant makes it clear that he will attempt to
change the procedure of metaphysics by emulating that followed in the
sciences. For instance, he declares he \-Nillz

. attempt to alter the procedure which has hitherto pre-

vailed in metaphysics, by completely revolutionizing it in

15



16

accordance with the example set by the geometers and
physicists, [which:] forms indeed the main purpose of
this critique of pure speculative reasomn _l_k_,

Also, the success of these disciplines - which he regards as sciences,

as we shall see below - seems,

to Kant:

_ sufficiently remarkable to suggest our considering
what may have been the essential features in the changed
point of view by which they have so greatly benefitted.

Their success should inc
_periment, to imitate thei

line us, at least by way of ex-
r procedure, so far as the an-

alogy which, as species of rational knowledge, they bear
to metaphysics may permit. (22, B xvi)

Kant argues that such a change i

s required in metaphysics for the fol-

lowing two reasons: First, because metaphysicians have hithetto spent

much time retracing "steps, as

not leading us in the direction in which

we desire to go" (21, B xiv); that is, they are constantly searching new

lines of approach, as there is no agreement about a common plan of

2 . . .
procedure. Second, success has not been attained insofar as there is

no unanimity about any metaphysical contention.

The issue of whether or not Kant ultimately succeeds in the

i Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trans. by N.K. Smith (Lon-

don: Macmillan & Co., 1964), p. 25 (B xxii). Henceforth, unless other-
wise indicated, all quotations‘attributed to Kant are taken from this edi-
tion of the Critique. Both indented quotations and those in our text will
be followed by a parenthetical page reference to this edition and a ref-

erence to the Schmidt edition of
editions of the Critique. Thus,

2 ee Ibid. , p. 17 (B vii).

3gee 1bid. , p. 21 (B xiv).

Kant's first ("A'") and/or second ("B")
the above would appear as: (25, B xxii).
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artempt to put metaphysics dn the footing of a scienée is n'ot within the
scope of the forthcoming discussion. Rathc_ar, our immediate concern
is to establish how Kant conceives the nature of such a transformation
and.ro educe how this transformation is meant to have an affinity with
the disciplines Kant regards as sc{;ntific. . Regarding the first of these
issues, although we shall have a great deal of pertinent épécifics to
bring up as this paper unfolds, for the moment we may point out that
Kant conceives the intenc}ed change as being definitely beneficial, or a
matter of "good fortune". (21, B xiv) Such a projected change would
improve the procedure of metaphysics, or raise it, from a state of
"random groping", marred by the two characteristics mentioned above,
to a "sure road" of the scientific procedure of inquiry, which is pre-
sumably free of.such hindrances. Putting metaphysigal inquiry on the
secure path of a scjence would therefore essentially constitute "render-
ihg a service to reason”. (17, B vii) Regardir;g Ehe second issué, Kant
* intends to attempt this transformation in procédure by way of analogy.
We saw above that the sciences' success is the feature which ought to
be emulated; moreover, it "should incline us .. . to imitate their pro-
cedure" as far as possible. (22, B xvi) A characteristic that all the
sciences have in common, according to Kant, is that they came to ac-
quire such rank in virtue of a change in their methods of procedure.

Thus, a like change or "revolutioﬂ the procedure of metaphysics

i

must be sought for if it is ever to acquire the. success concomitant with
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this rank. Sucha chénge could be possible if "the essential features

in the changed point of view by which" certain intellectual endeavours
became sciences could be isolated and then applied to metaphysical in-
quiry. (Ibid.) |

’ So far, we have established that Kant regards a change in pro-

<+

cedure, analogous to that which previously occurred in the sciences, as
necessary if metaphy:;ics is to become a science, and hence, success-
ful. We have also alluded to his view that metaphysics can imitate
scientific procedure only vgo far as the analogy which, as species of
rational knowledge, they E e., the sciences:\ bear to metaphysics may
permit”. (lbid.) That is, although the procedure employed in the
sciences may be _adéptable to metaphysical inquiry, Kant points out that
the analogy being boxrne has limitations. This is attributed to thervar-
jences between the nature of metaphysics and the nature of each of the
three sciences Kant acknowledges as' veritable: logic, mathematics and
natural science. The detail of these supposed variances are not our
main concern at present, though some comment will be offered on the
matter later on in this paper. We are primarily interested in the
"Second P.reface" insofar as it yields the common features which give
certain &isciplines the status of science."'We shall now examine why
Kant regards these three as the only disciplines having such rank in
order to retrace Kant's steﬁ;\\‘cé\djsolate the feature or features that

he contends must be emulated by metaphysics if it is to become a science.
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Kant maintains that logic is an 'intellectual discipline which has
been a science since the time of Aristotle. Other than for minor med-
ifications which have no bearing on its certainty, he regards logic as
va closed and completed body of doctrine™. (17, B viii) It is the only
science which he does not regard_aé having undergone a revolution in
procedure. lis success, as well as the absence of a need for such a.
revolution, seems to be attributed entirely to the narrow parameters
delimiting its scope: its task is 1o deal with the understanding and its |
form, in complete abstraction from all knowledge of objects. As cog-
nitions about objects are outside of its domain, Kant says that logic is
merely “a propadeutic... only the vestibule of the sciences'; logic is
presupposed in specific cognitions and only fhe disciplines which furnish

these can be classed as "'the sciences properly and objectively sc;
*called”. (18, B~ix)4 Ma;hemaﬁcs and the natural scienc':es are the ’only
. sciences that yield theoretical knowledge for Kant, and it is 'only by way
of "revoltﬁtions" in their methods that-they came to‘have this status.
The mathematics according to Kant became a science in the An-
cient Greek period; prior to that, with the Egyptians, it had been "in the

x

gropin% state". Indeed, as far as we know,5 the geometry of the

4Which is not to say that logic is not required in any cognition
whatsoever for Kant, however unscientific it may be.

SThe main source for my comments in this paragraph is: B. L.
Van der Waerden, Science Awakening, trans. Arnold Drgssden (New
» York: Oxford University Press, 1961).
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Babylonians and the Egyptians was an empirical discipline, The Greeks
named it geometry (Gk. geo —» earth; metron —> measure) precisely
because the Egyptians had used it to ;nea‘sure the grea of land flooded
by the Nile. As such, the geometry of the Egyﬂéians was inexact: their
calculations of the area of figures like the circle and the triangle fur-
.uS.\ nished merely approximat;a results. Thus, Kant seems to be right in
i \
mai|ntaining that this branch of the Amagpematics did pot yield certainty
while at this stage in its &;velopment.
| Both mathematics and' the natural sciences are, for Kani, scien-
Ces where reason has- to determine its object a priori; that is, the claims
to knowledge that these disciplines make must 'referl to their respective
objects with necessity aﬁd gniversality. While physics, a't least in part,
must deal "with sources of knowledge other than reason", the mathe-
matics furnish theoretical knowledge in a pure or non-empirical man-

ner. (19, B x) Kant claims that the "'reyolution” which raised mathe-

L4

matics to the rank of science was effected by a change in Thales‘s'
“method of apprdach when he first demonstrated or deduced: -

. N
.. the properties of the isosceles triangle. The true
- method, so he found, was not to inspect what he dis-
cerned either in the figure, or in the bare concept of it,
_ and from this, as it were, to read off its properties;
. +but to bring out what was necessarily implied in the con-
7 cepts that he had himself formed a priori and had put
‘ | into the figure in the construgtion by which he presented
U it to himself.. If he is to know anything with a priori cer-
-\ tainty he must not ascribe to the figure anything save what
: > necessarily follows from what he.has himself set into it
in accordance with his concept. (19, B xi)

0
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The method of procedure was therefore presumably altered substan-
tially when geometry became a science. Rather than.analyzing a figure
which had been generated ultimately ferm an empirical source, the
thinker referred to in the above quotation is claimed to have construc-
ted a figure on the’ bas'& of c‘oncep'ts genergtéa entirely a priori. This
change enabled the possibility of a scientif;c geometry, in Kant's esti-
mation. This possibility was actualized when thought about the figure
yielded kndwledg_e that had been deduced from the concepts which the
thinker had generated a priori. Thus, the '"'revolution™ in mathematics
involved a fundamental methodolo‘gical change; it involved the kind of
procedure which soughﬁ knowledge by deducing“from judgements contain-
ing a Erio'ri concepts about geometric figures. According to Kant, these
judgements engender certainty Iﬁrecisely because they contain such con-

cepts, We shall turn our attention to these comments later on in this -

section. ’

11. Bacon and the Method of Natural Science

Kant's discussi(‘)n of the nrevolution” in natural science is far
more detailed and considerably more complex, in connection with the
proposed "revolut1on" for metaphysics, than the foregoing matenal
The discussion centers on Francis Bacon, whom Kaﬂn’t/regards as a sig-

)
nificant contributor to the "revolutlon" in modern natural science. The

discussion, he points out, has to do with "natural science only in so far



22

as it is founded on emppirical principles”. (20, B xii) Before attempting
to interpret these i rtant passages, we ought first to sketch out the _
central features of Bacon's contribution to the formulation of empirical

principles in modern science.

The attempt to encapsulate Bacon's’ contribution to modern natural
science with reference to the programme Kant sets for himself is perhaps
begun most Qppropriately by turning to a reference by K.ant on this contri-
bution., Scant attention has been paid to Kant's addition of an epigraph

citing Bacon in the second edition of his Critique of Pure Reason. This

epigraph contains an excerpt from the vpreface' to Bacon's The Great
Instauration. The following is an English translation of parts culled from

.this excerpt:

.. in behalf of the business which is in hand I entreat
men to believe that it is not an opinion to be held, but a
work to be done; and to be well assured that 1 am labour-
ing to lay the foundation, not of any sect or doctrine, but
of human utility and power. Next I ask them ... to join
in consultation for the common good ... Moreover, [0
be of good hope, nor to imagine that this Instauration of
mine is a thing infinite and beyond the power of man,
when it is in fact the true end and termination of infinite
error ...

This excexrpt from Kant's dedication echoes some of the points already
made in the above discussion of Kant's programme for metaphysics.

It also anticipates some issues we shall be discussing later. At this

6F. Bacon, The Great Instauration, in The New Qrganon and
Related Writings, ed. by Fulton T Anderson (Indianapolis: Bobbs-
Merrill, Library of Liberal Arts, 1960), p.16. Kant's rendition is in
- Latin. (4, Bii) See alsg Kemp Smith, op. cit., p- 4, '

.
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point, however, we can already see that Bacon's concern not to advance
mere opinions and to terminate exror - presumably by making claims
which rank as knowledge - has an obvious affinity with Kant's own con-
ception of the task which lies before him in the Critique. That is, he
wants to produce 2an indubitable body of knowledge about the employment
of reason. Moreover, Bacon's stress on the fact that his colleagues and
their progeny must "join in consultation' can also be 'seen as akin to
Kant's statements about the unanimity which is peculiar to any scientific
endeavour. 7 Such unanimity not only signifies that the inquirers have
common goals before them, but also presupposes that they must have

" a common plan of procedure after which their studies proceed.' Although
these policies about inquiry may seem like statements of the obvious to
the modern reader - namely, concerning the scientist's production of
knowledge and not mere opinion, about his wo;:king' in collaboration with
his peers and about the need for methodological concensus - they must
be seen in contrast with the Ancient and Mediaeval conception of inquiry.
A brief look at Bacon's work will bring out at least a cursory‘account

of how he understood this contrast.

Aside from the issue of not having a common plan of procedure,
atp. 21(B xiv) Kant holds that: '
. "'gp far, too, are the students of metaphysics from exhibiting
any kind of unanimity in their contentions, that metaphysics
has rather to be regarded as a battle-ground ... in \»(hich no
participant has ever yet succeeded in gaining even so much
as an inch of territory, not at least in such manner as to
secure him in its permanent possession.
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Bacon rejected Mediaeval methods of formulating first prinCi-
ples about physics on the grounds that they had been affirmed and sub-=>*
sequéntly espoused with scant regard for empirﬁcal substéntiation.
Moreover, he protested the derivation of further claims to knowledge
about the workings of nature from these inadequately corroborated
first principles. 8 He claims that this makes physics out to be a
merely technical exercise that largely disregards empirical evidence,
which Bacon holds to be essential. It was Aristotle and the Scholastics
who "framed the art" in this manner, according to Bacon. The study.
of nature consisted in merely adapting the evidence of gxperience to a
set of principles which were by and large treated as foregone conclu-
sions.: He denigrates the natural science of his day in his wry comment
that for them "the constellation of Lyra rises by edict"; in these stu-

. N . 9
dies, Bacon argues, "'authority is taken for truth, not truth for authority".

' B_See, for instance, F. Bacon, The New Organon in Op. cit. , p.
114 f. [Bk. I, aphorism #125): '

_ the form of inquiry and discovery that was in use am-
ong the ancients ... was simply this. From a few exam-
ples and particulars (with the addition of common notions
and perhaps of some portion of the received opinions
which have been most popular) they flew at once to the
most general conclusions or first principles of science.
Taking the truth of these as fixed and immovable, they
proceeded by means of intermediate propositions to educe
and prove from them the inferior conclusions; and out of
@ these they framed the art. :

9F.- Bacon, Natural and Experimental History for the Foundation

of Philosophy, edited by F.H. Anderson in F. Bacon, op. Cit., p. Xiv.
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He wants to:

. entreat men again and again to discard, or at least
set apart. for a while, those volatile and preposterous
philosophies, which have preferred theses to hypothe-
ses, and which thereby led experience captive ...

Instead, the scientist must approach with humility and
veneration to unrgll the volume of Creation, to linger
and meditate therein, and with minds washe8 clean from
opinions to study it in purity and integrity. 1

He adv_c_)ca'tes what he regards as "a new and certain path for the mind
to proceed in, starting directly from the simple Sensuous perception.
However, as experience is a "tortuous labyrinth", 12 directions for the
proper study of nature must be supplied: first, the scientist must try

"to educe and form axioms from experience"; second, he must ''deduce
and derive new experiments from axioms'", 13 Thus, the authority of
scientific axioms and theories ultimate}y depends on their reference to
experiential data yielded by experiment.

Bacon strives to institute "confidence in the native and spontan-

eous process of the mind". 14 He extols the employment of argument

101pid. , P. XV.

11Bacon's The New ‘Organon, in op. cit., p. 34 [’Preface'].

12Cited in Paolo Rossi, Francis Bacon (London: Routlrédge &
Kegan Paul, 1968), p. 141. This source has been of great aid in the
present analysis of Bacon's thought. :

13pacon's The New Organon, op. cit., p. 130 [Bk. 11, aphorism

L ¢

#10).

141piq, , p. 34 E‘Prefaceﬂ.
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or "invention™ and - in keeping with the twofold directions supplied

above - determines its function as follows:
all true and fruitful natural philosophy hath a double
scale or ladder, ascendent and descendent, ascending
from experiments to the invention of causes, and de-

scending frgm causes to the invention of new experi-
ments ... 1

The rational component is thus ultimately dependent on experieace. In
order to formulate this rational component, however, wé are required
. out of the knowledge whereof the mind is already pos-
_: sessed, to draw forth or call before us that which may
be pertinent to the purpose which we take into our con-
sideration.
Such knowledge is 'drawn forth' in two ways, according to Bacon: by
"preparation” and by "suggestion'. First, "preparation”, as the name
suggests, demands that the material pertinent to each scientific argu-
ment or 'rhetorical invention' be "ready handled in all the variety that
7 L. .
may be', ! Thus, Bacon exhorts the inquirer to take stock of all that

is encompassed within the parameters set by his argument, which pre-

sumably includes the expeximents devised to test it, such that "he may

1SF. Bacon, Of the Proficience and Advancement of Learning,
in Great Books of the Western World: Vol. 30 (Chicago: Encyclopaedia
Britannica Inc., 1952), p. 42 [_Second Book, viii, 1.:].

1E’Franc:is Bacon, Advancement of Learning, in Great Books of
the Western World (Vol. 30), (Chicago: Encyclopaedia Britannica Inc.,
1952), p. 58 [second Book, xiii, 6.].

17lbid. , p- 98 E‘Second Book, xiii, 7.].
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have it |viz., the pertinent material] in effect premeditate[d:l and han-
dled in thesi'. 18 Second, ''suggestion” is the part of the ‘invention’
which will direct the scientist's inquiry. lnventions must thereby con-
tain a question that is asked, or "points (O search and revolve', and
which will "assign and direct us to certain" ends. 19 Such questions Or
"suggestions' are indispensable guides for the inquirer, according to
Bacon: "wise interrogating is half a knowledge". 20 In brief, a rhetor-
ical inventfon, as here defined, is a pointed question, or a hypothesis
specifying an issue of inquiry and all that perta?ns to its quest for know-
ledge. 1t is an essential component of scientific endeavour, as is the
GJLvidence of experience for Bacon. Although we are not concerned with
describing Bacon's views on the nature of the relationship between hypo-
theses and the evidence of experience, it should be noted that for Bacon
the former (hypotheses) are valid only if confirmed by the latter (exper-
ience). The two following passages will attest to Bacon's contention
that truth about nature must be derived from sense -experience:
There are and can only be two ways of searching into
and discovering truth, The one flies from the senses

and particulars to the most general axioms, and from
these principles ... proceeds fo judgement and to the

18)pid.
191pid. , [Second Book, xiit, 9.].

204344,
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discovery of middle axioms. And this way is now in

fashion. The other derives axioms from t

he senses and

particulars, rising by a gradual and unbroken ascent,
so that it arrives at the most general axiczafns last of all.

This is the true way, but as yet untried.

Secondly:

u

The conclusions of human reason as ordinarily applied
in matters of nature, I call for the sake of distinction

Anticipations of Nature (as a thing rash or

premature).

That reason which is elicited from facts by a just a:\):ng

methodical process 1 call Interpretation of

Nature,

Having at least briefly outlined some key elements in Bacon's

contribution to natural science, we may now turn back to Kant's "Second

Preface" and educe the importance of the implicit

therein.

references to Bacon

Kant cites several instances of the hypothetico-experimental

method of arriving at empirical principles in.natu

ral science. The

method followed by Galileo, Torricelli and Stahl are, for Kant, indica-

tive of the dawning of a new era in the study of nature, where scientists

became aware of the fact that "reason has insight

only into that which it

produces after a plan of its own". (20, Bxiii) Reason must seek to es-

tablish truth by the application of its own "principles of judgement based

upon fixed laws, constraining nature to give answers to questions of

21Bac:on‘s The New Crganon, op. cit. , p.

#19.].

228, con's The New Organon, op. Cit., p.
#26.]. See also n. 10 above.

R

43 [Bk. 1, aphorism

44 f. [Bk. 1, aphorism
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reason's own determining". (Ibid.)
We need go no further, for the time being, in order to make out
the extent of the responsibility for this change which Kant ateributes to
. . 23
Bacon. The single reference to Bacon made in the "Second Preface"
might suggest that Kant bestows the great distinction of a.scientific
'revolutionary' on that thinker only in a very limited way:

Natural science was very much longer [than the mathe-

matics] in entering upon the highway of science. lItis,

indeed, only about a century and a half since Bacon, by

his ingenious proposals, partly initiated this discovery,

partly inspired fresh vigour in those who were already

on the way to it. (19 f., B xii)

Yet he continues by saying:

In this case also the discovery can be explained as being

the sudden outcome of an intellectual revolution. In my

present remarks I am referring to natural science only

in so far as it is founded on empirical principles. (20,

B xii)

The remarks that follow in Kant's discussion contain explicit
references to the three exemplars of modern natural science, which
we have already noted previously. They also contain Kant's analysis
of their new-found approach. It is only in writing about the experi-

ments of those scientists that Kant mentions that "a light broke upon

all students of nature”, (20, B xiii) which presumably marks the actual

Bye might add that the only other reference to Bacon in the"
entire Critique is in the dedication mentioned previously in this chap-
ter. :
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inception of the scientific revolutic;n, as we surmise from his use of
the metaphor in connection with the revolution for the mathematics:

A new light flashed upon the mind of the first man (be he

Thales or some other) who demonstrated the properties

of the isosceles triangle. (19, B xi)
Kant's introduction of the metaphor in his discussion of Galileo, Torri-
celli and Stahl seems to lend credence to thé view that the honour of
being the instrumental revolutionary figure for natﬁral science is not
bestowed on Bacon alone. Yet, not much later, Kant’says that both the
mathematics and the natural sciences became truly scientific "by a
single and sudden revolution". (21, B xvi) Moreover, we have seen

Kant refer to the revolution in natural science as being a "sudden" event

when talking about Bacon. As he only "partly initiated” this discovery,

Kant's limited as¢ription of this merit Bacon may best be interpreted

as a guarded assertion of his having institdted the hypothetico-experi-

mental method: the method only appears a fully developed in Galileo,

Torricelli and Stahl for Kant. In brief, Bacon may not rank as the

Euclid of natural science for Kant, though he does suggest that he is

not unlike Thales by virtue of his ground-breaking contribution. 24
Alt_hough the extent of ﬁacon's allegedly in_diréct contribution to

Kant's critical philosophy - via his contribution to natural science -

cannot be fully educed until the conclusion of the present work, we

245ee Appendix at the end of this Chapter.
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shQL}ld now return to the task of examining how the study of nature came
to achieve the rank of a science for Kant, and the role attributed to
Bacon in this matter.
Kant maintains, as we already saw, that nétural science em-
ploys the hypothetico-experimental rhethod of arrivi'ng at fundamental
" principles about the behaviour of objects. In holding that the scientist
is "constraining nature to give answer to questions of reason's own de-
termining", it seems to me that Kant is referring to the two features
that are essential to Bacon's thought: First, the metaphysical principle
that the inquirer "must approach nature in_o;der to be taught by it",
which has to do with the ultimate grOL;nd of the knowledge acquired -
namely, nature or experience. (20, B xiii) Second, the methodological
principle stating that reason carry out its study ...
. 1;10t ... in the character of a pupil who listens to
everything that the teacher [viz_ s experience] chooses
to say, but of an appointed judge who compels the wit-
nesses to answer questions which he has himself for-
mulated. (Ibid.)
This methodological precept is of crucial importance in raising the
.study of nature to the rank of a science as only the possession of a
project, of a previously thought-ouf plan, can "yield a necessary law,
which alone reason is concerned to discover™. (Ibid. ) Rather than
fictitiously attributing principles to the workings of nature by the vir-

tually unaided employment of reason and then, as it were, fitting the

empirical evidence to the principles, Kant - along with Bacon - felt
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that "reason must seek in nature ... that which it has itself put into
nature"”. (20, B'xiv).As Ted B. Humphrey says:

For Kant, the single most important element in the revo-

lution of empirical science is the self-motivated, spoIT

taneous act of hypothesis and experiment formation, not

because it antedates encounter with the world, but rather,

because one can control and be fully and explicitly aware

of the content of propOsitioSns expressing hypotheses and

experimental procedure. 2

Kant majintains that a very important feature in the revolution
for the natural sciences was that its aim and achievement consisted in

}
the establishment of necessary laws which are determined by reason
. .

and which must universally obtain in experience.s The mathematician,
it will be remembered, 'revolutionized’ his discipline to the rank of a
science by recognizing that certain knowledge must be sought after and
can only be found in a study of what is implied in the mathematical con-
_cepts he had formed a priori. Both of these veritable sciences there-
fore effect a methodological change resulting in the acquisition of cer-
tain knowledge about their respective objects, according to Kant. in
his attempt to find the sure road of a science for metaphysics, Kant in-
tends to imitate the procedure of these veritable sciences "so far as the

analogy ... they bear to metaphysics may permit", (22, B xvi) And

this, he declares, can only be done after Jiconsidering what may have

Bred B. Humphrey, "Kant's 'Copernican Revolution'”, in Re- -
flections on Kant's Philosophy, ed. by W. H. Werkmeister (Gainesville,
Florida: Florida State University Press, 1975), p. 155.

i
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been the essential features in the changed point of view by which they
have so greatly benef'{a_d". (Ibid.) The attempted analogy is effected
as follows: Philosophers have attempted to extend our knowledge of
objects under the assumption that our knowledge must conform (o the
nature of ob]ects They have failed in their attempts to establish any
a priori features about objects generally. Success may follow upon
changing this basic assumption: Kant proposes that we suppose that

objects must conform to the nature of knowledge. This should also be

i+ .done regarding the mind's pereeptual contact with objects, or intuition:

Kant does not see how a priori i knowledge of objects could possibly be
established under the assumption ghat intuition must conform to the na-
ture of objects. However, if the perceived object is regarded as con-
forming 'l'te the constitution of our faculty of intuition, I have no diffi-
culty in conceiving such a possibility”. (22, B xvii)' In essence, the.
example of the 'revolutionized' sciences eerves to furnish the n},ethod-
ologlcal precept ""that we can know a piriori of things only what we our= -
selves put into them". (23, B xviii) f this precept is. extended to the
domam of philosophy, it w111 lay out jhe following framework, from
which its enquiries must be carried out: the faculties of intuition and ~ —
understanding are presupposed as being constituted by forms and rules

P
"prior to objects being given to me, and therefore as being a priori';

only under such an a'ssumption can philosophy hope to establish necessary

.
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laws. (23, vaii)26

Two issues pe.ripheral.ly related to the discussion of s.cie'ntific
method in the "Second Preface™ warrant some comment: First, the
céntroversial issue of Kant's attemptedjﬂcient;lfic "revo ;ion" for phil-

osophy in analogy with Copernicus's work in astronomy. Second, Kant's . -

employment of the term “metaphysics”. . \
~
11I. The Copernican Analogy
Kant draws an.analogy between a feature of Copern(i‘:){s’s work ~
: !
and his own suggested change in fundamental viewpoints regarding know-
: . )
ledge and perception which we have just discussed. The supposition that
objects conform to the-functions of the mind’is expected to enable "de-
termining something i?é regard to them [1 e., objects] prior to fheir
being gjveh“. (22, B !kvi) This altered conception of the role of the
mind to its knowledge\and to intuition proceeds, according to Kant ...
... precisely bn the lines of Copernicus's primary hypo-
thesis. Failing of satisfactory progress in'explaining !
the movements of the heavenly bodies oh the supposition I
that they all revolved round the spectdtor, he tried whe- i,
ther he might not have better success if he made the “
“spectator to revolve and the stars to remain at rest. i
(22, Bxvif.) , 3
" Kant's only other reference to Copernicus is made in a footnote later _ ?
. = -

on in the "Second Preface': while Copernicus first put forth his ‘| ‘.

r

J

\. . .
"\26These presuppositions are, of courg8e, argued for in the Cri-
tique itself. See note 53 below. ‘

L4
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fundamental assumptioﬁs as scientific hypott&es/es, Kant's own change
in point of view must be "proved, apodeicticallly not hypothetically".

-l
(25, B xxii n.) \
" There has been a great deal of controve'r‘éy about how Kant un-

derstood his own analogy with Copernicus's work. In his Text-Book to

Kant, for'instance, S. Alexander maintains that the analogy is altogether

inappropriate:

It is very ironical that Kant himself signalised the revo-
lution which he believed himself to be effecting as a Co-,
pernicanrevolution. But there is nothing Copernican in
it except that he believed it to be a revolution. If every
change is Copernican which reverses the order of the .
terms with which it deals, which declares A to depend
on B when B had before been declared to depend on A,
then Kant - who believed that he had reversed the order
of dependence of mind and things - was right in saying
that he effected a Copernican revolution. But he was
nor right in any other sense. For his revolution,] so far /
as it was one, was accurately anti-Copernican,

. .
Harald Hoffding is uncharacteristically vague on this issue. 28 Joseph
Marechal holds that just as Copernicus simplified and clarified astron-

omy by introducing a heliostatic system, Kant's solution-for the

L

v
|-

2T cired by N. Kemp Smith, op. cit., P. 23.

28Hoffding offers little more than the following as his interpre-
tation of the analogy: :

As it is due to our position on-the earth that the heavenly

bodies appear to move around us, so it is owing to the

nature of our senses that we perceive things in space and

time. : : -
H. Hoffding, A History of Modern Philosophy (Vol. 2), trans by B. E.
Meyer (Toronto: Dover Publications, 1955, p. 45 f. -
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problems of metaphysics involves the introduction of a new schema

- . . . 29
which, in effect, is the reverse of the previous one. Norman Kemp
Smith maintains that Kant is carrying out the analogy specifically in

terms of "Copernicus' hypothesis of a subjective explanation of appa-
rently objective motions™; by means of the analogy:

Kant professes on the one hand to account for our scien-

tific knowledge, and on the other to safeguard our legit-

imate metaphysicalaspirations. The spectator projects

his own motion into the heavens; human reason legislates

for the domain of natural.science. The sphere of the

fixed stars is proved to be motionless; things in them- 30

. gelves are freed from thejlimitations of space and time.

. 31
Paton basically concurs with Kemp Smith in this interpretation. As

S. Morris Engel points out, in following Ewing's interpretation,sz- Kemp
Smith's is a definite improvement on previous analyses insofar as it
does not emphasize "the place of the sun in Kant's analogy - .. [which

-

' ) 33 .
gives] it a prominence which it does not possess. Kant himself

Dg5ee Joseph Marechal, El Punto de Partida de la Metafisica:
III: La Critica de Kant, trans, into Spanish by F. Bernanz Minguez
(Madrid: Editorial Gredos, 1958), p. 227

3

ON. Kemp Smith, op. cit., p. 25.

31}-!. ]. Paton, Kant's Metaphysic of Experience Vol. 1 (London:
George Allan & Unwin, 1936), p- 75 1.

32See A.C. Ewing, A short commentary on Kant's "Critique of
Pure Reason” (Chicago: Methuen & Co. , 1938), p. 16.

335, Morris Engel, "Kant's Copernican Analogy: A Re-Exam-
ination", in Language and [llumination: Studies in the History of Phil-
osophy (The Hague: Martinus Nifhoff, 1969), p. 130.
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refers to the static elements of Copernicus’s astronomy as "heavenly

bodies}', viz., in the plural. (22, B xyvi) Kemp Smith's citations from

Copernicus's De Revolutionibus ategst toghe fact that he regards the

' 34
"sphere" of stars as static. Kefnp Smith thereby succeeds in dis-
couraging interpretations of Kant's analogy simply in terms of the shift

from a geocentric to a heliocentric Weltanschanung, as do Alexander,

Hoffding, Marechal and others. Nonetheless, we agree with Engel's con-
tention that this interpretation does not represerit 411 that can and should be
said on the guestion™. 85 It is still focussed on Copernicus's overall
achievement, rather thanon the locus of affinity which Kant exp‘resses,
namely Copernicus's "primary hypothesis”. (22, V xvi) A brief digres-
sion to Copernicus's astronomy is necessary if we are to come to an
‘understanding of what hypothesis Kant has in mind and the relevance of
the analogy on Kant's general programme in the Critique.

There are striking resembllances between thé prefatory letter

to Copernicus's De Revolutionibus and some of the material of Kant's

nSecond Preface’ that we have already discussed. The reasons we saw
Kant single out for the need to raise metaphysics to the rank of a science
almost perfectly echo Copernicus's criticisms of the state of astronom=-

jcal studies in his day. He maintains, first, that astronomers:

- ”

34Norman Kemp Smith, op. cit., p. 24, n. 2.

35; M. Engel, op. cit., p. 132.
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. are so unsure of the movements of the Sun and Moon
that they cannot even explain,or observe the constant
length of the seasonal year. "Secondly, in determining
the motions of these and the other five planets, they use
neither the same principles and hypotheses nor the same
demonstrations of the apparent mofions and solutions.
So some use only homocentric circles, while others ec-
centrics and epicycles ... the former have not been
able fully to establish a system which agrees with the
phenomena ... [while the latter have been unable] to
discern or deduce the principal thing - namely the shape
of the ggiverse and the unchangeable symmetry of its
parts. ’

Much like Kant then, Copernicus held that there were no universally
accepted theories in his discipline and that it sorely lacked a common
method of procedure. Thomas Kuhn attests to these claims in report-
ing that there were a dozen or more Ptolemaic systems in operation at
that time, each with its own specified technique for computing data
about planetary positions. 5T

The above quétation‘makés clear that Copernicus felt a need to
establish an astronomical systen; which,r in accord with the data, ac-
counts for the Universe‘as symmetrical in shape. Though he recog-
nized that some of the prevailing astronomies offered "ex-cellently

drawn" accounts of the behaviour of each celestial body, Copernicus
. o

regarded these variant systems as "monsters’ because each of their

&

36Nicolai Copernicus, De Revolutionibus QOrbium Caelestium, '
trans. by J. F. Dobson & S. Brodetsky, cited in Thomas S. Kuhn, The
Copernican Revolution (New York: Vintage Books, 1959), p. 139 L.

35ee 1hid. , p. 139 £.
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parts ''were not related to a single body". Copernicus strived to re-
form the techniques for calculating planetary positions; according to

Kuhn, the "De Revolutionibus was written to solve the problem of the

planets, which,‘ Copernicus felt; Ptolemy and his successors had left
unsolved'. 39 In his own wm:ds, Copernicus "was induced t:6 think of a
method of computing the motions of the [planetary] spheres". 40 rhe
solution to this problém would involve producing an astronomy with
planets which follow orderly movements in a single symrnetrical Uni-
_verse, as befits the workings of "a suprémely good and orderly Crea-
tor". 4l The problem whiéh Copernicus sough; to'solve may be des-

| cribed as follows: One of the .observable features about planets is that
the direc;:ion of their movements, with réspect to the stars, is not

constant. Planets generally appear to move eastward though they

38Copernicus cited in 1bid. , p. 139. An explanation of this as-
symmetry would lead us far astray from our topic, It will suffice to
suggestively cite a passage from Norwood R. Hanson's article '"Nicolas
Copernicus”, in The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. Paul Edwards
(New York: Macmillan Publ. Co. & The Free Press, 1967), Vol. 2,
p. 221:

. the Ptolemaist, because he addressed his problems
singly and without regard for the configurational complex-
ities of taking all planets at once, never had to invoke [zl
of his] 83 epicycles simultaneously. The number was us-
ually no more than 4 or 5 per individual calculation.

39T, Kuhn, op. cit., P- 136, -
40Copernicus cited in Ibid. ; p. 138.

41Copernicus cited in Ibid. , p. 142
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periodically reach a stationary point, move westward, reach another
stationary point, and then resume their eastward motion across the fir-
mament. "The easlfward motion is known as 'direct’ motion, the west-
ward motion as 'retrograde’. w42 While the Ptolemaic astronomies re-
sorted to very elaborate contrivances to account for retrograde motion,
the Coperniéan system could explain this motion with "rela‘tive ease".\‘44
The daily apparent motions of the sun, moon, stars and planets were
account’ed for on the ground that the earth rotates on its axis o-rlcie a

day. 5 Yet thf_a planets, as we have said, are seen to move with res-
pect to theb stars, from one constellation to another; moreover, they
seem to wander in retrograde arcs. The former of these apparent .-
moveménts was accounted for by maintaining that all planets revolve
around the sun, The problem of retrograde movement was thereby
easily solved: The hypothesis that the earth also revolves around the

sun, when checked against the movementis of the other planets, led to

the solution of the problém:

(]

42 pernard Cohen, The Brith of a New Physics (New York:
Anchor Books, Doubleday & Co. Inc., 1960), p. 39. This analysis of
the problem is culled from Chapter 3 of this work.’

43See 1bid. , pp. 40-42for a brief explanation of the Ptolemaic
treatment of retrograde motion.

441pid. , p. 57

45The movements of the moon, of course, were subject to more
special treatment by Copernicus. *
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. if the motions of the rest of the planets be brought

into relation with the circulation of the Earth and be

reckoned in proportion to the circles of each planet, not

only do their phenomena presently ensue, but the orders

and magnitudes of all stars and spheres, may the heav-

ens themselves, become so bound together that nothing

in any part thereof could be moved from its place with-

out producing con%us%on of all the other parts and of the

Universe as a whole. 4 -
As the solar circumlocutions of oliter ("'superior') planets are slower
than the revolutions of planets closer to the sun, retrograde motion was
explicable simply by taking account of the relative speed of the observer
and the sighted planet. The apparent retrograde motion of planets is
therefore a function of the fact that the sighting lines from the observer
. to the observed planet are seldom parallel and sometimes intersect,

47

when projected to the background of fixed stars.

Before attempting to see what sense can be made of Kant's anal-
ogy with Copernicus's work, the following must be made clear: Kant
does not draw an analogy between his declared innovation for philosophy

: 4 .
and the Copernican Revolution per se. 8 Although repeated use is made

of the notion of 'revolution' in the "Second Preface”, we have seen that

46Copernicus cited by T. Kuhn, op. cit., p. 142

47For a simple diégrém illustrating Copernicus's analysis of
retrograde motion, see 1, B, Cohen, op. cit. , p. 50, fig. 9.

485ce 5. Morris Engel, op. cit., p. 133 f. , where he shows
how this misconception has been the source of much confusion to Kan-
tian scholars,
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it is always in connection with the transformation of a discipline from

a state of "random groping'' to the exalted rank of a science. Kant does
not refer to the famed "Revolution” in astronomy that Copernicus’s work
eventually led to, but rather merely to the hypothesis which gave rise 1o
the very formulation of this astronomical system. The supposition "that //’:
objects must conform to our knowledge'’, he maintains, allows for the
possibility of having "*knowledge of objects a priori”. 1f philosophy |
takes on this supposition "We should then be proceeding precisely on

the lines of Copernicus" primary hypothesis". (22, B xvi) This "pri-
mary hypothesis", as we have already seen, is the supposition that the
earth is a planet which rotates on its axis daily and revolves around the
sun annually. Moreover, Copernicus regards the stars 1o be static,
unlike his predecessors, who held that they pertained to a mobile

"outer sphere" of the Universe. It is therefore the method of proce-

_ dure followed by Cgpernicus to which Kant explicitly refe.rs. 4? In view
of the inadequacieé of Ptolemaic astronomy, Copernicus, in Kant's
words, "tried whether he might not have better success“-with a differ-
ent set of assumptions - his hypothesis; similarly, Kant sees his own
declared innovation for philosophy as promptéd by the a;vareness that

S0
the long-standing assumption about knowledge has "ended in failure".

495ce 1bid. , p. 133 |
)
SOkant's Critique, p. 22, B xvii & B xvi respectively.
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Copernicus's method of solving the problem he was faced with involved
rethinking the relation of the variables in astronomy with the projected
intention of yielding a single, orderly system with a symmetrical shape
that would both conform with the observed phenomena and enable calcu-
lating the location of any of its parts. Kant's proposed method of mak-
ing metaphysics scientific is, analogously, to rethink the relation of its

N

'variables' - reason and its objects - in a manner that can account for

the necessary features that he regards as pervading experience. More
over, such rethinking presumably makes possible the inquiry into the

justifiability of claims to knowledge which overstep the limits of\exper-

ience.
1
”

. Thus far, we have been in general agreement with S. Morris
Engel's claim that:
What has tended to mislead critics in their attempt to, get
at the point of Kant's analogy is their concentration up
Copernicus's achievement whereas what really interested
Kant in Copernicus was his method.
While this may well be true about Kant's analogy at the explicit level,
it seems to me that sUCINaf analysis stops short of revealing the full
import of the analogy. It is indeed the case that "everything in/lfhe
S

[Second] Preface is about scientific method" as Engel maintains.

Nonetheless, we must not lose sight of the fact that in the passages

51s, Morris Engel, op. cit., p. 133.

521pid. , p. 134.
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where the Copernicin analogy is presented, Kant is writing for the

first time about the specific way in which philosophy must proceed if it
is to become scientific. Having already raised what he considers to be
the essential features of scientific method in general, his statement of
a resemblance between the concrete solution he presents for philosophy
and Copernicus's solution for the problem in astronomy suggests that
Kant feels he has a special affinity with this particular thinker that goes
beyond the issue of method. This claim can be supported with a some-
what obvious example: Kant chose Copernicus because he believed him
to,be correct. -That is to say, although Copernicus's method displayed
keen critical acumen, if the system to which it gave rise had not re-
ceived the assent of his fellow astronomers, Kant would have most likely
likely selected some other scientific instance to use in analogy with his
own philosophical innovation (provided a suitable one was available).

Yet this has to do with Copernicus's achievement - his "Revolution for
astronomy - and not with his hypothesis - his method of solving the
problem - which may properly be regarded as its seed. Thus, it is not
inaccurate to interpret that Kant wants to instigate a 'Copernican Rev-
olution'53 for philosophy by the use of a hypot}‘lesis54 which is analogous

to Copernicus’s.

5?’Engel implicitly denies this in his reference to H.}. Paton at
Ibid., p. 135 n. 19.

S4Kant holds that this proposed change in philosophical view-
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The most important feature which suggests itself with reference
to the Kantian analogy has to do with the application of Copernjcus's

hypothesis. In the De Revolutionibus he declares that

e %; motions of the rest of the planets be
relg {dn with the circulation of the Earth and be reckoned
in pr(;portion to the circles of each planet,
their phenomena presently ensue, but the orders and mag-
nitudes of all stars and spheres, nay the heavens them-
selves, become so bound together that nothing in any part
thereof could be moved from its place without producing
confusigg: of all the other parts and of the Universe as a
whole.

Two consequences are thereby seen to follow upon the application of
Copernicus's hypothesis: First, the planetary "phenomena presently
ensue"”. Second, as he says elsewhere in a more limited way, "'we
find underlying ... [the planetary] ordination an admirable symmetry
in the Universe, and a clear bond of harmony in the motion of the

56

[planetary] Spheres". Although these two issues are very closely

related, we shall treat them separately. Kant himself comments on the-

\
(footnote 54 continued). .. _
point is "put forward in this preface as an hypothesis only, in order to
draw attention to the character of these first attempts at such a change,
which are always hypothetical”. In the same passage he writes that in
the Critique this viewpoint "will be proved, apodeictically not hypothet-
. ically, from the nature of our representations of space and time and )
from the elementary concepts of the understanding”. (25, B xxii n). He
also maintains, as we shall discuss later, that "Everything ... which
bears any manner of resemblance to an hypothesis is to be treated as
contraband", (11, A xv) :

5SCited by T. Kuhn, op. cit., p. 142

561bid. , p. 180.
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latter issue in the "Second Preface™ Alrhough "progress in the field
of the supersensible' is shown to be an impossi'b-i{ity for that part of
reason which has experience as its proper domain, Kant maintains that
"it is still open to us to enquire" if reason in its practical employment
may succeed in justifiably going "beyond the limits of all possible ex-
-
57

perience”, (24 f., Bxxi)  Heurges that philosophers "are summoned
" to take occupation of" the domain left empty by speculative reason, "if
we can, by practical data of reason'. (25, B xxii) He appends a foot-
note to this discussion:

Similarly, the fundamental laws of the motions of the m

heavenly bodies gave established certainty to what Co-

pernicus had at first assumed only as an hypothesis,

and at the same time yielded proof of the invisible force

(the Newtonian attraction) which holds the universe to-

gether. The latter would have remained for ever undis-

covered if Copernicus had not dared, in a manner con-

_tradictoxry of the senses, but yet true, to seek the ob-

served movements, not in the heavenly bodies, but in

the spectator. (25, xxii n.)
Thus, Kant sees a similarity between what he calls "the field of the
supersensible and what he regards as Copernicus's inadvertent dis-
covery of what would later be known as "gravity”. Though Copernicus

had a primitive conception of the force which, as he says, 'binds the

. 58 . . .
universe together', it was a feature that was necessarily concomitant

57 A fuller discussion of Kant's division between the employment
of reason in the experiential and the supersensible realms follows this
analysis of the Copernican analogy.

5 L)

8See T. Kuhn, op. cit., p. 253, where he cites: . "Now it
seems to me", said Copernicus, "gravity [which here means simply

-
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with his new cosmology. Removing the earth from its central position
in the universe, by regarding it meré‘g‘a_l‘; another planet, involved a
repudiation of the traditional distinction between the terrestrial and
celestial regions. This repudiation entailed, émqng other things, posit-
ing a 'binding force' which acts uniformly throughout the universe.
Kant recognizes that a truly scientific notion of gravity only came to
be formulated by Newton, though in this foo_tnc_>_te he acknowledges that
it was Copernicus gvho first brought this problem to bear upon modern
natural science.

At ﬁrét glance, this interpreiation may éuggest that there is a
disanalogy: while Copernicus repudiates a traditional dicilotomy, Kant
is instituting a division between the speculative and practical employ-
ments, of reason.. -However,_ we must, realize that this analbgy is drawn
up in.(_;onnection with findings which ensue rom these thinkers' uniquel
starting-points. That is to say, these findings themselves are not sub-
stantially akin; rather, what is analogous is the fact that they are inevit-
able coﬁsequences of the fundamental hypothesis of each thinker's sys-
tem. Therefore, certain corollaries are forc‘:ed upon those who adopt
these novel hypotheses: Just as modern science had to contend with ac-

r - .
counting for cohesiveness in 3 Copernican universe, Kant himself -

(footnote 58 continued). .. )

weight] is but a natural inclination, bestowed on the parts of bodies by
the Creator so as to combine the parts in the form of a sphere. "
[Kuhn's square brackets)] '
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anticipates having to account for the justifiability of the supersensible
émployment of reason. ,

Kant's reference to this element of the Copernican cosmology in
analogy with a feature of his own thought therefore goes a long way in
helping us understand the over-all analogy. We shall now turn back to
thé other consequence which followed upon the application of Céper—
nicus's hypothesis, in order to complete our-interpretaticm of the anal-

ogy in connection with Copernicus's over-all achievement.

Copernicus discovered that the planetary "phenomena presently

. 5 . ' : .
ensue” ? when the hypothesized movements of the earth were checked

against the apparent movements of the planets. We have already seen

that this provided a relat/ively simple way of accounting for their re}tro-

grade motion. 60 Howevef, Copernicus also believed that he could offer

accounts of other -astro'nomical phenomena which were preferable to the
descriptions ‘given by Ptolemaic as_trondmers. Notable among these
accounts are: why Venus is éeen only as evening star oT morning star
and wﬁy the behaviour of Venus and Mercury differ from that of other

planets. 62 Moreover, his system afforded a basis for determining

395ee p. 45 above.
60see p. 41 abovet.
o > .
6lsee 1.B. ohen, op. cit., p. 52f.

625¢e Ihid.
—c
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the distances of planets both from the sun and from the earth - whereas
the Ptolemaic astronomies were conf.ined to calculations by the use of
angles, which precluded the measurement of disfances-ﬂ. 63 Copernicus's
view of the Ptolemaic astronomies provides the proper relief to the way |
in which he regards these phenomena as following upoh the heels of his
applied hypothesis. Although Copernicus had great admiration for
Ptolemy,64 T. Kuhn reports t.hat:

... he felt that in adding more and more circles his

[Ptolemaic] predecessors had simply been patching and

stretching the Ptolemaic system to force its conformity.

with observations; and he believed that the very neces-

sity for such patching and stretching was clear evidence

that a radircally new approach was imperatively required.
Copernicus may theréfore be regarded as a "gcientist” in Kant's tech- '
nical sense of this term. Rather than continually adapting the astro-
nomical theory to the phenomena, he effectively formulated a theory
which not only accounted for the _observations whiéh puzzled him, but
which also prescribéd new conceptions of several other astronomical
phenomena which were deemed preferable to previous conceptions.

The single, symmetrical universe with planets that follow or-

derly movements which was the ultimate achievement of Copernicus’s

LY /

633ce Ibid. , pp. 53 & 57. T
645ce ibid. , p. 48.

651, Kuhn, op. cit., p. 76.

-
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application of his hypothesis has its analogous countgfpayt in the Crit-
. ical philosophy. Xant's "Copexrnican hypothesis', as we have already
seen, states .‘.‘that objects must conform fo our knowledge". (22, B xvi)
The task before him involves examining the extent and limitations of the
scope of reason in its production of knowledge; more. technically, as his
title sﬁggests, the task invol;res performi.‘pg a critique of pure reason.
Such a cr‘itiqué, according to Kant, necessarily leads to scientific know-
ledge. The critique makes .it possible for metaphysics ...
.. to. come to a decision either in regard to the objects

of its enquiries or in regard to the capacity or incapac-

ity of reason to pass ahy judgemnent upon them ... (57, B 22)
Thus, the 'discovery' that claims which transcend the realm of exper-
jence are not veritable claims to knowledge is al scientific finding yield'—
ed by the critique of pure reason. For Copernicus then, a reckoning
of the observer's motion will supply a scientific knowledge of the actual
movements of planets in a symmetrical universe. Similariy, a critique
of the a‘ppliclations“ of reason will furnish a system of scientific know-
ledge about the‘%;lidity of its various claims. The supposition that a crit-
iqge of reason will provide adequate and complete accounts about em-
pirical experience, ethics, aesthetics and religién is as peculiar to

Kant as Copernicus's hypothesis that the earth is in motion.

1V, The Two Parts of Metaphysics

The attempt to alter the procedure of metaphysics by emulating

” .
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the method employed in the veritable sciences succeeds ‘only'wi‘th re-
' gard to the "first part™ of the disci[ﬁline, namely that which deéls with,

"those concepts a priori to which the corresponding Dbjects commen-
’ %ﬁte with them, can be given in experience”. (23, B xviii) That is,
theoretical knowledge will be shown to be possible only for that branch .
of philosophy wﬁich has to do with the employment of reason about the
emi:)ifical realin. As with the natural sc‘iences, the "first part" of
metaphysics attains the rank of science in virtue of the fact that it is
concerned oniy with "what admits of confirmation or refutation by ex-
periment”. (23, B xviii n.) Kant claims that thé application of the
scientific method will succeed not only in enabling an explanation of how
tlhere can be knowledge a priori, but also in furnishing "'satisfactory
proofs of the laws which form the a priori basis of nature, regarded as
the sum of the objects of experience". (23, B xix)66

Although Kant regards metaphysical problems that transcend the

empirical realm as comprising a "second I‘Jart" of the discipline, this

should not be taken to indicate his depreciation of their value. On the

66-"he debate as to whether or not Kant regards the principles of
physics-as pure synthetic judgements a priori is not directly pertinent
to this work. Nonetheless, we refer the reader to Konrad Cramer's ar-
ticle "Non-Pure Synthetic A Priori Judgements in the 'Critique of Pure
Reason'" (Kant's Theory of Knowledge, ed. by Lewis White Beck, Bos-
ton: D. Reidel Publ. Co., 1974, pp. 62-70). Here he argues that the
principles set down in Kant's Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Sci-
ence are regarded by Kant himself, and could only be, synthetic judge-
ments a priori that are not pure. (See esp. p. 64)
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contrary, in the "Introduction” to the Critique he maintains that the
"final intention™ of metaphysics is to solve these problems. (46, A3=
B7)67 These- problems come second only in the sense that they come
after the inquiry about that which pertéins to the empirical réalm; the
question: |

... [to] first be considered, [is] how the understanding

can arrive at all this knowledge a priori, and what ex-

tent, validity, and worth it may have. (46, A3f.=B7)
This is therefore the proper order to be followed; one which has pre-
viously been disregarded and which Kant intends to pursue. Kant con-
tends that in the past metaphysicians had mistakenly embarked on the
task of trying to resolve matters pertaining to the second part of -meta-
physics - having to do with matters which transcénd experience, per-
taining to concepts about God, freedom and immortality - without having
concerned themselveé with the domain of reason's knowledge-’é' priori '

about experience. 68 Therefore, the first part of metaphysics is

67In this same passage he goes on o write:

_..our reason carries on ... enquiries E'in a realm beyond the
world of the senses"] which owing to their importance we con-
sider to be far more excellent, and in their purpose far more
lofty, than all that the understanding can learn-in the field of
appearances ... These unavoidable problems set by pure reason
itself are God, freedom and immortality. (46, A3=B6f.)

68 hus, he holds: A -
It is, indeed, the common the of human reason to complete its
speculative structures as speedily as may be, and only after-
wards to enquire whether the foundations are reliable. All sorts
of excuses will then be appealed to, in order to reassure us of
their solidity, or rather indeed to enable us to dispense altogether
with so late and so dangerous an inquiry. (47, AS5=B9)
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regarded as "preparatory” for the second. 69

We have digressed somewhat in order to clarify some needed insights

for our study - concerning the Copernican hypothesis and Kant's use

of the term 'metaphysics’'. In our digression about the latter, we ’have
learned that imitating scientific procedure in the first part of metaphys -
ics is a precondition of proceeding with the study of its second part.
Concerning the Copernican hypothes.i's, we learned that a reconsidera-
tion of the pért played by the mind in the production of knowledge can,
for Kant, solve metaphysical problems about necessaryﬂr‘ features in em-
pirical knowledge. Thus, the first part of metaphysics - or the 'meta-
physics of experience’, as we shall henceforth call it - can hope to
establish necessary laws only under the view that intuition and under-

standing are constituted by forms and rules prior to experience; under

the view, that is, that the mind's activity is instrumental in the consti-

tution of knowledge. We should now try io reconstruct a fuller under-

standing of this view, as well as of Kant's notion of a "critique". Both
of these issues have a significant bearing on his notion of science. They
will be dealt with consecutively and, as far as possible, in isolatioﬁ
from one another. It should be kept in mind that a study of the present
size and nature cannot hope to present e}fhaustive and definitive accounts

of these complex issues. Rather, as our aim is to analyze Kant's

695ee Ibid. , p. 57, B23. Alsop. 59, Al1=B25: {'propadeutic".
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transcendental method of proof, our commentary on these matters must

be brief and mainly concerned with guiding us towards the issue of

proof procedu?-e.

V. Science and the 'a priori’

Kant s explanation of what he generally understands by a priori
knowledge is given in the "Introduction" to the Crltlgue Such know-
ledge, which is supplied by the faculty of understandmg, is the neces-

sary and universal component in our experience. The question Kant

raises is whether there is such a thing as 2 priori knowledge; that is,
nwhether there is any knowledge that is thus independent of experience

and even 6f all impressions of the senses". (42, B2) Such knowledge is

radically contrasted with a posteriori or empirical cognitions, which
cannot fulfill the criteria of strict universality and logical necessity as

Hume succeeded in proving according to Kant. 70
But Kant believes it "easyh to show that there actually are Yn hu-
man knowledge judgements which are necessary and in the strictest
- sense universal, and ;Nhich are therefore pure a priori judger}lents".
(44, B4) Examples exhibiting reason's non-empirical or pure employ-
ment can be found both in certain concepts and in judgements. If we

divest our empirical concept of an object of all its empirical properties,

70gee Kant's Critique, p. 606 f. (A760=B788).
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Kant- holds that we are left with some non-empirical features: in the
case of bodies, we are left with the space the objects previously occu-
pied-, in the case of even incorporeal objects the "concept of substance
forces itself upon us' once their embirical properties have been re-
moved. (45, B5f.) As regards pure a priori judgements, Kant cites
the propositions of mathematics and the principles or rules which in
his view -enable the very possibility of experience and furnish its cer-
tainty. In connection with these latter judgements, he maintains that
"it is possible to show that pure a priori principles are indispensabie
fqr the possibility of experience, and so to prove their existence a
priori”. (45, B5) Such proofs are given by Kant later on in the Crit-
ique, among which is his proof for the principle of causation, which we
shall analyze in the following section. For the time being it will suffice
to establish that for Kant there are pure a priori concepts and judge-
ments yielded by reason and without which experience would not be
possible.

However, Kant is not interested in all of the understanding's a
priori cognitions, as some su"ch cognitions do not extend our knowledge.
These judgements he-entitles "analytic”, and they are distinguished
from juc}gements which are “synthetic”. In affirmative analytic judge-
ments, the concept of the predicate is oyertly or covertly contained in
the concept of the subject; such judgements are therefore merely ex-

plicative, as the concept of the predicate does not go beyond what is
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contained in the concept of the SI;bject. ‘Synthetic judgements in general,
on the other hand, are ampliative, as t‘he concept of the Predicate makes
an addition of a new element which was not previously thought in the con-
cept of the subjecr to which it is conjoined. Kant cites "All bodies are
extended" as an example of an analytic judgement, because the notion
of extension is subsumed under the concept of a body: an analysis of
the concept of the subject would necessarily yield the concept referred
to by the predicate. "All bodies are heavy" is his example of a synthe-
tic judgement, as the concept of the predicate is hot contained in the
concept of the subject - i. e. no amount of analysis of the mere concept
of body could possibly yield the concept of heaviness. Thus, only by
expressing judgements of this last type do we attempt to amplify our
stock of knowledge; judgements of the former kind are utilized only for
clarificational purposes. C;nce he has established this distinction in
types of judgement, Kant goes on to hold that all judgements of exper-
ience, or é. p_qstériori judgements, are synthetic, because the (sensible)
connection of the cdncept of a predicate to the conc-ept of a subject which
does not already contain it is done only by virtue of an empirical obser-
vation, and not mereiy by contemplating concepts. »

. All analytic judgements must therefore be a priori for Kant. We
also saw that all judgements about expérience must be synthétic. But,
as is well known to any reader of the first Critique, Kant holds that

“there is a.third kind of judgement yielded by reason: the synthetic
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judgement a priori. One such judgement that Kant cites is "Everything
which happens has its cause'. However, there is a problem with this
judgement and with all judgements of its class. Where the synthesis of
concepts in a synthetic judgement a posteriori "rests upon experience"
(50, A8=B12) - i.e. is occasioned and verifiable only by taking recourse
in experience - such is not the case with synthetic judgements a priori.

Tﬁe radical contrast Kant sees as obtaining between a priori and a pos-

teriori judgements accounts for this. So, as synthetic 2 posteriori

" judgements are one and all contingent, and because the cited judgement
is an instance of a universal and necessary synthesis of coﬁcepts, they
differ radically in their natures. The above judgement therefore cannot
be occasioned nor verified in the same way as an a posteriori judgement
can be, viz., by experience and by taking recourse ig experience, res-
pectively. Similarly, where the synthesis of concepts in an analytic
judgement is occasioned by thought about what is iinplied in a given con-
cept and verifiable solely by recourse to an analysis of such concepts,
this offers no aid regarding the problem of synthetic judgements a priori.
An analysis of the concepts synthesized in the above judgement will shed
no light on the possibility of such a synthesis, nor will it succeed in
verifying or refuting it because the judgement is synthetic - because
"the concept.of a 'cause' lies entirely outside the othex concept, and
signifies something different from that which happens', and is not

therefore in any way contained in this latter representation”. (50f. ,
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A9=B13) In sum, the problem which exists with respect to synthetic
judgements a priori is that, as they are claims to ampliative knowledge
which do not arise out of experience, their occasioning ground or pos-
sibility is neither experience nor mere thought about ideas. 71

Although Kant is interested in discovering how such propositions
are possible, .he holds no doubt about the fact that they are possible,
All principles at the basis of the theoretical sciences are, he argues,
synthetic judgements a priori. 72 Thus, mathematical.propositions -
such as "7 +95 =.12" in arithmetic and "'the shortest distanc_;e between
two points is a straight line" in geometry - aré necessary and, he ar-
gues, synthetic. So are the principleé of natural science or physics -
such as "that in aii changes of the material world the quantity of mattex
remains unchanged; and that in all communication of motion, action and
reaction must‘always be equal”. (54, B17) Moreover, he claims that
thé propositions of metaphysics pretend to be synthetic a priori judge-

4 ments. That is to say, although he regards metaphysics as hithexto

71gor an excellent discussion of the significance of this problem,
and its equation with the general problem of metaphysics in Kant's view,
[ refer the reader to D, P. Dryer's "The Aim of the Critique of Pure
Reason", Dialogue 2 (1963), pp. 142-154. ‘

72On p. 54 (B16f.) he holds that: "Some few fundamental propo-
sitions, presupposed by the geometrician are ... analytic, and rest on
the principle of contradiction. But, as identical propositions, they sexve
only as links in the chain of method and not as principles'.
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having failed in its aim, the very nawre of this aim - viz., O extend
our a priori knowledge - requires that it "ought to contain a priori syn-
thetic knowledge . .. ' Thus metaphysics consists, at least in intention,
entirely of a priori synthetic propositions". (55f., B18) The proposi-
tion that the world must have a beginning does not arise by virme of an

analysis of the concept nworld"”, nor by dint of a particular experience,

- or set of experiences. Therefore, its verification or refutation cannot

be properly conducted by taking recourse either in an analysis of ideas
or merely in thé evidence of experience. For our preéent purpose it
will suffice to conclude from the above that Kant believes there is an
abundance of synthetic judgements 2 priori in the mentioned sciences
and that he regai"ds it as his task to inguire into their possibility, in
order to determine whether or not such a possibility is also open to
metaphysics.

Having looked into Kant's notion of a priori knowledge, we are
now in a position to start interpreting the "new merthod of thought ' he
envisages for metaphysics, viz., "that we can know a priori of things
only what we ourselves put into them®. (23, 'B, xviii} In the footnote |
which refers to this claim, he holds that this method of approach is
”modellc?d on that of the student of nature'. Indeed, we recall that this

procedure is analogous to the method Copernicus used to solve his prob-

lem about planetary motions. This concept is also akin to Bacon's inas-

far as he was in some important way ijnstrumental in forwarding the
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'revolu;ionary' view that "reasdn must seek in nature ... that which it
has itself put into nature’ we saw previously. (20, Bxiif.) We
have also seen that there is a similarity between the quoted methodol-
ogical precept Kant intends to use in attempting to put metaphysics on
the path of science, and the scientifie mathematician's realization that:

If he is to know anything with a priori certainty he must
not ascribe to the tlgeometrica-l]pfif—gmm anything save

what necessarily follows from what he has himself set

into it in accordance with his concept. (19, B xii)

Despite the obvigé fprrr;al similarities between metaphysics, physics
and mathematics, there are radical differences which cannot be alto-
gether ignored if ere are to avoid misinterpreting Kant's conception of
nscience”. These differences have to do with the matter or object of
these disciplines, and they have a crucial bearing upon Kant's transfor-
mation of metaphysics to the status of a science.

In the science of mathematics, the validity_of judgements about
geometrical concepts is determined by their conformity with the intui-
tion of space. ‘For the physicist, the validity of judgements about na-
ture - i.e. the validity of ms hypothesis - i3 contingent upon the results
" of the experiment, or the "response” of the object "on the witness
stand". However, the claim beihg made with respect to the first part
of metaphysics is quite different. Here, the witness is reason. Given

the 'revolutionary' assumptién that reason contributes necessity to ex-

perience, the synthetic a priori principles it s0O contributes are not said
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to conform to experiénce'. Rather, reason is said to impose "rules ...
prior to objects being given [it] ce [and:]to which all objects o'f exper-
ience neqessari]x_cnhform, and with which they must agree'. (25, B
xvii f) In conclusion, the following makes for a diéparity between the
cases of geometrical judgements and the physicist's hypotheses on the
one hand, and the case of the 'revqlutionary‘ metaphysician on the other:
the former are deliberately f‘ormulated possibilities imposed upon in-
tuited space and nature, and their validity is contingent upon the results
of constructions and experiments; whereas in the latter case; the meta-
physician will show that reason narura.lly or non-deliberately imposes
a priori concepts and principles upon experience. Moreover,'the‘se
a priori features are not possibilities to be “tested out” for validation .
in experience, but are rather what lend necessity to it and enable its
possibility. | - |

In sum, the term "a priori" is applied by Kant in a disanalogous

way. There is no ambiguity in its employment insofar as it denotes con-.

“cepts and judgements that are necessary and universal. There is rather

a disanalogy in the fact that while the mathematician and the physicist
pursue scientific knowledge by tt‘le' use of a priori ;:oncepts, the philos-
opher pursues it by operating in the awareness that experience displays’ '
necessary (a_priori) features which must be contributed by reason,

which is the object of his study. It is therefore from such a transcén-

dental viewpoint that the philosopher will perform a critique of pure
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reason. This diéanalogy must be borne in mind when we read the "Sec-
) . -

" ond Preface”. As we shall see later in this paper, it plays an impor -

.tnat role in distinguishing between the-transcenﬂentai and the hypothet-

ical employment of reason.

VL The Notion of a,"Cnnque

In the Preface tb the flI‘Bt edition of the Cnngue Kant character- .

izes the cnthue as being a task of attaining self- knowledge, a task
which assesses the validity of the mind's cognitions. 73 It is' intended

to supply a systematic inventory of the mind's possessions in order to
answer what Kant conceives as the central question of this work, namely,
"what and how much ... the uﬁderstanding and reason [can:] know apart.
from all experience™. 74 That is, the critique is seen as an examination
of the faculty of reason in general which aims to list off all of its 2
priori knowledge in order to ascertain the lawfulness of its various

) -

kinds of claims. Also in this Preface, he maintains that there should
be no insurmountable difficulty in the performance of such a task in the
sense that w;latever "reason produces entirely out of itself cannot be

concealed but is brought to light by reéason itself immediately the com~

mon principle has been discovered”, Anogsher way of putting this

. o & .
 7Bgee Critique, p .’b(A xi).
741pid. , p. 14 P& xx) and p. 12 (A xvii), respectively.

3

TS1bid, ' ‘p. 14 (A xx). See also pp. 25 f. (B xiii).

e
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would be to say that whatever reason contributes to its judgements and
cognitions should not elude critical examination as it will be manifested
as that which supplies them"with the features of necessity and univer-
salitj. |
We are already familiar with Kant's contention that philosophers
L prior to him had been amiss for engaging in metaphysical disputes about
God, freedom and immortality - which pertain to the realm that tran-
scends experience - without first taking care of the domain-which stu-
dies the employment Qf reason in experience. In the Preface to the
 second edition, Kant holds that a criticism of ¢hese "powers” of pure
reason "is the necessary preparation for a thoroughly grounded meta-
physics", i.e. a scientific one. (32, B xxxvi) Therefore, the deter-
“mination of what a priori features reason contributes to experience,
"and what extent, validity and wor;h"’sucli a priori knowledge may have,
isa p-'rerequisite to any attempt to make coghitions which '""leave the
field of all _possible experiences". 75 Sﬁch an assessment is indispen-
| sable becaus‘e the latt_ér'cognitions pretent to extend the scope of reason'’s
a priori knowledge beyond experience, where, as a consequence, ''eX-
perience can yield neither gu.ida‘nce nor correction”. (46, A3=B7) In
the "Second Preface”, as we have also mentioned previously,. Kant _gn-

ticipatesg}that Lbﬁ major finding in perforniing such a critique is that the

4

76Ibid. , p. 46 (A3=B7) and p. 45 (A2=B6), respectively.
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a priori knowledge employed by pure speculative reason "is limited to

mere objects of experience" andWxtend beyond the sensuous
77

7 realm’. 7 ) .

The primary issue which concerns us here, however, is not so

much the final result of this critique, but rather how Kant conceives the -

task itself,
In our general discussion of Kant's views on a priori knowledge

we saw that not all a priori judgements need to be examined in the

Critique. Only a priori judgements which are synthetic require close

scrutiny - to the exclusjon of empirical judgements, which are also syn-

thetic, though a posteriori. In order to show that there are synthetic

judgements a priori, Kant cited several instances from mathematics

.and from physics. Thus, he defines the central issue for metaphysics -

“which entirely consists, at least in intention, of such judgements - as

having to show not that synthetic judgements a priori are possible, but
rather how they are possible. So:

The possibility of analytical propositions . .. [is] easily -
comprehended, being entirely founded on the law of Con-
tradiction. The possibility of synthetical a posteriori
judgemnents, of those which are gathered from exper-
jence, also requires no particular explanation; for ex-
perience is nothing but a continual synthesis of percep-
tions. There remain therefore only synthetical propo-
sitions a priori, of which the possibility must be sought

Tpid. , p. 27 (B xvi). Emphasis removed.

By
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or investigated, because they must depen% upon other

principles than the law of contradiction. 7
In the “Introduction” to the Critique Kant states that "the proper prob-
lem of pure reason is contained in the question: How area priori syn-
thetic judgements possible?" (55, B19) This question is, in effect,
merely a somewhat different way of expressing the notion of a "crit-
ique", viz., of "an inquiry into.pure rational [synthetic] cognition", as
he says in the Prolegomena.79 In less succinct fashion, Kant main-
tains that the Critique:

.. must itself exhibit t:g whole stock of a priori con-

cepts, their division ac rding to their various SOUXces

(Sensibility, Understanding, and Reason), together with

a complete table of them, the analysis of all these con-

cepts, with all their consequences, especially by means

of the deduction of these concepts, the possibility of syn-

thetical cognition 2 priori, the principles of its appli%%-

tion and finally its bounds, all in a complete system.
The search for limits, as the concluding phrases of this excerpt reveal, .
is of crucial importance to the task of performing the critique of pure
reason. Thus, while the inquiry into the possibility of synthetic judge-

ments a priori is as concerned, for example, with judgements that the

781 Kant, Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, in Philos-
ophers Speak for Themselves: Berkeley, Hume and Kant, ed. T.V.
Smith and M. Greene (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1963), p.
279 [Section 5.

791bid. , p. 280 [Section 5.

801bid. , p. 359 ['Scholia: Solution of the General Question. .. 7
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world must have a beginning as with the principle of causation (which
holds that every event presupposes a cause) the issue of the limits of
the objective employment of reason sets these judgements apart. Al-
though they are both synthetic judgements a priori, the Critique's dis-
covery that thg valid (objective) employment of synthetic judgements a
- priori is limited to the realm of sensibility allows the philosopher to
verify, i. e. to determine the veracity or falsity, of only the latter,
and not the former judgement. 81 Nonetheless, this is not to say that
the critiqué of reason does not result in scientific knowledge about
metaphysical problems, It is rather because of the alleged discovery
of the limits of reason's valid efnployrﬁeﬁt that Kant would argue that .,
a critique necessarily leads to scientific knowledge; as we saw in the
last section, the critique makes it possible for metaphysics:
. to come to a decision either in regard to the objects
of its enquiries or in regard to the capacity or incapac-

ity of reason to pass any judgement upon them ...
(57, B22)

81 As the former judgement is an instance of a thought without
sensible content, it is "empty"”. (See p. 93, A51=B75) Moreover, as
it is, as it were, 'unfillable’, it is one of the many judgements of pure
reason which "transcend the conditions of all possible experience, out-

. side which the authentication of truth is in no wise possible™; such
judgements can never be verified (or refuted) as they "make use of the
laws of the understanding - laws which are adapted only for empirical
employment”. (p. 601, A751=B779) The principle of causation is, of
course, a law applying in the reaim of experience and is therefore
part of the class of synthetic judgements a priori which is not subject
to the above criticism. '
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A critical examination of pure reason will therefore determine
the limits of its valid employment and thereby furnish the philosopher

with a knowledge of the type of metaphysical problems about which rea-

A 82 . . .
son must remain ignorant. For instance, judgements asserting the

existence of matter or denying\the existence of God both make claims
that transcend the field of possible experience, and are ''therefore

t. 8 That such insight is precluded

beyond the limits of human insi
is therefore a scientific finding afforded by the critique of pure ¢éavon/

This finding, in turn, "will effective ard us against™ making ¢laims
g gu g g

to 'knowle\dge beyond possible expéri'e ce (436, A486=B514) - the;ebyl
enabling the first appea ly scientific metaphysical system,
according to Kant.

In conclusion, Kant contends that a critique of pure reason con-
sists in the examination of the possibility of synthetic a priori judge-
ments. This involves ascertaining how the validity of, i.e. how the
truth or falsity of such judgements can be determined. Philosophy is
able to arriQe at certainty regarding this issue, for Kant, insofar as
the critique will involve a decision with respect to reason's ability or

inability to validate all 'j udgements.

This brief discussion of Kant's notion of the nature and overall

M
"'.l

82ee Critique, pp. 605-606 (A758-9=B786-7).

831bid, , p. 602 (A753=B781). Re: matter, see esp. p. 359 (A392).
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findings in performing the critique of pure reason enables us to grasp
more fully his persistent theme of putting metaphysiés on the secure
path of a science. We noticed, at the beginning of this chapter, that
there are two main reasons for so transforming metaphysics, in Kant's

view: the absence of unanimity over even a single metaphysical con-

tention and the absence of a plan of procedure common to all philos-

ophers. The fact that these features hold true of all past metaphysical
studies shows, for Kant, "beyond all questioning, that the procedure of
metaphysics has hitherto been a merely random groping, especially
when compared with the successes had in the veritable sciences"”. (21,
ﬁ xv) With the exception of the s;:ience of logic - and this only in virtue
of its "quite precisely delimited” sphere84 - the veritable sciences. have .
the édvantage of ensuring the possibility-of "progress throughout all
time and in endless expansion™. (19, B xi) This possibility is ensured
by-the fact that mathematical claims since Thales and, for instance,

tlhe scientific claims of a Copernicus or of a Galileo are, for Kant, uni-
versally regarded as authoritative. Such authority is borne out by the
weight of the testimony facing the scientist: the constructign in intuition

and the evidence of e%ﬂ%imentation, respectively, suffice to corroborate

L 4

~ 843p44., p. 18 (Bix). The narrowness of its scope, which com-
prises only the abstract study of the understanding and its form, fully
accounts for its success as well as for the fact that it has been "a closed
and completed body of doctrine" since the time of Aristotle, according
to Kant. .
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(or to refute) the mathematician's judgements and the physicist's hypo-
theses. This testimony grants such claims the status of knowledge,
which must be accepted by fellow scientists and which thereby enables
them to expand such knowledge by being able to assume the adequacy
of such claims. Therefore, as distinct from pre-Critical metaphysics,
for Kant there is a unanimity about scientific claims., As for the issue
of a method of procedure which is common to all mathematicians and
to all physicists, we have already seen that Kant believes that such
agreement does exist, at least tacitly, since the occurrence of their
respective revolutions in procedure.

The revolution in metaphysical procedure proposed by Kant is,
we saw, also intended to gain common assent in virtue of thel-fact that .
rethinking the relation of the variables in metaphysics a la Copernicus
will furnish the true account of the origin a‘nri val'idity of the necessary
features that he regards as pervading experience. Therefore, the re-
formulation of the relationship obtaining between reason and its objects
whicf‘;'is manifested in the Critical Philosophy entails a methodological
revolution for metaphysics and is Kant's iqtended solution for the var-
jance in procedure hitherto besetting metaphysical inquiry.

“The "overall ﬁ-ndings“, as we called them above, in performing
the critique of pure rez;son are intended to provide the solution to the
other problem that ails metaphysics, viz., the absence of unanimity

regairding metaphysical contentions. Post-Kantian metaphysicians

»
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would be scientific by abiding with the two main findings established in
the Critique: first; that metaphysical knowledge, 1.e. the objective
employment of reason’s synthetic judgements 2 priori, is limited to
the realm of sensibility. And, secondly, this entails that sy_nthetic
judgements a priori which transcend possible experience transcend the

imits of human insight and do not therefore allow of being known, but

‘rather merely of being thought. Thus, analogous with the cases of

mathematics and natural science, Kant expects to ensure the possibil-
ity of progres's for metaphysics by way of the insights gathered in the
Critique. The authority of its contentions, which is presumably bhorne
out by the argumenté it contains, is expected to be universally acknow-
ledged by a new generation of scientific metaphysicians. ~This inevit-
able acknowledgement - presumably similar to that following upon the
heels of Thales and, for instance, Cope.rnicus - would thereby enable
post-Kantian philosophy to devote its time to expanding the body of
metaphysical knowledge and thought, rather than aimlessly groping in

random fashion, as had previously been the case.
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APPENDIX

(Footnote 24)

The fact that Bacon's contribution is regarded by Kant as sem-
inal at the very least, coupled with Kant's metaphor about revolution-
ary turns for science being like a "light" for reason suggests that he
read Bacon's Advancement of Learning before writing his "Second Pre-
face”. Therein we read:

k]
. every degree of proceeding in a science giveth a
light to that which followeth; which light if we strength-
en by drawing it forth into questions or places of in~
quiry, we do greatly advance our pursuit. (op. cit. ,
p. 59 [Second Book xiii, 10})

Several other issues common to both the "Second Preface” and
this book support this conjecture: First, two additional linguistic sim-
ilarities arise: Kant devises an economic simile with respect to the
corroboration of claims to knowledge which is much like, and is pos-
sibly borrowed from, a kindred simile in the Advancement of Learning.
In writing about the value of the "inventions" of neo-Aristotelian natural

.inquiries, Bacon claims to find it...

... deficient; which seemeth to me to be such a defi-
cience as if, in the making of an inventory touching the
state of a defunct, it'should be set down that there is
no ready money. For as money will fetch all other
commodities, so this knowledge [viz. , the purportedly
ill-grounded claims to knowledge of the neo-Aristotel-
iang] is that which should purchase all the rest.

(op cit. , p. 56 [Second Book, xiii, 1))

Kant uses the same simile in pointing out the impoxrtance of ascertain-
ing in what kinds of case gmpirical corroboration is indispensable to
the truth of the "knowledge of reason':
. it is bad management if we blindly pay out what
comes in, and are not able, when the income falls into
aarrears, to distinguish which part of it can justify ex-
penditure, and in which line we must make reductions.
(18, Bx) |



72

The second point of linguistic similarity has to do with Kant's use of
juridical jargon in his analysis of the new -found methed in natural sci-
ence: While the predominant metaphor in the "First Preface" is about
sovereignty, in the "Second" it is indeed appropriate to a law-court.
Though Kant was presumnably aware that Bacon was Chief Justice of
England, in the Advancement of Learning Bacon makes references to
"the voice of nature" which consents (op. cit., p. 47 [Second Book,viii,
4]) to "a faculty of wise interrogating' (Ibid., p. 39 [Second Book, xiii,

g]).

There are two remaining issues supporting our conjecture - both
of which are about material in the "Second Preface" with which we have
recently discussed: the use of the term "metaphysics" and the work of
Copernicus. For the time being, a paragraph will suffice on each.

Bacon devides "metaphysics", or "natural philosophy”, into two
branches: "physic", or the study of "material and efficient causes" is
the first; the second is "metaphysic", which is about "formal and final
causes". (op. cit., p. 43 [Second Book, vii, 3]) While the former "are
parts of knowledge not deserted by the labour of man® (Ibid. , [4]), "the
latter part whereof I allow as extant, but wish it confined to its proper
place”. (Ibid., p. 45 f. {7]) While Kant does not explicitly effect a
cimilar rift between the two kinds of philosophical inquiry in the "First
Preface”, it may fairly be said that that is the main concern of the
“Second Preface', as we have just seen in Chapter 2.

Within the passages in the Advancement of Learning containing
the material discussed above (op. Cit., pp. 41-59 [Second Book, vi to
xiii}), Bacon briefly remarks on Copernisus's work in astronomy. His
comments evince the prevalent lack of concensus in Bacon's day regard-
ing the choice of astronomical systems made available by Copernicus's
work:

... the same phenomena in astronomy . .. and the calcu-
lations are agreeable to both [the Ptolemaic and Coper-
nican systems], so the ordinary face and view of exper-
jence is many times satisfied by several theories and -
philosophies; whereas to find the real truth requireth
another manner of severity and attention. (op. cit.,

p. 48 [Second Book, viii, 5])

Bacon leaves it to future natural philosophers to determine the truth of
the dispute. (See op. cit., p. 49 [Second Book, ix, 1]) Our reading of

oA
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the "Second Preface” indicates that Kant wholly agrees with Bacon. He
mentions Copernicus's achievemnent in connection with the task he sees

before himself in the Critique, which indicates that the dispute had been -

settled by then, viz., since the advent of 'enlightened’ natural science.
We suggest that Kant's use of Copernicus's success in the "Second Pre-
face' may have been prompted by a reading of Bacon's hopeful remarks.



CHAPTER 3
THE TRANSCENDENTAL METHOD OF PROOF

1In order to achieve our ultimate aim®in this chapter - which is to
analyze certain aspects of Kant's transcendental method of proof - we
“ shall proceed as follows: First we shall briefly describe some Kantian
notions which must be understood before going on to reconstruct any
transcendental proof. Specifically, the term "transcendental” requires

at least a brief examination, particularly as used in context with his no-

tion of a "transcendental] logic". Second, an instance of a transcenden-

tal proof will be reconstruct or this purpose] have chosen the
nSecond Analogy of Experience’. /As this analysis of the principle of
causation may well be sin as a response to Hume's views on the issue,
occasional reference will be made to the Empiricist's argument. Our
reconstruction of Kant's understanding of his transcendental method of

- proof will be drawn from passages selected from the first Critique and

from the Prolegomena to any future Metaphysics.

1. ~ Transcendental Logic

The term "transcendental” is first defined in the Introduction to

the Critique as being:

74
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. all knowledge which isgccupied not so much with ob-

jects [in edition A: '... as with our a priori concepts of
objects in general". IneditionB: ...| as with the mode

of our knowledge of objects in so far as this mode of know-
ledge is to be possible a priori. (59, Al1-12, B 25)

As the word,"obje::ts" is being used in an ordinary sense, and not in
Kant's technical sense, it is almost superfluous to note that transcen-
dental knowledge should not be confused with the issue of the possibility
of transcendent knowledge, i. e. of that kn%ledge which pretends to
soar beyond the realm of experience. The passage cited clearly shows
that "transcendental” denotes a type of knowledge; moreover, that this
type of knowledge is not concerned with'objects' of experience them-
' selves; finally, that this type of knowledge is knowledge a prioxi. In
sum, transcendental knowledge is knowledge a priori of objects in gen-
eral, Howeveqr, later on in thé Critique Kant points out that:
Not every kind of knowledge a priori should be called
transcendental, but that only by which we know that -
and how - certain représentations (intuitions’or con-
- cepts) can be employed of are possible purely a priori.
The term 'transcendental’, that is to say, signifies such
knowledge as concerns the a priori possibility of know-
ledge, or its 2 priori employment:._ Neither space nor
any a _priori geometrical determination of it is a trans-
cendental representation; wWhat can alone be entitled
transcendental is the knowledge that these representa-
tions are not of empirical origin, and the possibility
that they can yet relate a priori 0 objects of experience.
- (96, A56f‘380—81) '
Although the dz_% offered in Kant's "Introduction” might suggest
that transcendéfital knowledge and knowledge a priori are one and the

: same, this suggestion is considerébly qualified in the passage just

-
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quoted. The term transcendental denotes a philosophical approach or
standpoint. This standpoint, according to him, will yield knowledge -
obviously transcendental knowledge. Furthermore, transcendental

knowledge must be non- emp1r1ca1 ora Eno But this last quol;ation

reveals that the term transcendental refers to a reflexive viewpoint
which will enable the scrutiny of the possibility and the manner of the
mind's application of a priori elements and structures in knowledge.
The findings of such reflexive scrutiny must therefore be enmleq) s
transcendenta.l knowledge. Kant contends that only the transcendental
approach could yield such knowledge, and that this can-only be‘}?ﬁe by

the 1mp1emem:ation of a transcendental logic: *
»

In the expectasfon ... that there may perhaps be con-
cepts which relate a gnorl to objects ... solely as acts
3f pure thought ... we form for ourselves by anticipa-
tion the idea of a-science of the knowledge which belongs
to pyre understanding and reason, whereby we-think ob-
jects entirely a prioxi. Such a science, which should ~
determine the origin, the scope, and the objective val-
idity of such knowled , would have to be caNed trans-

# cendental logic . ... This BCience] concerns’itself with
. the laws of understanding and of reason solely in so far
as they relate 2 pnorrto objegts. (96 £, AS57=B81- 82)

‘It i}in v1rtue of the fact that such a science is concerned with such a
priori laws that it is characterized as bemg a type offloglc. ~ Aristote-

» han logic (Wthh ranks asa scxence for Kant as we saw in 'the prev1ous
secuon) .and transcendental logic h’afve a great deal in common; this is

. made ﬁ'lplig\{ldent in the first chapter of the "Analytac of Concepta" ¥

"'I‘he Clue to the” Discovery of All Pure Concepts of Ehe Understandmg
‘b N .' . . . R l . .. . ".. -~ *
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or the "Metaphyif&cal Deduction™. Nevertheless, Kant regards them as ~

@dlssumlar in a very important respect.

Classical or "pure general” logic, as he calls .1t here, "abstracts
from all content of knowledge™ and con51ders the forms of Judgement
yielded by the understanding. 1 Transcendental logic, by contrast, is
concerned with the content of these forms of judgement, i.e. with the .
matérial of knowledge. Thus, while classical logic merely deals with

e forms of judgement, trdnsoendental logic deals' with their objective
employment. However, its provmce is not 1nc1us1:ie of all such employ-
" ¢« ment - viz. , both pure ‘and emp1ncal but rather comprises "solely the
rules of the pure thought of an object”. (95, A55=BSO) For instance:
The conclus12n of the "Transcendental Aesthet1c" of the Cnugue was
- that, Space and time are the only forms of human sensibility; that 18, the
.mind is objectwely receptive only of ‘what can be presented to it within
~ the spatio-te_mporai framework. Thus, the concept of any obj ect, be it
empirical or pure, is conditioned by - i.e. has as 1{9. condition - the
fact that its matter or content is only spatlo—temporally accessmle to
the mmd —'?[‘he understandmg can yzeld ]udgements about ob] ects only

by means of such access or reception. While class1ca1 loglc is not in-

“terested in this insight, transcendental logic, being concerned with

¢

IKant's Critique, p. 111 (A 76=B102). "See also p. 106 (A70=

-

B95).

-
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objective knowledge, cannot fail to take it into consideration. 2

Therefore it is the dissimilarity of the general prupose of clas-
sical anci rranscendental logic which sets them é.part for Kant. As the
former entirely abstracts from the content of knowledge, its only task
"is to give an analytical exposition of the form of knowledge as expresséd/
in concepts, in judgements and in inferences”. (177, A133=B172) Tran-
scendental logic does not abstract from the _contenE of knowledge and wﬁl
have as its concern to ascertain the origin, scope and validity of the ob-
jective use of the forms of knowledge.

Transcendental logic is applied by Kant to two spheres: transcen—
dental analytic, "which deals with the elements of the pure knowledge
y1e1ded by the understanding”, as well as with its principles (100, A62=

B87); and transcendental dialectic which will consist in "a critique of

_understandmg and reason in respect of their hyperphysical i.e. trans-

" cendent employmem:" (100, A63=B88) As stéted in‘our Introduction,

we are not concerned with the latter area, but only with the former. -~

Moreover, w1thm the transcendental analytic we will as far ag possible

' d1sregard the, sub- section which is involved with the. “elements men-

tioned above in order to concentrate on the one concerned with the

principles - and specifically with the principle of causation.

a

'1 ) | ) ) o

25ee Ibid. , p. 100 (A62=B87).
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11. The Transcendental M,etﬁod of Proof

A. As exempfified in the "Second Analogy of Experience™

The main aim of this section will be to isolate and reconstruct
a passage in the "Second Analogy of Experience" which contains Kant's
transcendental proof of the principle of caﬁsati_on. However, as is not
uincommon in Kantian scholarship, there is controversy about how the
search for such a passage sﬁould be carried out. Adickes, Kemp

Smith and Paton concur in maintaining that there are six separate

_proofs successively presented in the "Second Analogy". 3 Graham Bird

holds that while there are variations in the arguments that Kant pre-

sents, these are merely intended to provide a variety of comment upon

an initial proof”. 4 After careful study the details of which are immater-

ial to our present concern, we have decided that Bird's view is correct. 5

35ee H. ]J. Paton, Kant's Metaphysic of. Experience (London:
George Allen & Unwin, 1936y, vol. 11, p. 224 f. and p. 224 n.

' 4Graham Bird, Kant'é Theory of Knowledge (New York: Human-
ities Press, 1962), p. 153. ]

5By implication, at least regarding the "Second Analogy’', we are
not at loggerheads with Kant's contention "that only one proof can be
found for each transcendental proposition”. (624, A787=B815) In fact,

" he refers specifically to the proof of the principle of causation to cor-

roborate this general observation on transcendental groofs: _
in the Transcendental Analytic, for instance,” we derived
the principle that everything which happens has a cause,

" from the condition under which alone a concept of happen-
ing in general is objectively possible - namely, by show-
ing that the determination of an event in time, and there-

-+ fore the event as belonging to experience, would be
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We ai'so'conéur with Bird's choice of the passages containing Kant's
"initial" or essential proof. Before going about the business of recon-
structing this proof however, a brief comment should first be made
about Kant's géneral aim in the "Analogies of Experience”.

The principle for which Kant argues in the Analogies as a whole
is that "Expérience 1S possiblé' only through the representation of a
necesséry connection of perceptions”. (208, B218) Here he equates
experience with empirical knowledge, which involves "a knowledge of
objects through perceptim ; , B219) As he is conducting an in-
quir§ into the‘necessary conditions fo¥ the possibility of experience,
‘this will be an investigation of what is presupposed in empirical know -
ledge. El.npirical knowledge, he maintains, lrequires the synthetic |
unity of the manifold of perceptions as it exists obiectively in time.
As time-itself cannot be perceived for Kant, :;the determination of the
~ existence o{ objects in time can take place .only through their relat_ion
‘jn time in general”. (209, B219) There are only three Irnodefs of time:

duration, succession and coexistence. That is to say, time, which is

the medium of all appearances, enables us to know appearances in only

(footnote 5 continued)..... .
" impossible save as standing under such a dynamical rule.
This is the sole possible ground of proof; for the event,
in being represented,. has objective validity, that is, truth,
only in so far as an object is determined for the concept
by means of the law of causality. (624, A788=B816)

[ . ) -
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these three ways. Kant hopes to show that there are "three rules of all
relations of appearances in time, and these rules will be prior to all
experience, and indeed make it possible”. (209, B19) These rules are
therefore concerned with the temporal modes of duration, succession
and simultaneity, and they will describe hdw "a unity of expenence may
arise from perception”. (211, B222)

The Analogies of Experience must be necessarily true of all ex-
perience, as is the case with the principles dealt with in the Anticipa-
tions of Perception and the Axioms of Intuition. However, there is a

radical distinction drawn between the Ahalogies (and the Postulates of

.Empirical Thought), on the one hand, and the Axioms and Anticipations

on the other. These last two principles are said to be constitutive; that '
ig, their proofs attempt to justify the application of mathematics to ap-~

peargchea, whereby the possibility of appearances is argued as being

AN \)la’rintatwely determmable. The Analogies, however, are said to

yield regulative principles, and not consm:uuve ones, as their concern
is with the existence of things, and not with their posmblhty GAB X~
istence cannot be constructed, the pnr‘xmples can apply only to the rela-
tions of existence”, (210, A179=B222) B |

-

The principle of causation express "in the "Second Analogy" has

to do with the knowledge of ob]ects witlf respect to the successive mode
of time. In the 'A’ edition it reads as llows: "Everything that hap-

pens, that is, begins to be, presup;;oses omething upon which it follows '

-
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[

according to a rule”. (218), A232) The principle is rephrased in the
'B* edition: "All alterations take place in conformity with the law of the
connection of cause and effect'. (218, B232) Prior to the reconstruc-
tion of the passages we have isolated as containing the essence of the
proof of this principle - from the new paragraph on 220 (A191=B236) to
the end of the second paragraph on 222 (A194=B239) - several prelimin-
ary points are ‘mentioned by Kant. We will list some of the more im-
portant of these: .

1. The first paragraph-in the Analogy is a reminder of the con-
clusions arrived at in the "First Analogy"”, where the close connection

between both proofs was made explicit.

2, - Kant argues that necessary features about experience can-

not be supplied by perceptions themselves: "the objective relation of
\

]

appearances that follow upon one another is not to be determined

through mei'e perception”. (219, B234)6 The notions of 'object' and
{

6Kant concurs with Hume on this point. In the Treatise Hume
uggests that we turn attentlon: .

...on any two pbjects, which we call cause and effect ... in

order to find that impression, which produces an idea of such

prodigious consequence. At first sight I perceive, that I must

not search for it in any of the particular qualities of the objects;

since, whichever of these qualities I pitch on, 1 find some object
that is not possesst of it, and yet falls under the denomination
of cause or effect. And indeed there is nothing existent, either
externally or internally, which is not to be consider'd either as
a cause or an effect; tho' 'tis plan there is no one quality, which
universally belongs to all beings, and gives them a title to that
denomination.

’Da\;id Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, ed. by L. A. Selby-Bigge

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1888), p. 79.

VIR
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'necessity’, and the relationship between the two; will also be dealt
with below,

3. Even assuming that it is possible‘ to recognize different
states of an object at different times, the recognition of the objective
time order of these states requires something moxre. (218 £. , B-233 f.)

4. (i) Appearances are always generated in the mind suc-
cessively. |

(ii) Appearances are not things in themselves.

(iii) As appearances "are what alone can be given tous to

know",- Kant has "to show what sort of connectian in time belongs to the
manifold in the appearances themselves". (220, A190=B235)

5. An objective timé order cannot belong to things in them-
selves. (220, A190 f.=B235 f.)

6. A distinction must be drawn bétween an 'appearance’ and the
representations of 'apprehension', in order that 4 (iii) be understood.
Although the appearance is nothing but the sum of its apprehensions, "it
is viewed as their object; and my concept, which I derive from the.fgp-
resentations of apprehension, has to agree W1th it (220, A191-BZ36)

7. The distinction drawn 1mmedxate1y above will be viable only
if th appearance stands under a conceptual rule which distinguishes it
"from every other apprehens“{‘on ar;d necessitates some oné particul.';zr
mode of connection of the manifold”. (220, Al9 1—8236)

Once these points are summarily made, Kant proceeds with the

R
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main proof of the principle of causation. This is done in terms of an
analysis of the concept of an event. This procedure will presumably
furn?ﬁhe conditions without which it would-be impossible to discrim-

inapé the experience of events from the experiepce of other successions

of perceptions which are not events.

In order to be perceived, he maintains, every stall.e must be
prec by another apprehension. For the mofnent, Kant regards as
self-evident, 6r aet least in no need 6f substantiation, that "an event
which should follow upon an empty time, that is, a coming to be pre-
yezred by no state of things, is as little capable of being apprehended as.
empty time itself". (221, A192=B237) We have already seen a formu-
lation of this notion above (item 4 (i)) and it is also treated in the ar_gu-
ment immediaiely following the proof we are presently dealing with.

But although this condition necessarily obtains with respec::‘;; all events,
it also holds regarding cases of successive apprehensions whicﬁ are

not considered to be events. Kant's example of the successive appre-
hension of the parts‘ of a house illustre_zteg this pdint: Although the ap-.
prehension of the manifold in the appearance of a house is succes_sive -
procgedihg, for example, from the roof to the wfndow, et(-:. - the mani-
fold of the h se. itself is not regarded as being successive. The suc-
cessive Ap/pi')zhensibn is therefore not regarded as the apprehension of

an objective succession, i.e. of an event.

Given that the above is a necessary, though insﬁfﬁcient,
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condition which must be fulfilled in order that a succession of apprehen-
. * «

sions rank as an event, Kant goes on to offer another condition: Where-
as the order of the succession of apprehensions of a house is entirely

arbitrary, the order of the successive apprehension of an event is gov-

_ erned by a conceptual rule. The example of an event which Kant offers

is that of a boat sailing dowhstream. "The order in which the percep-
tions succeed one another in apprehension ig in this instance determined,
and to this order apprehension is bound down". (221, A192=B237) In
such a case, tﬁen, there is a determinate ordgr governing the succes-
gion of our apprehensions: the boat can only be perceived upstream at

first and further downstream later. (Of course, if the boat was travel-

-

rule-governed order. ) The order of apprehensions of an event must,
therefore, be a necessary order; the concept of an event presupposes

the notion of a rule that makes the order in which the apprehensions

w

follow upon one another a necessary order. In all events, then:
... we must derive the subjective succession of appre-
hension from the objective succession of appearances ...
The objective succession ... [consists] in that order of
the manifold of appearance according to which, in confor-
mity with a rule, the apprehension of that which happens
follows upon the apprehension of that which precedes.
(221 £., A193=B238)

As necessary determination in the appearance is presupposed in the
concept of an event, when a particular succession of apprehensions is

regarded as constituting the apprehension of }n event, it must ipsQ@
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facto have been regarded that the succeeding state necessarily follows
upon the‘preceding. Thus, in that which precedes a happening there
must lie "the condition of a rule according to which this event invar-
iably and necessarily happens". (222, A193=B239)

In conclusion, we have seen that for Kant.the concept of an ob-
jective event presupposes the notion of the necessary determination of
the t.emporal order of a‘pprehen'sions. The 'conc“eption of an objective%
time order therefore requires the awareness of a necessary determina-
tion, of an irreversibility, -about certain successions of apprehension.
Such determination impiies that in an event the preceding apprehension
conditions the succeeding one, or causes it. Tﬁus, the concept of a
determinant or cause is a necessary condition for the possibility of con-
ceiving an objective time order and therefore of experience.

Further insight into Kant's views on causation can be had by
viewing his argument in compaﬁsoq with Humge's treatment of the issue,

" For this we will need to present a brief summary of Hume's account and

analyze his general approach and the conclusions to which it Jeads him.

-

B. Digression: Hume's Argument on Causality
Hume considers it fruitless, as we saw, to seek for the origin
of the idea of causation at the level of perceptibn (see footnote 6 above).

It must rather "be deriv'd from some relation among objects; and that




87

relation we must now endeavour to discover". 7 In "_Qf Knowledge and
Probabiliry" (Book 1, Part III of the Treatise), Hume limits his discus-
sion on causation to the "external” or spatial realm. Once this proviso
is made, he argies that the two following relations obtain of causally
related objects: First, a cause and its effect must be in spatial prox-
irity, or rather, immediacy to one another. Spatial contiguity is
therefore essential to the idea"of causation. » Second, a cause must be
temporally prior to its effect. Nevertheless, he ;ecognizes that an
"object may be contiguous gnd prior to another, without being consid-
er'd as its cause’; fhe idea ofa necessar;r connection between causes
and effects, he stresses, "is of much greater’ importance, tha;n any of

the other two above-mention'd". 8 His inquiry into the origln of this

idea proceeds in an indirect manner; by posing other "questions, the

7Da\'rid Hume, op. cit., p. 75. The following analysis of Hume's
views on causation are expressed in this text. The differences between
it and the arguments presented by Hume later in the Inquiry, that are
relevant to our discussion will be brought up as they arise. .

We are concentrating on the account given in the Treatise be-
cause of its more comprehensive and systematically organized char-
acter. Although it is believed that Kant was only familiar with the
teaching contained in the Inquiry, and only with excerpts from the
Treatise quoted by Beattie (in his Essay on the Nature and Immutability
of Truth), there is still evidence which militates against this view. * By
proceeding in the above-mentioned way we can circumvent this contro-
versy.

(*See, for example, L. W Beck's "A Prussian Hume and a Scot-
tish Kant", n. 20.) . :

8ibid. , p. 77.
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I}

examination of which will perhaps aiford a hint; that may serve to clear
up the‘present difficuley". 4
Hume's first question is basically: Why is it that 'whatever be-

gins to exist must have a cause of existence' is regarded as necessarily

true in philosophy, and as requiring no proof of its tru_t:h?‘]‘0 He holds

that in so regarding this proposition, philosophers are mistaken. The
argument supporting this criticism relies to a large extent a'n his pre-
viously formulated classification of the only seven ways in which ideas
may be meaningfully connected in propositions. 11 In that apalysis, he
concluded that neceséi’ty or certainty is yielded by four of the seven

"philosophical rel;tions" --those which connect idegs about proportions
in quantity, degrees in quality, resemblance and contrariety. In the

Inquiry he entitles .all necessa connections of ideas the "Relaﬁons of
ry ;

N 2
9ibid. , p. 78.

held that: S

¢ ... “everything that has a beginning must have a cause' is a
true principle of reason or a proposition ce?inly true; which
we come to know by ... contemplating our ideas and perceiv-
ing that the idéa of beginning to be is necessarily connected
with the idea of some operation; and the idea of operation with
the idea of something operating which we call a cause, And
so the beginning to be is perceived to agree with the idea of
©, acause... T :
J. Locke, First Letter to Bishop Stillingfleet (1697), in: Problems in
Philosophical Inquiry, ed. by J.R. Weinberg and K. E, Yandell (U.S. A.:
Holt, Reinhart & winston Inc.), p. 163.. : C ‘

11g.e Hume's Treatise, Book 1, Part IlI, Sec. 1 (pp. 69-73).

}OHume is very likely referring to Jotin Locke in pa;ticular, who -~
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Ideas" proper, as the claims to knowledge furnished by such connec-
tions are verifiable by reason's contemplation of the ideas élone, quite
independently of empirical considerations. 12 The three remaining
kinds of_ pl?p%sitions, where the ideas C(I)nnected haye to do wi-th iden-

tity, spatio-temporal contiguity and causation, all yield merely

125¢e Hume's An Inquiry Concerning Human,].)ﬁgrstanding, ed
by Charles W. Hendel (Indianapolis: Library of L4beral Arts, Bobbs-
Merrill Co. Inc., 19535), p. 40 (Sec. IV).

In the Inquiry Hume altogether omits the exhaustive breakdown -
of philosophical relations into these seven types. Furthermore, in at
least one instance he explicitly suggests that one of these is not a valid
relation;.in a footnote he says:

.. Contrast or Contrariety is also a connection among

ideas, but it may perhaps be considered as a mixture of

- -Causation and Resemblance. Where two objects are

contrary, the one destroys the other; that is, the cause

of its annihilation, and the idea .of the annihilation of the

object, implies the idea of its former existence.

(Inquiry, p. 32. Emphasis omitted. )

N

While he does divide Matter-of-Fact réasonings into three (see next

' footnote), he finds it sufficient to assert, about the Relations of Ideas,

that they are contained in the mathematics and that their truth is "dis-
coverable by the mere operation of thought”. (Inguiry, p. 40)

As R. P. Wolff points out (Kant's Theory of Mental Act1v1ty, p-
26 £.), it is important to avoid equating the Treatise's doctrine of four
ways in which ideas can be connected with necessity apid Kant's views
on analytic judgements:

The judgement that the early composmons of Mozart

sound like (resemble) those of Haydn, for example,

woyld belong to the ... category of relations of ideas,

although it would never be called analytic. Hume's

criteria are psychological rather than logical, and as

they are based on a now-discarded theory of conscious

tem of classification, ~In the In
is introduced .../ which comes quite
division of propositions.
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R pontingenr tru-th value as they have to do -with matters of fact, 13 If
Hume appealed to this purported contingency of the connections of ideas
_ _ N _

about matters of fact, he would be-éfaariéusly amiss 'a:nd, indeed, would
not prove that philosof:hers are mistaken regarding the self-evidence of
the Principle ‘of causation formulated above. This is so for the simple
. .reason that it is preciée:ly this contingency which he is attempting to
establish in the present discussion. Ipstead, his appeal to the-classif-
jcation of meaningful cp.nnect‘ilons- of ,ideas‘ takes theia following form:
Hume airgugs that none of the;.four relations of iqeas which yield cer-
tainty Iare implied in the proposition that éyery beginni'ng of existence

. . AR : ‘
must have a cause; therefore it cannot be verified with necessity, by a
mere contemplatioﬁ of the ideas it contains.

' Some necessary propositions may not evince certainly intuitively,

according to Hume; their necessity needs to be exhibited by a demon-

stration, or by deduction. 1n order clearly to establish that the prin-

* ot

ciple in question could not be shown to be necessary even in this covert

way, he offers the following argument: It is easy tQ conceive,an object

-

13hese three philosophical relations of ideas are fittingly label-
led as comprising all reasonings about '"Matters of Fact" in the Inquiry,
‘as distinct from the four ''Relations of Ideas". (See Inguir)gr, p- 40& How-
ever, in this text, these three relations are said to be ""Redemblance,
" . Contiguity in time or place and Cause or Effect”. (Inquiry, p. 32) Hume
uses the terms "identity™ and "resemblance" interchangeably, because
of their close interconnection. The criterion which can be used to dis-
tinguish the application of either of these terms to Relations of 1deas or
to Magters of Fact is that only in the case of the latter will ideas about
vexternal” or empirical objects be connected with others.

N

s
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as non-existent one moment and existent the next, without thinking of

the idea of a productive principle or cause. For Hume (as well as for

Locke)l4 all distinct ideas are separable. Therefore, as the idea of a
. beginning of existence-can be conceived indépendently from the idea of
2 a cause without rendering an absurdity c;r E'l contradictibn, the principle
itself cannot be "refuted by any reasoning from mere ideas".‘15 The
possibility that the principle can be proven to be ne‘cessary is thus dis-
'carded. In conclusion: an explanation of philosophy's belief in the
necessity of the principle of causality must take i'ecours_e beyond the -
ideas contained in the principle; given Hume's "fork", experience pro-
vicies the only recourse.

A second and final question is posed by Hume: "Why we conélude
that such particular causes must necessarily have such pax.'ticular effects;
and what is the nature of that inference we draw from one to the other,
and of the belief we repose in it? ot

Hume denies the possibili"ty. that the inference from a cause to
it effect (or vice-versa) is the product of "a penetrétion into their es-

sences", as no object:

.
N

-

-

*14A "distinct idea is that wherein the mind perceives a differ-
ence from all other" ideas. (J. Locke's Essay Concerning Human Un-
derstanding, ed. by A.S. Pringle-Pattison Oxford: Clarendon Press ,
p. 205.) ] '

.

LSHume's Treatise, p. 80.

161bid. , p. 78.
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.. implies the existence of any other if we consider these
objects in themselves, ‘and never look beyond the ideas
which we form of them. Such an inference would amount
to knowledge, and would imply the absolute contrad%ction
and impossibility of conceiving anything different. 1

Hence, the idea of heat is evoked by the impression or idea of a flame
because of "their constant conjunction in all past instances™; that is,

the inference of the idea of heat "is supply'd in conformity to our past
experience” and not becéuse it is essentially contained in the impres-
sion or idea of a flame. 18 Hence, it can be "by experience only, that

R i ] \
we can infer the existence of one object from that of another. *°

1)
The foregoing discussion, Hume maintains, brings to light
another important feature about the issue of causation: while spatio-

temporal contiguity is essential to the aécriprion of a causal relation-

ship between two objects, as important s the awareness that these have

been constantly conjoined in the past - that they have been "preserv'd

in several instances". 20 That is, the exposure to this repetition of or

constant conjunction between two particular objects in similar relations
of cohtiguity and succession ingrains an expectation of the repetition of

that pattern, such that the perception of one will induce the inference of

Vibid. , p. 865 .
181p4a, , p. 87. ‘ -
1Ipid,

Opid,
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the other. On the strength of this view - supplemented by; some argu-
ments we need not go into --Hume concludes that:
. the supposition, that the future resembles the past,

is not founded on arguments of any kind, but is deriv'd

entirely from habit, by which we are determin'd to ex-
. pect for the future the same train of objects, to which

we have been accustom'd. :
Thus, it is not by means of any probable or necessary reasonings that
causal inferences are made. ‘ The transition from a.pfesent impression
or idea t6 its usual attendant must be effected by an association of the
imagination: it "must be a resemblance betwixt those objects, of which
we have had experience, al;Id those which lie beyond the reach of our
discovery" which is at the basisl of causal inferenceé. 22 Therefore,
ideas about experience are said.to acﬁuire‘ a ‘habit-formed u_nic.m in the
imaéination due to the constant conjunction of cex;tain events. - This’,
union is so strong, gc?)rding to Hume, that the awareness of the im-
preésion or idea of an object resembling one of them will evoke the idea
of the other "before wé have time for reflexion” and "without a moment's
delay", such that it would "scarce be possible for the mind, by its ut-

most efforts, to prevent that transition™ 23 This experientially-induced

habitual association of ideas in the imagination "alone determines the

211piq, , p. 134, Emphasié rerhoved.
22pid, , p. 92.

23—1bid. , pp. 104, 93 and 93, respectively.

-
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mind in all instances to suppose the future conformable to the past.
However easy this step may seem, reason wouid never, to all eternity,
be able to make it". 24
This, however, does not help Hume resolve one of’the main dif-
ficulties concerning caﬁsal inferences, viz; : why is the imagination's
impulse, in the production.of such inferences, -to treat habit as if it
were ="full and perfect"?25 After rejecting the possibility that the idea
of a necessary connection between specific causally-related events is
the copy of an externai jmpression, Hume proceeds to seek for an "in-
ternal" impression, or an impressidn of reflection, of which the idea
could be a copy, As he feels he has shown that it is the resemblance of
instances which is "the first source of our idea of power or necessity",
he contends that it must be "the bbservation of -this resemblance which '
produces a new impression jin the mind". 26 But the only effect of this

resemblance, he maintaids, is that "we immediately feel a determina-

-tion of the mind to pass from one object to jts usual attendant, and to

conceive it in a stronger. light upon account of that relation”. 27 As this

24D. Hume, "An Abstfact of A Treatisé of Human Nature”, in
An Inquiry.Concerning Human Understanding (Indianapolis: Library of
Liberal Arts, Bobbs-Merrill Co. Inc., 1955), p. 189.

25

See Hume's Treatise, p. 134.
201pid. , pp. 163 and 165, respectively, Emphasis removed.
Z1bid. , p. 165.
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determination is the sole internal impression relevant "to the present

: " : . 28
business", Hume concludes that it must be the essence of necessity™.
Therefore, just as the necessity obtaining in reasonings about neces -

sary relations of ideas "lies only in the act of the understanding” for

Hume, the idea of an object having the power to produce another - or

_in other words, the idea that specific causes and their effects are bound

with necessity - is an impression of the mind which is merely "inter-
nally felt by the soul, and not perceiv'd externally in bodies". ? Neces-
sity in the sphere of experience is therefore "nothing but that determin-

ation of the thought to pass from causes, according to their experienc'd

. 30
union". )

-

C. Kant's 'Response' to-Hume
Kant sums up Hume's analysis in the Critique as follows:

The accepted view is that only through the perception
and comparison of events repeated by following in a
uniform manner upon preceding appearances are we
enabled to discover a rule according to which certain

" events always follow upon certain appearances, and
that this is the way in which we are first led to

281134,

 Prbid. , p. 166.

301bid.‘ It is important to note that"Hume is not asserting an
identity between the idea of necessary connection and this propensity
of the mind, but rather that the latter is the internal impression from
which the idea of necessity is copied. ‘
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construct for ourselves the concept of cause. (223,
A195f, =B240f. )31

a

-

Kant agrees with the former of these contention's though not with the
l;atter, as L W. Beck maintains. 32 The concept of cause for Kant must
be contri_bute;d I;y the understanding as it is a necessary condition for
the possibility of the experience of an objective time order, and there-
by 9f experience. ‘It is therefore not derived from "the materials af-

fordedsz by the senses and experience"33 for Kant, but is rather a
' /

N

13

8 As L. W. Beck points out (in "A Prussian Hume and a Scottish
Kant", n. 43), it is strange to find Kant calling Hume's analysis: "The
accepted view", as the theories which were expounded by Christian
Wolff and Christian August Crusius (an anti-Wolffian) held far more’
sway with the philosophical community of Kant's day.

328ee L.W. Beck, op. cit., p. 21,

33Hume's Inquiry, p. 27. All ideas for Hume must ultimately .
have such reference to the empirical realm, including that of 4 cause,
This doctrine holds without exception in Hume's philosophy despite his
mention of an instance to the contrary in the Treatise (p. 6). ' In this
particular example, which is repeated almost verbatim in the Inquiry
(p. 29), Hume argues that if a subject were presented with an incom-
plete spectrum of shades of a given colour, even if he had not pre-
viously had an impression of the missing shade, the agent would be able
to produce it "from his own imagination”. Although this seems plaus-
ible enough, Hume's theory of imagination actually does not allow for
such creativity. In its capacity as creator of whimsical fantasies, the
imagination is limited to altering the form and order of ideas gathered

_from experience. The content or substance of a distinct idea can there-
fore not be supplied by the imagination qua creator. Qua associator of
ideas, the faculty of imaginatien-ts again unable'to account for the pro-
duction of the missing shade, as associations can only occur in confor-
mity with previous experience. ' )

In'sum, given the limits of the functions Hume ascribes to the
faculty of imagination, there is no exception possible to his doctrine .
that all ideas must ultimately have an experiential referent.
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precondition of experience which must be supplied by the understanding.

Nevertheless, Kant is in agreement with the first part of the above quo-
-y

tation - that is, with Hume's conclusions about specific causal connec-

tions:

even though the understanding is itself the source
. of the laws of nature, and so of its formal unity ... em-
pirical laws, as such, can never derive their origin
from pure understanding. That is as little possible as
to understand completely the inexhaustible multiplicity
of appearances merely by reference to the pure form of
sensible intuition. (148, Al127)

Elsewhere, ‘he also says:

Pure understanding is not ... in a position, through mere
categories, to prescribe to appearances any a E‘riori laws
other than those which are involved in a nature in general,
that ig, in the conformity to law of all appearances in
space and time. Special laws; as concerning those ap-
pearances which are empirically determined, cannot in
their specific character be derived from the categories,
although they are one and all subject to them. (173, B165)

"Kant is therefore in agreement with Hume's view that even though we
7 assume that (the Biblical) Adam had fully developed rational faculties,
the absence oﬁf a stock of previous ex-perience would make us realize
that he "could nbt have inferred from the fluidity and transparency of
water that it would suffocate him, or from the light and Wafmth of fire
that it would consume him'"'. 34 Kant, of course fundamentaliy disagrees

with Hume's very approach: He would argue that ‘certain fundamental

principles of experience - like those of substance and causation - must
. ! -

3"‘Hume's Inquiry, p. 42.

P
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already lze in operation in -order for Adam to be conscious of things
(like water or fire).. Setting this asidem, he might modify
Hume's example as follows: if Adam bad suffered such mishaps, and .
had lived long enough to recount them, he would segkthe reason for his
trials in the events that transpired and would be ration—ally justified in
supposing that something in these events can account for his pains. 35
Put differently, Kant would agree that Adam would be unable to arrive
at thé cor;cept of ‘drowning' or 's_ﬁffocating' from examining the con-
cept of water; yet he would say that Adam has the rational equibmelnt
which would enable him to -regard the sequence of states leading up to
drowning as irreversible and hence, as being rule-gOvex.'ned. The re-
cognition that this series of mentaljstates was determined objectively
would entail the realization that the drowr;ing - the succeeding. state -
was necessarily -relal:ed to (ca&s&ﬂ by) being submerged in water - the

preceding state. 36

35Hume would argue that, as Adam hasn't acquired the habit of
associating perceptions (which can be acquired only after experiencing
a multiplicity of resembling instances), he would not seek to account for
his pains by an examination of the impressions which are spatially con-
tiguous and temporally prior to them. Moreover, even if he had ac-
quired such habits, Adam could never be rationally justified in attribut-
ing a set of impressions as the cause of his pains.

36This simplifies matters in a way that could mislead. It should
therefore be made clear that Adam could very well apply the logic pro-
perly and yet misinterpret the empirical data in the following way: af-
ter almost drowning, he may ponder the sequence of states in the event
and realize that the latte® states were caused by the former. However,



\/.\_ : 99

To conclude on Kant's views on causation, we have seen that he

-

maintains that “Empirical laws can exist and be discovered only through
experience” (237, A216=B263) though they are not derived from ex-
perience:

Although we learn many laws through experience, they

are only special determigations of still higher laws,

and the highest of these, under which the others all

stand, issue a priori from the understanding itself.

(147f., A126)

The analysis of Kant's argument for the validity of the principle
of causation offered above is opén to two valid objections: First, that
it does not cover the bulk of the text of the "Second Analogy”. Second,
that it omits Kant'é account of how the law of causation issues a priori

from the understanding. 37 Though these objections are, as stated,

valid only from the point of view which seeks a full analysis of Kant's

(footnote 36 continued).. ...

he may conclude that he ought never to wash his hair again, as that was
what almost made him drown, and not the fact that he choked in the tub
of water. Kant will allow for such mistakes in the quest for causal ex-
planations of specific events; all he regards as beyond doubt is the logic
of these mental operations. '

37Such an accounyis essentially given by Kant in the "Transcen-

dental Deduction”, wheré he argues for the question of right or justifi-
cation of the employme:i\df the categories of the understanding. This
"quid juris', as he calls it, is sharply opposed to the 'quid facti’, or the

_issue concerning the fact that these categories are employed in exper-
jence and how they are so employed. (See 120, A84=B116) While both
questions require proofs - of the transcendental kind - the quid juris
stands in need of a 'deduction’ from a higher principle, while the quid
facti must establish how they are employed by recurring to illustration
in a possible experience. (See 126f., A94=B126f.) We have just seen
an exemplification of the latter kind of proof.
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account of causation. That analysis, however, was not our purpose.
The main purpose of the foregoing discussion was rather o present a
specific transcendental proof 'in action', as it were, in order that we

may abstract from it some insight about its structure.

-

111. Transcendental Proofs and Possible Experience

In this section we intend to discuss some of the key elements in
Kant's transcendental method of proof and draw some conclusions that
will be relevant to our study, Thus, we do not aim to offer definitiv:a
views on every aspect of the prgof method, but rather to conce;ltrate on
the issues which will u]tiﬁately determine Kemp Smith's assessment of
the matter.

We have already seen that for Kant only judgements yield know-
ledge. Moreover, that there are three kinds of judgements for him:
analytic (a_priori), synthetic a_posteriori and synthetic a priori. Ac-

cording to D. P. Dryer, "the problem of the Critique of Pure Reason is

to discover how the truth of synthetic a Qrior.i judgements can be made
out"’, 38 Kant is thus not particularly interésted in analytic or empirical
_ claims to knowledge; his main concern is with metaphysical judgements,
which are all synthetic judge‘ments a priori. However, Kant is inter-

- ested in judgements generally; principally in terms of their verifiability.’

38D. P, Dryer, "The Aim of the Critique of Pure Reason",
p- 309.
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He holds that judgements can yield knowledge ‘only if. "there is a basis
by which to make out that it is true' or false. 5 Thus, all judgements
that can yield knowledge must have a g.roun'd Or reason in terms of
which it can be verified. This princ‘iple is analytically true for Kant:
merely "'by reflecting what we mean by knowledge we realize that no
judgement can yield knowledge unless it is true and there is a grouer
whereby to make out that it is true'’. 40 When this principle is applied
to each of the classes of judgement Kant allows for, as we saw pre-
viously, a problem arises merély in terms of one kind of judgement:
the synthetic judgement a priori. The ground of all empirical judge-
ments is the observation of experigpce; by reéurring to experience em-
pirical judgements can be verified. T‘he ground of all analytic judge-
ments is the meaning of concepts; they are verified by analyzing the

-

concepts they contain.

-

e that every event presupposes a cause is an in-
iori of immanent metaphysits, Or |

Given the above, neither taking re-

The princi

stance of a syntjfetic judgement 2
the metaphysics\of experience.
+ course in empiric on nor the mere analysis of the concepts

.contained in the principle can serve as a means of its verification.

»

39D, p. Dryer, Kant's Solution for Verification in Metaphysica/
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1966), p. 96.

-

4Olbicl. , p. 97. Seealson. 6 therein.
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Put differently, this and all other such jl..ldgements must have a ground
which is different to the twg mentioned above if they are to rank as
Z genuine knowledge. The vekification of metaphysical judgements must
\—Ea(.ge recourse in a third groun i‘ medium, and this third thing is pos-
sible experience. 4 Concomitant with this different medium is a dif-
_ferent means of procedure for verification of metaphysical claims,
namely, the transcendental method of proof. As this method of proof
is so related to the notion of possible experience for Kant, our study

should turn to an analysis of what Kant means by this term and of just

how it can serve as the ground for metaphysical judgements about ex-

perience. We have chosen Kant's Prolegomena to any Future Metaphys -

. . . . 42
ics as the most convenient starting point in our analysis of this notion.
‘ 5

S

4lgee esp. Kant's Critique, p. 238 (A217=B264 and p. 610 (A766=
B794). 4 .
! 42The manner of exposition of the philosophical issues which con-
cern Kant is substantially different in this work from that which we find .
in the Critique. The Prolegomena again indicates that the principal issue
for philosophy is the inquiry into the very feasibility of metaphysics. This
issué resolves itself, as previously mentioned, into the general problem
expressed in the question: "How are Synthetic Propositions a priori pos-
sible?” (Prolegomena, p. 280) The overall problem is therefore to es--
tablish How such judgements are yielded by reason, rather than whether
or not they actually are. The "Second Preface" of the Critique, as we
saw in the previous chapter, puts forth the view that such judgements are
yielded by reason in the disciplines of mathematics, natural science and.
metaphysigs; furthermore, that only the last of these stands in need of
being put on the secure path of a science. To return to the ‘matter of the
exposition in the Prolegomena, here we find these three disciplines trea-
ted separately. The problem of t2anscendental philosophy is. subdivided
into three parts: "How is Pure Mathematics Possible?" (p. 284), "How
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Kant defines 'nature", specifically with reference to the ijects'.\
: j o~

which can be concretely presented to t_he understanding, as."the com™
plex of all the dbjects of e_xperience". 43 As this dé'fi'rﬁrtion exéludes
any "hyperphysical” entity which cannot be presented in e>‘cpérience,
immanent pﬁilosophy is thereby concerned merely with cognitions about
nature regarded as a complex of existents "the actuality of which can

. . 44 L, .
be confirmed by experience'. Now Kant maintains that we are in
.y .

»

- possession of a body of knowledge about nature which is a priori and

which contains universal laws of nature. Therefore, by virtue %

(footnote 42 continued)..... :

is the Science of Nature Possible? " (p. 296) and "How is Metaphysics

in General Possible?" (p. 325) The first part of the problem there-
fore would correspond to the "Transcendental Aesthetic" of the Crit-
ique, the second to the “Transcendental Analytic" and the third to the
"Transcendental Dialectic’. The second subsection - i. €. concerning
the possibility of a pure science, of nature - deals exclusively with im-
manent metaphysics. One of Kant's more sustained elaborations on the
motion of "possible experience" is included in this subsection. . For
this reason we have chosen the Prolegomena as the most convenient

_starting point in our analysis of this notion. -

43K ant's Prolegomena, p. 297.  See also Critique, p. 404
(A437=B465), where Kant says that "by the world of sense we must
mean the sum of all possible expviences”.

_44Pr01e omena, p. 298: This definition is more limited than
the understanding of "nature' as "the existence of things, so far as it
is determined according to universal laws” (Ibid. , p. 296), in that it
is formulated specifically in texms of the relationship between 'nature’

and the cognitive faculties - rather than generally with respect to

‘things'. This moxe limited definition therefore takes account of the
range of concepts which can be concretely furnished by experience, to

. the exclusion of "hyperphysical' notions, which are not experientially

supplied. Cf. Critique, p. 259 (A238=B298).
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the -necessity and universality of these laws, cognition about nature
"is possible a priori and prt?éédes all experience”. 45 Although such
cognitions are limitedﬁto confirmation by expérience, tlhe fact that they
have a validity which goes beyond what experience is a'ble to confirm
raises the problem of determining how a body of cognitions about na-
ture which .has a priori validity can be at all possible. Kant decides
that:, ‘

\-.

.. it is better to arrange the problem thus: How can
~ we cognize a prioxi that things as objects of experience
necessarily conform to law? or thus: How is is-possible
to cognige a priori the necessary conformity to law of
experience itself as regards all its objects generall*y?46

The reformulation affected by these two questions - which amount to a

- single new approach to the problerri for Kant - indicates the lines along

x
which the inquiry must be conducted: The inquiry into the possibility
. .

of cognitions about nature must "be concerned with experience only,

. i iy :
and Evith] the universal Sﬂ]ﬁions of its possibility which are given

a griofi". 47" The inquiry will also determine "how the ¢onditions a

‘priori of the possibility of experience are at the same time the sources

from which all the un_iversal laws of nature must be derived". 48 Thus,

4S1bid. , p. 298.
46cant's Prolegomena, p. 298.

1pid. , p. 299.

4814,
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Kant argues that a solution to the problern presented by the a priori
science of nature - or, for that matter, by any cognition about nature
which has a priori validity - can only be sought.by inquiring, not into
experience, but into the universal conditions of the possibility of ex-
perience. That is, as experience itself can be of no aid in the solution
of this problem, a solution can only bg had by an examination of the’
processes which go to make it (experience) up. The laws which lie in
experience, according to Kant, can be accounted for only by the scrut-
iny of that which makes éxperience possible in the first place.

The notion of possiblé experience, we should point out withoﬁr
ado, relates not to logical possibility but to an existential or real pos-
sibility that is concomitant with Kant's transcendental method. When
Kant says that at the basis of a{‘transcendental philosopﬁy is the divi-
sion into the possible and the 1mposs1b1e" 49 e is not referring to pos-
sibility in terms of the logic that he has called "General" and which he
attributes to Aristotelians, Nor is he feferring to judgements that are
verifiable "logicallly" in the conventional sense; that is, this mentioned

_division does not refer to the establishment of cri;eria delimitiﬁé-the
scope of analytlc judgements a priori. Transcendental philosophy must

effect a division between what is poss1b1e in experience and that Wh]Ch

9K ant's Critique, p. 294 (A290=B346),
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cannot be had in fa:;(perience. A single exzslmplebs'/0 will suffice to illus-
trate the pc?in't: Thére is no logical cqntradictic/)n in the concept of a
two-dimensional geometrical figure enclosed within two‘s'traight -liﬁes,
since the concepts subsumed in it - i.e. the concepts of Two str;ight
lines and of their coming together - do not negate the concept of a fig-
@ However, there is a réal impossibility about such a concept inso-
7far as it cannot be constructed in two-dimensional space.. Transcen-
dental philosophy thereby relegates such a concept to the realm of the
experientially impossible,) and this by virtue of the fact th'at it conflicts
with "the conditions -of space and of its determination”. (240, A22l=
B268) The concept of é two-dimensional figure bounded by two stfaight
Jines cannot be included in the realm of possible figures in Euclidean’
geometry, and must therefore be excluded from the realm of things '
which can possible appear in experience. 51 The notion of possible ex-
perience therefore refers to the real possibility of objective (empirical)

cognitions. 32 Although it should not be associated with logic in the

S0Taken from Critique, p. 240 {A220f. =h8268).

51See, for instance, the Prolegomena, D. 294 where Kant says:

. all the propositions of geometry hold good of space as well as
of all the objects of the senses, consequently of all possible ex-
perience. ..

The problem arising from Kant's view of space as Euclidean is not ger-
mane to this discussion.

S2kant equates "experience" with "empirical cognition”. See
Critique, p. 208 (A177=B218): “Experience is an empirical knowledge,
that is, a knowledge which determines an object through perceptions”.



107

senses just.;ies_cribed, th’ere are two ways in which.possible exper-
ience and logic are related for Kant: First, the principle of contra-
diction is a neceséary condition of the truth of synthetic cognitions
(thoagh it is an insufficient c;ondition for determining such truth);ss
by this, Kant meaﬁs s_imply that all true synthetic judgements-must
abide by'r this principle. Second, as was suggested in the previous
paragraph, possible experience is inextliicably bound up with Kant's
conception of transcendental__logic. It is this relation which we must
try to explicate. |
There is no great diffic;ulty in keeping apart the ground of all
analytic judgements (the relation of the concepts expressed in them)
from the ground of all synthetic judgements 2 priori (the relation of
the concepts expressed in them to possible experience). Howe.ver, the
contrast between the ground of ‘h_c,—: latter and the ground of empirical
judgements (the relation of the'_éoncepts expressed in them to exper-
jence) is a matter of greater complexity. The feature which is essen-
tial to the establis}iment of this confrast is Kant's contention that the
_ground of all synthetic judgements 2 priori, i.e. possible experience,
has to do not with particular phen.or_nenal objects, but rather with phen-

omenal objects in general. >4 Put differently, synthetic judgements

53gee Critique, p. 190 (ALSLE. =BL91) and p. 240 (A220=B268).

54See, for example, Ibid., p. 294 (A290=8346)._



108

a posteriori are verified by mere observation, that ié, by checking
their agreement with objects of experience, while synthetic judgements’
a priori are verified by the transcendental method, that is, by checking
thét- the concepts of things expressed in them "agree with the formal
conditions of an experierice in general". (239, A220=E:267) Thus:

We cannot therefore study the nature of things a priori

4 -

otherwise than by investigating the conditions of the

. universal (though subjective) laws, under which alone
such a cognition as experience (as to mere form) is

' possible, and we determine according_lg_ the possibility

of things, as objective of experience. 29 -

The inquiry into the formal conditions of experience in general there-
fore will result in the establishment of criteria which must be fulfilled
if an empirical cognition is to rank as being objective.

Kant.points out in the Prolegomena that, while all judgements
of experience are empirical, "not all empirical judgements are judge-
ments of experience, in the sense of being objectively valid. Only ob-
jectively valid judgements are regarded as being judgements of exper -
ience, while those which have merely subjective validity are. entitled

. 56
judgements of perception. These last are merely subjectively valid

in that they contain "no pure concept of the understanding, but only the

o . . C R . S7 i s
=~ Jogical connexion of perception in a thinking subject’. For instance,

SSkant's Pfolegomena, p. 299.

5(E’See Prolegomena, p. 299.

{

571pid.
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"When the sun shines on the stone, it grows warm” and "If I supp'oft a
5ody, I feel an impression of weight" are judgements of perception be-
cause the concepts are .referred to each other in virtue of the s.ubject's
association of feelings or perceptions. On the other hand, judgements
like "The sun warms the stone" and "The body is heévy'*“are judgements
of experience because a concept of the understanding has ‘been added to
the perceptions associated in the judgemeﬁt, Reference to an 6bject
has thereby been made, beyond the level of mere perceptions. Such

reference implies that the subject regards the judgement to be valid ob-
jectively; that is, that up the same circumstances the same percep-
tions will necessarily be’connected by any other subject.

This ahalysis of an experience in general, i.e. of the form of
~ any empirical-judgement shows, for Kant, that the logical connection
of perceptions must be subsumed under a pure concept of the under-
standing.' 'fhus, empirical cognitions can be objectively vglic} only if
this formal condition is fulfilled. In other words, objective judgements‘
about the empirical realm are possible .only if the concepts are connec-
ted _with necessity and universality. However, this is not to say tﬁat
synthetic judgements a posteriori are necessary, but rather that the

manner of the connection of their concepts must be effected "according

R e e - S8
to principles of the objective determination of all representation”,
-

S8Further detail in this explanation of the necessary features
involved in empirical cognitions for Kant would, I believe, take us too
far afield from our topic and into some very complex matters worked out
in the "Transcendental Deductions”. In lieu of such detail 1 refer the rea-
der to the passages where this discussion takes. place: In the Prolegomena
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(159, B142) Kant holds that all judgements "are at first merely judge-
ments of perception; they hold good only for us (i.e. for our subject),
and we_do not till afterwafds give themAa new‘reference (to an object)",
and this is done by subsuming the given intuition under a concept.

This subsumption "determines the form of judging in general relatively
to the intuition, connécts its empirical consciousness in consciousnesé
generally, and thereby procures universal validity for empirical j'udge-
ments'. ?O Such a concept, he holds, can only be‘ a pure conceﬁt of the
understanding. Only by subsuming judgements of perception under any
such concept is empirical knowledge,. that is, experience, possible.
This subsumption isrﬂtrl‘alerefore a necessdry condition of tﬁe péssibility
of objectively valid cognitions about experience. As indicated bytlu‘a
previous quotation, héwever, the entire process which culminates in
the objectively valid cognition about experience involves three stages;
namely, that which has to do with intuition or perception, with the asso-
ciation of intuitions and witﬁ their necessary ascription to an object.
Subsumption under a category therefore presupposes that an empirical
manifold be immediately preser{téd in intuition and connected by an act
of synthesis of the empirical imagina.tion. These are therefore the con-

ditions of all possible experience. Nonetheless, Kant maintains that as

(footnote 38 continued) .. ... : .
pp. 300-306 especially. In the Critique, as stated, the Deductions gen-
erally, and paragraph 19 (158f., B 140-2) in particular.

59Prolegomena, p- 300.
6Opid. . p. 302. |
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rranscendental logic contains nothing but the pure fundamenial concepts
of all possible experience, there is "absolutely not:hing" empirical abo{lt
it. (205, Al7 1¥B213) Although, in contradistinctiomto generalu,logic,
transcendental logic is concerned W1th the matenal of Ob]eCEIVS know-‘ |
ledge, it will be remembered that it is concerned only with “the rules
_of pure.thought of an object” (95, A55=BSO) Thus, even though percep-
tion is an integral part of the issue of the condit_io»ns of the possibility of
experience, no a posteriori fi;;tures of perception are reclevant Lo this
inquiry. We have seen Kant identify the search for fhe conditions of

the possibility of experience with the pos-sibility {of tl;é'-.. valid concept)

of an object in general. Now, because intuitions are a;m"}ntrinsic com-
ponent c?f any qmpirical cognition,61 Kant holds that inrufitidns in.gen-
eral are also a central concern in this inquiry'; thpls, "intuitions in
generai ... constitute the field, the whol'e object, 'ofrpossible exper-
‘ience" (129, A95) This, in effect, is merely anotllé'l‘ way of -saying ‘that ‘

rranscendental logic concerns itself with the material of knowledgé.'

6lgee Kant's Critique, p. 93 (A51=B75). (A



CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSIONS: TRANSCENDENTAL PHILOSOPHY
AND THE HYPOTHETICO-EXPERIMENTAL METHOD

L Prelimiﬁag
Norman Kemp Smith does not use the term ‘hypothesis’ in his
Commentary in a manner that diverges with Kant's conception of the
term: no indicatic;n is given that there is any d{fference between how
he and how Kant understand the terrr;. We must therefore assume that'
Kemp Smith's uqclerstanding of the notion is none other than what tle
takes Kant to mea}l by the term 'hypothesis’.. Furthermore, Kemb
Smith seems-well aware that Kant's avowed intention is to emulate the
success of the natural spiencgs. L Consequently, Kemp Smith would
have it thét the general identification he sees as obtaining between the
hypothetical and the transcendental methods is either a deliberate or
"an inadvertent function of the prégrarﬁme Kant sets for himself. In
other words, Smith must believe either that Kant deliberately intended

the transcendental method to be roughly the same as the hypothetical

1Seee esp. Smith's Commentary, p. 19, where he maintains that
“the 'Copernican hypothesis’, so far from destroying positive science,
is, he [Kanﬂ claims, merely a philosophical extension of the method
which it has long been practicing".

112
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method, or else that both proof methods are, in the final analysis, and
contrary to Kant's intention, 'generally identical’. This is the first
basic problem regarding Kemp Smith's argument t\h{t needs to be
settled,

The settlement of this issue is a matter of no great difficulty.
In the text of the Critique, Kant is quite unambiguous about the inade-
quacy of hypothetical proofs for philosophical matters. " First of all, €
hypotheses, in his view, are unable to yield the certainty which is re-
quired in philosophy. This view is emphaSized in the "Second Preface",
where, as we saw, Kant first puts forth his claims about the scientific
model that philosophy must emulate:

The change in point of view, analogous to this |:Coper-

nican) hypothesis, which is expounded in the Critique,

I put forwarxd in this preface as an’ hypothesis only, in

order to draw attention to the character of these first

attempts at such a change, which are always hypothet-

ical. But in the Critique itself it will be proved, apo-

deicrically not hypothetically, from the nature of our
representations of space and time and from the elemen-

tary concepts of the understanding. (25, B xxii n. )
In other words, even phoug}ﬂl solution of philosophical problems that
Kant proposes has the resemblance of a mere likelihood in the "Second
Preface”, he contends that in the body of the Critique itself it will be
shown to be the absolutely certain - or distinct from a hypothetical -
solution to these problems,

In the "Transcendental Doctrine of Method™ further evidence is . :

3

given, albeit indirectly, about Kant's view of the inadequacy of
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hypothetical [rt/o{ofs for the realm-efphilosophy. In Chapter 1, section
Vo ¥ :

3 of this sedond division of the Critique - "The Discipline of Pure Rea-
son in Regard to Hypotheses' - Kant defines hypotheses as inventive sup-
positions formulated by the imagination. A supposition will have the

status of a hypothesiio?hﬂn the condition that it be based on:

. something that is completely certain, and not inven-

ted or merely a matter of opinion, namely, the possib-

ility of the object itself. Once that is established, it is

then perm@ssible to have recourse to opinion in regard

to its actuality; but this opinion, if it is not to be ground-

less, must be brought into connection with what is ac-

tually given and so far cortain, as serving to account for

what is thus given. Then, and only then, can the suppo-

sition be entitled an hypothesis. (613, A770=B798)
Hence, a hypothesis is a likelihood about things formulated by the un-
derstandirlg which requires as its condition that such things can be pos-
sible in the first place; only upon the establishment of such possibility
cgte properly begin to imagine hypotheses or likelihoods about things.
As Kant says in a germane context, if his proofs were hypothetical in

. 4

character, he "would applear to be taking the liberty simply of expres-
sing an opinion, in which case the reader would be free to express a
different opinion”. (12, A xvii) The possibility of the pertinent object
in-any adequately formulated hypothesis must have been taken into con-
sideration pﬁor to its inception for Kant. Put very simply, the sound
enunciation of any likelihood requires that it be grounded in what is

possible. Transcend tal\ﬁ)hiloso;)hy cannot make usc ¥f the ground

of the hypothetical metho f the natural sciences, experience,
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precisely because its concern is with its possibility.
In sum, there are two main reasons given by Kant in support of

his view that any hypothetical proof should "be treated as contraband”

Y
i

(11, A xv) in philosophical matters: they do not furnish the certainty

. which is indispensable to philosophy and théy presyppose the conditions
of thingé which transcendental philosdphy seeks to establish. There-
fore, we must understand these importént features as qualifications of
Kant's proclamation that philosophy learns from the example offe:red by |
the natural sci.ences. The object of study for the natural sciences is
‘empirical, while the object for philosophy is transcendental. In this
respect, their\bntologies differ. Secoﬁdly, the method of the natural
sciences, which is essemt'ially hypothetical and thereby leads to contin-
gent results, falls short of philosophy's need for a method that yiekls
certainty. In this respecf, the methodologies of natural science and
philosophy must differ. We must therefore conclude that Kant does not
contend that the philosophical method and that employed in the natural
sciences are 'generally identi(c:al' in character, Later on in this sec~
tion we shall see that Kamp Smith is aware ‘of this, and that his view is

" formulated.in purported accordance with Kant's modus operandi, though

in opposition to his avowed intentions. We shall also assess Kemp

21 transcendental logic ... concerns itself with the laws of
understanding and of reason solely in so far as they relate a priori to
ofjects. " (96f. , AS7=B81-82)
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Smith's view in.the‘ ligt;t" of our interpretatiort of what Kant is.doing in

tﬁe Critique. For the mdment, however, it is necessary to qualify the
jnsigl1t$ gathered above by probing more deeply into Kant's conception
of the example that the h'ypothetical method offers for philosophy.

The passages of the "Second Pr&fjl_ce" which were reconstructed
in Chapter 2 showed that thé hypotﬁetical mefﬁod employed in natural
science offers the philosopher an example after which hé can set his
discipline on the secure patl‘n of a science. However, as we just saw,
it cannot be taken ovef wholesale by the philosopher and applied to the
issues which conxern him; rather, he must adapt it to the requirements -

of philosophy. As it\is axjomatic for Kant that philosophy requires cex-

‘tainty, the philosopher\must modify or altogethe; transform the hypo-
the tical methed in ordé¢r that it fulfill this need. 3 Consequently, it
cannot be with respect to the validity of its proofs that the method of
natural science will be emﬁlated by philosophy. The problem, then,
is to identify the featurgs in v‘irrue of whiéh Kant thinks that the analogy -
obtains: In the "Sccond Pxeface" itself Kant tells us the sense in which
philosophy can emulate the method employed in natural spience:

This i.e. ,[the philosophical] method, modelled on that

of the student of nature, consists in Jooking for the ele-

rdents of pure reason in what admits of confirmation or
refutation by experiment. '

i,

3Kant's views on certainty in philosophy will be discussed
briefly latex on in this chapter.

4Kant's Critique, p. 23 (B xviii) n. Emphasis removed.
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Philosophy therefore follows the lead of natural science in two funda-

[0

mental respects: in terms of cognitive elements and in texrms of ex-
perimentation. We shall how discuss how philosdphy is said to emul-

-\ . . * -
ate natural science with respect to these two features. Due to its rela-
L4
e

)

tive simplicity, we shall first deal with experimentation.

- IL Experimentation

In the light of the foregoiné discussion abouf the proper ground
of any proof we may 1nterp-ret the abov?quotatlon as follows: " The
experimental appeal is common to both the natural scientist’ s and-the
p_bjlosopher's proof method for Kant, even though the l'atter cannot
appeal directly to experience.-

Kant obviously does not maintain ;r;hat all philosophers prior to
his Critigue' had not ‘bothered-to' scrutinize their own contentions by
means of sope test which confirms them and which could have sl.;own
them wrong.. Rather, he maintains that these philosophers were amiss

-
in sé:'eking to confirm or refute philosophi-cal p'rinc"iples by the use of.
means which could not adequately test them. Thus, in his view, the
'skeptics’ floundered by putting metaphysmal principles to the test in

experience, while the ‘c_logmatists' unsuccgss_fully attempted to provide

metaphysicai principles "from concepts alone" and "without previous

criticism Of its reason's own powers'. Natural scientists, on the

\ : N ya
5 ' . »
-QUIbid. , p. 32(B xxxv). Emphasis removed.

fater
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other hand, seem to_succeed in their aim of attaining universally-
accepted knowledge about the objects of their inquirf. Tﬁis, Kant sug-
gests, is a function of the fact that they have reached a concensus about
the proper means ‘to test their hypotheses. These are soon refuted or
conﬁrmed by the proof -method of expenment in nature: by "constrain-
ing nature to gwe answer to questions of reas’on 's own determining",
in the manner Kant traces back to Bacon. 6 The problem for philosophy
is therefox“e to find the proper ¢ »ting—ground for metaphysical asser-
o
tions; that is, a testing-ground that will be able to determine the truth
or falsity of its assertions. This problem is purportedly solved by
Kant's discovery of the "third medium!" - poss1b1e experience - the
ground where the propositions of metaphysics may be properly con-
_firmed or refuted. Thus, we interpret Kar;t‘s emphasis on the notion
of experiment to resolve itself mainly as an expression of philosophy's
need to hate a means of testing its claims successfully, just as scionce
has its successful means in natural experimentation. In othor words,
the realm of possible experience is, for Kant the proper ground
wherein the philosopher must conduct the tests that will validate phil-
osophical principles and is analo.gous to tﬁe field of observoable exper-
ience, which has served as the ground for the validatiﬁr?of the theories

s,

of post-Baconian natural scientists. As in the natural sciences ,\é'b"in

Obid. , p. 20 (B xiii). The emphasis is pine, <
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transcendental philosophy such experiments may yigld positive or neg-
ative results, that is, confirmation of princip’les or their refutation. A
case in point for each is presented in the "Second Aﬁalogy“. The pas-
sage of the Critique reconstructed in the last chapter, which we regard
as the essential proof of the principle of causation offered by Kant, can
be taken as a paradigﬁ case of the confirmation of a principle by way
of experimentation in possible experience. Immediately follow'ing that

argument in the text of the Critique,7 Kant presents a br1ef refutauon

~ of a principle that runs contrary to the principle of causation. He ar-

gues that no objective time-relations could be determined if the prin-\
ciple that an event can occur which follows an empty state according to
a rule were true. Therefore, this principle must be .false Appeal has
again. been made to possible experience as an expe'riﬁent to test the

validity of this supposition. The experiment fails when so tested, yield-

~ing an instance of a transcendental disproof, or refutation, of a philos-

ophical principle.

L. The C('Dgnitive Elements: Hypotheses and Reason
A. Reason as Object
Having interpreted Kant's understanding of the analogy 10 be

made between the scientific and the philosophical method regarding the

Tsee two paragraphs, beginning at "Let us suppose ... ",

Critigue, p. 222 (A194=B239).
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notion of experiment, we may now turn to the comparatively more dif-
ficult matter of interpreting the analogy with respéct to the features
which undergo said experimentation. - In the natural sciences such
'features' are, of _course, the hypotheses we have been discussing; in
philosophy, these are loosely labelled by Kant as "the elements of pure
reason'. (23, B xviii n.) As the concern of this study is with the crit-
ique of the immanent employment of reason, wemay rega'r_d these elements
as ultimately consisting in the categories and the pure forms of sensib-
jlity. The problem is therefore to interpret the sense in which Kant
sees an analogy obtaining between scientific hypotheées and the pure
concepts of the understanding and the pnre forms of sensibility in phil-
-osophy.

The theoretical formulations of any natural scirentist\are regar-
ded by Kant as in some sense analogous with the mentioned a priori
elements of reason. However, as T.B. Humphré’y points fout,s there
is also a marked disan;;logy between the two. The rational functions
studied by the philosopher differ from the natural scientist's (and the
mathematician’s) hypotheses in that the knower stands ina passive rela-

, tionsnip"with respect to the former,' though in an active relationship
regarding the latter. Thus, the philosophical inquirer secks out and,
if succe ful is presented with the mentioned elements of pure reason -

N .

—

8T, B. Humphrey, "Kant's 'Copernican Revolution® and the cer-
tainty of geometrical knowledge", op. cit.
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the categories and space and time - and the principles which ensue
from them. That is,‘ aside from the issue of justification, the philos-
opher's task for Kant is ultimately to tabulate systematically the ele-
ments of pure reason with which he is confronted 1# co_nducting his in-
quiry. Not so for the natural scientist: Kant's owniunderstanding of the
task of this inquirer precludes him from being passively presented with
"theories and tabulating them acéording to a system. The reverse is
actually the case. The natural scientist, Kant says with obvious Bacon-
ian simile, approaches nature in the character "of an appointed judge
who compels the witnesseé to answer queétions which he has himsélf
formulated”. (20, B xiii) This is also the case with respect to the
mathematician:

In mathematical and scientific thought the knower qua
thinker is self-motivating in relation to the a priori

element ... he actually gives the content to the con-
cept he wanbs to construct or to the hypothesis he wants
to confirm.

In sum, there is an important difference between the thinker's rélation-

ship to philbsopﬁical concepts and to scientific hypotheses in virtue of
their origin: The concepts which pertain to immanent philosophy depend
on the conditions of cognition,j which Kant agnostically attributes to "a '
bllind but indispensable function of thé soul". (112, A78=B103) Hypothe-

b .
ses formulated by natural scientists originate in what T.B. Humphrey

bid., p. 158 f.

RS
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calls the scientist's "self-motivating” thinking activity. Therefore,
the Kantian analogy is not carried out on this plane.

There is another very important I‘ESpeC—t in which the mathemat-
ics and natural sciences differ from philosophy. 10 This concerns the
intention of those disciplines. The mathematician's and the natural
scientist's hypotheses are formulated and experimented upon in order’
to establish if they conform with what is the case in nature. The trans-
cendental philosopher,_ on the other hand, tests the concepts he believes
to be transcendental conditions of cognition or of perception in order to
determine if they actually are such conditions. That is, in a manner
which is the converse of the aim of the‘natural scientist and the mathe-
matician, if the philosopher's experiment is succéssful it will prove
that experience must conform with his concept. Hence, the Kantian
analogy cannot refer to this aspect of the disciplines in question.

A reference to the ¢haracteristic in virtue of which the cognitive
elements of philosophy and t};e natural sciences are analogous is con-
tained in the indented quotation from Humphrey's article above. Both
disciplines are akin insofar as the former's "clements of reason" and
the latter's hypotheses are both a_priori. In Chapter 2 we saw tﬁét the
student of nature is said to have revolutionized his discipline by féal-

izing:

10116 point is also discussed by Humphrey. See lbid., p. 158.
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_ that reason has insight into that which it produces
_after a plan of its own ... viz., by showing the way
with principles of judgemeanased upon fixed laws,
constraining nature to give answer o questions of rea-
son's own determining. (20, B xiii)

Thus, the natural scientist comes to his object equipped with his hypo-

thesis, which Kant regards as a sine qua non of science. This sponta-

neously-formulated cognitive element serves as the guide in the inquir-
er's approach to nature. Hence, the cogrllitive element, the hypothesis,
must be prior to the ex'perimental inquiry itself. Philospphy emulates
this model, as we saw, in realizing that the order and regularity of
experience dre originally imposed by functions of the mind, rather than..':
by being abstracted from the nature of .the objects presented to the
mind. Hence, Kant regards the proper model of thought about the act
of knowing as being "that we can know a priori of things only what we

- ourselves put into them'. (23, B xviii) Just as the natural scientist

confronts nature with a preconceived cognitive element, his Yyypothesis,

reason must come to experience with a priori predispositions.
first inkling that this must be the.case is presumably a function of the
philt-)sopher's a‘wareneés that there are synthetic judgements which are
a priori in ouf stock of knowledge - judgerhents which are about the

mathematics and about experience.

B. Reasonas Subjeét ~

Aside from all the previously mentioned qualifications on this
T
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interpretation of Kant's analogy, there is a problem in accepting it as

it stands. So stated, the analogy is carried out strictly in terms of the
object of the philosopher's inquiry, namely reason and its role in the
complex of experience. That is to say, under this interpretation the
analogy is limited to being the formulation of a new understanding df the
inquirer's object, reason; so far, then, the manner in which the'inquirer
approaches his quect is in no lway altered, This is a problem for the
following reason: Assuming that we were correct in isolating a parti-
cular change in the inquirer's approach as the essential revolutionizing
feature which gave the mathematics and natural studies the rank of sci-
ences, a like chang;e in the inquirer’'s a;pproach must exist.in terms of
tl:e philosophicalr inquire®, As no such change is apparent in the above
interpretation of the analogy, we must conclude either that our interpre-
tation is inadequate or that the analogy itself is radically flawed. The
Kantian analogy is not flawed, in my estimation, if we interpret it as
operating on a level which is additional to the one which we have already
constructed. To wit:

The indented quotation above taught us that Kant regards the
natural scientist as contributing an a priori element in virtue of his
coming to nature already equipped with a spontaneously-formulated
cognitive element, his hypothesis. This formulation both serves as
the inquirei"s general guide in the approach-to nature and poses the

problem to be resolved by means of experimentation. In the "Introduction"
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to the Critique Kant lays out the general problem for philosophy in a
strikingly parallel way, which we believe obviates the problem of re-
garding the above interpretation of the analogy as com‘plete. As he has
raised complaints about previous ways of philosophizing, very gener-
ally stated his case and defined certain important terms, itis only in
the "Introduction” that Kant sets about the task of specifically defining

"The General Problem of Pure Reason™. 11

Posterity; he maintains,
will be better able to judge the success of the task he has set out to ac-
complish if it is accurately defined, "under the formula of a single e 4
problem™ ...
. the proper problem of pure.reason is contained in

the question: How are a priori synthetic judgements:

possible? (55, B19)
The success or failure of metaphysics depends eithexl on finding anan-
swer to this question "oxr upon a suffic:_i_,ent proof that the poésibility
which it desires to have explained does in fact not exist at all". (S5,
B19) Unlike the passages referred to in the "Second Preface', this talk
about "pur'e' reason” is unmistakeably about the reflexive or philosop-
ical reason which performs the critique of its object - i.e. of reason

L4

and its role in the complex of experience. It is these comments, then,

1lpis is the title of Section VI of the "Introduction™. (S5-58,
B19-24) This and the preceeding section - on the presence of synthetic
judgements a priori as principles in all sciences - are additions to the
first edition of the Critique, as was the "Second Preface", where the
analogy at issue is first made. -
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which have to do with the inquirer's approach to his object, and not to
the object itself. The defined "general problem of pure reason” is
therefore the 'preconceived equipment’ - the a priori cognitive ele-
ment - which is analogous to the natural scientist's hypothesis. The
outcome of the study; is dependent on the test his object will undergo.
That is, it will be determined by the "transcendental critique”]‘2 to
which reason will be subjected in the light of philosophy's central con-
cern - the formuiated question.. As in natural science, the formulated
question will be either furnished with an account or shown to be invalid.
Moxeover, the above "formula"” botf{ poses the specific problem which
stands in need of resolution and provides a guide for the inquiry, de-
termining what pertains to it and what falls outside of its sphere. 13

‘In sum, we interpret the Kantian analogy between the method of
the natural sciences and that of philosophy with respect to their cogni-

tive features, as taking place at two levels. First, in terms of the

125¢e first quotation in the following note.

13This last is carried out in the following section of the "Introduc-
tion". For instance, analytic judgements are said to not be pertinent, so:

"We have to carry the analysis so far only as is indispensably necessary
in order to comprehend, in their whole extent, the principles of a priori
synthesis, with which alone we are called upon to deal. It is upon this
enquiry, which should be called not a doctrine, but only a transcendental
critique, that we are now engaged.” (59, A12=B25f.)

Also: "‘The critique of pure reason therefore will contain all that
is essential in transcendental philosophy. While it is the complete idea
of transcendental philosophy, it is not equivalent to that latter science;
for it carries the analysis only so far as is requisite for the complete:
examination of knowledge which is a priori and synthetic.” (61, A14=B28)
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philosopher's object, where the new conception of reason is an cxtension
or extrapolation of the natural scientist's approach to nature with a pre-
viously formulated cognitive element. Second, the analogy is carried
out in terms -c;f the philosopher as scientific inquirer, who has an affinity
with the natural scientist's approach insofar as both are equipped with a
specifi‘cally formulated project previous to the inquiry itself.

We are now in a position to complete our account of-_K.ant's Coper-
nican analogy. This will also serve to further illustrate the re}étionship
between the two 'levels' on which we argue the analogy W1th science is

being conducted in terms of cognitive featureés. )

TherCopernican Weltanschauung broke new ground by proposing

that the carth revolves around the sun - thus opposing the geometric COs=~
' mological systems pre\}alent in Copernicus's day. As S. Morris Engel
‘contends, even though this new cosmology "s-implified some problems

(e. g.' the rising and setting of the stars could now be ascribed to the
daily rotation of the earth) it gave-rise to others”. 14 Prominent among
these was to find a way to distinguish the notioﬁs attributed to planets on
the i‘ssumption of the earth's immt‘)bilitS( from the motions that planets:
actually make; i.e. with respect to a cosmology which repudiates this
assumption and has the viewer himself in motion. As we saw previously,

his hypothesized cosmology was confirmed by formulating and testing the

145  Morris Engel, op. cit., p. 35.
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so-called "primary hypothesis". Copernicus rcalized that in order to
find what motions the planets actually make, account would have to be
taken of the ecarth’'s supposed motion. Thus, he subtracted this motion
(viz., the earth's rotatory motion, upon its own axis, and its revolu-
tionary motion, around the sun) from the available stock of data about
planetary positions. The results of that test led him to declare:

.. .- 1 have at last discovered that ... not only do their

[viz., the planetary] phenomena ensue, but the orders

and magnitudes of all stars and spheres, nay the heav-

ens themselves, become so bound together that nothing

in any part thereof could be moved from its place with-

out producing confusion of all the other parts of the

Universe as a whole ...

Thus, not only was the primary hypothesis proven to be true; it also

served to C

roborate the larger cosmological hypothesis concerning

the Univers as a whole, whiclr-has come to be known as the "Coperni-
can Revolution™. nt, for his part, is Ct.)ncerned with establishing
how the truth of syntheti¢ judgements a priori can be made out, This

is the overall project he gets out for himself in the first Critique. .It

15N, COpernicus's De Revolutionibus: 'Prefatory Letter”,
cited in T. Kuhn, op. cit., p. 142.

16Hence, if we are to make any sense of the Copernican anal-
ogy drawn out by Kant, it is of the utmost importance to realize that
he never writes about the "Copernican Revolution" itself, but only
about "Copernicus' primary hypothesis”. (22, B xvi) This point is
made by S. Morris Engel in his previously cited paper (p. 134, n. 19)
against a veritable tradition of critics who have misrepresented\\‘}(’ﬁnt '
in this respect. '



essential to its knowledge, is analogous to Copernicus's primary Rypo-
thesis, as its proof would serve to corroborate the overall project.
We may now briefly recapitulate our interpretation of Kant's

views regarding philosophy’s need "to imitate” the natural scientist's
and the mat.hematician's scientific “'procedure, so far as the analogy
.which, as species of rational knowlédge, th‘ey bear to metaphysics may
permit". (22, B xvi) The scientific method is esselntially a hypotrhetico-
experimental method for Kant. The scientist thei’éfore comes to his ex-
perimeﬁtal‘ 'field' equipped with a hypothesis about hisi object - the
--maghematician's 'field’ being pure intuition, and the natural scientist's,
experience. Regarding the experimeﬁtal feature, Kant maintains thdt
the philosopher mﬁst experiment in a medium peculiar to his discipline,
namely experience in general, or possible experience. A two-fold anal-
ogy is carried out with respect to the scientist's hypothesis, which is to
say, regarding the cognitive element which is contributed a prioxi by the
scientist: in terms of the philosopher's object™and in terms of the frans-
cendental or reflexive approach of the philosopher qua inquirer. The

analogy concerning the latter is quite straightforward, though only im-

plicit in the text of the Critique: in their capacity as scientific inquirers,
: - i
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mathematicians, natural scientists and philosophers alike must be’

equipped with a cognitive element which is formulated antecedently to

“the validation procedure, that is, to the actual experimental investiga-

tion. In the case of philosophy, this "question of reason’s own deter-

mining"” is: "How are a priori synthetic judgements possible?" The
3 bl ekl : L
f :

analogy concerning the philosopher's object is less self-explanatory:

walogy consists in extrapolating the active role of the scientist,

-

. who is characterized by his a priori contribution, to Kant’s conception

of reason. Reason (at least within the confines of the "Second Preface')
is 'hypothesized' as playing an active role regarding its knowledge inso-
far as it is said tocontribute a priori elements to all its cognitions.

Iv. Kemp Smith's Case

Having now completed our interpretation of Kant's analogy.with
science, we are in a position to assess Smith's contentions about the
o

affinities between the transcendental and the hypothetical methods of

proof,

In his Commentary, Kemp\§mikh claims that there is an affinity

between the two proof-methods. foregoing study has shown that

- 7
this is the case. Kemp Smith's view is confirmed both by the prelimin-

ary remarks contained in the Prefaces and "Introduction’’ and by the
B

17Critique, p. 20 (B xiii) and p. 55 (B19) respectively.

®
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~ has also shown that, while there is no problem in accepting this general

the analogy he is drawing upin the "Second Preface™; he suggésts con-

131
J : .
manner-of proof we saw carried out with respect to the principle of cau-

- ' ) «
sation. Therefore, Kemp Smith's overalleclaim about an affinity be-

tween the two proof methods is correct. However, the foregoing study

claim, difficulties do arise when we Jook more closely at the specifics }
Kemp Smith appeals to in the statement o{]"lfhs case, Let us briefly re- !

capitulate the three statements that go to make up Kemp Smith's case

and deal witheach as it arises. o

~

1. Kemp Smith makes two very general claims that are closely 5
- 12~

linked toget First, that "thé_transqendental method, rigu.’l}y unqer

stood, does not differ in ential nature from the hypothetical method

of the natural sciences" (p. 239); also, the transcendental method "is
really identical in general character with the hypothetical method".

(p. xxxviii) The further claim is made that "all proof conforms in gen-
. .

eral type to the hypothetical method of the n_atural sciences". (p. 36)
Although it is true.'that an affinity -exis'ts between the transcen-

de‘nt'al'and the hypotﬁetical methods of probf - indeed, b.etwej-en all proof |

methods - our study has shown thatthis is the case only in a very gen-

eral sense. Special attention should be paid to the way Kant qualifies

sidering ... ’

. what may have been the essential features in tfae
changed point of view by which they {i.e., the sciences)]

have so greatly benefitted. Their success should -
w ,

b
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N, ) ‘ “.
inc@s, at least by way of experiment, to imitate :
their procedure, so far as/the analogy which,*asvspe-
cies of rational knowledgd, they bear to metaphysics

may permit. (22, B xvi, ;xy emphasisY__.~

Thus, the analogy jnvplves abstrdcting the features which are essential
to every scientifié 'revolution’ and adapting them to philosophy., Adap-
tation is required in vi;:tue of certain fundamen®1 digferences be®een
the inquiry into rational knowledge per se and the inquiry into particular
species 6f knowledge which are scientific. We have already shown what

some of these important differences are; we will now merely restate the

affinities and differences between the proof-methods in order to adjudi- | |

. ' . !
cate Kemp Smith's case. . ﬁ

<

The two features that we have come to see Kant regarding as es-

sential te the scientific method are the use of hypotheses and the onus

1 X . B

on experimentation. In both of these respects philosophy may be seen

— T

as emulating science. Regarding both of these essentials then, the
pfbof—methods in each discipline may be said to be fundamentally akin.

Now, insofar as analytic judgements are arrived at in accordance with
. el

PP EEE

a géneral plan - to arﬁpli’fy the meaning of certain concepts~- they may :
also be regarded as having an affinity with the scient‘ific method. Nev-
ertheless, whétéense would it make to say that the _probf-method of |

: aﬁalytic judgement - the analysis of the concepts they.contain - is,\like
the scientific proof-method, experimental? Sucha clairﬁ would indeed

stretch the meaning of the notion of experiment beyond reécognition.

-

R R
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Thus, considering the difference in method of proof that is ‘requifed by
analyfic judgements, “we may conclude it jncorrect to say that all pioof
conforms in genexal type to the hypothetico-experimental method. This
claim may be sal(raged, however,. if reconstructed in a more limited
way. A neccssary condition for both experimentation and conceptual
analysis of the kind under ;ﬂis.cussion is that there be.a'ground for carry-
ing out the proof‘ procedure. That is to say, all proof procedure requirés
a ground or basis wherein claims to knowledge can be elstablilshed': the

ground of analytic judgements a priori being the meaning of concepts;

» the ground 6f synthetic judgements a posteriori, experimentation in ex-
perience; and the ground of synthetic judgements & griori: experimenta-
tion in possible experience. Therefore, the only way that all proof meth-
ods may be regarded as conforming in general type to the hypothetical
method of the ratural sciences is if we regard the essential f.eatures of
natural sciences as being {a)"the hypothesis, anc‘1 (b) the possession of a
ground wherein proofs may be conducted. This, of course, limits Kant's
general intention in drawing up the analogy in the "Second Preface”,

where he explicitly extols the merits of seeking "confirmation or refu-

tation by experiment"”. (23, B xviii n. )

"f'l.le transcendental method of proof is not "identical in general
character with the hypothetical method of the natural sciences", as Kemp
Smith claims (p. xxxviii), in two important respects we have b;ought up

LNy .
" at the beginning of this chapter: First, transcendental proofs must yield

A\
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certain results, and not the contingent results that the hypothetical -
“method of the natural sciences can only yield. Althoug‘h we are unable
in this study to look into the possibility that Kant is incor-rect in claim-
ing that transcendental proofs can yield necessity, it is clear that this
claim is central to the Kéntian en'terprise, particularly when seen as an
attempt to improve on Hume, whose radical skepticism was ultimately -
a function of the contingency he found pervading experience. Secondly,
transcendental proofs are far from being "identical.in general charac-
tex' with hypothetical proofs insofar as they are exclusively con;:erned
(within the realm of reason's employment in immanent metaphysics)
with the transcendental conditions for the possibility of experience.
H¥ypothetical proofs, on the cher hand, have as their exhaustive field of
inquiry experience itself. Thué, the natural scientist formulates his
hypothesis at a’ cognitive level that presupposes or at least leaves‘aside
a multitude of more fundamental issues which pertain to the domain ‘of
the philosopher. Transcendental proofs, on the other hand, are not for-
mulated in the presence of a set of issues that are open (o inqiliry, at
_least according to Kant. Thus, even though appeals must occ_asionally ‘
be made to "indispensable functions of the soul", these are regarded as

being aitogether beyond the ken of inquiry. Consequently, while natural
scientists seek to formulate and prove whatfﬁre ultimately nr;thing but
sophisticated opinions, the. philosopher is qoncerned with the ultimate

‘justifications of any opinion.
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Evidence which casts further doubt on the adequacy of Kemp
Smith's claim about the essential similarity between the proof-methods
of natural science and philosophy will arisé in the discussion of the two
_‘re‘m,aining statements we must now analyze.

2. Kemp Smith makes some assertions in the "Introduction" to his

Commentary which are intended to defend the general equation we have

seen him present. The pertinent paragraph needs to be quoted in full,
as much of its substance seems to be contained 'between the lines":

Though the method employed in the Critique is entitled
by Kant the "transcendental method”, it is really iden-
tical in general character with the hypothetical method
of the natural sciences. It proceeds by enquiring what
conditions must be postulated in order that the admit-
tedly given may be explained and accounted for. Start-
ing from the given, it submits its conclusions to confir-
_mation by the given. Considered as a method, there is
nothing metaphysical or high-flying about it save the
name. None the less, Kant is in some degree justified
in adopting the special title. In view of the unique char-
acter of the problem to be dealt with, the method calls
for very careful statement,.and has to be defended
against the charge of inapplicability in the philosophical
field. (pp. xxxvii f.)

it would be merely tedious at this point in our study to restate the fea-
rures that set the transcendental and the hypothetical methods apart;
suffice it to repeat that they vary with respect to their ground-and to the
truth value c;f their results. Secondly, we must point out that in virtue N
of the variance in concern between these proof methods, we are justified_

in regarding the transcendental method as being "high-flying" in some A

scnse of that disparaging term. As the transcendental method is
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concerned with seeking out the conditions for the possibility of know-
ledge in general (and not with the knowlédge that is furﬁished by disci-
plines which rely upon and take for granted such conditions), there is
every rcason to regarad it as operating on a "higher", or at the very
least, on a more fundamental plane. As its air‘n is to furnish the for-
‘mal underpinning; of any possible cognition and to account for the pre-
sence of éynthetic/ ,}fd%ments_ a priori, there is nothing inappropriate
in viewing this method as being "metaphysical” in the immanent sense
of that term which is defined in the "Second Preface’. Thirdly, a word
on the overall thrust of this paragraph: Ke;ﬁrp Smith's suggestion, it
seems to mer,‘his that Kant is engaging in a sham by trying to make the
-

commonly known hypothetical method pass for the esoteric transcenden-
tal method: The name is supposed to lend the mystique. The "special
title" is merely intended to conceal the fact that it is "really identical”
to a less exhalted method. Using the different term is merely "in some
degree justi.ﬁed", in Kemp Smith's estimati.on, due to the peculiarity of
the problem at hand. He implies that this uniquencss is responsible for
nothing more than a "very careful statement” of the method to be em=
plloyed. In sum, lone gets the distinct feeling that Kemp Smith does not
think that the transcendental method is a genuine transformation of the
hypothetical method other than;'n a nominal sense. This feeling is

someéwhat mitigated by his identification not of the proof methods, but

rather of their “general character” - a reference which is not explicated
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in the passage at hand and which we shall deal with later. Despite these
considerations, there is an argument of some substance contained in
" this paésagé which we should now try to evaluate.

The second and third sentences in the quoted paragraph are re-
laged to Kemp Smith's view that Kant n;laintains there to be a reciprocal
relationship of validation between principles and facts. This passage,
as was pointed out in our first chapter, belongs within the context of
Kemp Smith's larger argument about the role of the Coherence theory
of-truth in Kant's philosophy. However, as we are not directly concerned
with that argument, we shall consider this passage merely as a purpor-
ted corroboration of Kemp Smith’s equation between the philosophical and

the hypothetical methods. We alluded above to the fact that this text con-

tains no explication of differences between the methods of proof. Rather,

Kemp Smith merely presents features in virtue of which the transcen-
dental and the hypotl;ctical methods of proof should be seen as "identical
in general character". To paraphrase, the methods are akin in that they
scek to account for the given by enquiring into the conditions which must
be posmlatéd'as underlyiﬁg it.- .Moreover, their starting-point is this
"given”, and their conclusions are confirmed by it. The obvious-ques—
ﬁo‘n which arises is: does this analysis apply to both methddologies? _

Kemp Smith's formulations of this argument els<-:‘\'vher<-218 induce

18See Kemp Smith's Commentary, 'p. Xxxvii f., p. 36, p. 238 1.
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us to believe that he understands this "given" to be the empirical, as
~ opposed to the rational, element in cognitions, In the case of the natu=
ral sciences this would refer to experience, while in the case of philos-
ophy it refers to that which is conditioned or synthesized by the forms
of the understanding. Thus, i{rm’e larter case Kemp Smith's "given"
may be equated with Kant's technical term "given" (which is the source
of great controversy for Kant scholars). As the mind has access only
to the conditioned or synthesized "given", g}g , to experienc;e, we may
surmise that this is what Kemp Smith regards as the "starting-point™
for philosophy, as well as for science. In sum, if our inferpretation of
Kemp Smith's meaning is correct, we understand his claim as follows:
the methods__of philosophy _and of natural science are identical as they
attempt to a-ccount for experience by stating its conditions; starting
| from experience, their conclusions are Iconfirmable by reference back
to experience. If this understanding of Kemp Smith's meaning is cor-
rect, it is again liable to the second criticism we levelled at item (1)
above. That criticism essentially points out that the ground of trans-
cendental proofs is possible experience, whereas the ground og hypothet-
ical proofs is experience itself. Thus, while the latter are concefned
with confirming or refuting hypotheses by refercnce to experience, the
latter require validation in possible experience. Moreover, while ex-

perience may be viewed as the "given"” to which Kemp Smith refers,

possible experience is in no way a "given', as it is a logical construct

rs
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or a philosophical device posited by the philosopher who employs the
transcendental method. We thus rule out the possibility that by the
"given" - with reference to the transcendental method - Kemp Smith
means "possible experience”.

So much for the identificz;tion Kemp Smith posits between the
methods of proof in terms of their validation. His claim that a like
identification between therﬁ obtains with reference to their starting-
points nonetheless stands. In the light of our discussion in the pre-
ceding paragraph, we are left to interpret Kemp Smith'é clair that
both proof-methods staft from the given to mean that the originating
point in these methods is somehow a function of or a dexivation from
the given, i.e. from expericence. This appears to me to be inaccurate
in its entirety with respect to the transcendental method and not entir-
ely true regarding Kant's understgnding of the hypothetical method of
the natural sciences. We ha\'/'e already shown (in Chapter 2) how Kant
maintains that hypothe(ées are not solely formulated on the basis of
induction ‘from experiénce. The method employed by natural scientists
does not entirely start from expericnce as deductions of Ixypothcses
from the basic éxioms of a science are pbssible. Concerning the claim
that the transcendental method starts from the given we need only refer _
to the fact that the postulates to be prc;ved by transcer&ntal means are
all.ultimately derived not from experience, nor from p.ossible eXper -
7(:6 but from the categories of the undel'standiné. “These categories,

in turn, are pure concepts which Kant maintains to have derived from’
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- . 19 . .
the science of logic™” and not, again from expexicnce.

3. Kemp Smith maintains that the second edition "Transcendental
Deduction of the Pure Concepts{)f the Understanding" has a relation of
dependency to and is inadequate without the first edition "Deéduction'.
The latter is the proper foundatjon of the former, according to Kemp
Smith, because of the psychological element it contains and which is
suppressed in the objective "Deduction”. In the context of that argu-
ment he maintains:

His [Kant's] a prioxi cannot establish itself save in viz-

tue of hypothetical reasoning. His transcendental meth-

od, rightly understood, does not differ in essential ’

nature from the hypothetical method of the natural

sciences: it does so only in the nature of its starting

point, and in the character of the analyses which that

starting point prescribes. (p. 238 £.)
As we are not concerned with the argument about the indispensability of

+
the first edition Deduction, we shall limit our comments to the meaning
of his term "hypothetical reasoning". It scems to me that while we may
grant that'some form of "hypothetical reasoning" is involved in Kant's
i (

postulation of the d priori, this does not commliL us to any conclusion
about his proof method. Thus, it may well be the case that empirical
apperception, for instance, is said to be grounded in a hypothetically-

postulated faculty of transcendental apperception; moreover, that the

latter would not be posited in the absence ‘of the former. This does not

19gee Kant's Prolegomena (I.. W, Beck edition), g. 71 3[23-324.
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_entail vhat there is a similarity between the proof methods of philosophy |
and natural science as Kant's postulation of that transcendental faculty

is not equivalent to its proof. The indispensability of the a priori is
proved not by reference to empiricél facts - to experience - but rather
By showing that experience itself would not be possible without the oper-
_atjon of a priori functions of the mind.

Contrary to Kem&anith's contention in item (2) above, here he
says that the proof met’?ods difféni:pwith respect to their starting-p'oints.
{

Moreover, here he contends that the character of the analyses pre-
scribed by these dif.ferent starting points will also be different, whereas
he previously held that "all proof cé)nfor.ms in general type to the hypo-
thetical method of the natural sciences”. (p. 36) Although in this paper
we have been concerned mainly with confronting Kemp Smith's argument
with the letter of Kant's text, such contradictions make it difficult for us
to sce the precise nature 6f his-argument. This difficulty is magl\e well-
nigh insurmountable when we rcalize that his vague statement of the
"general" equation he-posits betwéen the prooé methods is never quali-

o

fied with clarity.



CHAPTER 3

AFTERWORD

Although in the last chapter Norman Kemp Smith's case was
divided into three main sections, this was done mérely in order to
assess it most expediently. They are actually parts of ope argument,

which itself falls into the overall thesis of the Commentary, namely,

Kemp Smith's attack on'the Rationalist elements in Kant and his at-
tempt to 'salvage’ the Critigue by highlighting its E111piricist leanings.
This endeavour to 'rescue’ the Critique, we have seen, entails a con-
siderable disfiguration of Kant's approach to the problems of p'hilosophf
Aside from the charges that Kemp Smith's case is too vague and some-
times self-contradictory, that has been one of the main conclusions of
thi‘s Thesis. Nonetheless, such a conclusi/o_n does not imply that the
problems which prompted Kemp Smith to .so recast the Critique ére not
genuine. In this chapter 1 should like to raise a few of these probfa-
matic issues in order to qualify my rather sympathetic treatment of
Kant and to pinpoint areas for study which gb beyond the limits of the
foregoing work. |

[ <

There are several distinctions at the foundation of Kant's Crit-

ique which have been the source of considerable controversy for

142
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philosophy. Among these we might mention the'distinction between

analytic and synthetic judgements, between judgeméhr\s a posterjori

and a priori and between the form and content of.thoughts. The last
two are of particular interest to those who wish to properly assess
Kant's transcendental method. Indeed, as Kemp Srlﬁth says, these
distinctions are'rather difficuld’ t‘o accept - and, if_ they are unaccep-
table, can the transcendental method be salvaged without them?

Kant's 'Rationalistic' bent, according to Kemp Smith, accounts
for his repeated stress on the need for certainty in philosophy. Such
certainty, as we saw, can only bé had if philosophy is made to emul-.
ate science. Buf what kind of truth-value is concomitant with the
veritable sciences? We have"’noticed that, unlike Descartes,- Kant
opts for philosophy's emulation prirﬁarily of the natural sciences, and
not of the mathematics. If so, what ki‘nd of cerfainty does Kant believe
possible for philosophy’-? Does he believe that, (3:,en if the hypotheses
of natural science are mere opinions, their confirmation yields certain
knowledge?

The suppositibn "that objects must conform to our knowledge", |
analog-ous to Copernicus’s application of his primary hypothesis, is a
notion which is especially problematic in connection with natural sci-
ences. Are the laws of nature, as Kant suggests, ultimately derived
from what is somehow "supplied" by reason? |

Lastly, we might mention an overall problem facing the
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transcendental method 1tself are the concepts Kant uses in his crit-
/

1que of reason the same concepts he justifies in.the Deducnon? If so;
is he not engaging in an inescapeable circuldarity? 1f not, how are
these concepts justifiable? Moreover, what concepts could be em-
.ployed for such a justification?

The above are but some of the problems which need to be re-
solved if we are to come to a more thorough understanding of the

nature of transcendental pyoofs in Kant's Critique of Purg Reason.

This study can be regarded as a preparation which lays the foundations

for such a task.
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