
chapter i

On the meaning of ‘Reason’ in Kant

In all that Kant says on the subject of Ethics in the Critique of Pure Reason
and his subsequent writings, reference is constantly made to the notion of a
‘Practical Reason’. From the time when he had conceived his final system of
philosophy, generally known as the ‘Critical’ or ‘Transcendental’, ‘Practical
Reason’ always appeared to him one of the most fundamental conceptions
of Ethical Philosophy. Hence it was in a ‘Critique of Practical Reason’ that
he tried to establish those principles upon which he supposed the possibility
of an ethical system to be founded; just as he had expressed his views upon
the principles and limits of speculative philosophy in a ‘Critique of Pure
Reason’. It seems never to have occurred to him that serious difficulty could
be found in this conception of a practical faculty of Reason. He assumes
its existence in the opening words of his Critique of it, telling us that the
objection of his work is to prove, by a criticism of the whole extent of this
practical faculty, that there is such a thing as pure practical Reason.

Now there can be no doubt that Kant thought there was something in
common between Practical and Theoretical Reason. He declares that ‘after
all it can be only one and the same reason, to be distinguished solely in its
application’a; and accordingly he often speaks of Reason in its theoretical
and practical use, or of the theoretical and practical faculties of reason, as
if Reason were one with two different applications, rather than as if there
were two different kinds of Reason. What he means by Theoretical Reason
will therefore throw some light on what he means by the Practical: they
have, as he says ‘a common principle’ (G. 239).15

In his Preface to the First Edition of the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant
tells us that his object is to satisfy the demand made upon Reason ‘that
she should undertake anew the most troublesome of all her offices, that
of self-knowledge, and should set up a court of justice, that should secure
her in her just claims, and on the other hand dispose of all groundless
pretensions, not by despotic sentences, but according to her everlasting

a G. p. 239 [AK 4: 391, MG 47].
15 AK 4: 391, MG 47.
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134 The 1898 dissertation

and unchangeable laws.’ ‘This tribunal’ he says ‘is none of other than the
Critique of Pure Reason itself ’ (p. 7).16 This is obviously metaphorical
language; but it is just this metaphorical personification of Reason, of
which I think Kant never cleared his thought. He goes on to say that by
a Critique of pure17 Reason, he means a critique of the ‘faculty of Reason
in general, in respect of all kinds of knowledge, to which she may aspire
independently of experience’. This knowledge independent of experience
he generally denotes as a priori. All absolutely a priori knowledge is knowl-
edge of pure Reason. Hence it is pure Reason which is employed in the
Critique itself, since that book determines a priori the limits of possible
knowledge (p. 9, 28).18 The book is in very truth a judgment passed by
pure Reason upon itself. Hence too Logic, Mathematics, and even Physics,
in part at least, are knowledge of Pure Reason, in as much as their propo-
sitions are known a priori (p. 14).19 This faculty of a priori knowledge is
the universal mark of pure reason; and we must therefore examine more
closely what a priori knowledge means.

Kant himself offers us two marks by which what is a priori may be
distinguished.20 ‘A proposition which is thought along with its necessity
is an a priori judgment’. And it is ‘absolutely a priori,’ only if it be not
deduced from any proposition, that is not itself a necessary proposition.
The second mark of the a priori is strict universality. But unfortunately
Kant himself seems to admit the invalidity of this as a mark; since he
immediately proceeds to state that an empirical universality may hold in
all cases (‘for example, in the proposition: All bodies are heavy’) and hence
be strictly universal (R.V. p. 35 (ib.)).21 ,22

16 Axi–xii, GW 101. 17 Moore’s emphasis.
18 Axv, GW 102; Bxxxvi, GW 119. 19 Bix–x, GW 107.
20 Moore’s account of the marks of the a priori is based on Kant’s introduction to the B text, esp. B3–4

(GW 137) which Moore refers to below as R.V. p. 35.
21 At this point Moore’s MSS has the following passage, which has then been deleted:

And he can only support the distinction between such cases and those of absolute universality, by
reference to an implication in propositions of the latter kind, that their source is pure Reason. His
exposition therefore, so far as he is here concerned to point out how propositions may be recognised
as proceeding from pure Reason, is vitiated by circularity.

With regard to necessary propositions, Kant would seem to recognise that their necessity is
something which cannot be further described but must be immediately recognisable. For instance,
he frequently appeals to the fact that Mathematics does give necessary propositions, without
troubling to explain in what their necessity consists or to prove that it exists. It would seem
possible, according to him, to class any true proposition whatever as a necessary or as an empirical
proposition; and this classification lies at the base of his whole work. An empirical proposition is
one which merely asserts something about this or that particular thing in space or time (it may be
simply their existence), or the connection between such; and if anyone does not understand what
is meant.

22 This is the end of page 3 of the MSS of this chapter and the next page is numbered 12. The passage
at the bottom of page 3 also occurs in ‘The Nature of Judgment’ (p. 184), and it seems clear that
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On ‘Reason’ in Kant 135

It is true Kant states that this empirical universality is merely arbitrary.
We ought, he says, to express our proposition in the form: ‘So far as we have
yet observed, there is no exception from’ the rule that all bodies are heavy.
But it would seem that such a qualification can only affect the truth of our
proposition and not its content. It may be questioned whether we have a
right to assert universality, but it is universality which we assert. The limita-
tions which Kant points out as belonging to the proposition, can properly be
expressed only in the doubt whether we have found a rule at all, not in a doubt
whether there are exceptions to it. It may not be true that all bodies are heavy;
but whether true or not, it is a universal proposition. There is no difference
between this proposition and such as are a priori, in respect of universality.
And Kant could hardly wish to assert that the difference lay in its truth. For
this proposition, he would admit, may be true; and, if so, then it would be
a priori. But he would not admit the suggestion that it may be a priori: he
asserts that it is not so. The difference between the empirical and the a priori,
if there is a difference, must therefore be in some other mark than this uni-
versality, which Kant nevertheless asserts to be ‘by itself an infallible criterion’
(ib., p. 35).23 We may next consider whether such a mark is to be found in
‘necessity’.

In this investigation, too, it may be well to examine his example ‘All bodies
are heavy,’ since this proposition might seem to have a claim to necessity also,
just as it is undoubtedly universal. Kant speaks of it as ‘a rule borrowed from
experience’ (ib., p. 34).24 By this language and by his use of ‘Bodies are heavy’ as
convertible with it, he would seem to suggest that he would not base its empirical
character solely on its extensional interpretation. If, as seems probable, he would
allow ‘Body is heavy’ or ‘Man is mortal,’ to be equally empirical propositions,
then it is plain that what he calls empirical may involve necessity. It is certain,
at all events, that if we are to understand by empirical propositions only such
as experience can justify, such a proposition as ‘All bodies are heavy’ cannot
be regarded as empirical. It is based on the proposition ‘Body is heavy,’ with
which, if it is to be used for purposes of inference, it must be regarded as
convertible. I assume, therefore, that Kant would not have refused to regard
‘Body is heavy’ as an empirical proposition. It would seem certainly to come
under his class of ‘rules drawn from experience,’ whereas ‘All bodies are heavy,’
regarded solely as extensional, cannot be called a rule. The use of this example

Moore used the missing pages for the composition of ‘The Nature of Judgment’. We have therefore
inserted at this point the material (pp. 184–9) from ‘The Nature of Judgment’ which directly
follows this passage, up to a point where the line of argument diverges from that developed in the
rest of this chapter. See the editors’ introduction pp. lxxv–lxxx for more discussion of the issues
here.

23 R.V. p. 35 (B4, GW 137). 24 R.V. p. 34 (B2, GW 137).
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136 The 1898 dissertation

would seem to lead to important results with regard to the true definition
of empirical propositions.

But let us first return to ‘All bodies are heavy’; since even this would seem
to involve in its very meaning an assertion of necessity. If it be taken purely
in extension, it must be resolved into ‘This body, and that body, and that
body, ad infinitum, are, have been and will be heavy’. It involves, therefore,
the proposition ‘This body is heavy’. But in any proposition of this simple
categorical form the notion of substance and attribute is already involved.a

Wherever a predicate is asserted of a subject, it is implied that the subject is a
thing; that it is something marked by the possession of certain attributes and
capable of possessing others. ‘This body is heavy’ presupposes, therefore, ‘Body
is a thing, and heaviness is a mere attribute’. For we could not convert the
proposition into ‘Heaviness is corporeal’, But that ‘Body is a thing,’ and that
‘Heaviness is an attribute,’ would seem to be necessary propositions. We may
indeed be mistaken in supposing that they are true; but if we were ever to find
that heaviness was not an attribute, we should be bound to conclude that it
never had been and never would be, not that it was so once but had ceased so
to be. All such judgments are truly ‘thought along with their necessity’. They
are as necessary as that 2 + 2 = 4. The difference between the two forms of
proposition lies not in that the former lacks necessity, nor even that it implies the
proposition ‘Heaviness exists’; for even if heaviness did not exist, the proposition
would be true. The proposition means that heaviness could not be other than
an attribute; and hence, if Kant’s words (p. 34)25 are to be taken strictly, it
cannot be empirical. In this respect, therefore, it is quite on a level with ‘2 + 2
= 4’; which also would be true even if there were no two things. The difference
seems to lie rather in the nature of the concepts of which the necessary relation
is predicated. ‘Heaviness’ can exist; it is not meaningless to say ‘Heaviness
exists here and now’; whereas ‘attribute,’ ‘two,’ and other like conceptions
can only claim a precarious sort of existence in so far as they are necessarily
related to these other notions of which alone properly existential propositions can
be made.

If, therefore, we wish to find propositions involving no necessity,b we must
descend to purely existential propositions – propositions which do not involve
the notions of substance and attribute. These alone can be truly taught us by
experience, if experience, ‘cannot teach us that a thing could not be otherwise’

a R.V. p. 36 [B6, GW 138].
b Even these involve the necessary properties of time; but this point may be reserved for later

consideration.
25 R.V. p. 34 (B2, GW 137).
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On ‘Reason’ in Kant 137

(p. 34).26 And even these are free from necessity, only if they are understood
to assert something with regard to an actual part of actual time. They must
involve necessity as soon as the distinction between ‘This is’ and ‘This was’
is disregarded. It would seem, in fact, to be a mark of the sort of existence
which they predicate that it is in time. They may affirm ‘This exists,’ or ‘This
has existed,’ but if they take the general form ‘This is,’ that must always be
understood to mean no more than ‘This always has been, is now, and always
will be,’ and can be strictly analysed into as many different judgments as time
is divisible into separate moments.

If, therefore, the difference between the empirical and a priori lay primarily,
as Kant implies, in the nature of the judgment, not in that of the concept,
only existential propositions could be empirical. In order to represent even ‘This
body is heavy’ as an empirical proposition, it would be necessary to analyse it
into the form ‘Heaviness and the marks of body exist here and now’. But this
is certainly not its whole meaning. We must, therefore, suppose that in order
to obtain a clear definition of what Kant meant by empirical propositions, we
must base it upon the nature of the concepts used in them. Empirical concepts
are those which can exist in parts of time. This would seem to be the only
manner of distinguishing them. And any proposition into which an empirical
concept enters may be called empirical.

Kant himself does recognise the necessity involved in such a proposition as
‘This body is heavy,’ although, for reasons which will appear hereafter, he states
it in a somewhat different way. The main object of his ‘Analytic’ is to show
that any such judgment involves a ‘synthesis of the manifold of sense-intuition,’
which is ‘necessary a priori’ (p. 126).27 But he regards this synthesis rather as
necessary in order to bring mere perceptions into relation with the ‘unity of
apperception,’ than as directly involved in the empirical judgment. Moreover,
in order to explain how the forms of synthesis can apply to the manifold, he
introduces the inner sense as mediator, and describes the judgment as converting
the psychical connexion of the presentations into an objective connexion rather
than as applying the categories to a mere manifold, which cannot properly be
described as psychical. Accordingly he gives as the ultimate empirical judgment,
out of which the application of substance and attribute produces ‘Bodies are
heavy,’ the subjective judgment ‘When I carry a body, I feel an impression
of heaviness,’ instead of that given above ‘Heaviness and the marks of body
exist together.’ 28 He does not seem to see that his subjective judgment already

26 R.V. p. 34 (B3, GW 137). 27 R.V. p. 126 (B127, GW 225).
28 Moore gives the following reference here: ‘P. 121, cf. also Prol., p. 54n’. The passage he is referring

to is clearly R.V. p. 121 (B142, GW 252). The reference to Kant’s Prolegomena is to the footnote to
§22 on p. 54 of Hartenstein’s edition, vol. 3 (AK 4: 305; trans. Hatfield, 57).
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138 The 1898 dissertation

fully involves the category in question. A statement about my feelings is just as
‘objective,’ in the required sense, as a statement about what is conceived as in
space.

With the above definition, therefore, it is obvious why ‘Body is heavy’
should be called empirical; whereas, if absence of necessity had been the mark
required, it would have been difficult to find a reason. For this proposition
does not only involve, like ‘This body is heavy’ or ‘All bodies are heavy,’ the
necessary judgments that body is a thing, and heaviness an attribute; it asserts a
relation between a ‘heaviness’ and ‘corporeity’ such as no experience can prove
or disprove. If we found a body which was not heavy, that would indeed lead
us to deny the truth of the proposition; but it would also entitle us at once
to the opposite necessary proposition ‘Body cannot be heavy’. And this is just
what holds of 2 + 2 = 4. It is perhaps inconceivable to us now that two and
two should not make four; but, when numbers were first discovered, it may
well have been thought that two and two made three or five. Experience, no
doubt, must have been the means of producing the conviction that this was not
so, but that two and two made four. The necessity of a proposition, therefore,
is not called in question by the fact that experience may lead you to think it
true or untrue. The test of its necessity lies merely in the fact that it must be
either true or untrue, and cannot be true now and untrue the next moment;
whereas with an existential proposition it may be true that this exists now,
and yet it will presently be untrue that it exists. The doubt about the truth of
‘Body is heavy’ would seem to proceed chiefly from our uncertainty as to what
we mean by ‘Body’ and by ‘heavy’. We cannot recognise instances of them with
as great precision as we recognise instances of number; and hence we cannot
be sure whether the truth of our proposition may not be overthrown. The
proposition is arbitrary solely in this sense. There would seem no doubt that we
mean by it to assert an absolute necessity; but between what precise concepts the
necessary relation, of which we are certain, holds, we must leave to experience to
discover.

From the foregoing analysis it would, therefore, appear that the true distinc-
tion upon which Kant’s division of propositions into a priori and a posteriori,
necessary and empirical, is based, is the distinction between concepts which
can exist in parts of time and concepts which seem to be cut off from existence
altogether, but which give rise to assertions of an absolutely necessary relation.
Kant would seem to include among empirical propositions all those in which
an empirical concept is used; whether the proposition asserts a necessary relation
between an empirical and an a priori concept, or between two empirical con-
cepts. What it is important to emphasise is that these two kinds of proposition
are not distinguished by the absence of the marks which he gives for the a priori;
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On ‘Reason’ in Kant 139

they both include both necessity and strict universality. Empirical propositions
would therefore include a wide range of propositions, differing very much in the
meaning of their assertions. They seem to extend upwards from mere assertions
of the existence of this or that, of the type ‘Heaviness exists here and now’;
through propositions of the usual categorical form ‘This body is heavy,’ which
include necessary propositions in their meaning, but at the same time imply an
assertion of existence; to propositions which assert existence at every time, while
still retaining the element of necessity included in the last, like ‘All bodies are
heavy’; and finally to those propositions, upon which alone the validity of the
last class can be based – propositions which assert a necessary relation, without
any implication of existence whatever, of the type ‘Body is heavy’. The only
common element in all these different classes would seem to be that they all
make assertions with regard to some empirical concept, i.e., a concept which
can exist in an actual part of time. The second and third classes are mixed
and involve necessity, because there is also included in them an assertion with
regard to an a priori concept. To all of them Kant would seem to oppose as
purely a priori propositions, those which make an assertion solely with regard to
a priori concepts and which for that reason can imply no assertion of existence,
since an a priori concept is one which cannot exist in the limited sense above
explained.29

In the foregoing account we have only considered such judgments as
Kant would call ‘synthetic’. These are indeed the class with which we
are chiefly concerned, since the main object of the Critique, as he often
expresses it, is to discover how synthetic judgments a priori are possible.
But Kant does also claim that analytic judgments are a priori. He even
holds that the ‘chief business of our reason’ consists in making them
(p. 39).30 It is therefore proper to consider how they are to be distinguished.
Kant himself says they might be called ‘explanatory judgments’ and holds
that they only ‘split up the subject into its component concepts, which
we already thought in it, though perhaps confusedly’ (p. 40).31 But it
would seem doubtful whether they deserve even so much importance as
this account would give them. Let us take Kant’s example: ‘All bodies
are extended’. Here, Kant says,32 ‘I need only become conscious of the
manifold, which I always think in’ my concept of body, ‘in order to find’

29 At this point we return from ‘The Nature of Judgment’ to p. 12 of Moore’s manuscript. The next
paragraph of ‘The Nature of Judgment’ closely resembles a fragment of chapter ii (see p. 170), and
the subsequent discussion there does not continue the line of thought developed up to this point;
hence it seems reasonable to make a break here. For further discussion see the editors’ introduction,
pp. lxxvi–lxxvii.

30 R.V. p. 39 (B9, GW 140). 31 R.V. p. 40 (B11, GW 141). 32 R.V. p. 40 (B11, GW 141).
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140 The 1898 dissertation

the predicate of extension ‘included in it’. But this would seem to reduce the
supposed analytic proposition rather to a synthetic proposition a posteriori
about my own state of mind. In order to establish this, it is necessary
to consider what is meant by ‘the concept, which I always associate with
body’. Must ‘my concept of body’ be a correct one? If so, then, whenever
I think of body, I must think of what body really is; and in that case the
analytic proposition will assert that in a real body, and not only in my
conception of it, extension is included. That Kant does not mean this is
plain as well from his words as from his famous criticism of the ontological
argument. That ‘God is good’, though an analytic proposition, does not
imply that God exists. I may, therefore, make analytic propositions without
having a correct conception of the subject about which I make them. But,
if my conception need not be correct, who is to say that a man’s conception
of body might not include, for instance, pleasure? In this sense, which is
the only sense of ‘my conception of body’ which the instances seem to
warrant, it means no more than the ideas which I always associate with
the word body. And if I do not happen to know what the word body
properly means, i.e. the ideas with which it is usually associated, then, if
Kant’s account be just, I may be making an analytic proposition when I say
“All bodies are full of pleasure’. I think it will be allowed that Kant would
not wish to call this an analytic proposition. The true account of those
propositions which he called analytic seems rather to be that they all assert
merely the meaning of words. I am certain that ‘All bodies are extended’
solely because I know that the word ‘body’ properly, i.e. customarily,
denotes something that is extended. The type of analytic propositions
is the definition in a dictionary; and the definitions of a dictionary are
certainly empirical, i.e. synthetic a posteriori, except in so far as they may
be taken as ethical, i.e. asserting how you ought to use a word. That analytic
propositions should have been assumed to have importance in philosophy
and to form a class distinct from the synthetic, would seem to be due
to the distinction between knowledge already acquired and its discovery.
Whenever an analytic proposition is used for philosophical purposes, its
usefulness always depends on a synthetic proposition which is implied in
it, but which, owing to our familiarity with it, we do not recognise as such.
In order to33 the formation of any composite concept whatever, synthetic
propositions are required; but when the concept is, in general use, under a
single name, the necessary connections between its marks are assumed as

33 Sic; but ‘for’ seems intended.
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On ‘Reason’ in Kant 141

parts of a given whole, and this whole is taken as the logical prius34 of the
various connections, whereas they are in reality the prius of it.

This would seem to explain why Kant’s discovery that mathematical
propositions are all synthetic was not made earlier. Four was taken to mean
the sum of two and two, or twice two, and if this is the meaning of four
then obviously 2 + 2= 4. In fact, however, as Kant points out, the sum of
two and two is something different from four. Four is a distinct idea and in
order to know that it is equal to the sum of two other numbers a synthetic
proposition is required. It is much to be deplored that Kant did not carry his
investigations on this matter further. His retention of analysis, in this sense,
as an important process distinct from synthesis has done much to confuse
his thought in many places.a As an instance of the use he makes of it, may
be taken a sentence of his, in the very paragraph in which he discusses
the synthetical nature of mathematical propositions (p. 43).35 ‘If ’ he says
‘anybody will not allow’ that mathematical judgments are a priori, ‘well and
good[.] I confine my statement to pure Mathematics, the very conception
of which entails, that it contain not empirical knowledge, but merely pure
knowledge a priori.’ Kant seems to rely on this argument to some extent as
proving that there are a priori judgments in Mathematics. It may, indeed,
be admitted that if the word ‘pure’ is generally used as equivalent to a priori,
the common use of the name ‘pure Mathematics’ proves that most people
think there are a priori propositions in Mathematics. But these are all
merely empirical propositions, some concerning the general use of words,
and others psychological; and all may be denied without any contradiction.
Moreover they are quite useless to prove Kant’s point that there are a priori
propositions in Mathematics; except in so far as common belief may be
taken as proving the truth of what is believed. A philosopher, who is often
concerned in proving that common belief is wrong, must shrink from
relying on such an argument. The analytic proposition may therefore be
dismissed as useful to philosophers only in the sense in which the pens
and ink with which they write their works are useful. Analysis does indeed
denote a process useful in philosophy as elsewhere, namely experimental
observation; but the propositions thus obtained Kant has no hesitation
in declaring to be synthetic (p. 40).36 Analysis, in the sense in which it
gives a name to analytic propositions, is in reality only a synthesis of words

a See later (p. . . . ) for a most important instance. [It is not obvious what passage Moore has in mind
here – perhaps the critical discussion of the unity of apperception on pp. 146–7.]

34 ‘Prius’ is the neuter form in Latin of ‘prior’; it means ‘that which has priority’.
35 R.V. p. 43 (B14–15, GW 144). 36 R.V. p. 40 (B11, GW 142).
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142 The 1898 dissertation

with the objects they denote; while the description Kant gives of it belongs
properly to the other sort of analysis as applied to a special subject-matter,
namely an individual’s mind, and has no relation whatsoever to so-called
‘analytic propositions’.

Having now obtained some account of the distinction between a priori
and empirical, we may proceed to consider the bearing of this distinction
upon the problem before us – the meaning which Kant assigns to the word
‘Reason’. As has been already stated, Kant regards all a priori propositions
as propositions of Pure Reason; and having discovered the nature of a priori
propositions, we have now to imagine in what relation Kant thinks them
to stand to that to which he calls ‘Reason’.

In this connection it is necessary to discuss what Kant seems to have held
to be his great achievement in philosophy. In a famous passage from his
Preface to the Second Edition of the Critique (pp. 17–19)37 Kant compares
his work to that of Copernicus. Just as Copernicus found it possible to
explain the motions of the stars, when he replaced the old assumption that
they revolved round the spectator, by the assumption that the spectator
revolved and the stars remained fixed; so Kant hopes to have solved the
problems of Metaphysics by assuming that the objects of knowledge con-
form to the laws of our cognitive faculty, instead of supposing that our
cognitive faculty must conform to them. ‘If ’ says he ‘intuition had to
conform to the nature of the objects, I do not see, how anything could
be known about it a priori; but if the object conforms to the nature of
our intuitive faculty, I can quite well represent to myself this possibility.’38

The same advantage, he thinks, follows from the assumption that the con-
ceptions by which mere presentations are referred to an object also do
not conform to the object, but vice versa: this assumption too makes it
easy to see how another kind of a priori judgments39 can be made about
objects. In short, Kant thinks that he has brought about a revolution in
Metaphysics, by which it can be put upon the ‘sure path of a science’,40 in
consequence of this ‘happy thought,’41 that ‘in a priori knowledge nothing
can be attributed to the objects, except what the thinking subject takes out
of itself.’42 The view that this was a happy thought seems to have been
taken by very many of Kant’s successors and commentators. Kuno Fischer,a

for example, expands the comparison with Copernicus as illustrating the

a Geschichte der neuern Phil. Vol. 3. Ed. 3, pp. 7–9.
37 R.V. pp. 17–19 (Bxiv–xviii, GW 109–11). 38 Bxvii, GW 110. 39 sic. 40 Bxv, GW 110.
41 Bxiii–xiv, GW 109 (GW translates Kant’s Denkart as ‘inspiration’ instead of ‘happy thought’).
42 Bxxiii, GW 113.
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main theme of the critical philosophy, whereby a standpoint is established
from which the dogmatic method in philosophy can be finally condemned.
Even Lotze is inclined to accept the principle, so far as thought is concerned
(Logic trans. 2nd ed. pp. 3–4 and passim).43 On the contrary it appears to
me an exceedingly unfortunate suggestion; and in discussing this connec-
tion which Kant finds between the a priori and the Reason, I shall hope
to shew that there is no reason for asserting it; that it does not serve the
purpose for which it was devised; and that it is inconsistent with other
contentions of the Critical Philosophy, which appear to me to be true and
of great importance.

In the passage above referred to,44 Kant only puts the doctrine forward
as a hypothesis. He adds in a note that it is proved apodictically in the
Critique itself.45 It appears that he thinks the Critique furnishes two sepa-
rate proofs (1) from ‘the nature of our presentations of space and time and
the elementary concepts of the understanding’ (ib.) (2) from the avoidance
of contradiction in relation to the notion of the ‘unconditioned’, which is
rendered possible only by the distinction between appearances and things
as they are in themselves (pp. 19, 20).46 It will be convenient to examine
these two proofs separately.

(1) The Aesthetic explicitly raises the question at issue in the form: ‘What
are space and time? Are they actual existents? Are they only determinations
or perhaps relations of things, but of such a sort, that they would belong
to things in themselves, even if they were not intuited, or are they such as
attach only to the form of intuition, and hence to the subjective nature of
our mind, without which nature these predicates can be attributed to no
thing whatever?’ (p. 58).47 Kant then proceeds to shew, in the first argument
of the metaphysical discussion, that ‘space cannot be borrowed through
experience from the relations of outer experience’48 since it is already
presupposed in distinguishing certain sensations (Empfindungen) as ‘not
only different, but in different places’. To this argument, in a modified
form, as shewing that space is logically prior to the objects of experience,
no exception need be taken: but it only shews that space is logically prior or
a priori, not its required subjectivity. In the transcendental discussion, he
argues from the necessity of geometrical propositions to the a priori nature

43 Moore is here referring to R. H. Lotze, Logic, ed. B. Bosanquet, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1887,
though the passage Moore refers to does not express the Kantian doctrine in question. Lotze provides
a much clearer expression of his quasi-Kantian idealism in his Metaphysics (ed. B. Bosanquet, Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1887) book i §94, pp. 220–1.

44 The passage Moore has referred to is R.V. pp. 17–19 (Bxiv–xviii, GW 109–11).
45 The note occurs on Bxxii, GW 113. 46 R.V. pp. 19–20 (Bxx, GW 112).
47 R.V. p. 58 (B37–8, GW 157). 48 B38, GW 157.
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of space, which is their presupposition: and he then proceeds simply to
repeat his ‘hypothesis’, as if it now were certain and carried conviction. It is
‘a manner of explaining the concept of space, which must be presupposed
if geometrical knowledge is to be possible’.49 ‘How can there dwell in the
mind’ he says ‘an outer intuition which precedes the objects themselves,
and in which the conception of these objects can be determined a priori?
Obviously no otherwise than insofar as it has its seat in the subject, as
the formal nature of the same, whereby it is predisposed to be affected
by objects and thereby to obtain immediate presentation, i.e. intuition of
them: that is to say only as form of the outer sense in general. Accordingly
our explanation alone renders intelligible the possibility of geometry, as
a synthetic knowledge a priori.’50 No other argument for the subjectivity
of space seems to be exhibited in the whole of the Aesthetic. Kant argues
indeed that space and time cannot be properties of things in themselves
nor yet represent their relations to one another, because ‘neither absolute
nor relative determinations of things can be intuited before the existence
of the things, to which they belong, and hence not intuited a priori.’51

But this goes no way to prove their subjectivity, since he has done nothing
to shew that the disjunction in his question cited above is exhaustive.
And again he seems to have nothing to say against those who maintain the
absolute reality of space and time as subsistent, except that their assumption
‘of two everlasting and endless, self-subsistent non-things, which are there,
(without being anything actual) only in order to embrace all that is actual’52

is difficult. The difficulty may be admitted; but that does not prove that
Kant’s solution of it is the true one. In short, the Aesthetic may be taken
as proving that space and time are a priori, not, as Leibnitz’s view entailed,
mere empirical abstractions from given objects, like sensations; but in
support of their subjectivity it seems to offer no better argument than that
of the Preface.

Kant’s argument in the Analytic is much more difficult to make out. In
his Preface to the First Edition (pp. 9–10)53 he says it may be divided into
two parts; the one ‘referring to the objects of the pure understanding and
being meant to establish and render intelligible the objective validity of its
a priori conceptions,’ the other treating ‘the pure Understanding itself in a
subjective connection’. The latter, or ‘subjective deduction’, is not, he says
essential to his main object: it is ‘as it were a search for the cause of a given
effect’, and has therefore some resemblance to an hypothesis, though it is

49 B40, GW 176. 50 B41, GW 176. 51 B42, GW 159.
52 B56, GW 166–7. 53 R.V. pp. 9–10 (Axvi–xvii, GW 103).
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not really such. But the ‘objective deduction’, even if the other be rejected,
retains its full strength, ‘to exhibit which what is said on pp. 92–93,54 can
be sufficient by itself.’

In what is said on these two pages (111 and 112)55 no distinct argument
to prove the mental origin of the categories occurs. But the argument,
such as it is, already given in the Preface and the Aesthetic seems to be
presupposed. Kant states that there are two ways in which a ‘synthetic
presentation’ and its object may agree: either the object may be necessary
to the existence of the presentation or vice versâ; the first alternative gives
empirical knowledge, the second a priori. He goes on to explain, that just
as ‘the condition under which alone objects can be intuited, actually lies in
the mind to base the objects, so far as their form is concerned’, so it is here
the question whether there are not also a priori conceptions as antecedent
conditions, under which alone anything can be thought as an object. In all
this Kant seems to take it for granted that only if these ‘conceptions’ are
present in the mind, whenever it attempts to think an object of experience,
is it intelligible that all objects of experience should have certain a priori
characteristics. Thus he immediately afterwards attributes Hume’s failure
to find a ground for asserting causality, (which, says Kant, he recognised
must be a priori) to the fact that it did not occur to him ‘that perhaps the
understanding by means of these conceptions could itself be author of the
experience, in which its objects are found.’56

To prove that these conceptions could alone attach to objects a priori,
if they came from the mind and not from the object, is not however the
object of the Transcendental Deduction. This, he says himself, is rather to
shew that the categories, if they are to be a priori, must be recognised as a
priori conditions of the possibility of experience. That is to say, conceptions
which are implied in or necessarily connected with any empirical judgment
whatsoever, are themselves necessary.

But, though Kant does not here give us an argument for the subjectivity
of the conceptions of the understanding, as the Preface seemed to promise,
he does throughout assume this subjectivity as a means of proving what
he declares to be the object of his argument – that these conceptions are
necessarily implied in every empirical judgment. He might, thus, perhaps,
if his argument were sound, plead for his hypothesis from its success;
since it has helped him to explain how the categories should be a priori,
by proving their universal implication. But this at best could only prove

54 These are Kant’s own page numbers, in this case A92–3, which occur in the passage quoted from
the A text preface referred to in the previous footnote.

55 R.V. pp. 111–12 (B125, GW 224). 56 B127, GW 225.
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their subjectivity to be a probable hypothesis; and, as a matter of fact,
Kant seems rather to have taken it for granted without inquiry. Thus his
language with regard to Locke and Hume (pp. 112–113)57 betrays a curious
confusion. He speaks as if Locke, though recognising these conceptions as
‘pure conceptions of the understanding’, nevertheless deduced them from
experience. And similarly he says Hume saw that the conceptions ‘were
not of themselves bound together in the understanding’; as if Hume had
seen that they were at least in the understanding. Though, therefore, in
the Preface and again in this passage, he would seem to regard it as a
great discovery that these conceptions are contributed to experience by the
understanding, he would seem never even to have raised a doubt that they
could be regarded as other than ‘belonging to the understanding’. The
question he asked was only whether ‘conceptions of the understanding’
could be abstracted from experience. And it is no wonder that, putting
the question in this form, he should hardly see the need of argument that
what belongs to the understanding should be contributed to experience by
the understanding; but should have thought it more in need of proof that
what thus belonged to the understanding should have objective validity.
Accordingly, in his introductory section (p. 109),58 he tells us we have here
a difficulty which did not occur in the case of space and time, namely ‘how
subjective conditions of thinking are to have objective validity.’ He here
simply assumes that the categories are ‘subjective conditions of thought’,
and, reversing the argument we have been led to expect, finds it difficult to
conceive how, being so, they should apply to objects at all; whereas in the
Preface, he wished rather to shew that they were subjective, on the ground
that their a priori nature would thus become intelligible.

We can, therefore, hardly expect to find in the Analytic any proof of the
point in question – that such conceptions as substance and attribute, cause
and effect have their sources in the mind. But it will be useful to give some
account of the reasoning employed, in order to see whether its results, so
far as they seem valid, could not be just as well obtained without involving
this hypothesis of subjectivity.

The main stress in the ‘Transcendental Deduction’ lies on what Kant
calls the ‘synthetic unity of apperception’. All knowledge, he says, would be
impossible, unless the presentations, given through sense, could be united
in a consciousness. Any judgment whatsoever implies ‘I think’ along with
it; and it is only because of this necessary connection with a subject of
knowledge, that we are able to make statements about our presentations.

57 R.V. pp. 112–13 (B127–8, GW 225–6). 58 R.V. p. 109 (B122, GW 222).
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It is, then, because any empirical proposition must stand in relation to
the unity of thought, that the conceptions of the understanding, whereby
its matter is brought into relation to this unity, are involved in it. That
the categories are the only concepts, whereby objective judgments can be
made, Kant regards as established by the logical analysis of judgment; and
he says it is just as impossible to give a reason why the understanding
should have this peculiar property of being able to bring about the unity
of apperception only by means of the categories, as to give a reason why
space and time are the only forms of possible intuition for us (p. 123).59 On
the other hand, that the unity of apperception is involved in any judgment
whatsoever, he regards as a merely analytical proposition (pp. 117, 119).60

The whole deduction seems to depend on these two premises.
Now that some categories are involved in every judgment seems to me

certain. Whether Kant has found them all, or whether all he names are
really so involved, may be left doubtful; but, at all events, they will include
the two upon which subsequently the chief stress lies – substance and
attribute and cause and effect. But the validity and necessity of these, as
logically presupposed in empirical judgments, would seem to be capa-
ble of proof from the mere consideration of such judgments. Why the
unity of apperception should be introduced into such a proof at all, does
not seem clear. It could not serve any purpose, unless Kant had already
assumed that the categories were conceptions by which the understanding
‘spontaneously’ arranged the matter presented to it, and were therefore,
like this unity, primarily necessities of thought and not of fact. And that
they are so requires proof. But, even if this were granted, Kant’s ‘analytic’
proposition seems questionable. By its ‘analytic’ character, according to the
account given above, nothing can be meant but that in the very defini-
tion of knowledge reference to an ‘ego’ must be included. This, in fact,
presupposes a synthetic proposition about the nature of knowledge. Now,
waiving Kant’s questionable identification of the ‘ego’ with consciousness,
it may be admitted that knowledge does imply consciousness. But there
remains a question which Kant does not seem to have asked himself. Are
we here concerned at all with knowledge? Will it not be sufficient for our
purpose, if we can find out what is true?

This is a question which seems vitally to affect Kant’s whole theory of
the subjectivity of a priori knowledge, and therefore to be most important
for a clear understanding of what he means by reason. If truth is something
independent of knowledge and therefore of consciousness, no theory which

59 R.V. p. 123 (B145–6, GW 254). 60 R.V. p. 117 (B135, GW 248); R.V. p. 119 (B138, GW 249).
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tries to explain the validity of necessary propositions by shewing them to be
involved in knowledge or in consciousness can possibly attain its purpose.
It may be a true theory, but it cannot explain that which it professes to
explain. That truth is independent of our consciousness I shall attempt to
shew at some length in my next chapter. It is only possible here to make
some remarks with regard to Kant’s contrary supposition, which, while
they presuppose my view, may at the same time help to illustrate it.

I must first state that ‘knowledge’, in its definition, does properly involve
a reference to truth. We cannot strictly be said to know a thing, or to have
knowledge of it, unless that which we know is true. But for that very
reason I think it would be desirable that the word should be used as little as
possible in philosophy. For knowledge does not only imply truth, but also,
as admitted above, involves a reference to consciousness. Knowing would
seem to be a composite conception, denoting, on the one hand, a specific
psychical state, including a distinction of subject and object, and on the
other hand that the object, where the object is a proposition, should be
true. Where the object is not a proposition, it may be doubted whether the
term ‘knowledge’ should strictly be applied, although it undoubtedly is so
in every day usage. At all events it is certainly the business of philosophy
to make propositions, and if possible to prove that they are true. And my
point is that to say that philosophical propositions are true logically implies
nothing whatsoever with regard to consciousness, not even that they can
be known; although to say that they are known would certainly imply that
they are true.

When, therefore, Kant argues that necessary propositions can only be
explained, if they are contributed to experience by the subject, his theory
may indeed be true, but it cannot possibly prove or explain their validity
and therefore cannot, as he wished, furnish an answer to Hume’s scepticism.
For there may fairly be urged against him the question: How can he prove
the proposition, that what is necessary to consciousness is true? His answer
must involve a vicious circle. This circle is, in fact, involved in his defence
of his Critique as ‘a criticism of reason by itself.’61 It has often been pointed
out that such a method would seem to lead to an infinite regress. For the
reason which criticises ought, if reason needs criticism at all, to be subjected
to criticism in its turn; and so on, ad infinitum, it being impossible ever
to find a perfectly sure basis from which to start. I can see no solution
of this difficulty. Dr. Caird attempts to solve it in the Introduction to

61 Moore gives no reference here, but Axi–xii (GW 101) in Kant’s first preface fit this comment.
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his ‘Critical Philosophy of Immanuel Kant’62 (pp. 14–16): but his attempt
appears to me to rest on that very identification of knowledge with truth,
which I cannot accept. ‘We can never’ he says ‘know anything except as
it is related to the conscious self within us’. With this proposition I fully
concur; but when he goes on to say ‘Whatever we deal with, we are still
dealing with our own consciousness of things’, I can no longer follow him.
If he can speak of anything as related to our conscious self, does it not
follow that that which is so related to our consciousness, is not itself, as
he implies, ‘our own consciousness of things’? If we can never deal with
anything but ‘our own consciousness of things’, there can be no meaning
in talking of something that is only related to our consciousness. He would
reply, I imagine, that there is indeed a relation between consciousness and
things, only we must be careful not to understand it as an external relation
(p. 15). I am not certain that I understand what this can mean. The relation
between subject and object in knowledge I would certainly admit to be a
unique relation – a relation not to be confused with any of the relations
commonly called external: it is not the same, I take it, as that of mind
to matter, which Kant sometimes calls external; nor is it the same as that
of parts of space to one another; nor finally can it be a causal relation.
Further than this I cannot define it: but it certainly does not seem to me
to justify an implication that things are the same as our consciousness of
things. I am not therefore ‘asking for a criterion within the mind of that
of which the one assumed characteristic is that it is without the mind
in such a sense that it cannot come into any relation with mind at all’
(p. 15). I admit that of which I desire a criterion must be able to come
into some relation with mind; but that does not seem to me to justify the
assertions either that it is mind or within it: it seems rather to exclude them
both. Nor on the other hand am I a sceptic, for I admit some propositions
to be true; indeed, I think Dr. Caird’s refutation of scepticism to be in
essentials just. ‘A purely negative position is’ I admit ‘an impossibility: even
a question involves an assumption; even a doubt, still more a negative
conviction, must have a positive certainty behind it.’63 But it is for this
very reason that I doubt that Dr. Caird’s own philosophical position with
regard to consciousness; since that seems to me to offer no satisfactory
answer to scepticism. I think I can deny that consciousness is the source of
truth, without necessarily implying that my own denial is untrue. And no

62 Edward Caird, The Critical Philosophy of Immanuel Kant, 2 vols., Glasgow: James Maclehose, 1889.
Moore’s references are all to volume i.

63 Ibid., p. 5.
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philosophical position seems to me safe, which [can thus be denied without
inconsistency].64

I dissent therefore from Kant, in a very essential point in which Dr. Caird
seems to agree with him. It has been very generally agreed that some of
Kant’s work is vitiated by being merely psychological; and I am unable to
see that the doctrines of the unity of apperception and of the transcendental
ideality of time and space are any better than psychology. Epistemology
(Erkenntnisstheorie) they might perhaps be called, since that word, by
derivation at all events, implies a reference to knowledge and hence to
consciousness; in fact, too, it has been used, as yet, to cover no small
quantity of psychological material. But if epistemology is to be the science
which investigates the nature of truth, then the above-mentioned doctrines
of Kant do not fall within his epistemology. So far as Kant’s deduction
aims at proving that a priori principles are valid of experience, by shewing
them to be logically prior to it, his inquiry does belong to ‘epistemology’
or ‘theory of knowledge’, in the sense in which that science is distinguished
from psychology. But when he tries to explain their validity, by reference
to the knowing subject, this is no longer so. For an explanation of validity
must, strictly speaking, be some proposition logically prior to that of which
the validity is explained. In this sense Euclid’s axioms explain the validity
of his propositions. If the proposed explanation is not such but consists
in some proposition, like those about consciousness, not logically prior, it
can at best be only a causal explanation of the origin of our knowledge of
the principles in question, and cannot explain why they are true.

With regard then to Kant’s Copernican revolution, so far as it rests on
the arguments of the Aesthetic and Analytic, the following may be said. In
the Aesthetic he only repeats the ‘hypothesis’ of the Preface to the Second
Edition. His argument here is that the application of a priori judgments to
presented objects is only intelligible, if one supposes the mind’s nature to be
such that it can only be affected in certain specific ways by those objects. But
this argument is unnecessary to prove that the judgments are a priori, since
that is already assumed by Kant, in virtue of their obvious necessity, and
further proved by their logical priority to empirical judgments. It cannot
therefore make their validity intelligible, but can at best only offer a theory
of their origin, for which there is no shadow of reason. In the Analytic,
on the other hand, he assumes the mental origin of the categories; and
supposing that their a priori nature is thereby rendered intelligible, he tries
to deduce their objective validity. For this purpose he assumes the necessary

64 This material has been crossed out, but only in pencil, presumably later.
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relation of every judgment to a knowing subject; and for this assumption
there is as little reason as for that of the Aesthetic. Here again too, even
if every judgment did involve the unity of apperception, that would give
no ground for thinking any judgments necessary; since there is nothing to
shew that our minds must always think of objects in the same way. Finally
the subjective explanations of Aesthetic and Analytic alike are inconsistent
with the very necessity which they attempt to establish. For they presume
to deduce necessity from a mere fact, namely that our mind is so and
so constituted, and this, on Kant’s own principles effectually excludes the
propositions deduced from any claim to be absolutely necessary. So far as
this explanation is concerned, the Critique must lose its title to a priori
demonstration, and thus the very hypothesis by which Kant hoped to
establish once for all a scientific philosophy, would, if it were true, render
such philosophy impossible.

(2) The argument which, as above stated,65 Kant supposes to be fur-
nished by the Dialectic, is of a somewhat different nature. As briefly stated
in the Preface to the Second Edition (pp. 19–20),66 it runs as follows.
Reason ‘necessarily and rightfully demands the unconditioned things-
in-themselves, as condition of everything conditioned’. Now, if it be
assumed that our knowledge conforms to objects, it turns out that the
unconditioned cannot be thought without a contradiction; but, when it
is assumed that the objects conform to our manner of representation, the
contradiction disappears. The details of this argument are worked out, in
the Dialectic; but only, apparently, in the section on Rational Cosmol-
ogy. In the sections on Rational Psychology and Theology, Kant contents
himself with showing that the supposed proofs of previous philosophers
are baseless, without proving that they lead to contradictions. In the Anti-
nomies, however, it is shewn that contradictions result from the assump-
tion that anything is unconditioned among the objects of experience. The
conclusion is therefore that the objects of experience cannot be things-in-
themselves, since these latter must be unconditioned.

Now, granting that contradictory propositions must be made about the
objects of experience, or the world in space and time, and that hence
they cannot be things in themselves, does it follow from this that they are
appearances, and that their defect lies in their conformity to our faculties
of knowledge? Kant thinks so, because he presupposes that truth consists
in the correspondence of our knowledge to objects, and conversely that
falsehood can only be explained as due to a lack of such correspondence on

65 P. 143. 66 R.V. pp. 19–20 (Bxx, GW 112).
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our part (p. 86).67 But if, as seems necessary, truth must be defined quite
independently of knowledge, and is indeed presupposed in the definition
of the latter, then there seems no reason why falsehood either should be
supposed to have its source in our minds. Falsehood may be defined as the
character of a proposition which does not correspond to the nature of the
world. And there is nothing to shew that the nature of the proposition is
due to us who make it. Though therefore the Antinomies prove that our
conception of the world, as in space and time, is not a true one; there is no
reason to say that this is because it is our conception. Kant’s hypothesis,
therefore, that the contradictions result from applying to mere appearances
what is only true of things in themselves, is quite unjustified. They may
indeed result from applying to one sort of object what is only true of
another; but nothing is gained, in explanation of them, by the assumption
that the one sort is appearance, or conditioned by our subjectivity.

Kant’s acknowledged proofs of the subjectivity of a priori knowledge
would seem, therefore, all to be equally groundless. There remains, however,
one important presupposition which would seem to have influenced his
thought on this point, though he does not expressly put it forward as
an argument. This is his theory of sensations as given or received. The
justice of this theory he seems never even to have questioned. He uses
as his criterion of empirical judgments, that they are concerned with the
matter of knowledge, which is in this way given or received. And if this
is to be used as the mark of what are commonly called sensations, then
the theory that other elements of knowledge have a mental origin, follows
naturally. For if these other elements were themselves merely given to the
mind, then the empirical elements could not be distinguished from them
in this respect. Now Kant confesses he cannot understand how necessary
propositions can be merely given; and hence he has to seek for another
explanation of their origin.

In answer to this form of argument for the connection of the a priori
with Reason, two points may be urged. (1) That necessary propositions
are themselves in a sense merely ‘given’. (2) That the matter of knowledge
cannot be regarded as ‘given’ in the sense which Kant supposes.

(1) With regard to the former point it is necessary to combat Kant’s often
repeated statement that synthesis by the conceptions of the understanding
is an ‘operation’. It is contradictory to his own principles that he should
regard it as such, since he declares that ‘operation’ (Handlung) is a concep-
tion merely deduced from the category of cause (p. 101),68 and therefore

67 R.V. p. 86 (B82, GW 197). 68 R.V. p. 101 (B108, GW 214).
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cannot presumably be used in explanation of that category or as logically
prior to it. He states indeed that the synthesis of the understanding ‘if
it be treated by itself, is nothing else than the unity of the operation, of
which, as an operation, it is conscious even without sensibility,a by means of
which, however, it is capable of determining the sensibility itself internally
in view of the manifold, which may be given to it according to the form
of sensible intuition.’69 But how it should be possible to be conscious of
an ‘operation’, except through sensibility, i.e. under a schematized cate-
gory, his own philosophy leaves entirely unexplained. Yet throughout the
Analytic he uses words which imply this manner of regarding reason.
The understanding ‘binds together’ the matter of sense to form an object;
the spontaneity of thought is opposed to the receptivity of sense; ‘the
power of judgment’ and ‘power of imagination’ are essential factors in the
explanation of knowledge; the understanding is a ‘faculty’ (Vermögen);
the categories are ‘functions’ of the understanding; synthesis is always
regarded as if it were a ‘putting together’ and not a mere name for the
necessary connection of two disparate elements.

But not only is this whole conception inconsistent with his theory of
the application of the categories; it is also liable to the general objection
against any attempt to base a philosophy on thought or consciousness. Even
if it were true that the mind was active in respect to knowledge, yet this
could only be known by a special application of the necessary propositions
involved in all experience; and it could not therefore be a logical basis from
which their necessity could be deduced. The Ego, whether it be regarded
as individual or transcendental, must, if anything is to be known about it,
be at all events an object of knowledge, and therefore there must already
be involved in any proposition about it, some necessary truth, prior to any
which could be discovered by the examination of it.

Finally I can find no ground in myself for asserting that the proposition
2 + 2 = 4 is produced by a spontaneous operation of my mind. It presents
itself to me as a fact forced upon me from outside just as much as any
sensation. I am not conscious of any freedom in my cognition of it. My
understanding (if I may be supposed to have any) is certainly not conscious
of any act of synthesis with regard to it, whether with or without sensibility.
It is no doubt true that the mind is constantly active; and that on every fresh
occasion, when I think that 2 + 2 = 4, the thought is a result of its activity.

a My Italics.
69 B153, GW 257.
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But this does not appear to me to have any reference to the content or
validity of the proposition. Is it not true, and of the same nature, whether I
am thinking of it or not? Or do I create it and its truth, as often as it comes
into my mind? It and all similar necessary propositions are given in the
sense that they arise in the mind, without any consciousness or operation
on the subject’s part; though, no doubt, they may be causally connected
with his previous mental states. But neither of these facts determine their
nature or validity.

(2) With regard to the special way in which sensations are supposed
to be given, it would appear that in the first place this is due to the
supposition of their being caused by things in space. The term sensation
has original reference only to the bodily organs – the senses of hearing,
sight, etc. The reason why such data as colours, sounds, smells, etc. are
distinguished as a special kind of element in knowledge, and one peculiarly
involuntary, would seem to be that they have an obvious connection with
certain motions in corresponding organs of the body, motions caused for
the most part by what is external to the body. This, from the ordinary
point of view, is the plainest way of distinguishing them from thoughts
and propositions for which no external cause can be assigned. Obviously,
however, this definition of sensation cannot be used in a philosophical
analysis of the elements of knowledge, which attempts to explain the nature
of the spatial world: for this definition presupposes the nature of the spatial
world as already known. Yet considering how many professed philosophers
have involved themselves in this hopelessly vicious circle, it is perhaps not
unfair to suppose that Kant’s thought may have been influenced by it. He
avoids it, however, in his express statements. With him, what ‘affects our
sensibility’ is not the object in space, but an assumed object which he calls
Ding-an-Sich. Sensations are, according to him, ‘given’, because they are
directly due to some sort of action by the Ding-an-Sich upon our mind;
whereas the a priori notions are contributed solely by our mind, only
on occasion of sensation. For this theory he has no arguments to offer:
it has only ‘never occurred to him to doubt it’.70 The relation between
sensations and the Ding-an-Sich, must, as he describes it, be conceived
under the category of cause, and yet, according to him it cannot be, since
the Ding-an-Sich is no object of experience. It seems doubtful whether
he would ever have conceived this contradictory notion at all, had he not
started with the assumption that sensations were given or received – mere

70 Moore gives no reference for this passage, but it could be an allusion to the opening sentences of
the introduction to the B edition (B1, GW 136).
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presentations (Vorstellungen). And this assumption is probably due to the
English philosophers, with whom it undoubtedly originated in the vicious
theory that sensations were caused by things in space (as in Locke’s theory
of primary and secondary qualities). Kant, since he set out to explain
the spatial world, saw that he could not adopt this theory, but he seems
nevertheless not to have rejected that which was a mere corollary from
it – the receptivity of sense, and hence to have been forced to his own
unjustified theory of the Ding-an-Sich.a

If it be supposed that sensations are immediately cognised as something
given, and that this is the basis of Kant’s theory, I can only repeat that I
cannot find myself to be more passive with regard to them than with regard
to any other object of consciousness. In the relation of subject and object,
the object always appears to me as something merely ‘presented’, merely
there, not as something produced by the subject, which contemplates it,
and this equally whether it be a sensation, a thought, or a feeling. Moreover
there is always a difficulty, as to whether there can be any meaning in talking
of an element presented as given. If the ‘givenness’ is to be included with it
as object of knowledge, it would seem it must be synthetically related to it;
and this relation presupposes those necessary relations which are supposed
not to be given. In order, therefore, that anything should be presented as
given, it is necessary that a necessary proposition should be given along
with it. So that if the ‘givenness’ of sensations is to be based on the
evidence of immediate introspection, this argument implies that necessary
connections are also given; and thus all point is taken from the desired
conclusion.

As a final result of all these considerations, it would appear, therefore,
that though Kant does connect the notion of Reason with that of a pri-
ori propositions, he has no valid reason for doing so. His conception of
Reason is an essentially composite one, combining in itself two distinct
characteristics, the connection of which there is no reason for asserting;
and his assertion of this connection involves his philosophy in hopeless
difficulties and inconsistencies. His whole treatment of Reason seems to
involve a paralogism of the same kind as that which he exposes in Rational
Psychology. He strenuously denies, indeed, that the unity of consciousness
is to be conceived as in any way substantial. But when he describes it as the
source of a priori propositions, as affected in certain ways by the data of
sense, and even as acting in a specific manner upon those data, he would

a By strictures on the Ding-an-Sich in this sense, as cause of sensations, nothing is implied against it
in the sense, in which Kant uses it in the Dialectic, = the unconditioned.
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seem to be using that very conception the legitimacy of which he denies. He
distinguishes ‘mind’ in the transcendental sense, from mind as determined
in time, the object of the inner sense; he warns us against the confusion of
the ‘transcendental’ with the ‘empirical’ Ego: but he can only conceive the
former under categories, which he would restrict to the latter, and he can
give no valid reason why the existence of any but an empirical ego should be
assumed. There is, in short, no reason for supposing that such a science as
has been called ‘Transcendental Psychology’ in distinction from empirical
psychology, does exist; or for regarding ‘Reason’ as other than an object of
empirical psychology. It is attempted to base the distinction by asserting
that Transcendental Reason is a condition for the possibility of knowledge,
as indeed the word ‘transcendental’ implies. But when the ambiguities of
this description are cleared away, all reason for the distinction would seem
to disappear. By ‘knowledge’ what is meant? If ‘truth’, then it is difficult
to see that there can be any other condition for a true proposition than
some other true proposition. If the mere process of cognition, then does
not empirical psychology investigate the conditions for the possibility of
this? A similar ambiguity is involved in the word ‘condition’. In what sense
a ‘condition’? If an existent be meant, upon the existence of which the
existence of something depends, then condition is equivalent to ‘cause’,
and both reason and knowledge must be conceived under the category of
substance, as in empirical psychology. But if a logical condition be meant,
then it must be some true proposition from the truth of which the truth of
another can be inferred. If any third kind of condition can be pointed out,
then, no doubt, the whole of this criticism must fall to the ground. Mean-
while, it seems inevitable to regard the ‘Ego’, as ‘transcendental condition
of knowledge’, as merely a confusion of the two, since it is undoubtedly
described in language which is suitable to both.

Kant’s notion of Reason seems therefore to be a confused one, since he
regards it partly as something which can act and be acted upon, partly
as a logical presupposition of true propositions. This confused notion,
which he has partly assumed, partly adopted on grounds appearing in
the Aesthetic and Analytic, he already applies in a striking manner in the
Dialectic. He there speaks of Reason as having ‘wants’ and ‘demands’. This
would seem to be the purest personification of Reason. And yet, even here,
where she is no longer the source of truths but merely of ideals, Kant still
allows her to influence his opinion as to what is true. Her demand for
the ‘unconditioned’ is justified in such a sense that we should really be
bound to hold contradictory propositions for true, unless a world which
satisfied her demands, were possible. The antinomies cannot be solved,
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except on the supposition that the unconditioned really exists, though not
in the spatio-temporal world. The confusion of Kant’s conception here
appears as clearly as possible. If the unconditioned is really no more than
a ‘want’, then there are no antinomies; for the fact that I want to fly is
not contradictory to the fact that I cannot fly. But if there are antinomies
requiring solution, then that must be because it is true, and not merely
desired or desirable, that the world must be unconditioned. Hence Reason
here too is regarded as a source of truth and not merely as a creature with
wants. Only, as in the earlier part of the Critique the former characteristic
was emphasized, so here is the latter.

This conception of Reason in the Dialectic makes the transition to
Kant’s notion of a Pure Practical Reason more easily intelligible. Reason’s
a priori knowledge ‘can’, he tells us, ‘be related to its object in two ways:
it may either merely determine this object and its conception (which must
be given from some other source), or it may also make it actual. The first
is theoretical, the second practical knowledge of Reason’ (Pref. to 2nd ed.,
p. 14).71 It would at first sight appear surprising, on any view of Reason,
that the actualisation of objects should be regarded as part of its cognitive
functions. But, when as we have seen, Reason in its speculative use is
already supposed actually to produce in the total object of knowledge, all
that part which may be described as formal, it is no longer a very big step to
conceive it as producing the entire object. If any cognition be regarded as
in part at least a spontaneous production of its object, there is no apparent
reason why the production of a complete object should not be regarded
as cognition. Indeed it would seem to be a mere prejudice on Kant’s part
which prevents him from regarding all objects as mere creations of Reason.
For, as we have seen, there is no reason to distinguish any one element as
more ‘given’ than another.

Kant does, however, maintain the distinction between Speculative Rea-
son as ‘determining’ a given object, and Practical Reason as producing an
object. This distinction, though it appears to be an utterly groundless one,
gives him a verbal formula for the difference between the Understand-
ing and Practical Reason. But the same distinction would seem unable to
supply him with a contrast between Speculative Reason, in the restricted
sense of the Dialectic, and Pure Practical Reason. For Pure Practical Reason
does not produce an object, but merely gives a command to which actions
ought to conform. In this respect, then, of being primarily the source
of a mere Idea, it would seem indistinguishable from the Reason of the

71 R.V. p. 14 (Bix–x, GW 107).
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Dialectic. Both alike, in Kant’s description of them, demand something.
To this demand, in the case of Speculative Reason, the title of knowledge
is denied; and the same restriction ought therefore to apply to Practical
Reason. Why either, then, should be called Reason, and why they should be
distinguished from one another is not apparent. As faculties for demanding
what is not given, they might be distinguished from the faculty for deter-
mining the given or for producing the given (though that is a contradiction
in terms) but not from one another.

The real distinction between them concerns solely the nature of the
propositions to which they are supposed to give rise, and would therefore
give no reason for distinguishing them as different faculties, except on
the absurd presupposition that there must be faculties as the causes of the
propositions, and therefore, since the propositions are different, different
faculties cause them. As was pointed out with regard to the Dialectic,
Reason’s so-called demand is there a principle, which is objectively valid,
though not capable of application to the spatio-temporal world. On the
other hand, the command of the Practical Reason, is in fact a statement
not that something is, but that something ought to be or that some-
thing is good. Kant recognises, indeed, that it is with these two regions
of ‘what is’ and ‘what ought to be’ that his two Critiques deal. But owing
to his unfortunate supposition that the origin of necessary propositions
must be explained, and that this is only to be found in Reason itself,
he attempts to deduce the principles of Metaphysics and Ethics respec-
tively from a different faculty of Reason, whereas in reality it is the nec-
essary difference of these principles themselves which alone gives ground,
and that a wholly insufficient one, for the assumption of a difference of
Reason.

Kant’s notion of Practical Reason embraces accordingly not only all the
confusions to be found in his conception of Reason in general but also new
ones peculiar to itself. (1) Reason is regarded throughout Kant’s Critical
Philosophy, as if it were not only the source of a priori propositions but also
explained their validity. They are valid, because they proceed from Reason.
But in fact a proposition can only be valid, because another proposition is
valid: a logical condition is the only possible condition of validity. ‘Reason’
therefore usurps the functions of a logical condition, but at the same time,
since it is never identified with a proposition, it is regarded as some sort
of substantial entity, and therefore as a causal condition of the a priori.
(2) It is already regarded in the Analytic as something active. This notion
of it naturally follows from the conception of it as a causal condition of
knowledge. Kant’s statement that he is concerned not with the question
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how experiences arises, but with what lies in it (Prol: §21a),72 is directly
contradictory to his universal treatment of Reason. That he should think
he does not treat the former question, would seem to be due to his failure to
appreciate that there is no difference in principle between a simultaneous
and a precedent condition, if only the condition be not a logical one
but a causal one. He would seem to regard Reason as a condition of
knowledge, in the sense in which the constitution of a body is a condition
of its response to a given impulse. But this will not defend him from
the charge of making empirical psychology his business. And when he
speaks of Reason as actually operating, it would seem difficult to see how
he could rebut the charge of making it a temporally antecedent cause
of knowledge. (3) When he speaks of certain principles as demanded by
Reason, he would seem obviously to regard it as their temporal antecedent.
And this personification of Reason is rendered more unquestionable by the
fact that he does not regard the principles in question as presuppositions
of experience, and hence ‘demands’ in the sense of postulates. At the same
time his express denial of objective validity for the principles in question,
though they have their source in Reason, is contradictory to his explanation
of the objective validity of the Forms of Intuition and the Categories, as due
to their origin in Reason. This stricture is not met by reference to his theory
that the latter have objective validity only in application to a given matter.
For he certainly derives their objectivity, in the sense of their validity as
necessary propositions, from Reason alone; even though he also gives other
explanations of it. On the contrary his use of the principles of Reason
in the Dialectic furnishes one refutation of his theory of the limitation
of knowledge to given objects. (4) In the Practical Reason, he completes
the confusion of Reason with Will. As we have seen, he regards Practical
Reason in general as actually producing objects. And whereas the a priori
principles of Practical Reason ought, on this view of it, to be merely the
principles to which the production of objects conforms i.e. the principles
of causality, he only regards them as the principles to which the production
of objects ought to conform. He thus utterly destroys any possibility of
connection between Practical Reason in general and Pure Practical Reason,
although at the same time he generally uses the specific volitional nature
of the former as furnishing the distinction between Pure Speculative and
Pure Practical Reason.

Practical Reason, then, combines the following discordant functions.
(1) Some necessary a priori proposition about what is good is needed as

72 Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, §21a (AK 4: 304; trans. Hatfield, 55–6).

terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511921285.013
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Cambridge University Main, on 24 Jan 2019 at 10:28:41, subject to the Cambridge Core

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511921285.013
https://www.cambridge.org/core


160 The 1898 dissertation

a fundamental principle of Ethics. Practical Reason, according to Kant, is
what gives this. It must, then, be the source of a proposition and at the same
time (2) the condition of its validity. (3) It not only thus furnishes a reason,
why a thing should be done, but is also itself the reason, or cause, why such
a thing is done. (4) Being once made cause not only of a principle, but also
of action in accordance with a principle, it is also in its widest sense cause
of action contrary to such a principle – Against this monstrous conception
we have to urge (1) That there is no reason for ascribing the fundamental
principle of Ethics, to any entity whatever. (2) Such an ascription can only
be based on an empirical proposition a posteriori, and if the ascription is
to be regarded as establishing its validity, its validity is destroyed by being
made dependent on the truth of such a proposition. (3) If the principle be
ascribed to Reason, it can only be to Reason in the same sense in which
Reason is the source of the fundamental principles of Metaphysics. There
is no reason for any distinction between Practical Reason and Speculative
Reason. (4) Even if Reason were cause of the principle [it]73 would not
thereby become cause of action either in accordance with [or contrary to
the] principle; any more than the principle of causality, is [cause of a]
natural event.74

73 The page is torn at this point and we have reconstructed the words here and below.
74 Moore has deleted the phrase ‘which conforms to that principle’ which originally concluded this

sentence. A further point ‘(5)’ then followed, but this was also deleted and the paper is so torn at
this point that it is uncertain what the point was.
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