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CHAPTER XI1.

THE ANTITUETIC OF PURE REASON, AND THE CRITICISM OF
RATIONAL COSMOLOGY.

the idea of the
. . . . world withithe
as a totality of phenomena in one time and space.  In nypothoticl

sytlogism.

I{ATIONAL Cosmology deals with the idea of the world Svunesion o

this world, as transcendental Logic has shown, every phenome-
uon is determined in relution to other phenomena. It is
determined in time, by relation to preceding and coexisting
phenowena ; in space, by relation to coexisting  phenomena ;
and except through such relations it conld not he determined
as an ohject at all.  Yet such determination of Phenomenon by
phenomenon is never complete and tinal ; for the determining
phenomenon requires to be determined by another phenomenon,
aud that by another, and so on «wd wfinitum.  If, then, reason
demands a complete and final determination of objects in the .
phenomenal world, it demands something which, in this region
of knowledge at least, can never be attained.  For here every
answer gives birth to a new guestion, and no conclusive answer
can ever be given. Now, that reason does make such a demand,
Las already been shown.  The hypothetical syllogisin of formal
Logic puts us on the track of an idea of reason which should ex-
press the completion of the cinpirical regress, and so enable us
to comprehend the world of phenomena as a whole, bounded
and limited only by itself,

5 Thisidea gives
Now, the peculiarity of the problems of reason which are Jetes



Dilennm as to
the finitude or
infinity of the
world in space
and time.
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conneeted with this idea s, that they inmuediately take the
forne of xlibmnus. They offer us a choice of alternatives,
m oone or other of which, according to the law of exeluded
middle, truth must lie. The “unconditioned totality of pheno-
menal synthesis” must consist either in o finite oy infinite
series, in a series which has, or one which hax not, o be-
ginming,  In the former case, we can reach totality only by
discovering the unconditioned condition which forms the first
member of the series; in the latter case, we can reach totality
ouly by summing up the series of conditions, which, as talinite,
1s unconditioned.

Let us, then, taking those in each class of categories that
give rise to a series, consider what are the different forns
of dilenna that arise when we follow the resressive moveinent
of reason from the conditioned to the uncouditioned.  In the
first place, phenomena are extensive magnituwdes, whether we
regard them as in space or as in time.  Now, phenomena as in
time constilule a series ; for a time is determined as such only
by relation to a preceding time; and (as time is ol pereeived
by itself) & phenomenon in time is determined as such only by
relation to a preceding phenomenon.  But totality in the syn-
thesis of phenomena in time caunot be attained, except by
tracing them back to a first phenomenon, which s determined
in time in relation to no previous phenomenon s or, it this is
impossible, by summing up the infinite serics of times and
phenomena in them.  And the same, wordalis watiend s, holds
coud of objects n space ; for though space itsell is nol serial,
the synthesis, by which we determine phenomena in space, s
serial. - We can  determine one space only by relation to
another space, and that again by relation to auother beyond it
and so also (as space is not perceived by itsell), we ean deter-
mine a phenomenon as in space only by referenee Lo another,
and 80 on wd fnfiitum.  For totality of synthests, therelore, we
must be able either to reach a last phenomenon in space, or else
to sum up the infinite series of spaces and phenomena in them,
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LG a0 . - 1 "W . sy DMlemma as to
In the seeond place, matter, or the objeet of external percep- qienm sl

. . . . . sl ok . 1 emuplexit
tion has mtensive (luantlty ;1N other W()l‘dS, 1t 18 never Sll)l])lC ::f C]Zjviﬂtl. 7

or indivisible ; for every space is made up of spaces, and every
spatial phenomenon, therefore, must e regarded as made up of
parts, -which are the conditions of its existence as a whole.
Hence, we cannot complete our knowledge of any external
object unless we divide it into its ultimate parts, and
enumerate them all. But to do this would imply that we
are able, either to reach simple and indivisible parts, or to swm
up an infinite series of parts within parts,

1r y o ; P Palat; . _ Dilemma as to
In the third place, under the head of Relation, all pheno- e as

CAUSCS,

mena, as objects in time, are determined as effects of causes,
which, in their turn, arc effeets of other canses ; and the
totality of synthesis, according to the category of causality,
cannot be attained nunless we are able cither to reach a ecause
which 1s not an effect, & cwrsa sui, or to sum up an infinite
series of causes,

Lastly, under the head of Modality, we have scen that all ]

phenomena, as ohjeets, are in themselves contingent, or only g

hypothetically necessary, (.o, necessary on the: presupposition of
the existence of something else: we cannot, therefore, veach the
unconditioned totality of synthesis, unless we are able either to

discover an existence which contains the conditions of its pos-

sibility initself, 7., an absolutely necessary Being, or to sum
up an infinite series of phenomena, which are contingent in
themselves, but necessary in relation to each other.!

T all these cases we sttt with given phenomena, and seek ho Dllenii
for the complete conditions of their possibility ; and in all,

reason may he satisfied, either with an absolute beginning, or a

completed infinite series.  “In the latter case, the SCTiggals

without limit @ parte prioré (without beginning), i, it is in-

finite, yet given as a whole, though the regress in it is never

completed, and can only be called pote aticdly infinite,  In the

fonuner case, there is a first in the series; and, if we consider the
LA, 4155 B. 442,
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time that has passed, that first is a warlid-beginning : it we con-
sider space, i-is a wardd-limit - if we vonsider the parts of a
limited given whole, it is that which is staple - i we look to
causes, it is the absolute self-wctivity (freedom) s i we eonsider
the existence of changeable things, it is the alsolnte nevessity
of noddipee” L
Now these problems are not arbitrary ; they ave foreed upon
us by the nature of reason itself.  If there iy an illusion in the
dilermmas upon which they drive s, it is at least o uatural
llusion.  We cannot avoid asking the questions, for on oy
asking them depends all the movement of our renson ;i
when we ask them, we seem inevitably to be foreed to aceept
one or other of the alternative answers,
The sceptical
and the eriti-
cal methods of

deating with - Dy Whicl they are supported, we may see that Loth the alterna-

themn,

Yet even prior to any minute examination of the reasoning

tive solutions of the problems of reason he illusory,
For the questions asked by reason must be answered, i
answered at all, by the understanding, which wlone enables
us to determine uny object us such; and yet no synthesis of
the mamifold by the principles of the understaniding ean
possibly be adequate to the absolute ity nl fotality of
reason.  There is a hopeless see-saw between the (wa Feultios;
for if we adopt such conception of the Unconditioned s
alone is adequate to the iden of reason, we find i s oo oo,

for the synthesis of the understandine ;

o

and i we adopt sueh a
conception of it as can e definitely apprehended Ly inder-
standing, we find that it i< ton small for reason. The under-
standing cannot determine an ohject n]»mlul«-]y hui only by
relation to another object @ henee it s impossible for it (o rest
in the conception of an absolute beginning 5 yet i ix cqually
unable to embrace in ity synthesis a series whichh has 1o
beginning.  The consequence, therefore, is that, in all meta-
physical conflict g the victory remains with  the attacking
party : and reason Huctuates between  two alternatives  so

TACHIS; B 146,
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related, that the negation of the one scems necessarily to
involve the assertion of the other, while yet either, taken by
itsell, involves an absurdity. The strength of Scepticism has
always lain in the exhibition of this apparent self-contradiction
of reason, according to which everything, which can be asserted,
can, with equal reason, be denied ; its weakness has lain in its
incapacity for explaining the meaning of this self-contradiction.
Yet if it De not explained, Scepticism destroys itsclf; for,
like cvery other rational system or doetrine, Scepticism pre-
supposes the ceneral competence of that intelligence, whose
deliverances in certain specific instance it refutes.  If reason
were utterly incompetent, it could not determine even its own
incompetence.  Criticism, on the other hand, while it shows the
origin and necessity of the problems of Metaphysics, seeks to
vindicate the trustworthiness of reason and at the same time
to Jimit it: or, in other words, to prove the subjective, al the
same tinie that it denies the objective, validity of the ldeas
of reason.  Iuorder to do so much as this, however, it must
solve three problems,  In the girs/ place, it must discover the
nature and extent of the antinomies of reason, amd must show
that they are doymatically insoluble; or, in other words, that,
whichever of the alternative solutions we adopt, we are led
into absardity and contradiction.  In the second place, it must
account for these antinomies, from the nature and relations
of our faculties. And, lostly, it must show what is the use
ot the ideas of reason, supposing it to be proved that they do
not enable us to determine any object that is heyond the limits
of experience. For we cannot vindicate the intellivence
or avoid the absurdity of absolute scepticisi, if’ we tind nothing
but illosion in those ideas to which we me dviven by the
necessity of veason itself.  No gatisfactory result, therefore,
will be achieved till we (lis('o“ the positive meaning and
value of these ideas—-if not as adding to the ammount of human
knowledge, then at least as necessary to give aim and direction
Lo its progress and systematic unity to its results.!
LA 4215 B. 449,

The three
problems of
the Diolectie



Proof that the
antinornies
cannnt be
solved

Aogmatically,

The first
antinomy.
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The first of these problems has already been partially solved.
For we have shown that iantinomies arise in connesion with
the extension, or elevation to the unconditioned, of those
categories which produce series; and  we have indicated
I general what are the problems of rational Cosmology that
spring out of this process. Al that remains under this head
i%, to show in detail the nature of the arguments by which the
thesis aud antithesis of cach of these antinowies are supported,

The fist Autinemy relates to the limitation of the worlid in
time aud space.  The thesis Is, that “the world had a
beginning in time, and s also limited in space”  For this
it may be argued, in recard to time, that, if there were no
heginning of the world, then, at any given point of time, we
must say-that an eternity has passed, 7o, that an infinite
series, which, ¢ 4/ trrinind, eannot he completed, has actually
been completed, Again, if the world has no limits in space, it
must be an intinite oiven whole. But a quintum can only he
given hy the suceessive svathesis of its parts ; and if the whole
Is infinite, as in the ense supposed, the synthesis cannot be con-
Pleted except in an infinite tinie, V.o, It can never be completed,
Wence e depiol of il anembe of the thesis inrolees an
H]/\'(//‘(//‘f//,

For the antithesis, thae * the world had o Leginning in
time, and is unlinited in space,” it may he argued that, if the
world Tiad o heginning, there must have heen a time when
it was nat.  Buy nothing ean beuin (o he iy empty time; for
Tno moment of empty time has in gt g distinetive condition,
by reason of whicl, a thineg should be vather than not he”
L other words, a relation of an event to empty time, by whicl,
its date should be determined, s tmpossible; for (he (im0
of one event can only he determined in rolation to the (ime
of another that precedes it. Ty like nnrer, () sy o that 1he
world i Timited v space, is 1o sy that there i oy spiee
bevond Gt by which its T s determined. B Spatial

rebition, which s uot o relation of chjects i e, bty
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relation of objects fo space, is impossible. Space, in fact,
is nothing but “ the possibility of external phenomena.” Em-
pivieal perception is not compounded of phenomena and space 7
as sepericte elements ; for space is a mere form of the relations
of possible objects, and mot itself an object to which other
objects are related.  Hence the deninl of cither wwmber of the
antilhesis <nvolves an absurdity.

Here, then, is an absolute Antinomy of reason, demonstrated
apagoagically on both sides.  On the one side it is argued, that
if the world is determined as having no limits in time or
space, 1t must be so determined by an endless synthesis, which
yet is completed; and, on the other side, that if the world is
determined as having limits, then empty space and empty
time must be regarded as actual existenees, which liniit other
objects, and not as mere forms of the perception of objects.
I other words, phenomenal objects in time and space
are always related to a “beyond,) which itsclf wmust con-
sist of phenomenal objects ; yet an endless series of pheno-
menal objeets is tmpossible.  Reduced to its essentials, there-
fore, the reasoning 1s, that we necessarily determine the world
m space and time as limited in extension, yet with equal
necessity we remove the limit, and relate 1t to something
beyond, which, in its turn, must be determined as limited, and
related to something beyoud, and so on, wd infinitua.

The sccond Antinowy relates to the divisibility of matter,
For the thesis, that ‘cvery composite substauce in the world
consists of simple parts, and that there exists nothing which is
not cither itself simple, or composed of simple parts,” it may
Le argued, that, if there be no simple parts, then you cannot
annihilate all composition even in thought,  But eomposition
is, by thelery idea of it, an aceidental relation—a relation
which you can annihilate without annihilating the substances
compounded.  Infinite divideduess, therefore, or composition
which is not of simple parts, caunot be admitted by any one

who holds that there is a substantial reality in things beneath

The socond
antinomy.
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their aceidents.  Thercfore, (he deaial of the thesis dvrolers an
absierdity.

For the antithesis, “that no composite thing consists of
simple parts, and that there does not exist - the world any
simple substanee, it nay be argued, that simple parts could
not exist inspace, for every space is made up, notof shimple
parks, but of spaces.  As, therefore, we cannot get vid ol com-
position in space, so we eannot get rid of iin any external
object. Nay, we cannot get rid ot it i any ohjectal Al either
external or internal ;. for sucl an object would have to Ie re-
sented to us in o perception that does not contain manifohd
and this is impossible.  The supposition that the £yo s sueh
an object has been sutliciently retuted in the preceding chapter.
Henee the dewiad of the andithesis dneolees au itbsuid ily.

Here, then, is o second Antinomy of reason proved apagoni-
cally.  The sum of the arguunient for the thesis s, that an
infinitely composite substance is a contradietion s for it would
e a substance entirely made up of external and aevidental re-
Intions.  And the sum of the areument for the antithesis s,
hat no object of experience, as such, can he ximple. Hois
noticeable that the aroument for the thesis is nol, i this case,
derived Trom the impossibility of completing s inlintte series
Ly division (as in the first Antinomy it was devived from the
impossibility of completing an infinite servies by composiltion),
i from the metaphysical conception of the individial sub-
stance or wonad, which Kant had inherited from the school of
Leibniz. This inconsisteney is another proof how deeply the
mind of Kant had been fmpressed with the Tndividiadisng of
his predecessors, 1 Kant, in dealing with the secomd Antinamy,
had gone on the same principle as i dealing with the fivst
Antinomy, the essentials of the reasoning would hive been,

' Kant's statement of this argument is very obscure. It ix unvavellud by
Hegel ( Werke, 111, 208).  Hegel remarks that the word *composite” i not in

its proper place here: for it 18 merely tautology to siy that the composite, as
guch, is made up of simple parts.  What Kant means i vather the

”

¢ con-

tinuous.’
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that we neeessarily determine the object in space as limited in
division, und therefore as simple, yet with equal necessity we
remove this limit, and recard it again us complex, and so on
ad tufinitim,

The thivd Antinony relades to the possibility of a first, ov
free, causality,  The thesis is, that “ causality according to the
laws of nature is not the sole eausality from which the phe-
nomena of the world as a whole are dedueible, but that it is
necessary for their explanation also to assume a causality by
freedon.”  For this assertion, it may be aroued, that, accord-
ing to the laws of nature, we must seek for the cause of a
change in some change that has vone before it for if a cause
were not o change, but sowcthing permanent, then the effect
Likewise would be always in existence, or would not be a
change.  According to the same prineiple, we must seek the

cause of the causal change in another change, and so on afd

infinitwin.  H, therefore, all happens aceording to the faws of

nature, a cause of phenomenn s always o subaltern, and
never a first cause: or there s never a suflicient cause for the
events that happen.  And this contradiets the law of causality
itself.  There must, therefore, be u cause not according to the
laws of nature, but according to freedom, it the Jaw of causality
is absolute: o, the dewial of the thesis fneolves un absuidity.
For the antithesis, that “ there is no such thing as freedom,
but that everything happens purely according to the laws of
nature,” it is argued that, if a free cansality exists, it must be
coneeived, not only as bheginning the series of causes and effects,
but also as determining itself to begin it, le, “it must make
an absolute heginning, and nothing must precede it or deterine
its action according to permanent laws.  But every heginning
to act presupposes a state of the not yet acting cause, and a
dynamice first beginuing of action presupposes a state which
has no comnexion of causality with the previous state of the
same cause, e, follows In no way from it.”  But this is incon-

sistent with the law of cansality; it would, in fact, be the

The third
antinoy.
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negation of the very idea of nature; for “ nature and transcen-
dental freedom are related to each other as Luw and lawlessness.”
The deniol of the antithesis, therefore, inrolres ahsirdity.

The smn of the argument for the thesis, then, is, that there
is & spontaneity or free causality, because withoul il the Taw of
causality comes into contradiction with itself, since, in that
mse, no sufficient cause can ever he given for anything: and
the sum of the arcument for the antithesis ix, that there s ho
free causality, because, if it existed, 56 wonld he unemesed, and
so would contradiet the law of eausality. Thus the principle
o causality at once posits an absolute bewinnine, aml yel
negatives an absolute beginning, and the alternate position and
negatiom leads to an infinite series.

The forrth Antinomy relates to the possihility of o necessary
Being.  Tor the thesis, which declares that « there is @ neces
sary being belonging to the world, either as its parl or its
cause,” it is argued, that the world of experience, brine o workd
in tine, contains a series of changes, cach of which & hypo
thetically necessary, or, in other words, made necessary by
condition that precedes it.  Whatever is thus eonditioned,
however, presupposes a complete series of conditions up (o
fhat which is uneonditioned or absolutely neeessary.  There is,
therefore, an absolutely necessary heing nnplied inatl el
And this necessary heing belongs to the world of expericnee,
and is not outside of it.  For the beginning of aseries of
changes in time cannot be determined, exeept i relation o
something that has preceded it in time, or has exisbed e the
world of experience at a time when it didd ot exist. To 2o
out of the world of experience would involve a pe TafdeTiv Ay
AN fyéuov, and would lead to a difftrent kimd of necessity
from that which is wanted.  For our argument is frow the
contingent to the necessary. Now, the contineent, in the sense
in which that word is applied to objects ol experience, means
that which has a cause in something other than itself, some-

thing which existed previously.  But the contingent in the
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prveconception of it (which, of course, abstracts from the
conditions of experience) is that of which the opposite is not
sell contradictory.  And we can never say that what is con-
tingent in the one sense is contingent in the other, Hence, when
we argue from the contingent of experience to the necessary,
we must argue to a being who is necessary in an empirical
sense, a necessary being in the world, and not out of it The
denial of the thesis, therefore, involves an absurd ity.

For the antithesis, that “ there is no necessary being either
in the world or out of it,” it is argued that, in the first place,
such a necessary being cannot be in the world.  For if s0, then
there must be an unconditionally neeessary, 4.e., an uncaused,
beginning of the series of cosmical changes ; or, if not, then the
niinite series of changes, each of which is contingent, must, as
i whole, be absolutely nceessary.  But the former supposition
is inconsisteut with the dynamic law of the determination of
all phenomena in time, and the latter is absurd in itself; for o
multitude of things taken tosether cannot he neeessary, it no
one of them possesses necessary oxistence in itself.  In the
sceond place, the necessary being eannot, e ong of the world ;
lor, as the first member of the series of causes of phenomena,
the cansality of the necessary heing must lie in time. 7%
deniad of the antithesis, therefore, involees an lswrdity.

The parallelism between thesis and antithesis would have
been more complete, if Kant had not introduced under the
former the proof that the necessary heing must be in the world.
Overlooking this irrecularity, the sum of the argument for the
thesis is, that there must be o neeessary being either 4n or owt
ol the world, because the contingent presupposes the necessary ;
amd the sum of the arcument for the antithesis is, that theve
e he aneeessary being neither in nor onf of the world : nat
mthe world, because no being in the world can be absolutely
necessary 5ound not out of the world, because no neeessary
being out of the world could be causally related to the con-

tmeent in the world.  Tu short, we necessarily explain the
VoL, I, D
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theses form
one system of
philesophy,
and the
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posite system.
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contingent by the necessary, but every necessity we can reach
is only hypothetical, .c., contingent.

These, then, are the four antinomies of rational cosmology.
They are no nwre and no fewer, because the number of the
ategories which give rise to a series are just so many. Tt is
noticeable, however, that the solutions siven of these different
problems are not unconnected, but that all the theses naturally
eather themselves into one system of philosophy, ol all the
antitheses into another aud opposite systeni. The saime tone of
mind, the same general interests, speculidive awd  practieal,
which lead us to accept the thesis or the antithesis respectively
in one case, lead us to aceept it in all the other caxes. In this
wiy there avises, on the one side, o system of © Dosmatism of
pure reason,” and, on the other side, w system of Fmpirvicism,
which often slides into a dogmatic. Matevialism,  And, if for
the moment we abstruct from the question of the truth of these
rival systems, it is easy to see that, for the nmintenance of
both, there are powerful motives, springing onl of the most
pressing necds and tendencies of our woral and intelectual
nature.  To believe that the world is nol eternal and infinite,
but that it had a begiming and has o Thait to ils extension in
space 5 that everything is not divisible and transitony, hut that
there extsts an indissoluble unity of substance, il nowhere else,
at least in the sclf-conscious intelligence 5 that a spiritial heing
is @ free causality, and not like other things bonml in the
chains of nature and fate; and that the ovder of nature s not
the ultimate faet to which our thoughts are limited, hnt that
beyond the coutingent world there is a necessarvy Being, who is
its first cause—all this gives support to our moral wnd relicious
life, as well as satisfaction to owr highest intellectual cravings.
If our view were limited to the phenowcna of sensible experi-
ence, we conld nat believe i God, or o higher destiny for
ourselves : if we conceived the Taw of nature to be the ultimate
truth of things, we could not hiold to the absoluteness of the

imperative of duty 5 our deepest moral experiences of repentance
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and change of character would have to be vegarded as Hlusory,
and, at the same time, the architectonie impulse of reason, which
secks to refer all science to one prineiple, would neeessarily remain
unsatistied.  On the other hand, Empiricisi, when it Dids us seek
empivical conditions for every conditioned eveut or existence,
when it refuses to admit the conceptions of an indivisible
existence, a free causality, and a necessary Being, has this great
recommendation, that it “ keeps the understanding to its own
sphere, the sphere of possible experience, by the discovery
of whase laws alone it can extend without lhwit its certain and
definite knowledge”  So long as Empiricism takes its prin-
ciples in this sense, as warnings not to quit the recion within
which definite knowledge is possible, it is stroug and, indeed,
unassailable.  Tts danger lies in this, that it is apt to become
dogmatic in its tur, and o assert that no other region exists.

And, when it does so, it not only sets itself in opposition to the

moral aud relizious consciowsness of wmen, but also lays atsclf

open to the sune objections which it brings against its adver-
sary.  For, as we have seen, the assertions, that the world s
without beginning or limit, and that there Is no shaple sub-

stance, no free causality, and no necessary Leing, are not Jess

groundless and self-contradictory than the counter-assertions aof

the dogmaiism of pure reason.!

We seem then to stand in this peeuliar position that there
are certain guestions, which we are driven by our very nature
to ask, and to answer it one of two ways. D if we answer
them in one way, we come into collision with the principles
which underlic our moral and rcligions life, und even with that
highest ideal of knowledge which springs oat of the very
natare of our intellivence ; and if we answer then in the other
way, we confuse our wnderstanding by mixing dreams with
vealities, things which we canuot, with things which we ean,
verify ; and we are diverted from investizations that can be
pursued indefinitely with ever-inereasing pofit, to a fruitless

1AL 462 seq.: B 490 seq,

The souree of
theuntinomics
st he
di~coverable,
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effort after that which always cludes us.  Since, then, interests
which we cannot surrender are ranged on caeh side of this
necessary but insolable problem, it behoves us to consider,
whether we canuot throw light upon it hy a discovery of the
very source of the problem in the nature of onr intellectual
taculties.

Now, in the first place, it may safely e asserted « piiori
that it is not impossible in this case to discover the cause
of the difficulty. For this is owe of those departments of
knowledge in which we must he able to answer every question
we are able to usk.  The answer mmst cowe from the same
sources out of which the guestion itself avose,  In the ex-
planation of the phenomena of nature, this is nat the case :
there our knowledue s often insufficient to solve the problems
suggested by the phenomena we have observed.  Dut in Fthies
no problem can be insoluble 1 we aust be able to diseern what
is right and wrong, for right and wrong involve vesponsibility,
and there can e o responsibilicy except where there i
knowledge. And - so also in transeendental  philosophy,
“the same conception, which malkes it possible to ask the
question, must enable us to answer it,” seeing that the object
is presented oaly through that very conception!  The idea
which ruason gives us of the ohjeet is in fact our only reason
for saying that the ohject exists, and therefore all possible
questions s Lo the nature of the object are merely gnestions as
to the conteuts of the iden. Hence there is no pre<tnption in
our pretending to solve the problem, nor can we escape from
the oblization of solving it by allecing the Jimits of our
Intellicence,

‘Lo the questions of Rational Paycholosy we cave no answer,
for no answer cus the answer. The problem was to determine
the transcendental subject as an object or thing in itself, and
all that could be said by way of solution was that the {ran-

seendental subject cannot be determined as an object at all.
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But the case is different with ()e questions of Rationa] Cos-
mology ; for here we have to do witn ideas, of which Lol the
object and the empirical synthesis required for itg coneeption
are given ; and (he fuestions which tle reason suggests relate
only to the continnation and completion of this synthesis so as
to embrace an absolute totality. T othey words, the ideas in
question do not rvelate 1o a thing in itself, which, as such, can-
not be known qt all, bus to the objects of experience, which can
be and are knowy, Only we must observe that the question
I8 not, what ca be wiven iy conerety in experience, hut only
what lies in the jea itself; for the empirical synthesis ean only
approximate to the ideq (but never enalle us to “envisawe ” it
m an object).  “ All (1 questions of rationg] Cosmology, in
short, must, e cupavle of being answered oug of the idea alone ;
for that iden is o mere product of veason, whicl, consequently
cannot disclaim (he obligation to answerp questions about it
or throw the ditticulty over upont the unknown object”1 Iy
other words, understanding presents us with an ohjeet iy rela-
tion to other objects, through the Synthesis of the elpirically
given manifold, and reason sucgests the jdeq of a warld, an
absolute totality of objects, determined by such synthesis, And
as this idea relates to experience alone, and Yet no objeet ade-
quate to it can Le given in experience, veason st determine
out of itsclf alone ity objective neaning and value.  We cannot,
therefore, take refuge in assertions of oyur ignru'unce, as if the
idea had an object independent of itself.  The object can be
presented to us, if gy all, only through the Idea; and if it
be found that the idea is nadequate to determine he ubject,
then it is also madequate to tel] us that there /s any object at
alll Thus the question will e solved critically, Ly the dis-
covery that the idea T only @ subjective value, if it cannot be
solved doyinatically, by the determination, of the object in
question,  But ip any case, critically or dognmlicul]y, reason
must answer all its owy questions.

VAL 479 : B. 507,
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Now the consideration of the Auntinomics has shown the
impossibility of a dogpmaliv answer ¢ it has <hown us in all the
cases hat, il we suppose the question sc el inone way, the
empirieal regress necessary o realise the idea of the unecon-
ditioned s loo farype to D accomplished Dy the understanding
in its cmpirieal synthesis ; and that if we determine it in
the other way, the empivieal vegress aceomplished Dy the
wnderstanding is foo small Loy the dden of reasen. I other
words, when we de Lormined the question one way, we were
obliged to think of an Dulinite series as completely given, 2o, of
a finite infinite ; and whenowe determined it the other way, we
woere obliced to think ola finite heyand which nothine conld be
oiven, e, of an infinite tnite. I then, experienee, which alone
gan cive ryeality to am conceplion, altogether fails to realise
this idea, it follows that it s nothing bt o iden, e thought
without an object; and we must seek for its meaning and
value somewhere else than in such an object.!

On the other haund, Transcendental Tdealism offers us &
lear eritical solution of the difficnlty, enablins us Lo defeet the
Musion, which has led to the objective terpretation of the
cosmological ideas, and at {he same thue to see their 1eal
cubjective value. For it directs our attention lo the faet, that
the ohjects which we know in experience, are merely plieno-
menal, 4e, that they have no existence in themselves, apart
from our cmpirieal knowledge of them. 1f this e true, it is
ohvionsly absurd to speak of such objects as having attributes,
whicl, hy their very nature, canmot be experienced. Space
and time are mere forms of onr perception, and we can say
nothing whatever as to the presence ot absence, in ohjects Iin
space and - time, of qualities that could not possibly be per-
coived, The questions of rational  Cosmology cannot  be
answered, heeause they eannob racionally be asked.  Thus, ey,
it is only inoa confusion hetween phenomena and things n
themselves, that any one can ever ise, or discuss, the problem,

PAL0 B SIS,
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whethier the world is finite or infinite in extension. Properly
speaking, it is neither the one nor the other ; for the world, as
anobject of experience, can never be determined either way.
We speak, indeed, of g phenomenon as having attributes of its
own: but this does not mean that it has any predicates in
itself apart from our pereeptions of it ; it means merely, that
we (and all Dbeings like ws) under certain conditions have
certain experiences.  “That (here may be inhabitants in the
moon, though no man has ever observed them, must ecttainly
be admitted, but this means only that in the possilile progress
of experience we might come upon them : for everything is
real that stands in one context with o pereeption, according to
the laws by which in experience we proceed from one percep-
tion to another.” But to say that a thing is real in the sense
that it might he pereeived, and to say that it exists apart fromn
all perception, are quite different things.  “To call a pheno-
menon a real thing before it s pereeived, cither means that, in
the progress of expericnee, we must come upon such a percep-
tion, or it means nothing at all.” Iyt may indeed be said that
our sensibility is a receptivity, and that, when it gives us ideas,
we must explain those ideas by & non-sensuous or intellizible
cause that affeets ns ; but of this cause we know nothing.  We
eannot perceive it as an object, and when we call 1t the fivn-
scendental olyject, Lhis is merely “that we may have something
that corresponds (as an activity) to the sensibility as a recep-
tivity.”  To this transcendental object we may, if we will,
ascribe all the content of our possible perceptions, and we
may speak of it as given in itsell before all experience.  “Thus,
we may say that the real things of Past time are given in the
iranscendental object of experience ; hut for us they are objects
and realities of past time only in so far as we represent to our-
selves, that a regressive series of perceptions would lead to
them as conditions of the perceptions of the present moment.”
And in like manner, when we speak of things existing, whicl,

we have not perceived, we can ouly mean that they are con-
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tained in a part of experience to which we may advance from
the point we have already reached. Tt ig all one to say
that, in cmypirieal progress through space, I would come upon
stars which are & hundred times farther off than the farthest 1
see, and o say that sueh stars may exist in the spaces of the
universe, though no man has perceived or ever will perceive
them” t

Now, as this is the case, and as the ul{ju(egs of experience
exist only in our experience of theny, it is ¢y {0 scee that
both the rival systems of rational Cosmology rest upon an
illusion.  For they Doth proceed upon the principle that,
the conditioned being given, the whole serios ol conditions
up to the uneonditioned is gven; and thercfore they seek
Ly means of the conditioned, to determine what the uncondi-
tioned is. Now this would be a correct procedure, i the
things of cxperience had a nature, which was independent
of our experience of them; for, in that case, we, who appre-
hend the conditioned as sucl, must necessarily apyrchend that
by which it is conditioned. But & phenomenon s nothing,
apart from the perception of it. When we apprehend it as
conditioned, this only means that, as an empirical  ohject,
It is connected, according to neeessary laws of he understand-

ing

g, with other pereeptions,  Nor ean we know with  what
other perceptions it s connected, except in so far as these
perceptions are actually given in sense When, therefore,
we have determined an ewpirical object as conditioned, (and
of necessity we fust thus determine it), all that we know by
this means is a Phenomenon, and the law of its connexion with
other phenomena. But while we are thus enabled to scek out
these other phenonena, and have, moreover, in the Analovies of
Experience o riterion, Ly which we may recognise  them
when we find them, we cannot determine « priori what they
are.  On the other hand, we do know « 2rtord, that in this
process of connecting phenomenon with, phenonenon, we never

VAL H9Y seq. ¢ B 320w .




~
]

CHAPR, Xy, RATIONAT, COSMOLOGY.

“tcome to au ultimage object, an object whicl, has no further

relation or condition, Consequently, so long as we speak of

Plictomena, we cannot say that the conditioned being given,
the wneonditioned is given with it ; lut only that the condj-
tioned Leing given, the unconditioned is set before us as a problem
10 be solved,  The lusion of rational Cosmology is that it takes
the problem for jts own solution. It is trye that the mere con-
eeptions of the conditioned and the unconditioned aye necegsarily
related to each other, and we cannot have the one without sugues-
tion of the other ; but this does not by any means imiply that,
when we know the conditioned, we iuuue(liu,tely know the
whole series of its conditions, and so {he unconditioned.  For
here the conditioned, as an object of knowledge, is 1ot o mere
couception, hnt gn CXperience ; 4.0, g berception determined
by a conception.  If then we argue from the conditioned,
which is given cmpirically, to the unconditioned, which is 1o
S0 given, we are COMMILLING W sopliisaun Jigurar dictions 5 we
are taking the conditioned in e senses. Iy the nmiajor, when
Wesay : “The conditioned implics the tneonditioned,” we menn
the mere conception of (e conditioned ; Ly m the minor,
when we say: s Phenomenon iy conditioned,” we mean the
cunceplion as applied to cmpirically wiven atter.  The
werely formal op logical principle, that the Premises are
presupposed in the conclusion, in which abstraction is made of
all time-conditions, js thus changed into the waterial principle
that one phenomenon in 74, heing given, the totality of the
regressive synthesis of phenomena g given along with jr.1

We  see, then, that the real solution of the Antinomies
of rational Cosmology is, that tho quarrel is algug nothing ;
for it is about the objects of expericuce, viewed as if they were
altogether independent of experience,  In spite of the apparent
contradiction  of the thesis and antithesis, they may be,
and  indeed are, both untrue ;- for the condition is absent,
under which  alone either predieate eay be applied to the

1A, 497; B. 525,
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subject.  If it he said that either a body smells well, or it
does not smell well, it may be answered that there is a
third possihility, viz, that it does not smell at all. So here ;
when it is said that the world is either finitely or infinitely ex-
tended in space, it may be answered that it is neither the one
nor the other; for both alternatives presuppose that the phe-
nomenal world exists as g thing initself, independent of our
perception.  But the phenomenal world s nothing in itself;
it is neither finitely nor intinitely extended, for it exists only
i an expericnee which never i completed, At any point the
regress is fhnite, hut al no point is if terninated,t

We have now answered Lwo of the questions which we
proposed o ourselves - we have  diseussed the nature and
extent of the Antinomies of Reason, and we have traced them
back to their origin in the nature of our faculties. It remains
for ws to consider the third question,—what is the function
of the transcendental Tdeas out of which the Autinonies
spring, or what particular purpose do  they fuliil in the

organisation of knowledge,—seeing that they do not cnable
us o determine the nature either of phenoniena, or of things
in themselves, ~And to this, after what has heen said, the
answer is not diffieult. “ The principle of reason, properly
speiking, is merely a rule whicli commands a continual regress
i the series of the conditions of given phenomena, and never
allows that resress to stop at any point, as if it had there
veached the unconditioned.” Tt is no constitutive but only
@ reguledive prineiple. Tt does not enable us to anticipate
what will T discovered in experience, but merely direets us
continually to widen and extend our experience to the utmost,
It does not el s« what the object is, but simply how the
empirical vegress is to he carried out SO as to arrive al the
complete conception of the object.”

We now proceed in the light of what has been said 1o solve

! This however does not, as we shall immediately sce, exclude 3 somcewhat
different view in regard to the dynamical antinomies,
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the Antinomies of Reason. As regards the first two Antinomies,
which relate to ideas of a Mathematieal Transcendent, we newdl
only vepeat that Doth alternatires are Salse.  The world has not
2 limit in time or space, nor is it given as unlimited ; but the
empirical rearess finds at no point un absolute terminus. In other
words, space and time, and the world in space aud time, are to
be regarded not as infinitely or finitely cotended, but as in-
finitely (or, as Kant puts it, indefinitely’) eotrisible.  Again,
space and matter in it are not to be regarded as actnally
divided into a finite or infinite number of parts, but as infinitely
tivisible.  As regards the last two Antinomies, which deal
with a Dynamical Transcendent, we may also say that loth
alternatives are false, {f they be taken as refating to the world of
aperience,  For it is certain that a free cause and a necessary
being cannot he given in experience, and it is cquelly eertain
that an infinite series of causes or hypothetical necessities
annot be so given.  In this sense, therefore, the solution of
these Antinomies must be the same as that of the others; the
series of conditions is infinitely extensible, hut ot infinitely

extended.  DBut there is a peculiarity ot the  dynamical The Dynamicat
B v Antinomics
admitofatwo-

principles  which distingnishes  them, in this reference, § 7 ofatwe

from the mathematical principles?  The peculiarity is, that
they express a synthesis of elements, which are not necessarily
homogeneous. The mathematical synthesis necessarily proceeds

! In the eighth section of the chapter on the Autinomy of Reavon, Kant con-
siders the use of the terms ad infinitn and aild inedefinitum.  The former, lie
ays, may always be used in case of progress, as in producing a straight line ;
because in progress it is not required that, the membors should be given, but only
capable of being given. In the case of regress he makes a distinction ; we may
suy that a piece of matter is divisible el infiuitian, for here the whole to be
divided is given ; but of the regress to a beginning of the world in time, or a
limit of it in space, we should say that it is el indefinitum, for though another
member of the series is always possible, and, thercfore, we are entitled to secl
tor it, we cannot say that we must be alle to findd it. This distinction does not
seetn to have any rational basis, for, on Kant’s theory of experience, the parts
of w definite space are not actually in it as parts prior to division, any more
thiuv all previous times are actually in the present. And the polential existence
1 the same in both cases.

“ A peculiarity discussed above, p. 453 seq., 516 seq.
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from parts n space to parts in space, from events in time to
events in time.  Hence, when, by the aid of such synthesis,
we seek to pass fiom the conditioned to the unconditioned,
we uet take the unconditioned as homogeneous with the
conditioned.  We must explain a quantitative finite by a
quantitative infinite.  And thus we are entangled in an in-
soluble contradiction; for we are diiven to put wmder the
conditions of experience that which cannot he made i object
of experience.  In this case it is evident that every possible
answer to the questions of the reason must be equally false.
But in the ease of the dynamical principles, we may escape
from such a dilemnna, because the terms connected by these
principles may be heterogeneous. The elements related as
cause and effect, necessary and contingent, need not, so far as
they ave determiined Ly these categories, have any similarity.
Hence, when we pass by the aid of these categories from the
conditioned to the unconditioned, we do not necessarily regard
the former as in any way (ke the latter While, therefore, in
the former case, we had to look for the unconditioned in the
sphere and nnder the conditions of experience, and were, there-
fore, necessarily foreed to contradict ourselves Jiere we have an
alternative, for we may look for the unconditioned cither within
or without the world of experience.  And thus it hecomes
possible to suppose that the thesis and antithesis ave bhoth true
in diffcrent senses: the one as referving to the velations of
phenomena e ithin the world of experience, und the other as
yeferring to the relation of the phenonenal to the noumenal or
intelligible world,  Here, therefore, we may regard both thesis
and auntithesis as true. The antithesis, that there is no free cause,
and no necessary Deing, is true of the phenomenal world, in
the sense that the cmpirical regress can never bring us to
4 cause which is not an effect, or a necessity which is more
than hypothetical. And yet the thesis, that there is a free
cansality and o neeessary Being

may also be true, in the sense

that the phenomenal world is a result of the activity of one or
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more free causalities in the intelligible world, and that beneath
the play of contingency in the former, there is an absolutely
necessary Being in the latter. It is to be observed, however,
that we do not here attempt to prove the existence of a necessary
Being or of a free causalily, but werely to Ieave room for them
in case they should be otherwise proved. Tt it can be demon-
strated or made probable on other, as, for example, on moral
crounds, that there Is an intelligible world, o world of absolute
freedom or of absolute necessity, we have shown that no objection
Lo its existence can be based on the prineiples of causality and
necessity.  Ior these prineiples, in the sense in which they are
inconsistent with such forms of the unconditioned, apply only
to the world of experience. They are principles, whereby
phenomena are related to cach other, but they cannot be used
in the same sense Lo determine the relation of the plenomenal
to the intelligible world.  And it may quite well be the
ease, that the phenomena of the sensible world, which, as
phenomena, form part of the context o experience, and
have to be explained in one way in their relation to each
other, may have to be explained in a quite different way,
when we consider their relation to the intellivible world.  The
principle of causality wmay, therefore, he used in two scnses;
in one sense, as applied to phenomena, and as determining the
relations of these phenomena in time ; and in another sense, as

applied to the counexion of phenomena with things in themn-

selves, which are not in time at all. For the positive proof

of such @ connexion we must, however, refer to another
place. Here it is sufficient to have pointed out the pos-
sibility of it, or, in other words, the possibility that pheno-
mena, and especially the phenomena produced by the action
of moral beings, have an intellivible, as well as an empirical,
character.

The general result of this chapter on the Cosmological Ideas
15 —that, as ideas of the totality of the world of phenomena,

VAL 432 seq.; B. 338 seq.
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they have no objective value, because the phenomenal world
exists only in a sensible experience in which totality can never
e given or realised ; that both the opposite systems of philoso-
phy, which attempt to construe this totality, end in contradiction,
because they both regard objects, whieli Liave only an cmpirical
reality, as things in themselves; that, in the case of the Mathe-
matical Tdeas, there is no escape from contradiction except in this
nsight into the falsity of both alternatives; while, in the case
of the dynamical Ideas, it is possible to reach a somewhat
more satisfactory rvesult, by referring the predicates of the
Thesis to the object, as noumenon, and those of the Antithesis
to the same object, as phenonienon ; and, lastly, that in relation
to our knowledge of the world of experience, all four Ideas
have merely a regulative, and not a constitutive, value ; that is,
they enable us to set up certain subjective rules, by which the
greatest possible extension wmay be given to our empirical
knowledge, but they do not supply objective principles, by
which the nature, ecither of the objects of expericnee, or of

things in themselves, may be determined.

I dealing with the Paralogisms of Rational Psychology Kant’s
main etffort was to show that, if we detach the consciousness
of self from its relation to the consciousness of objects, or, in
other words, try to determine the self otherwise than throngh
the activity by whicll it determines the matter of sense in re-
lation to ohjects, the self rednees itself to an abstyact unity of
which nothing can be said.  Hence, even the analytic Judgment
of self-consciousness is impossible, except as it expresses the
consciosness of the unity of the subjeet with itself in all
determination of ohjects.  The attempt to determine the solf
fn itself and without reference to any object, empties it of all
significance and withdraws the groand for the reduplication of
the eqo In the apparently tautological judgment “ 1 am 1.
And, apart from this reduplication, the “17” means no more

thin “ He ™ or “ 107 It follows, then, that Kant's uestion,
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how by a synthetic judgment we are to get out of oursclves Lo

ohjects, or how we are to get beyond the analytic judgment of

self-conseiousness, might on his own showing, he met hy another
apparently absurd, but really equally reasonable, question, how
we are to get ato ourselves, or, in other words, how that
analytic judgment itself is possible!  But Kant himself has
shown that the two processes are “correlative.”  Self-con-
sclousness s essentially a return apon sclf, which implies a
going out of self to an object ; yet these must not be regarded

a8 two separate stages of experience, of which one is over

before the other begins, for the object is fully determined only
m the return from it.  The defect of Kant’s view lay only in
his conceiving the activity of the ego by which it determines
objects as a reaction wpon a manifold given from without, and
hence, as a consequence, in his representing the return itself as
a negative return, which gives rise to a merely analytic judg-
nment of self-consciousness.  In reality, as has been shown, the
Judgment of self-consciousness is not analytic, and not merely
ceelusice of the object.  Tor if in it the self is at first opposed
to the object, yet as this negative relation is still a relation,
and even a necessary relation, the truer view is that self-con-
seiousness iancludes the conscionsness of objects while it goes
beyond it,

fn the chapter on the Antinowices, Kang is dealing with a
problem which is the counterpart of that Just mentioned,  For,
while in Rational Psychology the atterpt was made to com-
plete the ecirele, or, as we may express it, the syllogism of
scl-consciousness, and to determine the self as a g5 completa,
@ self-determined and  self-coutained whole, without taking
aceount of its relation to the objective world; in Rational Cos-
mology, on the other haud, the converse attempt is wade to
complete the cirele or syllogism of the objective conscious-

' Tt will be remembered that the synthetic judgment has two aspects : the
transition from the subjective to the ohjective, and the enrichment of our
consciousness of objects with new determinations. Cf, above p. 267.
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ness and to determine the objective world as n res completa,
without taking any account of its relation to the self.  Hence,
also, the obstaclos which defeat these two ditferent attempts to
extend knowledgae beyond expericnce, are of an oppusite charac-
tere  In the former case, the bare unity of the mind is found
Lo want that ditference, in virtue of which alone it could
furnish o complete object for thought, or realise the iden of
knowledge as a syllogism.  In the latter case, thought is sup-
posed to be bronght into contact with a difference i the viven
watter of sense, which it is able to ecombine synthetically hy
means of the conception of an object, but which it can never
completely overcome, oy subordinate to its own unity., I the
former case, the syllosism of knowledge fails for want of
materiad, thns lapsing into an analytic judgment or tantolooy
nay, even the tautology is found to be too © synthetie ™ for i,

when separated from all given matter.  In the latter cis | the

matter is there, but it resists the form so much that thonshy,
can uever return from it upon its own unity.  IHence, the
attempt to determine the object in conformity with the Tdeg
vives rise to an endless series of prosyllogisms, which, s {0
speak, can never he completed in one perfeet syllovisin of
reason. The straight line of proof upon proof extends iisell
indefinilely, <o that the ends can never be hrought tosether i
a civele. Henee, the idea of reason appears only as the demand
for a completeness of knowledge which, owing to the nature of
the subject-matter, ean never be realised.

The two doctrines, that thought in itsclf is analytie mud
even tautological, and that thought, as applied to the matter
of sense through its forms, gives rise to contradictions which
cannot he solved, are necessarily connected with eneh other,
For, if Kant had treated thought as synthetic in jtsclr (Fr, iF
s unity had heen taken by him as sclf-determinine or self-
differcutiating), he wonld not have regarded iU as neapable of
overcoming any division between itsell and i object.  Dut

tautology on the one side answers to irreconciluble contradic-
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tion on the other. Tt is Impossible to criticise Kant in this
Aspeet without reference to Hegel, whose doctrine of the unity
ol apposites was, and was mtended to be, u solution of the
exact ditienlty which here presents itself.  DPerhaps Hegel's
somewhat epigrammmatic way of expressing his principles, which
has given rise to so much misunderstnmling, Is due to his effort
ab once to contrast, wunl to conneet, 1t with the doctrine of
Kant. Driefly stated, the doctrine of Hegel, as opposed to that
of Kant, consists, on the one hand, in the denial that thiought
e dself s ever merely amalytical or tautological ; aud, on the
other hand, in the denial that thought, as applivd to the matter
of scnse, i3 ever merely synthetical,' i, that in this application
it is so drawn out of ity unity that it cannot return to it, In
the furmer point of view, Hegel is continually repeating that
contradiction is so far from being confined to the fonr Antin.
ondes of Rutional Cosmology that it is found in every ohject
or idea that can be thought.  Yor in every ohject or idea there
13 difference as well as unity, and when this difference is nade
explicit, it necessarily gives rise to an antinomy, which we
must solve either by excluding one of the clements, or by
finding some deeper conception which will maintain Loth the
opposed clements in their wnity.  However simple or eomplex
the object may be——be it mind or matter, be it an atom or 4
world, he it the coneeption of cause or substance, or even of
bare wnity or being —Hegel points ot that euch such object,
cach such conception, has at least two sides to it, and Implies
something else than itselt.  Taken in its utmost simplicity, it
vonceals a difference which further consideration enables us to
reeognise.  The object of thousht is always the one (u the
wawny, being luwaity with, or in relation fo, not-being.  And
wherever there is a difference, there is an implicit coutradiction,
which must be made explicit ere it can be overceme,  Thought,
then, 1s essentially syathetic ; and that means that it is ou-
thetie. The appavent simplicity of its first form, therefore,

' Le., externally synthetical,
VOTL, IL K
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masks an unsolved riddle, which must he stated as o riddle ere
it can be solved.  The ordinary consciousness, indeed, seems to
be in harmony with itself; for each thing is taken by it as a
unit without difference, cach iden as a shmple identity on which
difference is reflected only from the outside: and thus each of
its assertions seems to be made without refevence to any quali-
fying negation. Really at every step it is walking over ignes
supposilos cineri doloso, over the ashes of controversies which
have died out for the moment, but ave always ready Lo be
lighted up again. A hittle reflexion 15 all thal iz necossary to
make us realise that our simplest ideas wre double-cdeed toals,
which cut into the hand that uses them ax mucl as into the
object to which they are applied.  Even the very * Lam L7
which, in one point of view, is the simplest of all tntulogies,
is found to hold i solution the deepest of all contrnlictions,
the contradiction which it is hardest ol all (o reconeile. And
Kaunt himself, indeed, practically confesses as much when he
tells us at one time that the judgment of self-conscionsness is
purely analytic, and at another time that in it thonght s
brought into a wmore “ awkward pass ™ (wheguem! ichleeil) than
in relation to any other objeet, by reason ol the faet that the
self there appears both as object and as subject. For what is
this bat to acknowledge that the puvest unity of thoucht with
itself involves at the same time the hardest of all the opposi-
tions which thonght lias to overcome ?

It this sense, then, we may say with Hewel that all thines
ave {ull of contradiction ; all perception and all conception in-
volve dilference, and every difference is an jwplicit contrudie-
tion, which in the progress of thought sooner or Tnter must hecome
an coplic/ contradiction. But this explicit contradiction must,
on penally of wniversal scepticisi, be solved or reconciled by
the discovery of @ more comprehensive prineiple ; for if thought
cannot make itself self-consistent, it must ultimately Tall into
dospair of itselt and of truth.  In our ordinary consciousness of

the world, indeed, this necessity is hidden; many dillerences of
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thought sleep together in unbroken harmony  withont ever
coming into active collision.  Common sense cuts many a knot
without even being conscious of it,  Tn morality, c.q. it sces no
difliculty in admitting different commands: eg. * Thou shalt not
kil and “Thou shalt not steal” as equally absolute; and it avoids
any practical collision between the two simply by applying one
principle at one time, and another at another.  Thus, while it
solves (14 problem of ethics, it often conceals from itself even
the fuct that there was a problem to be solved ; like the Judge,
who professes to be a mere interpreter of the law, while he is
really adding to it. Were it not, indeed, for this healthful
nnconsciousness with which, at first, we take different aspects
of things into our minds without being aware of the contradie-
tions or difficulties involved in them, the first steps of know-
ledge would be embarrassed by an anticipation of its ultimate
problems.  But, on the other hanid, it is certain that the
problems are there, that with time and reflexion the contradie-
tions 1nust ripen, and that in one wity or other they mast
he solved.  And the whole Listory of intelloetnal progress
is just the history of the development of o consciousness of
differenee into a consciousness of contradiction, and again of
the consciousness of contradiction into a consciousness of the
higher principle in the light of which the contradiction dis-
appears,
It this be true, it follows, that Antinomy is not merely the rist stage of

) . . : thought, before
accidental product of a false negative dinlectie, us has been gene- Feflexion

o & awakes theeon-
rally supposed; nor is it, as is supposed by Kant, an essential contradiction.

phenomenon of the intelligence merely in its application to one
seboof problems.  On the contrary, it ‘is the necessary law of
thought in itself, from which it eannot n any region escape.
The first stage of mtellicence, the stuge of common  sense,
i< one in which there is an undeveloped consciousness of the
unity of thought with itself through all the diversity of its
application, and an equally undeveloped conscionsuess of (he
discordance and opposition of the different aspects of things
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which are gathered touether in knowledge.  The contradiction
of objects with each other and with the thought that appre-
hends themn, is notyet pereeived, and henee no reconciliation
is wanted,  The identity is felt throngh the diversity, the
Qiversity through the identity, and no more is requived. Al
times, indeed, one aspect of thines is wmore prominent thau
another.  Religions erotion Nifts man above the divided and
fraomentary existenee o which, in his secnlar life, he usually
dwells, and makes vividly present to L o unity, which in
ceneral s but shadowy and wreertadn, Bt he passes thirough
the one state of conscionsness after the other, without bringing
thent into contael or considering whether they are consistent or
meonsistent! For many, indeed, there never is any conscious
diceord, and henee there pever is any effort after inward har-
mony.  But even where the iutellectual fmpulse is feeble, the
woral difficulties of Iife are constantly tending to awake 1n us o
sense of the differences and oppositions that exist in thoueht
and things.  Aud as the mind cannot abjure its faith in itself,
it is forced by the necessity of its own development upon 4
choice Letween  different oloments of its Tife, which scem at
fivst to contradict and exclude each other.

Kant, then, in so faras hie supposes the law of thousht in
iself to he o law of identity, is veally taking up the position of the
ordinary conselousness forwhichi identity and difterence, mnity and
wdt i]»li(-it)‘,:1111\'111:1ti()11 and negation,appenras quite independent
Dleas, s by which each object 18 reaarded as a simple identity,
or a loeast 2 unity of elements or qualities that stanud side by side
il without allecting each other. 1n other words, he attributes
to thousht, ax its absolute pature and Jaw, that simplicity which

it has only for the 11n>:(>phistiu:1tcd, anreflective conseiousness.

1, Spiuos, foth. 110, Sehol. ' Thus, while men are contemplating
linite Lhings ey think of nothing less than of the divine natures and aguin,
when they tum to consider the divine natnre, they think of nothing less than
of the tictions, onr which they bave formerly built up the knowledge of finite
things. .« - Thewee it is nob wonderful that they are always contradicting
ll|<-|||.~«'1\'4‘~t"
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Henee, he s obliged to regard the synthetic or antithetic aspect
ol thought as due to the intrusion upon it of a foreign matter.
This view is especially prominent in the chapter on what Kang
calls the dmpliboly of the Coneeptions of Reflerion, where we find
liim maintaining that the system of Leibniz would be true, if the
objects of our experience were things in themselves, as ohjects
of pure understanding.  If this were the case, then he thinks
that, as ILeibniz maintained, real opposition, .., opposition
between realities, wonld have been hwmpossible.  For in pure
thought opposition is conceivable only between a thing and
its negation, the negation being merely the absence of the
thing in question.  But, Kant argues, this does not hold good in
regard to the phenomenal objects of our experience ; for these, as
objects of perception in space and time, can be conceived as
opposing and counteracting each other.  So also he argues that,
if the objects of our expertence were things in themselves,
objects of pure thought, the Lethnizian prineiple of the “ lden-
tity of Indiscernibles” would hold coad in regaed to then,
Jut the spatial conditions of phenomenn as objects of percep-
tion, make it possible to distinguish, as in different places in
space, objects whichi for pure thoucht would have been indis-
tinguishable.  On the same principle Kant admits that Teibniz

)

had good ground to attribute “ pereeption” to all monads,
seeing that, as distinet substances, they must have au inner
nature independent of thenr relation Lo cach other; for pure
thought s obliged to determine cvery objeet which it asserts
to be real as having an existence in itself.  And this, again,
makes necessary the Leibnizian theory of pre-established har-
mony to explain the apparent real connexion of things, which,
as percipient,! have merely an ideal relation to each other.
Finally, the Tethnizian view of space and time, as formal rela-
tions of things, which presuppose the existence of things as the
malter determined by these forms, would hold good if the
ohjects of our experience were objects of pure thought : but, as

! Kvery monad being a s repracsentatica Universi.
g
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they are phenomena, the velations of form and matter are re-
versed ; for space and time, though mere forms of relation, are
presupposed inall particular objects which are perceived under
these forms. Tence, from all this we arrive at the general
result that, & by pure thought alone we could determine
objects, and 77, as would then be the case, the objects of our
experience were things in themselves, the Leilmizian systemn
would be true.  Reality would be absolutely held apart from

negation, unity from difference ; the nner heine of thines would
= ) ) bal b

e independent of their relations, and their matter would be

prior to their form. Tt is, therefore, only becanse the objeets
of our knowledge are given to us through sense, and (herefore

under its forms, that v rgation, diffevence, coternal velution, and

Jorme are made co-ordinate with, or even priov Lo, affirmaiion,

waity, interacd Deing, aud matter. - In other words, in cach of

these cases, thought is regarded as asserting isell n relation
to something which is externally given, and in which it cannot
find v#self. Hence, the objeets, which it (hus delermines by
reaction against what is externally given, cannot have the charac-
ter which they would have had if they Ll been determined
purely by thought itself.  For thought in itsell is analytie, and
it is only the intrusion of something forcien upon thought
which brines difference, negation, relation, in short, wntithesis
into it ¢ though in relation to each antithesis it is supposed to
be able partally to reassert its unity and to determine the
manifold axoan object in relation to itsell,

But. just beeause of the pure identity of thought in itself,
the Antithetic, which thus is borne in upon it throngh percep-
tion, is incapalle of any final solution or reconciliation.  And
here we come upon the second point in which Hegel sets
himsell i opposttion to Kant. For, while Hegel finds differ-
ence and contradiction everywhere, nat merely in thought as
applied to perception, hut even in pure thought itself, he
nowhere finds o linal and unconguerable difference, or a con-

tradiction whicli is incapable of reconeiliation. This is the
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side of Hegel's doctrine which is oftenest neglected or mis-
understood ; but it s that which really gives importance in his
own eyes to this doctrine of contradiction.  For it is just
because he discerns difference and contradiction everywhere
that he finds nowhere un absolute contradiction. And especially,
it is because he finds such difference and contradiction even in
pure thought, that hie believes thought to be capable of coping
with all the oppositions which its meets with in its determina-
tion of perception, and indeed regards all these oppositions as
steps on the way to its full development, its coniplete self-
consciousness, and its final reconciliation with itself, Kaut, on
the other hand, starting with the analytic view of thought,
finds no possibility of reconciling the unity of thought with the
difference of perception, which by its forms of space and time
seems to be marked out as the direct opposite of self-conscious-
ness with its transparent unity. Thought, as it admits no
antithetic or self-differentiating movement, is thus set over
against sense with its pure forms of difference, space, and time,
At its hizhest, therefore, it is only the source of a demand for
the realisation of unity in our knowledge of the world given
under these forms, a demand which by the nature of the case
must rewain unsatisfied.

The Mathematical Antinomies are the expression of this
contradietion,  These antinomies arise out of the conception of
the world in time and space as an ohject ; and they are due to
the contradictory nature of the elements involved in the idens

of time and space themselves.  Thus space is necessarily con-

ceived us a unity—as in continuity with itself ; yet, on the
other hand, it involves externality, and must therefore be con-
ceived as manifold or discrete.  In other words, a space, when
we coneeive it as a unit, has no other attribute except that of
being external to another space; it is essentially a relation.
One space would be an absurdity, for it would be a relation
without terms.  Yet, ou the other hand, all space must be con-

ceived as one: for two separate spaces, not included in one

The
Mathematicul
Antinomics,
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universal space, would be ferms without « velotion.  Space, in
short, as the abstraction of externalily, cannot be a nuity; while
yet, when conceived as an object in relation to the nnity of
apperception, it must be a unity.  And the two mowments of
continuity and diseretion, which are equally necessary, seem to
eomtradiet or exclude each other.

Kant’s solution of this difficulty is, that ohjects in space are
merely objects of experience, and that, therelore, we cannot
speak cither of them, or even of space, as artually having i them
any rqualities, which arc not given in experience.  Now, space
and the world in space, as they wre given in experienece, are
only finitely extended, and finttely divided ; yet, ‘at the same
time, by reason of the necessity of reason, which forees us to
determine all things in relation to the unconditioned, they are
conceived hoth as infinitely extensible, and infinitely divisible.
But, while there would be a contradietion between intinite and
finite extent, or infinite and finite dividedness, there 1s no con-
tradiction between finite extent and infinite extensibleness, or
between finite division and infinite divisibility.

Now, with a slicht alteration, we may admit this solation
as valid.  Space in itself, and the external world in itself, is
only the abstraction of au element in experience ; and contradie-
tions mmst arise whenever we treat abstractions, or, in other
words, clements of reality, as ves eomplefie ov whole realities.
Now, when we think of a spatiat world as nnrelated to thought,
we are ablived to eonceive it as complefe and whole in itself,
and therefore s infinite in extension and division. But the trath
of the watter is that this abstraction is false, and that the
world in space, as that which is essentially self-external, finds
its necessary connterpart in the unity of mind, as that which
is essentially in ifslft The antinomy of space proves that
space is necessarily related to something clse than itself, and
cannot be made intelligible exeept in this relation. To put
the same thing in another way :—The world, in our first im-

1. above, p. 406 seq.
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perfeet conception of it, is merely a collection of individual
things and beings ; and each of these, as individual, is a whole
moitself; yet each again is externally related to all the others,
and so constitutes one whole with them. Space is itself but
the ntinost abstraction of this way of viewing things, in which
their individuality and their community or relativity are put
side by side, without any mediation or connexion.  Toth ele-
ments of the idea are essential, yet the one seems to contradict
the other.  The reconciliation of the seeming contradiction,
linwever, is to be found not in the idea of space itself, but in
the Turther development of the opposite aud necessarily related
coneeptions of individuality, and eommunity, which here appear
- their simplest, therefore apparently irreconcilable, forms.
IUix, indeed, true, as Kaut says, that, at first, we neeessarily
think things as in space; hut, though we begin with space, we
donot end there: and the solution of the difficulties {hat
helong to this fivst “form of perception” is to he found by a
decper comprehension of the elements that are contained in it,
sl their relations to each other ; for i is duite fulse to suppose,
with Kant, that we must take space merely as o form of per-
ception, and that it cannot he resolved into its clements, and
hronght into a higher unity of thousht. Tt is a perception
anly so long as we are content to puerecive and imagine, without
tiunking or knowing it.

The same remarks, mwlalis mtend s, apply to the antinomy (t':‘)‘,]i}i'“‘l"j“‘l'e“"c
of Time.  Has the world in time, or time itself, a beginning,
or has it not 2 Kant answers as before, that the empirical
recress s always finite in extent, Yet indefinitely extensible,
and that any question as to time or things in time, apart from
this regress, is meanincless. Time is only a form of perception,
o of phenomena as given in pereeption, and, ia terins of it, we
cannot answer any question about things in themselves, simply
breause the questiow itself is irrational.  This answer niight
he taken inoa higher sense than Kant intended, as meaning

tiat things, regarded simply as in time, are not seen in their

sl
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truth.  Space is the abstrnetion of sell-externality, and, there-
fore, gives rise 1o o contrdiction between the independence of
things in i, ol their essential yelativity, or continuity ; and
time only containg the same clements, viewed as passing into
each other. < Time, says Hegel, “is the fist negation  of
space =Y by which is meant that, while the externality of
thines is not denied when we conceive them as in tine, their
indilference or permaunence in this externality 4s denied.  Finite
things are first represented as inditterent to each other, and so
as in space; but they are not so indifferent. Their existence
ix but the process, wherehy, as separate or Jimited substances.
they cease to be, or pass ont of themselves ; and time is but
the abstraction of this process. Ilence arise the Antinomies of
Time, that already drew the attention of the Zeno, who may be
ealled the founder of Dialectic. The flying arrow rests’: it at
once is, and is not, in the place throush which it passes. The
moments of time are external to each other, yet they exist only
as they pass into each other; and thus time contains the two
moments of continnous self-identity, and absolute change. More-
over, these moments appear in abstract, and therefore apparently
irreconcilable, opposition to each other; and, as ig always the
result in such cases, they give rise to an infinite series.  Henee,
we 1o soomer consider a time as one, than we are obliged to relate
it to a time hefore or after it, and again we are obliged to regard
these two Limes as one, and so on «d fnfinitum.  No solution of
this antinamy can bhe found in terms of time itsclf, or without
reducing time to a moment in a higher conception, in which the
clements of self-identity and relativity find a better reconeiliation
than they doin time.

| have said that when we conceive the world as existing
in space and time, and when we try to determine sueh o world
as either limited or unlimited i itself, we are treating an ab-
straction as w oes complefa. This means that in such abstraction
we forget that, as in space and time, the world exists only for

 Wueycelopddie, §§ 257 8.
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it conscious self.  Descartes already took a step towards this
view when he pointed out the direct contrast between the ex-
tended and the thinking substance, each of which, taken in
iself, has just the characteristics which are excluded from the
other.  Matter is defined as that which is infinitely extended

and infinitely divided, essentially inert and dependent on
external force for its movement; while consciousness is an
unextended and indivisible unity, absolutely active, and in-
capable of being determined from without.  Having thus set
the two in abstract opposition, he then secks for a Drns e
maching to unite them. But a deeper reflexion would have
shown him that the two worlds thus sct apart are opposite

counterparts of each other, and that, as so determined, they

canexist ouly for a subject which relates to each other the
terms which it distinguishes.  In truth, we have in the
opposition, as it is expressed by Descartes, only a provisional
determination of the mind and the ohject in relation to each
sther—a fivst expression of the wnity of the consciousness of
obijeets with  self-conscionsness.  But, as Deseartes  himself
hows us, the consciousness which walkes this determination
of subject and objeet in relation to cach othier, is not necessarily
aware of the relation it thus establishes between the opposed
terns. It may, therefore, be unable to bring in their unity,
exeept by atour de foree.  Kant, however, looking at the difti-
culty from the transcendental point of view, calls our attention
to the abstraction implicd in conceiving the self and its objeet in
‘ pace us two independent “things in themselves”; and he shows
that, on the one hand, the self, apart from its relation to the
ohyect, shrinks into an abstract unit which cannot be conscious
ol itself, and that, on the other hand, matter, if taken as that
which is infinitely extended and divided, involves a manifest
contridiction—the contradiction of an infinitely laree or small
prantuwm, e, as quantum which s the very negative of the
vl of quantity, as that which can be increased or diminished

wd vafinidtum. What we have, therefore, in each of the two
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terms is only « hall’ thonght, which contradicts itself whenever
we  examine it ¢losely, or develop the consequences of our
abstraction,  We can, however, restore its wmeaning, though
with some modification, by recognising the clement which
it necleels, I'or, whenever we  discover the  corvelativity
ol the determination of mind and  matter, as  Descartes
conceived them, we see that his conception ol hoth is im-
perfect.  When we recognise that self-consciousness, us the
return of thought upon itself, is possible only for a ind
which determines the object as an external ohject in space,
and thus characterises it as its own opposite, we e innne-
dintely Ted to form a new conception of cach of these terms,
We no longer conceive objeet and subject as exixting apart
from each other—the former as that which s essentindly out
of itsclf, constituted by guertes catia partes, and purely passive,
and the latter as that which is essentially in itsclt, and purely
active (confimed to an analytie judgment which ix e judament
at all).  On the contrary, we are now made to think of the
self-determination of the self as involving a poing out of ttself
to determine that which is other than itsell: as involving, in
Kant’s words, a synthetic judgment, or, to speak more definitely,
an antithetic movement ol thought, which does not stop short
of the determination of the object as in space and therefore In
direet contrast. with the unity of the self. and which, tndeed,
niust go the lengtle of this absolute antithests ere it can return
apon the unity of self in the so-called analytic judgment of
sell-ronsctonsuess.  On the other hand, the object in space
cannat, fram this point of view, be any longer characterised as
purely inert and extended, as subsisting by itself in pure self-
externality,  On (he contrary, in our determination of the
world of abjects, we must recognise a prineiple of unity 5 «
priveiple which anifeds itself ceven in the movement of
material hodies in veference o each other, as held together in
spite of their diversity by aouniversal law of gravitation ; bt

which Iy more eleandy vevealed in the way in which the material
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world becones subordinated to the life of organised beings ; aul
which finds its complete expression only in the relation of the
process of nature to the self-consciousness which is developed
in tan,

"Ihe necessity of getting beyond the abstract antagonism of
mind and matter, as expressed in the philosophy of Descartes,
was already recognised by his Immediate successors, though
they took the ene-sided method of simply denyiug or throwing
into the back-ground one of the oppoesites.  Spinoza, indeed,
scemed to lay emphasis rather upon the wanity of mind and
matter, which he regards as only the parallel attributes of one
substance. But he shows an inclination to interpret this parallel-
st in a sense which gives the prepouderance to mind, when in
one of his letters he opposes the Cartesian view of the absolute
passivity of matter.  Leibniz, following ont the same line of
thought, maintains that all real substances are active and self-
determined ; and thus he is ultimately led to deny that there
are any but pereipient substances, e, <ubstances whicl are
either minds or analogous to minds: Locke adopts the opposite
course of assimilating mind o matter, and he olten shows a
tendeney to explain the movement of thousht in knowledge,
like the motions of matter, by an external determination—a
tendency which is shownt still more elearly in sowme of s
followers, and espectally in the Frenelh Materiabists.

The former course necessarily ended nan Atomism of mind

the so-called Monadisim—which had to be supplemented by
the fietion of a pre-established harmony ; while the latter ended
it Atomism of matter, which had to seck for a prineiple of
movenent outside of itself.  The conception of the universal
attraction of matter, which was established by Newton, was at
wir with this atomie Materialisin almost from its first appear-
ance;, though Newton refused to commit himself to any real
wetin in distens, and spoke of the attractive force as merely a
nane for the unknown cause of certain phenomena which could

not. directly be explained by the innuediate action of material
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bodies upon cach other. So powerful was the prejudice which
maintained the idea of the inertin of matter, except as exter-
nally determined by nopower whicl is not in atter itself, that
it for lone maintained (and still maintains itscl) in Newton’s
cehool, s Tias Ted to a number of subsidiary theories {such as
that of Le Saze) having for their objeet to explain the New-
fonian liw of attvction without any «etio in distans. O the
obber hand, Kant, who tried to mediate between the Lockian
aud Leibnizian sehools in his view of mind, regarding know-
ledee as the result of the determination of passively received
dita of sense by the aetivity of thought, maintained also, in
his Melapleysieal  Budinents of Plysics, that matter is incon-
coivable except as the subject of an attractive torce (which he
conccives as an actio in distans) as well as of a repulsive force
(which presupposes contact). e thus brings matter and mind,
whicll with Descartes were abstract opposites, into close analogy
with each other; while, at the same time, by regarding matter
as a phenomenon, and by treating it as ‘he phenomenon in
opposition, yet in relation, to which mind comes to a conscious-
ness of itself, e makes a step towards the recognition of the
spiritual, as not merely negatively related to the material world,
but at once implying and transcending it. '

We may now see that Kant's solution of the Antinoniies
whicl arise in relation to objects determined as in space and
time, a solution which consists simply in pointing out that
these objeets are phenomena, may be understood as expressing
4 truth, For the determination of things as in space and time
is not a Ginal determination of them, and the attempt to treat
it as sueh mnst end in contradietion.  This it must do, because,
as Kant araues, things can he determined as in space and time
only by relation to cacl other, and not direetly by relation to
space and thne. T other words, time and space do not deter-
mine things in relation to cach other; but things, through their
relation to cach other, determine their respective places and

times. DBut this implies that, when we treat things as simply



CHAP. XHL RATIONAL COSMOLOGY. 79

having spatial or temporal relations to each other, we are
treating them abstractly.  Thus we may, if we please, leave
out of aceount all other relations of objects, except that they
eoexist in different places, or ceeupy different parts of space,
and that they exist in the same or different times; but this
negleet of other determinations, whether it Le the result of
the deliberate abstraction of science or of the unreflecting atti-
tude of the ordinary consciousness, necessarily hides from us
the real nature of the object. And a thouglit that does not
determine oljects as they really are, is always at variance with
iself.  The Antinomies which arise when we attempt to give

v final and complete determiination of the world of objects—
while yet treating them merely as ohjects in space and time,
and leaving out of account their ne ecessary relations to each
other and to the self—merely show that an abstrac ition, when
treated as the whole trutl, necessarily eomes into  eollision
with itself. S0 long as we retain within the sphere of sueh
an abstraction, we eannot solve the difficultios that arise out of
i We ean solve them only when we take into account all the
clements which are essential to the complete determination of
things.

In this sense, then, we may adopt the language of Kant and
say that the reason for the appearance of the Antinomy lies in
the fact that we have been tre: ating phenomena as if they were
things in themselves, 4., we have been lreating objects ab-
stractly without regard to cortain of the determinations whicly,
from the transcendental poiut of view, arc seen to he necessary
to them.  Now, what aye the special determinations which are
left out of account when we determine objects as mere quanta,
existing or coming into existence under conditions of space and
time 2 The fivst answer is that o hjects so treated, as standing
merely in relations of externality to each other in space and of
caexistence or sueeession in time, are represented as indiflerent
to cach other, They are comnected, as Kant points out, only

as homogencous units which * do not require each other”; o,

Sense in
which Kunt's
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their relation is one of pure externality, which seems to involve
no aecessify of relation, That they are found together or atter
cach other, scems to be an aceident whieh does not affeet their
nature, aml without which they might be just what they ave.
They ave parts ol the experience of the sune sell, but this
seets to be all theiv eonnexion.

When we retlect, however, on whal is meant by this fact
that they are elements in one expericnee, or the experience
of one sell; we are earried heyond this first determination of
them.  We are taught by Kant to sce that they can be con-
nected i one experience only throngh the Anadogies ol Ex-
perience, which determine cach element as existing in neces-
sary relation to all the others. I we follow the auidanee of
these Analogies, we have to represent the world as o system of
permanent substances, which are in thorough reciprocily with
cach other, and have their suecessive phases determined i re-
lation to cach other by necessary Luws of causation. For Nant,
moreover, this new determination underlies the determinglion
of objects as existent in space and as having their coexistent
and successive phenomena deterined o time i relation to
cach other. For, according to the transcendental Deduction,
the former determination s presupposed in the Ttter, and may
b seen to be soopresupposed by any one who considers the
conditions under which objeets can ve known as =neli in our
experience.  Our fivst determination of things, as simply co-
existent awd suecessive inspace and thme, i1 thus to be
correeted by the recognition of a second determination of them
as standing in necessary relations to each other inone world,
iy e world knowable as one by a conscious subject.  Thus
the worlld, formerly conceived as a mere aggregate of uurelated
or contingently related objeets, is now seen to be a connected
system i which each eliment implies all the others ; and this
change of view iz seen at the same time to be not a mere sub-
stitution of one ide for another, hut o necessary developtnent

ol our intellicence, which inevitably eains @ better understand-
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ing of its objects as it progresses to a deeper consciousness of
itself.

But if, in thus passing from a consciousness of the world as
a contingent aggrecate of isolated phenomena, related only as
in space and time, to a consciousness of it as a system of
objects connected according to universal laws of coexistence
and succession, we have reached a truer and more consistent
view of things, can it vet be said that we have thus reached a
view that is in all points satisfactory ? Is this the last word of
science, or is it simply a stage on the way to a still higher
synthesis 2 Does it set things before us in their complete
determination, or does it after all set them before us in a point
of view which is still abstract, and which, therefore, in the end
breaks down in contradiction 2 The answor manifestly 1s that
we are still in the region of abstraction, in so far os we simply
recard the connexion of objects with each other without con-
sidering what is involved in the fact that they are oljects for
asell. But, so long as we take the world as @ series of related
objects, each of which therefore finds its explanation in the
others, we can never reach any self-sustaining point to which
the scries may le attached. We still stand  between the
opposite alternatives of an infinite series and an unconditioned
member of the series, just because we have left out of view
the principle in relation to which the serics has its meaning,
In Kantian language, we may be said to be confusing phenomena
with things in themselves, beeause we ave treating these phe-
nomena as 1f they had an existence wnrelated to the self.

It would not le ditticult to show that from this cause
antinomies arise in connexion with all the reflective cate-
vories,  Kant, however, confines his view to the conceptions
of causality and hypothetical necessity, which in their applica-
lion to experience give rise to a regressive series, and so place
u~ between the same alternatives of an unconditioned hegin-
ning and an infinite  series of conditions, which cave rise

to the mathematical antinomies.  In attempting to solve
VOL. 11 F
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these dynamical antinmuivs, however, Kant mentions an
Important difference Dotween them and the mathematical
antinomies, | seeking the unconditioned for a quantitative
conditioned, we had to confine ourselves to the region of quan-
tity.  Henee, there was an absolute contradiction letween the
thing sought and the subject-matter ¢u which it was sought.
A quantitative wneonditionad g an obvious abswdity, it is a
quantum which 13 not 4 quantwm, and, therefore, hoth thesis
and antithesis had to e pronounced false.  Dut in secking the
unconditioned for the conditoned according to the dynamical
Principles, we are not confined to an unconditioned which is
homogencous with the conditioned. Thus, the citegory of cansality
is the conception of a velation according to which the position of
one thing is the sround of (he position of another thing different
from it We may, therefore, use it not only to conneet a con-
ditioned phenomenon with the phenomenon which condjtions it,
but also to conneet phenomena with noumena, Anmd, however
little we may be able to determine positively what this uncon-
ditioned is, there will at least be no contradiction involved in
the bure conception of it. Hence, in this case the thesis and
the antithesis may be taken as hoth true, the one expressing
the endless reference of every phenomenon to a phenomenon
before it as its cause, while the latter expresses the one conclu-
sive reference of all Phenomena to the nowmenon,

Inthis remark Kant ealls attention to a peculiarity which
belongs o the reflective categories, namely, that they not only
carry us from phenomenon to phenomenon within (he sphere
of experience, It suggest a transition from that sphere to
another and higher sphere. I other words, the contradietion

YLt may, of course, be said that here we bave to interpret the category of
causality simply as the relation of reason and consequent, and that that is a
nmerely formal or analytic relation. But Kant here conceives it as a relation of
different clements, in spite of it Leing a relation of pure thought., We have to
remember, in explanation of this, what has been already said of his view of
pure thought as determining objects (cf. above, Vol. 1. 445). At the same

time, we must regard this as one of the points in which Kant becomes incon-
sistent with himself in his view of pure thought as merely analytic,
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of treating the phenomenal (or, as I would rather say, the
abstract) as a #es completu, which was latent in the mathemati-
cal principles, becowes explicit in the dynamical principles.
In the former case, this shows itself in the fact that quantity
refers to quantity «d influifum, and a whole of quantity cannot
be attuined.  The reason why it cannot be attained is that
to attain it would be to determine the finite as infinite,
or, in other words, to characterise that which s only as it is
related to another, as if it were complete in itself. But this
reason 18 not explicit; so long as things are regarded simply
as quaata, their essential relativity is not yet taken into ac-
count. But it is different when we determine things under the
reflective categories, or, to confine ourselves to Kant's own
instance, under the catecory of causality.  For, to say that a
thing is an effect, is to say that it exists only in reference to
something else than itself; that it has not existeuce, so to
speak, in its own right, but only as determined to exist by
something clse.  Under this category, therefore, the negative
aspect of phenomeny, as finite things whieli have their exist-
ence in relation to things other than themselves, is made
prominent. While, therefore, the principle of causality mnakes us
Lind phenomena together as each referring bevond itself to the
others, it also suguests the necessity of uniting the whole series
of them to something not in the series, something that does
not again refer us beyond itself to another, but is completely
determined in itself. Thus the idea of what s ounly as it is
determined by another, immediately sugaests the idea of that
which is determined by itself.  The very category, therefore,
which leads us to bind the successive phenomena of the world
together as parts in one serics—so that each successive state
of it, undetermined in itself, finds its explanation in that which

went before

awakens in us also a consciousness of the Diper-
feetion of such explanation, and makes us attach the whole
series Lo a prineiple which is not a link in it.  For the canse

of a thing is that which fully explains it, and the only complete
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explanation, beyond which no further explanation is required,
must be found in that which is cowse sri. Cansality is thus a
catecory which when universalised contains a contradietion :
for it forces us to refer cach phenomenon to another as its
suflicient reason, and this again to another, and thereby pre-
cludes onr ever finding a sufficient reason for anything, Hence,
the ultimate truth of cansality is that by its inner contradiction
it carries us heyond itself to a higher catecory.  Aund as this
contradiction lies in the fact that the cffect is set up as a
separate existence while yet it is referred to something else
than itself, it eannot find a solution exeept in that which is
at onee cause and effeet, that whieli in ils eftect or manifes-
tation yct remains one with itself.

This “immanent  dialectic” of the category of cansality
may be further illustrated, if we consider the actual use
of it i experience. In carrying back one phenomenan to
another as effect to cause, we are not satisfied (as Kant
himself had remarked in regard to the explanation of thought
by motion) If we entirely “lose the guiding thread of the
causes in the effects,”! 7., we are not satisfied unless we
can see in the latter the continuation of the former. We
seck the effect in the cause, aud are not content till we
have found it there in its completeness. It is not enough
for us to say motion is the eause of heat, until we can
show  Chat heat? is motion, and until we can resolve the
dittferenee of the two kinds of motion—the motion which
is heat and the motion which is not heat—into a Jifference
of civcumstanees in the two cases. Tn this sense the eause,

as the s of all the conditions of a phenomenon, ds the

effect, or, s Lewes puds ity the effees s the procession of

the canse. But the moment we discern the identity, which

maindains isel throush the differenee, we are noain foreed

CALBNT
SNl of canvoe, e sepsation of heat e el whieh cannot he exvphdned

apart from the Tivines oreaniam,
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to ask, what is the reason or cause of the difference. Hav-
ing shown that heat is an insensible motion, which is pro-
duced by the impact of different material substances upon
each other and whiclh continues the motion by which they
were brought together, we have to ask what brings them
together, v, we again are driven to seck for an 1dentity
which maintains itself in ¢2/s difference.  Thus we are forced
to rcter back the cause to previous causes, bLecause none of
the elements of the cause explains why they are brought
together in the effect. Obviously, however, such a search
for cause upon cause cannot terminate, unless we can reach
an identity which is self-differentiating, which is the source
of the difference of elements brought together in the effect,
aud which remains one with itself through the whole pro-
cess of differentintion and iutegration.  Our search for ciuses
i+ thus in its ultimate meaning a search for a self-determin-
ing principle, which does not pass away to make room for
its cffect, but which manifests and maintains itself in the
whole process of chanwe.  For, while in referring an effect
to a canse we discover an identity that continues to sub-
sist through change, we do not thereby explain the change
itself.  This we can explain only when we have shown that
there s an identity which the change itself munifests and
realises.

When, therefore, Kant suggests that both sides of the
Antinomy can be taken as expressing trutl, only that the
oue will then express the relation of phenomena to each
other, while the other will express the relation of pheno-
mena to the noumenon, we are prepared to aceept his state-
ment, but only after its meaning has been slightly modified.
Cuusality is a category which points leyond itself, or iniplies
a relation beyond that which it expresses, The reference
of each phenomenon to another, which we wmake in aceord-
ance with the principle of causality, enables us to bind all
phenomena together as parts of one experience; but the unity

Kant's view of
thistransition,
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of phenomenal experience is not a self-sustaining whole, and the

same principle which made us give such unity to the world
of experience makes us also look beyond it for «its cause.
The negative aspect of each object in the phenomenal world,
as chunging and existing only while it chanues, is equally
the negative aspect of the whole serics of phenomenal ob-
jeets, which forces us to look heyond them for a positive
principle which, as self-sustaining, can serve as an ultimate
support for them. As it is a general law implied in the
very possibility of experience that all that happens has a
canse, it follows that the causality of the cause, which 1t-
self is an event or something that has come dato rerisience
(and did not exist always), “must itself have a cause. By
this reflexion the whole field of experience, however far it
may extend, is turned into a collective whole of the mere
patural world.  But as in this way no absolute totality of
conditions in causal relation can be attained, reason creates
for itself the idea of a spontaneity which can begin to act
of itself without any other cause necding to be presupposed
as determining it to action”!  But how, we may ask, can
the chain of phenomena hang upon a cause which is not
in that chain or connected with it as one link of it is
with the others? This difliculty Kant escapes by main-
tawining that, though the tramsition from the phenomenal to
the noumenal is, in a sense, mediated by the category of
causality, yet il is a transition which takes us Deyond the
revion in which this or any other category can be applied
so as Lo produce knowledge. We are thus led to think a
relation, which cannot possibly be an object of Anowledye,
a relation not of phenomena to each other in space and
time, but of plienonena in space and time to that which
is meither in the one nor in the other. DBut as such a
relation  cannot pox<ibly  be schematised, the category, as
thus used, reduces itself to the bare form of thought (ithe

YA, 5335 B. 561,
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bare conception of reason and consequent), which is not
sullicient for knowledge. TIlence, after we have made the
transition, we find that we are left in the dark as to the
noumenon to which transition is made. We have character-
el the phenomena negatively, but that does not enable us
to characterise the noumenon positively; for the conception
of the noumenon is merely the coneeption of a limit to em-
pirical knowledge, but not of a reality present to us in any
other way.

Now, the defect of this view of Kant, and the weasure
of truth which it contains in spite of that defect, will
hecome  manifest, if we invert his method of abstrae-
tion.  For then it will be seen that the transition from
phenomena to noumena, which is supposed to he made
neeessary by the category of causality (when that category
i universalised or carried up to the unconditioned), is really
a0 transition from that category to one that expresses a
higher or more comprehensive truth.  In other words, the
category of caunsality is one in which we can find a satis-
letory explanation of phenomena only so long as we take
these phenomena as completely determined by their relations
to each other, without reference to the self for which they
are, a self whieh s not itself one of the phenomena so
determined. When we take into aceount this relation, how-
ever, we have not, as Kant supposes, simply a negative
qualification of the objects so determined as mere pheno-
wena, - We learn, it is true, that our former view of these
objeets was imperfeet, so that the objects, as so determined,
were ot ores complefae, but abstractions.  But we learn at
the same time what is the clement required to lift us above
acle abstraction and to determine the objects as they really
ave. - We learn, in other words, that the conception of ob-
peelsas standing to each other in such relations as the
velation of eausality, requires to be modified Ly taking in-

to aceount their character as elements in a world which is

]
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50 to speak, bounded by self-consciousness. Thus, the rela-
tions of objects as external to cach other and externally
determining cach other, and of events as happening after
cach other and successively conditioning cach other in time,
which are expressed in the Analogies of Experience, are
relations which do not exhaust the facts; for, as related
to the self, these objects and events have a unity and com-
munity in spite of their difference and externality, of which
no account is taken in such determination of them.

Now, when we think of the world in this new point of view,
we find the conception of it, as a congeries of things externally
determined and externally determining cach other, changing
upon us in many important ways. In the first place, that
difference in objects as perceived under the form of space, by
reason of which they could, in the first instance, be only erter-
nally referred to each other, gains a new meaning when we sce
that it is only in relation to such difference that the conscious-
ness of the unity of the self is possible. When the consciousness
of things as thus external to each other, is seen to be necessary
to the consciousness of the self for which they are, the result
is not mercly (as Kant supposes) to make us retlect that in
spite of their externality they are necessarily related to each
other. 1t further suggested to us that the externality itself is
not absolute.  Thus, it is not sufficient that we should learn
from Kaut that existence in space is not an externality to
cousciousness, but  an externality  for consciousness.  We
have to recognise further that the externality of things fo
each other is a form which is necessary to the manifestation
of their unity with each other. For, as it is only in over-
coming the untmost difference that the deepest inward unity
can reveal itself, so that difference may be regarded as itself a
part of the munifestation of the unity. The fact that we come
to ourselves through the consciousness of an external world,
makes us regard the consciousness of the externality of things

as itsclf an element in the process of self-consciousness. Mind
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is thus not only the opposite counterpart of matter, but it in-
<ludes the process of matter as part of its own process. Hence,
we do not reach a final determination of the object when we
regard the parts of the material or external world as, in spite
of their externality, necessarily related to each other; it is
hecessary for us also to recognise that the nature of these ex-
ternal objects lies just in their relations to each other; and
this iniplies that, as external to each other, they are only
different phases of one principle.  Thus their unity underlies
their externality, manifests itself in it as a principle of neces-
sary connexion between them, and so finally overcomes it or
subordinates it to itself. And the sane principle may Le
applied to our cousciousness of phenoniena as successive in
time.  Their unity with each other, as combined i one con-
sciousness in spite of their difference and the difference of
times in which they present themselves, may at first scem to
be sufficiently expressed when we trea them as necessarily
connected according to the law of cansality.  DBut, in so far as
thelr process, ¢.c, the process of objects as changing in time, is
part of the process of self-consciousness, we must regard the
change as not merely subordinate to a low according to which
the successive phenomena are necessarily conneeted with each
other, but as itself the maunifestation of a principle which shows
its unity with itself just in the process of change.

What, then, is the effect of this alteration of our point of
view 2 We may deseribe it generally Ly saying that, in rela-
tion to objects in space, it involves the substitution of the idea
of organic conunexion of objects as the different correlated
expressions of one principle, for the idea of necessary deter-
mination of one object by another; and that, in relation to
objects as in time, it involves the substitution of the idea of
organic development of one life through different phases, for
the idea of a causal series of necessarily connected phenomena.
We thus learn not merely to refer the chain of causality to a
causa sut as its highest link, but to reinterpret the necessity of
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nature as itself an clement in the process of freedom, an ele-
ment which, for certain purposes of scienee, it may be con-
venient to isolate, hut which cannot Jesitimately be recarded as
a res eomplete. T this way the Kuntiun conception of nature as
that which exists for spivit will Tead us divectly to the Hegelian
view thal it exists only as the mamifestation of spirit.

What lieht does saeha view castupon the Dynamical
Antinomics and upon Kants solution of them 7 Kant is
satisfied, as we have already seen, with saying that the causal
Taw iy he trne, inoone sense, if phenomena are relative to
weh other, and, in another sense, it phenomena are relative to
poumeni.  Tnstead ol this, we now say that the causal law
holds good as a Taw of necessity for phenomena, so Tong as we
contemplate them in relation to each other as clements in a

ground whenever we

natural system, but that it falls to the
regard that natural system as an element in a spiritual system
which includes and transcends it. The first step in the corree-
tion of the view of the world as a mechanical or necessary
system may, indeed, be made without bringing in the idea of a
spiritual systeny, by simply considering the process of the in-
organic as an clement in the process of the organic world. For
the inoraanie world, when we rise above the abstraction in
which physical seience considers it, must be regarded as the
environment or mediw in which the process of life realises
el So considered, the serial process of the former becomes
cuhordinated 1o what we may call the eyelical process of the
Jatter.  For life cannot properly be regarded merely as a sncces-
sion of chanees in which one phenomenon yields to another,
which Bt s necessoy consequent and equivalent: it Is a
process in whieh the identity of an individual maintains itself
in chanee, il matnlains isclf just by means of the external
medinny or enviromment whicle makes the chuanue necessary.
The Darwininn theory Tossdivected ony attention alimost wholly
to the continno, process of adaptation fo the chviromnent

by whiel animal and veoetable Be b maintaied nd developed:
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it has luid less emphasis on the other and higher aspect of the
facts, according to which the Process is one of self-adaptation,
whicl has self-maintenance and self-development for its end.!
But, just in this latter aspect lies that which is the distinetive
characteristic of organie, as opposed to inorganic change, The
external environment cannot, from this point of view, be con-
ceived merely as a limit or external determinant of the living
being, but must rather be regarded as a factor in the process
of its life.  And we may add that, in so regarding the in-
oroanie, we cast a higher light upon its nature than when we
take it as what it is in the abstraction of physical science,
which looks merely to the relation of inorganic parts or cle-
wents to each other. Tt was essential to the progress of
physical science that final causes should be excluded ; and this
mieant primarily the exclusion of any reference of the inorganic
to the organie, as an end to jtself which subordinates other
things to itself as its means, Nuay, the same abstraction is
necessary in regard to the organic being itself, which science
often treats as the resultant of the action and reaction of in-
orzanie parts, not as if this were the whole truth, but in order
by this abstraction to take the first step in the difficult task of
explaining the complex reality.  But this necessary simplifica-
tion- of the problem in both cases is to be regarded as merely
provisional ; and to regard it as the whole truth is, as we might
express it in the language of Kant, to mistake phenomena for
thines in themselves, 4., to take an element or factor of the
teal fur the real itself.  Tn the language of another philosophy,
we have to recognise that “ the frutl, ” of the inorgauic is the
oreanic; or, in other words, that we do not see the ultimate
meaning of the inorganie, unless we regard it as a factor in the
jrrocess of Tifo.

Bt this first correction of the abstraction of the physical
view of the universe is not a complete solution of the anti-

Y e doubt, s partially, though only partially, corrected in My,
droneers reslatement of i,
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nomies which arise out of that view. If we universalised it,
we should arrive at the coneeption of the world us an organic
system, the principle of which was some anima mundi.  Such
a view would Lo a certain extent free us (rom the difticulties of
the conception of an endless external determination of one
object Ly anotlier i space and thne; for it would sct before
us the idex of o self-limited or self-determined wnity, which
manifests itself in the ontward process in which one thing
seems Lo be mercly determined by another. Such a unity,
however, does not exist for itsedl hut only for us, e, it is not
one with (he thought, for whicl it is. Henee we can call it a
sell only Iy o kind of wetaphor; and it ix only subject to this
qualification that we can say that it s ddentical with itself
through the changes of its existence, or that its environment 1s
not an external lhuit to it but an clement in s own life,
because it makes that environment into a means for the main-
tenance of itself and its kind. It is only a sclf-conscious
being, which “is for dtself in all that is for it

”

It alone
separates the principle of the unity of its life, <., the self, from
its own individual being and from the pwrlicular circumstances
which condition it; and ther¢fore it is it alone that can find in
both tlte manifestation of that prineiple.  In self-consciousness,
therefore, we find the only principle in relation to which, or as
part of the life of which, the whole oljective world ean
be regarded as organically connected. For, in relation to
it, ull the sepurvate objeets of the external world, which, from
the wmechanical point of view, seem to be coulined to a
reciproeal and external determination of each other, can, and
indeed must, be vecarded as the correlated manifestations of one
self-determining principle; and in relation to it, the serial
succession ol clhianging phenoniena, which appear as causes and
effects of cach other, can, and must be regarded as phases
in the development of ene life.  Thus, the externality of the
outer world as existing in space, and the continuous change

of its stales in thme are, so to speak, brought back to an
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absolute unity and identity in the life of a self.  The cudless-
ness of space and time is reduced into an element in the
eyclical movement of a self-centred existence.  Yet, we are not
to understand this as meaning that time and space are, as Kant
says, merely ideal; but only that they have no reality except as
a, which

o7

elements in the process of the life of a conscious hein
cannot return to itself except as it opposes itself to an abjective
world in space and time, and which, therefore, must presuppose
such a world as the correlute of the self. Now it is just this
Idea,~the idea that the world that exists for us is essentially
related to the unity of self of which we become conscious only
in opposition to the world,—that lifts us above the difficulties
and antinomies which meet us whenever we take the world we
know as a world of things in themselves, 7., as a world which
has a complete or independent existence apart from the self.
Here we reach the highest point to which ITegel was led by
the two corrections which, us we have scen, he made in the
thought of Kant. Recognising the correlativity of the opposite
qualification of the self and the world as in space and time,
Hegel rejected Kant's doctrine that there is an essential contra-
diction between the analytic judgment of self-consciousness aud
the synthetic judgment of knowledee, and recounised that the
consciousness of self and of the object are correlative elements
in the unity ot a thought which is both analytic and synthetic
at once.  Lxpressing this idea formally, we may say that
truth is to Hegel a syllogism in which these twao Judzments
form the premises. Thus, what are to Kant irreconcilable
extremes, are to him abstract clements which caunot be abso-
Iutely separated without confusion and contradiction. It is
for him an ultimate law of intellivence that it ean realise itself,
or, what is the same thing, can realise its unity with itself,
only in opposition to that which sees at first to he wltogether
independent of 1t, and which has characteristics Jjust the oppo-
site of its own. It is as against such an object that it comes
to itself; and it is just beeause it finds itself in the presence
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of such a scemingly strange ohject that its activity is awakened
to discover the content of that which thus scems to be exter-
nally presented to it When, however, we become conscious of
the law which thus namifests itsell in our v.\lwrit*nc(a, we are
necessarily Ted Lo cortain results which were Lidden from Kant.
In the (irst place, we are olliced o regud Kant's absolute
distinetion of perception and conecplion as resting upon the
supposed contradietion hetween: the unity of thought, which is
purely analytic mmd the matter of sense s apprehended under
the forms of time and spuee, which are essentially  forms
of difference. ITn the seeond place, when we thus reduce the
diflerence ol thoueht and the matter which it determines to a
merely relative distinetion, or distinetion of correlative opposites,
we are inevitably carried on to a conception of the world as in
unity with the intelligence, or as an organised system in which
the intelligence is manifested.  Lastly, this way of retlexion
leads us to transforn Kant’s view of the relation of the
phenowenon to the noumenon, and to regard the former as
simply a factor of the latter, though usually it is treated as if
it were in itself o complete reality, both by the ordinary
unreflecting  conselousness and by the one-sided reflexion of
selence.

The eontrast of these two points of view may be made more
manifest, if we consider in the light of it Kant’s solution of the
antinomy hetween freedom and the necessity of nature.  In
Kant's view, the catesory of cansality, as schematised, can only
couneel. phenomena with phenomena, but, divested of its
schema, the bare eategory may be used as a bridge hetween
the phenonenal and the nowmenal.  In this sense, the idea of
a self-determinine cause may be admitted, at least problematic-
ally, without in any way interfering with the necessary causal
connexion of natural phenomena. Nay, Kant thinks that in
this way room may be found not only for one self-determining
principle, on which the whole chain of natural causality

depends, but also for a self-determining power in beings who,
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us cmpirically known, are merely finite substances determined
to action from  without according to neeessary laws. Thus
men may be considered as having at once an intelligible and
an cmpirical character. In the former character, all their
leelings, desires, and actions, are to De regarded only as links
in the necessary chain of natural phenomena ; while, in the
latter character, all these phenomena of their existence are the
results of that inner principle of freedom which belongs to them
A8 oUnena,

To this view the first objection is that, when Kant makes the
vittegory of causality express the dependence of the phenomenal
on the noumenal, he is allowing the pure conception, divested
ol'its schema, to have a significance which elsewhere he refuses
to it.  For, apart from the schema, the category was supposed
to mean nothing hut the analytic unity of thought with itself,
(here the analytic unity of the consequent with a reason which

already contains it,) and it was only through the reflexion of
N, Y g

the eategory upon tiwe that it acquired the synthetic power of

combining different  phenomena which were not analytically
conneceted.  Here, however, the category by itsell is allowed
o express a synthesis not only of two different phenomena hut
of the two disparate worlds of noumena and phenomena.  This
is one of the indications that Kan, almost in spite of himself,
represents the category as already different from the pure unity
of analytic thought, and oceupying a sort of intermediate position
hetween it and the schema. In other words, the category
already has something of « synthetic nature, though its syn-
thesis is not supposed to have a necessary reference to a
manifold given under conditions of time and space.l

When we set aside this formal objection, however, we find
it difficult to regard the transition from Phenomena to nou-
mena, and  from necessity to freedom, as anything but an
expression,—distorted by Kant’s method of abstraction, hut

'Or, indeed, to any gicen manifold ; for the idew of a connexion between the
phenomenal and the noumenal excludes any such reference.
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still an expression—of the truth that the externality of succes-
sive phenomena, viewed as causes and elfoets of each other,
disappears when hrought in relation to the self for which they
are thus conneeted. What, from the abstract point of view in
which phenomena are vegarded as separate though necessarily
connected abjects, appears as the determination of one phe-
nomenon or object by another, is recognised as @ mere aspect of
what is really o process of sell-delermination, so soon as we
take account of the anity i reference to which mnd within
which alone the change can take place. I, however, we thus
interpret. Kant’s Tinguage, we eannot think of the phenomenal
world as sonething outside of the noumenal and determined by
it, but must, on the contrary, regard the noumenal as the com-
plete reality which is inadequately conceived as the phenomenal.
Because he makes the noumenal more abstract than the phe-
nomenal, Kant has bLeen obliced to cut off the connexion
between them and to reduce their relation to an external
determination of the one by the other. But in this way he
comes into collision with himself: for to conceive the pheno-
menal as externally determined by the noumenal, as one pheno-
menon is by another, is to forget that the former is the reality
of which the latter is the appearance for us.

The absolute division which Kant makes between nowmena
and phenomena, and especially hetween man in his nownenal
reality and mian in his phenomenal appearance, is elosely con-
neeted with another defeet of his system to which attention
has already been drawn, Inner experience, as we have seen,
accupies o dubious place in Kant’s theory, In the first edition
of the (vifigne, it was simply regarded as part of the same
conneetedconseionsness into which outer experience also
enters.  Inothe second edition, it is seen to be posterior to
outer experience and not capable of the same scientific treat-
ment.  DBub it is never distinetly  recognised by Kant that
inner expericnee inchiudes ouler experience and goes beyond it ;

or, to pul it otherwise, that outer expericnee s simply inner
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expericnee regarded as apart from any reference to 4 thinking
or even a feeling suljuct, Heuce, hLe speaks of the (Iefu*tl\'ely
scientific character of Psycholooy, not seeing that the impossi-
bility of satisfactorily det termining mind as an object, in the
sune way that material ol jects are so dete ermined, avises from
the impossibility of ma]\m'r m its case the abstraction which
we readily make in regard to material ohjects.  Mind, as an
object, will not submit 1o he treated as connected with other
objects by the law of external necessity; hecause to treat it so,
1s to leave aug of account that whicl js essentially distinetive
of mind, that by reason of whicl, it Is more than a material
object.  But Kant, taking mind with qll its phenomena as an
ohjeet like other objects of Cxperience, though one whicl, we
camuot perfectly do[urmmo Liolds that its ideas, feelings, desires,
ete, are to be regardad Usiaply as states of an empirical sub-
stance, which are nothing more than links in the chain of the
necessity of tature ; and he allows us to revard man as free
ouly when we take him s the sebjeet for whicl he and all
other ohjects are.  Dut canideas, desires, and feelings

BalRs]

treated simply as states of an object of expericnee ? € we

be

talk of “states of conscivusness 7 as if they were qualities or
states of a material object 7 Are not sucly states ” necessarily
represented as fopms of self-conscivusness, whicl annok be
referred to any object exeept thar whicli is also g subject 7 In
this scnse, we may allow that Kant was expressing an im-
portant trath when he spoke of (he ego as standing in its own
way when it tried to represent itself as an object.  For it g
impossible, in truth, ¢ take a4 conscions self as one of the
objects of experience, objects which are concejvod as externally
determining and determined by eacl, other, without leaving out
all its distinetive characters as g conscious being,  Kven ap
animal cannet e fully or adeiuately determined from such a
pomt of view, much Jess anintelligence.  We pneed hizher
calecories to do Justice to life ang mind; and if expericnce

means  the  deternination  of objects by the principle  of
VOL. 11, ¢



98 THE (RITIQUE OF PURE REASON. BOOK 1.

external necessity, we cannot lave expericnce of such ob-
Jjects.

Now, it i hecanse Kant did not observe this, because he still
tried to take the sell, with all its idveas, desives, and feelings, as
an object of experience, (though he was abliged to confess that
it could not adequately be determined as sneh) that he was
oblized, on the other Tinnd, to wake such an absolute division
between the sell’ as « scelf-deternining subject in its noumenal
reality, and the self as o known olijoct or phenomenon,  In
truth, the self, in Kant's sense, never is preseuted to us as
a phenowenon, and none of what, are called its stutes can be
taken simply as links in the chain ol the necessity of nature.
For, as forms of self-conscionsness, such states are already
conccived as expressions of o principle, the unity and identity
of which munifests itself in all their difference, in such a way
that they cannot Le conceived as externally determining each
other, or as externally determined by anything elsc. To treat
mind and its states as extcrnally determining each other, or as
subject to an external determination by other things, is simply
Lo pretend to talle of mind and really to talk of matter.

bui ittty Now, as has been already stated, even matter cannot be fully

applics even

ey e and adequately treated under the abstraction which leaves out

suenal view of
1morganic

watter., of account its relation to the subject ; for ultimately matter is
merely an elewent in the spiritual unity of the world. Bat
still, it is possible to make the abstraction in question with
a good result; and, indeed, it is necessary to make it, if we
would not have the first steps of science embarrassed by
consideration of its nltimate problems. For, as we have
seen, in speaking of inorsanic matter we are speaking of the
abstraet opposite of mind ; and we must, In the first instance,
deal with it as such, under the appropriate categories, 4.c.,
we must deal with it as a system of necessity.  Ultimately,
indeed, when we view such a system in the light of its ncces-
sary relation to the sell that knows it, we learn that it is only

an abstraetion—one eclement in veality torn away from its
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neceary complement. But, as the mind must go out of itself
i the conscioustess of the external world, ere it can return to
il e self-consciousness, the ultimate interpretation of the
world o spivitnal s Impossible, unless we ave willing first
to take 1t as it numediately presents itself, e, as a merely
natural world,  Or, perhaps, it would be more exactly to the
point to say, that though poetic imagination may al once,
in the way of immediate intuitton, see the spiritual in the
matural, such insight can become knowledge only through the
slow process of scienee, which deals with nature in its abstrae-
tion as nature, and reaches the use of the higher categories
only when the explanation that can be given through the lower
15 exhausted. It Is for this reason that the mathematical
explanation of the world was prior to the dynamnical explana-
tion of it ; and it the dynamical explanation of it as a system
of necessity has not yielded to a further explanation of it as
part of a system of freedony, 1t is partly becuuse the former
explanation 1= still Incomplete.

While, however, this is true, we must ohserve that the
possibility of cmploying such an abstract method 1s limited by
the nature of the object, as well as by the needs of the suliject
of knowledge.  In dealing with the inorganic world, we can
make abstraction of any law but the law of necessity ; indeed,
for o reason already stated, we must in the first instance do so,
It ds even possible, with o good result, to make the sane
abstraction in dealing with the physical existence of orcanic
beings ¢ indeed, the seience of Physiclogy is founded on such
abstraction  But what are we to make of Psychology on such
a method, when the simplest determination of the life of a
conscious subject as such is an ideg, Lo, involves a reference to
the unity of a self which cun never be determined except as it
Jdeternmines itgelf 7 Tf in this case the abstraction is capable of

VIt has, however, been shown above, Vol I, 640, that the need for a correc-

Hon of the vesults of this method by higher categories, is move immediately felg
here than in the physical sciences,

Thegh maore
detinitely to
the phenome-
il view of
Hie and mind.
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heing made, and if we can thus have what may he called a
natural science of mind, it is at least ohvious that such a
seience involves a more Sumediate distortion of the facts than
was implicd in the other cases.  If it be true in any sense that
i man nature comes to itself, or comes to self-consciousness.
how can we purste the ceience of man withont reference to
this return, or regard the self-conseinusness which is its result
merely as a phenonenon connected  with other phenomena
aceonding 1o the analooios of experience. Tn this case, the
confusion of a convenient ceientifie abstraction, with a know-
ledue of the object in its complete reality, will he neh more
dangerous ; Day, without great caution, it may twrn the science
of mind into @ systematic perversion of the faets of mind by
the omission of its most Jistinetive characteristic. A peychu-
logy rreated without reference to the wnity of the self, would
be the play of Hamdet with the part of Hamlet omitted 1 nor
is it much better if that unity is merely naumed, wnd not wsed
o explain any thing. Such o psyehology oy oo some
valiable service, not ouly 1 collecting and arranging the
Qi for the scdence, but alsy in showing lines of connexion
and relationship between them.,  DBut, as it st leave the
centrad  problem of wmind untonched, it cannot give o final
explanation of any of its phenomena.  For it is hmpossible to
firud our way through that whicli ix just the sphere of freedom
Ly the aiid of the catecories of neressity. T wix Kant's merit
that his criticism rested from the tirst upon the principle, that
it is impossible to apply to the subject the eategories hy which
objerts are Jetermined as sl omd that in deading with the
Chird antinomy, hie at least Teserves @ plice beyal the region
of necessity for the freedom of tmn us such aosulject. And
that frecdom he was afterwards to prove on the evidence of the
moral consciousness. 1t s also hix erit that in the second
edition of the Critiqee, he made some steps toward a view of
inner experience, as 1ot merely the conzeiousness of the self as

an ubject among other objecets, bhut as an outer experience freed
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frony ity abstraction, 7., regarded as the experience of a sclf,

He thus at least, prepared the way for a letter solution of

the diftienlty than he has civen in the abrupt  opposition
of 1an as a phenomenal object under the law of necessity,
to man as a nounmenal subject under the law of freedomn,
It is rrue that, in his Cordtique of Proacticnd Leason, we find
little or mo trace of this solution of the difficalty,  Indeed
throughout all Kant’s ethical works his primary object seems
to be rather 10 separate the spheres of nature and frecdom ;
and the idea of g reconciliation between them, though not
entirely absent, is kept in the Lackeround. 1n the Critique

of Judyinent, lowever, that idea again lecomes prominent,

and under certain reservations, the oljective teleology of
organic lite and the subjective telealogy of the feeling of

leauty, are used to fil] up the chasw hetween nature and
spirit, Detween neeessity and frecdon,,



