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PREFACE.

Ix this work an attempt is made to point out the
misconceptions of its real nature that still prevent
Kant’s theory of knowl_edgéffrém-_ being estimated
on its merits, notwith‘stai’nding th.e";lafg,e' amount of
light recently cast upon ‘it, and to show in detail
that the Critique of Piire Reason raises; and partially
solves, a problem that'En_glish Empirical Psychology
can hardly be said to touch. The general point of
view is similar to that of Professor Edward Caird
in his Chritical Account of the Philosophy of Kant—a
work without which mine could not have been written.
But, whereas Mr. Caird confines himself almost en-
tirely to a statement and criticism of Kant himself,
I devote most attention to the criticisms, direct and
indirect, with which Kant has recently been assailed.
At the same time, I have thought it advisable to
prepare the way for a defence of the Critical theory
of knowledge, and for a comparison of it with Em-
pirical Psychology, by a short statement of its main
positions, as contained in the Kritik der reinen
Vernunft and the corresponding sections of the
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Prolegomena, together with the Metaphysiche An-
Jangsgriinde der Naturwissenschaft. Those doctrines
receive the fullest treatment which have been the
object of recent attack, or which have a close bearing
on prevalent modes of thought. To the Refutation of
Idealism, the principles of Substance and Causality,
and the Metaphysic of Nature, in its relations to
Mr. Spencer’s First Principles, a good deal of space
is therefore allotted. The negative side of the
Critique, setting forth the limitations of knowledge,
is entered into only so far as seemed necessary to
complete the consideration of the positive side, and
to exhibit the divergence of the Critical distinction
of Phenomena and Noumena from the Spencerian
opposition of the Knowable and the Unknowable, to
which it bears a superficial resemblance. The direct
criticisms which I examine are those of Mr. Balfour,
Mr. Sidgwick, and Dr. Hutchison Stirling, all of
which rest, as I believe, upon a misapprehension
of Kant’s theory of knowledge, and lose their
apparent force when that theory is properly under-
stood. Minor objections, and objections such as those
of Mr. Shadworth Hodgson, which recognize the
essential distinction of Metaphysic and Psychology,
I have not considered. Nor, in examining recent
Empirical Philosophy, as the most formidable rival
of Critical Idealism, have I thought it necessary to
go beyond the typical systems of Mr. Spencer and
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the late Mr. Lewes. By far the larger part of the
work is occupied with the exposition and defence
of Kant’s system, and with the contrast of Criticism
and Empiricism in their fundamental doctrines. In
the last two chapters, however, an attempt is made
to show that while right in principle, the theory of
knowledge presented in the Critique is not altogether
free from incoherent elements incompatible with its
unity and completeness.

Besides Mr. Caird’s Philosophy of Kant, I am most
largely indebted to Professor Green’s JIntroduction
to the Works of Hume, and his articles on Mr. Spen-
cer and Mr. Lewes in the Contemporary Review,
and to the Encyklopddie and Logik of Hegel.

The greater part of the criticism of Mr. Spencer’s
Philosophy in the ninth and tenth chapters has
already appeared in the Jowrnal of Speculative Phail-

osophy.

QUEEN’s UNIVERSITY,
KixasToy, CANADA.
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KANT :
AND HIS ENGLISH CRITICS.

CHAPTER L

THE PROBLEM AND METHOD OF THE CRITIQUE OF PURE
REASON—MR. BALFOUR'S CRITICISM OF THE TRANSCEN-
DENTAL METHOD.

T is no longer possible for any one but a superficial
reader of the Critique of Pure Reason to regard
Kant as a benighted “a priori” philosopher of the
dogmatic type, afflicted with the hallucination that
the most important part of our knowledge consists of
innate ideas, lying in the depths of consciousness and
capable of being brought to the light by pure intro-
spection. The labours of recent commentators have
compelled us to see that this short and easy method
of disposing of the Critical Philosophy is altogether
unsatisfactory. At the same time I cannot help
thinking that much of recent criticism rather shows
the need on the part of the critics of a closer acquaint-
ance with Kant’s writings and mode of thought, than
calls for direct refutation. I am far from saying that
-~ Kant has produced a final system of philosophy,
admitting of no development, and demanding only a
docile acceptance. All that I mean is, that along
with much that is imperfectly worked out, and

even with some self-contradiction, he has given us a
A
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philosophy which must be regarded, not as a rival of
English psychology, but rather as above and beyond it.
I cannot, therefore, accept so sweeping a condemnation
of his system and method as that which is contained
in the very strong language of Dr. Hutchison Stirling,
who regards the system as “a vast and prodigious
failure,” and the method as only ““a laborious, base-
less, inapplicable, futile superfetation.” So very harsh
a judgment, modified even as it afterwards is by
the remark that “Kant nevertheless abides always,
both the man and the deed belonging to what is
greatest in modern philosophy,”! seems to show a
plentiful lack of intellectual sympathy on the part of
the critic. In spite of the minor contradictions and
the incomplete development of his theory, Kant has
opened up a “new way of ideas,” which should win
a general assent the moment it is seen as it really is.
I propose, therefore, to state in my own way the
main points in his theory of knowledge; and as the
critical philosophy is most likely to commend itself to
living thinkers when brought into connection with the
difficulties they feel in regard to it, I shall interweave
with this statement a review of recent criticisms, and
an examination of the empirical psychology of our
own day. :

Not long ago Mr. Balfour gave us a vigorous criti-
cism of the general method of Kant, which, if conclusive,
would virtually foreclose any more detailed inquiry into
the merits of the philosophy developed by its aid.
That method he regards as radically unsound, and the
main propositions to which it conducts us he therefore
holds to be unproved assumptions. - I am aware that
Mr. Balfour directs his artillery rather against those

1 Prinecton Review, Jan. 1879, p. 210,
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whom he calls Neokantians or Transcendentalists than
against Kant himself. I cannot, of course, hold myself
responsible for the opinions of all who may be called,
or who may call themselves Transcendentalists; but in
so far as such writers as Mr. Green and Mr. Caird are
concerned, I think I may venture to say that, as they
undoubtedly conceive of the problem of philosophy
very much as Kant conceived of it, and seek to solve
it by a method similar, if not identical, with his,
whatever applies to Transcendentalism applies in all
essential respects to Critical Idealism as well.

In opening his battery against Transcendentalism,
Mr. Balfour has occasion to state the problem of phil-
osophy as he understands it. But unfortunately he
has done so in terms that are fatally ambiguous. ‘“The
usual way,” he says, “in which the Transcendental
problem is put is, How is knowledge possible 2”7 .

But “the question should rather be stated, How much
of what pretends to be knowledge must we accept as
such, and why?” . . . Now, “if we were simply to
glance at Transcendental literature, and seize on the
first apparent answers, we should be disposed to think
that the philosophers of this school assume to start with
the truth of a large part of what is commonly called
Science—the very thing which, according to my view
of the subject, it is the business of philosophy to prove.”
Nevertheless ¢ Transcendentalism ¢s philo-
sophical, in the sense in which I have ventured to use
the term : it does attempt to establish a creed, and,
therefore, of necessity it indicates the nature of our
premises, and the manner in which the subordinate
beliefs may be legitimately derived from them.”?

! Mind, XII., p 481. The article from which I quote is reprinted with
little change in Mr. Balfour’s Defence of Philosophic Doubt.
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Now Kant would certainly have been willing to
admit that the problem of philosophy might be thrown
into the form, “ How much of what pretends to be
knowledge must we accept as such ?” and he would
also have admitted that it is the business of philosophy
to prove “what is commonly called science;” but as
certainly he would have insisted at the outset upon
defining more exactly what is to be understood by
“knowledge” and “science.” For, manifestly, Mr.
Balfour’'s words may be taken in two very different
senses ; they may mean either (1) that philosophy has
to prove the truth of the special facts of ordinary
knowledge and the laws embodied in each of the
special sciences, or (2) that philosophy must show from
the nature of our knowledge that the facts of ordinary
knowledge and the laws of the special sciences rest
upon certain principles which make them true univer-
sally, and not merely for the individual. I cannot help
suspecting, from the general tenor of his criticism, that
Mr. Balfour has allowed these very different proposi-
tions to run into one in his mind, so that, having
shown, as he very easily may do, that Kant does not
prove the first, he rashly concludes him to have failed
in proving the second. Surely Mr. Balfour does not
seek to lay so heavy a burden on philosophy as is im-
plied in the demand that it should prove the truth of the
special facts of observation and the special laws of the
natural sciences, or even the generalizations of empirical
psychology. No one, I should think, would seriously
ask a philosopher to prove it to be a fact that we have
experience, say of a ship drifting down a stream, or
that the three interior angles of a triangle are equal to
two right angles, or that bodies attract each other in
proportion to their mass and inversely as the square of
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the distance. Manifestly if philosophy is to attempt
a task of this kind and magnitude, it must go on for
ever without reaching any final conclusion, since the
special facts and laws of nature are infinite in number.
Philosophy has certainly to do with the proof of know-
ledge, but he would be a very foolish philosopher who
should attempt to unite in himself the functions dis-
charged by all the special sciences. “The sceptic,”
says Mr. Balfour, “need not put forward any view of
the origin of knowledge.” The sceptic is a privileged
person, and of course need not put forward any view
of anything ; but supposing him to be reasonable, he
will not dismiss without enquiry the view of those
who hold that the question as to ¢ the origin of know-
ledge” is the question of philosophy. The follower of
Kant, at any rate, must refuse to have the formula,
which best expresses the problem of philosophy as he
understands it, replaced by the very different formula,
How much of what pretends to be knowledge must we
accept as such? if by this is meant, How are we to
show that this special fact or law is true? The special
facts of ordinary knowledge and the special laws of the
natural sciences, are not propositions which the philoso-
pher seeks to prove, but data which he assumes. Of
all our knowledge the conclusions reached by mathe-
matics and physics are those which we have least doubt
about; and hence I do not understand how Mr. Balfour
can object to the philosopher assuming to start with
“the truth of a large part of what is commonly called
science.” I have no objection to find with Mr. Bal-
four’s assertion, that a philosophy must consist partly
of premises and partly of inferences from premises. I
should certainly prefer another mode of expression,
from the fact that the process of inference, according
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to the account given of it by formal logic, does not
allow of any inferences except those which are purely
verbal ; but as Mr. Balfour probably only means to say,
that there are certain facts which do not stand in need
of proof by philosophy, and certain conclusions which
it is the business of philosophy to prove, I am content
to accept his way of stating the case. My objection
lies against what he very strangely supposes to be the
“premises” of transcendental philosophy. The actual
premises of Kant are the special facts of ordinary ex-
perience in the widest sense, and especially the facts and
laws of the mathematical and physical sciences. No
doubt the particular philosophical theory we adopt will
cast upon these a new light, but it will in no way alter
their nature or validity. Should the Critical explana-
tion of the essential nature of knowledge be accepted, a
new view of the process by which knowledge has been
obtained, and therefore a new view of the general
character of the objects of knowledge will grow up,
but the facts themselves will remain just as they were
before. The philosophical theory, that the existence
of concrete objects, apart from the activity of intel-
ligence by which they are constituted for us, is an
absurdity, does not throw any doubt upon the scientific
truth, that bodies are subject to the law of gravitation.
The evidence for a scientific law is purely scientific.
The philosopher who should attempt, from the general
nature of knowledge, to establish a single individual
fact, or a single specific law of nature, would justly
draw upon himself the censure of taking the “high
priori road” which leads only to the kingdom of shadows.
From a general principle only a general principle can be
inferred : the proof of a special law demands special
evidence. If the philosopher, by a mere examination of
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knowledge, is able to establish a single qualitative fact,
why should he not evolve a whole universe out of his
individual consciousness ? If, however, the sceptic
Is so unreasonable as to ask him to prove the truth
of any such fact, he will at once transfer the re-
sponsibility to the physicist: all that he pretends to
do is to show that the law is not a mere fiction of the
individual mind, but can be accounted for by the very
nature of human intelligence. On the other hand,
should the philosophical theory advanced be such as to
reduce our knowledge to a mere series of individual
feelings, we shall of course have to admit that the facts
of individual consciousness have no universality or
necessity ; we shall, in other words, be compelled to
say, that there are no facts, in the ordinary sense of
the term, but only supposed facts, or, if you will,
fictions. It will no longer be safe to say that there
is a real connection between objects, but we may at
least say that there is for us a connection between what
we ordinarily understand by objects. The empirical
philosopher, with the fear of Mr. Mill before his eyes,
may hesitate to say that two and two are four, but at
least he will feel entitled to say that two objects added
to other two are for us four.

It may be, however, that Mr. Balfour admits all
this. In that case the problem of philosophy will be
for him, as for Kant, What are the universal principles
which are presupposed in the facts of our ordinary and
scientific knowledge? But if so, I must take the
strongest exception to Mr. Balfour’s way of stating the
“premises” of Kant and his followers. The problem
being to show how we may justify the knowledge we
all believe we possess, by an exhibition of the nature
of our intelligence as manifested in actual knowledge, it
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is manifestly inadequate and misleading to say, that
the Transcendentalist begins by begging the sceptic to
admit “ that some knowledge, though it may only be of
the facts of immediate perception, can be obtained
by experience; that we know and are certain of
something—e.g., of a coloured object or a particular
taste.” The Transcendentalist, unless I am altogether
mistaken, would not state the matter in that way at all.
Kant at least would not ask anybody to admit that he
has just a Uttle knowledge ; much less would he ask
him to grant that he has a consciousness of a coloured
object or of a particular taste. The difficulty is not at
all a quantitative one. Nothing is gained by reducing
the facts “postulated” to a minimum, so long as the
sceptic is asked to admit a fact at all ; and if he does
admit such a fact as the immediate perception of a
colour or a taste, why should he refuse to grant the
carefully established laws of the special sciences? Is
the evidence for the consciousness of the laws of gravi-
tation less cogent than the evidence that a coloured
object is perceived ? What the sceptic should object to
is not the mere number of facts assumed as true, but
that any facts are assumed as true, in the sense of being
more than phenomena of the individual consciousness.
What I object to, the sceptic would say, is the assump-
tion that the particular facts and laws which no doubt
exist in our consciousness, are universally and neces-
sarily true ; I ask you, therefore, to prove the supposed
absoluteness, objectivity or necessity—state it as you
please—of these facts and laws. The request is per-
fectly reasonable, and the father of Transcendentalism
claims that he has in all essential respects resolved the
sceptic’s doubt. It is in the process by which he en-
deavours to prove that there are universal and necessary
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principles underlying knowledge and making it real or
objective, that Kant is led to refer to such simple
experiences as the consciousness of a coloured object or
of a particular taste; but he does so, not because he
has more faith in such immediate feelings than in the
established laws of science, but, on the contrary, because
he has no faith in them at all. The argument is indi-
rect, and proceeds somewhat in this way: If it
is to be maintained that all external concrete objects
are without or outside of consciousness, an attempt
must be made to account for knowledge from a mere
“manifold” or detached series of impressions—as, for
example, the impression of a bright colour or a sweet
taste ; but from such an attenuated thread of sensation
no explanation of the actual facts of our experience can
be given. Kant, in other words, argues that we cannot
suppose an unrelated feeling to be a constituent of
real knowledge. Mr. Balfour completely misses the
point of the reasoning, and actually supposes Kant to
be begging the sceptic to grant him the fact of a little
knowledge, in order that he may go on to extract from
it a great deal more.

Philosophy presents itself to the mind of Kant with
a certain antique largeness and nobility of conception.
Psychology, which with us is usually made to bear the
whole burden and strain of philosophical thought, he re-
gards as a special branch of knowledge, ranking in scien-
tific value along with Chemistry and standing below those
sciences which, as admitting of mathematical treatment,
assume the most precise and the most systematic form.!
Kant’s impulse to philosophize arises in the first place
from his interest in such purely metaphysical questions
as the existence and nature of God, the freedom of the

1 Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Naturwissenschaft, ed. Hartenstein, 1867,
p- 361.
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human will, and the immortality of the soul. His
ultimate aim is, in the language of Mr. Lewes, to lay
the “foundations of a creed.” But he soon discovers
that in our common knowledge, and in the mathematical
and physical sciences, certain principles are tacitly
assumed, which are not less metaphysical than those
commonly bearing the name. We are perpetually
making use, for example, of the law of causality, and
the natural philosopher assumes the truth of such
principles as the indestructibility of matter. Thus an
examination into the nature of human knowledge is
forced upon us, both as a means of determining the
limits of our real knowledge and of justifying, if that
be possible, the universal and necessary principles
which are imbedded in ordinary experience and the
special sciences. Until we determine the essential
conditions of human knowledge, it seems vain to attempt
the solution of the more ambitious problem as to the
existence of supersensible realities. Hence Kant seeks,
by starting from what every one admits, to discover
whether or no those purely metaphysical questions are
capable of any solution. And it is his special charge
against all previous philosophy that, from neglect of
this preliminary criticism, it has fallen either into a
dogmatism that can give no reason for its existence
or into a scepticism that can only be a temporary phase
of thought. His aim is thus in one way dogmatic, but
his is a dogmatism which comes as the crowning result
of a critical investigation of the nature of knowledge,
which has enabled us to distinguish demonstrable from
indemonstrable or problematic assertions. The Critique
of Pure Reason undertakes the preliminary task of
determining what are the ultimate eonstituents of
knowledge, and this cannot be done without drawing
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in outline the sketch of a true metaphysic, the details
of which, as Kant asserts, can easily be filled in by
any one who has firmly apprehended its main features.
Hence we are told that “we must have criticism com-
pleted as a science before we can think of letting
metaphysic appear on the scene.”! Metaphysic is thus
compelled to undertake a kind of investigation which
is not required in other branches of our knowledge.
Other sciences may properly occupy themselves with
the agreeable task of increasing the sum of knowledge ;
metaphysic, before it can make a single dogmatic
assertion, must first prove its right to exist. Failure
to apprehend this fact has led in the past to aimless
wandering in the region of mere conjecture