IIL.—KANTS TRANSCENDENTAL IDEALISM
AND EMPIRICAL REALISM.

By C. M. WaLsH.

THE terms Transcendental Idealism and Empirical Realism
are incomplete. They have no meaning unless the objects be
designated of which transcendental ideality and empirical
reality are predicated. The term Empirical Realism might
suggest that it predicates reality only of empirical objects.
The term Transcendental Idealism would then, by analogous
interpretation, imply that ideality is to be predicted only of
transcendental objects. This is, in each case, a wrong dis-
junction of the component terms. The predication intended
y Kant is not of ideality or of reality to transcendental or to
empirical objects ; but it is of transcendental ideality and of
empiricsl reality, and the question is, to what objects these
attributes are applied. They are intended by Kant to be
agplied to the same objects, spoken of in general as the
objects of the senses, or more particularly, as the objects of in-
twition and of experience. Both the Transcendental Idealism
and the Empirical Realism are meant by Kant to be in
respect to Time and Space and to the Sensible Objects
apgaa.ring in them, or in general, in respect to Intuitions
and Phenomena. It would, however, be well not to use
these terms simply, but to add to them the reference to the
objects intended ; for they may be applied to still other
objects. Kant himself, conceiving of a world of things-in-
themselves, whose existence he admitted, maintained a
doctrine of Transcendental Realism in respect to Things-in-
themselves ; while at the same time he rejected a doctrine
of Transcendental Realism in respect to Time and Space
and the Sensible Objects or Phenomena in them.

Before examining the possible systems that may be framed
by combination of these things, we must firmly grasp the
meanings in which Kant used the four charactersing terms.
They are made to fall into two groups, in which each term
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in the one is contrasted with a term in the other—tran-
scendental with empirical, and idealism with realism. As by
‘“ empirical ’ is meant reference to what may be experienced,
80 by ‘‘ transcendental ”’ is meant reference to what cannot
be experienced because of its being, or being taken to be,
beyond experience, or outside the realm of experience, the

idea of which, however, is supposed to underlie our experi--

ence. And as by ‘“ realism ” is meant a doctrine of reality, so
by ‘“idealism” is meant a doctrine of unreality : the ‘‘ideal
is made to mean what is only thought of, not having any-
thing to correspond to the thought, what is therefore falsely
thought of, and is nothing ; by ‘‘ideality " is meant nothing-
ness. By ‘‘ the transcendental ideality of phenomena,” Kant
tells us, he means merely that ** outside our representations,”
i.¢. transcendentally taken, *‘ they are nothing”.! In fact,
for ‘ Transcendental Idealism * Kant might equally well
have employed the phrase ‘“ Unempirical Unrealism ".

As these terms admit of being used interchangeably, and
a8 they are applicable both to intuitions and phenomensa and
to things-in-themselves, it is possible to form of them eight
combinations, descriptive of eight doctrines, although some
of these may overlap and coincide. Four of them are doc-
trines held by Kant, and four are doctrines rejected by Kant.
The four held by Kant are the following :-—

(1) Transcendental Idealism of Intustions and Phenomena.—
That intuitions and phenomena are nothing beyond experi-
ence.

(2) Empirical Idealism of Things-in-themselves.—That things-
in-themselves are nothing in experience (ie. that they are
not experienced).

. (3) Transcendental Realism of Things-in-themselves. — That
things-in-themselves are resl beyond experience.

(4) Empirical Realism of Intuitions and Phenomena. — That
intuitions and phenomena are real in experience.

The four rejected by Kant are the following :—

(5) Transcendental Realism of Intustions and Phenomena.—
That intuitions and phenomena are real beyond experience.

(6) Empirical Realism of Things-in-themselves.—That things-
in-themselves are real in experience.

(T) Transcendental Idealism of Things-in-themselves. — That
things-in-themselves are nothing beyond experience.

VIIL, 336, cf. 63, 68, 347.—The references are to volumes and pages of
Hartenstein's chronological edition, in eight volumes, Leipzig, 1867-68.
Vol. iii. contains the Kritik der reinen gVernunﬁ, vol iv., 1-131, the
Prolegomena.
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(8) Empirical Idealism of Intuitions and Phenomena.—That
intuitions and phenomena are nothing in experience (i.e.
have not objective reality).!

The fifth is rejected because it is contrary to the first, the
sixth because it is contrary to the second, and so on. The
second and third virtaally overlap, since the reality of things-
in-themselves beyond experience and their unreality in ex-
perience are mutually supplementary. Likewise the fifth
and sixth may coincide, since the reality of phenomena
beyond experience permits them to be things-in-themselves,
while the reality of things-in-themselves in experience makes
them into phenomena. The doctrines held and the doctrines
rejected, then, each reduce to three. Kant himself used
names for only three out of these six doctrines, and abkbre-
viated. He spoke of the first merely as Transcendental
Idealism, of the fourth as Empirical Realism, and of the
eighth as Empirical Idealism, or simply Idealism.

he question before us is: Did Kant prove the doctrines
he held, and did he disprove the doctrines he rejected ? In
the case of the fourth doctrine the question will be found to
require investigation into the meaning of the doctrine itself.

At the very outset it may without hesitation be said that
the doctrine of the Transcendental Ideality of Time and Space
a8 intuitions and of Sensible Objects as phenomena in them,
i8 not successfully established. Here at once an objection is
to be set aside which was urged by some of the early critics.
This is that even though Kant proved the subjective character
of our time and space (their empirical reality), he does not
prove that there cannot be an objective time and space re-
sembling them—that there cannot be a transcendentally real
time and space. The objection misses the mark because
Kant attempts to prove, not merely the subjective character
of our time and space, but their formativeness. Were time
and space shown to be subjective merely as modes of the
existence of our sense-objects and representations, there

1It may be noticed that the combination * empirical idealism,” in each
division, makes a break in the symmetry of the arrangement. In fact,
it is somewhat forced, since there is no empirical nothingness and what
is experienced is real, so that a new meaning is involved for the term
“ideality ". The combination is included because it was actually em-
ployed by Kant, even though, as we shall see, it was, in the last form,
wrongly applied by him, the doctrine it denotes being ascribed to philo-
sophers who did not entertain it. Kant sometimes called it (the eighth)
“ Material Idealism,”” which is a better term if it is confined to the dgem'a]
of matter taken as any extended object outside us; for in the sense of
matter as oonatl.:e;ti.n.%nc!;f1 extended things-in-themselves, it would be a
denial of what Kant himself denied
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would be no reason apparent why things existing by them-
selves might not have modes of existence like the modes of
existence of the sense-objects which are only in us. There
would be no justice in'maintaining that the time and space
of my sense-objects, which are supposed to resemble the time
and space of your sense-objects, cannot resemble the time and
space of things-in-themselves. In fact I cannot sensibly per-
ceive your sense-objects, nor you 1nine, and yet all we mean
when we say that your sense-objects are grobably in a time
and space like mine is that if I could sensibly perceive yours,
or you mine, or if some one being could sensibly perceive
both yours and mine, I, or you, or he would find them to be
in like times and spaces. And so we do not know but that
some being who could sensibly or otherwise perceive things-
in-themselves, would find them to be in—or to have in and
between themselves—a time and space like ours. But Kant

does not stop at this position. e does not say that our
time and space are modes existing in our sense-objects only
after and because these exist. e recognises, to be sure,

that he finds his own time and space only in his sensible
objects after he has them.! Yet he maintains that his time
and space are distinctive forms (or moulds) existing in him

rior to his having any sense-objects, hence independent of

is sense-objects, and that the existence of his sense-objects,
a8 successive and extended things, 18 consequent to, and
dependent upon, the existence of his forms, time and space.
From this doctrine it would result that things-in-themselves
could not be in any time and space, but could at best only
have some time and space in them, just as my time and space
are in me a8 a subject-1in-myself, so that they would be merely
other subjects-in-themselves (or monads). For it would be
absurd to suppose that a thing existing by itself, as an entity
self-contained, could exist in something like something exist-
ing in a subject-in-itself as a form of its representations or
modifications. This reasoning, however, does not apply to
things conceived of merely as * transcendental objects ' rela-
tively to us ; for such objects might exist in a time and space,
themselves forms in another being, say God, as maintained
in the Berkeleyan system. A time and space like our forma-
tive times and spaces could, of course, be objective to all of
us, existing apart from all men, but only bfr residing in
another percipient Being. And transcendental objects need
not be things-in-themselves, strictly so called, although
Kant does not appear to have recognised this distinction;

10 V111, 33, 243, 322 n.
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for transcendental objects to us may be attributes or de-
terminations, whether modal or formal, of, or residing in,
things-in-themselves. Thus if Kant succeeded in proving his
complete doctrine about the nature of our times and .
he would have proved their transcendental ideality, if not
relstively merely to us, yet relatively to all ipient beings,
that is, absolutely. He would have proved the nothingness
of time and space outside percipient beings or things-in-
themselves—the non-reality of any absolute time and space-
—the falsity of the opinion that time and space are inde-~
pendent, or self-de ent, existences. It is incumbent upon
us, therefore, to slgg:v that he did not succeed in proving his.
complete doctrine.

In the ‘“Metaphysical Exposition "’ Kant gives four argu-
ments purporting to prove his doctrine. These fall short of
proving his complete doctrine ; for the last two aim only at.
proving that time and space are intuitions, and the first two
only at aFroving that they are d priori—which two are also-
very delective. At proving the formativeness of time and.
s%ace, or their prescriptiveness concerning the nature of the
objects appearing in them, no ar, t is directed except.
the * Transcendental Exposition " in the Aesthetik, which
corresponds to the ‘‘ Transcendental Deduction ” in the
Analytik. These together form the epistemological argu-
ment, to the effect thst the hypothesis o? their formativeness-
is necessary lor the possibility of our sciences of applied
mathematics and physics, on the ground that in no other
way than by the existence in us of the forms and principles.
prescriptive of the nature of our objects could we have cer-
tain knowledge of them, such as we claim to have; where
also is involved the conclusion that the objects dealt wi
must also be in us, for only in this case could their forms
and principles or laws be in us. There are many defects in
this argnment. To enter into a criticism of it in detail is.
beside the purpose of this paper, which is expositive. But
a destruction of it will be attempted by pointing out an
inconsistency in the doctrine which this doctrine prepares ;
for Kant’s Transcendental Idealiam is nothing without sup-
plementation by his Empirical Realism.

The inconsistency here alluded to is not in two out of the
three branches of t's metaphysical system. The doc-
trine of Transcendental Idealism in respect to Time and
Space and the Sensible Objects in them 18 & perfectly self-
consistent and conceivable doctrine. We can perfectly well
think that there is no time or space apart from the intuitive
faculty in percipient beings—that time and space are neither
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t:iﬁfa nor attributes of things existing apart from such &
faculty—that there is no Gegenbild of time and space (iii.,
608), and consequently none of ghenomenal objects, existing
‘“in the same manner " (iii,, 570), or ‘‘ in the same quality
(iii., 607, 608), outside, by themselves.! Also, in spite of all
Berkeleyans, we can perfectly well think of the existence of
things beside percipient beings and their representations;
wherefore we may ectly well entertain a& system of
Transcendental Re concerning them. For entirely
consistent with itself and with the preceding is the concep-
tion that there may be a world of things ‘existing by them-
selves, not in time and not in space, either themselves or
their ‘‘ determinations ” or ‘‘ manners of existing,” about
which therefore we are not able to know or even to conceive
what they may be in detail, whether we happen or not to be
able to know or to believe that they exist. %e can, further-’
more, think of them as interacting and as acting upon our
subjects - in - themselves ; for ourselves, by abstracting our
faculties and their contents, may be regarded as similar
things-in-themselves. The concept of causality applied to
these is not the concept of causality which Kant applied to
our sensible objects and defined as the positing of something
preceding as condition of something following, since this is
a.?plicable only to events taking place in time, That kind
of causality he called the sensible, phenomenal, or empirical.
The kind which is applicable to things-in-themselves he
called the intelligible, noumenal, or transcendental.® So it
18 conceivable that the objects-in-themselves may cause in
me (a subject-in-itself) my sensations, which I distribute
into a spatial and temporal and orderly world of phenomena ;
and similarly they may cause in you your sensations, which
your subject-in-itself distributes into an extended and tem-
ral and orderly world of phenomens, and 80 on in every
individual person, every one of whom would have his own
subjective world of phenomena, and the only objective world,
common as object to all individual persons, would be the
one world of things-in-themselves. To imagine what may
be the conditions or states in that world corresponding to
the extended and succeeding states in our phenomenal
worlds is impossible, for the very reason of their total
differentiation from our representations ; but simply to think

! Rather that our time and space and the objects appearing in them
are not Gegenbilder, or mirrored images, of a real time and space and of

e 0 gr o
'111.,349,374,571'23711
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that other corresponding states may exist is at least possible.
But this thought does not constitute Kant’s Empirical
Realism ; for there 18 nothing empirical about such realities.
They are not objects in our experience, and 8o, in & way, as
Kant says, they are not objects for us,’—and he even says
they are nothing for us,? though by this statement he does
not mean that they are absolutely nothing. On the contrary,
if existing, they are the absolute realities, the term “ reality ™
here being used not in an empirical but in a transcendental
sense. In other words, this is the doctrine of Transcendental
Realism in respect to Things-in-themselves.?

These two transcendental doctrines, then, are perfectly
consistent, each with itself and each with the other. The
one means that transcendentally taken, that is, outside of
ourselves, sensible objects do not exist, and there are no
objects resembling them. The other means that in that
outer region, though there may be objects corresponding to
our sensible objects, they do not resemble them in any
particular whatsoever, so that their nature must be wholl
unknowable to us. The two fit together perfectly. But 1t

cannot be said that Kant's empirical doctrine—his doctrine

of Empirical Realism in respect to Time and Space and the
Sensible Objects in them—s self-consistent, or altogether
consistent with those others. It is a fact which has been
mostly overlooked, that Kant gives two distinct accounts of
this Empirical Realism. These deserve to be carefully
distinguished.

Empirical Realism deals with the empirically and phenom-
enally real, or the reality in experience or in phenomenon.
Of such reality Kant gives, and frequently repeats, all uncon-
sciously, two totally distinct definitions. The one is that the
phenomenally real ss the matter of our sense-perceptions,
or simply our sensations themselves; the other, that the
phenomenally real is that which corresponds to the matter of
our sense-perceptions, or simply to our sensations.! The

1111., 899.

1IIL, 850, 571 ; iv., 84.

3 A dootrine of this sort, but confined to the consideration of space,
and also not positively but problematically stated, had been advanced
twenty-seven years before Kant wrote the Kritik, by Condillac in his
Traité des Sensations, part iv., ch. v. Condillac, as well as Kant, drew
from Leibnitz.

4 The second is the more cominon, as in iii., 144, 158 n., 160, ete. The
first is given along with the second in the following : * Alle aussere
Wahrnehmung also bewsisst unmittelbar etwas Wirkliches im Raume,
oder 12 vielmehr das Wirkliche selbst,” iii, 602, and the last is repeated
on the same page. Now in Wahrnehmung is both intuition and sensa-
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importa.nce of the distinction, the moment attention is called
to 1t, is obvious. Our sensations, and consequently, too, the
matter of our sense-perceptions, exist only in our sensibility,
and have no existence when we do not perceive them.! But
that which corresponds to them is distinct from them, and
does not necessarily cease to exist when we do not sensibly
perceive it through the medium of the sensations it excites
in us. In accordance with these differing definitions Kant
represents Empirical Realism in two different ways, of the
distinction between which he likewise does not appear to
have been clearly conscious.

In general, sensible objects, whether taken for representa-
tions 1n me or for objects corresponding to such representa-
tions, are regarded by Kant as (phenomenally) real which
I, awake, and in possession of all my faculties, in & normal
state, experience. The justification for calling these real is
that we find that other men have similar experiences and
there is possibility of intercourse on the supposition that
we are experiencing the same objects, so that these objects
are ‘‘ objective,” .. are objects for all men in common,
There is little room here for divergence of doctrine, unless
it be in regard to the use of the term ‘‘ same " applied to the
sensible objects of different persons, for which it may be con-
tended we ought in strictness to substitute the word ** like ”.
The divergence is first and most plainly noticeable in dealing
with things of which we do not happen to have, or possibly
cannot have, actual sense-perception, such as the walls of
this room when my eyes are shut, or the centre of the earth,
or the historical person Ceesar, or the things in the world
before the appearance of man, which we yet think of as
real objects and distinguish from imaginary objects, such as
chimeras, or from objects in our dreams. The difference,
first being noticeable 1n dealing with the unexperienced real
objects, becomes apparent later also in dealing with the real
objects which we actually experience and while we experience
them. The doubleness, then, of Kant's Empirical Realism

tion, iv., 57, and the latter is the empirical, iv., 32, so that empirical reality
could only be the latter and not the whole Wahrnehmung. us he says
sensatio i8 realitas phenomenon, iii, 146, and again: “In aller Erfahrung
muss etwas empfunden werden, und das ist das Reale der sinnlichen
Anschauung,” iv., 370.—He even gets the same difference into the matter
of Erscheinung and of Wahrnehmung, defining it both as being sensation
itself, iii, 72, 159, 195, etc., and as corresponding to sensation, iii., 56, 483,
or as being an object of sensation, iv., 370.

1ef, ¢ f)a.s Reale #usserer Erscheinungen ist also wirklich nur in
der Wahrnehmung und kann auf keine andere Weise wirklich sein,”

N]
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is most ap t in his treatment of unexperienced real phe-
nomenal objects. Now, one of his two treatments of such
objects may be expounded as follows; for so the case seems
to have presented itself to him,

Objects such as the walls of this room, which I now actually
see or feel, exist only as phenomenal objects in my sense-
perception ; for they vanish the moment I shut my eyes or
walk away. Ceasing to exist when I do not sensibly per-
ceive them, they have no existence apart from my sense-

ception of them—they are objects only in my sensibility.

f, then, there is any object existing unaffected by my action,
or by the action of other percipient beings, it is only the
unknown, never sensibly perceived ‘ transcendental cause ™
of the phenomenal wall I did sensibly perceive, the ‘‘ tran-
scendental object ” or, may be, the thing-in-itself, which latter,
however, according to the above-described Transcendental
Idealism and Transcendental Realism, does not exist in
space and time, and is not a sensible object for me even
when I am beholding the phenomenal wall. While my eyes
are shut, I may smagins the walls to be where they were
when I saw them, and also ¢hink of them as being there ; but
they are not really there, since the thing-in-itself 18 nowhere,
and the phenomenal object has vanished, and my imaginary
wall is not real (for, while somebody else was watching it,
the wall may have tumbled down, although I still continue
to imagine and to think of it as standing). Yet while I
have no reason to think (to believe) that tie object, which
others may be experiencing, and which I might experience
if I chose, has changed, I continue to speak of the object as
if I were still riencing it, that is, I treat my imaginary
wall as a real phenomenal wall because I judge it to be a
sufficiently accurate representation of the real wall which I
should, I think, the while be experiencing, had I kept my
.eyes open. Thus this imagining is clearly distinguished
from the mere imagining of fantastic shapes and events, or
from dream-pictures, which I have no reason for believing
to be correct representations of any objects which I or ethers
could experience. Such are objects produced in the minds
of some men, with no reason for supposing them to be
directly caused by ang corresponding transcendental object,
—they are merely subjective. As for past events, or distant
or minute objects, I may similarly think my imaginary objects
(which I have formed from hearsay or from history, or by
arguing from effect to cause) to be correct. representations of
-objects which I should have experienced had I been there
.and then, or which I could experience had I more powerful
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or finer sense-organs, or in general, as Kant expresses it,
which I could reach “in a possible extension of [my] ex-
perience " (iii., 348). Buch objects likewise are not phe-
nomenally real (or actual) objects (or objects for me), since
I have no actual experience of them, and, too, they may be
objects that have not been experienced by anybody. They
are, however, treated as phenomenally real objects because
of this possible connexion between them and my present
ience,—because they are believed to be experienceable
objects that have been, or would have been, or would be,
experienced under proper conditions.! But if there is any
real object apart from the mere series of my possible ex-
ience, or of the ible experience of other percipient
ings—any real objects that exist independently of such
experiences or their possibility,—this, too, can only be the
transcendental object (either a thing-in-itself, or an attri-
bute of a thing-in-itself). Kant, however, conceived of such
transcendental objects only as things-in-themselves ; and
therefore he could speak of such an object even of a past
phenomenal existence only in the present tense of general
time as the nearest approach to expressing no time (a8 when
we say the sum of two and two is four) ; for according to his
transcendental doctrines not only the things-in-themselves
but their *‘ determinations "’ or ‘“ manners of existing” do
not exist in time and cannot be past any more than present.
The peculiarity of all this way of viewing the reality of
unexperienced phenomenal things is that such things are
regarded as real only so far as we consider that we could
experience, or could have experienced, them, although they
are admitted not to be real (or actual) when, while, or if not
experienced. “ The objects of the senses,” says Kant,
“ exist only in experience”’ (iv., 89); and applying to these
objects the term *‘ phenomensa,” he ai.mifnrly says that
‘ phenomensa cannot, as such, exist outside us, but they
exist only in our sensibility " (iil., 583). When not existing in
anybody’s actual experience, they must be thought of merely
a8 gotentially real, though Kant never used this expression.
And as for the objects of the senses that exist in my
experience, evidently thess cannot exist in anybody else’s
experience. The real sense-objects of different individuals
are distinct. Distinct also are their spaces, their times, their
consciousnesses, their experiences, their phenomenal worlds.
The only common objects, really the same for two or more

10f. what is practically the definition of “wirklich” in the second
Posetulate iii., 193, which is frequently repeated.
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persons, are the transcendental objects; taken by Kant for
things-in-themselves, out of any person’s experience, but
cause of the many (supposedly similar) representations in
many persons’ experiences. This last is not clearly ex-
pounded by Kant. But the general conception of the
Esenomenally or empirically real, as here explained, is to

found, with somewhat of elaborateness, though not wholly
free from admixture of the other conception, in the sixth
section of the part of the Dialektik dealing with the Anti-
nomies ; and it 18 employed by Kant throughout his solution,
or dissolution, of the first two Antinomies.! It has been
described here first because it is the only way in which
Kant's Transcendental Idealism and his treatment of time
and space as forms of sensibility, consequently as peculiar
to each individual, properly allowed him to treat them.

This doctrine, let us notice, is perfectly consistent with the
two transcendental doctrines already described. In fact, it
i8 little else than a résumé of them, except for the drawing
of the distinction between real sense-perception and imagin-
ation or dreaming. According to it the empirically real is
only either the by us experienced or the by us experienceable.
Outside the possible range of our experience our sensible
objects do not exist—they are transcendentally ideal. Out-
side the possible range of our experience the only objects that
exist, exist in ways totally distinct from the ways in which
our sensible objects exist. As such real transcendental ob-
jects do not resemble our real empirical objects, and cannot

e sensibly perceived, they cannot be said to have empirical
reality. They have only transcendental reality.

Beside this consistent Empirical Realism Kant has another
Empirical Realism that is not so consistent, either with
itself or with the other two doctrines. He has another way
of treating the unexperienced real phenomenal objects—those
objects which because unexperienced are not phenomenal
to me, and possibly are not and never have been or never
shall be phenomenal to anybody, and which yet are real
because tEey are experienceable. This other treatment he
brings about through a lack of definition and s slurring over
of distinctions that ought to be recognised, which we find
both in his treatment of time and space in the Aesthetik and
in his treatmeat of experience in the Analytik. Kant gener-

1 ¢f. * Eine rohe Unterscheidung der Stnnenicelt von der Verstandeswelt,
davon die erstere nach Verschiedenheit der Sinnlichkeit in mancherlei
Weltbeschauern auch sehr verschieden sein kann, indessen die zweite,
die ihr zum Grunde liegt, immer dieselbe bleibt,” iv., 209 (Grundlegung
zur Metaphysik der Sitten).
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ally speaks of time and space simply, or at most of * ”
time and space, without confining himself to his tlme and

ce—that is, in the first person, to my time and s

ow, as the umty of the forms of the sensibility is a cargm&l
feature in Kant’s doctrine of time and space, by the slurring
of the distinction between individuals—of the fact that my
sense-objects are not your sense-objects, my forms of my
intuition of those objects not your forms, and conversely,
however much they may resemble each other,—Kant comes
to speak simply of one time and of one space, as though there
were one time and one space the same for all men (instead
of there being as many distinct though similar times and
spaces a8 there are distinct persons). Likewise the unity of
experience is & cardinal feature in his doctrine of experience,
so that by leaving off the restriction to individuals he comes
to speak of one experience,—and even, we may add, he goes
so far as to speak of ons consciousness. And as a consequence
from all these, he ends by spesking of one phenomenal world
and of one nature! In this view an unexperienced phenom-
enal object, such as the wall of my room when my eyes are
shut and nobody else is sensibly perceiving it, is simply
taken for an object of this one experience, existing in this
one phenomenal world, subject to the laws of this one nature,
extended in this one space, enduring or passing in this one
time—in short being a representation in this one conscious-
ness. And past things, of course, are not, but were, real
phenomenal objects in the one experience, one world, one
space, one time, one consciousness, even though no individaal
human being or terrestrial animal ever sensibly perceived
them or so much as thought of them. In this conception
our real phenomenal objects are even more clearly than in
the precegmg distinguished from our merely imaginary objects

14 Es igt nur eine Erfahrung, in welcher alle Wahrnehmungen als im

durchgingigen und gesetzmissigen Zusammenhange vorgestellt werden ;

eben 80, wie nur e&tn Raum und Zeit ist, in welcher alle Formen der
Ergcheinung und alles Verhéltniss des Seins oder Nichtseins stattfinden,
iii., 874. “ Es ist nur eins Zeit,” 173. He speaks of * die ei a.l.lbe-
fassende Erfahrung,” 389 ; and of the Analogies as exhibiting “ alle reale
Verkniipfung in einer Erfa.hrung iiberhaupt,” 1986, ¢f. iv., 68, 68, and 359
(Metaphysische Anfang;g'rﬁnde der Natunouamachaﬁ) " Alle Erschein-
ungen liegen in etner Natur und miissen darin liegen,” iii,, 181, ¢f. 876.
“ Nimmt{ man die reine Anschauung des Raumes, 80 wie dieser . . .
nur ein Raum ist ; so sind dadurch alle Subat.anzen . . . verbunden und
machen ein Ga.nzes aus, sodass alle Wesen, als Dinge im Raume, zusammen
nur eine Welt ausmachen,” viii., 545-546 (Ueber dw Fortschritte der Meta-

hysik), ¢f. iil., 208. For the one consciousness see iv., 49, 53, 66.—Kant

oes, however, sometimes distingnish between the 'distinct hmea of
different persons, as in iii, 594-585.

30
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and from our dreams; for these latter exist only in the
individual, are only “ sub]ectlve " but the former exist also
in the smgle experience, world, time, space, consciousness,
outside every individual man, are “ob ective  in both the
senses of being alike for all men and of belng objects distinct
from the indindual subject’s representations of them. Un-
experienced real phenomenal objects are no longer merely
experienceable objects ; they are actually experienced in the
one consciousness, they are real objects in the one experience.
And now two or more men may be literally said to sensibly

erceive the same thing ; for though their representations of
1t are distinct, yet the ob]ect can be the same, being a single
outside thing in the one phenomenal world. Thus the same
object of many men’s many representations is no longer
merely the transcendental object or thing-in-itself, but it is
a phenomenal object, and yet outside us 1n an outside space
and time, and corresponding to (and resembling) the many
representations in the many men.! 8till, in Kant's opinion,
such outside objects are not transcendental, but are empir-
ically real, because they are objects in an experience, although
we should have to regard them as transcendental so far as
they are supposed to be outside of human experience.

The holding of this realism is facilitated, if not induced; by
the ambiguous use of two terms. The first of these is the
term “outmde me "’ loyed in connexion with the terms
‘“outer” and “extendeg and, by contrast, with mner
and “ inside me”. In the terms “outer " and “ outside me,’
used mtercha.ngea.bly, Kant admits two distinct meanings.
On the one hand he refers to anything extended in space
(baving parts outside parts), and on the other to an g
existing as a transcendental object, independent of me,
whether in space or not. This doubleness of meanin he
pronounced “ unavoidable,” yet sought to avoid it by g
the former ‘ empirical outsideness’’ and the latter tran-
scendental outsideness ’.* Now the objects empirically out-
side me he views as still inside me, because extended things
that are objects for me are in my space, which is in me
(¢f. iii., 599). Thus a distinction arises also in the terms
“inner” and ‘“inside me” ; for, in contrast with the pre-
ceding, Kant applies these terms to empirical objects that

’Qf.“DasDa.semder stinde im Raum ausser uns ” and “ ausser
mir ” in the Widerlegung Idesalismus in the 2nd ed. of the Kritik.
Algo : “ In so fern ist also der empirische Realismus augser Zweifel, d.i
8 correspondirt unsern Ausseren Anschauungen etwas Wirkliches im
Raume,"” iil, 602 (1st ed.).

*II1., 600-601 ; cf. 603-604 ; iv., 84-85.
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are not extended in space but are only successive in time,
such as my thoughts and feelings or emotions, and then also
allows them, in a wider gense, to cover objects extended in
space, since these are also successive in time. There is here
a doubleness in the use of terms within the field of experience
itself, which Kant in no wise tries to avoid, but rather turns
to his account. For now many of our empirical objects can
be described both as outside us and as inside us. This use of
language could easily be avoided by refraining from speaking
of extended objects as objects * outside me,” which expression
i8 highly improper, because, so applied, it has no meaning
whatever, since the “me" here spoken of is not an object
extended in space (for by ““me’ Kant cannot be referring to
my body), and things outside one another in space are not
outside anything not in space (except transcendentally, which
18 & manner not now under consideration). But by using
this expression as synonymous with ‘ extended ” Kant does
not make merely a confusion in the use of words. He makes
also a confusion in thought, concerning the actual relation-
ship of extended objects to the percipient subject. For he
evidently has in mind the fact that objects extended in the
one space the same for all men would be outside the spaces
that are peculiar to individual persons, and therefore would
be really outside me, as well transcendentally as empirically.
Yet their transcendental outsideness he is able to ignore
because of their empirical outsideness (their being extended
in some space) and because of their empirical insideness
(their being successive in time). And so Ey placing objects
extended simply ““ in space,” indefinitely, also in me, he gets
all the advantages of treating merely of objects ‘“in me,”
—objects wholly within my power, of which I can have con-
sciousness, and about which F can know everything there is to
know, since nothing can be there but Wha.fliy am conscious of
as being there. Thus in the first edition of the Knitik, when
trying to find s paralogism in the position of the so-called
Empirical Idealists, there described as merely doubting the
existence of outside things because of inability to prove it
demonstratively, he maintained that no proof is needed
because we have direct consciousness of the existence of out-
side things. Really the paralogism is in' Kant’'s own position.
He is trying to make out that the Empirical Idealists were
surreptitiously transforming their proper doubt (or admission
of want of certainty) about the existence of things outside
us transcendentally into an improper doubt about the
existence of things outside us empirically (s.e. about the
existence of merely extended objects or representations)—
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which nobody has ever done. But he himself the while, in
claiming that we have direct consciousness of empirically
outside things in the sense merely of extended things (repre-
sentations in us individually), is really also claiming that we
have direct consciousness of extended things outside us

universally, things only corresponding to the extended repre-.

sentations in us individually. But such things really are
transcendentally outside us, although they are supposed to
resemble our representations and are not taken to be things-
in-themselves out of space a.ltogether ; for he is maintaining
that they are in & space and In a consciousness—without,
however, making it plain in what space or in whose con-
sciousness they are. Then when he came to republish the
Kritik he seems to have had an inkling of the unsatisfactori-
ness of this reply, for he omitted it and substituted elsewhere
an argument—the so-called Refutation of Idealism. Thus
he now attempts to Egive & proof of what he before thought
to need no proof. is argument is that my consciousness
in general oF things inside me (including extended represen-
tations), or of myself, is an indication of the existence of
extended things outside me, on the ground that my con-
sciousness of the former, because of its positing something
anent in sense perception! which cannot be in me
%although he finds it in space and puts space in me), would
not be possible without the existence of the latter. And he
now omits to notice even so much as the distinction he had
noticed in the first edition, and speaks quite indefinitely of
the “objects in space outside me”. He does not see, or
does not want it to be seen, that either, if he is trying to
prove the need of the existence merely of extended objects,
the argument is useless, since of these we do have direct
consciousness ; or, if he is trying to prove the existence of
objects in a space outside me distinct from the space in me,
objects of which I do not have direct consciousness, he might
just as well have made this a proof of the existence of objects
outside me indefinitely, that is, of objects admitted to be
transcendental, since also here nothing is introduced into
the argument to show that the outer objects must be in
slﬁ.(aze. Where Kant attempted to prove this was in the
irst Analogy; and there what he aimed at proving was
that there must be a ‘‘ substance in phenomenon,” a sub-
stratum of all change which itself remains unchanged,—
which substance indeed he took to be extended in space,
the only argument for this being the general epistemo-

1 This rests on the Proof of the First Analogy.
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logical argument, which is the characteristic of Kant's
‘““critical” philosophy, but which can be satisfied only
by placing space as well as time in me, and therefore
cannot properly be applied to a space outside me, except
by confusing this with the space inside me.! In the
Refutation, however, the reference to a * space outside
me” is plain, with its necessary implication of a space out-
side my space, since my space 18 in me. And here towards
the end of the Analytik in the second edition this second
account of Empirical Realism is employed throughout. This
i8 an improvement upon the treatment in the first edition in
the Dialektik, where the first account of Empirical Realism
was the only one avowedly emplgyed (t.e. in the argument or
first assertion), though he ran off into the second whenever
he could escape into 1t (in the conclusion or restatement).?

1The ent in the Refutation was directed at proving merely this:
“ Also ist die Wahrnehmung dieses Beharrlichen [in der Wahmehmung]
nur durch ein Ding ausser mir und nicht d die blose Vorstsllung
eines Dinges ausser mir mdglich”; and the argument in the First
Analogy only sought to prove that in the Gegenstinde der Wahrnehmung
(and consequently in the Dm?e ausser mir) there must be something
permanent, their substance. In both cases it is only by means of the
confusion of Ding ausser mir as equivalent to ;)mg ¢m Raums, or
extended thing, of placing it both in me and out of me, that the
ultimate conclusion desired is reached. In earlier insnes of Mmip, Kant
has been accused by Mr. Balfour of having in his Refutation confused
“being in space ” with “ being outeide the d and other than one of &
series of conscious states,” vol. iii,, no. 18 (1878), p. 488; and by the late
Prof. Sidgwick, reply'ln'? to a defence by Prof. Caird, of having
“ externality in space” and “ ty to consciousness,” vol. iv., no.
15 (1879), p. 410. Baut really in this passage Kant made no allusion at
all (a8 he had done in the omitted passage in the first edition) to exter-
nl.litgeto consciousness (of the things-in-themselves), and his confusion
was between two kinds of externality in oconscionsness—between exter-
nality in the sense of extension in space in me and externality in the
sense of existence in a space outaide me, and outaide every one else, and
yet, acoording to his doctrine, somehow in some one consciousness, and
still empirioj even to me, instead of transcendental (like that of things
in themselves). Outer objecta in this space, we presently see, are
treated as intermediate Letwoen the extended objects (in &h sense
“ outside me”) which are wholly in me (my extended modifications or
representations), and the objects (not extended) which are wholly out-

me (the things-in-themselves). Without recognition of the threefold

use of such terms as “object,” “o:lt:;," a:inlmany othul;l ¢wo ‘)ﬂithl:
meanings being taken as empirical, oug y one is wholly so), i%
imposaible to gmdamtlnd imt., and to make one's way through the
maze of his verbi

? The greater emp laid upon the second kind of Em Bealism
in the seoond edition was no doubt dus to desire to & the oriticiam
of “Idealiam” (the eighth in our list) which had been brought against
him after the of the first edition, as may be seen by consulting
the intervening Prolegomena.

31
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The other ambigunously used term which helps is the word
‘ phenomenon ”. This may mean both the appearance of a
thing and the thing which appears. Thus my representa-
tion, only in me, of a wall outside me, is an appearance or
phenomenon of the wall outside me; but also the wall
outside me may itself be called s phenomenon because it
appears to me through the medium of its representation or
agpesmnce in me. Then because the wall outside me is &

enomenon in this one sense of the term, it is easy to take
1t as & phenomenon in the other sense, that is, as an appear-
ance or representation of still another thing outside, which
i the thing-in-itself. To be sure, this other thing could be
treated in the same way, and so on without end. But in
such sequences there is a tendency to be satisfied with three
terms, which furnish a beginning, middle and end. “Such is
the use Kant makes of the word.! The thing-in-itself and
the representation he held resolutely apart. But between
them he put a something which he called a phenomenon
(and also even a representation), to which he gave the nature
of both—that of the thing-in-itself by making it a distinct
outside object, and that of the representation proper by
treating it as the representation of something else and by
putting it also in us. The intermediary character of the
objects which Kant calls real phenomena, according to this
one of his two ways of conceiving of empirically real things,
calls for especial attention. Our individual worlds are wholly
subjective, the world of things-in-themselves is wholly objec-
tive, but this world of outside phenomena is both subjective
and objective.?  Again, the objects in our individual worlds
have both the primary and the secondary qualities; things-
in-themselves, according to the Transcendental Idealism,
have neither the primary nor the secondary qualities; but
these outside phenomena in the one phenomenal world have
the gjnmary but not the secondary qualities.* And because
of this intermediary nature of phenomena Kant was able,

! The three are mentioned together in iv., 37: (1) “ Vorstellungen
welche ihr [der Kérper] Einfluss auf unsere Sinnlichkeit uns verschafft”;
(2) “Dinge, . . . denen wir die Benennung eines Kérpers geben, welches
Wort also blos die Erscheinung . . . bedeutet”; (3) “jener unbekannte
aber pichts desto weniger wirkliche Gegenstand .

*(f. iii, 74, where rain-drops are allowed, physically understood, to
be things-in-themselves, f.c. objective things, compared with the rain-
bow (or with colours); but compared with the things-in-themselves
slropeez)they are said to be only modifications in us, t.e. subjective. (See

80

3 (f. the preceding, and see also iii., 83 n.; iv., 38 ; viii,, 5290 (Ueber die
Fortschritle der Metaphysik). ¢

GTO0Z ‘82 Ae|N uo A1sieniun umolpebioas) e /61o0's[eulno(pioixo puiwy//:dny wou) pepeojumoq


http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/

IDEALISM AND EMPIRICAL REALISM. 471

whenever it pleased him, to treat them merely as represen-
tations (as in the first account above given of Empirical
Realism),! and then again to class them with the things-in-
themselves as substances (or as containing substances), but
with the distinction that they are ‘° phenomenal substances
(the last subjects of existence in space, forever enduring
in time), while things-in-themselves are *‘ noumenal sub-
stances " (the last subjects of being in general).? Indeed he
avows that he treats phenomena as having two sides, the one
a8 the object-in-itsel}) is considered, the other as its appear-
ance in the subject is sought after;* and, more generally, he
proclaims his teaching togbe that an object is to be taken in
two meanings, as phenomenon or as thing-in-itself.* And thus
treating phenomena as aspects of things-in-themselves, he
puts phenomena in the place of things-in-themselves, and
80 is able, in physics, to get along without concerning him-
self about the latter.®

There is still another bit of equivocation that rans parallel
with the ambiguity in the Empirical Realism, and abets it.
This can hardly escape the attention of any one who foliows
the fortunes of the Analogies throughout the rest of Kant's
work after he has in the second book of the Analytik satisfac-
torily to himself set them uXDa.s proved principles or laws of
the understanding. In the Analytik itselg was introduced the
distinction between constitutive and regulative principles.
8till, before coming to the practical philosophy, which deals
with regulative principles only, we are given to understand
that that distinction applied only in reference to intuition
and that as regards Zﬁaerience (and consequently as regards
the phenomenally real) they are, all of them, constitutive
(iii., 448). Yet so quickly as in the very next part of the
work, the Dialektik, the constitutive principles are frequeuntly
treated as nothing better than regulative principles, though

! E.g. “Eracheinungen, d.i. blose Vorstellungen,” iii, 348.347; and
frequently so.

31V, 304; less fully, iii, 215 n. For the epithets see iii., 234, ¢f. 170.

3111, 70; ¢f. 374.—Similarly in the case of the subject, he allows one
and the same subject to be treated both as phenomenon and as thing-in-
iteelf, iil, 375 ; iv., 92; v., 102, 120; vii., 453 ; viii., 530-531.

<111, 23 ¢f. 78.—Accordingly it was indifferent to him whether he
said we are in our “outer sense " affected by outside phenomena, through
wotion, ¢f. iv., 368, or by things-in-themselves, iii., 502 ; iv., 63, 66, 299 ;
vi., 35, withont motion, iii., 609. Generally, however, he said merely we
are aflected by objects, iii., 33, 55, cf. 82, ete.

$ % In allen Aufgaben, die itn Felde der Erfahrung vorkommen mégen,
behandeln wir jene Erscheinungen [die dusseren] als Gegenstiinde an sich
selbst, ohne uns um den ersten Grund . . . zu bekiiumern,” iii., 612;
and similarly 64, 234 ; viii., 538.
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they are still also retained as constitutive. The second
Analogy is the most important. This we find even con-
verted into & ‘ regulative principle of the reason,” to the
effect that in the search after natural causes for any given phe-
nomenon we can never stop at any first natural cause, but,
however far back we go, must always regard the cause we
reach a8 still an effect demanding search for a further cause
(887). Yet, as originally enunciated in the Analytik, and as
again repeated on the very next page after what has just
been quoted, the second Analogy was & principle stating as a
truth that every phenomenon has & preceding phenomenon
for its cause. From this constitutive principle—for it cer-
tainly is expressed constitutively—it follows analytically
and apodictically that the series of preceding causes must
be without a beginning, must be infinite,—and *‘ uneinge-
schrinkt ” (388) and “ nirgend geendigt ”’ (389) Kant calls it,
though he avoids the term ‘ unendlich " except in connexion
with the principle taken regulatively (as on 423). Now
this constitutive principle, as thus established and held (taken
to be true), fits in only with the second kind of Empirical
Realism as above described, because it asserts that every
phenomenon, hence also my first phenomenon, has a pre-
ceding phenomenon for its cause ; but my first phenomenon
cannot have a preceding phenomenon in me for its cause,
and its cause can only be a phenomenon outside me. Nor can
its cause be su&posed to be a phenomenon entirely in some-
body else ; for that would be absurd in itself, and would break
the alleged continuity in the series of actual causes. It
would also involve the position that there never was a first
man or first animal, but that the succession of living creatures
has been from eternity ; which Kant repudiated (359-360).
Then the only phenomenon causing my first phenomenon,
or causing the first phenomenon in the first living and per-
cipient being, must be a phenomenon simply as a phenomenon,
in the One world,—or in the One consciousness. And the only
Elaoe for the unlimited series of phenomena in the never-

egun chain of events is the One phenomenal world in general,
or the One consciousness. But if the first-described account
of Empirical Realism be adhered to, then only can the regula-
tive principle be held ; for this alone fits that theory, asserting
a8 it does that so far as we go in the search after preceding
causes go far we must regard the phenomenal reality as going,
but not asserting that the phenomenal reality goes any farther
—nor even that it goes so far.
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