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Preface

he parts of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason that present the constructive side of
This theory of knowledge are the ones most commonly read by students and
most intensely discussed by many Kant scholars. I refer especially to the Transcen-
dental Aesthetic and the Transcendental Analytic, where Kant attempts to defend
the possibility of human knowledge against the skeptical empiricism of David
Hume without going back to the rationalism of a Leibniz, Descartes, or Spinoza.
These sections of the Critique are also universally recognized to be among the
most difficult of all philosophical writings, and students find them quite impene-
trable if approached without the help of secondary sources. There are, of course,
numerous scholarly works on the Critique that devote attention—indeed, often
hundreds of pages—to these texts. All such works with which I am familiar are of
extraordinarily high quality, in terms of both their philosophical merit and their
depth of understanding of Kant’s thought. As will be evident from this book, I
have learned an enormous amount from several of these works, especially those
of Robert Paul Wolff, Peter Strawson, Paul Guyer, Jonathan Bennett, James Van
Cleve, and Henry Allison. These works, however, are in the main too difficult to
be usable by all but graduate students and the most motivated and able undergrad-
uates. There is also a number of books on the Critigue written with student readers
in mind. Some of these books are excellent, and it will be evident that I have
benefited greatly from them as well, especially those of Justus Hartnack, T. E.
Wilkerson, and W. H. Walsh. Yet there is not one of these books to which I would
send a student and say: “Read this book alongside the Critique, and you will get a
good understanding of what Kant was trying to show and of how he tried to show
it.” Rather, I would tell students to peruse these books in the way I myself have
done: to look at each for insights into this or that part of what Kant says but not
to expect a balanced analysis that both fits the text of the Critique and makes sense
out of its complex arguments.

The aim of this book is to offer such an analysis for those crucial sections of
the Critique where Kant presents the constructive side of his theory of knowledge.
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This is an immodest aim and one that I could not hope to fulfill if I did not stand
on the shoulders of giants. Drawing on their work, I shall try to show that the first
half of the Critique of Pure Reason contains a sustained and challenging line of
argument that is intended both to defend the possibility of common sense and
scientific knowledge against a skeptical empiricism and to restrict human knowl-
edge to the experienced or empirical world. I refer to the line of argument begun
in the Transcendental Deduction of the Categories and continued in the Analo-
gies of Experience. My analysis of this extended argument is offered primarily in
chapters 4 and 5 on “the Central Argument of the Analytic,” though its context is
prepared in chapter 2 in the discussions of arguments about space and of Tran-
scendental Idealism, and the argument is extended even further in the last section
of chapter 7 on the Second Analogy. The analysis draws freely on and references
the work of Wolff, Strawson, Guyer, and others, but it is intended to be as unified
and student-friendly as possible, given the inherent difficulty of Kant’s thought. |
reconstruct the arguments in numbered steps and in such a way that their validity
is obvious or can be verified by the simplest rules of sentential logic; my aim is to
make Kant’s ideas as accessible as possible without undue oversimplification.

In addition to the attempt to reconstruct what I call “the Central Argument of
the Analytic,” this book is intended to provide a balanced and reasonably detailed
treatment of the main episodes in the first half of the Critigue that relate less
directly to the Central Argument, including the Metaphysical Deduction, the
Schematism, the Axioms of Intuition, the Anticipations of Perception, the Third
Analogy, and the Postulates of Empirical Thought. I also discuss in some depth
two important sections, the First Analogy and the Refutation of Idealism, that go
beyond and buttress the Central Argument, respectively.

Three unusual aspects of the book’s organization call for some comment.
First, in chapter 3, I deal with the Axioms of Intuition, Anticipations of Perception,
and Postulates of Empirical Thought directly after introducing the forms of judg-
ment and the categories with which Kant associates those principles. My reason
for doing so is that although Kant himself discusses these principles after the
Transcendental Deduction, they do not depend on it and are more naturally
thought of in connection with the Metaphysical Deduction. This organizational
strategy also allows me to go straight from the Transcendental Deduction to the
Analogies, thereby making the unity of the Central Argument more evident. Sec-
ond and perhaps more controversially, I discuss the second edition version of the
Transcendental Deduction (the “B-Deduction”) only after presenting in some
depth the idea of the two time-orders that Kant does not expound until later, in
the Analogies. I do so because, for reasons that can be given only in the course of
the analysis itself, 1 believe that the B-Deduction adds little to the first-edition
version of the Deduction unless it is interpreted in light of the doctrine of the
Analogies. Third, I discuss the Schematism at the end of the book, in the appen-
dix. Like some other commentators, I find the Schematism especially opaque, but
I think it makes more sense when interpreted in light of what comes before and
after it in the Critique. Each of these organizational points is signposted within
the text, and readers who might initially wish to pursue only the most central line
of argument are given suggestions on what sections can be passed over and re-
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turned to later. As another aid to student readers, I indicate at the start of the
endnotes to each chapter what sections or sections of the Critique that chapter
should be read with.

It is my hope that this book will be useful to undergraduate students who are
reading Kant in courses on the history of modern philosophy and in more narrowly
focused courses on Kant, to graduate students, and to those of my peers who are
not Kant specialists but who have an interest in teaching and studying Kant. I also
hope that some features of the book, such as the manner in which I show how
the Transcendental Deduction dovetails with the Analogies, my interpretation of
Transcendental Idealism, my analysis of the First Analogy, and my elaboration
and defense of Guyer’s reconstruction of the Refutation of Idealism, will be of
interest to Kant scholars.
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edge” to “cognition” as a translation of Erkenntnis. For in the constructive part of
the Critique of Pure Reason with which this book is primarily concerned, the
success that Kant is interested in concerns knowledge that certain things (or propo-
sitions) are true (e.g., that there are objects which must be conceived as being
other than the self, that every observable event has a cause, that all substances that
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pages of the Kemp Smith, Guyer-Wood, and Pluhar translations.



Contents

1

INTRODUCTION 3

1.1

1.2

1.3

Kant, Rationalism, and Empiricism 3

1.1.1  Kant as Synthesizer of Rationalism and Empiricism 3

1.1.2 Kant’s Relation to Rationalism 4

1.1.3  Kant’s Relation to Empiricism 4

Kant’s Reduction of His Agenda to Its Simplest

Form 6

1.2.1 Kant’s Simplifying Question 6

1.2.2 A Priori and A Posteriori 7

1.2.3  Analytic and Synthetic 10

1.2.4  Kant’s Classification of Knowable Propositions 14

The Plan of the Critical Philosophy and the Structure of the

Critique 17

1.3.1 The Overall Structure of the Critique of Pure Reason 17

1.3.2 How the Major Sections of the Critique Relate to Kant’s
Simplifying Question 20

GEOMETRY, SPACE, AND
TRANSCENDENTAL IDEALISM 26

2.1
2.2
2.3

24
2.5

The Nature of Space and the Argument from Geometry 26
The Doctrine of Transcendental Idealism 31

The Argument from Geometry and Other Arguments
Regarding Space 34

2.3.1 Two Criticisms of the Argument from Geometry 35

2.3.2  Other Arguments Regarding Space 36

Some Criticisms of Transcendental Idealism 43

A “Weak” Interpretation of Transcendental
Idealism 46



xiv  Contents

3 CATEGORIES AND PRINCIPLES
OF THE UNDERSTANDING 49

3.1 The Structure of the Transcendental Analytic 49
3.2 Discovering the Categories: Forms of Judgment
as the Guiding Clue 51
3.2.1 Kant’s Table of Judgments 53
3.2.2  Criticisms of the Table of Judgments 57
3.3 From Judgments to Categories and from Some Categories to
Some Principles 59
3.3.1 Categories of Quantity and Axioms of Intuition 60
3.3.2  Categories of Quality and Anticipations of Perception 67
3.3.3  Categories of Relation 72
3.3.4 Categories of Modality and Postulates of Empirical
Thought 78

4 THE CENTRAL ARGUMENT OF THE ANALYTIC (I):
THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION 84

4.1 Introduction 84

4.2 The Problem of the Deduction 84

4.3 Two Meanings of “Experience” 88

44 A Preliminary Sketch of the Deduction 90
4.5 The Patchwork Theory of the Deduction 93
4.6 The First Version of the Deduction 95

4.7 'The Second Version of the Deduction 105

5 THE CENTRAL ARGUMENT OF THE ANALYTIC (1):
THE ANALOGIES OF EXPERIENCE, THE TWO TIME-
ORDERS, AND THE B-DEDUCTION 112

5.1 The Subjective Time-Order and the Objective
Time-Order 112

5.2 The Two Time-Orders, Objectivity, and
Spatiality 114

5.3 The Two Time-Orders and the Transcendental
Deduction 119

54 The Central Argument of the Transcendental Analytic:
First Reconstruction 122

5.5 Some Conclusions and Their Status 126

5.6 The B-Deduction 129
5.6.1 Analysis and Critique of the B-Deduction 130
5.6.2 A Reconstruction of the B-Deduction 137



THE FIRST ANALOGY: SUBSTANCE 145

6.1 The Permanence Thesis 145

6.2 The Permanence-of-Substance Thesis 150

6.3 An Argument for the Permanence-of-Substance
Thesis 153

THE SECOND ANALOGY: CAUSALITY 163

7.1 Kant’s Strategy 163

7.2 The Irreversibility Argument 166

7.3 Guyer’s Interpretation of the Second Analogy 170

7.4 A Second Reconstruction of the Central Argument
of the Analytic 174

THE THIRD ANALOGY: INTERACTION 179

8.1 The Principle of the Third Analogy 179
8.2 The Proof of the Third Analogy 184
8.3 Guyer’s Analysis of the Third Analogy 188

KANT’S REFUTATION OF IDEALISM 194

9.1 Introduction 194

9.2 The Refutation of Idealism in the Critiqgue 195

9.3 The Refutation of Idealism: An Improved
Version 197

Contents

XV

9.4 The Refutation of Idealism and Transcendental Idealism 207

APPENDIX: THE SCHEMATISM 213

NOTES 225

BIBLIOGRAPHY 245

INDEX 249



This page intentionally left blank



KANT'S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE



This page intentionally left blank



Introduction

1.1 Kant, Rationalism, and Empiricism

1.1.1 Kant as Synthesizer of Rationalism
and Empiricism

Kant is sometimes introduced as the philosopher who synthesized rationalism and
empiricism. Of course, this cannot mean that Kant simply adopted the central
views of both the rationalists and the empiricists, for even within each of these
schools of thought there are major disagreements. For example, among the ratio-
nalists, Descartes held that there are many purely thinking substances and one
extended substance that makes up the entire physical world; Spinoza held that
there is only one substance, which is both thinking and extended and may be
called either “God” or “Nature”; and Leibniz held that there exist infinitely many
nonextended substances called “monads” and that extension is merely an appear-
ance; among the empiricists, Locke held that matter exists and we can know that
it does, Berkeley held that matter does not exist, and Hume held that we cannot
know whether matter exists or not though we cannot help believing that it does.
Furthermore, there are fundamental disagreements between the two schools of
thought. For example, the rationalists held that humans possess some ideas that
are not derived from any experience, whereas the empiricists held that all of our
ideas must be derived from experience. Thus, in order for the claim that Kant
synthesized rationalism and empiricism to be coherent, it would have to mean
that he selected certain doctrines of the rationalists and certain doctrines of the
empiricists and put them together into his own philosophy.

But even this qualified version of the statement that Kant synthesized rational-
ism and empiricism is very inadequate, for Kant did not simply conjoin certain
rationalist and empiricist views. Rather, he profoundly transformed those views
themselves, in such a way that their meaning and implications were deeply al-
tered. The result was a system of philosophy, called “the Critical Philosophy,”

3



4 Kant’s Theory of Knowledge

which is very different from any simple merger of rationalist and empiricist views.
In the final analysis, Kant’s Critical Philosophy turns its back on both rationalism
and empiricism. Nevertheless, it combines elements of both. It can truly be said
of Kant’s philosophy that it rejects both rationalism and empiricism yet incorporates
elements of rationalist and empiricist thought. What, then, does Kant reject and
what does he incorporate from each?

1.1.2 Kant’s Relation to Rationalism

In spite of the differences between them, the rationalists all held that humans can
have knowledge of a nonempirical reality—a realm of things that straightforwardly
exist but yet cannot be perceived by the senses or accessed by introspection. They
all maintained that we can have knowledge of certain entities, such as God, im-
mortal souls, and substances underlying things’ properties, that are not objects of
any possible experience, that is, that can never be presented to us either in sense
perception or in introspection. Kant rejects this claim. The main destructive aim
of his Critique of Pure Reason is to show that there can be no human knowledge
at all of any nonempirical reality. In this respect, Kant is as much of an empiricist
as David Hume.

But although Kant holds that humans can have no knowledge about any
nonempirical reality, he does not deny that the existence of such a reality is a
legitimate topic of human concern. On the contrary, he believes that there are
three specific topics of rationalist metaphysics that are legitimate, important, and
even inevitable topics of human concern. These are God, human immortality,
and human freedom. Kant’s position with respect to these topics is, briefly, this:
although we cannot know whether God exists, whether there is an immortal hu-
man soul, or whether humans have free will, we may believe in God, immortality,
and freedom. Furthermore, for purposes of action and morality, we ought to be-
lieve in them despite the fact that there is no way we can know whether these
beliefs are true. Kant’s position, then, is that whereas we must admit that our
knowledge extends only as far as the limits of experience, still there are reasons of
an essentially moral sort for believing in God, immortality, and freedom. As he
puts it in a famous sentence, “I have . . . found it necessary to deny knowledge, in
order to make room for faith” (B xxx).

1.1.3 Kant’s Relation to Empiricism

The fundamental principle of empiricism is that all of our ideas must come from
experience, that is, from sense perception or the introspective awareness of our
own states of mind. Kant does not accept this principle, for he sees the develop-
ment of empiricism from Locke to Hume, and especially Hume’s work, as show-
ing that the principle leads to skepticism —to the impossibility, not only of rational-
ist metaphysics, but also of scientific knowledge and everyday, “commonsense”
knowledge. Now the main constructive aim of the Critique of Pure Reason is to
uphold the possibility of scientific and commonsense knowledge against Hume’s
skeptical empiricism.! To this end, Kant holds that there are certain special con-
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cepts that do not originate in experience but have what he calls “objective valid-
ity.” Kant names these concepts “Pure Concepts” or “Pure Categories of the Un-
derstanding” (he gives a complete list, or “table,” of these at A 80/B 106). The
two most important pure concepts or categories are substance and causality.

The adjective “pure” expresses Kant's view that these special concepts are not
in any way derived from experience. They are not, for example, copies of any
sense impressions; nor do they come from experience in any other manner. To
register this fact, Kant frequently also calls them “a priori” concepts. Yet, the pure
concepts or categories do yield knowledge, provided that one extremely important
condition is satisfed.

What is this condition? It is that the subject matter of the knowledge must
fall within the range of possible experience. To put it in Kant’s way, the pure
concepts can yield knowledge only when they are applied to actual or possible
experience. Thus Kant’s position, summarized in figure 1-1, is that although the
pure concepts are not derived from experience, they can contribute to our knowl-
edge only when they are applied to experience. This means that the pure concepts
can never yield any metaphysical knowledge, in the rationalist sense of “metaphys-
ical.” The pure concept of causality, for example, cannot be used to prove the
existence of God because God is not a possible object of experience (sense percep-
tion or introspection), but a pure concept has its legitimate application only within
the field of possible experience.

Why does Kant hold that the pure concepts or categories yield knowledge
only when they are applied to actual or possible experience? He holds this view
because of one of the fundamental principles of his philosophy, a principle that
has to do with the nature of any thinking, judging, or asserting that contains or
conveys knowledge. This is that such thinking requires two things: (a) concepts
and (b) something to which the concepts are applied. To think, judge, or assert
in a way that embodies or expresses knowledge is, for Kant, to apply a concept to
something. The only exception to this principle is thinking that simply relates one
concept to another, as in the judgments “roundness is a shape” or “red is a color.”
But thinking that embodies knowledge beyond knowledge of mere conceptual
relations, or judgments that affirm something about how the world is, must con-
form to the principle. For example, if I think, judge, or assert, “this is a desk,” this
requires (a) that I possess the concept of a desk and (b) that there exist something
to which I can apply my concept. Now I can apply a concept to something X only
if X is in some manner presented or given to me. But things can only be presented

/4 (1) are not derived from experience
V. (against empiricists)
Pure concepts

(2) have no knowledge-yielding application
outside experience (against rationalists)

FIGURE 1-1
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or given to human beings in experience, that is, in sense perception (which Kant
calls “outer sense”) or introspection (which Kant calls “inner sense”). Kant some-
times suggests that there could be nonhuman knowers to whom things are pre-
sented in some way other than sense perception or introspection. But he maintains
that at least for humans, awareness of things can consist only in their being per-
ceived by the senses or accessed by introspection. Therefore, at least for humans,
the knowledge-yielding application of concepts, which is the same thing as think-
ing or judging that expresses knowledge, is limited to actual or possible experi-
ence—to what can be given in what Kant calls “sensibility.” This implies that we
can have knowledge only of what falls within the range of possible experience.

I close this subsection with some terminological points. Kant frequently uses
the term “intuition”; this is his most general word for the items to which concepts
are applied. Thus intuitions include items presented in sense perception and intro-
spection (including imagined items); they include everything that is presented or
given to a conscious subject. This use of the term “intuition” is completely differ-
ent from the use of that term in Descartes or in Locke, where intuition refers to
the grasp of a logical or conceptual connection between ideas or concepts. Kant
also uses the term “pure intuition.” A pure intuition, for Kant, is a form that the
items presented in sense perception and introspection must take. As we will see
in Chapter 2, he argues that there are two such pure intuitions or (as he also calls
them) “pure forms of sensible intuition,” namely space and time (A 22/B 36).

1.2 Kant’s Reduction of His Agenda to Its Simplest Form

1.2.1 Kant’s Simplifying Question

As my remarks about Kant’s relation to empiricism and to rationalism have shown,
Kant has a twofold aim in the Critique of Pure Reason: (1) constructively, to de-
fend the possibility of scientific and everyday (“commonsense”) knowledge against
Hume’s skeptical empiricism, and (2) destructively, to show that traditional meta-
physics is impossible. In the “Introduction” to the Critigue, he tries to reduce this
basic agenda to its simplest form: “How are a priori synthetic judgments possible?”
As he puts it:

Much is already gained if we can bring a number of investigations under the
formula of a single problem. For we not only lighten our own task, by defining
it accurately, but make it easier for others, who would test our results, to judge
whether we have succeeded in what we set out to do. Now the proper problem
of pure reason is . . . : How are a priori synthetic judgments possible? (B 19)

In the next chapter, I shall argue that there is reason to doubt that Kant’s project
can really be encapsulated in this famous question. In section 2.4, I shall intro-
duce an alternative way, proposed by P. F. Strawson, of formulating Kant’s basic
question, and in 2.5, I shall adopt a modified version of Strawson’s proposal. But
to appreciate the advantages of such alternatives, it is necessary first to understand
Kant's own way of conceiving and formulating his task. Therefore, throughout the
present chapter and in the first three sections of the next chapter, I shall take Kant
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at his word and assume that his problem can be reduced to the question of how
synthetic a priori judgments are possible. Our immediate task, then, is to see why
Kant thinks that his problem can be reduced to this question.

To understand Kant’s question, we need to see how he works up to it. He
starts by making two important distinctions: (1) the a priori/a posteriori distinction;
(2) the analytic/synthetic distinction. In the next two subsections, I explain these
distinctions by presenting definitions of the terms “a priori,” “a posteriori,” “ana-
lytic,” and “synthetic” and noting some ways in which Kant’s own usage relates to
these definitions. Then, I show how Kant uses the distinctions to focus the dis-
agreement between rationalism and empiricism and to introduce his own Critical
position.

1.2.2 A Priori and A Posteriori

The a priorila posteriori distinction is essentially an epistemological one; it pertains
to two different kinds of knowledge. According to the most common use of these
terms, “a priori” means “known prior to experience,” or better (since the priority
in question is not a matter of coming earlier in time), “known independently of
experience,” whereas “a posteriori” means “known posterior to experience,” or
better (since the posteriority in question is not a matter of coming later in time),
“known dependently on experience.”” And indeed, Kant’s own basic notion of a
priori is ‘independent of experience,” and his basic notion of a posteriori is ‘depen-
dent on experience.” As we shall see, these basic notions allow Kant to apply the
terms “a priori” and “a posteriori” to a wide array of things, including knowledge,
judgments, propositions, concepts, and intuitions. Today, however, philosophers
often define these terms as they apply to propositions, and this is the way Kant
himself uses the term “a priori” in his simplifying question, except that he applies
it to “judgments” instead of “propositions.” But as Stefan Kérner suggests, we can
think of a judgment simply as “a proposition asserted by somebody.” So we may,
without distorting Kant’s meaning, begin by defining the terms “a priori” and “a
posteriori” as they apply to propositions or judgments.

Letting p stand for any judgment or proposition, we can define the term “a
priori” as follows:

D1: p is a priori =df p can be known independently of experience.

For example, the statements “1 + 1 =2” and “No one can be his or her own par-
ent” are classified as a priori because they can be known to be true independently
of experience: one need not make any observations or perform any experiments
to know that these statements are true. Although an a priori proposition must be
knowable independently of experience, it may also be known by experience. For
example, although mathematical statements are a priori, many of them are com-
plex and so known independently of experience (by abstract mathematical reason-
ing) only by mathematicians who can grasp their proofs, whereas other people
may know them on the basis of experience —for example, by hearing of their truth
from mathematicians or reading that they are true in mathematics books. Thus,
“can be known independently of experience” does not mean “cannot be known
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by experience”; rather, it means roughly “can be known without experience.” To
see why this is still only roughly right, note that for a person to know even a simple
a priori statement like “1 + 1 =27 or “No one can be his or her own parent,” some
experience is required, namely, the experience needed to learn the meanings of
terms—of “1,” “+,” “2,” “parent,” and so on. Thus, if “knowable independently of
experience” meant “knowable without any experience whatsoever,” then no state-
ment would be a priori because a statement cannot be known to be true by a
person unless that person understands the statement, but a person cannot under-
stand a statement unless he or she understands its constituent terms, and those
terms cannot be understood (at least by human beings) unless their meanings
have been learned through various appropriate experiences. Therefore, a more
accurate interpretation of the phrase “can be known independently of experience”
in DI is this: “can be known without experience, except for the experience re-
quired to learn the meanings of p’s constituent terms.”

By contrast, there are many statements that cannot be known in this way.
Consider for example the statement “Some people are over six feet tall.” Even
after one fully understands (the meanings of the terms in) this statement, one may
be completely in the dark as to whether the statement is true or false: only experi-
ence can determine this. Such statements are classified as a posteriori or, synony-
mously, as “empirical” statements. “Snow is white” and “There are nine planets”
are other examples of a posteriori or empirical statements. Thus the term “a poste-
riori” is also an epistemological one, which contrasts directly with “a priori.” As
applied again to propositions or judgments, it can be defined this way:

D2: p is a posteriori (empirical) = df p can be known only by experience.

The phrase “can be known only by experience” requires some clarification,
for it does not mean, as one might think, “can be known just by experience” or
“can be known by experience alone.” At least some a posteriori statements require
reasoning, as well as experience, in order to be known; for example, our knowl-
edge of scientific laws rests not only on observations but also on complex infer-
ences or extrapolations from those observations. More fundamentally, many phi-
losophers would hold that no statement is knowable just by experience because of
a point made by none other than Kant. This is the point, already mentioned, that
thinking that embodies knowledge requires both concepts and something to which
concepts are applied. This point implies that all knowledge requires conceptual-
ization, which is a form of thought that philosophers often contrast with the raw
data of experience. Thus, instead of meaning “can be known just by experience,”
the phrase “can be known only by experience” in D2 means this: “cannot be
known without experience, other than or in addition to the experience needed to
learn the meanings of p’s constituent terms.”

As I have said, Kant’s pivotal notion of the a priori as “independent of experi-
ence” makes it possible for him to apply the term “a priori” to a wide range of
things, including not only judgments and propositions but also knowledge, con-
cepts, and intuitions. The “independence” in question means something different
as it applies to each of these things. As applied to judgments and propositions, it
means that an a priori judgment or proposition can be justified without appealing
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to particular facts that are known by experience or observation. To see this more
clearly, notice that when I said (in the second paragraph of this subsection) that

the statements “1 + 1 = 2" and “No one can be his or her own parent” are classi-
fied as a priori because they can be known to be true independently of experi-
ence: one need not make any observations or perform any experiments to know
that these statements are true

I could have said instead that

the statements “1 + 1 = 2" and “No one can be his or her own parent” are classi-
fied as a priori because they can be justifiably believed to be true independently
of experience: one need not make any observations or perform any experiments
to be justified in believing that these statements are true.*

Likewise, as applied to knowledge—at least to “propositional” knowledge or
“knowledge-that” (something is the case) —the independence lies again in the fact
that a priori knowledge does not rest on experience in a justificatory sense of “rest
on.” As applied to concepts, however, the independence means that the concepts
are not derived from experience. Finally, as applied to intuitions, it means that
the intuitions in question (space and time, as Kant will show) are not obtained by
sense perception or introspection. Much more will be said in later chapters about
Kant’s notion of a priori as it applies to concepts and to intuitions.

Kant also applies the terms “a posteriori” and “empirical” not just to judg-
ments and propositions but also to knowledge, concepts, and intuitions. When he
does so, his meaning contrasts directly with calling these items a priori. An a
posteriori proposition or judgment is one that can be justified only by appealing
to particular facts that are known by experience or observation. A posteriori knowl-
edge rests on experience in a justificatory sense of “rest on.” An a posteriori or
empirical concept is one that is derived from experience, like the concept of a
cat. An a posteriori or empirical intuition is one obtained by sense perception or
introspection, like the sight of a cat or the feeling of peacefulness.

Kant offers us a criterion for identifying a priori knowledge, propositions, and
judgments: necessity and strict universality (B 3—4). To see how this criterion is
supposed to work, consider the proposition ‘every even number is divisible by 2.7
Its truth is necessary because there cannot be any counterexamples, and strictly
universal because there not only are not but there cannot be any exceptions to it
(B 4). Is this criterion redundant? Perhaps not because strict universality seems
not to work for singular a priori propositions, like ‘9 is an odd number.” But this
proposition is still necessarily true. So it seems that strict universality entails neces-
sity, but not vice versa, and that necessity is the fundamental criterion.

Kant's adoption of necessity as the fundamental criterion of the a priori ac-
cords with his often-repeated and important claim that no proposition that rests
on experience can be necessary. As he puts it:

Experience tells us, indeed, what is, but not that it must necessarily be so, and
not otherwise. (A 1)

Experience teaches that a thing is so and so, but not that it cannot be otherwise.

(B 3)
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That a body is extended is a proposition that holds a priori and is not empirical.
For, before appealing to experience, I have already in the concept of body all the
conditions required for my judgment. I have only to extract from it, in accordance
with the principle of contradiction, the required predicate, and in so doing can
at the same time become conscious of the necessity of the judgment—and that
is what experience could never have taught me. (B 11-12)°

Mathematical propositions . . . are always judgments a priori, not empirical; be-
cause they carry with them necessity, which cannot be derived from experience.

(B 14-15)

Some contemporary philosophers, following Saul Kripke, would say that sci-
entific statements about “natural kinds,” like “water is H*O,” are a posteriori yet
necessary.® This raises complex issues that I cannot explore here. Suffice it to say
that a follower of Kant would not accept this view but would hold instead that the
statement “water is H*O” was once an empirical hypothesis that has now become
a definition: that no substance that was not H2O would count as being water, no
matter how much like water it was, is a result of the way we use the term “water”
rather than of some metaphysical necessity. This need not be taken to mean that
“water is H?O” was once contingent and then became necessary; it is compatible
with saying that the statement is, if true, then necessarily true. For saying that it
was once an empirical hypothesis need not mean that it was once true but contin-
gent, but only that it was once not known to be true.

1.2.3 Analytic and Synthetic

Whereas the notions of a priori and a posteriori are epistemological ones having
to do with the way in which a proposition can be known, the notions of analytic
and synthetic are semantical ones, having to do with what makes a proposition
true or false. To avoid misrepresenting the current philosophical landscape, 1
should first note that the analytic/synthetic distinction is by no means uncontrover-
sial. Some contemporary philosophers, notably W. V. Quine, have questioned the
tenability of the distinction; others defend it.” My purpose here, however, is to
explain how the distinction enters into Kant’s attempt to reduce his agenda to its
simplest form. So, I shall not enter into the controversy concerning the tenability
of the analytic/synthetic distinction, but I shall rather assume that the distinction
is tenable and expound it as it is usually understood by those who accept it.
The basic definition of an analytic statement is this:

D3: p is analytic = df p is true solely in virtue of the meanings of its constituent
terms.

An example is “all bachelors are unmarried eligible men.” Notice that although
this statement is not couched in the form of a definition—it does not start with “a
bachelor is . . . 7 or “the term ‘bachelor’ means . . . ”—it is really a definition since
“bachelor” just means “unmarried eligible man.” This is why the statement is true
solely in virtue of the meanings of its constituent terms. Definitions, then, are one
type of analytic statement.
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Another type of analytic statement consists of what we may call “conceptual
truths.” These are not definitions, but they are still true in virtue of meanings. An
example is “something cannot be both round and square.” Although not a defini-
tion of either “round” or “square,” this statement is still true in virtue of those
terms’ meanings, or of the concepts ‘round’” and ‘square,” for “round” is defined
partly in terms of “having no angles,” and “square” is defined in terms of “rectan-
gular,” which in turn is defined in terms of “having four angles.”

The third and most fundamental type of analytic statement consists of state-
ments that are true in virtue of their logical form. Two examples are “either it is
raining or it is not raining” and “it is not both raining and not raining.” To see
why these two statements are true because of their logical forms, we can extract
their respective forms, as follows:

either p or not p
not (p and not p)

It is obvious that any statement having one of these forms, no matter what specific
sentence one substitutes for p, must be true. This is why the two statements about
raining, as well as any other statements obtained by substituting a given statement
for p in either form, can be said to be “true because of their logical form.” You
may ask: why are such statements analytic? The answer is that, like definitions and
conceptual truths, they are true solely in virtue of the meanings of their constit-
uent terms. Specifically, our sample statements are true in virtue of the meanings
of the terms “either-or,” “not,” and “and”—terms that give the statements their
logical form and that are called “logical connectives.”

Some contemporary philosophers would define analyticity in a slightly differ-
ent way from that given in D3. They would say that an analytic statement is one
whose truth depends solely on logical laws and definitions. To illustrate, consider
the statement “all bachelors are unmarried.” Since “bachelor” is defined as “un-
married eligible man,” substituting synonyms for synonyms in this statement yields
the statement “all unmarried eligible men are unmarried.” But this statement has
the form “All ABC’s are C’s,” or, in the symbolism of modern logic, the form
“(x)[(Fx . Gx. Hx) D Hx]”—forms that express laws of logic.

There is an important relationship between analyticity and contradiction: the
negation (denial) of an analytic statement is always a contradiction, and conversely
the negation of a contradiction is always an analytic statement. Thus, for example,
the negation of “all bachelors are unmarried eligible men” is “some bachelors are
not unmarried eligible men.” But since “bachelor” means “unmarried eligible
man,” the negated statement says that some unmarried eligible men are not un-
married eligible men, which is a contradiction (since it says that some men are
both eligible and unmarried and not eligible and unmarried). Conversely, the
negation of “some bachelors are not unmarried eligible men” is “all bachelors are
unmarried eligible men,” which is analytic. Similar considerations apply to the
other examples I have given. Thus, for instance, the negation of “either p or not
p” is “neither p nor not p,” which means the same as “not p and (also) not not p,”
which means simply “not p and p,” which is, of course, a contradiction. Con-
versely, the negation of “not p and p” is “not (not p and p),” which is analytic.



