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0.0

In hisletter to Garve and Prolegonena, Kant provides two appaently
conflicting accounts of thestimulusfor acritiqueof reason. In theProlegonena,
Hume takes therole:

| freely admit tha theremembrance of David Hume was the very thing

tha many years agofirst interrupted my dogmnetic dumber andgave a

completely different directionto my researchesin thefield of

speculative philosophy. (4:260)
Six years later, in hisletter to Christian Garve, Kant assignsthe same role to the
antinony of pure reason:

It was not theinvestigaion of the existence of God, immortality, and

so on butrather theantinony of purereasont  Qhe world hasa

beginning; it has no beginning, and so on,Oright up to the4™ : (rhere

isfreedomin man, versusthere is nofreedom only the necessity of

naureO! tha iswha first aroused me from my dogmatic Sumber and

drove meto thecritiqueof reasonitself, in order to resolve the scandd

of ogengble contradiction of reason with itself. (7:256-8)
Here Kant identifies two catalysts for thecritical philosophy: his memory of David
Hume, and the antinony of pure reason. Theaccount seem contradictory, for Kant
claimsthat both first interrupted his dogmatic sumber. Y et Kant@® descriptionsof
thar rolesin theformation of thecritical philosophy hardly present a contradiction:

his memory of Hume gave Ga completely different directionCto hiswork in

speculative philosophy, while the antinomy provided a particular aim N Gesolving



the scandd of ogengble contradiction of reason with itselfON and away to achieve
thisam: thecritiqueof reason itself.

In this essay | suggest that Kant@ accounts of theformation of the critical
philosophy are accurate and compaible. Scanddized by an ogengble contradiction
of reason with itself, Kant hopes to provide aresolution to theantinony in acritique
of purereason. Simultaneoudy subject and object, judgeand plaintiff, reason reflects
in this critiqueon its own capecities; it legitimates and dismisses its own rights and
pretensons If reason does contradict itself, as the appearance of the antinony
suggests, reason cannotrightly judgeaboutits own capecities. So thecritiqueof pure
reason aims both to legitimate its capecity to rule (to show tha reason does not
contradict itself), and to expressits capacity to know its own capacities. Put simply,
thecritiqueis an expression of self-ruling (autonamous reason, and alegitimating of
reason®autonory. Kant® memory of Hume gives this critiquea clear direction,
providing ingghts aboutwha the critiqueshould indude aboutthe origin of the
appearance of a contradiction of reason with itself, and abouthowto avoid Hume®@
condusonstha mog threaten human autonony.

0.1

Near the end of the Critique Kant provides a brief and abgract history of
human reason. In its dogmetic childhood reasonis deepy, stubbomn, deaf to
criticism, and blind to its own capecities. The dogmatist mandaes that others think
like him. Inits skeptical form, reason distinguishes itself from dogmatism and

reflects onits dogmetic wandeings but does not yet have complete knowedgeof



itself, its own rights and determinate limits (A761B789). The skeptic attemptsto
think for herself, but since shelacks complete self-knowledge merely thinksin
reaction to dogrretism and mandaes tha others adopt her own postion?!

In its dogmatic and skeptical forms, reason is heterononous It does notknow
itself at all (inthe case of dognetism), or only knows itself in part (in the case of
skepticism), and so lacks the power to rule itself, to think and act autononoudy.
While heteronony entails relying ontherule of others, autonony entails beingto be
able to give onesalf thelaw, to rule for oneself about one® own rights and capecities.
Kant contrasts these pictures of developing reason with an image of reasoninits
mature form. Hereiscritical, self-aware, and thusautononous reason fully knows it
capacities, rights, and limits, and it employsthis knowledgeto ruleitself.

In his accounts of the origin of thecritical philosophy, Kant connets his
pictures of reason® development and his own awakening with juridical metaphor.
theantinony isaconflict of laws; dogmnetic dumber and Humean skepticism are
emblematic of heteronomy; a critiqueof reason isa critical accountof reason® self-
knowledge an image of autonormy. But for reason to be autononous it mug notbe
divided agang itself. Mature or critical reason must be able to rule for itself abouta
conflict of laws, aboutthe antinomy. Kant@ description of the antinormy, and his
resolution to theantinomy Bthe critiqueof reasonitself Brely onthesame linked

juridical and developmental metaphors.

! While Kant treats many forms of skepticism, hemos closely assodiates this postion
with David Hume.



Kant first articulated a nascent version of theantinomy of pure reasonin his
1770Inaugurl Dissertation; in itsfind articulation varioustheses of metaphyscs are
pitted agang oneanother, with equdly compdling and logically correct proofs for
each thesis. For example, thefirst pits Orheworld has a beginning in time,Oagaing,
Orheworld has no beginning in time,Oand thethird pits Orhereis only natural
causality,Oagang Orhereis, asdefrom natural causality, the causality of freedomO
Thusthe antinommy gives the appearance of a @ontradiction of reason with itself,Othe
reality of which no Enlightenment thinker, and especially Kant, would like to confirm
(7:256-8).

Kant does not name the appaent contradiction of reason with itself
@ntinomyCunitl its appesrance in thefirst Critique Thenameissignificant, for it
indicates a conflict of laws. Theplayersin this conflict, nat surprisingly, are
dognatists and skeptics. Those who cling blindly to thethesis or antithesis postion,
and who seek to fell their opponet with well-executed logical arguments exemplify
dognetism. Blindto thelogical validity of his opponent@ claim, thedogmretist sees
only tha reason suppots his clam. He does notadmit a genuine corflict of laws, but
hopes tha reason will silence his oppon@ét. Those who, seeing that the conflict
cannotberesolved by appealing to more logica arguments, throw up ther handsin a
joyful despar, Kant calls skeptical. The skeptic sees a genuineconflict of laws, but
also sees that reason cannotresolve the conflict and can only perpeuaeit. The
antinony appears to be aconflict of reason with itself, a conflict between oneset of

rules for making arguments and another set of rules. Kant® dognatists pursuethe



conflict with hopefor certain victory, and his skeptic suggests tha the conflict
indicates tha reasonreally is conflicted with itself, and unreliable.

Theantinonmy and thedogmetic and skeptical solutionsto this conflict of laws
are deeply at oddswith Kant@ own systematic aims of aiding advancesin knowledge
and contributing to therestoration of therights of humankind. Neverthdess, these
aims demand tha the conflict beresolved. For, ontheonehand, if reasonis
genuindy conflicted with itself, nather the naural sciences nor metaphyscs can hope
to produce genuineknowledge Andontheother, if reason contradictsitself, it
cannot hopeto lay claim to intellectud N or practicalN autonomry. To resolve the
conflict, Kant conceives of a court of reason, wherein reason confirms its rightful
clamsto knowedge and dismisses those to which it enjoysnoright Thiscourt s, in
onesengg, the Critiqueof Pure Reason, an expression of autonamousreason. Inthis
court, reason rulesfor itself tha it has arightto rule itself; tha is, thecourt both
exemplifies and legitimates intellectud autonony.

02

This essay is an andysis of Kant@ resolution to the antinomy of pure reason.

Init| arguetha thisresolution requires a critiqueof pure reason, a critiquefunded in

pat by Kant@ memory of Hume? In sectionone | arguetha Kant( problem with

2 This essay is conaerned with Kant@ memory of Hume, which | treat as roughly
equivalent to Kant@ caricature of Ghe skepticO Unless | indicate otherwise, explicitly
or with aquottion from Hume® works, | mean by BHlumelKant@ Hume. Humeis,
for Kant, emblematic of skepticism. But the terms GkepticOand GkepticismOyloss
ove themany peculiar forms skepticism takes. For example, skepticism might entail
doubtaboutthereliability of reasonitself, or merely doubtaboutthe availability of a



theantinomy N that it presents an ogtensble contradiction of reason with itself N
ddineates a complex set of criteriafor itsresolution. Taken as a genuineexpression
of reason, theantinomy presents a threat to the posibility of intellectud autonony: it
rende's reason® suppased capacity to rule aboutits own rights and pretensgons
suspect, and hindeas the advance of knowedge It hinde's the advance of knowledge
by opening objective scientific knowledgeto doult, by casting supiciononthe
possibility of knowledgeor progress in metaphyscs, and by highlighting the practical
dange's of thefree public exercise of reason. Put differently, if theantinomy is taken
as evidence of conflicted reason, reason cannothgpefor its own maturity or
autonony. Practically, this meansthe end of the Enlightenment hopetha reason
could provideauniversal law for progressin knowedgeand for perpeud peace.

In order to provide a prope resolution to theantinomy, or N what is the same
N to showtha theantinomy is not evidence that reasonisin conflict with itself, Kant
conaaives of the critiqueas a court in which reason rules aboutits own rights and
pretensons This court will attempt to set metaphysics on the secure course of a

science by 1) showing synthetic a priori judgingis possible, 2) giving an accountof

criterion that would allow usto decide aboutwhich claims countasjugified or
judifiable. Michael Forster ddineates three kindsof skepticism at play in thefirst
Critique Qveil of perceptionCskepticism, Humean skepticism, and Pyrrhorian
skepticism in his essay, (Kant and Skepticism.O While these distinctionscan be quite
useful, IQre chosen to simply apply theterm where (and as) Kant appliesit. Put
practically: donotbesurprised when | report that Kant predicates thingsof Hume
and skepticism that are not propely predicated of Hume or of all forms of skepticism.
And more blunty: both GHlumeGand Ghe skepticCare names for astraw man. But |
aim here to present the beauty of Kant@ argument in its own historical situaion, not
to evaluaeits plaughbility.



the origin of Gendless batleOin metaphyscs, and 3) suggesting how metaphyscs
might hopeto progressin knowedge Kant suggests tha progressin the sciences
dependson recognizing wha we putinto cognition; to put metaphyscs on the secure
course of ascience, Kant mug give an accountof what human beingsputinto
cognitiona priori.

Kant® reflection on wha we putinto cognitionissuesin away to fulfill the
second set of requirements for a successful resolution to theantinomy. These
requirements stem from K ant(3 assessment of Hume@ failed solution to the antinomy
and hisinterest in contributing to therestoration of therights of mankind. Kant@
resolution musgt avoid the problems of Hume@ solution N denying reason theright to
practical use of claimstha are notknowedgeand thetheoretical possibility of
freedomN while uphoding Hume@ indghtful claim tha antinomrial claims are not
knowledge

After outlining therequirements for a successful resolution to the antinomy, |
suggest tha Kant meets these requirements, aided by his memory of Hume, in thetwo
major sectionsof theCritique In sectiontwo | arguetha thecondusonsof the
Andytic (paticularly the Transcendental Dedudion) 1) show synthetic a priori
judging possible, and 2) providethefirst step toward an accountof theorigin of
endless batle in metaphyscs. Primarily an expostion of Kant@ answer to the
skeptic@ question quid juris (by what right), section two highlights therole of the
Transcendental Dedudionin Kant@ resolution to theantinomy. The Transcendental

Dedudion points to theconduson tha claims to knowiedgeof thingsthat are not



objects of possible experience are, as the skeptic claims, madeby noright The
Dedudion aso suggests that al our representationsand cognitionsare temporally
determined; temporal deerminaionisacondition of the possibility of objective
knowledge butalso acondition of any representation whasoever. So the Dedudion
points up away forward in metaphyscs. recognizing tha we puttimeinto all our
representationsand cognitions

In section three | suggest that Kant@® accountof transcendental illuson makes
full use of this recognition. Metaphyscs does not progress because it does not
recognize wha human beingsputinto cognitiona priori. We puttime into cognttion
apriori. IntheDiaectic Kant argues tha reason demandstha we attempt to
represent idess like soul, God, andworld. Theseideas are not objects of possible
experience. But we inevitably represent these ideas as temporally deermined. Thus
metaphyscs goes aboutin circles when it does notrecognize tha its talk aboutsoul,
God, and world istemporally determined.

In this account, Kant draws on Hume@ expostion of metaphyscal error N
but uses his own accountagang Hume@ charge Kant reconfigures Hume@indghts
tha error arises fromtheimaginaion, it arises when what is merely subjectiveis
passed off asobjective. But, while Hume condudes tha there is no unity of reason,
Kant® accountshows tha transcendental illusion arises from the unity of reason.
Transcendental illusonis thework of Qunnotced influence of sendbility on
undestandingOvia theimagination, andit occurs when subjectively useful concepts

are passed off as objectively valid concepts.



Section four details Kant® successful resolution to the antinomy. This
resolution uses the condusonsof the Andytic and the beginning of theDialectic to
show theantinomy an illuson: thewarring dogmatists argueaboutnothing. Kant@
resolution exploits the Critique@ juridical metapha and andysis of transcendental
illuson to show unfoundel the skeptical Hume@ hopes that reason will rule that
metaphyscal claims mug berelinquished. Further, theresolution is congstent with
Kant® systematic aims Dit contributes to the advance of knowledgeby unraveling
theriddle of metaphyscs, and it contributes to therestoration of therights of
humankind by permitting the practical use of thetheoretical possibility of freedom
Both of these contributonssuppot Kant® hopethat reason will mature and exercise
autonony. For withoutself-knowledge reason cannotpropely ruleitself in
theoretical matters (of knowedge), and without the possibility of freedom, reason

cannotgive itself thelaw, cannotpropely ruleitself practicaly.
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1.0

Kant® criteriafor a successful resolution to the antinomy lie in his conception
of the problem. In hisletter to Christian Garve and hisintrodudion to the Antithdtic,
Kant provides two direct descriptionsof the problem of theantinony: it presentsa
scanddouspicture of reasonin contradiction with itself, and it temptsreasonto fall
either into dogmatic stubbomnness or skeptical despar. Inthe Antithetic, the prefaces
to both editionsof the Critique in his resolution to the Antinomy, and his comments
onthisresolutionin the Dodrine of Method, Kant characterizes the antinomy as an
interngiond conflict Bas an endless war, or an internaiond conflict of laws for
which reason cannotgive afind judgment. Kant@ reports abouthis problem with the
antinomy and theimages he uses to depict the conflict uniformly point to a more
genead problem: if theappearance of aconflict of reasonwith itself betrays areal
conflict of reason with itself, the conflict threatensto rende impossible Kant®3
systematic ams of contributing to the advance of knowedgeand therights of
mankind.

In 1765Kant reports achangein his systematic aim: he was previoudy
concerned with the advance of knowledge paticularly in thefield of metaphyscs,
but after reading Rousseau, his focus shifted toward therestoration of therights of
mankind.

| am ascientist by indination. | knowthethirst for knowedgeand the

deep satisfaction of every advance of knowledge Therewasatime

when | bdieved all this knowedgecould be the honor of mankind, and
| despised all those who were bereft of such knowledge Rousseau
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has corrected me. | learned to honorman, and | would congder

myself less worthy than theaverage worker if | did notbdieve tha all

H"es philosophy] could contribute to what really mattersN the

restoration of therights of mankind. (20:45)

Kant® primary concern in thefirst Critiqueis theadvance of knowledge Yet his
resolution to theantinomy evidences this second systematic aim N contributing to
the restoration of therights of mankind N as well.

Asthewording of a question sets limits on wha counts as an answer, Kant®®
conaeption of the problem of theantinomy N howit is oppod to his systematic
aims N sets particular limits on how the antinomy might beresolved. Kant uses the
familiar metaphors of reason® development and juridical procedure to characterize
the problem with theantinomy as an internaiond conflict, onetha mug beresolved
if Kantisto advance his own systematic aims.

Kant puts the problem of theantinomy in two ways. In hisletter to Christian
Garve, Kant claims that the antinomy of pure reason Qlrove [him] to the critiqueof
reasonitself, in order to resolve the scandd of ogengble contradiction of reason with
itsel fO(7:256-8).% This description perhgps best expresses Kant@ theoretical and
practical problems with the antinomy, because if reason genuindy isin contradiction
with itself, Kant@ hopes for advandng knowledge(particularly in metaphyscs) and
for contributing to therights of mankind are ill founded. Put differently, if reasonis

in contradiction with itself, the Enlightenment hope for intellectud autonony falls

® Thusit provides both a motivation (resolving the scandd) and a particular aim (the
critiqueof reason itself) for Kant@ work.



12

apat.* Inhisintrodudionto theantinomy, Kant suggests that it Qeadsreasoninto
thetemptation either to surrende itself to a skeptical hopdessness or else to assume
an attitudeof dogmretic stubbonnessO(A407/B434). Theantinony leadsreason to
bdievein its own inability to govern itsalf.

Theantinony presents Kant with a series of theoretical problemsand a
practical problem. Fromatheoretical standpont, the problem of theantinomy istha
it callstheunity of reason, and thusthe possibility of advance in knowledgeinto
guestion. From apractical standpont, the problem of theantinony istha it hindes
human autonommy N it occasionstemptationsto dogmatic stubbomnness and skeptical
despair, to heteronony. Thepractical problem is primarily oneof intellectud
freedom for aslongas thedogmatist or skeptic holdspolitical power, thethreat of
censorship holdsthe exercise of intellectud autonamy at bay. This section details
Kant® conaeption of the problem of the antinomy and what a prope resolution would
require: Kant conceives of theantinomy as a corflict of internationd law expressed
as an endless and bloodywar of metaphyscs; the conflict can beresolved only in
reason@® court, the Critiqueof Pure Reason.

11
Kant claims that the antinomy of pure reason Qirove [him] to thecritiqueof

reason itsdlf, in order to resolve the scandd of ogengble contradiction of reason with

* Reason can hardly hopeto goven itself peaceably if its own dictums oppo® one
anothe. Tha is, to beautononous reason mug govern over al possible sets of laws,
ove everythingin itsjurisdiction.
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itsel fO(7:256-8).> He takes the antinomy as emblematic of the stalled progress of
metaphyscs, which isin a state of endless and bloody war. He beginsthefirst-edition
Preface with a description of the problem of metaphyscs:

Human reason has the peculiar fate in onespecies of its cognitionsthat

it is burdened with questionswhich it cannotdismiss, since they are

given to it as problems by the nature of reason itself, butwhich it also

cannotanswer, since they transcend every capacity of human reason.

Reasonfallsinto this perplexity throughno fault of itsown. [E .] The

batlefield of these endless controversies is called metaphyscs. (Avii

Pviii)®
He echoes the claim in the second-edition Preface, characterizing metaphyscs as an
exercise in Qetrac[ing] our path countess times,Oas an enterprise so Gar from
reaching unanimity in the assertionsof its adhaents tha it israther abattlefield [E
onwhich] no combatant has ever gained theleast bit of ground(Bxv). Thebatle
metaphordrives the entire second chapter of the Dialectic, and there Kant revisitsthe
themes of the Preface: the antithetic is awholly naural snare, oneQevery human
reason mus necessarily come up againg in the course of its progress,Oand which is
Cadialectical battlefield [E . that has] often been entered, both sides gaining many

victories,Obut noneultimately decisive (A423B451). Theantinomy isan endless

batle, emblematic of theinability of metaphyscsto make progress as a science.

® Thusit provides both a motivation (resolving the scandd) and a particular aim (the
critiqueof reason itself) for Kant@ work.

® The problem is framed in the same way in theintrodudion to theantithetic: itis
wholly naural, atrap into which Geasonfalls of itself and unavoidably,Oa
batlegroundfor endless war (A4078B434)
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Kant hopes to set metaphyscs on the secure course of a science, but
metaphyscsitself isin a state of war, condantly fighting aboutwhether or notthe
world has a beginningin time, whether anythingis a simple, whether thereis only
natural causality or also freedom whether anecessary being exists. A series of
perfectly logical arguments for each the of antithetical postionsin thefour conflicts
suppots the conduson tha reason does contradict itself, and tha there is nowarrant
for hoping that metaphyscs can make any progress as a science. Put smply, the
antinomy makes it seem asif metaphyscsis hopdessy fated to continuefighting asit
does, for thevery arbitrator (reason) we mighthope could indicate awinne only
seemsto perpetude the conflict.

Drawing on theword( history, Kant also connects the antinormy with
internationd conflict. GntinomyOsimply refersto a conflict between laws. 1t may
refer to an intranaiond conflict, or, more often, an internaiond legd conflict.” Kant
conaaives of thisinternaiond legd conflict as a conflict between two paties tha
both claim arightto asingle propaty or title. For example, oneparty argues tha she
has arightto make theknowledgeclaim tha theworld has abeginningin time. She
uses awell-reasoned redudio to give proof of her rightto theclam. A secondparty,
usng apefectly executed redudio, gives evidence of hisrightto knowedgethat the
world does not have abeginningintime. Each paty claimsaright to make some

clam aboutthe beginning of theworld, and suppots his claim usng reasonable

" OntranationdGand Gnternationd Cere anachronistic, yet useful. For the purposes of
thisessay, | use Onternaiond conflictOnotto ind cate conflicts between ndion states,
but conflicts between independently govened territories.
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proofs. But agan, thebest arbitrator only perpeuaes the conflict. Reason should be
able to say which party has therightto make her claim, since nothingis more clear
than tha both parties have thisright; yet reason, since it creates and is convinced by
both proofs, cannot

Kant® problem with the antinomy is two-fold: ontheonehand, the
appearance of a contradiction of reason with itself threatensto undeminethe unity of
reason and thusthe possibility of advance in knowledge On theother hand, it Oeads
reason into the temptation either to surrende itself to a skeptical hopdessness or else
to assume an attitudeof dogmretic stubbonnessO(A407/8434). Thedogmetist and
skeptic are the players in Kant@ conflict; Kant@ presentation of their postionsand
solutionsto the antinomy points up a conflict with Kant@® systematic aims and the
requirements for a successful (critical) resolution.

The dognetist@ stubbonness prevents the advance of knowledge for he
clingsto thenotionthat reason really does legitimate his rightto make his claim to
know thetruth about e.g., thebeginning of theworld. His stubbomnness blindshim to
the possibility that reason |legitimates his oppona@t@ rightto her claim.® Thusheis
caughtin a batle who only conaivable endis his own victory. Inredity, the
dognetist can only hopefor atemporary solutionwherein his opponet isforbidden
to take up weapons for aslongas thedogmatist can keep on theoffengve, hecan

keep the uppe hand (A422-3/B450)

8 He Gassume]s| a dognetic stubbonness, set[s] [his] mind rigidly to certain
assertionswithoutgiving afair hearing to the groundsfor theopposteO(A407B434).
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Thehopefor such asolutionisahopefor censorship, ahopetha the
dognetist@ own suppoters acquire the power to silence the exercise of reasoniin his
opponat. Dogmetic stubbomnness inhibits the advance of knowedgeon two fronts:
first, it does not seek progressin knowledge but seeks to affirm aclaim to the
dubiousknowledgeit has already, and second, it seeks an end to its conflict tha
squdches the exercise of reason. Put differently, Kant@ problem with the dognatist is
hislack of autonony. Thedognetist isheterononbus He dognstist has no sense of
his error, does notadmit that he could bein error, and can only imaginethe conflict
ending with arulingin hisfavor. He cannotthink for himself, and demandsthat
othersthink like him.

Thedogmetic expression of heteronony inhibits the advance of knowledge
because it seeks war ingead of progress, and censorship ingead of thefree exercise of
reason. For Kant, censorship denies afundamental human right: theright to free
exercise of reason. So longas dognstists are engaged in thar endless and bloody
batle, the possibility of afree public discourseisheld in check. If we takethe
Pietists as examples of dognatism, we might better see Kant@ conaern. So long as
the Pietists hdd political power, and were committed to oneantinomic thesis or
another, they could mandae tha no opposte argument could be pubiished. For Kant,
thisis problematic ontwo fronts: first, it preventsthefree public discourse or
exercise of intellectud autonomny. Second,it givesthe appearance (at least in
published work) tha there isno antinomy, tha no arguments for the opposte sideare

rationd. Both results are detrimental to reason@maturity, for they aim to keep
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people in dognstic chans (heteronony), and attempt to squdch out even skeptical
heteronomy. Kant® claim that his memory of Hume aroused him from dogmatic
sumber, then, shows how detrimental dognetic rule is for reason® progressin
maturity.

While the skeptic sees tha the warring metaphyscianswill notfind peace by
ther own efforts, herecoils fromthe conflict, despairing over the possibility of any
advance of knowedgein metaphyscs. While the skeptic attemptsto providea
solution ®Hume hopes to providea new metaphyscs Dthis solution, on Kant@
account, regjects the possibility of advance in knowledge particularly in metaphyscs.
Kant spesks of Hume@ respons to the antinomy varioudy as despar andjoy, asa
decisive blow to metaphyscs, and an ingghtful, but not acceptable, solutionto the
antinony.

Kant takes the despairing skeptic@ blow to metaphysics as a decisive rejection
of hopefor the possibility of knowedgeor progressin thefield.

Since the Essays of Locke and Leibniz, or rather since therise of

metaphyscs as far asthe history of it reaches, no event has occurred

tha could have been more decisive with respect to thefate of this

science than the attack made uponit by David Hume. He broughtno

lightto thiskind of knowledge but hecertainly struck a spark from

which alight could well have been kindled, if it had hit some

welcoming tende whoe glow was carefully kept going and madeto

grow. (4:257)

Hume® attack on metaphyscs congsted in his rejection of the possibility of

knowledgeof causal claims. Causal reasoning conaernsrelationdhips beween
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matters of fact, not necessary truths® Matters of fact can bediscovered by experience,
but causal relationshipsbetween them cannot Hume argues tha since effects are
distinct from causes Bsince we can dways conceive of onehgopening and the other
notbcausal relationshipsare nota priori relationdhips Theknowledgeof cause and
effect s not, in any ingance, attained by reasoningsa priori; but arises entirely from
experience, when we find tha any paticular objects are condantly conjoined with
each other.3° People bdieve themselves to have causal knowledgewhen, after
repeatedly observing similar acts, objects, or opaations they come to expect theacts,
objects, or opaationsthey have assodated or conjoined with them. Thuscausa
bdiefs are not knowledgeaboutsome obijective ordering of theworld, but merely
bdiefs tha arise from the subjective conjundion of empirical experiences. Kant
takes Hume@ case to imply a complete rejection of the possibility of knowledgein

metaphyscs, science, and mathematics.**

® David Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, ed. Antony Flew (La
Salle: Open Court 1988), 71

%David Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Unde standing, ed. Antony Flew (La
Salle: Open Court 1988), 73.

1 sych claims aretheresult of Gamere ddusion of an alleged indght of reasoniinto
tha which hasin fact merely been borrowed from experience and from habit has
taken on the appearance of necessityO(B19-20). They occur when Qeason
completely and fully deceives herself with this concept, falsely takingit for her own
child, when it isreally nothing but a bastard of theimagination, which, impregnaed
by experience, having broughtcertain representationsunde thelaw of assodation,
passes off theresulting subjective necessity (i.e., habit) for an objective necessity
(fromingght)O(4:258) -- ONow from theincapacity of our reason to make a use of
this prindple tha goes beyond all experience, heinferred thenullity of al pretensons
of reason in general to go beyondthe empirica O(A760B788).
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Hume® solution to the endless battle of metaphyscsis simple and intuitive:
thewarring dogmatists make thar claims by noright; we can demand tha these
warmongess give up ther claims, and thewar will end. So the skeptic entersthe
court of reason with aclaim agang warring dognstist paties. He produas evidence
tha ther claims are made by noright, and rules that the claims mug be given up b
both practically and theoretically.

Whileit has the power to arouse people from dogmatic slumber, the skeptic®
postionis noless heteronompusthan the dognatist@. The skeptical solution, which
suggests tha dognstic claims are made by noright and demandsthey be
relinquished, isamere reactionto dogmetism. The skeptic allows dogntic error to
dictate his solution, and demands(dognetically) that the dogrretists conform to his
own postion, tha they assent to thenotion tha thar clams are unjudified. Again,
this demand is tantamountto a demandfor censorship. If Hume hdd political power,
both the Pietists and the Spinozsts would be censored or disarmed. While it may
seem afinesolution, it denies the possibility of afree public discourse, advance in
knowledge and thetheoretical possibility of freedom It does not promote autonony
in the sphae of knowedgeor the sphee of action.

Hume@ solution denies the possibility of the advance of knowledgebin both
science and metaphyscs. While Kant admits that it isindghtful, herejects Hume®
solution to theantinomy onthebasis tha it does not promote the advance of
knowedge Hume@ solution, on Kant@ account, is also oppogd to Kant@ aim of

restoring therights of mankind. Kant puts his criticism thus
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The acute man was, however, looking only to the negdive bendit that

curbing the excessive claims of speculative reason would have, in

completely abolishing so many endless and continud conflicts tha

perplex the human species; he meanwhile log sight of the postive

ham tha results if reasonis deprived of the mog important vistas,

fromwhich aloneit can stake out for thewill thehighest god of all the

will@ endeavors. (4:238)
Here Kant claims that Hume@ solution to the antinomy (demanding tha rightsto
metaphyscal clamslike those in the antithetic berelinquished) falls short of aprope
resolution because it does harm to reason by depriving it of theuse of freedom

Kant suggests tha a prope resolution to theantinomy will not deprive reason
of theuse of freedom While it seems a strangeconduson, it isnat unwarranted.
Kant notices tha thethird antinomy treats the causality of freedomand the causality
of nature. If Kant, like Hume, denies arightto claims aboutfreedomand causality,
hewill smultaneoudy deny thetheoretical possibility of freedom Better put
wholly denying arightto claims aboutfreedomand causality meanswholly denying
arightto talk aboutfreedom even as atheoretical possibility. For Kant, this solution
is unacceptable, for withoutthetheoretical possibility of freedom, he can hardly hope
to contribute to therestoration of therights of mankind.

Thetheoretical possibility of freedomaidsKant@aim in at least three ways:
it gives groundsfor legitimating afree publc discourse, and so aidsprogressin

autonorny N one@ rightto think for oneself N , it permits an hypotesis about

freedomto be putto practical use, and it legitimates Kant® public discussion of
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freedomin subsequent works, wherein hedefines autonony in themoral sphae RN
freedomto give oneself thelaw, to legisiate one® own actions
12

Kant conceives of the Critiqueas a court in which Geason may secure its
rightful claims while dismissing all its groundiess pretengongO(Axi). Inthisimage
reasonis both judge(it dismisses claims) and defendant (it may secure itsrightful
clams). We mightimaginethe critiquea courtroom wherein reason puts questionsto
itself, and affirms or deniesits own rights.

Thisimage provides Kant with away to give a prope resolution to the
antinonmy. Conceived as aconflict of internaiond law, theantinony lendsitself to a
juridical resolution. Kant knows of alegd procedure by which conflicts of
internaiond law can beresolved: thededudion. Theaim of dedudion writingswas
to Qugtify controversial legd claims between the numerousrulers of theindependent
territories, city republics, and other condituents of the Holy Roman Empire. 3% A
dedudion nesd not Gpresuppo® a particular legd system with reference to which the
entitlement becomes decidable,Oand so it is particularly useful in Onternaiond O

conflicts.®®

12 Dieter Henrich, "Kant's Notion of a Dedudion and the Methodobgical Background
of theFirst Critique" in Kants Transcendental Dedudions ed. Eckhart FSrster
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1989) 32

13 Dieter Henrich, "Kant's Notion of a Dedudion and the Methodobgical Background
of theFirst Critique" in Kants Transcendental Dedudions ed. Eckhart FSrster
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1989) 36.
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Concelved asajuridical question, Kant sees the antithetical cosmological
claims as an antinomy, aconflict of Onternaiond law.O Seen this way (via skeptical
method), thecourt of reason (which has universal, albet self-limited, jurisdiction),
can entertain a dispute between thedognatist and skeptic.'* Theformer claims that
reason legitimates his rightto knowledgeof thetruth of his claim, hisrightto
practical use of this claim, and his rightto request tha his dognetist opponat®@
rightsto knowledgeand use of her claims berelinquished. Thelatter claims that
nether thedognatist nar his dogmatist opponeat have arightto knowedgeof the
truth of thar claims, and demandsthat ther suppod rights to knowledgeand use of
these claims berelinquished.

Because the dognstist can see only tha reason legitimates his claim, he
cannotsee tha thereisaconflict a all. To besure, hemay see tha his opponet
continues to fight but his hopefor peace is merely a hopefor his own victory. He
cannotconasive of the possibility that reason legitimates his oppment® claim, and
hence cannotsee a genuine conflict at all. He Gassumels] a dogmnetic stubbonness,
set[s] [his] mindrigidly to certain assertionswithout giving afair hearing to the
groundsfor the opposte. O(A407B434). Put differently, thewhole world is the
dognetist@ territory. He does not recognize tha the claims may have originated in
different territories; rather, he Qear[s] down al [E ] bounday pogsand[E] lay[s]

clamtoa[E] territory tha recognizes no demarcationsanywhereO(A296/B8352)

14 Skeptical methodis distinct from skepticism, and here means oberving the conflict
between thethesis and antithesis postions
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Theonly @esolutionGto such a corflict occurs when the dognetist@ opponatis
forbidden to take up weapons for as long as thedogmatist can keep onthe offensve,
he can keep the uppe hand (A422-3/B450).

From the dogmetist@ perspective, thereis no genuine conflict. Thedognatist
istossed into war because of his opponet® stubbon pugiism and his own hopefor
victory. Thedognstist does notrecognize tha, insofar as reason can legitimate his
rightto knowedgeof thetruth of his clam, reason can equdly legitimate his
oppon@t@rights. But from the perspective of onewho N either from the skeptical
ramparts or reason@raised judge3 seat N sees tha reason provides equdly
compdling proofs for both the dogmnetist and his dogmetic opporent, the antinony
gives the appearance of aconflict of reason with itself. It seems asif reason should be
able to give afind ruling aboutwhoisright but since reason (expressed as logical
proof) seems to legitimate both claims, reason seems only to perpetuae the conflict.

Both the dognetist and the skeptic erroneoudy assume tha arightto
knowedgeof aclaim entails arightto practical employment. Thusthedogntist,
certain tha reason legitimates hisrightto knowedge, assumes arightto use of his
claims, and aright to demand tha his opponat( claims be dismissed as illegitimate
knowledge and to demand that his opponet@® use of these claims berelinquished.
The skeptic, certain that dogmetic claims are notknowledge assumes that this entails
arightto demand tha ther practical use berelinqushed. Thusthe skeptic seesa

conflict, and hopes to resolve it by showing that the oppo®d partiesCclaims are made
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by noright, and demanding tha any rights to claim these as knowedgeor to
practically use them berelinquished.

But nathe the skeptic nor thedogmatist can rule autononoudy for peace.
Thedognetist can only hopetha agovenment will endorse his postion, and strike
down his opponait@rights. For thedogntist, intellectud freedomis impossible and
useless. Theskeptic can only hopetha a govenment will endorse his claims and
enforce his hopel-for ruling. Since reasonisdivided agang itself, theantinomy
needsa different solution: onein which metaphyscal claims are willingly
relinquished, or forcefully demanded. Put ssimply, nather the skeptic northe
dognetist has recourse to reason as a judgewho mightrule for peace. Althoughhe
cannotsee tha his opponets have a law-of-reason of thar own, adistinct territory
with distinct rules, thedognstist trugs tha both heand his opponatlivein asingle
territory unde therule of (his own) reason. Thusdogmetic reason cannotrule for
peace, because such reason sees no genuine conflict. In its skeptical form, reason
cannotrule for peace, either. Althoughthe skeptic sees theantinomy as an
internaiond conflict of laws, herecoils fromthe conflict, desparing tha thereisno
highe court of reason tha could solve theconflict. Althoughhehopestha someone
(something) will rule tha the dogmatistsOsuppod rights will be demanded of them,
he cannotapped to aunified ruling reasonto dothis. For the skeptic takes the
antinony to becertain evidence tha reasonreally isin contradiction with itself. And
the skeptical hopefor peace is nothing but the skeptical hopefor universal skepticism.

13
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A successful resolution to theantinomy will both express and legitimate
intellectud autonony. A successful resolution to theantinomy will contribute to the
advance of knowledgeby setting metaphyscs on the secure course of ascience. To
accomplish this, Kant mug 1) show tha metaphyscsis possible, 2) providea
convindng story abouttheorigin of the endless batles in metaphyscs, and 3) offer
an alternaive to this endless batle. A successful resolution to the antinomy will
contribute to therestoration of therights of mankind by establishing tha freedomis
theoretically possible, and tha reason maintainsthe rightto use itsidea of freedom
within the practical sphae. A successful resolution will also contribute to therights
of mankind by showing tha reason can opaate autononoudy; intellectud autonony
presents noreal political threzat.

Kant ussadedudionin the Transcendental Andytic to show tha
metaphyscsis possible and to begin to give a story aboutthe origin of endless batle
in metaphyscs. Framed as an answer to the question, Qquid jurisO(by what right), the
Trancendental Dedudion shows (contra Hume) that synthetic a priori judgingis
possible. Thisistantamountto showing the possibility of metaphyscs.

The Transcendental Dedudion beginsan accountof theorigin of theriddle of
metaphyscs by drawing attention to what we putinto cognition. In theCritique3
Preface, Kant suggests tha knowledgeadvancesin a particular field only when its
practitione's recognize what they putinto cognition. For example, physcs made

great progress when
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those who study nature [E] comprehendead tha reason hasingghtonly

into what it itself produaes according to its own design; tha it mug

take thelead with prinaples for its judgmnents according to condant

laws and compd naure to answer its questions rather than letting

nature guideits movements by keeping reason, asit were, in |leading-

strings[E] (Bxiii)

Metaphyscs can hopeto progress in knowedgeonly when it recognizes wha it puts
into cognition. In metaphyscs, thisrecognition provides thefirst step toward
unoveing an ansver to why metaphyscians can always give equdly well-suppoited
arguments for contradictory cosmological claims. Thisrecognitionis simultaneoudy
a step toward autonony, for it involves self-knowedgeand permits thedisciplineto
legidate aboutits own rights and pretensons TheTranscendental Dedudion
suggests tha we puttime into all our representationsand cognitions and thus
provides a clue aboutwha prevents progress in metaphyscs, and how it can hopeto
gan autonony.

In the Transcendental Dialectic, Kant continues his account of reason®
capacities, and the court of reason continuesto rule N this time dismissing reason®
illegitimate pretensgonsto knowledge Here Kant continues the story aboutwhat
prevents progress in metaphyscs by giving an accountof transcendental illuson.
Here Kant draws on Hume( description of the error of metaphyscs to show that an
illugon arises when we forget tha we put timeinto every representation and
cognition, and bdieve we have knowedgeof things like soul, world, and God. So

the dogmetic claimsin theantithetic are notN as Hume suggestedN knowledge

Neverthdess, Kant® accountof why such claims are notknowledgediffers
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significantly from Hume®, for Kant@ stems froma clear ddinestion of thelimits and
boundsof reason® capacities.

Y et smply showing tha these clams are notknowledgeis not enoughto
resolve theantinonmy. Hume tried this solution when he attempted to show that a
science of metaphyscsisimpossible, and suggested that claims aboutthe
unknowable mug be relinquished. Hume@ solution fails because it hopes for
heteronony (censorship) and because it denies thetheoretical possibility of freedom
In Kant@ resolution to the antinomy, reason® court must rule that the antithetical
claims are notknowledge while pemitting ther practical use and maintaining the
theoretical possibility of freedom

We would beright to look for adedudion to resolve theantinonmy. Yetin
Kant® resolution to the antinommy, no dedudion appears. Neverthdess, his resolution
iswholly successful, and the court of reason rulesin such away tha pepeud peace
ispossible. Thisresolutionisthesubject of section four; for now, we can proceed to

the Andytic.

20
Kant® answer to quid juris, by what right can we make claims to objective

knowledge standsas the centerpiece of the Andytic and theentire Critique It takes
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theform of wha hecalls a Transcendental Dedudion. Kant claimsthat his reflection
on Hume® work first gave him theidea for such adedudion. And, whilethe
Transcendental Dedudionis notadirect respong to Hume, Kant does frameit asan
answer to the skeptical question: by what right do people make claimsto synthetic a
priori knowledge Kant(® answer entails a proof of the possibility of synthetic a
priori judgrnent, and so afirst step toward putting metaphyscs on the secure course
of ascience. ThusKant® answer advances knowledgein metaphyscs.

Kant® answer provides for his successful resolution to theantinomy in three
important ways. Firgt, it limitsknowledgeto objects of possible experience, and so
permits the possibility that the antinomy@ antithetical claims are notknowledge not
claims to which thar possessors have aright Thecondusonisin linewith Hume®3
suggestion tha antithetical metaphyscal claims are made by noright But, while
Hume® claim entailed theimpossibility of any metaphyscal knowledge(induding
laws of nature), Kant@ conduson tha the claims of the antithetic are made by no
right stems from his claim tha we do enjoy arightto some metaphysca knowledge
Second, it lendscredibility to Kant® claim in the Aesthetic that humen beings
(induding metaphyscians) put space and time into cognition a priori. Progressin
metaphyscs dependson metaphyscians recognizing wha human bengsputinto
cognition a priori; Kant® accountdirects metaphyscal reflection toward the pure

forms of intuition. Third, Kant® answer provides a reflection what we putinto
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cognition. It containsadifficult and degp accountof howtime-congiounessisa
condition for the possibility of having any mental representation, and thusany
cognition. This accountmakes way for an explication of transcendental illuson,
which is crudal to Kant@ resolution to the antinomy.

21

Kant@ answer to quid juris developsout of his hypothesis tha there are two
fundamental faculties, sengbility and undestanding, which each contribute to
knowledge IntheAesthetic, Kant introduces sensbility as areceptive faculty of
intuition, and in the Transcendental Logic heintroduaes undestanding as an active
faculty of cognition. The Transcendental Dedudion explainshow sengbility and
undestanding can combineto produe knowledge More technicaly, it shows that
the categories of theundestanding are objectively valid a priori for objects of
possible experience. So Kant suggests that our right to make knowedgeclaims about
objects of possible experience derives fromthe activity of themind.

Thisclam isafirst step toward unraveling theridde of metaphyscs, because
it entails aprodf of the possibility of synthetic a priori judging. It dso hdpsto
unravel theridde of metaphyscs by suggesting that since we can uncver the active
structure of our mindsto which objects conform, metaphyscians can recognize wha
they putinto acognition. For Kant, this recognition of wha we putinto cognitionis
crudal for theadvance of knowledge or, putdifferently, progressin science. Since

theactivity of our mindsdeermines how and wha we know, we can have epistemic
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certainty aboutobjects of possible experience, we can employ synthetic a priori
coneepts, and we can recognize wha we putinto cognition.

In the Aesthetic Kant claimsthat all objects of sengble intuition mug conform
to the conditution of thefaculty of intuition Bputsmply, tha all objects of intuition
are determined by its pure a priori forms. space and time in the case of objects of
externd expeience, timein the case of objects of internd experience. Space isthe
pure form of outer intuition, andtime is the pure form of inne intuition. While space
and time both inform outward experience, time aoneinformsinneg experience. For
example, if | expeience abowl of poparn, | expeienceit in apaticular place anda
paticular time. Butif | experience joy or amathematical theorem, my experienceis
tied to a paticular time Bbut nota particular place. Theactive structure of our minds
demandstha we add space and time to sengble intuition. Part of making progressin
metaphyscs is recognizing tha space and time are not characteristics of objects
(thingsin-themselves), butrather al objects appear to usin terms of space and time.

Sengbility is areceptive faculty, which, separate from the active faculty of the
undestanding, yieldsno knowledge Sengble intuition taken apat fromthe
categories of theundestandingis nothingfor us Thecategories are a priori, and
bdongto theactive faculty or undestanding. They concern quantity, qudity,
relation, etc., and mus be combined with sengbility before we can represent objects
of sengbility. Kant arguestha theactivity of themind imparts form to sengble

intuition and provides the categories with which to make sense of such intuition.
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In the Transcendental Dedudion, Kant shows tha the categories of the
undestanding are a priori valid for objects of possible experience, and that the
activity of our minds makes the combination of such categories with sengble intuition
possible. Put smply: sengbility and undestanding can be combined such that the
outcomeisknowledge Kant® argument proceedsin two steps

In thefirst step of the Transcendental Dedudion, Kant argues tha all my
representationsare mineN they bdongto a single transcendental unity of
appeaception, which hecallsthe Q-think.O If al my representationsare mine, and all
my representationsare, at thevery least, tied to a particular time, then all my
representationstake place in asingle, linear temporal order. Thismeanstha, before |
can represent an object, it mug be united unde the pure form of inne intuition, and it
mug betemporally determined in away tha makes the representation available to me
N | mug beable to think aboutit as having a paticular place in asingle temporal
order.

Here Kant draws on thecharacter of the pure form of inne intuition: it both
informs a manifold (a possibly sengble something) and containsa manifold. Space
and time are nat only represented a priori as forms of sengble intuition, butalso as
intuitionsthemselves (B160-1). Asintuitions space and time contain amanifold, and
they are represented with Qhe determination of the unity of this manifold in themO
(B160G-1). Inother words, space and time are represented as a priori forms of

sengble intuition and as intuitionstha contain amanifold. Representationsof space
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and time represent the manifold as singular, as already combined into a unity.
Because space and time are pure forms of intuitiontha contain amanifold, they do
not have the power (in themselves) to unite tha manifold. In Kant@ accountof thea
priori conditionsfor al my representationsbeng mine, he suggests tha the
imagination, which bdongsboth to sengbility and undestanding, has the power to
unify the manifold of theinne form of pureintuitiona priori (B151-2). Kant calls
this unification thefigurative synthesis of theimaginaion.

Thisfigurative synthesis of theimaginaionisimportant because it hdpsto
make possible thea priori combinaion of the pure categories of theundestanding
and the pure forms of intuition. It hdpsmake it possible for me to have an a priori
conaept of an object in genera, withoutwhich | could not have any experience at all.
Put simply, before | can be aware of an object, | have to aready have a sense about
wha an object is. Thisisnotwholly unlike thefollowing example: suppo® | do not
yet knowwha atableis, but | do knowwha abedis; | encounter atable, but
because | cannotconceive of it asatable, | experienceit as a funny-looking (and
perhgosrather uncomfortable-looking) bed. This example is aboutempirical
conaepts, but Kant@ claim is abouta priori concepts. One condition of my having
any expeience at al istha | have an a priori concgpt of an object in genea. Since
the pure forms of intuition (space and time) are a priori forms whos manifold is
united by thefigurative synthesis of theimaginaion, and the categories of the
undestanding are a priori categories, time and the categories can be combined a

priori to produce a conacept of an olject in genera. For this, theimaginaion must
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produce a schema, or rule for subuming objects unde categories. To do so, the
imagination combines the pure categories of the understanding with the pure form of
inng intuition™

In the second step of the Transcendental Dedudion, Kant shows that all
objects of possible experience can be united unde the pure form of inne intuition.
Kant suggests tha theimagindive synthesis, which he calls the synthesis of
apprehendon, unites a manifold of empirical intuition (notthe manifold of the pure
form of innea intuition) unde theform of inne intuition so that it can bemineDbor,
wha isthesame, so that | can represent it. This second step dependson thefirst, for
withoutthe a priori concgpt of an object in general made possible by thefigurative
synthesis, | would nothave arule for making an empirical manifold temporally
determined such that it can berepresented as mine, and combined with conaepts of
theundestanding so asto yield knowledge

In order for amanifold in an empirical intuition to be apprehended and thus
available for combinaionwith the categories, it mug be combined in wha Kant calls
the synthesis of apprehenson.

Theunity of thesynthesis of the manifold, outside or within us hence

also a combinaion with which everything that is to berepresented as
determined in space or time mugt agree, is aready given a priori,

> The mere being-there of a priori concepts and the pure form of a priori intuitionis
not sufficient to make thar combinaion possible. For this, theimaginaion mus
actively combinethetwo in conformity with the transcendental unity of appeception.
So thetranscendental groundof this combinaionis thetranscendental unity of
appeception N the O-thinkOwhich must be able to accompany all my
representations



34

alongwith (nat in) these intuitions as condition of the synthesis of all
apprehengon. (B160-1)

Thesynthesis of apprehengon can occur only in accordance with theform of time,
andis carried out by theimaginaion (B160). Theimaginaion synthesizes a sensbly
informed manifold with space or time to form a unity Bparticularly, a unity tha
reflects the form of the synthetic unity of appeception. That is, theimaginaive
synthesis makes a manifold compatible with thetranscendental unity of appeception,
able to berepresented to it, by uniting the manifold in such away that it can standin
some particular temporal relationin thetranscendental unity of appeception®

Kant puts the point rather plainly at the close of &26:

Now tha which connects the manifold of sengble intuitionis

imagination, which dependson undestanding for the unity of its

intellectud synthesis and on sengbility for the manifoldness of

apprehenson. Now since all possible perception dependsonthe

synthesis of apprehension, but thelatter itself, thisempirical synthesis,

dependson thetranscendental one thusonthe categories, all posible

perceptions hence everything tha can ever reach empirical

congiousess, i.e,, al appearances of naure, asfar asthar

combindionis concerned, stand unde the categories [E] (B164-5)
Imaginaion synthesizes the manifold of sengble intuition, unifies it, and makes it
available to thetranscendental unity of appeception. Since theimaginaion has
access to sengbility, theundestanding, andis capable of spontaneousaction, it can
accomplish thistask. Withoutthe synthesis of apprehenson, representation is not
possible, since thel-think cannotaccompany anything tha cannothave a

determinable time-relationdhip to it. However, with the synthesis of apprehengon,

which is possible for anything spatio-temporally or temporaly intuited throughthe

18 Thetranscendental unity of appeception makes the imaginative synthesis possible.
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work of theimaginaion, amanifold can be unified and made capable of
representation. Withoutthe unification of a manifold in accordance with theform of
time, representationsare not possible. Further, thesynthesis of apprehenson ensures
tha the categories of theundestanding are valid a priori for all objects of possible
experience. For whaever | could possibly represent as an object Bwhaever is
temporally unified such that it falls unde my concept of an object in genera Dis
something to which the concepts of the undestanding can berightly applied. Thus
the Transcendental Dedudion shows that we have arightto make knowedgeclaims
aboutobjects of possible experience because of theactivity of our minds
23

Because it shows that thea priori forms of intuition (Space and time) can
combinea priori with a priori categornes of theunderstanding to form a concept of an
object in general, the Transcendental Dedudion shows tha synthetic a priori judging
ispossible. Thisistantamountto showingtha metaphyscsisposible. Inthe
Prolegonena, Kant credits his discovery of thislink and the necessity of adeduction
to his memory of Hume.

So | tried first whether Hume(® objection might not be presented in a

geneaad manna, and | soonfoundtha the conagpt of the connection of

cause and effect isfar frombengtheonly concept throughwhich the

undestanding thinks connectionsof thingsa priori; rather,

metaphyscs conssts wholly of such concepts. | soughtto ascertain

ther number, and as | has successfully attain thisin theway | wished,

namely fromasingle prindple, | proceeded to thededudion of these

conaepts, from which | henceforth became assured tha they were not,

as Hume had feared, derived from experience, buthad arisen fromthe
pure undestanding. (4:260)
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The Transcendental Dedudion undemines Hume® claim that progressin
metaphyscsisimpossible by showing tha synthetic a priori judgingis possible.

But at the same time, the Transcendental Dedudion shows jus how ingghtful
Hume@ thoughs about metaphyscs were, for oneconsequence of the Dedudionis
tha reason has arightonly to knowledgeof objects of possible experience. Put
negatively: we have no knowedgeof thesupasengble or of thingsin-themselves;
only thingsthat can beinformed by space and time and put unde thecategories are
thingsaboutwhich knowledgeis possible. Since knowledgeis fundamentally
combinatory, knowedgeclaims aboutthingsin-themselves or pure conaepts are
made by noright

Hume@® work was an important catalyst for Anaytic@ centerpiece, the
Transcendental Dedudion; the Dedudion both rules out Hume@ solution to the
antinomy by showing metaphyscs possible as a science, and confirms Hume@ insght
tha we have norightto much of wha is claimed as metaphyscal knowledge
(knowledgeof thingsin-themselves, and knowledge of thesupasensble).

The Andytic makes several important stepstoward a resolution to the
antinomy. It suggests tha metaphyscsis possible as a science by showing how
synthetic a priori judging is possible. It directs metaphyscianstoward reflection on
wha they putinto cognitiona priori, paticularly time, and thusaids progressin
metaphyscs. Further, it containsan accountof theconditionsof human

representation and cognition that groundK ant@ analysis of theilluson of reason.
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In the next section | suggest tha recognizing tha we puttime into cognition,
and recognizing thelimits of possible knowedge combined with a sense aboutthe
ever-striving character of reason, allows Kant to give a pendrating andysis of the
epistemic status of the metaphysical claimsin theantithetic, and of theillusonon
which the antinony (which givesrise to these claims) rests.  Thisanadysis exploits
Hume(® accountof theerror latent in causal claims, and ultimately provides for a
resolution to theantinomy of pure reason tha neither affirms Hume® skepticism nor

alowstheclaims of theantithdic statusas knowledge
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30

In the Dialectic, Kant continues his story abouttheorigin of endless batle in
metaphyscs. For Kant, recognizing wha we putinto cognition a priori isthekey to
putting metaphyscs on the secure pah of ascience. Inthe Andytic, Kant argues tha
we contribute certain synthetic a priori prindplesto cognition (e.g., space and time),
and tha, while we have alegitimate rightto claims of knowedgeof objects of
possible experience, we have noright to claims of knowledgeof thingsin-themselves
or to knowedgeof thesupasengble. Resolving theantinomy will require Kant to
say in wha sense the clams of theantithetic are misguided, and in what sense we can
hopetha reason can give abetter direction to metaphyscal inquiry. Kant beginsthis
accountwith an andysis of theilluson of reason.

Kant® resolution to the antinomy rests on his andysis of theillugon of
reason, an illuson effected Qhroughthe unnotced influence of sengbility on
undestanding, throughwhich it hgppensthat the subjective groundsof judgnent join
with the objective ones,Oand the subjectively necessary inference to an idea of reason
is taken to be objectively necessary, valid, and real (A294B350). Kant@ accountof
transcendental illuson exploits Hume@® andysis of the error of metaphyscs to show
tha thedogmetic metaphyscal clamsin the antithetic are notknowledgeba
condusionin linewith Hume® hopes. Kant® accountof transcendental illuson
takes clues from Hume abouthow reason is duped into making claims to which it has

no right, and makes use of the noton tha we puttime into cognttion. In this section,
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| briefly present how Kant@ Hume accounts for the error of metaphyscal claims, and
then show how Kant uses key portionsof this accountin his andysis of

transcendental illuson.

31

Kant@ Hume notes tha causa (and indeed all metaphyscal) claims are G
mere dduson of an alleged ingght of reason into tha which hasin fact merely been
borrowed from experience and from habit has taken on the appesrance of necessityO
(B19-20). HereKant alludesto Hume® argument that what we take to be knowledge
of causality isin fact merely theresult of cusom. On Hume@ account, we assodate
or conjoin objects and events so often that we come to expect tha after oneappears,
the other necessarily follows. In this passage, Kant suggests tha Hume attributed this
error to addudon of adubiousingghtof reason. On this account, reason
erroneoudy discovers tha there is anecessary connection between objects or events,
andisddudd into bdievingthat thisindghtislegitimate. Thuspeople take the
appearance of a necessary connection between objects or events as more than an
appearance, as an objectively necessary connettion.

Elsewhere Kant@ Hume takes the error to occur when Qeason completely and
fully deceives herself with this concept, falsely takingit for her own child, when itis
really nothing but a bastard of theimaginaion, which, impregnaed by experience,
having broughtcertain representationsunde the law of assodation, passes off the

resulting subjective necessity (i.e., habit) for an objective necessity (frominsght)O
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(4:258)'" On this more detailed picture, the appearance of causal relationshipsisthe
result of taking subjective conjundionsor assodationsas objective and necessary
connections Here theimaginaion does thework of assodation or conjundion, and
produces the expectation tha thefuture will belike the past. But reason deceives
itself, and takes these subjective assod ationsand the expectation they produeto bea
conaept of causality.

While Hume takes the conaept of causdlity to bea (hastard of the
imaginaion OK ant takes causality to bethelegitimate offspring of thea priori
produdive imaginaion. Kant@ Andytic shows the conaept of causality to bea
necessary condiion of the possibility of experience, and therefore legitimate. But
there are other a priori conaepts tha we have no legitimate rightto employ,
paticularly those concepts he calls the pure concepts or ideas of reason. @VorldG's
amongtheseideas. Kant suggests tha the coamologica claimsin theantithetic have
thar origin in the pure concepts or ideas of reason; conaepts that cannotberighty
applied to objects of possible experience, and so can yield no legitimate knowedge
Indead of conduding that metaphyscsisimpossible as a science, tha metaphyscal
claims are mere bastards of theimaginaion, Kant hopes to treat the metaphyscal
clamsin theantithetic as thelegitimate offspring of reason.

We are, also, notjudified in repudiating these problems unde the

excuse of ourincapecity, asif thar solutionreally lay in the naure of

things andin rglecting further investigaion, since reason has given
birth to these ideas fromits own womb along andis therefore liable to

7 Cf. Hume® Enquiry, a5 Part 2.
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give accountof either ther invaidity or ther dialectical illuson.

(A763B791)
ThusKant proposs to give an accountof theorigin of illuson, congderingfirst the
origin of theideas or pure concepts of reason.
32

While Hume takes the claims of the antithetic to result from reason® self-
deceit or dduson, Kant suggests tha these claims arise, in part, from reason@naure.
While Hume suggested that metaphyscal concepts were mere alleged ingghts, Kant
suggests tha these conaepts, while notuseful for knowledge are theinevitable result
of reason@work in organizing experience.

According to Kant:

All our cognition starts from the senses, goes fromthere to the

undestanding, and endswith reason, beyondwhich there is nothing

highe to befoundin usto work on thematter of intuition and bring it

unde the highest unity of thinking. (A298B355
If I had only cognitions | would not have a complete or systematic picture of
experience, butamere a series of facts, related by common conaepts or assodations
Reason puts cognitionstogeher according to prindplesin order to make a systematic
picture of experience possible.*®

While theundestanding is thefaculty of cognition or judgment, reasonisthe

faculty of prinaples or rules for uniting the produds of undestanding (A299B355

18 Thetranscendental ideas Qleterminethe use of the undestanding according to
prindples in thewhole of an entire experienceO(A321B378). They givethe
undestanding a direction and systematize its cognitionsin a way tha makes
experience comprehensble.
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6). Its highest prindpleisthis: for every given conditionad, seek the unconditioned
(A3078B3645). By findingtheunonditioned, reason findsalimit beyondwhich it
cannotinfer anything; it findsthe QiltimateQassumption or suppressed major
premise.”

Reason also fills out whatever falls within thelimits of possible experience by
combining cognitions |t seeks to complete and organize judgnents of the
undestanding throughinferences, and to putall cognitionsunde thefewest possible
princdples (A305B361). Its prindple (find theunamnditional) is applied to thethree
forms of syllogism: categorical, hypohetical, anddigundive (A304B360-1). Inthe
first case, reason infers regressively from @\l x are y&to @0 in the second, from Qf x
then y&to Gvorld®in thethird from & or y&to @od @ In its systematic capacity,
reason puts cognitionsinto oneof these three forms; it then seeks to infer fromthe
given conditional cognition to theunoonditioned (I, world, God). Thusit seeks
completeness by subordinating cognitionsin syllogistic form to afirst premise Ba
propostion abouttheunmndiioned; in the process, it fills outtherealm of possible

experience it makes the assumptionsof cognitions available for articulation*

19 ONow a transcendental conaept of reason always goes to the absolute totality in the
synthesis of conditions and never endsexcept with the absolutely unconditioned, i.e.,
wha is unamnditioned in every relation((A326B383).

2 Kant putsit mog clearly thus CThereare, [E] just as many [three] species of
gyllogism, and in each of them prosyllogisms proceed to theunmndiioned: oneg to a
subject tha isnolonge a predicate, another to a presuppostion tha presuppoes
nothing further, and thethird to an aggregae of members of adivision such tha
nothing further isrequired for it to complete the division of a conaeptO (A3238380)
2! See A323/B380for more on the directing fundion of reason.
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Kant calls these guiding prindples theideas of reason. They are heuristic
devices, ways of organizing subjective experience of subjective expeience (1),
subjective experience of objective experience (world), and subjective experience of
the combinaion of thetwo (God). Theideas of reason are both useful for organizing
expeience, and theresult of necessary inferences.

Like concepts of theundestanding, the pure conaepts of reason organize or
categorize; they permit important distinctions e.g., between | andworld. But these
idess of reason differ importantly from conagpts of the undestanding in two ways:
they apply only to cognttions notto objects of possible experience; and they are nat
congitutive of objects a priori. While concepts of the undestanding have objective
validity and reality for objects of possible experience, pure concepts of reason have
only asubjectively necessary application to cognitionsof theundestanding. Where
conaepts of the undestanding serve for cognition, concepts of reason serve for
comprehension; they permit a complete and systematic picture of experience
(A311B368)

Reason, thefaculty of prindples, seeks completeness, seeks to systematize
cognition; thusit seeks the unconditionead for any given condiion througha
syllogistic regress. Reason takes al cognitionto fall unde oneof thethree syllogistic
forms; the unonditionedsat the end of syllogistic regress for these forms are @0
vorld®and @odOThe pure coneepts or ideas of reason apply only with subjective
validity and redlity solely to cognitionsof theundestanding. Theideas of reason are

not objects of possible experience, but merely pure concepts that yield noknowledge
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33

We are now in a postion to see howtheilluson of reason producees error
how Kant combines his accounts of time-coniousess and theidess of reason to
showtheorigin of endless batle in metaphyscs. Thecognitionstha arise fromthe
find and inevitable inferences of reason (inferences to the unandtioned, to the
idess) err.? If dl cognitionsare temporally determined, and all inferences are
cognitions all inferences are temporally determined. Thefind inferences of reason
concern conaepts to which no object of possible experience corresponds thusthey
nether apply to objects of possible experience, nor can the categories of the
undestanding (which have objective validity andreality only insofar asthey conaern
objects of possible experience) apply correctly to thereified concepts.®® Put more
conaretely: When | infer @0 Gvorld® @odQI err Beven thoughl do so inevitably.

For Kant, these inevitable errors result from transcendental illuson, which, in

turn, stems fromthe naure of reason itself. Kant describes theillusonin two ways,

22 Truth and error are foundonly in cognition, in judgment. Cognition that agrees
with thelaws of undestanding cannoterr, and senses, since they do notjudge cannot
err; but hecause we have no other sources of cogrition besides these two, it follows
tha error is effected only throughtheunnotced influence of sengbility onthe
undestanding [E] O(A294/8350)

2 Kant putsit mog clearly here: Ot can be said that the object of a merely
transcendental ideais something of which we have no conaept, even thoughthisidea
isgenerated in an entirely necessary way by reason accordingto its origind laws. For
in fact no concept of theundestanding is possible for an object tha is adequée to the
demand of reason, i.e., an object such as can be shown and madeintuitivein a
possible experience. But we would express ourselves better and with less dange of
misundestanding if we said that we can have no acquantance with an object tha
correspondsto an idea, even if we can have a problematic conaspt of it.O (A338
9/B396-7).
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each of which takes the naure of reason as central. Firgt, it occurs when subjective
prindples are passed off as objective (A298B354) While Hume takes thetrouble
with metaphyscs to be passing off subjective laws of assodation for objective
necessity, Kant takes thetrouble to be passing off subjective concepts of reason for
objective ones. Why Kant uses this descriptionis clear enough:reason seeks
completeness, and so strives to locate theunoonditioned. Itsrulesor prindples are
subjective but Qook entirely like objective prindples,0and so are inevitably taken as
such.?* These rules are merely subjective princples for organizing cognitionsof the
undestanding, buttheilluson makesit look asif thingsin themselves
(unoondtioned) are determinae or conditioned.

It would seem asif theillusonsof reason arise from a misapplication of pure
conaepts of the undestanding to thingstha are not objects of possible experience.
Because @O AvorldQ @odCcannotbe present in sendbility, it seems asif theilluson
of reason has nothing to do with sengbility. For example, @heworld hasa
beginning in timeGseems merely to treat QvorldQ(not an object of possible
experience) as an object. Similarly, ® an®seems simply to treat ®Qas an object.
Theerror here seems to be smply the application of pure conaepts of the
undestanding to the supasengble; it seemsto bean error of theundestanding, the

faculty of cogntion.

2 put conaetely: it ssems asif @ind the unconditioned, thefind suppressed premised
isan objective prindple, that it bdongsto theundestanding. After al, it presuppogs
a series (made possible by theform of inne sense), beginswith adeerminae
cognition, and seemsto bedirectly related to thelogical form of judgment. Butitis
merely a subjective prindple, onetha makes the organization of cogntionspossible.
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But, second, Kant also claims tha the error Os effected only throughthe
unndiced influence of sengbility on undestandingO(A294B350). This causes Qhe
subjective groundsof thejudgnent to join with the objective ones, and make the
latter deviate from ther destinationQ(A294B350-1). Thesubjectively necessary
inference to an idea of reason and the subjectively necessary temporal determination
of thisidea are united with an objectively valid concept of an object in general, and
the objectively valid a priori categories of theunderstanding.

Kant@ claim becomes even more puzzling when we see that it attributes
action (influence) to thereceptive faculty (sengbility), and when we remember
Kant@ indstence that ndther sengbility nor undestanding by itself can err
(A293B249DA294B150) Sincetheillusonisan a priori judgnent, Kant hopesto
unover the source of theilluson via transcendental reflection, @hroughwhich every
representation is assigndal its place in thefaculty of cognition prope to it, and hence
theinfluence of thelatter [undestanding] is distinguished fromit [theillusory
representation]O(A295B351). So Kant proceeds by separating out thework of
undestanding and sengbility, trying to distinguish what is responsble for the
illuson.

Kant identifies theilluson as a representation N onethat is mistaken to be
cognition. Thisgives usaclueabouthow sengbility might effect an unndiced
influence on undestanding, for thework of theimagination (a faculty tha bdongsto
both sengbility and undestanding) makes possible al our representations To this

same faculty, Kant attributes the power to combine concepts with time-
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congiousess.® Theerror BtheillusonBmus result from thework of the
imaginaion, since only theimagination could effect the unnotced influence of
sengbility on undestanding.

Kant claims that inferences are cognitions so we might tentatively condude
tha theinevitable inferences of reason to the unconditioned are cognitions and make
sense of Kant@ claim that error arises from the umoticed influence of sendbility on
undestanding thus theillusonsof reason arise from reason®inferences from objects
of possible experience to theunnditioned, particularly from thetemporal character
of these necessary cognitions When we infer theunconditionad fromthe
conditioned, we inevitably take the unconditioned as temporaly deermined. The
unoonditionad isunoonditioned N it cannotbetemporally determined. Therefore, we
err. But thisaccountis potentially mideading, for it assumes tha we can cognize the
supasendgble.

A more accurate accountmight runthus when we infer the unconditionad
fromthe conditioned, we represent theunconditioned. All representationsare
temporally deermined. And, al representationsrequire the previousaddition of time

to the pure categories of the undestanding to produce a rule for subsuming objects

% | n the Schematism, Kant shows tha imagination makes the application of the pure
categories of theundestanding to sengble intuition (two nonrhomogenousel ements
of cognition) possible by combining the pure form of inne intuition (time) with the
categoriesto form arule for theimaginative synthesis of a concept and an object.
Withoutthisrule, theimaginative synthesis cannotunite a manifold in such away as
to make it available to thetranscendental unity of appeaception. So time-
congiousnessis, in several ways, necessary for the possibility of any representation
or cognition.



48

unde the categories. Thuseven when we represent the unconditioned (which cannot
propealy be cognized) in theimaginaion, we represent it as conditioned, as
temporally deermined. Theunnotced influence of sengbility ontheundestanding
occurs when we represent the unconditioned as temporally conditioned

K ant® assessment of theillusion of reason draws on Hume® suggestion that
errors of metaphyscs occur when reason takes thework of theimaginaionfor a
priori indght But Kant® assessment stems from thetemporal unity of the
transcendental unity of apperception and the necessity of reason®inferences Dit
stems from his conduson tha the structure of our mindspermits some knowledge
Hume( assessment indicates that reason is easily dupel by the untridled
imaginaion; that reason is not united, but a concatenation of impressions and that
our mindsare not structured so asto yield any objective knowledge ThusHume
hopes tha people will relinquish thar claims to metaphyscal knowedge

While Kant rejects Hume@ solution, Kant@ accountof transcendental illusion
echoes Hume@ intimation tha metaphyscal error is an unavoidable consequence of
thenature of human minds For Kant, as for Hume, inevitableilluson of reason
cannotbe adjused for or corrected. But onKant@telling, it can belabded @luson®
and thuslose its deceptive power. A correctiveis, neverthdess, unavailable, since the

objectsin question are not objects of possible expeience?” In othe words | might

% |n hisandysis of transcendental illuson in relation to theantinomy, Kant describes
theerror as an error of representation (A416B444;A564B592).

2" Orhetranscendental dialectic will [E ] content itself with uncovering theillusonin
transcendental judgnents, while that the same time protect usfrombeng deceived by
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notice that my thoughtrheworld has a beginningin timeQis theresult of an illuson,
because it isaclaim about @vorldCand its relationship to time. But, because the
illuson stems from the active structure of temporally unified coniousness, the
illusonremains

Trancendental illusonis nather avoidable nor correctable, butits origin can
beidentified. It arisesin thisway: reason seeksto putevery cognitioninto a
syllogism whose form is categorical, hypotetical, or digundive. By doing so,
reason can draw inferences, and so present a complete and organized picture of
experience. So @) vorldQ@odN theidess of reason N are necessary for
reason@work, for the systematization and organization of experience. A thinking
subject employstheideas to bring an end to syllogistic regress, and must doso.?® The
result of reason@® seeking the unconditioned condition of agiven conditioned is an
inference (acognition N or better, representation) aboutan unconditioned N aboutl,
world, or God. Thethinking subject infers Brognizes or represents N @Ovorl dCor
@odhecessarily, unavoidably; reason mus seek completeness, and so mugt infer

from cognttionsto theideas of reason, to thelimits. In so doing, thethinking subject

it; butit can never bringit aboutthat transcendental illuson [E ] should even
disappear and cease to be an illusonQ(A297-8/B354). QE E]ven after we have
expoed themirageit will still not cease to lead our reason on with false hopes,
continudly propdlingit into momentary aberrationsthat always need to beremovedO
(A298B355),

8 By Byllogistic regressdl mean something of this form: 1) All Sare P; Some Qis S;
SomeQisP; 2)AllY aeS; 3)All ZareY; 4) All Fare Z, etc. At some point, we
mug infer aGighestGeategory. Since highest, it musn®be possible to subordinate
this category to any other; it mustn®fall in the temporal series as a possible
suborinate. With the categorical syllogism, theregress will end with @0ba subject
tha cannotitself bea predicate.
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dragsa pure conaept of reasoninto thetemparal order; she determines or conditions
the @nmnditioned® These inferences are, in onesense, cognitions they arethe
result of theapplication of the categories of the understanding to some object. Butin
the case of theideas of reason, theapplication is not objectively valid; norisits result
objectively real.

Y et the thinking subject inevitably gives these inferences objective reality b
quite withoutnoticing, she determines reason®idess temporaly. Theillusonsof
reason arise when mere ideas of reason are reified in this way. Thethinking subject
fails to notice tha she has mistakenly assigned objective reality Band thustaken the
unoonditioned as temporally conditioned Dto a mere idea of reason. She mistakenly
takes @O Avorld®and @odGo be conaepts of the undestanding, or worse, objects of
possible experience, and judging aboutthem, takes them to betemporally
conditional. Thusthe naure of reason makes theillugoninevitable, andits error

springsfrom theunnotced influence of the sengbility on theundestanding.

34

We can now step back and see how Kant@ story aboutthe origin of endless
batle in metaphydcsunfolds Inthe Andytic, Kant claimstha all our
representationsand cognitionsare temporally deermined. Thisiswhy hecan clam
tha all my representationsare mine IntheDialectic, Kant introduces reason as a
faculty tha seeks (and demandg completeness. Because it demandscompleteness, it

inferstheunoonditionead (e.g. world) from the conditioned (e.g. an object of possible
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experience). Inferences are cognttions these inferences of reason, though,are mere
representations since they represent thingsthat are not objects of possible experience
asif they were. Intheantithetic (thefour-fold expressionsof the antinomy), wefind
oppowd, butwell-reasonad clams abouttheworld. While it seems tha reason
should be able to rule that oneclaim or another isjudified, it cannot rather, reason
only seemsto perpetuae the conflict. Kant@® account of transcendental illuson (an
expression of reason® self-knowledge), when applied to the antinomy, will showwhy
metaphysics seems to make no progress: theillusontha givesriseto theclamsin
theantithetic, andto theantinony itself, isinevitable. Thestructure of the mindthat
makes genuine knowedgepossible demandstha we represent thingstemporally, and
thefaculty of the mind tha organizes experience demandstha we infer fromthe
conditionead to the conditioned. Thusthevery strucures or faculties of mind that
make progress in knowledge possible prevent this progress in metaphyscs by
produdng theinevitableilluson tha we have metaphysca knowedgeaboutthe
world.

But Kant is not without hopetha metaphyscs can, despite inevitable illuson,
make progress as ascience. Hisresolutionto theantinonmy shows jug howthe
illuson givesrise to the appearance of aconflict of reason with itself and givesriseto
endless war in metaphyscs. It also shows how the skeptic@ resolution falls short B
for while the skeptic admits that these metaphyscal illusonsare inevitable, hedoes
notrecognize tha theillusonsarise from thea priori forms of the mind tha make

advance in knowledgepossible. Thusrelinquishing arightto make the antithetical



clams atogeher does nothing to further theadvance of knowedgeor human

autonony, butmerely confirms tha the batleisinevitable, bloody,and pointless.

52
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4.0

Kant® resolution to the antinormy expresses and | egitimates reason®
autonony. Alterndively put, Kant@ resolution to the antinomy shows that the
appearance of a conflict of reason with itself does not undeminethepossibility of
intellectud autonony, or thepossibility of progress in metaphyscs, the appearance of
such aconflict is merely an appearance, an illusontha stems from reason®actud
unity.

Thefirst step toward aresolution to theantinomy isto give a precise account
of theerrors of thedogmatic metaphyscal claims tha comprise the antithdic.
Hume@ attempt at solving theridde of metaphyscs focused on theerror of
metaphyscal claims; hesmply did nottake syntheic a priori knowledgeto be
possible or claims to such to bejudified. Kant@ respons to the dognetic
metaphyscal claimsis more complicated: nather metaphyscs nor dogmatism isthe
source of the problem, butrather theerror@ origin liesin human condgitution: the
activity of our mindstha makes knowledgepossible and reason®tools for organizing
tha knowledgeinteract so as to produce the appearance of a corflict of reason with
itself.

4.1

We can accountfor the dogmetist@ error in metaphysics with an appedl to the

simple version of transcendental illuson: hetakes the unconditioned as conditioned,

theatemporal as temporal, the subjective conditions of experience for objective, and
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does not see an error at al. He (has not measured the sphee of his undestanding,
and thushas not determined the boundaies of his possible cognition in accordance
with prindples, [Ea nd] therefore does not already know in advance how much heis
capable of [E] O(A768B796) Thedogmatist cannotsee what conditutes error or
truth; heblindly takes the conacepts of reason as oljects, and so succumbsto
transcendental illuson. Put differently, thedognetist@ error in metaphyscsisa
simple disrespect for thelimits of knowledge The Dedudion limits knowledgeto
objects of possible experience, and so rules out the possibility that dognetic
metaphyscal claims can bejudified as knowedge

Theclaims of thethesis and antithesis postionsare notjudgmnents based on
possible experience, but judgnents based on faulty inferences of reason. Kant
exposes thefaulty inference commonto both thethesis and antithesis postions
Reasonis afaculty of prindples, or faculty of inference, and strives for completeness
(A299B356;A305B361). Reason strives to articulate knowedgeaccording to
prindples. Buttheprindples of reason apply only to theundestanding, which is not
itself an object of possible experience (A302B359 A6434/B671-2). Theideatha a
series of conditionsextendsto theunoonditioned (tha the seriesis limited or closed)
isnotobjectively valid (notavailable for judgment), butmerely away of closngthe
series so that reason® demand for completenessis satisfied.  Hence, theinference of
reason from theprindple Of the conditioned is given, then theentire series of all its
conditionsis likewise given,Oto Orhe entire series of conditionsof objects of the

sensesis given,Oisfalacious Themajor premiseistruefor thingsin themselves, but
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the conduson makes a claim aboutobjects of thesenses. Reason moves from alaw
tha govensthingsunavailable to judgnent to alaw aboutthingsavailable to
judgment. Reason infers something aboutsensble appearances fromaprindple
concerned with thingsin-themselves?

Each of the postionsin the antithetic make claims abouttheworld based on
thisinference. Thinking tha the entire series of conditionsfor objects as appearances
is given, each postion makes a claim aboutthelimits of the series by posting the
unoondtioned as either outside but affecting the series or the series taken as awhole.
While theunmonditioned may bea useful ideg, it isnotan olject of posible
expeience. Claimsto knowtha theunoonditioned lies outside a series, or tha the
unoondtione isthe series taken as awhole are unjudified.

While these claims are not knowledge they are subject to logical proof. Kant
produces proofs for both thethesis and antithesis podtions But these prodfs, while
claiming something abouttheworld, do not claim anything aboutobjects of possible
experience. Kant puts the problem of the antinomy@ distance from experience rather
elegantly in theProlegonmena:

For if we simply do notcontradict ourselves [E] then we can never be

refuted by experience in al such cases in which the concepts we
connect are mere ideas, which can by nomeansbegiven (in thar

? GFromthisit is clear that the mgjor premise of the cosmological syllogism takes the
conditional in thetranscendental signification of a pure category, while the minor
premise takesit in theempirical signification of aconaept of the undestanding
applied to mere appearances, conequently thereis presentin it tha dialectical
deception tha is called a sophisma figuraedictionis. This deceptionis, however, nat
artificial, but an entirely natural mistake of common reasonQ(A499-500B527-28).



56

entire content) in experience. For howwill we decidethrough

experience: Whether theworld has existed from eternity, or has a

beginning?[E. ] Concepts such as these cannotbegiven in any

experience (even the greatest possible), and so thefalsity of the

affirmative or negaive thesis cannotbe discovered throughtha

toudhgone (4:340)
Thepostionsin theantithetic cannotbe affirmed or denied by appeal to experience,
i.e., by appedl to any knowable thing. The proofs merely make claims aboutreason®
idea of world (subjective experience of objective experience); they are not objectively
valid, or based on an objectively vaid inference. They Qake merely subjective
groundsto be objective, and coneequently confuse the mere illuson of truth with truth

itselfO (9:53-4). They yield no knowedge

4.2
But exposngthefalacy of equivocation and its combinaionwith the

inevitable butinvdid inference of reason to the variousworld-conceptsis notenough
to resolve the antinomy, to crack dogretic stubbonness.*® And without aresolution,
theantinomy remainsaproblem. Thisisoneof the problems Kant identifies with
Hume. For Hume® blanket denial of metaphysca knowledgeof this sort did nothing
to stop the batle, butmerely confirmed tha it was bloody and pointless. Kant
exploits thelegd metaphoragain to characterize Hume@® hopes.

All failed dogntic attempts of reason are facta, which it is aways

useful to subject to censure. But this cannotdecide anything about
reason@ expectationsof hoping for better successin its future efforts

% OWhen such afallacy has been shown to groundthe common argument (for the
cosmological assertiong, the deems of both disputing parties could rightfully be
dismissed as being based on no well-groundel title. But tha does not putan endto
thar quarel to the extent of winningthem over to theview tha oneor bath of themis
wrongin wha heactudly assertsEO (A501/8529)
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and making claims to tha; mere censure can therefore never bring to

an end the controvesy aboutwha islawful in human reason.

(A764B792)
While Hume took these claims to be bastards of the imagination to beleft behind,
Kant indsted tha they are somehow valuable and worthy of investigaion. Further,
since they are produds of reason, theinvestigation can yield goodresults.® Kant
imagines Hume hoping to censure these dognatic metaphyscal claims, and agrees
tha this can beuseful. After dl, they are notknowledge Whilethey are groundkess,
merely showing the claims of the antithetic groundess does not resolve the antinomy.

Kant@ resolution, then, will do more than show the claims of the antithetic
groundkss. It will draw onacomplete critiqueof pure reason and avoid the
temptation to censure dogmatic metaphyscal claims and to Qieprive reason of its
mogt important vistasO(4:258). It will attempt to convince the dognatist that he
argues aboutnothing, and the skeptic tha theantinomy isamereilluson,(i.e, an
expression of reason® unity, not something that warrants the rejection of
metaphyscs). Theway forward, on Kant@® account isto show 1) that the

antinomy@ origin liesin an illuson of reason (which in turn results from the unity of

reason, and 2) tha the skeptic@ chargethat rights to use antinomial claims mug be

3L Qe are, a0, notjusified in repudiating these problems unde the excuse of our
incapecity, asif thar solutionrealy lay in the nature of things andin rejecting
further investigation, since reason has given birth to these ideas from its own womb
alone andistherefore liable to give accountof either ther invdidity or ther
dialectical illusonQA763B791)
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relinquished cannotbe subdantiated, thussettling Ga dispute that cannotbe decided
by afind judgmentO(A501-2/B529-30).

A prope resolution to theantinomy requires either tha the dogmatists see
fromtheantithetic tha they argueaboutnothing, or that the appearance of the
antinony isamereilluson. Kant does attribute to the antithetic this sort of power b
it guadsreason agang dognatic Sumber. But amore direct route, showing the
antinony in its entirety (both thethesis and antithesis postions aswell asther
appaent conflict) an illugon,is oneKant pursues, for it ams to convince the
stubbon dogrretist of the pointlessness of his war, and to relieve the hopdess skeptic
of hisimpossible task.

Thelatter requires arobug notion of theinevitability and source of
transcendental illuson. Theskeptic affirms thecritical postion tha dognetic
metaphyscal claims are notknowledge butshe deniestha theilluson®inevitability
stems from the unity and coherence of reason, and thusdemandsthat such
metaphyscal claims berelinquished.** Fromanother angle: The skeptic denies tha

the categories of theundestanding have objective validity and reality; shedenies

% JE Blecausethereisequd evidence onboth sides, it isimpossible ever to
ascertain which sideis right, and so the conflict dragson as before, even thoughthe
parties have been directed by the court of reason to hold thar peace. Thusno means
isleft for ending thedispute in awell-groundel way and to the satisfaction of both
sides, unless throughthefact tha they can do such afinejob of refuting each other
they are findly won over to theview tha they are disputing aboutnothing, andthat a
certain transcendental illusgon has portrayed a redlity to them where noneis present.
Thisisthe pah on which we will now set forth in settling a dispute tha cannotbe
decided by afind judgmentO(A501-2/B529-30).

3 See Kant@ comments on Hume, esp. A758-770B786-798.
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tha, e.g., causal claims are theresult of a @orrectGa priori synthetic judgment. In so
doing, shergects the source of empirical knowledge the application of the categories
to objects of possible experience. Since shedoes not concelve of an undestanding
tha works as Kant takes it to, onewherein the categories have, if rightly limited to
objects of possible experience, objective redlity and validity, she cannotrightly
conceive of theinevitability of theilluson. Theillusonisinevitable precisely
because reason mug infer an unoonditioned; it must lead the undestanding to cognize
or represent theunoonditioned temporally. Thus apart from a nation of the necessity
of time-consciousness for cognition and representation, the metaphyscal claims put
forth in the antithetic appear to beentirely avoidable. Oneneed notinfer to the
unoonditioned, nor necessarily cognize tha unconditioned temporally, and so bdieve
tha dogmatic metaphyscal claims are true Bsubjectively or objectively. Thus
skeptical despar appears when the skeptic tries Bendlessly, but pointlesslyN to
eradicate any rights to make metaphyscal clams by appealing to contingent claims.
Ingead of acritical postion, shedirects her energy toward eliminaing theresults of
an inevitable illuson shetakes to beavoidable.

It isnotonly theinevitability of theillusontha resolves the antinony, but
aso Kant@ recognition of therole of imaginaionin theilluson. Theilluson of an
antinony appears when, fromthe empiricaly condtioned, we infer the unconditionel
as conditioned, when we represent the unanditioned in theimaginaion as we
inevitably mug do. For, onthe onehand, the Qinonditional is always contained in

the absolute totality of the series if onerepresentsit in theimaginaion Oand thus
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temporally conditioned (A416B444). Andontheother, if weinfer any condition
from something sengbly condtioned, it bdongsto the series, andis thusitself
conditioned (A564/B8592). So theresolution to theantinomy entails ost[ing] the
unoonditioned outsidethe seriesin theintelligible realm, where necessity is nether
demanded nor permitted by any empirical condition, and thusin respect of
appearances it is unconditiondly necessaryO(A564B592, emphasis mine). Put
smply, thetemptation to treat the appearance of acontradiction of reason with itself
as an actud contradiction disappesrs when we recognize that @vorldGs an idea of
reason.

Theresolution to the antinomy Bwhich does not make theillusonsof the
antinomal claims disappear, butdoes make theilluson of a conflict of reason with
itself disappear Bliesin unmvering theunnotced influence of sengbility on
undestanding, theunnotced work of theimaginaion. Theillusonisinevitable B
reason cannotbutinfer the unconditionad, the world Bbutthe antinomy can be seen
aright

by showing tha it is merely diaectical and a conflict dueto anilluson

risng fromthefact tha onehas applied theidea of absolute totality,

which isvalid only as a condiion of thingsin themselves, to

appearances tha exist only in representation, and tha, if they

conditute a series, exist in the successive regress but otherwise do not

exist at al. (A506B534)

Reason®@ accountof its own capecities reveals that the antinory itself isanilluson.

It occurs when we imaginaively represent vorldCes an object, and condudetha we

have
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successfully represented an abplute totality (an unconditioned). Onesidetakes
QvorldGo lie outside the series of conditions the other takes Gvorld®to conditute the
series of condtions Both err. Hence, reason does not contradict itself.

ThusKant@® resolution to the antinomy shows tha warring dogrretists are
arguing aboutnothing. For reasonis not actudly oppogd to itself, butrathe appears
to bewhen it takes appearances for thingsin themselves, when it takes QvorldGio
mean thesumtotal of appearances. AVorldOsrather an idea of reason, and the
antinomy (and theclaims within) is merely theresult of an illuson of reason. The
dognretist makes his cosmnological claims by noright.

Kant@ resolution to the antinomy allows for another proof of his hypothesis
tha reason recognizes only what it putsinto cognition. This proof reinforces his
previouswork (if thedognetist and skeptic have not yet boughtthe possibility of
metaphyscs). This proof takes theform of areductio: assume theworld (sumtotal
of appearances) isawhole existingin itself, and therefore that it is eithe infinite or
finite. If both arefalse, as Kant has shown, then the assumption Qheworld is awhole
existinginitsalf,Oisfalse. Thus it follows, Kant claims, that Gippearancesin general
are nothing outside our representationsO(A507/B8535)

Perhgpsthisis why Kant twice connects the antinomy with the power to
prevent or interrupt dognetic sumber: it presents an intriguing but scanddouspicture
of reasonin conflict with itself, but, seen aright, the antinony israthe a picture of
reason® unity Da urity tha makes objective knowledgepossible. Put differently, the

antinommy is an apt starting point for immature reason, since it leadsto the beginning
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of acritiqueof reason. The Antinomy presents compdling proofsfor opposd
antithetic postions and thusgives the dogmetist achance to hear her opponat.
Once heard, the apparent conflict of reason with itself comesinto full view N the
dognatist may make use of skeptica method (seeing the conflict as an observer) to
see the appaent conflict. If thedogmatist follows Kant throughthe second proof of
his hypohesis tha appearances are nothing outside our representations the dognetist
might beable to read the Critiqueagan; thistime, alongsde Kant. This prodf also
spesks to the skeptic, for if appearances are nothing outside our representationsN
and not merely nothing outside our assodationsN  the skeptic mightfind a foothold
for reading the Critiquefrom acritical standpont. The Antinomy isalso an apt
starting point for immature reason because it is the place where the dogmstist and
skeptic aready dwell: thedognetist livesin the battle, and the skeptic® attentionis
turned toward observing the batle. The Antinormy provokes reason® maturity by
showing thevalue of critical reflection.

Kant® resolution also shows the skeptical solutionimpossible. Whilethe
dogmatist cannotshow tha he has arightto make his claims to knowledge the
skeptic cannotgive convindng prodf tha the use of these clams mus be
relinquished. Kant hopes that the skeptic, seeing the whole critique would redlize tha
(his objectionsrest only onfacta, which are contingent, but not on prindples tha
could effect a necessary renundation of therightto dognetic assertionO

(A767B795). Tha is, the skeptic would come to recognize theimport of his own
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clams. namely tha he cannot from a conctenaion of empirical experiences, show
tha thedognetist mug give up the use of the coamological idess.

Thusthe dedudion we expected in the Dialectic isimpossible. Thedognstist
cannotproduce evidence of hisrightto knowledgeof hisclams. The skeptic can
show, by pointing to the apparent conflict of reason with itself, tha the dogretist@
clams are made by noright And critica reason (thejudgég has shown ddfinitively
tha the dogmretist@ claims are made by noright. Y et the skeptic cannotsubdantiate
her own chargetha the dognetist@ use of his claims musg berelinquished. Perhapsa
crudeandogy would behdpful: suppo® tha Billy (thedognetist) attempts (but
fails) to produe evidence tha sometoy is his. Hisnemesis, Saly, successfully
showsthat Billy cannotever show that thetoy is his, and claims tha this meansBilly
mug stop playing with thetoy. But Sally isunéable to subgantiate her claim tha Billy
mug give up playing with thetoy.

Continuing theandogy, we might hopetha Mrs. Smith can resolve the
conflict. Shemightaffirm Sally@ conduson tha Billy cannotshowtha thetoy is
his, and ask Billy to stop claiming to knowtha it is histoy. But, since Sally can give
no compdling reason that Billy should stop playing with thetoy, Mrs. Smith allows
him to carry on playingwith it. Mrs. Smith@ resolution does not grant Billy or Sally
what they want N butit does permit them to stop fighting.

The court of reason makes asimilar ruling in the case of theantinomy. The
dedudion that the skeptic and dognretist hopes will resolve the conflict in ther favor

fails. In cases where adedudion iswarranted butimpossible, where Qighiness of
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usage cannotbe settled, the usage remainswith the possessor: @nelior est conditio
possedendi®3* Reason, ingead of giving up these cosmological ideas tha lie beyond
possible experience, may retain and make use of them Pprovided it Qefrainsfrom
claiming tha they are used asjusifiable knowledge.3°> When reason rules tha both
patiesfail, it rules tha thedogmetist may maintain practical use of his claims,
provided they are not passed off asknowledge The dognstist hasnoright to
knowledgeof his claims, but maintains possession of them. The skeptic has noright
to demand that the dogmetist@ claims berelinquished, butmay maintain his claim
tha thedogntist has norightto clam knowledgeabouttheworld.
4.3

We are now in a postion to see how Kant@ resolution to theantinomy is
successful, and requires thewhole Critique Inthe Andytic, Kant shows tha
metaphyscsis possible and beginsan accountof the origin of metaphyscal batle. In
the Dialectic, Kant finishes this accountin his expodtion of transcendental illuson.
This story in hand, Kant shows tha the dogmetic metaphyscal claims of the
antithetic are notknowledge When the hoped-for dedudionfails, reasonrulesin
such away to providefor peace: thedognetist cannotclaim arightto knowledgeof

his claims, the skeptic cannotdemand that practica use of these claims be

*Dieter Henrich, "Kant's Notion of a Dedudion and the Methodobgical Background
of theFirst Critique" in Kants Transcendental Dedudions ed. Eckhart FSrster
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1989) 39.; see A776B804f.

% Dieter Henrich, "Kant's Notion of a Dedudion and the Methodobgical Background
of theFirst Critique" in Kants Transcendental Dedudions ed. Eckhart FSrster
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1989) 39.
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relinquished. Thusarightto use of theclamsisretained, and arightto claim them
asknowledgeis denied. Thisis Kant@ alternative to endless batle, a Qritiqueof
purereason, [E] atruecourt of jugtice for all controversies of pure reason,Owhose
task is f determining and judgingwhat is lawful in reasonin general in accordance
with the prindples of its primary ingitutionQYA751/B779).

Thisaternaiveisalegd verdict, onegiven by reasonitself. Kant likensthe
dognstic dispute to a state of war, aHobbsan state of nature. Withoutthe critiqueof
pure reason, Qhetrue court of jugice,Oaresolutionisimpossible. Forreasonisa
judgeQ@vhose authority no onecan doubt [which] grants usthe pesce of a state of
lawO(A751B779). Whilein the state of naure (the state of dogmnetic war), the only
conceivable possible resolutionisvictory, in the state of law, a verdict can resolve the
conflict, Gince it goes to theorigin of the controversies themselves,Oand thuscan
Gecure aperpetud peaceO(A752B780)

Kant® resolution shows tha the appearance of a conflict of reason with itself
ismerely an appearance. Reason can opaate autonomoudy. Thusreason can goven
itself N it can legitimate thogse claims to which it has aright, dismiss those claimsto
which it has noright, and make use of the claimswho< right cannotbe decided,
provided they are not claimed as knowedge

But thisuseisviable only in thepractical sphere, and needed only in the
practical sphae. Reason has G possession the legitimacy of which need not be
proved, and the proof of which it could nat in fact giveO(A7778805). Hence, the

clamsin thedynamical antinomesbones tha concern freedom, causdity, and God b
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despite their status as Mot knowledgeQeare available for use in the practical sphee.
Thedynamica antinomies concern freedomand causdlity. Intheresolutionto the
third antinomy, Kant claims that the causality of nature and the causality of freedom
are notincompatible. The same occurrence may beregarded as a Gnere effect of
naure,Oand as Gin effect of freedomO(A543B571). Freedomis possible. Reason
has therightto assume freedomin practice. Thetheoretical possibility of freedom
permits Kant to spesk in his further work aboutfreedom Andits retained usage
meanstha people can practice moral autonony.* ThusKant@ resolution avoids
Hume(® oversight For Hume forgot, or failed to recognize, that the skeptical solution
does notend war, and does create postive ham.*” In particular, his solution denies
reason its Onos important vistas.Ofreedom or autonory.

Kant® characterization of the antinomy as an internationd conflict spesksto
thedognstist, theskeptic, andto critical reason dike. Blindto thepossibility of an
internaiond legd conflict (to the possibility tha reason might possibly suppot his
opponat@ postion), thedognetist does recognize tha heisat war. Theskeptic,
capable of reflecting onthewar of dognetic thesis and antithesis, seestheconflict as
an internaiond legd conflict that cannotberesolved. Dogmatists onboth sides

apped to unaitical reason, which, because of its own contradictions isimpotent to

% See A776/B804-A777/B805.

3" rhe acute man was, however, looking only to the negative bendfit tha curbing the
excessive claims of speculative reason would have, in completely abolishing so many
endless and continud conflicts tha perplex the human species; he meanwhile log
sight of thepostive harm tha resultsif reasonis deprived of the mos important
vistas, from which aloneit can stake out for thewill the highest god of al thewill3
endeavorsO (4:238).
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resolve the conflict. Critical reason grants theinsght of the skeptic@ assessment, but
concaives of yet adifferent internaiond conflict of laws N aconflict for which
reason can give aruling, albdat notafind judgment. Fromthecritical standpont, the
skeptic opensalegd case agang thedognstist (emblematic of both thesisand
antithesis postiong when hebringsthe chargethat the dognetist has norightto
knowledgeor practical use of his claims, and demandsthat these claims be
relinquished in both the practical and theoretical sphere. Thedogntist attempts N
butfailsN to showtha (unaitical) reason legitimates his claim. Theskeptic
attempts to show tha (unaitical) reason legitimates her claim tha the dognetist@
clamsareillegitimate. And critical reason partially affirms her conduson: the
dogretist@ claims to knowledgeare made by noright Yet critical reason affirms the
skeptical condudgon based on his prior ruling tha claims to knowedgeaboutthings
tha are notobjects of possible experience areillegitimate. But critical reason does
not affirm, nor can the skeptic legitimate, the skeptic@ chargetha arightto practical
use of these claims mug berelinqushed. Reasonrulestha human beingsretain a
rightto the practical use of the cognologica claims, provided they are not claimed as
knowledge Reasonrulesfor peace.

Kant® resolution to the antinommy secures this rightto the practical use of
freedom by seeking outand identifying the source of the appearance of reasonin
contradiction with itself. Kant suggests tha finding the source of the antithetical
claims and showing tha they are hdd (insofar as they are claimed as knowledge by

norightistheway to groundperpetud peace (A777B805). After seeingthe
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antinommy forwha itisN theillusory appesrance of self-contradictory reason N one
can be certain that one@rightto the practical use of freedomis absolutely secure.
Kant putsit thus Orhereis nothingin this[giving the dogmatic or skeptical
opponat his best shof] to fear, thoughmuch to hope, namely tha you will come into
apossession that can never be attacked in thefutureO(A778B806). Thusreasonin
its critical form, unlike thedogmetic and skeptical forms, holdsthe antinomy in high
regad. No matter wha thedognatist or skeptic may claim, reason can (and does)
rule tha it retainsarightto the possession and use of itsclams.

The court of reason, because of its ability to resolve theantinony, provides a
way for metaphyscsto progress N for metaphysciansto leave a state of war behind.
In place of a hopefor victory (or a state of censorship), human bengscan Gubmit
[themselves] to thelawful coercion which aonelimits our freedomin such away tha
it can be congstent with thefreedom of everyoneédse and thereby with the common
goodQA752B780). Put smply, thecourt (critique) of reason exhibits and
legitimates intellectud autonony by unraveling the riddle of metaphyscs.

Kant® resolution to the antinomy accomplishes his aim of contributing to the
restoration of therights of mankind. Because the Critiqueshows that reasonis notin
contradiction with itself, and tha people maintain arightto the practical use of
freedom it legitimates the rigind right of human reason:0Qhe freedomto exhibit
thethoughs and doubs which onecannotresolve oneself for publc judgment
withoutthereuponbeing decried as a malcontent and dangeouscitizenO

(A752B780). Because reason can rule aboutits own rights and pretensons human
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thoughts and doubt need not be subject to censorship. More paticularly, the
dognetist nead not hopethat his opponet@ claims will be censored, and the skeptic
need not hopethat all dogmetic clamswill becensored. Rather, all thoughs can be
submitted for public critique Put simply, human reason, initscritical formisa

trugworthy ruler, onewho can resolve even the mog timeless metaphyscal conflicts,
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50

Kant@ memory of Hume and the antinormy worked together in theformation
of thecritical philosophy. A prope resolution to theantinomy required a critiqueof
pure reason. This critiquegives an accountof reason® postive and negative
capacities, which groundsk ant@ resolution to theantinomy. Theresolution unravels
theriddle of metaphyscs: it shows why metaphyscs has not made progress, and
makes clear what legitimate work metaphyscs can hopeto doin thefuture. Kant@
resolution was funded in part by Hume®@ work, which hd ped Kant to see the
connection between metaphyscs and synthetic a priori judgnents, theneed for a
dedudion of thevalidity of a priori concepts, the need for acomplete critiqueof pure
reason, etc. Hume® work also contained important clues aboutthe origin of the
illugon of reason, which Kant used to show how the antinomy is theresult of an
inevitable illuson of reason.

But Kant@ interest in theresolution to the antinony was not merely driven by
theoretical interests. By showing theantinomy an illuson, Kant obviates theneed for
dognatic or skeptical censorship in thepublic sphae. Further, Kant® resolution
negates the skeptic@® claim tha dognetic metaphysical claims mugt berelinquished.
While these are not knowledge Kant shows that arightto thar practical useis
retained. Inthepractical sphee, then, onemay use thenotion of the possibility of
freedom Hume® resolution permits no such use, and thus no such possibility of

restoring therights of mankind.
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Kant@® descriptionsof thetwo catalysts for thecritical philosophy are both
accurate and compaible: Hume® work provides a general directionfor Kant®3
speculative work, paticularly important clues about the problem of metaphyscs and
howit mightberesolved. Butit istheantinony of purereasonitself tha provides
both thedrive to solve theriddle and a clear aim or god, the critiqueof reason itself.
For unraveling theriddle makes a pah to peace Dit secures metaphyscs as a science,
and opensthe possibility of freedomba possibility precluded by Hume® wholesale
rejection of metaphyscs. For skepticism provides only Caresting place for human
reason, which can reflect uponits dognetic peregrinaion Obut not G dwelling place
for peemanent residenceO(A761B789). And unraveling theridde requires an
accountof the possibility of synthetic a priori judgments, of the possibility of
scientific knowledge and a clear articulation of the boundsand pitfalls of human
reason. Thecourt of reason provides a pemanent residence for reason, onefound
only Gn complete certainty, whether it be oneof the cognitionsof the objects
themselves or of the boundaies within which al of our cognition of objectsis
endosedO(A761B789). A prope resolution to the antinommy requires an expression

and | egitimization of reason@autonony. It requires a critiqueof reason itself.
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