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KABBALAH

Kabbalah (literally “tradition”) is used both as a general
name for Jewish mysticism and as the specific designation
for its major medieval variety. Mystical awareness is to be
found in the biblical and rabbinic tradition and had liter-
ary expression in some of the prophetic writings, psalms,
and apocalypses. More characteristically, however, what is
referred to as Kabbalah is a type of occult theosophical
formulation of the doctrines of the Jewish religion, par-
ticularly those concerned with creation, revelation, and
redemption. This occult system structures and, in part,
fossilizes individual intuitions of divine reality in terms of
the culture in which it arose. Typically, the purpose of the
complicated structuring of these formulated intuitions is
to supply a focus in contemplation by which the Kabbal-
ist can recover the untarnished brightness of direct mys-
tical awareness.

Besides the sources of Kabbalah in the doctrines and
literature of the Jewish tradition, a wide variety of other
sources has been noted, which have introduced elements
from the various cultures with which the Jewish people
have come in contact in their dispersion. Among these
influences should be included some Persian elements,
both Parsi and Zoroastrian, and Neo-Platonic and Neo-

Pythagorean elements which entered during the Hellenis-
tic period; Christian influences and Gnostic themes
added at a somewhat later time; and borrowings from
Muslim sectarianism after the emergence of Islam. This
mixture of elements explains the difficulty that scholars
have found in disentangling the sources of Kabbalah. It
should be said, however, that the pursuit of sources has
less relevance here than it may have for other subjects,
because what is essential is not the materials out of which
the Kabbalistic theosophical system was created, but
rather the use that was made of the materials.

MAJOR DOCTRINES

CREATION. All Jewish mysticism has seen the need for
reinterpretation of the literal account of creation given in
the book of Genesis. As it stands, the account does not
sufficiently emphasize the transcendence of God. God is
too close to humankind and the world to be the Supreme
Mystery that the mystical temper insists He must be. The
reinterpretation has generally taken form as a demiurgic
theory. In such a theory, God Himself, the Boundless, the
Infinite, the Transcendent, did not perform the material
act of creating the world. This was the work of a lesser
spirit, or demiurge, who was brought into existence by
God in order to do this specific job. As the conception of
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KABBALAH

God’s transcendence developed, one demiurge seemed
insufficient to express the sense of awesome distance
between divinity and the material world. The remoteness
of God from the world was heightened, therefore, by
adding other intermediaries and thus forming a chain
from God to matter whose links were of increasing mate-
riality.

A second problem in the biblical account of creation
concerns matter. If we accept God as infinite, all must be
contained in Him. Where, then, is there a place for mat-
ter outside of God? This issue was finally resolved by a
theory that combined the idea of God’s voluntary self-
contraction with the concept of emanation. In this
account, God, prior to creation, was actually infinite. To
make room for creation, however, He voluntarily con-
tracted or limited Himself. Some excess of spiritual sub-
stance overflowed into the space from which God had
removed Himself, and this excess, or emanation, provided
both the demiurgic intermediaries described above and
the matter out of which the world was created. Because all
substance is thus ultimately an overflowing of God’s sub-
stance, Kabbalah is a pantheistic doctrine. The completed
series of emanations served the additional purpose of
providing the road by which humanity’s aspiring spirit
might reach the heights of divinity; thus, it served both as
the mechanism of creation and as the “itinerary of the
mind to God” (to borrow an expression from St.
Bonaventure).

REVELATION. After the first destruction of the Temple at
Jerusalem, and even more after its second destruction, the
Scriptures served as a focus for the religious devotion of
the Jews. Their state was no more; their cultus was no
more; all that was left to them was their belief in God and
His Word. For the continuance of the Jewish religion, it
came to seem necessary that not only the content of rev-
elation, but even its physical form, should be considered
sacrosanct and unchangeable. In all types of Judaism this
regard for the letter of Scripture made necessary the
development of exegetic techniques for raising the level of
significance of much that is trivial in the Scriptures. For
the mystics the problem was particularly difficult,
because the level on which they had to interpret revela-
tion to make it serve their purpose was highly symbolical.
To make this reinterpretation possible, the Kabbalists
developed letter and number symbolisms of great variety
and complexity.

REDEMPTION. The Kabbalists maintained and even
intensified the traditional Jewish view of redemption. In
the Kabbalistic view salvation of the individual was little

considered; it entered only as a means to the greater end
of the salvation of humankind. This would come about
through the agency of a Messiah of the Davidic line, who
would lead the Jews in triumph to the Holy Land and
inaugurate a reign of truth, justice, and mercy. The ideal
of salvation is thus the establishment of an earthly para-
dise of human life, raised to its highest humanity. Other
elements clouded this doctrine at various times in the
history of mystical Messianism. For example, in the six-
teenth century Isaac Luria introduced the idea that this
regeneration could not take place until all preexisting
souls had satisfactorily completed their earthly existence
and that, since some souls were too weak to go unaided
through life to perfection, other superior souls might
coexist with them in one body to ensure their success.
Although Luria’s doctrine of transmigration found fol-
lowers, it was exceptional rather than typical; in general,
the Kabbalistic view of redemption was an extreme form
of traditional Messianism. Attempts to calculate the exact
date of the coming of the Messiah were widespread; the
coincidence of various calculations in fixing on dates
close to each other was sufficient to start a wave of Mes-
sianic movements and even to touch off a major explo-
sion like the widespread impassioned support of Sabbatai
Zevi, the so-called Messiah of Ismir (1626—1676).

HISTORICAL EXPRESSIONS

While a number of smaller groups, such as the Essenes of
Palestine, the Therapeutae of whom Philo wrote, and the
eighth-century Persian “Men of the Caves” whom the
tenth-century Karaite historian Joseph ben Jacob al-
Kirkisani described, maintained views similar in part to
those that have been presented, these groups do not lie in
the mainstream of Jewish mysticism. The main develop-
ment is rather to be traced from the Jewish Gnosticism of
the first millennium of the common era, with its concen-
tration on the glory of God as manifested in His throne,
supposedly located in the innermost of seven heavenly
mansions, into the parallel forms of the medieval Euro-
pean developments of the Kabbalah—the practical, ethi-
cal, and sometimes magical mysticism of the German
Jews and the speculative mysticism of the French and
Spanish Jews. Thence the movement became enmeshed
in the morbidity of seventeenth-century Messianism,
before the two strains of mystical speculation and
socioethical piety were reunited, in eastern Europe, in the
still-flourishing movement of Hasidism.

The German pietist movement developed during the
century between 1150 and 1250. Its chief formulators
were Samuel the Hasid (fl. 1150), his son Judah the Hasid
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(d. 1217), and a relative, Eleazar of Worms (fl. 1220). The
chief literary expression of the movement is the Book of
the Pious (Hebrew, Sefer Hasidim), a collection of the lit-
erary remains of the three founders, with special empha-
sis on Judah the Hasid, whose character and influence
recall those of his Christian contemporary, St. Francis of
Assisi, and, perhaps, remind one also of Paracelsus, who
lived in the sixteenth century and who also combined
genuine piety with magic. In addition to its concern with
the doctrinal elements that have already been discussed as
characteristic of all forms of Jewish mysticism, German
Hasidism defined an ideal human type and a way of life-
devoutness, rather than learning or traditionalism. The
three chief elements in this devoutness were mental
serenity, ascetic renunciation, and extreme altruism, lead-
ing to heights of devotion in which true fear of God and
love of God became one. At these heights, the Hasid was
thought to achieve a creative power of a magical nature.

In southern France, at the beginning of the thir-
teenth century, a more speculative Kabbalistic develop-
ment began, under the sponsorship of Isaac the Blind (fl.
1200) and his disciples Ezra and Azariel. Their chief con-
cern was the elaboration of emanation theory; they also
suggested a doctrine of metempsychosis, although they
did not develop it fully. In Spain, Abraham ben Samuel
Abulafia (1240—c. 1292) combined this speculation with
the development of number and letter symbolism and
thus became one of the central figures in the develop-
ment of Kabbalah. His disciple, Joseph ben Abraham
Gikatilia (c. 1247-1305), presented both the techniques
for symbolic interpretation and the doctrine of the ten
emanations (Hebrew, sephiroth) in systematically interre-
lated form. About 1290 the Spanish Kabbalist Moses ben
Shemtob de Leon (d. 1305) produced the work that, for
many, represents the Kabbalah in its entirety: the lush
compendium of esoteric doctrines in the form of a com-
mentary on the Pentateuch known as The Book of Splen-
dor (Hebrew, Sefer Ha-Zohar). From the time of its
composition, this work has been the chief source of inspi-
ration for later Jewish mystics and for Jewish mysticism.
Of later Kabbalistic leaders, two in particular should be
mentioned: Moses ben Jacob Cordovero (1522-1570),
whose book, A Garden of Pomegranates (Hebrew, Pardes
Rimmonim), is the most systematic and philosophical
exposition of the doctrines of the Kabbalah up to his
time; and his pupil, Isaac Luria (1534-1572), who left no
written legacy, but whose disciples have made it clear that
he developed the theosophic doctrines of creation and
redemption far beyond his predecessors.

KABBALAH

There are still Kabbalistic groups in existence, chiefly
in Israel, but they are for the most part outgrowths of
eighteenth-century Polish Hasidism, a movement akin to,
though by no means identical with, earlier German
pietism. Among major Jewish thinkers of the twentieth
century, the chief rabbi of Jerusalem, Abraham Isaac
Kook (1865-1935), approached most closely the spirit of
the Kabbalah in his mystical awareness of the Messianic
role of the Jewish people and in his Lurianic and Hasidic
stress on the spark of holiness that is veiled by the mate-
rial shell of things perceived by the senses. Martin Buber,
whose reinterpretations of the Hasidic view of life are
profound and suggestive, may also be named here and,
among younger thinkers, Abraham Joshua Heschel,
whose thought has clear kinship with Hasidic social
ethics.

See also Bonaventure, St.; Buber, Martin; Cordovero,
Moses ben Jacob; Creation and Conservation, Religious
Doctrine of; Gnosticism; Jewish Philosophy; Mysti-
cism, History of; Mysticism, Nature and Assessment of;
Paracelsus; Philo Judaeus; Revelation.
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KABBALAH [ADDENDUM]

The Story of Jewish Philosophy (New York: Random House,
1962).

J. L. Blau (1967)

KABBALAH [ADDENDUM]

Medieval Jewish philosophy contributed considerably to
the mystical branch of Judaism known as Kabbalah. This
movement is generally regarded as having its origins
in twelfth and thirteenth-century Provence in the
midrashically styled Bahir (Book of Enlightenment).
Some, however, consider the much earlier Sefer Yetsirah
(Book of Formation)—from the third through the seventh
centuries—to be the earliest work of Kabbalah.

Chief among the philosophers who influenced con-
cepts within Kabbalah were those who thrived in the
Muslim cultures of Babylon (Iraq) and Spain. An exam-
ple is Saadya Gaon (882—942), head of the Babylonian
Yeshivah (religious academy) of Pumbedita. Although
Saadya was a rationalist philosopher, he nevertheless
published a detailed commentary on Sefer Yetsirah. In
addition, he posited an intermediary between God and
creation, known as the kavod or “glory”” It is possible that
this concept was influenced by the Karaite thinker, Ben-
jamin al-Nahawandi (830-860), and that both were influ-
enced by the Muslim kalamic (theological) view of the
“creative word” of God. Contextually, the idea of the
kavod is less likely to have been influenced by Christian
ideas of the logos. The concept of an intermediary
between God and creation influenced the seminal idea of
the sefirot (emanations from the Divine), as developed in
all major kabbalistic works.

Abraham ibn Ezra (1089-1164) was born in Muslim
Tudela, northern Spain, but lived to see both his own
birthplace and other major Spanish cities taken by Chris-
tian forces before he was thirty. At fifty he left Spain and
traveled through northern Christian Europe, dying in a
pogrom in London in 1164. Through his travels, he influ-
enced kabbalistic thought in Ashkenazi and Christian
domiciles at both a theoretical and practical level. For
example, Ibn Ezra’s complex attitude to the preexistence
of “matter” impacted on circles in Provence, out of which
the foundations for the Bahir emerged. The problem of
“matter,” which had not been widely discussed in works
of popular Jewish biblical exegesis before Ibn Ezra, played
a seminal part in kabbalistic thinking, both in relation to
the sefirot and also in discussions about the origins and
role of evil in the universe. This is particularly true of the

sixteenth-century Lurianic Kabbalah of Sfat, northern
Israel.

In some ways an even bolder innovation on Ibn
Ezra’s part was his emphasis on the importance of the
mitzvot (religious commandments) that, when practiced
correctly, could affect the deity. This theory influenced
theurgical Kabbalah. It was instrumental in lending a psy-
chological dimension to the practice of Kabbalah, in
which human beings could be regarded as influencing the
deity by means of the sefirot.

It is therefore not completely accurate to view Kab-
balah solely as a movement (or series of movements) that
emerges during certain tragic times of Jewish history. It is
more accurate to see it as being embedded at the heart of
the Jewish religion, with biblical and rabbinic
antecedents. Kabbalah has also been compared to mysti-
cal traditions in other religions, notably Sufism, in which
emphasis is placed on experience of the Divine. This
approach has paralleled neuroscientific interest in the
field of consciousness studies. Lastly, developments in the
study of language and linguistics have led to emphasis on
the importance of the “text” and letter mysticism in Kab-
balah. Interest in Kabbalah may thus be summarized as
historical, philosophical, psychological, linguistic, and
experiential, but as being grounded in the same intellec-
tual milieu as more conventional Jewish genres.

See also Chinese Philosophy: Buddhism; Consciousness;
Experimentation and Instrumentation; Islamic Philos-
ophy; Jewish Philosophy; Mysticism, History of; Phi-
losophy of Language; Postmodernism; Sufism.
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KAFKA, FRANZ
(1883-1924)

Franz Kafka, the German author, was the son of a Jewish
businessman who had been a peddler in southern
Bohemia. The family was German-speaking. Kafka stud-
ied law at the German University of Prague and at
Munich and became an official of a workers’ accident
insurance company. He began writing in 1907 but by his
own choice published little. About that time he con-
tracted tuberculosis and for some years lived in various
sanatoriums. His two engagements ended unhappily. In
1923 he moved to Berlin, where, living with a girl who
was in charge of a Jewish orphanage, he achieved what
happiness he was to know. He died of a tubercular infec-
tion of the larynx in a nursing home at Kierling, near
Vienna.

The central experience of Kafka’s life, it seems, was a
manifold alienation—as a speaker of German in a Czech
city, as a Jew among German and Czech Gentiles in a
period of ardent nationalism, as a man full of doubts and
an unquenched thirst for faith among conventional “lib-
eral” Jews, as a born writer among people with business
interests, as a sick man among the healthy, and as a timid
and neurasthenic lover in exacting erotic relationships.

Kafka’s narrative art is at once immensely original,
prophetic, and fragmentary—hence the large number of
mutually exclusive interpretations it has received. Several
elements of his prose were the stock in trade of the minor
literature of his day. His language is unemphatic and
prosy and occasionally contains Prague-German provin-
cialisms; some of the subjects of his stories belong to the
horror literature of the turn of the twentieth century; he
shared the modern interest in psychological motivation;
and he often used the smaller prose genres cultivated by
his contemporaries in Prague and Vienna. But the use
Kafka made of these elements is startlingly original, and
the compelling gnostic vision of the world that is fash-

KAFKA, FRANZ

ioned from them has become one of the major literary
and intellectual influences of our age. In Kafka’s work the
existentialists’ conceptions of absurdity and dread are
fully explored. Unlike the later existentialists, he did not
derive a positive value from these modes of experience;
the value of his writings lies in the intense lucidity of the
exploration.

It is obvious from the very titles of many of Kafka’s
stories—The Trial, “The Judgment,” “Before the Law,’
“The Penal Settlement”—that his work is informed by a
strong legalistic strain, possibly derived from his Jewish
heritage but then secularized. In the famous “Letter to His
Father” (1919) he recounted a certain childhood episode
that violated his sense of justice. Characteristically, its ter-
ror for him lay in his inability to connect the trivial

“crime” with the monstrous punishment he received.

The novel The Trial, begun in 1914 and published by
Kafka’s friend Max Brod in 1925, at once challenges and
refines our conventional ways of connecting causes and
effects through the story of a young man, Josef K, who
one day wakes up in his lodgings to find himself arrested
without knowing what wrong he has done. He makes var-
ious attempts to justify himself against the enigmatic
accusation and to influence a number of people who he
believes may effect his acquittal. Although offered a
chance of repudiating the jurisdiction of the court that is
concerned with his case, he ends up by being marched off
to his execution, to die “like a dog.”

The question What has Josef K done? receives a num-
ber of detailed answers, the total effect of which is to
undermine the reader’s notion of guilt. Josef K has lived
the unremarkable life of an average young man, a bank
clerk. Since in his “ordinary” life he always based his rela-
tions with other people on asserting what he believed
were his “rights” in this or that situation, it is consistent
with his character that he should seek to justify himself
before the Law. The only thing he knows about that Law
(and the all but unattainable authority behind it) is that
it is powerful, whereas he is weak. According to the
“inescapable logic” of the world, he must therefore be
outside the Law and thus, in some sense, guilty. With his
every move the not wholly irrational sense of guilt drags
more violently at his soul. At first, this sense is no more
than an uneasy “They are sure to have something on me,”
but gradually it is magnified by all the actions, in them-
selves trivial, which constitute “normal” behavior in our
world, coupled with Josef K’s inability to live “outside the
Law,” which for Kafka amounted to consciousness itself.
Simplifying the subtly involuted and complex texture of
the novel, we may conclude that “minor guilt + situation
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of weakness + self-justification = major sense of guilt,”
which is tantamount to saying that Kafka’s dialectical
ingenuity is expended on making convincing the equa-
tion “[subjective] sense of guilt = [objective] guilt.”

Similar dialectical devices are used in the second
major work, the unfinished novel The Castle (1921-1922,
published 1926). K, a land surveyor, has been called to a
village that is governed by an authority that resides in a
nearby castle. The village and its inhabitants are
described only as they are related to K and to his attempts
to justify his presence there. His commission, the author-
ity on whose behalf he is to perform it, its relation to him-
self and to the villagers, the extent of its power, and the
morality of its commands—all these are not so much
vague as complexly contradictory. (Kafka was propheti-
cally describing the anonymous, muffled workings of a
totalitarian ministry as they affect the helpless victim, but
since his style is that of an “objective” report, he allowed
himself no expressions of pity.) Every assurance that K
receives is thrown into doubt either by an oblique contra-
diction or by K’s own unnerved (and, to the reader,
unnerving) insistence on exploring its possible ambigui-
ties.

Again, the novel elaborates a vicious circle. K uses the
people he meets in order to wrest from them hints or
indications about his task and status but because he lacks
the assurance of a clearly defined status and task, he is an
outsider and thus in a position of weakness. He is there-
fore bound to construe all these hints as hostile and thus
distrust them. K does not have enough strength to break
the spell that the Castle (like the court in The Trial) seems
to be casting over him, for he looks to it as the place that,
in justifying him, will give him strength. And, to keep
alive K’s torments of uncertainty, the Castle need do little
more than send an occasional hint of a possible way of
deliverance.

Leaving aside the various Freudian, Marxist, and
Christian interpretations that Kafka’s work has received,
its fragmentary nature points to a fundamental hiatus.
His heroes’ desolate quests for justice, recognition, and
acceptance by the world are meaningful to us because
they invoke our sense of pity and justice, whereas the
matter-of-fact ways in which these quests are presented
invite us to accept cruelty and injustice as though they
were necessary and self-evident modes of life. Thus, the
meaningfulness of the quests is impaired. Kafka’s writings
are indeed prophetic intimations of the logic of the con-
centration camps; the monstrous insinuation inherent in
his prophecies is that the exterminator is not wholly in
the wrong, that his hold over his victim is something

more than a matter of superior might, for the victim
cooperates in his own destruction.

See also Alienation; Consciousness; Existentialism; Guilt;
Metaphor.
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Edwin Muir (1953); Wedding Preparations in the Country
and Other Posthumous Prose Writings, translated by Ernst
Kaiser and Eithne Wilkins (1954); and Description of a
Struggle and The Great Wall of China, translated by Willa
Muir and Edwin Muir and Tania Stern and James Stern
(1960). See also Kafka’s Letters to Milena (Jesenskd),
translated by Tania Stern and James Stern (London, 1953),
and G. Janouch’s Conversations with Kafka (New York,
1953).
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KAIBARA EKKEN

(1630-1714)

Kaibara Ekken, or Ekiken, a Japanese Confucianist influ-
ential in popularizing Confucian ethics among ordinary
people, was born in Fukuoka. The son of a physician, he
became a doctor himself, then left medicine to become a
Zhu Xi neo-Confucianist. His teachers in Kyoto were
Kinoshita Junan (1621-1698) and Yamazaki Ansai. At
thirty-nine Kaibara returned to Fukuoka, where he spent
the rest of his life in the service of the Kuroda fief. Blessed
with an extraordinary capacity for work but little origi-
nality, he wrote on many subjects. He became an impor-
tant botanist with the issuing of separate books on the
vegetables, the flora, and the medicinal herbs of Japan.
His books on education were pioneering works in peda-
gogy; Onna daigaku (The great learning for women), the
standard book on women’s ethics in the Tokugawa era, is
attributed variously to him and to his well-educated wife.
His books were a great success. Unlike most Confucian-
ists, who wrote in Chinese, he wrote in Japanese; further-
more, his teaching was highly practical, applying
Confucian morality to everyday life. His pedagogical
ideas were not equalitarian (he assigned to women the
role of mere submissiveness and obedience to their hus-
bands), and his botanical studies were not at all scientific
in the modern sense, but he played an important role in
spreading education.

Kaibara’s philosophical importance today rests on
his Taigiroku (The great doubt), in which he aired his dis-
sent with the official doctrine of the Zhu Xi school.
Kaibara was also critical of the “ancient learning” school
of Confucianism and its scholars Itd Jinsai and Ogya
Sorai, and of the Wang Yangming school, the rival of Zhu
Xi. Kaibara disagreed with Zhu Xi Confucianism in his
elevation of ki, the material force, over ri, the principle
immanent in all things. For him ki is the “great limit” or
the “ultimate” and is an all-pervading life force. Kaibara
does not distinguish the original form of human nature
from its acquired form; contrary to Zhu Xi, he is an opti-
mist in his view of man and of the natural world. His cos-
mology is characterized by cosmic love that embraces all
men, born as they are of heaven and earth. Man’s indebt-
edness to nature is limitless, and for him the Confucian
virtue of jen, “humaneness,” comes close to being a reli-
gious benevolence, first toward nature and then toward
men. His practical bent, however, makes it difficult to
clarify his position, which seems to be one of eclectic
doubt rather than critical inquiry. In administrative mat-
ters Kaibara opposed imitating Chinese ways; rather he
was an ardent patriot, loyal in support of the emperor.

KALON

See also Chinese Philosophy; 1t6 Jinsai; Japanese Philoso-
phy; Ogyta Sorai; Wang Yang-ming; Yamazaki Ansai;
Zhu Xi (Chu Hsi).
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KALON

Kalon: the neuter of the Greek adjective kalos, beautiful,
fine, also admirable, noble; accompanied by the definite
article (to kalon), for example, the beautiful (or beauty).
In Greek culture, what is kalon is typically the object
of erds, passionate or romantic love, and in (male-
dominated) literature (and art), the term is predomi-
nantly applied to males around the age of puberty. Plato
appropriates the kalon (along with the good and the just)
as a key object for human striving and understanding in
general, discovering in it, along with the good, one of the
properties of the universe and of existence; erds itself, in
Plato, is transformed from a species of love into love or
desire tout court, for whatever is truly desirable—and
good (for the human agent). See especially his Sympo-
sium, Phaedrus (Hippias Major, possibly not by Plato, rep-
resents an unsuccessful attempt to define the kalon). The
truly beautiful, or fine, is identical with the truly good,
and also with the truly pleasant, as it is for Aristotle
(Eudemian Ethics 1.1, 1214a1-8). The Aristotelian good
man acts “for the sake of the fine (to kalon)” (Nico-
machean Ethics IV.2, 1122b6-7), an idea which is some-
times used as a basis for attributing to Aristotle a
quasi-Kantian view of the ideal agent as acting morally,
even—if occasion arises—altruistically, as opposed to
acting out of a concern for his or her own good or pleas-
ure. Against this, we need to take account of Aristotle’s
treatment of his good person as a self-lover, someone who
seeks a disproportionate share of the fine for himself or
herself (NE IX.8, 1169a35-b1), though he or she may
willingly concede his or her share to a friend (NE IX.8,
1169a32-34). This is consistent with Aristotle’s wanting
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to treat the fine (or the admirable) as itself part—the
most important part—of the human good; and indeed,
he ultimately seems to recognize only two objects of
desire, the good and the pleasant (NE VIIL.2, 1155b18-21;
cf. e.g. EEVIIL.2, 1235b18-23). In this context the pleasant
will include only those pleasures that are not fine and
good. For this move we may compare Plato’s Gorgias
(474C-475D), where Socrates actually reduces fine to
good, pleasant, or both. Later Greek philosophy trades on,
while sometimes modifying, this complex of ideas, which
also forms the basis for the analysis of beauty in literature
or in the visual arts.

See also Aristotle; Beauty; Good, The; Plato; Pleasure;
Socrates.
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KANT, IMMANUEL

(1724-1804)

Immanuel Kant, the propounder of the critical philoso-
phy, was born at Konigsberg in East Prussia; he was the
son of a saddler and, according to his own account, the
grandson of an emigrant from Scotland. He was educated
at the local high school, the Collegium Fridericianum,

and then at the University of Konigsberg, where he had
the good fortune to encounter a first-class teacher in the
philosopher Martin Knutzen. After leaving the university,
about 1746, Kant was employed for a few years as a tutor
in a number of families in different parts of East Prussia.
He kept up his studies during this period and in 1755 was
able to take his master’s degree at Konigsberg and to
begin teaching in the university as a Privatdozent. He
taught a wide variety of subjects, including physics,
mathematics, and physical geography as well as philoso-
phy, but nevertheless remained poor for many years. It
was not until 1770, when he was appointed to the chair of
logic and metaphysics at Konigsberg, that his financial
stringencies were eased.

Kant’s first book, Gedanken von der wahren
Schiitzung der lebendigen Krifte (Thoughts on the True
Estimation of Living Forces), was published as early as
1747 (Konigsberg), and between 1754 and 1770 he pro-
duced an impressive stream of essays and treatises. His
earlier works are primarily contributions to natural sci-
ence or natural philosophy, the most notable being his
General History of Nature and Theory of the Heavens of
1755; it was not until after 1760 that philosophical inter-
ests in the modern sense became dominant in his mind.
Kant’s publications had already won him a considerable
reputation in German learned circles by the time he
obtained his professorship. The ten years following his
appointment form a period of literary silence during
which Kant was engaged in preparing his magnum opus,
the Critique of Pure Reason. The appearance of the Cri-
tique was eagerly awaited by Kant’s friends and philo-
sophical colleagues, but when it at last came out in 1781
the general reaction was more bewilderment than admi-
ration. Kant tried to remove misunderstandings by restat-
ing the main argument in the Prolegomena to Every Future
Metaphysics of 1783 and by rewriting some of the central
sections of the Critique for a second edition in 1787. At
the same time he continued, with most remarkable
energy for a man of his years, the elaboration of the rest
of his system. By 1790 the Critique of Practical Reason and
the Critique of Judgment were in print, and of the major
treatises only Religion within the Bounds of Mere Reason
(1793) and Metaphysic of Morals (1797) had still to
appear. Kant then enjoyed a tremendous reputation
throughout Germany and was beginning to be known,
though scarcely to be understood, in other European
countries. In his declining years, however, he suffered the
mortification of seeing some of the ablest young philoso-
phers in his own country, among them Johann Gottlieb
Fichte, Friedrich von Schelling, and J. S. Beck, proclaim
that he had not really understood his own philosophy and
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propose to remedy the deficiency by producing “tran-
scendental” systems of their own. There is reason to
believe that the work on which Kant was engaged in the
last years of his life was intended as a counterblast to such
critics. But Kant was not able to complete it before his
death, and all that remains of it are the fragments gath-
ered together under the title Opus Postumum.

Kant’s outer life was almost entirely uneventful. He
never married. The one occasion on which he might have
become politically prominent was in 1794 when, after the
appearance of his book on religion, the Prussian king
asked him not to publish further on a topic on which his
views were causing alarm to the orthodox. But Kant duly
promised, and no scandal ensued. For the rest, he fulfilled
the duties of his professorship and took his turn as rector
of the university; dined regularly with his friends;
admired Jean-Jacques Rousseau and the French Revolu-
tion from afar; conversed eagerly with travelers who
brought him news of a wider world he never saw himself.
Never very robust in body, he carefully conserved his
physical resources and was in good health until a rela-
tively short time before his death. He was nearly eighty
when he died.

CHARACTER OF KANT'’S
PHILOSOPHICAL WORK

Kant was the first of the major philosophers of modern
times to spend his life as a professional teacher of the sub-
ject. He was required by university regulation to base his
philosophy lectures on particular texts, and he used for
this purpose not the works of such major thinkers as
René Descartes and John Locke, but the handbooks of his
professorial predecessors, notably Christian Wolff,
Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten, and G. F. Meier. Wolff
and Baumgarten had dressed out the philosophy of Got-
tfried Wilhelm Leibniz in what they took to be decent
academic garb, presenting Leibniz’ thoughts in the form
of a system and with an air of finality foreign to the orig-
inal; Meier did the same for the doctrines of formal logic.
Their example had a near-fatal effect on Kant, for he too
thought that philosophy must be thorough if it is to be
academically respectable—meaning, among other things,
technical and schematic.

In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant set out his theo-
ries in what he later called progressive order, starting
from what was logically first and working forward to
familiar facts; in that work he also employed an elaborate
terminology of his own and an apparatus of “parts,” “divi-
sions,” and “books” whose titles are alarming and whose
appropriateness to the subject matter is not immediately
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obvious. It is not surprising that his first readers were
unable to discover what the work as a whole was about.
The Critique of Practical Reason and the Critique of Judg-
ment were still more pedantic in form, since in them Kant
persisted with much of the formal framework already
used in the Critique of Pure Reason, in each case proceed-
ing from a part labeled “Analytic” to another labeled
“Dialectic,” uncovering one or more “antinomies” in deal-
ing with the dialectic, and ending with an untidy appen-
dix irrelevantly titled “Doctrine of Method.” The fact that
Kant was already an old man when he composed these
works doubtless explains his attachment to what some
commentators have called his architectonic; it is a major
obstacle to the proper grasp and unprejudiced evaluation
of his ideas. Yet, as passages in his ethical writings in par-
ticular show, Kant was capable of expounding his
thoughts with clarity, even with eloquence. He was not by
nature a bad writer, but he accepted uncritically the
scholastic manner cultivated by his fellow professors.

The first task in reading Kant is thus to cut through
the formal academic dress in which he clothes his opin-
ions. When this is done, what emerges is not a provincial
pedant like Wolff or Baumgarten, but a person of remark-
able intellectual and moral stature. Kant’s knowledge of
the major European philosophers was often no more than
superficial, and his estimate of the work of some of his
own contemporaries was certainly overgenerous. But he
had, for all that, a sure sense of what was intellectually
important at the time; he alone among the eighteenth-
century philosophers at once appreciated the greatness of
Isaac Newton and was fully aware of the challenge for
ethics Newton’s work presented once its seemingly deter-
ministic implications were understood. To sum up Kant’s
mature philosophy in a single formula: He wished to
insist on the authority of science and yet preserve the
autonomy of morals. To achieve this result was a gigantic
task, involving consideration of the whole question of the
possibility of metaphysics as well as the construction of a
theory of scientific knowledge and the elaboration of an
ethical system.

Nor was Kant one to be content with mere generali-
ties; he sought to work out his position in detail, with
many specific arguments, as well as to state a general case.
But the obscurities of his language combine with the
extent of his intellectual ambitions to prevent the average
reader from grasping precisely what Kant was after; indi-
vidual points are picked up, but the shape of the whole is
not discerned. Yet to be fair to Kant the reader must see
the individual views in the wide setting in which Kant saw
them himself. To estimate their philosophical value with-
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out taking account of their position in the Kantian sys-
tem, as many critics have tried to do, is quite indefensible.

PRECRITICAL WRITINGS

Kant’s philosophical career is commonly divided into two
periods, that before 1770, usually referred to as “precriti-
cal,” and that after 1770, usually referred to as “critical.”
The word critical comes from Kant’s own description of
his mature philosophy as a form of “critical idealism,” an
idealism, that is to say, built on the basis of a critique of
the powers of reason. The precritical period of Kant’s
thought is interesting primarily, though not exclusively,
for its anticipations of his later ideas. Kant was educated
by Knutzen in the Wolff-Baumgarten version of Leibniz,
and he was, like his master, an independent Leibnizian
from the first, although it was many years before he made
a decisive break with the Leibnizian way of thinking. The
main influence operating against Leibniz in Kant’s early
thought was Newton, to whose work he had also been
introduced by Knutzen. In the more narrowly philosoph-
ical field another independent Leibnizian, Christian
August Crusius, proved an important subsidiary influ-
ence. Just when David Hume awakened Kant from his
“dogmatic slumber” is uncertain, but it seems likely that
Kant had moved some way in the direction of empiricism
before that event took place.

CAUSATION. How little the early Kant had learned from
Hume can be seen from some of his first metaphysical
essays. In the Principium Primorum Cognitionis Meta-
physicae Nova Dilucidatio (Konigsberg, 1755) he dis-
coursed in effect on the subject of causality, discussing at
length the relationship of the Leibnizian principle of suf-
ficient reason to the logical principles of identity and
contradiction. Kant knew at this stage, as Crusius did,
that Wolft’s attempt to subordinate the real to the logical
was a mistake, but he had only a hazy idea of what he was
later to call the synthetic nature of propositions asserting
real connections. He moved a step nearer his mature view
in the 1763 essay on negative quantities (Versuch, den
Begriff der negativen Grissen in die Weltweisheit
einzufithren, Konigsberg) when he pointed out that
opposition in nature is quite different from opposition in
logic: Two forces acting against one another are quite
unlike a proposition in which the same predicate is
simultaneously affirmed and denied. But in none of his
writings of the time did Kant explicitly raise the question
of the sphere of application of the causal principle, as
Hume did.

EXISTENCE. Kant’s failure to press home his questions
on causation is paralleled in his otherwise striking treat-
ment of existence in another work published in 1763,
“The Only Possible Ground of Proof of God’s Existence.”
He began this work by declaring that even if the proposi-
tion that existence is no predicate or determination of
anything seems “strange and contradictory,” it is never-
theless indubitable and certain. “It is not a fully correct
expression to say: ‘A sea unicorn is an existent animal’; we
should put it the other way round and say: “To a certain
existing sea animal there belong the predicates that I
think of as collectively constituting a sea unicorn.”” On
these grounds Kant rejected the Cartesian version of the
Ontological Argument. But he held, even so, that an alter-
native conceptual proof of God’s existence could be
found: Nothing could be conceived as possible unless (as
the point had already been put in the Nova Dilucidatio)
“whatever of reality there is in every possible notion do
exist, and indeed, absolutely necessarily. ... Further, this
complete reality must be united in a single being.” There
must, in other words, be a perfect being if there are to be
any possibilities. Kant was to recall this proof in his deri-
vation of the idea of the ens realissimum in the Critique of
Pure Reason, but he then no longer believed that it had
constitutive force. His treatment of attempts to produce
causal proofs of God’s existence in the Critique was also
altogether more trenchant than in the precritical works,
for though he saw there that the ordinary First Cause
Argument was unsatisfactory, he regarded the Argument
from Design as generally acceptable, even if not logically
compulsive.

METAPHYSICAL PROPOSITIONS. Kant was more suc-
cessful in another treatise written at the same period,
“Untersuchungen tiber die Deutlichkeit der Grundsitze
der natiirlichen Theologie und der Moral” (On the Dis-
tinctness of the Principles of Natural Theology and
Morals; 1764). The Berlin Academy had proposed the
question, Are metaphysical truths generally, and the fun-
damental principles of natural theology and morals in
particular, capable of proofs as distinct as those of geom-
etry? If not, what is the true nature of their certainty?
Kant answered by drawing a series of radical distinctions
between argument in philosophy and argument in math-
ematics. The mathematician starts from definitions that
are in effect arbitrary combinations of concepts; the
philosopher must work toward definitions, not argue
from them, since his business is to “analyze concepts
which are given as confused.” Mathematics contains few
unanalyzable concepts and indemonstrable propositions;
philosophy is full of them. Then too, the relationship
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between mathematical ideas can always be observed in
concreto, whereas the philosopher, having nothing to cor-
respond to mathematical diagrams or symbolism, neces-
sarily works on a more abstract level. The lesson of all this
might seem to be that philosophical truths are incapable
of strict demonstration, but Kant did not draw this con-
clusion in the case of natural theology, where he held to
his attempted conceptual proof, though he inclined
toward it in respect to “the primary grounds of morals.”
In general, Kant’s tendency was to say that metaphysics
must be an analytic activity that should follow a method
that is fundamentally Newtonian: “It is far from the time
for proceeding synthetically in metaphysics; only when
analysis will have helped us to distinct concepts under-
stood in their details will synthesis be able to subsume
compounded cognitions under the simplest cognitions,
as in mathematics” (Critique of Practical Reason and
Other Writings, Beck translation, 1949, p. 275).

Kant viewed the prospects of attaining genuine
metaphysical knowledge with increasing skepticism as the
1760s went on. In the enigmatic Dreams of a Spirit-Seer of
1766 he compared the thought constructions of meta-
physics to the fantasies of Swedenborg, in a manner that
is scarcely flattering to either. Metaphysical contentions
are groundless, since metaphysical concepts such as spirit
cannot be characterized in positive terms. To survive,
metaphysics must change its nature and become a science
of the limits of human knowledge. Kant’s skepticism
about metaphysics was increased by his discovery of the
antinomies, which is often dated 1769 although some-
thing like the third antinomy is to be found in the Nova
Dilucidatio. Astonishingly, however, in his inaugural dis-
sertation in 1770 he reverted in some degree to the old
dogmatic conception of the subject and argued for the
possibility of genuine knowledge of an intelligible world.
But the main interest of the dissertation lies in its account
of sensory knowledge, which prepared the way for the
fundamental criticisms of metaphysical pretensions in
the Critique of Pure Reason.

THE INAUGURAL DISSERTATION

Kant’s Latin dissertation, “On the Form and Principles of
the Sensible and Intelligible Worlds,” publicly defended
on August 21, 1770, was his inaugural lecture as professor
of logic and metaphysics at Konigsberg. At least one of
the themes of the dissertation, the status of the concept of
space, represented a long-standing interest. As early as
1747 Kant had argued that the proposition that space has
three dimensions is contingent; given a different law of
the effects of different substances on one another, “an
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extension with other properties and dimensions would
have arisen. A science of all these possible kinds of space
would undoubtedly be the highest enterprise which a
finite understanding could undertake in the field of
geometry” (“Living Forces,” Handyside translation, in
Kant’s Inaugural Dissertation and Early Writings on Space,
p. 12). Later, however, he regarded three-dimensionality
as a necessary property of space, and used its necessity as
a ground for rejecting Leibniz’ account of the concept. In
a short essay on space published in 1768 Kant had seemed
to suggest that Newton’s view of space as an absolute real-
ity was the only alternative to Leibniz, but in the disserta-
tion he rejected both theories and widened his treatment
of the question so that it covered time as well as space.
Despite this extension the dissertation is best viewed as
directed mainly against Leibniz.

SPACE AND TIME. In general, Leibniz had followed the
other great rationalists in interpreting perception as a
confused form of thinking. Like Descartes, he had treated
the deliverances of the senses as sometimes clear but
never distinct. In the dissertation Kant developed two
main arguments against this position. He maintained in
the first place that it could not do justice to the special
character of space and time, which are not, as Leibniz
supposed, systems of relations abstracted from particular
situations and confusedly apprehended, but rather
unique individuals of which clear knowledge is presup-
posed in all perceptual description. The ideas of space
and time are intuitive rather than conceptual in charac-
ter; moreover, they are “pure” intuitions insofar as the
essential nature of their referents is known in advance of
experience and not as a result of it.

SPACE AND GEOMETRY. To reinforce this point Kant
brought forward his second argument, that Leibniz’ the-
ory could not account for the apodictic character of
geometry. There was, Kant supposed, an essential relation
between geometry and space, for geometry “contemplates
the relations of space” and “does not demonstrate its uni-
versal propositions by apprehending the object through a
universal concept, as is done in matters of reason, but by
submitting it to the eyes as a singular intuition, as is done
in matters of sense” (“Dissertation,” in Kant’s Inaugural
Discussion and Early Writings on Space, Sec. 15 C). But if
space is what Leibniz said it was and if, as Kant added, “all
properties of space are borrowed only from external rela-
tions through experience,” then:

geometrical axioms do not possess universality,
but only that comparative universality which is
acquired through induction and holds only so
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widely as it is observed; nor do they possess
necessity, except such as depends on fixed laws
of nature; nor have they any precision save such
as is matter of arbitrary convention; and we
might hope, as in empirical matters, some day to
discover a space endowed with other primary
affections, and perhaps even a rectilinear figure
enclosed by two straight lines. (Sec. 15 D)

Kant’s own account of space at this stage was that it
“is not something objective and real, neither substance, nor
accident, nor relation, but [something] subjective and
ideal; it is, as it were, a schema, issuing by a constant law
from the nature of the mind, for the co-ordinating of all
outer sensa whatever” (Sec. 15D). One major advantage
of this subjectivist view, in Kant’s eyes, was that it explains
the possibility of applying geometry to the physical
world. Space being a universal form of sensibility, “noth-
ing whatsoever ... can be given to the senses save in con-
formity with the primary axioms of space and the other
consequences of its nature, as expounded by geometry”
(Sec. 15 E).

APPEARANCE AND REALITY. Kant’s view had another,
more startling implication, namely that we cannot know
things as they really are through sense perception. If space
and time are contributed by the knowing mind, spatial
and temporal objects will be altered in the very act of
being apprehended. It follows that the world known
through the senses—the world investigated by the physi-
cal sciences and familiar in everyday experience—can be
no more than a phenomenal world. Kant was prepared to
accept this conclusion in the dissertation, but he balanced
it by saying that over and above this phenomenal world is
another world of real objects, knowable not by the senses
but by reason. Reason lacks intuitive powers—we cannot
be acquainted with things as they are. But (and in this the
contrast with the Dreams is at its strongest) reason pos-
sesses certain concepts of its own, among them “possibil-
ity, existence, necessity, substance, cause,” by means of
which it can arrive at a “symbolic cognition” of such
things; that is, know some true propositions about them.
The intellect, in its real as opposed to its logical use, can
form the concept of a perfect being and use this both to
measure the reality of other things and for moral pur-
poses.

ACHIEVEMENTS. The doctrine of pure intellectual con-
cepts in the dissertation is at best impressionistic and had
to be completely rethought in the ten years that followed.
But against this may be set Kant’s positive achievements
in the dissertation, seen from the point of view of his

future work. First, Kant had convinced himself that there
is an absolute difference between sensing and thinking,
and that sense experience need not be in any way con-
fused. Second, he had worked out the main lines, though
by no means all the details, of what was to be his mature
theory of space and time. Third, he had revived the old
antithesis of things real and things apparent, objects of
the intellect and objects of the senses, to cope with the
consequences of his views about space and time; in this
way he was able to show (or so he thought) that physics
gives us genuine knowledge, though only of appearances,
and that the task of telling us about things as they really
are is reserved for metaphysics. Fourth and last, he had
recognized the existence of a special class of concepts,
“given through the very nature of the intellect,” and had
seen that these have an important bearing on the ques-
tion of the possibility of metaphysics.

What Kant had not done was to pose the problem of
metaphysics with all its wider implications. As in the
Dreams, he treated the question whether we have any
knowledge of a world of pure spirit as one that is asked
primarily for its theoretical interest. It was intellectual
curiosity, that is to say, which at this stage prompted Kant
to inquire whether physics and metaphysics could coex-
ist, and, if they could, what should be said of their respec-
tive objects. He retained this curiosity when he wrote the
Critique of Pure Reason, but it was not by then his only
motive. For he had seen by 1781 that the question of the
possibility of metaphysics was important not only to the
academic philosopher, but because of its bearing on the
universally interesting topics of God, freedom, and
immortality, to the plain man as well; that it was a matter
not just of intellectual, but also of moral, concern.

CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON: THEME
AND PRELIMINARIES

Kant’s principal task in the Critique of Pure Reason was to
determine the cognitive powers of reason, to find out
what it could and could not achieve in the way of knowl-
edge. The term reason in the title was intended in its
generic sense, to cover the intellect as a whole; Kant was
not exclusively interested in the reason that he himself
distinguished from and opposed to understanding. He
was, however, particularly concerned with the capacities
of “pure” reason, that is, with what reason could know
when operating by itself and not in association with
another faculty. Kant believed it important to answer this
question for two reasons. He saw that there are spheres
(mathematics, for instance) in which it is plausible to
claim that pure reason is a source of important truths. He
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also saw that in another field, that of metaphysics,
remarkable claims were advanced on reason’s behalf: It
was alleged that, by simply thinking, we could arrive at
ultimate truth about the world, establishing thus a series
of propositions whose certainty was unassailable and
whose subject matter was of supreme importance. Kant,
who had himself made this sort of claim in the disserta-
tion, never doubted that what the metaphysician wants to
say matters, but he did question his competence to say it.
The fact that reason “precipitates itself into darkness and
contradictions” once it enters this field struck him as
deeply significant; the “intestine wars,” the interminable
disputes, of metaphysicians could only mean that their
claims were pitched too high.

Nor was the scandal of metaphysics—the fact that
nothing in metaphysics could be regarded as settled—of
concern only to metaphysicians. By failing to make good
his proofs, the metaphysician brought doubt on the
acceptability of his conclusions, including such funda-
mental articles of belief as that God exists and that the
will is free. In proposing a radical reexamination of the
capacities of pure reason, Kant’s ultimate motive was to
safeguard such convictions by making clear that although
they cannot be matters of knowledge, they can all the
same be held to as matters of what he called pure rational
faith.

TYPES OF JUDGMENT. In the preface to the Critique,
Kant formulates his main question as “how much can
understanding and reason know apart from all experi-
ence?” (A xvii). (The first edition is customarily referred
to as A, the second edition as B.) In the introduction, he
takes his first step toward an answer by substituting the
formula “How are synthetic a priori judgments possible?”
Two closely connected sets of distinctions lie behind these
celebrated words. First, Kant distinguishes propositions
that are a priori from all others; an a priori judgment “in
being thought is thought as necessary” and is also thought
“with strict universality, that is, in such a manner that no
exception is allowed as possible” (B 3—4). A priori judg-
ments have the twin characteristics of necessity and uni-
versality, neither of which can be found in conclusions
from experience.

In holding that experience can present us with no
more than contingent truths Kant echoes the views of
many of his predecessors. But in his other distinction,
between synthetic and analytic judgments, he shows
greater originality. A judgment is analytic, he explains, if
what is thought in the predicate-concept has already been
thought in the subject-concept; a judgment is synthetic if
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this condition does not obtain. Thus, “All bodies are
extended” is analytic because our idea of a body is of
something that is extended or occupies space; “All bodies
have weight” is synthetic because the notion of weight is
not comprised in the notion of body (we learn by experi-
ence that bodies have weight). In analytic judgments,
again, the connection of subject and predicate is “thought
through identity”; or, as Kant puts it elsewhere in the Cri-
tique, the highest principle of all analytic judgments is the
principle of contradiction. It follows from this that every
analytic judgment is a priori in that it is true or false with-
out regard to experience; every analytic judgment is
either necessarily true or necessarily false, and we estab-
lish its truth or falsity by reference only to definitions of
the terms it contains and to the principle of contradic-
tion. Synthetic judgments, by contrast, require for their
authentication a different sort of reference, since in their
case the connection of subject and predicate terms is
“thought without identity.” In the case of everyday judg-
ments of fact, for example, we need to consult experience
to see whether the connection asserted actually holds.

So far Kant’s distinction is simply a more elaborate
version of Hume’s division of propositions into those that
assert relations of ideas and those that express matters of
fact and existence, a version inferior to Hume’s in that it
is formally tied to statements of the subject-predicate
form. But at this point Kant gives the distinction a fresh
twist by asserting that there are judgments that are both
synthetic and a priori, thus cutting across the usual clas-
sifications. Nearly all the propositions of mathematics
answer this description, according to Kant; he also thinks
it obvious that “natural science (physics) contains a priori
synthetic judgments as principles” He gives two examples:
“in all changes of the material world the quantity of mat-
ter remains unchanged; and ... in all communication of
motion action and reaction must always be equal” (B 17).
The very existence of these judgments shows that reason
has special cognitive powers of its own, and so lends plau-
sibility to the claims of metaphysicians. But before
accepting the claims of metaphysicians, Kant suggests, we
need to ask ourselves how (under what conditions) it is
possible to assert judgments of this type in the two fields
concerned. Only when this question is answered can we
decide whether metaphysicians can draw support from
the example of mathematics and “pure” physics. This
inquiry is what Kant is concerned with in the first half of
the Critique.

ANALYTIC AND SYNTHETIC. The terms in which Kant
states his problem seem at first sight clear, but the clarity
diminishes on closer inspection. There is the criticism
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that he offers a dual account of the analytic-synthetic dis-
tinction, once in psychological and once in logical terms,
and the criticism that reference to the principle of con-
tradiction alone is inadequate for the logical formulation
of the distinction (he should have referred to logical laws
generally). Apart from these two matters, Kant’s treat-
ment is marred by a failure to offer any discussion of his
key idea, “what is thought in a concept.” This omission is
the more remarkable because Kant in fact had views on
the subject of definition, views that are hard to reconcile
with his apparent assumption that every judgment is
unequivocally analytic or synthetic. Elsewhere in the Cri-
tique he states that, according to the real meaning of “def-
inition,” an empirical concept “cannot be defined at all,
but only made explicit” (B 755). He means that we cannot
give the “real essence” (in Locke’s terminology) of such a
concept, but only its “nominal essence,” or conventional
signification, which is liable to change as knowledge
increases or interests shift. If this is correct, it seems to be
only by convention, or provisionally, that the judgment
“All bodies are extended” is analytic and the judgment
“All bodies have weight” synthetic.

Nor is Kant’s other distinction, between a priori and
a posteriori, as simple as he pretends. He tries to clarify it
by explaining that the first class of judgments have the
characteristics of necessity and universality, which serve
as criteria that are “inseparable from one another.” He
fails to notice, however, that the necessity that belongs to
synthetic a priori judgments must on his own account
differ from that which characterizes analytic judgments.
Analytic judgments are, or rather claim to be, logically
necessary—to deny a true analytic judgment would be, if
Kant is correct, to dispute the validity of the law of con-
tradiction. But though no synthetic judgment can con-
travene the laws of logic, none can be true in virtue of
these laws and of meanings alone. Accordingly, if any syn-
thetic judgment is to be described as necessary, it must be
necessary in some further sense.

Kant recognizes in practice that the synthetic a priori
judgments he takes to be valid have their own special kind
of necessity. In his own terminology, they are “transcen-
dentally” necessary; necessary, that is to say, if we are to
have the knowledge and experience we actually have. But
he would have done better to acknowledge the ambiguity
in his term a priori from the outset. It would also have
been helpful had he given some elucidation of his state-
ment that, when a judgment is thought with strict uni-
versality, “no exception is allowed as possible.” He cannot
mean that no exception is logically possible, or every a
priori judgment would be analytic. But he does not, at

least at this early stage, make clear what other sort of pos-
sibility he has in mind.

TRANSCENDENTAL AESTHETIC

Kant’s next step in the solution of the problem of how
synthetic a priori judgments are possible is to examine
the two types of case in which, in his view, we undoubt-
edly can make synthetic a priori judgments, and then to
exhibit the bearing of his results on the possibility of
metaphysical knowledge. In his short but important Pro-
legomena to Every Future Metaphysics he approaches these
tasks directly. In the Critique itself his method is more
roundabout, since he proposes there to delineate the
entire cognitive powers of the mind and so to clarify the
background against which synthetic a priori judgments
are made. This leads him to undertake an inquiry first
into the a priori elements involved in sensory knowledge
(the “Transcendental Aesthetic”) and then into the corre-
sponding elements involved in thought (the “Transcen-
dental Logic”). The sharp distinction between the senses
and the intellect argued for in the dissertation is the obvi-
ous basis of this division.

A PRIORI INTUITIONS. It seems at first sight contradic-
tory to say that there might be a priori elements involved
in sensory knowledge. According to an old philosophical
and psychological tradition, sensation is an essentially
passive affair; the senses present us with data and we have
no choice but to accept. Kant was quite ready to agree to
this as a general account of sensation. But he was per-
suaded that there are some features of sensory experience
that cannot be accepted as empirically given.

Kant identifies these features by a process similar to
that in the dissertation: an examination of our ideas of
space and time. These ideas, he argues, represent the form
of experience rather than its matter; through them we
structure the sensory given in the very act of sensing it. To
establish this position Kant appeals to a variety of consid-
erations.

First, he insists on the fundamental and ubiquitous
character of space and time, as opposed to features like
color and sound. Spatial predicates apply to whatever we
know through the five senses, temporal predicates both to
these and to the immediately experienced flow of our
inner lives. Second, he argues that we cannot acquire the
ideas of space and time by reflecting on what is empiri-
cally given. Some philosophers had said that we come by
the idea of space by noticing such things as that one
object is adjacent to another, and that we come by the
idea of time by observing the way in which events suc-
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ceed, are simultaneous with, or precede one another. Kant
points out that the very description of such situations
presupposes familiarity with space and time as such. For
to know what is meant by saying that one thing is “next
to” or “on top of” another we need to appreciate how the
things in question are situated in a wider spatial frame-
work, which in turn falls within a yet wider spatial sys-
tem, until we come to the thought of space as a whole.
Particular spaces are not instances of space, but limita-
tions of it, and space is accordingly a special sort of par-
ticular. The same argument applies to time. Adding to
these two points the fact that we know certain things to
be necessarily true of space and time (space has only three
dimensions, different times are not simultaneous but suc-
cessive), Kant infers that the ideas of space and time are
not only “intuitions,” but “a priori intuitions.”

MATHEMATICS. Kant finds confirmation for his view of
space and time exactly as he had in the dissertation: in the
thought that this view alone can explain the possibility of
pure and applied mathematics. Pure geometry is possible
because we are able to “construct,” or show the real possi-
bility of, its concepts in pure intuition. An experiment
conducted in imagination shows at once that a triangle is
a real spatial possibility, whereas a figure bounded by two
straight lines is not. Applied geometry is possible because
whatever is apprehended by the senses must necessarily
accord with the forms of sensibility. Kant attempts at var-
ious points in his writings to extend his doctrine of the
importance of pure intuition for mathematical thinking
from geometry to the other parts of mathematics, but it
cannot be said that he is ever convincing on this point.
His reasons for saying that “seven and five are twelve” is a
synthetic proposition were sharply and properly criti-
cized by Gottlob Frege. His account of algebra (B 745,
762) is so sketchy as to be virtually unintelligible. Kant
tries to say that in algebra there is a “symbolic construc-
tion” corresponding to the “ostensive construction” of the
concepts of geometry, but it is not in the least clear what
this has to do with the pure intuition of either space or
time.

Some critics speak as if Kant’s failure to produce a
satisfactory philosophy of mathematics invalidated the
whole “Aesthetic,” and it is true that the central point of
this part of his work is destroyed if his main contentions
about mathematics are rejected. Kant’s explanations fall
to the ground if it turns out that there is no intrinsic con-
nection between mathematics and space and time, or if it
is held that mathematical propositions are analytic, not
synthetic a priori. But it does not immediately follow that
the whole Kantian doctrine of space and time must be
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rejected, for many of his arguments on this matter are
independent of his philosophy of mathematics. Nor is it
decisive against him that the treatment of space and time
in modern physics is very different from his; he claims to
be dealing with the space and time of immediate percep-
tion.

SIGNIFICANCE. Apart from the questions about truth,
however, it is vital to appreciate the importance of the
conclusions of the “Aesthetic” in the economy of the Cri-
tique of Pure Reason as a whole. The “transcendental ide-
ality” of space and time carries with it, for Kant, the
proposition that whatever we know through the senses
(including “inner sense”) is phenomenal; Kant’s cele-
brated distinction between appearances and things-in-
themselves has its origin, if not its justification, at this
point. And the view that space and time are a priori forms
of intuition is not only the model on which Kant con-
structed his theory of categories as concepts embodying
the pure thought of an object in general; the view is car-
ried over intact into the “Transcendental Analytic,” and
plays a crucial part there. To treat the theories of the “Aes-
thetic” as if they merely embodied a series of views that
Kant had outgrown by the time he completed the Cri-
tique, as some commentators have proposed to do, is not
in accord with Kant’s own intentions. It is also to ignore a
series of arguments that are of independent philosophical
interest, and that demand careful notice from anyone
writing on the philosophy of perception.

PURE CONCEPTS OF THE
UNDERSTANDING

The main contentions of the aesthetic are to be found in
the dissertation. Of the doctrine of pure intellectual con-
cepts put forward in that inaugural lecture, on the other
hand, almost nothing survives in the Critique of Pure Rea-
son.

OBJECTIVE REFERENCE. In the dissertation Kant argues
along two lines: First, that pure intellectual concepts are
not derived from sense experience (they could not be
described as “pure” if they were); and second, that they
serve to give us information about things as they really
are. Soon after writing this work, however, Kant realized
that there was a fundamental difficulty in this position, a
difficulty he stated at length in a letter to his friend Mar-
cus Herz dated February 21, 1772. It was that of knowing
how “pure” concepts could be said to determine an object
of any kind. To elucidate the difficulty, Kant isolated two
contrasting types of intelligence, intellectus ectypus,
“which derives the data of its logical procedure from the
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sensuous intuition of things,” and intellectus archetypus,
“on whose intuition the things themselves are grounded.”
The concepts of the first type of intelligence, deriving as
they do from objects, have a guaranteed relationship to
objects. The concepts of the second type determine
objects, because, in this sort of case, thinking itself brings
objects into existence in the same way in which “the ideas
in the Divine Mind are the archetypes of things.” But the
human intelligence, as described in the dissertation,
answers to neither description, for some of its concepts
are not empirically derived and yet none of its thinking is
creative in the sense specified. The problem then arises,
How can these concepts be said to have objective refer-
ence; how can we know that in using them we are think-
ing about anything actual? It is this problem that Kant
professes to have solved in the Critique of Pure Reason.
Roughly speaking, his solution is that pure concepts can
be shown to determine an object if the object is phenom-
enal. By contrast, when an attempt is made to use them to
specify characteristics of “things in general,” there is no
guarantee that anything significant is being said.

ANALYTIC AND DIALECTIC. The details of Kant’s ex-
planation of how pure concepts can be said to have objec-
tive reference is to be found in the lengthy section of the
Critique labeled “Transcendental Logic” and divided into
two main parts, “Transcendental Analytic” and “Tran-
scendental Dialectic.”

The first part contains an inventory of what at this
point Kant calls pure concepts of the understanding, or
categories, with an account of the function they perform
in human knowledge and a series of arguments purport-
ing to show that, in the absence of such pure concepts,
objective knowledge would be impossible for human
beings. In addition, the “Analytic” lists the principles that
rest on these pure concepts and offers independent proofs
of these principles. Transcendental analytic is said by
Kant to be a “logic of truth,” insofar as “no knowledge can
contradict it without at once losing all content, that is, all
relation to an object, and therefore all truth” (B 87). It
deals, in short, with the proper use of a priori concepts,
which is the use they have when they provide a frame-
work for empirical inquiries.

Transcendental dialectic is introduced as if it were
merely the negative counterpart of analytic—as if its sole
purpose were to expose the illusions generated when dog-
matic philosophers, unaware of the sensuous conditions
under which alone we can make successful use of a priori
concepts, attempt to apply them outside the sphere of
possible experience. In fact a large part of the section

titled “Dialectic” is devoted to the exposure of metaphys-
ical sophistries. But insofar as Kant recognizes in this part
of his work the existence of a further set of intellectual
operations involved in scientific inquiry, he seeks to show
that the faculty of theoretical reason as well as that of the
understanding has its appropriate pure employment.

JUDGMENT OR BELIEF. A good way to approach the
central doctrines of the analytic is to see them as an
intended answer to Hume. Kant’s knowledge of Hume
was limited—he had no firsthand acquaintance with the
Treatise of Human Nature—but he grasped the impor-
tance of many of Hume’s most challenging points. For
instance, Hume had argued that “belief is more properly an
act of the sensitive, than of the cogitative part of our
natures” (Treatise, edited by L. A. Selby-Bigge, 1888, Book
I, Part IV, Sec. 1, p. 183); in the last resort it is a matter of
subjective conviction. It is one of Kant’s main objects in
the analytic to demonstrate that such a view cannot do
justice to an all-important feature of what Hume calls
belief and he calls judgment, namely, its claim to be true.
When I judge that something is the case I do not merely
commit myself to a certain assertion; there is a sense in
which I commit all rational persons too, for I purport to
state what holds objectively, that is to say for everyone. To
make judgment primarily a matter of feeling, something
private to an individual person, is to leave out what is
most characteristic of it. Similarly, to explain thinking
about matters of fact and existence in terms of the asso-
ciation of ideas, as Hume did, is to confuse the objective
with the subjective, to put science on the level of idle
reverie. Empirical thinking, to deserve its name, must
proceed according to rules, and there is all the difference
in the world between a rule, which cannot of its nature be
private, and association, which is the connecting of ideas
on a purely personal plane.

THE UNITY OF EXPERIENCE. There are many philoso-
phers who would accept this criticism of Hume but
would deny that empirical thinking involves not only
rules, but rules that are a priori or necessary rules. To
understand why Kant asserts that thinking must proceed
according to necessary rules, we must explain his attitude
to another of Hume’s doctrines, the famous contention
that “all our experimental conclusions proceed upon the
supposition that the future will be conformable to the
past” (Enquiry concerning Human Understanding, Sec. IV,
Part II). Kant agrees with Hume that empirical knowl-
edge involves connecting one part or element of experi-
ence with another; he agrees too that connection of this
sort (“synthesis”) proceeds on a principle that is neither
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analytically true nor empirically probable. But he refuses
to follow Hume in deriving the principle from “Custom
or Habit,” for he sees more clearly than Hume the conse-
quences of adopting this “sceptical solution.” If it were
really the case that events were as “loose and separate” as
Hume supposed, not only should we be deprived of any
insight into the connections of things, but we should have
no unitary consciousness of any sort. For it is a necessary
condition of having a unitary consciousness that we be
able to relate what is happening here and now to things
and events that lie outside our immediate purview; if the
ability to relate is not a real possibility, then neither is uni-
tary consciousness. What Kant calls in one place (A 113)
“the thoroughgoing affinity of appearances” (the fact that
appearances are capable of being connected in a single
experience) thus relates closely to the ability of the
observer to recognize himself as a single person with
diverse experiences. In fact the relation is one of mutual
implication.

It may be useful to cite Kant’s explanation as he gave
it in the first edition of the Critique, in a passage in which
all the most characteristic ideas of the “Analytic” appear
and which also illustrates Kant’s persistent but nonethe-
less questionable tendency to move from saying that
unity of consciousness means that appearances must be
capable of connection to the conclusion that they must be
capable of connection according to universal and neces-
sary laws.

There can be in us no items of knowledge, no
connection or unity of one item of knowledge
with another, without that unity of conscious-
ness which precedes all data of intuitions, and by
relation to which representation of objects is
alone possible. This pure original unchangeable
consciousness I shall name transcendental apper-
ception. ... This transcendental unity of apper-
ception forms out of all possible appearances,
which can stand alongside one another in one
experience, a connection of all these representa-
tions according to laws. For this unity of con-
sciousness would be impossible if the mind in
knowledge of the manifold could not become
conscious of the identity of function whereby it
synthetically combines it in one knowledge. The
original and necessary consciousness of the
identity of the self is thus at the same time a con-
sciousness of an equally necessary unity of the
synthesis of all appearances according to con-
cepts, that is, according to rules, which not only
make them necessarily reproducible but also in
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so doing determine an object for their intuition,
that is, the concept of something wherein they
are necessarily interconnected. (A 107-108)

ROLE OF CATEGORIES. If the synthesis of appearances
is to proceed in accordance with necessary laws, we must
clearly operate not just with empirical but also with a pri-
ori concepts. But this must not be taken to mean that
some items or features of fact can be known apart from
all experience. For the role of an a priori concept is fun-
damentally different from that of its empirical counter-
part. Categories are concepts of a higher order than
empirical concepts; like the ideas of space and time, they
have to do with the form of experience rather than its
matter. Our possession of categories accordingly supplies
no knowledge of particular things; categories are fertile
only when brought to bear on empirical data. Thus,
because we hold to the a priori concept of cause, we inter-
rogate nature in a certain way; thanks to it, we refuse to
believe that there could be an uncaused event. But the
answers we get to our interrogation depend primarily not
on the form of our questions, but on what turns up in
experience. Those who accuse Kant of having believed in
the material a priori have failed to understand his theory.

To summarize this part of Kant’s argument: If we are
to have knowledge (and it is Kant’s assumption that we
do), various conditions must be fulfilled. The different
items that fall within our experience must be capable of
being connected in a single consciousness; there can be
no happenings that are genuinely loose and separate. But
the connections thus demanded must be objective con-
nections—they must hold not just for my consciousness,
but for “consciousness in general,” for everyone’s. An
objective connection for Kant is a connection determined
by a rule, and a rule is of its nature something that claims
intersubjective validity. Finally, if we are to establish the
operation of empirical rules we must proceed in accor-
dance with nonempirical rules of a higher order, rules
that ensure that our different experiences are capable of
connection within a single experience.

JUDGMENTS. In view of the close relation Kant sees
between the making of judgments and the use of a priori
concepts, it is perhaps not surprising that he tries to
arrive at a full list of such concepts by scrutinizing the
formal properties of judgments. In this connection he
invokes the doctrines of general or formal logic, a science
he believed had been brought to completion at a single
stroke by Aristotle. Few scholars have been convinced by
this section of his argument, for it seems clear that Kant
adapted the list of judgment forms to suit his list of cate-
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gories, rather than deriving the categories from the judg-
ment forms. In any case, it is not obvious how formal
logic, which is a logic of consistency, can supply a clue to
the content of what professes to be a logic of truth.

IMAGINATION AND UNDERSTANDING. In the first
part of the “Analytic” Kant has much to say not only
about concepts, judgments, and the understanding but
also about the imagination. For example, he remarks in a
cryptic passage:
Synthesis in general is the mere result of the
power of imagination, a blind but indispensable
function in the soul, without which we should
have no knowledge whatsoever, but of which we
are scarcely ever conscious. To bring this synthe-
sis to concepts is a function which belongs to
understanding, and it is through this function of
the understanding that we first obtain knowl-
edge properly so called. (B 103)

The contrasting and, in places, overlapping roles of
understanding and imagination are among the most puz-
zling features of Kant’s exposition. The reason why they
are both introduced is related to the fact that, in the sec-
ond edition of the Critique of Pure Reason in particular,
Kant was concerned with two quite distinct questions. He
first asked himself what conditions have to be fulfilled if
any sort of discursive consciousness is to have objective
knowledge; he then went on to put the question as it
relates to the human discursive consciousness, which not
only intuits data passively, but does so under the particu-
lar forms of space and time. When the first question is
uppermost Kant tends to speak of the understanding;
when the second is to the fore, he brings in the imagina-
tion as well. The passage quoted above, typical of many,
suggests that it is the business of the imagination to con-
nect, whereas that of the understanding is to make
explicit the principles on which the connecting proceeds.
But in one chapter, “Schematism of the Pure Concepts of
Understanding,” a more satisfying account of the rela-
tionship is offered.

SCHEMATA. The problem of the chapter on what Kant
called “schematism” is the central problem of the analytic:
How can concepts that do not originate in experience
find application in experience? At first Kant speaks as if
there were no comparable difficulty in the case of con-
cepts originating in experience, although he later makes
clear that there are schemata corresponding both to
empirical and to mathematical concepts. To possess the
concept triangle is to know its formal definition, to be

able to frame intelligible sentences containing the word
triangle, and so on; to possess the schema corresponding
to the concept triangle is to be able to envisage the variety
of things to which the word triangle applies. Thus for
Kant a schema is not an image, but a capacity to form
images or (perhaps) to construct models. Pure concepts
of the understanding are such that they “can never be
brought into any image whatsoever” (B 181); the thought
they embody, springing from the pure intellect, cannot be
pictured or imagined. Yet there must be some connection
between the abstract idea and the experienced world to
which that idea is expected to apply; it must be possible
to specify the empirical circumstances in which pure con-
cepts of the understanding can find application. Kant
thinks that for the categories this requirement is met by
the fact that we can find for each of them a “transcenden-
tal schema,” which is, he explains, a “transcendental deter-
mination of time.” Without such a schema the categories
would be devoid of “sense and significance,” except in a
logical (verbal) way. With it, use of the categories is clearly
restricted to the range of things that fall within time—
meaning, for Kant, restricted to phenomena.

The meaning of this baffling doctrine can perhaps
best be grasped through Kant’s examples of schemata:

The schema of substance is permanence of the
real in time, that is, the representation of the real
as a substrate of empirical determination of
time in general. ... The schema of cause... is the
real upon which, whenever posited, something
else always follows. It consists, therefore, in the
succession of the manifold, in so far as that suc-
cession is subject to a rule. ... The schema of
necessity is existence of an object at all times. (B
183-184)

It emerges from these cryptic sentences that the transcen-
dental schema is something like an empirical counterpart
of the pure category. It is what the latter means when
translated into phenomenal terms. In Kant’s own words,
the schema is “properly, only the phenomenon, or sensi-
ble concept, of an object in agreement with the category”
(B 186). A category without its corresponding “sensible
concept” would be a bare abstraction, virtually without
significance. Insofar as he argues that schematization is
the work of the imagination, Kant has found a genuine
function for the imagination to perform.

ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES: PURE PHYSICS. In the first
half of the “Analytic” Kant undertook to produce a “tran-
scendental deduction,” that is, a general proof of validity,
of the categories. In the second half of the “Analytic” he
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gives a series of demonstrations of the synthetic a priori
principles that rest on individual categories.

The categories are divided, for this and other pur-
poses, into four groups: quantity, quality, relation, and
modality. The four sets of corresponding principles are
labeled axioms of intuition, anticipations of perception,
analogies of experience, and postulates of empirical
thought in general. Only one principle falls under each of
the first two classes; the third contains a general principle
and three more specific principles; the fourth contains
three separate though closely connected principles. The
first two classes are grouped together as “mathematical”
principles; the third and fourth are described as “dynam-
ical” Mathematical principles are said to be “immediately
evident” and again to be “constitutive of their objects”;
they apply directly to appearances. Dynamical principles
are concerned with “the existence of such appearances
and their relation to one another in respect of their exis-
tence.” They are no less necessary than mathematical
principles, but must be distinguished from them “in the
nature of their evidence” and in that they are not “consti-
tutive” but “regulative.”

Behind this formidable fagade some interesting ideas
are hidden. In the first place, Kant makes stimulating
though not altogether convincing remarks on the subject
of proving principles of the understanding. The state-
ment that every event has a cause carries strict necessity
with it and therefore cannot be grounded on an inductive
survey of empirical evidence. But equally it is not ana-
lytic, and so not open to straightforward conceptual
proof. To be assured of its authenticity we consequently
require a different type of argument altogether, which
Kant calls a “transcendental” argument “from the possi-
bility of experience.” His idea is that only if the principles
of the understanding are taken to be operative and in
order can we have the type of experience we in fact have.
Kant perhaps supposes that this type of proof is logically
compulsive, but if so he overlooks the difficulty of setting
up the original premise, of being sure that only if such-
and-such were true should we have the experiences we
have. But even with this defect his procedure has an
immediate appeal, and is not without modern imitators.

AXIOMS OF INTUITION. The details of the particular
arguments for the principles corresponding to the cate-
gories also deserve careful attention. The principle of
axioms of intuition, that “all intuitions are extended mag-
nitudes,” is perhaps the most difficult to take seriously,
since what it purports to prove has apparently already
been dealt with in the “Aesthetic.” Kant is once more ask-
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ing questions about the application of mathematics to the
world; in this section of the Critique the problem that
apparently troubles him is how we know that inquiries
about sizes or areas are always appropriate when we are
dealing with things that occupy space. His solution is that
they must be appropriate, since every such thing can be
regarded as an aggregate of parts produced by the
observer as he synthesizes his experiences. “I cannot rep-
resent to myself a line, however short, without drawing it
in thought, that is, generating from a point all its parts
one after another” (B 203).

ANTICIPATIONS OF PERCEPTION. Under the term
“anticipations of perception” Kant is concerned with the
question of the applicability of mathematics to sensa-
tions. What guarantee have we, he asks, that every sensa-
tion will turn out to have a determinate degree, in
principle quantifiable? Might we not find, for instance,
that an object is colored but with no precise depth of sat-
uration, or a smell present in a room but with no specific
magnitude? Kant attempts to rule out such possibilities
by attention to the formal properties of sensations. We
cannot anticipate the matter of sensation, but we can say
in advance of experience that every sensation will have
intensive magnitude, that is, a determinate degree,
because it is possible to think of any given sensation as
fading away until it is imperceptible, and conversely as
being built up by continuous transitions on a scale from
zero to the magnitude it has. Whatever may be the merits
of this solution, there can be no doubt of the importance,
and for that matter the novelty, of the question Kant asks
here.

ANALOGIES OF EXPERIENCE. The section on the analo-
gies of experience contains ideas as significant as any in
Kant’s writings.

The permanence of substance. The principle of the
first analogy is that of the permanence of substance: “in
all change of appearances substance is permanent; its
quantum in nature is neither increased nor diminished.”
To believe in the permanence of substance is to believe
that, whatever happens, nothing goes completely out of
existence and nothing totally new is created: All change is
transformation. Kant justifies the acceptance of this pre-
supposition (which in his view, it should be remembered,
applies only to things phenomenal) by arguing that with-
out it we could not have a unitary temporal system. Coex-
istence and succession make sense only against a
background that abides, and since time itself cannot be
perceived, that background has got to be one of perma-
nent things. This does not mean that we can determine a
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priori what form the permanent will take; empirical sci-
entists are to pronounce on that question, and their
answers may obviously change from time to time. All that
Kant seeks to rule out is the possibility that there might
be no permanent at all. His argument is defective at a vital
point here, but presumably he is saying that if things
could go completely out of existence, so that it would
make no sense to ask what became of them, the establish-
ment of connections between one part of experience and
another would be impossible. Experience would be (or at
least might be) full of unbridgeable gaps, with the result
that no one set of happenings could be integrated with
another, and the unity of time would be totally destroyed.

Causation. Kant carries his argument further in his
discussion of the second and third analogies, in which he
argues for the necessary operation of the concepts of
cause and reciprocity (causal interaction). But just as the
notion of substance he justifies is very different from that
held by metaphysicians, so is the Kantian concept of
cause different from that of, say, Leibniz; it seems at first
sight much closer to Hume’s idea of a cause as an invari-
able antecedent. Causality for Kant as for Hume is a rela-
tion between successive events; a cause is an event that
regularly precedes its effect. But whereas Hume is content
to treat the occurrence of regular sequences as an ulti-
mate and entirely contingent fact, Kant believes that
without the presumption of sequences that are regular
(determined by a rule) there could be no knowledge of
objective succession. His reason is that we have to distin-
guish successions that happen only in ourselves, succes-
sions merely in our apprehension, from those that occur
in the objective world and are independent of us. We can
do this only if an objective sequence is defined as a
sequence happening according to a rule. The objective
world is a world of events the occurrence of each of which
determines the precise place in time of some other event.
But though events are necessarily connected in this way,
we must not conclude that causal connections can be
established a priori; for Kant as for Hume causal proposi-
tions are one and all synthetic and empirical. All we can
know a priori is that there are such connections to be
found, provided we have the skill or good fortune to dis-
cover them.

POSTULATES OF EMPIRICAL THOUGHT. One way of
expressing Kant’s attitude to substance and causality is to
say that he thinks the principle of substance licenses us to
ask the question, What became of that? Whenever some-
thing happens, and that the principle of causality licenses
the parallel question, What brought that about? If some-
one tried to say that things might go out of existence alto-

gether, or happen for no reason at all, Kant would say that
these were logical but not real possibilities. The contrast
between real and logical possibility is explored by Kant in
the section “The Postulates of Empirical Thought.” This
section contains an explanation of the notions of possi-
bility, actuality, and necessity from the critical point of
view. By “really possible” Kant means “that which agrees
with the formal conditions of experience, that is, with the
conditions of intuition and of concepts” (B 265). A two-
sided figure enclosing a space is not really possible,
though its concept is not self-contradictory, because such
a figure does not accord with the formal conditions of
intuition. Telepathy and precognition are not real possi-
bilities; they “cannot be based on experience and its
known laws” (B 270), presumably because their actuality
would violate some principle of the understanding,
although Kant fails to make the point clear. The notion of
real possibility is for Kant intermediate between logical
and empirical possibility. We need it and can use it only
because the world we have to deal with is a world that is
not independently existent, but has its being in essential
relation to consciousness.

PHENOMENA AND THINGS-IN-THEMSELVES. The
distinction between phenomena and things-in-them-
selves, insisted on in the “Aesthetic” to explain our having
a priori knowledge of the properties of space and time, is
invoked again in the “Analytic” to account for “pure
physics.” If the world we confronted were one of things-
in-themselves, a priori knowledge of it, even of the very
restricted sort for which Kant argues, would be quite
impossible. The fact that we have such knowledge—that
we possess the principles discussed above—is taken by
Kant as proof that the objects of our knowledge are phe-
nomena or appearances. He does not mean by this, how-
ever, that they are private objects, at least insofar as they
are spatial. The world we know in everyday and scientific
experience is common to many observers; if not inde-
pendent of consciousness as such, it is independent of
particular consciousnesses. Parts of it are known only to
particular experiencers—my inner life, for example, is
accessible only to me—but that does not affect the gen-
eral point.

Kant’s acceptance of the distinction between phe-
nomena and things-in-themselves has met with much
criticism. Without the idea of the thing-in-itself, said his
contemporary F. H. Jacobi, we cannot enter the world of
the Critique of Pure Reason; with it we cannot remain
inside. At the end of the “Analytic” Kant tries to defend
himself against criticism of this sort by arguing that
though he says that the objects of experience are phe-
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nomena and is prepared to admit that the obverse of a
phenomenon is a noumenon or intelligible object, he is
committed to noumena only in a negative sense. Having
said that the categories, one of which is existence, apply
only to phenomena, he cannot with consistency hold any
other view. Nor is his position at this stage as devoid of
logic as some have tried to make out. After all, to describe
things as phenomena he does not need to assert that there
actually are things of a different kind; he needs only the
idea of such things. To talk about things as they might be
in themselves is no more objectionable than to speak of
an intellectus archetypus, as Kant did in the letter to Herz,
or of an intuitive understanding, as he constantly does in
both the Critique of Pure Reason and the Critique of Judg-
ment.

THE ELIMINATION OF DOGMATIC
METAPHYSICS

At the end of the section of the Critique of Pure Reason
devoted to the transcendental analytic, there is a passage
that can be taken as summarizing the second stage in
Kant’s emancipation from Leibnizian rationalism:
The Transcendental Analytic leads to this
important conclusion, that the most the under-
standing can achieve a priori is to anticipate the
form of a possible experience in general. And
since that which is not appearance cannot be an
object of experience, the understanding can
never transcend those limits of sensibility within
which alone objects can be given to us. Its prin-
ciples are merely rules for the exposition of
appearances; and the proud name of an Ontol-
ogy that presumptuously claims to supply, in
systematic doctrinal form, synthetic a priori
knowledge of things in general ... must, there-
fore, give place to the modest title of a mere
Analytic of pure understanding. (B 303)

Kant thus repudiates the possibility of knowledge
through pure concepts of things as they really are; in 1770
he had still clung to it. Having disposed of ontology, Kant
needed to consider, to complete the negative side of his
work, the tenability of the remaining parts of metaphysics
(rational psychology, rational cosmology, and natural
theology in Baumgarten’s classification), and this he did
in the section titled “Transcendental Dialectic.” To com-
plete his own alternative to rationalism he needed to clar-
ify the status of the propositions involved in “pure
practical faith.” His attempt to meet this requirement is
made at the very end of the Critique, especially in the
chapter “The Canon of Pure Reason” (B 823ff.).

KANT, IMMANUEL

REASON. Most of the conclusions of the “Dialectic” fol-
low directly from those of the “Analytic,” though there are
new points of interest. As in the “Analytic,” Kant’s views
are expressed inside a framework that is heavily scholas-
tic. Kant claimed that human beings have an intellectual
faculty in addition to the understanding. This additional
faculty is reason, and it is equipped with a set of a priori
concepts of its own, technically known as ideas of reason.
An idea of reason can have no object corresponding to it
in sense experience, for the ambition of reason is to arrive
at absolute totality in the series of conditions for the
empirically given, and in this way to grasp the uncondi-
tioned that falls outside experience altogether. However,
this ambition can never be realized, and the only proper
function for reason in its theoretical capacity is to regu-
late the operations of the understanding by encouraging
it to pursue the search for conditions to the maximum
extent that is empirically possible.

THE KNOWING SUBJECT. Kant’s handling of the “psy-
chological idea” at the beginning of the main part of the
“Dialectic” is exceptionally brilliant. He maintains in the
“Analytic” that what he there calls the “I think,” or the
unity of apperception, is the ultimate condition of expe-
rience, in the sense of being the logical subject of experi-
ence or the point to which all experience relates. All
experience is experience for a subject; whatever thoughts
or feelings I have I must be capable of recognizing as my
thoughts or feelings. But the subject here referred to is
not something substantial; it is merely a logical require-
ment, in that nothing follows about the nature of my soul
or self from the fact that I say “I think.” So far from being
“an abiding and continuing intuition” (the sort of thing
Hume vainly sought in the flow of his inner conscious-
ness), for Kant the “representation ‘I’ ... [is] simple, and
in itself completely empty ... we cannot even say that this
is a concept, but only that it is a bare consciousness which
accompanies all concepts. Through this I or he or it (the
thing) which thinks, nothing further is represented than
a transcendental subject of thoughts = X” (B 404). The
same view is expressed in an earlier passage in the Cri-
tique, where Kant says that “in the synthetic original unity
of apperception, I am conscious of, myself, not as I appear
to myself, nor as I am in myself, but [I am conscious] only
that I am. This representation is a thought, not an intu-
ition” (B 157).

REFUTATION OF RATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY. These
subtleties are unknown to the exponents of rational psy-
chology, who develop the whole of their teaching around
a “single text,” which is “I think.” From the fact that [ am
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the subject of all my thoughts they infer that [ am a think-
ing substance; from the fact that the “I” of apperception
is logically simple they conclude that I am, in substance,
simple and not composite. The proposition that “in all
the manifold of which I am conscious I am identical with
myself” is taken by them as implying that I am possessed
of continuing personal identity. Finally, my distinguish-
ing my own existence as a thinking being from that of
other things, including my own body, is put forward as
proof that I am really distinct from such things and so
could in principle exist in complete independence of
them. None of these inferences is justified, for in each
case a move is attempted from an analytically true prem-
ise to a synthetic conclusion. As Kant remarks, “it would,
indeed, be surprising if what in other cases requires so
much labour to determine—namely, what, of all that is
presented in intuition, is substance, and further, whether
this substance can be simple ...—should be thus given
me directly, as if by revelation, in the poorest of all repre-
sentations” (B 408).

MIND AND BODY. Kant presents the doctrines of
rational psychology in his own idiosyncratic way, but
anyone who reflects on the theories of Descartes will see
that Kant was by no means attacking men of straw. Kant’s
treatment of the fourth paralogism, “of Ideality,” is of spe-
cial interest in this connection. Descartes inferred from
his cogito argument that mind and body were separate in
substance, which meant that the first could exist apart
from the second. Bound up with this was the view that I
am immediately aware of myself as a mind, but need to
infer the existence of material things, which is in princi-
ple open to doubt. A great many philosophers have sub-
scribed to this opinion, but Kant thought he could show
it to be definitively false. In order to say that my inner
experiences come one before another I need to observe
them against a permanent background, and this can only
be a background of external objects, for there is nothing
permanent in the flow of inner experience. As Kant put it
in the second edition, in which he transposed the argu-
ment to the discussion of existence in connection with
the postulates of empirical thought), “The mere, but
empirically determined, consciousness of my own existence
proves the existence of objects in space outside me” (B 275).
Kant is in no sense a behaviorist; he thinks that empirical
self-knowledge is to be achieved through inner sense and
declares in one passage that, for empirical purposes, dual-
ism of soul and body must be taken as correct. Yet his
commitment to “empirical realism” is quite unambigu-
ous.

THE ANTINOMIES. Of the remaining parts of the
“Dialectic,” only the sections on the antinomies and on
the existence of God can be discussed here. In the “Antin-
omy of Pure Reason,” Kant first sets out a series of pairs
of metaphysical doctrines (which he says have to do with
cosmology but which are in fact of wider interest). The
two doctrines in each pair seem to contradict one another
directly. He then produces for each pair what he regards
as watertight proofs of both sides of the case, maintaining
that if we adopt the dogmatic standpoint assumed with-
out question by the parties to the dispute, we can prove,
for example, both that the world has a beginning in time
and that it has no beginning in time, both that “causality
in accordance with laws of nature is not the only causal-
ity” and that “everything in the world takes place solely in
accordance with laws of nature” Thus Kant exhibits in
systematic form the famous contradictions into which, as
he notes, reason precipitates itself when it asks metaphys-
ical questions. Kant is enormously impressed by the dis-
covery of these contradictions, and it is regrettable only
that he does not sufficiently discuss their formal charac-
ter or illustrate them with genuine examples.

The only way to avoid these antinomies, in Kant’s
opinion, is to adopt his own (critical) point of view and
recognize that the world that is the object of our knowl-
edge is a world of appearances, existing only insofar as it
is constructed; this solution enables us to dismiss both
parties to the dispute in the case of the first two antino-
mies, and to accept the contentions of both parties in the
case of the other two. If the world exists only insofar as it
is constructed, it is neither finite nor infinite but indefi-
nitely extensible and so neither has nor lacks a limit in
space and time. Equally, if the world is phenomenal we
have at least the idea of a world that is not phenomenal;
and natural causality can apply without restriction to the
first without precluding the application of a different
type of causality to the second. This is admittedly only an
empty hypothesis so far as theoretical reason is con-
cerned, but Kant argues that it can be converted into
something more satisfactory if we take account of the
activities of practical (moral) reason.

THE EXISTENCE OF GOD. The fourth antinomy is con-
cerned with God’s existence. Kant’s full treatment of the
subject is not in the section on the antinomies but in that
headed “The Ideal of Pure Reason,” the locus classicus for
Kant’s criticisms of speculative theology. These criticisms
have proved as devastating as those he brought against
rational psychology.
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Speculative proofs. There are, Kant argues, only three
ways of proving God’s existence on the speculative plane.
First, we can proceed entirely a priori and maintain that
the very idea of God is such that God could not not exist;
this is the method of the Ontological Argument. Second,
we can move from the bare fact that the world exists to
the position that God is its ultimate cause, as in the First
Cause, or Cosmological, Argument. Finally, we can base
our contention on the particular constitution of the
world, as in the “physicotheological proof” (the Argu-
ment from Design).

Kant argues that all three types of proof are falla-
cious. The Ontological Argument fails because it treats
existence as if it were a “real predicate,” whereas “it is not
a concept of something which could be added to the con-
cept of a thing. It is merely the positing of a thing, or of
certain determinations, as existing in themselves” (B
626). The First Cause Argument fails on several counts:
because it uses the category of cause without realizing
that only in the schematized form is the category signifi-
cant; because it assumes that the only way to avoid an
actually infinite causal series in the world is to posit a first
cause; finally and most important, because it presupposes
the validity of the Ontological Proof, in the step which
identifies the “necessary being” or First Cause with God.
The Argument from Design makes all these mistakes and
some of its own, for even on its own terms it proves only
the existence of an architect of the universe, not of a cre-
ator, and such an architect would possess remarkable but
not infinite powers.

The moral proof. In spite of Kant’s criticisms of the
classical arguments for God’s existence, he is neither an
atheist nor even a believer in the principle of credo quia
impossibile. He both believes in God and holds that the
belief can be rationally justified. For although speculative
theology is, broadly, a tissue of errors, moral theology is
perfectly possible. But the moral proof of God’s existence
differs from the attempted speculative proofs in at least
two significant respects. First, it begins neither from a
concept nor from a fact about the world, but from an
immediately experienced moral situation. The moral
agent feels called upon to achieve certain results, in par-
ticular to bring about a state of affairs in which happiness
is proportioned to virtue, and knows that he cannot do it
by his own unaided efforts; insofar as he commits himself
to action he shows his belief in a moral author of the uni-
verse. Affirmation of God’s existence is intimately linked
with practice; it is most definitely not the result of mere
speculation. Again, a proof like the First Cause Argument
claims universal validity; standing as it does on purely
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intellectual grounds it ought, if cogent, to persuade saint
and sinner alike. But the moral proof as Kant states it
would not even have meaning to a man who is uncon-
scious of moral obligations; the very word God, removed
from the moral context that gives it life, is almost or quite
without significance. Accordingly Kant states that the
result of this proof is not objective knowledge but a
species of personal conviction, embodying not logical but
moral certainty. He adds that “I must not even say ‘It is
morally certain that there is a God ..., but ‘I am morally
certain’” (B 857). In other words, the belief or faith Kant
proposes as a replacement for discredited metaphysical
knowledge can be neither strictly communicated nor
learned from another. It is something that has to be
achieved by every man for himself.

ETHICS

Kant perhaps intended originally to make the Critique of
Pure Reason the vehicle of his entire philosophy, but it was
clear before he completed it that some of his views, espe-
cially those on ethics, could be only touched on there. In
the years immediately following its publication he dis-
played exceptional energy in defending and restating the
theories he had already put forth and in extending his
philosophy to cover topics he had hitherto not treated, or
not treated in detail. By 1788 he had not only published
the second, substantially revised edition of the Critique of
Pure Reason, but had laid the foundations for his ethics in
his short but influential Groundwork of the Metaphysic of
Morals (1785) and had undertaken a more elaborate sur-
vey of moral concepts and assumptions in the Critique of
Practical Reason (1788). He had also, in passing, written
his essay Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science
(1786), intended as a first step toward a projected but
never completed metaphysics of nature. Two years after
the Critique of Practical Reason he produced yet another
substantial work, the Critique of Judgment, in which he
expressed his views on, among other topics, aesthetics
and teleology.

MORAL ACTIONS. If he had published nothing else but
the Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals Kant would
be assured a place in the history of philosophy. Difficult
as it is to interpret in some of its details, this work is writ-
ten with an eloquence, depth of insight, and strength of
feeling that make an immediate impact on the reader and
put it among the classics of the subject. Kant says that his
“sole aim” in the book is “to seek out and establish the
supreme principle of morality” He wishes to delineate the
basic features of the situation in which moral decisions
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are made, and so to clarify the special character of such
decisions.

The situation as he sees it is roughly as follows. Man
is a creature who is half sensual, half rational. Sensuous
impulses are the determining factor in many of his
actions, and the role of reason in these cases is that
assigned to it by Hume; it is the slave or servant of the
passions. But there is an identifiable class of actions in
which reason plays a different part, leading rather than
following. This is the class of moral actions. Such actions
have the distinguishing feature that they are undertaken
not for some ulterior end, but simply because of the prin-
ciple they embody.

INTENTIONS AND MORAL JUDGMENTS. The moral
worth of an action, as Kant puts it (Grundlegung, 2nd ed.,
p- 13), lies “not in the purpose to be attained by it, but in
the maxim in accordance with which it is decided upon.”
Whether or not I attain my ends does not depend on me
alone, and my actions cannot be pronounced good or bad
according to the effects they actually bring about. But I
can be praised or blamed for my intentions, and I can, if
I choose, make sure that the maxim or subjective princi-
ple of my action accords with the requirements of moral-
ity. To do this I have only to ask myself the simple
question whether I could will that the maxim should
become a universal law, governing not merely this partic-
ular action of mine, but the actions of all agents similarly
circumstanced. For it is a formal property of moral as of
scientific judgments, recognized in practice even by the
unsophisticated, that they hold without distinction of
persons; the result is that an action can be permissible for
me only if it is permissible for anyone in my situation.

PRACTICAL REASON. There are difficulties in this posi-
tion of which Kant seems to have been unaware. In par-
ticular, he never asks how I am to decide what is the
correct description, and hence the maxim, of my act or
proposed act. Nor is it obvious how the theory shows the
falsity of Hume’s view that “reason alone can never be a
motive to any action of the will>—how it can be shown,
in Kant’s language, that pure reason really is practical.
The practical effectiveness of reason is manifested not in
the capacity to reflect, which both Kant and Hume allow,
but in the power to originate or inhibit action. Kant obvi-
ously thinks that the facts of temptation and resistance to
temptation, which he sees as ubiquitous in the moral life,
have a clear bearing on the question whether reason really
has such a power. Recognition that I ought to follow a
certain course of action, whether I want to or not, and
that anything that is morally obligatory must also be

practically possible, is enough in his view to show that I
am not necessarily at the mercy of my desires. In favor-
able cases, at any rate (Kant pays too little attention to the
factors that diminish and sometimes demolish responsi-
bility), I am free to resist my sensuous impulses and to
determine my actions by rational considerations alone.

CONSEQUENCES OF THE MORAL LAW. Some com-
mentators have seen Kant as an ethical intuitionist, but
this view is clearly mistaken. His “practical reason” is not
the faculty of insight into the content of the moral law; it
is rather the capacity to act. In determining what the
moral law commands, I have initially no other resources
at my disposal than the reflection that it must be applied
impartially. But in practice this criterion carries others
with it. If the moral law applies without distinction of
persons, Kant believes it follows that I must treat all
human beings as equally entitled to rights under it, and
that therefore I must regard them as ends in themselves
and never as merely means to my own ends. Further, once
I recognize that other people are morally in the same
position as I am myself, and that we belong to the same
moral community, I recognize both that I can legitimately
pursue those of my purposes that do not conflict with the
moral law and that I also have a duty to facilitate the like
pursuit on the part of my fellows. So though Kant is a for-
malist in his view of moral reason (as in his view of the
theoretical intellect), he sees his ethics as having practical
consequences of the first importance. He sets these con-
sequences out in his lectures on ethics and develops them
in detail later in his 1797 Metaphysic of Morals. To judge
him by the Groundwork alone, or even by the Groundwork
and the Critique of Practical Reason taken together, is to
do less than justice to the scope of his ethical reflection.

MORAL IMPERATIVES. Previous moral philosophies,
Kant writes, whether they put their stress on moral sense
or on moral reason, have all been vitiated by a failure to
recognize the principle of the autonomy of the will. Util-
itarianism, for instance, is a heteronomous ethical theory
because, according to its supporters, the point of a moral
action is to promote an end or purpose beyond the
action, the greatest happiness of the greatest number.
Kant is not unaware of the importance of ends and pur-
poses in actions: In the Critique of Practical Reason he
corrects the one-sidedness of the Groundwork by dis-
coursing at length on the concept of “good” as well as on
that of “duty” But he holds, even so, that consideration of
ends cannot be of primary importance for the moral
agent, since a moral action is one that is commanded for
its own sake, not with a view to some purpose it is
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expected to bring about. The imperatives of morality
command categorically, unlike those of skill or prudence,
which have only hypothetical force. A rule of skill or a
counsel of prudence bids us take certain steps if we wish
to attain a certain end—good health or overall happiness,
for example. There is no “if” about a command of moral-
ity; it bids me act in a certain way whether I want to or
not, and without regard to any result the action may
bring about. It represents a course of conduct as uncon-
ditionally necessary, not just necessary because it con-
duces to a certain end.

FREEDOM AND NECESSITY. The concepts of duty, the
categorical imperative, the moral law, and the realm of
ends (in which we are all at once subjects and lawgivers)
are intended by Kant to illuminate the moral situation.
But even when we know what that situation is, there are
many features of it that remain mysterious. Morality as
Kant expounds it involves autonomy of the will, and such
autonomy clearly makes no sense except on the supposi-
tion of freedom. But how we can think of the will as free
and at the same time regard ourselves as subject to the
moral law, that is, as under obligation, has still to be
explained. To throw light on this question, Kant invokes
the concept of the two worlds, the sensible and the intel-
ligible, to which he made appeal in the Critique of Pure
Reason. Insofar as I exercise the faculty of reason I have to
regard myself as belonging to the intelligible world; inso-
far as I exercise my “lower” faculties I am part of the
world of nature, which is known through the senses. Were
I a purely rational being, possessed of what Kant some-
times calls a “holy will,” all my actions would be in perfect
conformity with the principle of autonomy, and the
notions of obligation and the moral law would have no
meaning for me. They would similarly have no meaning
if I were a purely sensuous being, for then everything I
did would occur according to natural necessity, and there
would be no sense in thinking that things ought to be
otherwise. The peculiarities of the human moral situa-
tion arise from the fact that men are, or rather must think
of themselves as being, at once intelligible and sensible.
Because I regard myself as belonging to the intelligible
order, I see myself as “under laws which, being independ-
ent of nature, are not empirical but have their ground in
reason alone” (Critique of Practical Reason, p. 109). But I
am also a natural being, and those laws therefore present
themselves to me in the form of commands that I
acknowledge as absolute because I recognize that the
intelligible world is the ground of the sensible. We can
thus see “how a categorical imperative is possible.”

KANT, IMMANUEL

What we cannot see, if Kant is to be believed, is how
freedom is possible. “All men think of themselves as hav-
ing a free will. ... Moreover, for purposes of action the
footpath of freedom is the only one on which we can
make use of reason in our conduct. Hence to argue free-
dom away is as impossible for the most abstruse philoso-
phy as it is for the most ordinary human reason” (Critique
of Practical Reason, p. 113-115). Yet freedom remains
what it is in the Critique of Pure Reason, “only an idea
whose objective reality is in itself questionable,” and there
is a prima facie clash between the claim to freedom and
the knowledge that everything in nature is determined by
natural necessity. Kant seeks to dissolve the antinomy of
freedom and necessity by means of two expedients. First,
he insists that the idea of freedom required for morals is
not a theoretical but a practical idea. Freedom does not
need to be established as a metaphysical fact; it is enough
that we find it necessary to act on the assumption that
freedom is real, since “every being who cannot act except
under the idea of freedom is by this alone—from the
practical point of view—really free” (p. 100). The status
of the proposition that the will is free is identical with
that of the proposition that there is a God. Both are pos-
tulates of practical reason—beliefs that we “inevitably”
accept; but they are emphatically not items of knowledge
in the strict sense of that term. Second, Kant sees no dif-
ficulty in our accepting the postulate of freedom, because
there is no contradiction in thinking of the will as free. As
an object of theoretical scrutiny I must regard myself as a
phenomenon; as a moral agent possessed of a will I trans-
fer myself to the intelligible world of noumena. I can be
at once under necessity qua phenomenon and free qua
noumenon. But the question of how I can be free leads to
the extreme limits of practical philosophy. Freedom can-
not be explained, for we lack all insight into the intelligi-
ble world; the most we can do is make clear why it cannot
be explained. The critical philosophy purports to have
performed this task.

EPISTEMOLOGY AND ETHICS. Kant advocates a form
of nonnaturalist theory in ethics. But neither his ethics
nor his theory of knowledge can be fully understood in
isolation one from the other. The two together constitute
an overall theory that is not so much a metaphysics as a
substitute for a metaphysics: A theory that argues that
human insight is strictly limited, but urges that, so far
from being regrettable, this testifies to “the wise adapta-
tion of man’s cognitive faculties to his practical vocation”
(Critique of Practical Reason and Other Writings, Beck
translation, 1949, p. 247). If we knew more, we might
indeed do as we ought, for “God and eternity in their
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awful majesty would stand unceasingly before our eyes,”
but we should not then do things as a matter of duty, but
rather out of fear or hope. And thus the world would be
poorer, for we should lose the opportunity to manifest
“good will,” the only thing in the world, “or even out of it,
which can be taken as good without qualification.”

THE CRITIQUE OF JUDGMENT

None of Kant’s other writings is as forceful or original as
the first two Critiques and the Groundwork. The Critique
of Judgment contains some fresh ideas of remarkable
power, but it constitutes a series of appendixes or
addenda to Kant’s earlier work rather than something
wholly new. It should really be seen as three or four sepa-
rate essays whose connecting link is the concept of pur-
pose.

SYSTEM OF SCIENCE. The first essay, the introduction,
begins with a pedantic discussion of the status of the
power of judgment. It then takes up a problem aired in
the appendix to the “Dialectic” in the Critique of Pure
Reason—the problem of the special assumptions involved
in the belief that we can construct a system of scientific
laws. If we are to have such a system, Kant argues, we
must proceed on the principle that nature is “formally
purposive” in respect of empirical laws; that nature is
such that we can make sense of it not merely in general,
but also in detail. Kant’s object is to show that this prin-
ciple is not a constitutive principle of things, but simply a
subjective maxim of judgment.

In the Critique of Pure Reason (B 670ft.) Kant argues
for what he calls the regulative employment of the ideas
of reason: the use of ideas to order empirical inquiries in
such a way that we try at once to find greater and greater
diversity of form in the material before us and to group
different species and subspecies together under ever
higher genera. In actual practice we assume that nature
will display the unity-in-diversity required for this pro-
gram to be carried out, but we cannot prove that it will do
so as we can prove that whatever falls within experience
will conform to the categories. Hence we are concerned
not with objective rules, but only with maxims, defined in
this connection as “subjective principles which are
derived, not from the constitution of an object but from
the interest of reason in respect of a certain possible per-
fection of the knowledge of the object” (B 694).

In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant ascribes these
maxims to reason. In the Critique of Judgment, he assigns
them to judgment, in effect the identical doctrine. The
difference is accounted for by two facts. First, by the time

Kant wrote the Critique of Judgment, the term reason sug-
gested to him nothing but practical reason. Second, he
had come to think that if the power of judgment is gen-
uinely separate from understanding on the one hand and
reason on the other it must have a priori principles of its
own. A division within the power of judgment itself, into
determinant and reflective activities, had helped to make
this last point plausible, at least in the eyes of its author.

AESTHETICS. The “Critique of Aesthetic Judgment,” the
first major division of the Critique of Judgment, uses the
term aesthetic in what has become its modern sense. The
discussion is Kant’s contribution to the controversies ini-
tiated by Lord Shaftesbury and Francis Hutcheson when
they made both moral and aesthetic judgments matters of
feeling; Kant rejects this view and also explains why he yet
cannot approve of Baumgarten’s attempt to “bring the
critical treatment of the beautiful under rational princi-
ples, and so to raise its rules to the rank of a science” (B
35, note a). Kant needs to show, for the purposes of his
general philosophy, that aesthetic judgments are essen-
tially different from moral judgments on the one hand
and scientific judgments on the other. This need apart, he
had a long-standing independent interest in the subject;
in 1764, thirty years before the Critique of Judgment, he
published an essay on the beautiful and the sublime
(Beobachtung iiber das Gefiihl des Schénen und Erhabenen,
Konigsberg). Such an interest may seem surprising in
view of the obvious limitations of Kant’s own aesthetic
experience; he had some feeling for literature, especially
for satire, but little or no real knowledge of either paint-
ing or music. But what he has in mind in discussing the
beautiful is the beauty of nature as much as anything, and
his main interest is not in making aesthetic judgments,
but in deciding on their logical status.

Judgments of taste, as Kant calls them, are peculiar in
that they not only rest on feeling but also claim universal
validity. That they rest on feeling seems to him obvious:
When I ascribe beauty to an object or scene I do so not
because I have observed some special character in it, but
because contemplation of its form gives me immediate
delight. But it is an entirely disinterested form of delight,
quite different from that we feel concerning things that
are agreeable, or even things that are good. When we take
pleasure in something beautiful we are not desiring to
possess it, or indeed taking up any attitude toward its
existence. The fact that aesthetic delight is disinterested
allows us to think of it as universally shared:

Since the delight is not based on any inclination

of the subject (or any other deliberate interest),

but the Subject feels himself completely free in
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respect to the liking which he accords to the
object, he can find as reason for his delight no
personal conditions to which his own subjective
self might alone be party. Hence he must regard
it as resting on what he may also presuppose in
every other person; and therefore he must
believe that he has reason for demanding a sim-
ilar delight from every one. (Critique of Judg-
ment, Meredith translation, Sec. 6)

Because they claim universal validity, judgments of taste
appear to rest on concepts, but to think that they do is a
mistake. The universality attaching to judgments of taste
is not objective but subjective; to explain it we must refer
to “nothing else than the mental state present in the free
play of imagination and understanding (so far as these
are in mutual accord, as is requisite for cognition in gen-
eral)” (Sec. 9). As in the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant
argues that both imagination and understanding are
involved in the apprehension of any spatiotemporal
object but that when we simply contemplate any such
object aesthetically, no definite concept is adduced; and
so the two faculties are in free play. It is the harmony
between the faculties in any act of aesthetic contempla-
tion that Kant takes to be universally communicable, and
believes to be the basis for the pleasure we feel.

In addition to analyzing judgments about the beau-
tiful, Kant devoted considerable attention in the Critique
of Judgment to another concept which figured promi-
nently in the aesthetics of his day, that of the sublime.
Burke and others had given what was in effect a psycho-
logical description of the conditions in which we judge,
say, the sight of a mountain range or a storm at sea to be
sublime. Kant was all the more anxious to specify more
exactly the meaning of such judgments and to establish
their transcendental conditions because he was con-
vinced that we here also have to do with a feeling that is
held to be universally communicable. The feeling for the
sublime, as he explained it, is connected not with the
understanding, as is that for the beautiful, but with rea-
son. To put his view somewhat crudely, we are at first
abashed by the formlessness of some parts of nature, only
to be elevated when we reflect on the utter inadequacy of
these objects to measure up to our own ideas, and in par-
ticular to our moral ideas. Thus the sublime is not, as
might at first sight be supposed, a quality which inheres
in natural objects, but a feeling which the contemplation
of natural objects provokes in us. It could have no exis-
tence for a being totally lacking in culture (a savage might
feel fear on observing “thunderclouds piled up the vault
of heaven,” to use one of Kant’s own examples, but could

KANT, IMMANUEL

not recognize their sublimity), yet it is not a mere prod-
uct of culture or social convention. “Rather is it in human
nature that its foundations are laid, and, in fact, in that
which, at once with common understanding, we may
expect everyone to possess and may require of him,
namely, a native capacity for the feeling for (practical)
ideas, that is, for moral feeling” (Sec. 29).

TELEOLOGY. One of Kant’s motives for wanting to avoid
making beauty an objective characteristic was that he
thought such a view would lend force to the Argument
from Design, and so encourage the revival of speculative
theology. If things could be said to possess beauty in the
same sort of way in which they possess weight, it would
be a short step to talking about the Great Artificer who
made them to delight us. Arguments of the same general
kind were still more vividly present to his mind when he
came to write the second main section of the Critique of
Judgment, the “Critique of Teleological Judgment.”
Indeed, he ended the book with a lengthy section that
underlines yet again the shortcomings of “physicotheol-
ogy” and points up the merits of “ethicotheology.”

Before confronting theology directly, Kant embarked
on a detailed and penetrating discussion of the nature
and use of teleological concepts. The existence of organic
bodies, he argues, is something for which we cannot
account satisfactorily by the mechanical principles sanc-
tioned by the physical sciences; to deal with organic bod-
ies we must employ a distinct principle, the principle of
teleology, which can do justice to the fact that “an organ-
ized natural product is one in which every part is recipro-
cally both means and end” (Sec. 66). Such a principle
cannot be used for cognitive purposes in the strict sense;
it can be employed only by reflective judgment to guide
“our investigation of ... [organic bodies] by a remote
analogy with our own causality according to ends gener-
ally, and as a basis for reflection upon their supreme
source” (Sec. 65). Teleology is a concept that occupies an
uneasy intermediate position between natural science
and theology. We cannot help using it to describe the
world about us, yet we cannot assign to it full scientific
status. Kant mitigates the austerities of this position by
suggesting in his section “The Antinomy of Judgment”
that in the end the mechanical and teleological principles
stand on the same level, both belonging to reflective judg-
ment. But it is hard to see how this can be made consis-
tent with the doctrines of the Critique of Pure Reason,
which ascribes constitutive force to the concepts of “pure
physics,” or even with the distinction in the Critique of
Judgment itself between explaining something and merely
“making an estimate” of it. We use the categories to
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explain, but can employ teleological concepts only for the
purpose of making an estimate. Kant’s underlying atti-
tude to the whole question is revealed most clearly in the
passage at the end of Sec. 68 of the Critique of Judgment,
where he asks why teleology “does not ... form a special
part of theoretical natural science, but is relegated to the-
ology by way of a propaedeutic or transition.” He
answers:

This is done in order to keep the study of the
mechanical aspect of nature in close adherence
to what we are able so to subject to our observa-
tion or experiment that we could ourselves pro-
duce it like nature, or at least produce it
according to similar laws. For we have complete
insight only into what we can make and accom-
plish according to our conceptions. But to effect
by means of art a presentation similar to organ-
ization, as an intrinsic end of nature, infinitely
surpasses all our powers. (Meredith translation)

It would be interesting to know if Kant would say the
same were he alive today.

OTHER PHILOSOPHICAL WRITINGS

After publishing the three Critiques—Kant was sixty-six
when the Critique of Judgment appeared—he continued
to publish essays and treatises on a wide variety of philo-
sophical subjects. Most of these are in fact contributions
to applied philosophy, for he took the view that scientific
inquiries and practical activities alike stand in need of
philosophical foundations. In many cases he attempts to
supply these foundations by means of the principles
established in his main works—hence the general shape
of his philosophies of science and religion, and of his
political philosophy. It would, however, be wrong to see
these as no more than mechanical applications of general
Kantian conclusions. For although Kant was deeply and
indeed unduly devoted to system, he also had a wide and
in some cases penetrating knowledge of many different
branches of learning and human activity, and there are
few philosophical topics that he touches without illumi-
nating; in fact, Kant gave the names still in use to most of
the branches of applied philosophy he took up.

PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE. In the preface to his Meta-
physical Foundations of Natural Science, Kant argues that
the very concept of scientific knowledge is such that we
can use the term properly only when dealing with truths
that are both apodictically certain and systematically con-
nected. A discipline that is thoroughly and entirely
empirical cannot comply with these requirements; hence

Kant pronounces chemistry to be no better than “system-
atic art or experimental doctrine.” But the situation is dif-
ferent in physics. Although Kant was as firmly persuaded
as any empiricist that detailed knowledge of the physical
world could be arrived at only by observation and exper-
iment, he was also sure that physics has an unshakable a
priori basis that makes it worthy of the name of science.
It owes this, in Kant’s judgment, to the fact that its funda-
mental concepts are capable of mathematical expression,
as those of chemistry are not, and to the close connection
of these concepts with the categories, the basic concepts
of rational thought.

The main object of the Metaphysical Foundations is
to demonstrate the second of these points by means of an
examination of the idea of matter. Starting from what
professes to be an empirically derived definition of mat-
ter, “that which is capable of movement in space,” Kant
proceeds to a deduction of its main properties in the light
of the table of categories. The result is, in effect, a reread-
ing or reinterpretation of then-current physical theory in
which all the main doctrines of Newton find their place,
but which is distinctive in that the atomism professed by
many physicists of the day is rejected in favor of a dynam-
ical theory of matter resembling that of Leibniz. Kant
argues in the Critique of Pure Reason that only mistaken
metaphysics leads scientists to think they must accept the
notions of absolutely homogeneous matter and
absolutely empty space. In the Metaphysical Foundations
he works out an alternative conception of matter in terms
of moving forces, omnipresent but varying in degree, and
puts it forward as both theoretically satisfactory and con-
sistent with the empirical findings.

It is difficult not to see in these views the beginnings
of Naturphilosophie as it was to be practiced by Schelling
and G. W. E. Hegel, the more so if we read the Metaphys-
ical Foundations in the light of Kant’s further treatment of
the subject in the notes published as Opus Postumum. But
in 1786 at any rate Kant was still far from committing the
extravagances of the speculative philosophers of nature.
For one thing, he was both more knowledgeable about
and more respectful of the actual achievements of physi-
cal scientists than were his romantic successors, doubtless
because, unlike them, he was something of a physical sci-
entist himself. For another, the lesson he drew from his
1786 inquiries was not how much physical knowledge we
can arrive at by the use of pure reason, but how little. To
establish the metaphysical foundations of natural science
was a useful task, but it was in no sense a substitute for
empirical investigation. Despite these differences from
Naturphilosophie, it must be allowed that Metaphysical
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Foundations testifies, in name as well as in content, to the
extent of Kant’s commitment to rationalism (his theory
of science could scarcely be further from Hume’s) and to
the way in which he was at least tempted by the construc-
tivism favored by some of his younger contemporaries.

PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY. Although Kant was quite
unaware of the problems about historical knowledge and
explanation with which philosophers since Wilhelm
Dilthey have dealt, he made an important and character-
istic contribution to speculative philosophy of history in
his essay “Idee zu einer allgemeinen Geschichte in Welt-
biirgerlicher Absicht” (Idea of a Universal History from a
Cosmopolitan Point of View; Berliner Monatsschrift,
November 1784, 386—410). Observing that the actions of
men, when looked at individually, add up to nothing sig-
nificant, he suggests that nature or providence may be
pursuing through these actions a long-term plan of
which the agents are unaware. To see what the plan may
be we have to reflect on two points: First, that nature
would scarcely have implanted capacities in human
beings if she had not meant them to be developed, and
second, that many human intellectual capacities (for
example, the talent for invention) are such that they can-
not be satisfactorily developed in the lifetime of a single
individual.

The development of such capacities belongs to the
history of the species as a whole. Kant suggests that the
hidden plan of nature in history may well be to provide
conditions in which such capacities are more and more
developed, so that men move from barbarism to culture
and thus convert “a social union originating in patholog-
ical needs into a moral whole.” The mechanism of the
process lies in what Kant calls the “unsocial sociability” of
human beings—the fact that they need each other’s soci-
ety and help and are nevertheless by nature individualists
and egotists—which ensures that men develop their tal-
ents to the maximum extent, if only to get the better of
their fellows, and at the same time necessitates man’s
eventually arriving at a form of civil society that allows
for peaceful rivalry under a strict rule of law. But such a
“republican” constitution would be of no value unless it
had its counterpart in the international sphere, for the
struggles of individuals against one another are paralleled
by the struggles of states. We must accordingly conclude
that the final purpose of nature in history is to produce
an international society consisting of a league of nations,
in which war is outlawed and the way is finally clear for
peaceful competition between individuals and nations.

KANT, IMMANUEL

The difficulty with this as with other lines of Kant’s
thought is to understand its relation to empirical
inquiries. From what Kant says it seems clear that he
intended “philosophical” history to be an alternative to
history of the everyday kind, not a substitute for it. Nor
did he pretend to be writing philosophical history him-
self; his essay merely puts forward the idea of or offers a
“clue” to, such a history, leaving it to nature to produce
someone really capable of making sense of the historical
facts as Johannes Kepler and Newton made sense of phys-
ical facts. It is difficult to see, even so, how Kant could
have possessed the idea of history as meaningful without
knowing the facts, or alternatively how he could know
that the idea throws light on the facts when it was discov-
ered without any reference to them.

PHILOSOPHY OF LAW AND POLITICS. Kant’s views
about law and politics, like his philosophy of history, are
obviously tied up with his ethics. Kant holds that legal
obligations are a subspecies of moral obligation; thus the
rational will, and neither force nor the commands of
God, is the basis of the law. His standpoint in philosophy
of law is thus broadly liberal, though his attitude on many
particular legal issues is far from liberal as the term is now
understood. He holds, for instance, that if one of the part-
ners to a marriage runs away or takes another partner,
“the other is entitled, at any time, and incontestably, to
bring such a one back to the former relation, as if that
person were a thing” (Metaphysic of Morals, Sec. 25). He is
notorious as a strong supporter of the retributive theory
of punishment and an uncompromising advocate of the
death penalty for murder. The explanation of his harsh-
ness in these matters is to be found in his legalistic
approach to ethics, which leaves little room for sympathy
or forgiveness.

In politics also Kant combines a fundamentally lib-
eral attitude with specific views that are conservative, if
not reactionary. Following Rousseau, he attempts to
explain political authority partly in terms of the general
will and partly in terms of the original contract. Insofar as
he insists on the contract, which he interprets not as a his-
torical fact but as a regulative idea, he is advocating a ver-
sion of political liberalism which lays particular emphasis
on the rule of law; insofar as he grounds supreme politi-
cal authority in the will of the people as a whole, he is
obviously flirting with more radical doctrines—from
whose consequences he is quick to draw back. An admirer
of the French Revolution, he nevertheless denies that the
subjects of the most ill-governed states have any right of
rebellion against their rulers. And though the mixed con-
stitution he favors is one in which citizens can make their
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voices heard through their representatives, he is for con-
fining the franchise to persons who possess “independ-
ence or self-sufficiency,” thus excluding from “active”
citizenship (according to Sec. 46 of the Metaphysic of
Morals) apprentices, servants, woodcutters, plowmen,
and, surprisingly, resident tutors, as well as “all women.”
The truth is, however, that Kant’s political theorizing was
done in a vacuum; in his day there was no real chance for
a Prussian professor of philosophy to influence political
events.

PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION. In the sphere of religion
the views of a professor of philosophy could be influen-
tial, and Kant’s views on this subject were certainly
provocative. He treats religion as essentially, if not quite
exclusively, a matter of purity of heart—thus dispensing
with speculative theology altogether and assigning a mea-
ger importance to the institutional side of religion. To
adopt the religious attitude, as Kant sees it, is to look on
duties as if they were divine commands. But this, he
explains, is only to insist on the unconditioned character,
the ineluctability, of moral obligation; it is a way of rep-
resenting morality, not a way of going beyond it. Knowl-
edge of the supersensible, as Kant thought he had shown
in the Critique of Pure Reason, is impossible; and although
moral practice carries with it belief in God and a future
life, the whole meaning and force of that belief is to be
found in a persistence in moral endeavor and a determi-
nation to repair moral shortcomings. The pure religion of
morality needs no dogma apart from these two funda-
mental articles of belief, which are accessible immediately
to the simplest intelligence. Still less has it any need of the
external trappings of religion—priests, ceremonies, and
the like—although the body of believers must think of
themselves as belonging to a church, universal but invisi-
ble, and the practices of visible churches sometimes serve
to stimulate or strengthen moral effort, in a way which is
useful but not indispensable.

The religion of morality is on this account a religion
of all good men. Despite this, Kant took a particular
interest in Christianity, which he saw as at least approxi-
mating true religion though corrupted by the presence of
extraneous elements derived from Judaism. His book
Religion within the Bounds of Mere Reason (1793) is in
effect a commentary on and a reinterpretation of Christ-
ian doctrine and practice, written with the object of mak-
ing this conclusion clear. In this reinterpretation the
doctrine of original sin is transformed into a doctrine of
the radical evil in human nature, which is the positive
source of moral failing; and that of the Incarnation is
replaced by an account of the triumph of the good prin-

ciple over the bad, the part of the historical Jesus being
taken by an idea of reason, that of man in his moral per-
fection. Kant sets aside the historical elements in Chris-
tianity as having no importance in themselves: Whatever
is true in the religion must be derivable from moral rea-
son. To think of the uttering of religious formulas or the
performance of formal services to God as having a value
of their own is to fall into the grossest superstition. It is
perhaps scarcely surprising that these sentiments, whose
attraction for youth can be seen in Hegel’s Jugend-
schriften, should have struck the Prussian authorities as
subversive and led the orthodox King Frederick William
II to demand that Kant refrain from further pronounce-
ments on religion. Though Kant, in his letter acceding to
this demand, protested that he had no thought of criti-
cizing Christianity in writing his book, it is hard to take
his protest quite seriously, for he had certainly meant to
suggest that many of the beliefs and actions of practicing
Christians were without value, if not positively immoral.
Indeed, the originality and continuing interest of his
work on religion connect directly with that fact.

THE OPUS POSTUMUM. In the last years of his life—
from about 1795 on—Kant was engaged in the composi-
tion of what would have been a substantial philosophical
work; the preparatory notes for it have been published as
Opus Postumum. Its original title was “Transition from
Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science to Physics,”
and in its original form its object was to carry further the
process, begun in 1786 in the Metaphysical Foundations of
Natural Science, of finding an a priori basis for physics.
No longer content with the formal structure for which he
had argued earlier, Kant thought he had to show that
some of the particular laws of nature could be known in
advance of experience. The broadest types of physical
possibility were determined by the constitution of the
human mind; it was this, for example, which explained
the presence in nature of just so many fundamental
forces, and even of an omnipresent ether.

These speculations about the foundations of physics
led Kant to epistemological considerations of a wider
kind. The whole subject of the relation of the form of
experience to its matter, with the question how far the
form shapes the matter, arose in his mind anew, doubtless
because of the criticisms directed against the formalist
position of the Critique of Pure Reason by self-professed
disciples such as Fichte. In 1799 Kant dissociated himself
publicly from the views expressed in Fichte’s Wis-
senschaftslehre, according to which the subject of knowl-
edge “posits” the objective world and so, in a way, creates
nature. Yet the evidence of the Opus Postumum is that at
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this time, or shortly thereafter, Kant was toying with sim-
ilar ideas and was even using some of the same vocabu-
lary. It is perhaps fortunate for Kant’s reputation that he
was not able to get his final philosophical thoughts into
publishable form.
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Aristotle; Baumgarten, Alexander Gottlieb; Beck, Jakob
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helm; Locke, John; Logic, History of; Meier, Georg
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helm Joseph von; Space; Teleology; Time; Wolff,
Christian.
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KANT, IMMANUEL
[ADDENDUM]

Immanuel Kant’s philosophy continues to exercise signif-
icant influence on philosophical developments and gen-
erates an ever-growing body of scholarly literature. Work
on Kant has progressed in two main directions. Central
doctrines of the Critique of Pure Reason have been recon-
structed, examined, and revised in the light of current
philosophical concerns and standards; and the focus of
scholarship has widened to include aspects and parts of
Kant’s work hitherto neglected, especially in the areas of
ethics, aesthetics, philosophy of history, political philoso-
phy, anthropology, and philosophy of science.
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THE CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

Further advances in interpreting the first Critique have
occurred in three related areas: the nature and validity of
Kant’s overall argumentative procedure, with special
emphasis on the deduction of the categories; the meaning
and function of transcendental idealism and the associ-
ated distinction between things in themselves and
appearances; and the role of mental activity in Kant’s the-
ory of experience.

The deduction of the categories, in which Kant
sought to identify and justify the basic concepts underly-
ing all experience and its objects, has become the center
of major interpretive efforts. Stimulated by the neo-
Kantian analytic metaphysics of Peter F. Strawson,
philosophers have attempted to distill a type of argument
from Kant’s text that refutes skeptical doubts about the
reality of the external world and other minds by showing
how the skeptical challenge tacitly and unavoidably
assumes the truth of the very assumptions it sets out to
deny, namely, the reality of external objects and other
minds.

While the force of such transcendental arguments
remains controversial, the analytic—reconstructive
approach to the deduction of the categories has also
resulted in more textually based interpretations that
reflect the whole spectrum of Kant scholarship. Readings
of the deduction start either from the assumption of
experience and proceed from there analytically to the
necessary conditions of experience (the categories and
the principles based on them), or take as their starting
point some conception of self-consciousness or self-
knowledge, either understood in Cartesian purity (a pri-
ori unity of apperception) or in phenomenological
embeddedness (empirical self-consciousness), and argue
from there to the synthetic conditions for the very possi-
bility of such self-awareness. A key insight shared by
many interpreters is the mutual requirement of object-
knowledge and self-knowledge in Kant.

In interpretations of Kant’s transcendental idealism,
a major alternative has opened up between those scholars
who see things-in-themselves and appearances as differ-
ent aspects of one and the same things (two-aspect view)
and those who regard the two as so many different sets of
objects (two-object view). On the former view appear-
ances are genuine objects. On the latter view they are rep-
resentations. While the textual evidence is not conclusive
for either view, the two-aspect theory has found many
adherents because of its ontological economy and its
avoidance of a phenomenalist reduction of things to rep-
resentations.

The central role of human subjectivity in the deduc-
tion of the categories and in the defense of transcenden-
tal idealism has led to a renewed interest in Kant’s
philosophy of mind. Kant’s theory of subjectivity is more
and more seen as an integral part of his theoretical phi-
losophy. Special areas of interest are the essential role of
imagination in perception and experience, the distinction
between inner sense and apperception, the relation
between subjective or psychological and objective or log-
ical grounds of knowledge, and the functional unity of
sensibility and understanding. While no one advocates
the derivation of the logical from the psychological in the
manner of a reductive psychologism, the exact function
of specifically psychological considerations in transcen-
dental philosophy remains controversial. There is a mini-
mal consensus that the self involved in the grounding of
experience is distinct from the transcendent, noumenal
self of the metaphysics of the soul, so forcefully rejected
by Kant in the Transcendental Dialectic of the first Cri-
tique, and equally to be distinguished from the empirical
self known through inner experience. Interpreters typi-
cally stress the formal and functional rather than the
material and substantial sense of this third, transcenden-
tal self in Kant.

OTHER WORKS

Important new work on other parts of Kant’s philosophy
has occurred in three main areas: his practical philoso-
phy, especially ethics; the Critique of Judgment, especially
its aesthetics; and his philosophy of science. Scholarship
on Kant’s ethics has widened beyond the limited concern
with the principle of morality (categorical imperative) to
include other aspects of Kant’s ethics as well as the posi-
tion of Kant’s moral theory within his social philosophy
in its entirety and within the wider architectonic of the
critical philosophy. A main inspiration of the work on
Kant’s ethics has been the neo-Kantian political philoso-
phy of John Rawls, who sought to extract from Kant’s for-
mal approach to morality procedural guidelines for the
ideal construction of the principles of social conduct.
Increased attention has been paid to Kant’s account of
agency, the possible grounding of the categorical impera-
tive in a generic conception of practical rationality, and
the key features of Kant’s moral psychology—including
the theory of motivation, the role of moral judgment, and
the function of subjective principles of action (maxims).

The move beyond the confines of Kant’s foundational
writings in moral philosophy has extended not only to his
philosophy of law and theory of moral duties contained in
the Metaphysics of Morals but also to his work in the phi-
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losophy of religion, political philosophy, philosophy of
history, and anthropology to be found in a number of his
smaller works, often written in a more popular vein. The
picture of Kant’s practical philosophy that emerges from
these reconstructions, revisions, and rediscoveries is that
of a highly complex theory that is sensitive to the social
dimension of human existence and well being able to
respond to the charges and challenges posed by utilitari-
anism and communitarianism as well as virtue ethics.

In work on the Critique of Judgment, the standard
emphasis on Kant’s theory of aesthetic judgments has
been widened considerably in recognition of the role of
the third Critique as a synthesis of theoretical and practi-
cal philosophy in a comprehensive philosophy of human
cultural development. A main focus of the scholarship on
Kant’s philosophy of science has been the Opus postu-
mum and its attempts to specify the transition from an a
priori theory of material nature to physics proper.

See also Cartesianism; Communitarianism; Neo-Kan-
tianism; Psychologism; Rawls, John; Strawson, Peter
Frederick; Utilitarianism.
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Ethical theories may be said to be “Kantian” if they take
their inspiration or focus from themes in the ethical the-
ory of Immanuel Kant, while attempting something other
than interpretation, development, or defense of Kant’s
own ethical theory. This is not a hard and fast distinction:
What appears the right way to defend some thesis of
Kant’s to one may appear to another to be a complete
departure from the crucial components of Kant’s critical
ethics. Moreover, some, like scholars Onora O’Neill
(1975), Marcia Baron (1996), and Barbara Herman
(1993), may see their work as exploring and defending
the essential elements of Kant’s moral theory, rather than
developing an alternative theory inspired by him, even
though they do not accept the metaphysical picture Kant
thought crucial to his account. Many defenders of Kant’s
own account see the austere picture sometimes drawn of
his ethics—as based on a rigoristic and formalistic obli-
gation to duty—as mistaken, and argue that Kant’s con-
ception of what people are like as moral agents, and of
what morality requires of people, is far richer and more
satisfying than is often supposed. Still, it is useful to see
Kantian theorists as holding that Kant had some crucial
or seminal ethical matters right, while at the same time
committing himself to claims or views that are from their
perspective unacceptable. Thus, Kantian ethicists may be
understood as attempting to rework cherished Kantian
insights within the bounds of an overall more acceptable
framework.

METAPHYSICS

For many Kantian theorists, the point of departure from
Kant is Kant’s metaphysics and the role his metaphysical
commitments play in his ethical theory. Kant struggled
for a solution to the problem of how moral agents could
be held responsible for their actions in a world governed
by natural laws of cause and effect. If every event has a
cause, which is itself caused, how could one see human
action as anything but determined by the causes
antecedent to it? And if human action is caused by natu-
ral law, in what sense can individuals see themselves as
morally responsible?

Kant’s solution to the problem drew on the meta-
physical view developed in his Critique of Pure Reason,
where he distinguished two worlds, one the world of
sense—natural, physical, and empirical—and the other
rational or “intelligible.” The empirical world is governed
by natural law, and effects do follow causes in ways deter-
mined by natural law. However, human beings are not

merely natural but rational, and as members of the
rational order are capable of “spontaneity”: of producing
effects based on determinations of reason, not causes.
Because we have these two-fold natures, people occupy
both worlds at once, and their actions are simultaneously
subject to natural law and (as rational agents) to moral
law.

Many Kantian ethicists find the proposal that people
are citizens of some nonnatural world of reason implau-
sible and unattractive. They aim to reconstruct the crucial
elements of Kant’s ethical theory without Kant’s reliance
on these metaphysical speculations. Most Kantian ethics
are intended to develop Kantian ethical ideas while draw-
ing on people’s understanding of themselves as simply
members of the natural world.

UNIVERSALIZABILITY

The strain in Kants ethics that has found broadest
employment is his idea that a practical principle (or
“maxim”) suitable for morally worthy action must be one
which can hold universally, or, as Kant puts it, can be
willed as a universal law; this is the first formulation of his
“Categorical Imperative.” Kant thought that when one
acts immorally, one makes an exception of oneself, or
makes exceptions for “just this one time,” from laws one
would will that everyone obey. Morality is thus best
understood as the apprehension of principles that are
universalizable in their scope and application.

This element of Kant’s thought has echoes in numer-
ous later thinkers. Marcus Singer (1961), for example,
focuses on the general logic of what he calls the “general-
ization principle”: What is right for one person must be
right for anyone in the same or similar circumstances.
One accepts the force of the question, “What would hap-
pen if everyone did that?” and Singer’s theory is a study in
the conditions of its legitimate application. Singer main-
tains that this principle is presupposed by any genuine
moral judgment, and is the key to the moral principles
that ground any plausible moral theory. However, Singer
departs from Kant both in the metaphysical commit-
ments previously described, and in his departure from
considering what one could will to be universal, to assess-
ing the desirability of the consequences of a principle
with universal application.

Alan Gewirth’s moral theory takes on the principle of
generic consistency as its supreme moral principle. Like
Kant, Gewirth (1978) begins with the premise that people
are agents who act for ends; unlike Kant, Gewirth holds
that, as agents, one must see the ends one is acting to real-
ize as good. One sees them as good, however, only in light
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of certain properties, or “generic features,” of those ends.
For example, one might have the end of getting adequate
nutrition in virtue of its natural role in healthy life and
agency. But then, Gewirth argues, consistency requires
that one sees anything else with those “generic features” as
good as well; thus, to be consistent, one must see as good
adequate nutrition for anyone. Moreover, people are
committed to seeing as good not only their capacity for
action but also the freedom and well-being that make it
possible, and consistency requires that they see these as
good for others as well. They must thus see themselves as
having claims against others that they respect their
“generic rights”: rights to freedom and well-being. But
the principle of universalizability requires that, if people
see themselves as having claims against others, they must
likewise see others as having the same claims against
them. Thus, as in Kant, the bare idea of agency, coupled
with the rational requirement of universalizability, leads
to the fundamental moral principle, in this case the prin-
ciple of generic consistency, “Act in accord with the
generic rights of your recipients as well as of yourself”
(Gewirth 1978, p. 135).

For many theorists drawing on elements of Kant’s
view (Singer is an example), the Kantian approach is
attractive as a way to oppose consequentialism in ethics.
However, not all consequentialists agree. R. M. Hare
(1981) argues that the focus on universalizability can be
taken to ground a form of consequentialism. Hare argues
that Kant’s insights into the logical properties of moral
terms lead, not to Kant’s own ethical conclusions, but to
a form of utilitarianism. This is because people must rec-
ognize that moral principles are prescriptions of a certain
sort, namely universal prescriptions. But such prescrip-
tions are in turn best understood as a sort of preference,
and when one considers one’s preferences as being con-
strained by the requirement that they hold universally,
one sees that one’s prescriptions must take the familiar
consequentialist form of maximizing utility.

RESPECT FOR PERSONS

The second formulation of Kant’s categorical imperative
stipulates that persons are not to treat other persons as
means only, but always at the same time as ends. Kant is
often thought to have identified something crucial to a
proper understanding of morality in this principle, and
this way of understanding our obligations of respect for
other persons has been widely influential.

Alan Donagan’s work begins with some of the essen-
tial elements recognized in the notion of universalizabil-
ity, but develops them in a direction more congruent with
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this feature of Kant’s theory. Donagan (1977) sees Kant as
an exemplar of a moral theory based on a common core
that reaches back to the Stoics, the Hebrews, and the
Christian tradition. This core is based on the thought that
morality is addressed to rational creatures as such, in
virtue of their rationality, and that its precepts, or moral
law, must somehow be accessible to moral agents in
virtue of that rationality. In Donagan’s view, what
emerges from scrutiny of this common core is the
requirement that every human being be treated with the
respect due a rational creature. This is closely related to
Kant’s second formulation of the categorical imperative,
which Donagan finds superior to the “universal law” for-
mulation of that imperative. Thus Donagan is an exam-
ple of a Kantian theorist who takes Kant’s starting point
in a shared capacity for rationality and ends with a focus
on respect for human nature.

Others similarly have found this element of Kant’s
work central to their own ethical conceptions. Thomas
Hill (1991) interprets the metaphysically hoary elements
of Kant’s theory as an examination of what it is for a
deliberating agent to choose how to act, what ends to
pursue, and so on. From this perspective, one’s “auton-
omy’—one’s capacity to see oneself as capable of more
than simply the pursuit of self-interest or satisfaction of
preferences—is crucial, as it presupposes that one’s status
as a rational agent must be essential in one’s deliberating
about how to act.

However, David Cummiskey (1996) argues that the
focus on respect for persons as valuable in virtue of their
status as rational agents can ground a consequentialist
approach as well. Cummiskey maintains that Kant’s
attention to the value of persons as ends-in-themselves is
appropriate, but is incapable of justifying the sorts of
claims often made against consequentialist accounts,
which by their nature require that value be maximized.
Rather, Cummiskey argues, Kant’s view that rational
agents are ends in themselves is itself a view with a form
of value at its core, and there is nothing in the balance of
Kant’s theory to block the inference that such value ought
to be maximized as a matter of moral obligation.

CONSTRUCTIVISM

Without question the greatest single influence in Kantian
ethics has been the work of John Rawls (1971, 1999).
Rawls’s best-known work is in political theory, not ethics,
and it draws more from Kant’s method than from the con-
tent of Kant’s views. Rawls took Kant’s singular contribu-
tion to moral theory to be the notion that moral truth is
not constituted independently of human reasoning and
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rationality—independent of individuals in such a way
that moral truth can be treated as an object of investiga-
tion, as scientific truth is; instead, moral truth is some-
thing that instead people constitute or bring into being
(“construct”) through the very process of deliberating
about it. In Kant’s own theory, this idea is represented in
the argument that people understand moral obligation by
way of reflection on what principles could be willed as
universal law. This approach brings to the foreground the
procedures by which individuals deliberate about and
attempt to determine fundamental moral principles.
Rawls’s political theory consists in large part of the char-
acterization of such a procedure to arrive at principles of
justice, which, he argues, are best understood not as
something individuals discover, but as something they
would arrive at on deliberation under certain carefully
crafted conditions. The conditions Rawls specifies for this
deliberation are also intended to capture important fea-
tures of Kant’s conception of what people are like as
moral and political agents, in particular the distinction
between individual persons, deserving of the sort of
respect Rawls believes his theory of justice provides.

Rawls’s influence can be seen not only in political
theory, but in a resurgence of interest in Kantian founda-
tions for moral and political theorizing generally. Chris-
tine Korsgaard (1996) has adapted the constructivist
approach in developing her Kantian ethical theory. On
her view people recognize that, as reasoning agents, they
need reasons to act, and as they assess where such reasons
can come from—as they consider possible “sources of
normativity”—they realize in the end that they must
come from their own rational natures. People take their
reasons, Korsgaard argues, from their “identities,” and
fundamental to any and all of these identities is their
moral identity—their identity as agents acting on rea-
sons. Reasons, Korsgaard argues, are inherently public, in
the sense that they must be shareable among agents, so
the enterprise of reflecting on how to act itself gives rise
to the principles governing one’s conduct.

See also Categorical Imperative; Constructivism, Moral;
Deontological Ethics; Kant, Immanuel; Rationalism in
Ethics.
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KAPLAN, DAVID
(1933-)

An American philosopher and logician, David Benjamin
Kaplan was born in Los Angeles in 1933 and has spent his
career mainly at the University of California, Los Angeles:
first as an undergraduate student (AB in Philosophy,
1956; AB in Mathematics, 1957); then as graduate student
(PhD in Philosophy, 1964), where he wrote the last dis-
sertation Rudolf Carnap supervised; later as a faculty
member, where he became Hans Reichenbach Professor
of Scientific Philosophy in 1994.

Kaplan is best known for his work in formal seman-
tics, particularly on the semantics of demonstratives and
other indexicals: expressions such as this, that purple Mer-
cedes convertible, I, you, here, now, and actually. In
Demonstratives, Kaplan developed a theoretical frame-
work in which sentences express propositions relative to
contexts. The content of an expression (relative to a con-
text C) is what it contributes to the propositions
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expressed (relative to C) by sentences that contain it. The
content of an expression determines an intension: a func-
tion from circumstances of evaluation to extensions
(truth-values for sentences, individuals for singular
terms, sets of individuals for predicates). Circumstances
include at least possible worlds and perhaps also times.
The character of an expression determines a function
from contexts to contents.

In this framework, indexicals have variable contents
but stable characters. For example, relative to a context ¢
whose agent is McX, I has a content x (which determines
a function that maps every circumstance onto McX him-
self); whereas, relative to a context ¢* whose agent is
Wyman, I has a different content y (which determines a
function that maps every circumstance onto Wyman
himself). But, relative to either context, I has the same
character (which determines a function that maps ¢ onto
x and ¢* onto y). Kaplan proposed that the character of an
expression is its linguistic meaning and that it is an
expression’s character that is responsible for its cognitive
value: The difference in cognitive value between “His
pants are on fire!” and “My pants are on fire!,” for exam-
ple, lies in the difference between the characters of the
indexicals his and my.

Indexicals are directly referential: For any context C,
the content o of an indexical relative to Cis the entity that
the function determined by o maps every circumstance
onto. For example, relative to ¢, whose agent is McX, the
content of I is McX himself. Because indexicals are
directly referential, a sentence that contains an indexical
expresses a singular proposition (relative to a context C):
a proposition that contains the entity that is the content
of that indexical (relative to C). For example, relative to ¢,
whose agent is McX, “I'm right” expresses a proposition
that contains McX himself. This proposition can be rep-
resented as the ordered pair (McX, the property being
right).

One surprising feature of this framework is that it
allows one to distinguish logical truth and necessity. For
example, “I am here now” is a logical truth in something
like the following sense: Relative to any context C, it
expresses a proposition that is true relative to the circum-
stance of C (at least provided that the agent of C is located
at the time and place of C at the circumstance of C). But,
at least relative to most contexts, the proposition
expressed by “I am here now” is not necessary: It is not
true relative to every circumstance (likewise for “I exist”
and “¢ if and only if actually ¢”).

Kaplan’s philosophical thought has moved from
Fregeanism to Russellianism. In his 1964 dissertation,
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Foundations of Intensional Logic, Kaplan developed a Car-
napian model-theoretic semantics for Alonzo Church’s
Fregean logic of sense and denotation. In “Quantifying
In” (1968-1969), Kaplan developed a Fregean account of
belief ascriptions and of belief, one that allows quantifi-
cation into belief ascriptions (as in “There is an x such
that Ralph believes that x is a spy”) under certain circum-
stances. By Dthat (1978) Kaplan had turned away from
his early Fregeanism toward a Russellian view on which
“John is suspicious,” for example, expresses a singular
proposition, one that contains John himself and that can
be represented as the ordered pair (John, the property
being suspicious).

Kaplan went on to become a major proponent of the
previously moribund theory of singular propositions. His
Russellianism reached its apogee in Demonstratives
(1989a), where he argued that indexicals are directly ref-
erential and, hence, that sentences containing indexicals
express singular propositions. Although, in his 1989
Afterthoughts, Kaplan admitted to feeling “a resurgence of
atavistic Fregeanism,” he continued to treat indexicals as
directly referential.

After Demonstratives and Afterthoughts, Kaplan has
worked on a number of further topics. In Words, he
argued that the relation between a word and its occur-
rences should be thought of as the relation, not between
a type and its tokens, but rather between a perduring
entity and its temporal parts. He also suggested that it is
aword itself that is responsible for its cognitive value: The
difference in cognitive value between “Hesperus equals
Hesperus” and “Hesperus equals Phosphorus,” for exam-
ple, lies in the difference between the words Hesperus and
Phosphorus. In work on expressives (expressions such as
ouch and oops), Kaplan suggested that one should shift
from a semantics that pairs expressions with entities
(meanings) to a semantics that pairs expressions with
rules for their correct use. Kaplan also suggested that
characters might best be understood, not as entities, but
rather as such rules.

See also Logic, History of; Philosophy of Language.
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KAREEV, NIKOLAI

I[IVANOVICH
(1850-1931)

Nikolai Ivanovich Kareev, the Russian historian and
philosopher, was educated at Moscow University, where
he took his doctorate in history (1884). During the late
1870s and early 1880s he spent several years studying
abroad. Kareev taught modern European history, first at
Warsaw University and then at St. Petersburg University.
He became a corresponding member of the St. Petersburg
Academy of Sciences in 1910 and an honorary member of
the Soviet Academy of Sciences in 1929. His main histor-
ical studies were devoted to eighteenth-century France,
especially the Revolution of 1789.

Although a moderate in politics, Kareev was deeply
influenced by such radical Russian thinkers as Aleksandr
Herzen, Dimitrii Pisarev, Pétr Lavrov, and N. K.
Mikhailovskii. Like Lavrov and Mikhailovskii, Kareev was
a “semipositivist,” but he was less influenced by either G.
W. E. Hegel or Karl Marx than Lavrov had been. His views
of history echo Herzen’s “philosophy of chance.” “His-
tory,” Kareev declared, “is not a straight line, not a regular
design traced out on a mathematical plane, but a living
fabric of irregular and sinuous lines, which are inter-
twined in the most varied and unexpected ways”
(Osnovnye voprosy [Fundamental problems], Part I, p.
153).

Kareev’s position in ethics, which he called ethical
individualism, was even more Kantian than that of
Lavrov’s early works. He defended individual autonomy
against three dominant anti-individualist tendencies: that
which breaks down the self into a series of psychic events
(David Hume); that which turns the individual into an
expression of the Zeitgeist or Volksgeist (Hegel); and that
which reduces the individual to a product of socioeco-
nomic relations (Marx). From the point of view of the
“human dignity and worth of the individual person,”
Kareev insisted, “external [sociopolitical] freedom is a
necessary condition for the spiritual growth and happi-

ness of all the members of society” (Mysli, 2nd ed., 1896,
p- 135).

Kareev rejected the “utilitarian attitude toward the
person, which treats her as an object,” adding that the
“principle of individuality” guarantees the individual’s
right “not to be an instrument or means for another” or
reduced to the status of an organ of a “social organism”
(ibid., p. 138). In attributing absolute value to individuals
as such, Kareev said, we take account of both their natu-
ral rights and—as Lavrov had stressed—their present
potentiality for future moral and intellectual growth. In
the name of this absolute value, Kareev condemned not
only political assassination and capital punishment but
also euthanasia. On this point he came close not only to
Immanuel Kant but also to Lev Tolstoy, whose philosophy
of history, like those of Hegel and Marx, he had criticized
perceptively and in detail.

See also Ethics, History of; Hegel, Georg Wilhelm
Friedrich; Herzen, Aleksandr Ivanovich; Kant,
Immanuel; Lavrov, Pétr Lavrovich; Marx, Karl;
Mikhailovskii, Nikolai Konstantinovich; Philosophy of
History; Pisarev, Dmitri Ivanovich; Russian Philoso-
phy; Tolstoy, Lev (Leo) Nikolaevich.
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KARMA

Karma (Sanskrit, karman; literally, “deed,” “action”) is an
adjunct in Indian religious thought to the doctrine of
Reincarnation. In one form or another, it is part of the
beliefs of Buddhism, Jainism, and Hinduism. The actions
of a living being are regarded as having a special class of
causal effects that determine his future spiritual condi-
tion, both in this life and in succeeding ones. These effects
are known as the “fruits” of the action. Good deeds lead
to progress toward liberation (moksa, nirvana); bad ones,
to regress from this goal. Usually caste status, disease,
prosperity, and so forth are thought to be the conse-
quences of actions in previous lives. Thus, karma is an
ethically oriented causal law; and although some Hindus
regard karma as the work of God, the concept does not
necessitate this interpretation, and the award of deserts is
as often regarded as an automatic process in nature.

The archaic notion of karma seems to have been that
action as such binds men to the world (and thereby to
suffering and ignorance); hence, liberation must involve
suspension of all activity. Thus, in Jainism, which repre-
sents a very ancient strand in Indian religion, even a good
action, although inducing an influx of meritorious
karma, ties the person to matter. Indeed, karma, as the
force determining rebirth, is itself regarded as a subtle
form of matter. Also—and hence the emphasis on “non-
injury” (ahimsa)—especially evil effects follow from a
person’s destroying life, even microorganisms. Such ideas
lay behind the heroically quietistic Jain ideal of suicide by
self-starvation. Moreover, the concept of karma in Vedic
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literature had the meaning of ritual act, so that combined
with the need to refrain from activity there runs through
much Indian ascetic thought the notion that even reli-
gious acts, although they may bring heavenly rewards,
bind men to the cosmos and to rebirth: heaven is part of
the cosmos and itself must be transcended.

These ideas presented a number of problems to spec-
ulative and religious thinkers: (1) How can liberation ever
be achieved if even the effort to be inactive, and inactiv-
ity itself, may be forms of binding action? (2) How can
the ordinary man, involved in his worldly duties and con-
cerns, have any hope of escaping rebirth? (3) By what
mechanism does karma operate on future births? (4)
Why, if karma is what keeps empirical life going, does the
saint (jivanmukta), who has attained serenity and release
in this life, keep on living? (5) How can there be any
human initiative or free will if our present state is inex-
orably determined by past karma?

Various answers to these questions were given,
among them the following: (1) The Jains hold that
karmic matter can be annihilated by austerities, so that
gradually it can be totally removed from an individual.
On the other hand, Buddhism transformed the notion of
karma by holding that motives, rather than the acts them-
selves, are what count and that karma needs craving
(tanha) as a necessary condition of its effectiveness.
Hence, by removing craving through the purification of
one’s motives, one can find release from rebirth. For the
Hindu theologian Sankara, the power of karma depends
on ignorance, so that the contemplative knowledge that
the Self is the sole reality brings liberation from the con-
tinuing effects of karma.

(2) On the one hand, the ordinary man can hope to
become a recluse, monk, or holy man in a future life. On
the other hand, theistic ideas introduced grace as a coun-
tervailing means of liberation. Thus, in the Bhagavad Gita
it is stressed that a man, in performing his duties without
regard to their fruits and in sole reliance upon the Lord,
can escape the bonds of karma. Likewise, in Mahayana
Buddhism the theory of the transfer of merit involves the
belief that the otherwise unworthy individual can be
given merit by a bodhisattva (Buddha-to-be) out of the
latter’s infinite store, acquired through many lives of
heroic self-sacrifice on behalf of living beings; thereby the
individual qualifies for rebirth in paradise (where the
conditions for attaining nirvana are peculiarly favorable).
Thus the operation of karma is short-circuited by grace
and faith.

(3) It is commonly held that karma is adrsta, an
invisible force, so that the need to postulate an observable
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mechanism is evaded. However, among some schools the
doctrine that the soul is all-pervasive (and not localized)
helps to explain the concept of karmic action-at-a-dis-
tance. Traditional medical writings (first or second cen-
tury) affirm that a person’s characteristics are not derived
solely from his parents (in this, there is an incipient con-
flict between modern genetics and the theory of karma).

(4) Tt is generally held that there is a limited contin-
uance of karmic effects, like the running on of a potter’s
wheel after the potter has stopped turning it—but when
the saint’s death occurs, there will be no further rebirth
for him.

(5) Various positions are adopted concerning the
question of free will. The Buddha, for instance, was
clearly impressed by the principle that knowledge of
causes gives one the opportunity to determine the future,
so that a proper understanding of karma and its causality
should in no way involve fatalistic conclusions. He
attacked Makkhali Gosila, a contemporary teacher, for
holding a fatalistic predestinationism, allied to extreme
asceticism (which was in no sense a cause of final release,
but merely symptomatic of one’s progress). The Jains
held that theoretically, in its pure state, the life monad or
soul is capable of any kind of effort: Because of this
“omnipotence” it never needs to be subservient to karma.

Although some schools argued that, since the effects
of karma are morally regulated, one must presuppose a
conscious regulator, namely God, atheistic and agnostic
proponents of karma theory held that the difficulties of
belief in God are as great as, or greater than, those inher-
ent in assuming the automatic operation of karma. More-
over, belief in God generally involves the notion that
unworthy people can short-circuit karma through calling
on God in faith, and this cuts against the concepts of
moral responsibility and self-help.

See also Indian Philosophy; Reincarnation; Responsibil-
ity, Moral and Legal.
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KARSAVIN, LEV

PLATONOVICH
(1882-1952)

Russian historian-medievalist and religious philosopher
Lev Platonovich Karsavin was born in St. Petersburg, the
son of a ballet dancer and master, and the brother of the
famous ballerina Tamara Karsavina. He graduated from
the Department of History of Petersburg University in
1906 and stayed there as a teacher, doing studies in
medieval spirituality and culture. Being a disciple of the
prominent medievalist Ivan Grews, he soon started to
develop his own approach, which can be considered in
retrospect as an early prototype of the method of the
French Annales school. His first big monograph (1912)
was devoted to the early history of the Franciscan Order
and the heretical sects of the Waldenses and Cathars. His
next monograph, Foundations of Medieval Spirituality in
the Twelfth and Thirteenth Centuries, Mainly in Italy
(1915), is an important theoretical work of a type close to
future studies in historical and cultural anthropology.
Here Karsavin developed a methodology for historical
studies based on the formation of general concepts like
“an average religious person,” “basic religious fund,” and
so forth, and tried to perform a reconstruction of the per-
sonality of the medieval individual in all its dimensions.
The long-forgotten historical work of Karsavin, which
includes also Introduction to History: The Theory of His-
tory (1920) and Philosophy of History (1923), was redis-
covered in the 1970s and 1980s (chiefly in influential
works by Aron Gurevich) and won recognition as a pio-
neering effort.

During the period of the Russian Revolution
(1917-1922) Karsavin’s thought shifted gradually to phi-
losophy. This transition was stimulated by his interest in
methodological and philosophical problems of history
and Christian doctrine. Like a medieval scholastic
thinker, he came to general metaphysical problems from
reflection on Christian dogmas. In the same period,
important changes in his life took place. Karsavin was
opposed to the Bolshevik regime, not politically (he even
considered the Bolsheviks to be the only force capable of
ruling Russia), but ideologically and spiritually. Having a
provocative style, he demonstrated his Christian convic-
tions much more than he had before the revolution, lec-
tured in a theological institute, and became the target of
a vicious campaign in the official press. In the summer of
1922 he was arrested and then expelled to Germany
together with a large group of noncommunist public fig-
ures, including leading religious philosophers (Nikolai
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Berdyaev, Sergey Bulgakov, Nikolai Lossky, Semen
Frank). In exile, he lived in Berlin (1922-1926), then in
Clamart, next to Paris (1926-1928), and finally settled in
Lithuania, where he was invited to hold the chair of gen-
eral history at Kaunas University. Between 1925 and 1929
he took an active part in the Eurasian movement, becom-
ing the leading theoretician of its left wing characterized
by pro-Soviet views. During the twenties he wrote all his
principal philosophical works, creating an original system
of religious metaphysics.

Karsavin’s system is the last big system of the so-
called metaphysics of All-Unity. This philosophical
school founded by Vladimir Solov’év took the central
place in Russian religious philosophy and included lead-
ing figures of the Russian religious-philosophical renais-
sance of the twentieth century. By definition, its systems
are based on the fundamental concept of All-Unity that
represents a specific transrational principle of inner form
describing perfect unity of a manifold such that any part
of this manifold is identical to the whole of it. Karsavin
gives this concept a new treatment, describing All-Unity
as a sophisticated hierarchical system, structured verti-
cally (into components or “moments” of higher and
lower order, the latter being subsystems of the former)
and horizontally (into a variety of moments of the same
order). Vertical connections in this structure are
described by the notion of contractio borrowed from
Nicolas of Cusa, while horizontal ones are characterized
by means of conglomeratio et exglomeratio centri found in
Giordano Bruno and meaning that any two moments of
the same order are connected not in a direct (i.e., causal)
way, but only via the center of the whole system.

Drawing upon ancient doctrines and using their
concepts in a constructivist and systematic way close to
the theory of systems, this treatment is both archaizing
and modernist. In Karsavin’s system, the principle of All-
Unity is subordinate to another fundamental principle,
that of Tri-Unity, modeled on the Holy Trinity as it is pre-
sented in Christian dogma. Karsavin follows here the par-
adigm of dynamic ontology: Like many metaphysical
doctrines, from Plotinus to Hegel, he treats being as a
process governed by a triadic principle of development,
where All-Unity represents the static aspect of Tri-Unity,
its “stopping and rest.”

Three ontological notions are identical in Karsavin’s
system: (perfect) Tri-Unity, God, and (perfect) Person.
This trilateral identification also serves as the definition
of Person. Human being is interpreted as an imperfect
person that strives to perfection, that is, to God; all kinds
of collective units, social and religious groups, nations,
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and classes are also considered as imperfect, embryonic
persons and called symphonic persons. Karsavin’s person-
alistic turn was new for the metaphysics of All-Unity,
which, starting with the Greeks, had traditionally devel-
oped in an impersonal symbolist vein. The personalistic
trend is further enhanced in Karsavin’s description of the
world process. The three stages of ontological dynamics
are primal unity, disjoining, reunification; the central
stage is interpreted as nonbeing or death. In the act of
creation God endows with being the reality that he cre-
ates, thus depriving himself of being (kenosis) and vol-
untarily choosing sacrificial death. This voluntary passing
of one’s own being to somebody, identical to voluntary
sacrificial death for somebody, is the definition of (per-
fect) love—whence it follows that the creature, striving to
God, advances to pass, in its turn, its own being to God
and thereby ascends to its own sacrificial death out of
love.

Thus Karsavin’s philosophy presents itself as an
ontological drama of death, sacrifice, and love. These
principles of his thought turned out to be perfectly real-
ized in the final years of his life. When in 1944 it was clear
that the Soviet Union was about to recapture Lithuania,
Karsavin refused to leave and move to the West. In 1946
he was dismissed from the university for his deliberately
defiant attitude toward Soviet authorities. In 1949 he was
arrested and sent to a concentration camp in Abez, near
the polar circle. In the gulag he wrote about ten texts of
spiritual poetry and metaphysics and until his final days
(he died there from tuberculosis) was a spiritual guide
and teacher for his fellow prisoners. After the fall of com-
munism, all of Karsavin’s principal works were repub-
lished in Russia and have been actively studied.

See also Philosophy of History; Philosophy of Religion;
Russian Philosophy.
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KATHARSIS

Katharsis is a beneficial transformation of painful emo-
tions through absorbed contemplation of a powerfully
moving work of art. The root meaning of “katharsis” in
Greek is cleansing. The word can indicate the removal of
impurities from, hence the amelioration of, any kind of
substance. Before Aristotle, some philosophers had spo-
ken (metaphorically) of psychological katharsis. Aristo-
tle’s student Aristoxenus claimed that Pythagoreans
“achieved katharsis of the body through medicine,
katharsis of the soul through music” (frag. 26). Plato
sometimes employs the terminology of “katharsis” for
philosophically extricating the soul or intellect from bod-
ily concerns (e.g., Phaedo 67c; compare Sophist
226d-231b). But Aristotle was the first person to apply
the term “katharsis” to the experience of tragedy.

The last clause of Aristotle’s definition of tragedy in
Poetics 6 describes tragedy as “accomplishing through
pity and fear the katharsis of such emotions.” No further
reference to katharsis as the effect of tragedy occurs in the
Poetics. Controversy over the “katharsis” clause remains
acute, with no solution commanding great confidence. At
issue are questions like the following: Did Aristotle mean
occurrent emotions or underlying dispositions? Are pity
and fear the only emotions involved? Is emotion the
object or only the agency of katharsis? Does the term
“katharsis“ carry medical and/or religious overtones? Are
the minds of tragedy’s spectators purged, purified, clari-
fied, or refined?

Our best aid to interpreting tragic katharsis is the
account of musical katharsis in Aristotle’s Politics 8.6—7,
where Aristotle posits both pathological and normal cases
of the phenomenon. As pity and fear are specifically cited
in this context and further elucidation is promised in a
discussion of poetry, there is a clear link with the Poetics.
While Politics 8, focusing on educational needs, distin-

guishes various uses of music, it adopts a fundamentally
character-centered view of music’s capacity to “change
the soul” through the passions (1340a4-b19). Though
Aristotle regards both tragedy and music as mimetic
(representational and expressive) art forms that arouse
intense emotional states in their audiences, in his general
moral psychology, ethical judgment, while cognitive, is
influenced by feeling (Nicomachean Ethics 2.2-5, Rhetoric
2.1-11). Hence, we should not drive a wedge between the
emotional and cognitive implications of katharsis.

Aristotle partially compares the mental effects of
musical katharsis to both medical and ritual katharsis,
but he nonetheless keeps musical katharsis independent
of those spheres. Politics 8 encourages a model of tragic
katharsis that integrates cognitive, affective, and ethical
reactions into the special pleasure of tragedy. Since these
reactions stem from emotional engagement with a
mimetic plot structure (Poetics 14), and since all experi-
ence of mimesis is guided by cognitive awareness (Poetics
4), Aristotle’s larger theory of tragedy supports the view
that katharsis operates together with cognition and pleas-
ure. Even so, katharsis should be viewed not as tragic
pleasure per se but as a beneficial transformation of
painful emotions, through the absorbed contemplation
of a powerfully moving artwork, into a key component of
a satisfyingly unified experience.

Because katharsis requires an uninhibited flow of
emotion, it may bring a sense of “relief” (Politics 1342a14)
and reduce any excess. But the popular modern associa-
tion of katharsis with mere draining of blocked emotion
oversimplifies Aristotle’s perspective. The combined evi-
dence of the Poetics and Politics suggests that Aristotle
addressed Plato’s concerns about emotional responses to
art (Republic 606) by maintaining that such heightened
emotion could channel an ethically valuable alignment of
feeling and understanding. If so, it is plausible that his
concept of katharsis had application to several art forms,
perhaps including comedy.

See also Aristotle; Emotion; Plato; Pythagoras and
Pythagoreanism; Tragedy.
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KAUFMANN, WALTER

ARNOLD
(1921-1980)

Walter Kaufmann was born in Freiburg, Germany, on July
1, 1921. He emigrated to the United States in 1939, as
conditions in Germany became ominous for those of
Jewish descent (Kaufmann’s father—although not his
mother—had converted to Protestantism, with the conse-
quence that Kaufmann had been raised in that faith; but
he converted to Judaism in 1933, in an early display of the
sensitivity to religious questions that became one of the
central features of his intellectual life). He attended
Williams College, from which he graduated in 1941, and
then went to Harvard, from which he received an MA
degree in Philosophy in 1942. After military service in
Europe during the Second World War (in capacities that
took advantage of his equal facility in German and in
English), he returned to Harvard, receiving his PhD in
1947. He joined the Philosophy Department at Princeton
University in the fall of that year, which remained his aca-
demic base until his untimely death on September 4,
1980, at the age of only 59, from a mysterious illness he
apparently contracted while traveling in Egypt and
Africa.

Kaufmann played a major role in the introduction of
existential philosophy (of Jean-Paul Sartre in particular)
and the rehabilitation of GW.E Hegel and Friedrich
Nietzsche (who had come to be all too closely associated
with the Germany of the kaiser and of Adolf Hitler) in the
English-speaking world in the decades following the Sec-
ond World War. As one of the few members of major phi-
losophy departments in those years who had a strong
interest in developments in post-Kantian European phi-
losophy, and as a prolific translator as well as interpreter
of the writings of some of the most important figures in
that tradition, he emerged as its most prominent, visible,
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and articulate champion, during the very decades in
which the new Britain-based import of analytic philoso-
phy became dominant in the philosophy departments at
most major American universities. Much of Kaufmann’s
career was spent in often heated conflict as an advocate of
the continental tradition (as it came to be called) against
the newly dominant analytical paradigm that he regarded
as a disaster for philosophy, and also as an advocate of
those within that tradition (Hegel, Nietzsche, Sartre, and
Martin Buber in particular) against the influence and
popularity of others within it of whom he had a very low
opinion (such as Karl Marx and Martin Heidegger).

Because Kaufmann had a Jewish identity and made
no secret of it (even though he also made much of his
rejection of Jewish theology), he was ideally positioned to
be able to reject the charge of anti-Semitism that had
contributed to the widespread hostility to Nietzsche
before, during, and after the war years, and to defuse the
imputation to Nietzsche of other proto-Nazi sentiments
along with it. His association of Nietzsche with Sartrean
existentialism was another of his strategies in pursuit of
this objective; for, unlike Heidegger, Sartre’s anti-Nazi
credentials were impeccable, and Sartre himself sought to
portray his existentialism as a kind of radical humanism.
Kaufmann further presented Nietzsche as a kindred spirit
of the heroes of the Enlightenment, and even of Emer-
sonian individualism and later American pragmatism.
This interpretation of Nietzsche found a ready reception
in a wide and growing audience in the years following the
publication of Kaufmann’s classic Nietzsche: Philosopher,
Psychologist, Antichrist in 1950, which remains one of the
best general introductions to Nietzsche’s thought written
for English-speaking readers.

Moreover, while Kaufmann never published another
book-length study of Nietzsche, he exerted an even
greater influence upon the reception of Nietzsche in the
English-speaking world through his much-needed new
translations of (and introductions and notes to) most of
Nietzsche’s major works over a period of two decades,
beginning with his phenomenally popular anthology The
Portable Nietzsche in 1954, culminating with Nietzsche’s
The Gay Science in 1974, and including the controversial
collection of selections from Nietzsche’s notebooks from
the 1880s published after his death under the title The
Will to Power, thereby giving that volume a prominence
and appearance of legitimacy that many feel it does not
deserve. And by passing over the various works Nietzsche
published between The Birth of Tragedy and Thus Spoke
Zarathustra, Kaufmann influenced what English-
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speaking readers ever since have come to regard as Niet-
zsche’s most important works.

Kaufmann simultaneously attempted to renew inter-
est in Hegel, in a manner intended to liberate Hegel from
the moribund tradition of interpretation that had flour-
ished in Britain and America under the banner of ideal-
ism in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
Kaufmann’s Hegel was closer to existentialism than he
was to that metaphysical idealism, as he tried to show in
his Hegel: A Reinterpretation (1966); and his Hegel cham-
pioned a political philosophy that was a major, but sadly
forgotten and neglected, alternative to the options upon
which attention was focusing in both analytical and
Marxist circles at that time. So Kaufmann first published
a study of Hegel’s Political Philosophy (1970), and then a
volume of his own essays in this area reflecting his own
mix of Hegelian and Nietzschean elements, Without Guilt
and Justice (1973). He aspired to be taken seriously as a
moral, social, and political philosopher; but the failure of
these volumes to attract significant attention led him to
turn his efforts in other directions.

Kaufmann had followed his early study of Nietzsche
and anthology of Nietzsche’s writings with two very pop-
ular volumes attempting to do the same thing for exis-
tential philosophy—his anthology Existentialism from
Dostoevsky to Sartre (1956), which was everyone’s intro-
duction to existentialism for many years, and his collec-
tion of essays From Shakespeare to Existentialism (1959),
which sought to situate existentialism in intimate if not
entirely harmonious relation to an intellectual tradition
that included the greatest contributions to Western liter-
ature and thought. The relationship between existential
and tragic thought, literature, and experience held a par-
ticular fascination for him, which he explored in his
Tragedy and Philosophy (1968).

These interests led Kaufmann to attempt to position
himself in relation to traditional forms of philosophical
and religious thought, first in his combative early Critique
of Religion and Philosophy (1958), and then in his impas-
sioned attempt to formulate and articulate his own post-
traditional secularly religious credo The Faith of A Heretic
(1960). His attempts to come to terms with religion con-
tinued in two volumes published in 1976, a volume of
essays on Existentialism, Religion, and Death, and a book
intended for a wider audience and marking the beginning
of his attempt to integrate philosophy and photography,
Religions in Four Dimensions: Existential and Aesthetic,
Historical and Comparative.

This experiment continued in a trilogy published
three years later (1979), under the general title Man’s Lot.

In this three-volume study of the human condition—Life
at the Limits, Time Is an Artist, and What Is Man?—XKauf-
mann revealed himself as a truly gifted photographer
with a powerful ability to employ that gift in the service
of his attempt to plumb the heights and depths of human
reality. That trilogy was followed by another, Discovering
the Mind (1980-1981), with which his life abruptly
ended, and the third volume of which was published fol-
lowing his death.

In each of these three last volumes Kaufmann con-
sidered the contributions of three major figures to this
discovery: J.W. Von Goethe, Immanuel Kant, and Hegel;
Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Buber; and Sigmund Freud,
Alfred Adler and Carl Jung. This, he believed, was the real
philosophy of mind; and it was his hope, through these
volumes, to enrich philosophical thinking with respect to
the mind by connecting it with this tradition—as he had
sought to enrich philosophical thinking with respect to
the human condition in the previous trilogy, and to
enrich moral, social, and political thought by an infusion
into them of Hegelian and Nietzschean ways of thinking.

Kaufmann found it at first frustrating and then
deeply distressing that he was not taken seriously by the
new analytic-philosophical establishment of his day,
other than (by some) as Nietzsche’s best translator and
most appealing reinterpreter. This made him increasingly
estranged from and critical of that establishment and
philosophical orientation, and may have prompted his
involvement in his last years with the EST human poten-
tial movement and his willingness to be associated with
the Moon Unification Church’s International Conference
on the Unity of Sciences in the 1970s.

His later work itself was of a character that could
hardly have been more at odds with the aims and para-
digms of analytic-philosophical inquiry. Yet he consid-
ered himself to be true to the real heart and soul of the
Socratic philosophical tradition, and to be its advocate
and defender in a time in which he felt academic philos-
ophy had lost its way. He welcomed the opportunity to
enter the fray of popular debate as a public intellectual
who was more than willing to continue Nietzsche’s effort
to fight the good fight of disillusioned enlightenment that
was neither religious, scientistic, nor historically opti-
mistic. He thought that philosophy could and should
make a difference in human life, and that that difference
should be in the direction of an uncompromisingly secu-
lar, post-metaphysical, strongly individualistic, but
intensely interpersonal, existential humanism. Had he
lived to develop and make a case for that vision of
authentic humanity, he might well have attained the
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recognition in the philosophical community that escaped
him.

See also Continental Philosophy.
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KAUTSKY, KARL
(1854-1939)

Karl Kautsky was, with the exception of Karl Marx and
Friedrich Engels, the leading theorist of orthodox Marx-
ism before World War 1. Born in Prague of Czech and
German parentage, Kautsky studied at Vienna and
showed much interest in social Darwinism and socialism.
As an evolutionist and materialist, he found Marx’s com-
bination of dialectical materialism and economic deter-
minism irresistible, and he worked with Engels himself
during the 1880s. From 1883 to 1917 Kautsky was the edi-
tor of Die neue Zeit, the official organ of the German
Social Democratic Party and the most influential socialist
journal of the day. He edited and published the literary
remains of Marx after Engels’s death. In 1891 Kautsky
wrote the famous first, or theoretical, part of the Erfurter
Programm, the official policy statement of the German

KAUTSKY, KARL

party. This document established that the greatest social-
ist party in history should be orthodox Marxist.

Kautsky, more than any other theorist of repute,
accepted Marx’s method and conclusions as he found
them. The natural laws of economic development
resulted in certain inevitable contradictions in capitalism
that must necessarily lead to its destruction and replace-
ment by socialism. This would occur, Marx and Kautsky
held, because competition and technical improvements,
together with the availability of surplus labor, would lead
to the concentration of capital and the progressive
immiserization of the proletariat, as well as the polariza-
tion of society into a few monopolists opposed by vast
masses of starving workers. Recurrent depressions and
economic catastrophes would finally destroy capitalism.
Such crises would be caused mainly by the inability of the
workers to purchase the products of their labor. The
united proletariat, trained by its socialist leaders, would
see that only social ownership of the means of production
could end the contradiction between capitalism’s ability
to produce wealth and its inability to distribute that
wealth through private ownership. Like Marx and Engels,
Kautsky held that religion, philosophy, and ethics are
reflections of the substructure of class interest and posi-
tion and that the state is the puppet of the dominant
social class.

Kautsky, the “defender of the faith,” fought attempts
of fellow socialists to make basic alterations in their
Marxian heritage. He led the German Social Democratic
Party in its struggle against Eduard Bernstein and the
revisonists, who believed that the facts of European capi-
talism no longer supported his orthodox views and that
parliamentary action and pragmatic flexibility could
bring extensive and permanent reform. Kautsky was able
to maintain the preeminence of orthodox Marxism in
party theory, although the revisionists increasingly dom-
inated party tactics and action. In the early years of the
twentieth century, Kautsky and the orthodox centrists
had increasingly to contend with the radical left wing of
the party under Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht.
This group held strictly to Marx’s economic teachings but
rejected orthodox political tactics in favor of more imme-
diately revolutionary doctrines. They hoped for more
radical positions on questions before parliament and for
greater encouragement of spontaneous revolutionary and
general strike activity. Kautsky did not believe that the
contradictions of capitalism or the class consciousness of
the workers were advanced enough for such tactics. He
did join the Left in parliament on various crucial ques-
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tions, notably in its refusal to sanction the continuance of
World War I as a war of conquest.

During the Weimar Republic, Kautsky lost his pre-
eminent position as the reformists dominated the party
and Leninism captured the Left. He was attacked by V. L.
Lenin and Leon Trotsky for his castigation of their dicta-
torial and terroristic methods and their conquest of
Georgia, then an independent socialist-controlled state.
Forced into exile by the Nazis, Kautsky died in Amster-
dam.

See also Darwinism; Dialectical Materialism; Engels,
Friedrich; Lenin, Vladimir IIich; Marxist Philosophy;
Marx, Karl; Socialism.
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KAVELIN, KONSTANTIN
DMITRIEVICH

(1818-1885)

Konstantin Dmitrievich Kavelin, the Russian historian
and philosopher, was educated at Moscow University,
where he was later professor of history. Kavelin also
taught at St. Petersburg University and was for a time
tutor to the royal family. In addition to numerous histor-

ical works, he wrote essays in psychology, sociology, and
ethics. During the 1870s he carried on an active polemic
with Vladimir Solov’év, defending a positivist (or “semi-
positivist”) position against Solov’év’s criticisms. In poli-
tics Kavelin was a moderate liberal; in religion he
remained devoutly Russian Orthodox.

Kavelin’s main work in ethical theory, Zadachi etiki
(Tasks [or problems] of ethics), appeared in 1844. In it he
criticized the then fashionable one-sided “objectivism,”
which, he charged, blurred the distinction between inner
intention and outward behavior, leading to the conclu-
sion that intentions may be “unlawful” or volitions “crim-
inal” From the neo-Kantian viewpoint that Kavelin
adopted in this book, such a conclusion is absurd. Inten-
tions and volitions, he insisted, are to be judged only “by
their relationship to consciousness, to the understanding
and inner conviction of the person in whom they occur”
(Sobranie sochinenii [Collected works], Vol. III, col. 907).

When utilitarians equate virtue with utility and vice
with social harm they are taking an “outsider’s” view of
moral experience, the view of a spectator rather than that
of a moral agent. In fact, moral virtue may or may not be
useful; this depends on the particular social system
involved, and the latter is a nonmoral factor. Hence, social
utility cannot provide a sound criterion of morality.

It is human individuality as a unique locus of value,
Kavelin asserted, which provides such a criterion. How-
ever, this assertion raised serious problems for Kavelin’s
“scientific ethics,” since, as he admitted, concrete individ-
uality systematically eludes the abstract generalities of
science. In the end, the “scientific ethics” that Kavelin had
been laboring to construct coincided with Christian
ethics—the “last word in ethical wisdom” and “an incon-
trovertible truth of individual spiritual life” (Sobranie
sochinenii [Collected works], Vol. III, Cols. 940-941).

Kavelin’s attempt to provide a scientific foundation
for ethics, like the attempts of other nineteenth-century
thinkers, must be judged a failure. However, Kavelin elo-
quently restated ideas derived from Vissarion Belinskii,
Aleksandr Herzen, and the Russian Populists concerning
the individual person and his sense of freedom and the
role of convictions in morality. His was a genuine, if
modest, philosophical contribution.

See also Belinskii, Vissarion Grigor’evich; Ethics, History
of; Herzen, Aleksandr Ivanovich; Metaethics; Neo-Kan-
tianism; Philosophy of History; Russian Philosophy;
Solov’év (Solovyov), Vladimir Sergeevich; Utilitarian-
ism.
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KELSEN, HANS

(1881-1973)

Born in Prague on October 11, 1881, Hans Kelsen grew
up in Vienna. He studied law at the University of Vienna
and completed, in 1911, the Habilitation (major disserta-
tion required for the venia legendi or state license to hold
university lectures). After military service in World War 1,
he worked up a number of drafts of what became the
Austrian Federal Constitution of October 1920. Here
Kelsen’s most distinctive contribution was centralized
constitutional review, an entirely new institutional prac-
tice. During the 1920s, Kelsen served as professor of law
at the University of Vienna and also as Constitutional
Court judge. Ousted from the latter position in 1930 by
Austria’s right-of-center Christian-Social Party, Kelsen
took up a professorship in Cologne. Ousted from this
position in the spring of 1933, on the basis of the notori-
ous Nazi statute for the “Restoration of the Professional
Civil Service” (authorizing the dismissal of those seen as
politically unreliable and also those of Jewish ancestry),
Kelsen spent the period from 1933 to 1940 in Geneva. He
left in May 1940 for the United States, where he eventu-
ally secured a position at the University of California at
Berkeley. He died in Berkeley on April 19, 1973.

Kelsen’s juridico-philosophical work breaks down
into three phases, although there is no bright line
between the first two. Kelsen’s first phase, critical con-
structivism, runs from 1911 to approximately 1920. His
primary concern is to show that naturalism in legal sci-
ence is mistaken, and he goes on to construct the basic
concepts of the law in nonnaturalisticnon-naturalistic
terms. Kelsen’s second phase, his classical or Neoneo-
Kantian period, picks up at the end of the first phase and
runs up to 1960. It is marked by two major developments.

KELSEN, HANS

The first of these is Kelsen’s attempt to provide a founda-
tion for the concepts he constructed in the first phase. His
“purity postulate” precludes any appeal either to natural
law or moral theory on the one hand, or to empirical data
on the other. What remains? Kelsen answers with a tran-
scendental argument, proceeding in standard Neoneo-
Kantian fashion from the Faktum der Wissenschaft (here,
the fact of legal science) to the necessity of the basic norm
qua normative category. Without the normative category,
legal science would not be possible, but since legal science
is given, it must be the case that the normative category is
presupposed.

A rather different development in the early years of
the second phase is represented by Kelsen’s adoption of
the Stufenbaulehre (doctrine of hierarchical structure)
from his gifted Vienna colleague, Adolf Julius Merkl. This
doctrine calls for ever-greater concretization as the law
moves from the general norms of the constitution, at the
apex of the hierarchy, to individual legal acts of law—
implementation at its base. Accommodating norms that
represent every species of law (constitutional rule, statu-
tory provision, administrative regulation, official’s legal
act), the doctrine gives the lie to later nineteenth-century
Gesetzespositivismus (statutory positivism), which held
that the statute alone was characteristic of the modern
legal system. In a juridico-philosophical vein, the doc-
trine of hierarchical structure marks the introduction,
into Kelsen’s theory, of empowering norms, which, as he
argues at a later point, represent the most fundamental
normative modality.

In his third and last phase, beginning in 1960, Kelsen
throws overboard the Neoneo-Kantian edifice of the clas-
sical phase and defends a will theory of law—a remark-
able development in the case of a philosopher who, for
literally half a century, had criticized the will theory as
well-nigh wrong-headed. Kelsen’s skepticism in this last
phase is reflected, for example, in his rejection of any role
for logic in the law.

Kelsen’s significance stems not least of all from his
work on the philosophically difficult concept of norma-
tivity. A “strong normativity thesis,” defended as an inter-
pretation of Kelsen by Joseph Raz, speaks to the classical
question in legal philosophy, namely, whether—and, if so,
how—the obligation to obey the law is to be justified. A
“weak normativity thesis,” which reflects Kelsen’s abiding
interest in preserving the autonomy of the law and, by the
same token, the “purity” of legal science, looks to norma-
tivity in the name of noncausal change as Kelsen’s
juridico-philosophical alternative to naturalism.
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See also Constructivism and Conventionalism; Legal Pos-
itivism; Natural Law; Neo-Kantianism; Philosophy of
Law, History of.
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KEPLER, JOHANNES
(1571-1630)

Johannes Kepler, the founder of modern astronomy, was
born in Weil der Stadt, near Stuttgart. During his life he
was a student of theology, teacher of mathematics and
astronomy, assistant to Tycho Brahe, imperial mathe-
maticus to the emperors Rudolf II and Matthias, and
astrologer to the duke of Wallenstein. His principal scien-
tific discoveries were the three planetary laws named after
him, the principle of continuity in geometry, and the
Keplerian telescope. He was also responsible for decisive
advances in the theory of optics and in work that led to
the development of the infinitesimal calculus, and inci-
dentally he coined a number of terms whose paternity has
been forgotten, including satellite (for the moons of

Jupiter), dioptrics, focus (of a conic section), and camera
obscura.

SIGNIFICANCE OF KEPLER'S LAWS

Kepler’s three laws of planetary motion postulate that the
planets travel in elliptical orbits, one focus of each ellipse
being occupied by the sun; that the radius vector con-
necting sun and planet sweeps over equal areas in equal
times; and that the squares of the periods of revolution of
any two planets are in the same ratio as the cubes of their
mean distances from the sun.

The promulgation of the three laws was in several
respects a turning point in the history of thought. They
were the first “laws of nature” in the modern sense: pre-
cise, verifiable statements, expressed in mathematical
terms, about universal relations governing particular
phenomena. They put an end to the Aristotelian dogma
of uniform motion in perfect circles, which had bedeviled
cosmology for two millennia, and substituted for the
Ptolemaic universe—a fictitious clockwork of wheels
turning on wheels—a vision of material bodies not unlike
Earth freely floating in space, moved by physical forces
acting on them. Kepler’s laws severed the ties between
astronomy and theology and replaced the moving spirits
of medieval cosmology by physical causation.

What has come to be called the Copernican revolu-
tion was in fact mainly the work of Kepler and Galileo
Galilei. Kepler’s laws and Galileo’s studies on the motion
of projectiles were the basic ingredients of the Newtonian
synthesis. Nicolas Copernicus’s De Revolutionibus was
published in 1543, nearly thirty years before Kepler was
born. Its first edition of a thousand copies never sold out,
and it had altogether four reprintings in 400 years. By way
of comparison, Christopher Clavius’s textbook The Trea-
tise on the Sphere had nineteen reprintings within fifty
years; Copernicus’s book had one. This curiosity is men-
tioned because it illustrates the fact that the Copernican
theory attracted very little attention on the continent of
Europe for more than fifty years—that is, for the next two
generations. De Revolutionibus was an unreadable book
describing an unworkable system. It revived the
Pythagorean idea of a heliocentric universe, first pro-
posed by Aristarchus of Samos in the third century BCE,
but it adhered to the dogma of circular motion. As a
result, Copernicus was forced to let the planets run on no
less than forty-eight epicycles and eccentrics. He was in
fact, as Kepler remarked, “interpreting Ptolemy rather
than nature.”

Kepler was the first astronomer to raise his voice in
public in favor of the Copernican system. His Mysterium
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Cosmographicum, published in 1597, fifty-four years after
Copernicus’s death, initiated the controversy; Galileo
only entered the scene fifteen years later. At that time
Kepler—aged twenty-six—knew little of astronomy. He
had started as a theologian, but a chance opportunity
made him accept the post of teacher of mathematics and
astronomy at the provincial school of Gratz in Styria.
Three years later, however, he became assistant to Tycho
Brahe, whose observational data, of a hitherto unparal-
leled richness and precision, provided the empirical foun-
dation for Kepler’s efforts to determine the orbit of Mars.
It took Kepler eight years of nerve-racking labor to suc-
ceed. The result was his magnum opus, published in
1609, which contains the first and second laws (the third
came nine years later). It bears a provocative title:

A NEW ASTRONOMY Based on Causation
or A PHYSICS OF THE SKY
derived from Investigations of the
MOTIONS OF THE STAR MARS
Founded on Observations of
THE NOBLE TYCHO BRAHE.

The title is indeed symbolic of the work’s revolution-
ary intent and achievement. Astronomy before Kepler
had been a purely descriptive geometry of the skies,
divorced from physical reality. Since the observed
motions of the planets did not conform to the demands
of circularity and uniformity, an increasing number of
auxiliary wheels had to be added to the fictitious clock-
work to save the phenomena. These wheels were thought
to be somehow connected with the eight crystal spheres
of medieval cosmology, which were kept in motion by a
hierarchy of angels, but any pretense to regard them as a
physically workable model had to be abandoned. The sit-
uation was summed up in a famous remark by Alfonso X
of Castile, called the Wise, when he was initiated into the
Ptolemaic system: “If the Lord Almighty had consulted
me before embarking on the Creation, I should have rec-
ommended something simpler”

Copernicus upset the cosmic hierarchy by placing
the sun in its center, but his universe was still cluttered (in
John Milton’s words) “with centric and eccentric scrib-
bled o’er, Cycle and epicycle, orb in orb.” It was Kepler
who, by banishing epicycles and eccentrics “to the lum-
ber-room” (as he wrote), finally demolished the very scaf-
folding, as it were, on which the medieval universe rested
and replaced its hierarchy of spirit forces with the inter-
play of physical forces. The tortuous way in which he
achieved this may serve as a cautionary tale to scientists
and philosophers and represents a significant episode in
the history of thought.

KEPLER, JOHANNES

MYSTICISM AND EMPIRICISM

In Kepler all the contradictions of his age seem to have
become incarnate—the age of transition from the
medieval to the “new philosophy,” as the scientific revolu-
tion was called by its founders. One half of his divided
personality belonged to the past; he was a mystic, given to
theological speculation, astrology, and number lore.
However, he was also an empiricist with a scrupulous
respect for observational data, who unhesitatingly threw
out his earlier theory of planetary motions, the product
of five years of dogged labor, because certain observed
positions of Mars deviated from those that the theory
demanded by a paltry eight-minute arc. He later wrote
that Ptolemy and Copernicus had been able to shrug
away such minor blemishes in their theories because their
observations were accurate only within a margin of ten
minutes, anyway, but those who, “by divine kindness,”
were in possession of the accurate observations of Brahe
could no longer do so. “If I had believed that we could
ignore those eight minutes,” he wrote in the Astronomia
Nova (11, Ch. 19), “I would have patched up my hypothe-
sis accordingly. But since it was not permissible to ignore
them, those eight minutes point the road to a complete
reformation of astronomy.”

This newfound respect for hard, obstinate facts was
to transform what used to be called “natural philosophy”
into the “exact” (or “experimental”) sciences and to deter-
mine, to a large extent, the climate of European thought
during the next three centuries. It provided Kepler with
the necessary discipline and put a restraint on his exuber-
ant fantasy, but the primary motivation of his researches
was mysticism of a Pythagorean brand. Throughout his
life he was obsessed by certain mystic convictions, each of
which had the power of an idée fixe. The first was the
belief that the solar system was patterned on the perfect,
or “Pythagorean,” solids (Saturn’s orbit circumscribed a
cube into which was inscribed the orbit of Jupiter; into
this was inscribed the tetrahedron that circumscribed the
orbit of Mars; and so on down to the octahedron
inscribed into the orbit of Mercury). The second was the
equally Pythagorean belief that the planetary motions
were governed by musical harmonies (the book contain-
ing the third law is called Harmonice Mundi). Fortunately,
both lent themselves to mathematical juggling almost ad
lib, until they fitted the data. Far from interfering with his
reasoning powers, these irrational obsessions were har-
nessed to his rational pursuits and provided the drive for
his tireless labors. From a subjective point of view,
Kepler’s fundamental discoveries were in fact merely by-
products of his chimerical quest. Toward the end of his
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life he proudly mentioned in retrospect some of his
minor achievements, but there is no mention whatsoever
of his epoch-making first and second laws.

EMERGENCE OF THE CONCEPT OF
FORCE

The apparent paradox of a mystically inspired prejudice
acting as a spur to scientific achievement is most clearly
exemplified in the circumstances that led Kepler to intro-
duce into astronomy the concept of physical forces. As
has already been stated, he started his career as a student
of theology (at the Lutheran University of Tiibingen).
The reason the concept of a heliocentric universe
attracted the young theologian was later stated by him
repeatedly. Thus, in the “Preface to the Reader” of his
Mysterium Cosmographicum he explained that he had
often defended the opinions of Copernicus in the discus-
sions of the candidates at the seminary and had also writ-
ten “a careful disputation on the first motion which
consists in the rotation of the earth around the sun for
physical, or if you prefer, metaphysical reasons” (The last
phrase is emphasized because it is repeated verbatim in
various passages in Kepler’s works.)

He then proceeded to explain the nature of these
“metaphysical reasons.” They were originally based on a
supposed analogy between the stationary sun, the stars,
and interstellar space, on the one hand, and God the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, on the other. In his
first book the young Kepler promised the reader to pur-
sue this analogy in his future cosmographical work;
twenty-five years later, when he was over fifty, he reaf-
firmed his belief in it. “It is by no means permissible to
treat this analogy as an empty comparison; it must be
considered by its Platonic form and archetypal quality as
one of the primary causes” (Mysterium Cosmographicum,
note to 2nd ed.).

He stuck to this belief to the end of his life, as he
stuck to the Pythagorean solids and the harmony of the
spheres. But gradually his cherished analogy underwent a
significant change. The fixed stars were replaced by the
moving stars—the planets. The sun in the center of the
planets, “himself at rest and yet the source of motion,”
continued to represent God the Father, and “even as the
Father creates through the Holy Ghost” so the sun “dis-
tributes his motive force through a medium which con-
tains the moving bodies” (letter to Maestlin, March 10,
1595).

Thus, the Holy Ghost no longer merely fills the space
between the motionless sun and the fixed stars. It has
become an active agent, a vis motrix that drives the plan-

ets. Nobody before had suspected the existence of such a
force emanating from the sun. Astronomy had been con-
cerned not with the causes of the heavenly motions but
with their description. The passages just quoted are the
first intimation of the forthcoming synthesis of cosmol-
ogy and physics. Once he conceived the idea, derived
from his analogy, that the sun was the source of the power
that makes the planets go round, Kepler hit upon a ques-
tion no one else had asked before him: Why do the plan-
ets closer to the sun go round faster than those farther
away? His first answer to it, in the Mysterium Cosmo-
graphicum, was that there exists only one “moving soul”
in the center of all the orbits—that is, the sun—which
drives the planets “the more vigorously” the closer they
are, but by the time it reaches the outer planets the force
is quasi exhausted “because of the long distance and the
weakening of the force which it entails.”

Twenty-five years later, in the notes to the second
edition, he commented that if we substitute for the word
soul the word force, “then we get just the principle which
underlies my physics of the skies” He continued to
explain that he had once firmly believed the motive force
was a soul; yet as he reflected that the force diminishes in
proportion to distance, just as light diminishes in pro-
portion to distance, he came to the conclusion “that this
force must be something substantial—‘substantial’ not in
the literal sense but ... in the same manner as we say that
light is something substantial, meaning by this an unsub-
stantial entity emanating from a substantial body.”

The twenty-five years that separate these two quota-
tions mark the transition from anima motrix to vis
motrix, from a universe animated by purposeful intelli-
gences to one moved by inanimate, “blind” forces devoid
of purpose. For the rest of his life Kepler struggled with
this new concept emerging from the womb of animism
(its very name, virtus, or vis, betrays its origin) without
ever coming to terms with it. At first he was not aware of
the difficulties inherent in it. In a letter to a friend, which
he wrote when the Astronomia Nova was nearing comple-
tion, he outlined his program:

My aim is to show that the heavenly machine is
not a kind of divine, live being, but a kind of
clockwork (and he who believes that a clock has
a soul, attributes the maker’s glory to the work),
insofar as nearly all the manifold motions are
caused by a most simple, magnetic, and material
force, just as all motions of the clock are caused
by a simple weight. And I also show how these
physical causes are to be given numerical and
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geometrical expression. (Letter to Herwart, Feb-
ruary 10, 1605)

Kepler had defined the essence of the scientific revo-
lution. But it turned out to be easier to talk about a “most
simple, magnetic, material force” than to form a concrete
idea of its working. Kepler’s efforts to visualize the nature
of the “moving force” emanating from the sun are not
only of exceptional interest from the historian’s point of
view; they also illuminate the philosophical difficulties
that were inherent in the concept of “force” from its very
beginning. Since no English translation of the Astronomia
Nova was published by the time this article was written, a
few quotations may be found in order. First, Kepler com-
pared the “moving force” of the sun with the light emit-
ted by it:

Though the light of the sun cannot itself be the

moving force ... it may perhaps represent a kind

of vehicle, or tool, that the moving force uses.

But the following considerations seem to con-

tradict this. First, the light is arrested in regions

that lie in shade. If, then, the moving force were

to use light as a vehicle, darkness would bring

the planets to a standstill. ...

This kind of force, just like the kind of force that
is light, ... can be regarded not as something
that expands into the space between its source
and the movable body but as something that the
movable body receives out of the space it occu-
pies. ... It is propagated through the universe ...
but it is nowhere received except where there is a
movable body, such as a planet. The answer to
this is: although the moving force has no sub-
stance, it is aimed at substance, i.e., at the planet-
body to be moved. ...

Who, I ask, will pretend that light has substance?
Yet nevertheless it acts and is acted upon in
space, it is refracted and reflected, and it has
quality, so that it may be dense or sparse and can
be regarded as a plane where it is received by
something capable of being lit up. For, as I said
in my Optics, the same thing applies to light as to
our moving force: it has no present existence in
the space between the source and the object it
lights up, although it has passed through that
space in the past; it “is” not, it “was,” so to speak.
(Astronomia Nova, 111, Ch. 33)

Thus, Kepler’s gropings brought him closer to the
modern concept of the field than to the Newtonian con-
cept of force, and the modern scientist grappling with the
paradoxes of quantum theory will find here an echo of
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his own perplexities. This may be the reason Kepler, hav-
ing hit on the concept of universal gravity, subsequently
discarded it—as Galileo and René Descartes were to dis-
card it.

GRAVITY AND ANIMISM

The most precise pre-Newtonian formulations of gravity
are to be found in the preface to the Astronomia Nova.
Kepler started by refuting the Aristotelian doctrine
according to which all “earthy” matter is heavy because it
is its nature to strive toward the center of the world—that
is, Earth. But all “fiery” matter strives by its nature toward
the periphery of the universe and is therefore light. Kepler
explained that there is no such thing as lightness, but,
rather, the

matter that is less dense, either by nature or

through heat, is relatively lighter ... and there-

fore less attracted [to the earth] than heavier

matter. ... Supposing the earth were in the cen-

ter of the world, heavy bodies would be attracted

to it, not because it is in the center, but because

it is a material body. It follows that regardless of

where we place the earth, heavenly bodies will

always seek it. ...

Gravity is the mutual bodily tendency between
cognate [i.e., material] bodies toward unity or
contact (of which kind the magnetic force also
is), so that the earth draws a stone much more
than the stone draws the earth. ...

If the earth and the moon were not kept in their
respective orbits by a spiritual or some equiva-
lent force, the earth would ascend toward the
moon 1/54 of the distance, and the moon would
descend the remaining 53 parts of the interval,
and thus they would unite. But this calculation
presupposes that both bodies are of the same
density.

If the earth ceased to attract the waters of the
sea, the seas would rise and flow into the
moon. ...

If the attractive force of the moon reaches down
to the earth, it follows that the attractive force of
the earth, all the more, extends to the moon and
even farther. ...

If two stones were placed anywhere in space near
to each other, and outside the reach of force of a
third cognate body, then they would come
together, after the manner of magnetic bodies, at
an intermediate point, each approaching the
other in proportion to the other’s mass.
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In the same passage is to be found the first approxi-
mation to a correct theory of the tides, which Kepler
explained as “a motion of the waters toward the regions
where the moon stands in the zenith.” In a work written
at the same time—“Somnium—A Dream of the Moon”
(an early exercise in science fiction)—he furthermore
postulated that the sun’s attraction, too, influences the
tides—that is, that the gravitational force of the sun
reaches as far as Earth.

But here we are faced with another paradox. In the
preface to the Astronomia Nova, Kepler, as we have seen,
had grasped the essence of gravity and even the idea that
its force is proportionate to its mass; yet in the text of
Sommnium, and all subsequent works, he seems to have
completely forgotten it. The force that emanates from the
sun in the Keplerian universe is not a force of attraction
but a tangential force, a kind of vortex or “raging current
which tears all the planets, and perhaps all the celestial
ether, from West to East.”

To the question of what made Kepler drop gravity no
answer is found anywhere in his profuse writings. Every-
thing points to some unconscious psychological block-
age, and we may gather hints about its nature in the
writings of the other pioneers of the scientific revolution.
Kepler’s suggestion that the tides were caused by the
moon’s attraction Galileo indignantly rejected as an
“occult fancy” (Dialogue concerning the Two Chief World
Systems). Descartes was equally repelled by the idea of a
nonmechanical force acting at a distance and, like Kepler,
substituted for it vortices in the ether. As for Isaac New-
ton, his attitude is summed up in his famous third letter
to Richard Bentley, in which he said it is inconceivable
that “inanimate brute matter” should, without some
mediating material substance, act upon other bodies.

That gravity should be innate, inherent, and
essential to matter, so that one body may act
upon another, at a distance through a vacuum,
without the mediation of anything else, by and
through which their action and force may be
conveyed from one to another, is to me so great
an absurdity, that I believe no man who has in
philosophical matters a competent faculty of
thinking, can ever fall into it.

Kepler, Galileo, and Descartes did not fall into the
philosophical abyss; their thinking was much too “mod-
ern”—that is, mechanistic—for that. The notion of a
“force” that acts without an intermediary agent and pulls
at immense stellar objects with ubiquitous ghost fingers
appeared to them mystical and unscientific, a lapse into
that Aristotelian animism from which they had just bro-

ken loose. Universal gravity, gravitatio mundi, smacked of
the anima mundi of the ancients. Newton overcame the
obstacle and made the concept of gravity respectable by
invoking a ubiquitous ether, whose attributes were
equally paradoxical, and by refusing to speculate on the
manner in which gravity worked (his hypothesis non fingo
refers to this problem, and to this problem only, though it
is often quoted out of context). But above all, he provided
a precise mathematical formula for the mysterious agency
to which gravity referred. That formula Newton deduced
from the laws of Kepler, who had intuitively glimpsed
universal gravity and shied away from it. In such crooked
ways does the tree of science grow.

SYNTHESIS OF ASTRONOMY AND
PHYSICS

In the Aristotelian cosmos, physical forces operated only
among the four elements in the sublunary sphere; the
motions of the celestial bodies, made of a fifth element,
were due to spiritual agencies and governed by the
demands of geometrical perfection. Kepler and Galileo
broke down this dualism by postulating that physical
causality permeates the entire universe. Kepler’s “physics
of the sky” we know to have been all wrong. He had no
notion of inertial momentum, and he had dropped grav-
ity. In Kepler’s universe the sun exerted a tangential force
(diminishing in direct ratio with increasing distance),
which the “lazy” planets resisted, and the eccentricity of
the orbits was accounted for by magnetic forces. (Since
the planets’ magnetic poles always pointed in the same
direction, they would be drawn closer to the sun in the
aphelion and repelled in the perihelion.)

But though the model was wrong in every detail, his
basic assumption, that there were several antagonistic
forces acting on the planets, guided him in the right
direction. A single force, as previously assumed—the
Prime Mover and the allied hierarchy of angels—would
never produce elliptical orbits and periodic changes of
velocity. These could only be the result of some tug of war
going on in the sky, and this dynamic concept, supported
by a series of wild ad hoc hypotheses, led him in the end,
after countless detours, to his three laws.

Kepler’s determination of the orbit of Mars became
the unifying link between two hitherto separate universes
of discourse, celestial geometry and earthly physics. His
was the first serious attempt to explain the mechanism of
the solar system in terms of physical forces. Once the
example was set, astronomy and physics could never
again be divorced.
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See also Aristotelianism; Copernicus, Nicolas; Descartes,
René; Force; Galileo Galilei; Geometry; Laws of Nature;
Mass; Matter; Milton, John; Nature, Philosophical
Ideas of; Newton, Isaac; Philosophy of Physics;
Pythagoras and Pythagoreanism; Scientific Revolu-
tions.
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KEYNES, JOHN MAYNARD

(1883-1946)

The English economist John Maynard Keynes, the son of
a distinguished Cambridge logician and economist, was
one of the most brilliant and influential men of the twen-
tieth century. His role as the architect and chief negotia-
tor of Britain’s external economic policies in two world
wars was only one side of his public life. During his own
lifetime, his economic views, contained primarily in two
great works, A Treatise on Money (London, 1930) and The
General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money (Lon-
don, 1936), revolutionized the economic practice, and to
a lesser extent, the economic theory, of Western govern-
ments.

Keynes wrote only one philosophical work, A Treatise
on Probability (London, 1921), but it is a philosophical
classic. The following account of the book’s leading ideas
adheres to its own main divisions.

PHILOSOPHY OF PROBABILITY

Keynes’s philosophy of probability is contained chiefly in
Parts I and II. For Keynes, only a proposition can be prob-
able or improbable. A proposition has probability only in
relation to some other proposition(s) taken as premise(s).
Hence a proposition may have different probabilities on
different premises. Nevertheless, the probability that p
does have, given g (which Keynes writes as p/q, is perfectly
objective. Some probabilities are known to us indi-
rectly—for example, as a result of applying the theorems
of the probability calculus; but first, of course, some
probabilities must be known directly. Where a probability
is known to us directly, it is known to us in the way that
the validity of a syllogistic argument is known, whatever
that way is. The probability relation is not an empirical
one. If it is true that p/q > r/s, or that p/q > 1/3, or that /s
= 1/2, then it is true a priori, and not in virtue of any mat-
ter of fact. In particular, the truth of such statements is
independent of the factual truth of p, g, r, and s. Finally,
p/q = 0 if p is inconsistent with g, and p/q = 1 if g entails p.
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Keynes’s fundamental thesis, of which the above
statements are developments, is that there are inferences
in which the premises do not entail the conclusion but are
nevertheless, just by themselves, objectively more or less
good reason for believing it. This thesis seems to require
the existence of different degrees of implication. Such
degrees are Keynes’s probabilities. Thus, for Keynes the
study of probability coincides exactly with the study of
inference, demonstrative and nondemonstrative. He
developed, though somewhat obscurely, a general theory
of inference in Chapter X. However, from the axioms and
definitions from which he derived the accepted theorems
of the probability calculus, he also derived many theo-
rems of demonstrative inference, for example, “if a/h = 0
then ab/h =0

It would be hard to exaggerate the importance of
Keynes’s fundamental thesis. Classical probability theory
of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries must have
presupposed some such thesis. Recent theory on de-
grees of confirmation presupposes it. To Keynes, as to
Pierre Simon de Laplace and Rudolf Carnap, this thesis
appeared to be necessary as a means of avoiding skepti-
cism about induction. But David Hume would presum-
ably have rejected it outright, and it is by no means free
from difficulty.

There are two negative theses that distinguish
Keynes’s philosophy of probability from most earlier or
later formulations. One is that probabilities simply do not
have a numerical value, except in certain exceptional cir-
cumstances, and never in normal inductive contexts. The
other is that there are noncomparable probabilities, that
is, probabilities that are neither equal to nor greater nor
less than one another. For obvious reasons, these theses
have contributed to the neglect of Keynes by statistical
writers.

INDUCTION

In Part I1I, Keynes discussed induction. The most impor-
tant arguments of those that are rational but not conclu-
sive belong to the class of inductions whose conclusions
are universal generalizations and whose premises are
about instances of the generalization.

Keynes, like John Stuart Mill, regarded all scientific
induction as essentially eliminative induction. His
account of the circumstances in which we regard an
inductive argument as strong is, in essentials (although
not otherwise), a development in detail of Mill’s method
of agreement.

The mere number of confirmations of a hypothesis
in itself is of no evidential weight. The important thing is
the variety of the instances, in respects other than those
that constitute the instances’ confirming ones. We regard
inductions as being of greatest weight when the evidence
approaches the ideal case in which the confirming
instances are known to be not all alike in every respect.
Various ways in which our evidence can fall short of this
ideal are discussed in Chapter XIX. Keynes thought that
the extent to which the evidence, by its variety, eliminates
alternative hypotheses is the only important factor—not
only when our hypothesis is empirical, but when it is, for
instance, mathematical or metaphysical.

Keynes very clearly distinguished between the task of
analyzing those inductive arguments that we regard as
strong and the task of justifying the fact that we regard
them as strong.

The latter task, he appears to have assumed, requires
a proof of the proposition that relative to instantial evi-
dence, the probability of a universal hypothesis can
approach certainty as a limit. It will do so, he purported
to prove, if (and one must assume only if) the probability
of the instantial evidence supposing the hypothesis to be
false can be made small in comparison with the probabil-
ity of the hypothesis prior to the instantial evidence (its “a
priori” probability). To reduce the former probability is
the object of “varying the circumstances.” The required
disparity between the two probabilities will exist, Keynes
argued, if (and one must assume only if), inter alia, the
hypothesis has finite a priori probability. This requires
that it be a member of a finite disjunction of exhaustive
alternatives.

When the universal hypothesis is an empirical one,
this amounts to the assumption that there exists in nature
the materials for only a finite number of generalizations
linking empirical properties. In other words, the number
of the logically independent properties of empirical
objects, which a priori might have been constantly con-
joined, is finite. This is the famous principle of limited
independent variety (Chapter XX). Hence, the fact that
the probability of any empirical universal generalization
should approach certainty as a limit requires the assump-
tion of this principle. Or rather, Keynes thought, all that
is required for this principle is finite a priori probability,
since experience can and does noncircularly support the
principle, provided it does have this initial probability.

It does so, Keynes appears to have argued, because we
have a direct apprehension of the truth of the principle,
just as, he thought, we have an apprehension (not inde-
pendent of experience, yet not inductively inferred) of
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the truth of the statement, “Color cannot exist without
extension.”

STATISTICAL INFERENCE

The main subject of Part V is those inductive inferences
whose premises include a statement of the frequency of a
property B in an observed series of A’s, and whose con-
clusions concern B’s frequency in the population of A’s as
a whole, or in a further series of A’s, or the probability of
the next A being a B.

The theory of statistical inference had been domi-
nated by two methods of making such inferences, both
due to Laplace. One is the “rule of succession,” according
to which the probability of the next A being B is

m+1
m+n+2

if m out of m + n observed A’s have been B. The other is
the “inversion” of the great-numbers theorem of
Bernoulli. This theorem permits us—under an important
restriction—to infer what frequency of B is most proba-
ble among observed A’s, given its frequency among A’s as
a whole. Laplace purported to supply a theorem that
would guide our inferences in the reverse, inductive
direction, that is, from observed A’s to A’s as a whole.

Keynes regarded both methods as “mathematical
charlatanry” His many criticisms of them cannot be
weighed here. Apart from these criticisms, however, he
considered it absurd to imagine that we could have exact
measures of the probability of statistical conclusions. Sta-
tistical induction is subject to all the difficulties that beset
inductions with universal conclusions, and to others
beside. Moreover, the only evidence taken into account by
all methods like Laplace’s is numerical. The vital require-
ment of variety in the instances is neglected. In statistical
contexts, the variety of the positive “instances” takes the
form of the stability of the observed frequency when the
observed series is considered as divided into subseries
according to many different principles of division.

Keynes did think that, under a number of extremely
stringent conditions, an inversion of Bernoulli’s theorem
is legitimate. But even to license these inductive infer-
ences, as Keynes interpreted them, the principle of lim-
ited independent variety is required.
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KEYSERLING, HERMANN

ALEXANDER, GRAF VON
(1880-1946)

Hermann Alexander, Graf von Keyserling, a German
philosopher of life and man, was born in Kénno, Estonia.
He studied geology and other natural sciences at the uni-
versities of Dorpat, Geneva, Heidelberg, and Vienna. In
1902 Keyserling received his doctorate at Vienna, where,
under the influence of Houston Stewart Chamberlain, he
turned to philosophy. He spent the next few years in
Paris, interrupting his stay, however, by several trips to
England. In 1908, after two years in Berlin, Keyserling
returned to Estonia to take over his ancestral estate at
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Raykiill. He traveled frequently and in 1911 and 1912
took a trip around the world. The loss of his property
after the Russian Revolution led to Keyserling’s immigra-
tion to Germany. In 1920 he founded the School of Wis-
dom in Darmstadt. Further journeys to North and South
America followed. The last years of his life were spent in
the Austrian Tyrol.

Keyserling was not a systematic philosopher; instead,
he presented brilliant observations, suggestive generaliza-
tions, and in vague outline, an image of man. To measure
his work by traditional philosophy is to reject his view of
the philosophic enterprise. Keyserling wanted to replace
the traditional philosopher with the sage, to replace criti-
cal examination with immediate appreciation, and to
replace the university with his School of Wisdom. He held
that, instead of criticizing another position, one should
try to empathize with it. His own Travel Diary furnishes
an example of this approach. Keyserling reduced philoso-
phy to an exercise with the thoughts of other ages and
cultures in the hope that such play would lead the reader
to an awareness of the spirit that underlies these
thoughts. Truth, in the sense of adequacy to fact, was of
little concern to Keyserling; intuitive appreciation alone
counted. Keyserling used the word polyphonic to distin-
guish his thinking from “homophonic,” traditional phi-
losophy. Polyphonic thinking has no definite point of
view and presents no definite theses. It is essentially root-
less, an exercise with possibilities, designed to reveal a
meaning that escapes all philosophic systems.

Keyserling’s approach to philosophy bears witness to
his understanding of man. Following Arthur Schopen-
hauer, Friedrich Nietzsche, Wilhelm Dilthey, Henri Berg-
son, and Eastern thought, he asserted the rights of life in
the face of the modern overemphasis on the intellect. His
insistence on the protean nature of man anticipated the
existentialists’ claim that existence precedes essence. Key-
serling asked us to intuit, amid cultural and natural diver-
sity, the spirit that finds only inadequate expression in
each definite form. Those matters that are truly impor-
tant cannot be thought clearly but can only be intuited.
Critical philosophy was renounced; the philosopher had
become an artist. The success of Keyserling’s works, par-
ticularly of the Travel Diary, was symptomatic of the spir-
itual situation following World War 1. Keyserling lent
expression to the feeling that many of the traditional
answers had become meaningless. But instead of deplor-
ing this spiritual homelessness, Keyserling made it a nec-
essary condition of the full life: Ideally, man is a traveler.

See also Bergson, Henri; Chamberlain, Houston Stewart;
Dilthey, Wilhelm; Essence and Existence; Nietzsche,
Friedrich; Schopenhauer, Arthur.
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KHOMIAKOV, ALEKSEI

STEPANOVICH
(1804-1860)

Aleksei Stepanovich Khomiakov (1804-1860), was a
Russian philosopher, theologian, poet, and writer, a
founder of Slavophilism. Born into a wealthy Muscovite
family of landed nobility, Khomiakov was educated in
Moscow University. In his youth he took part in the
Russo-Turkish War of 1828-1829. In his mature years, he
preferred to live as a “private” gentleman in Moscow and
on the family. He traveled abroad on two occasions: in
1825-1826 to Paris to study painting, and in 1847 to Ger-
many and England. In the Russian social order he pre-
ferred the niche of an independent writer, poet, and
playwright. Before his death, he revived The Society of
the Lovers of Russian Literature (first founded at the
beginning of the nineteenth century) at Moscow Univer-
sity, and served as its head. He died when he contracted
cholera while treating peasants on his estate.
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Khomiakov was a man of encyclopedic knowledge
and diverse talents who brought his polemical style to
bear on discussion in several fields in the humanities. Per-
haps of greatest significance is his contribution to the
philosophy of history. In his Semiramida, a three-volume
work in the genre of universal history that he began writ-
ing in 1837 and continued writing to the end of his life,
Khomiakov’s goal is to explore the prehistory of nations.
His conclusion is that culture as a whole is an expression
of a higher spiritual principle—that is, religion. The vista
of universal history represents the action upon humanity
of cultural-religious archetypes, combined with ideas of
freedom and necessity. There initially existed, according
to Khomiakov, two types of nations: “conquering
nations” and “agricultural nations”:

In accordance with their original character, con-
quering nations permanently preserve the sense
of personal pride and contempt not only for
those who are conquered but also for all those
who are foreign ... When they are victorious,
they repress those they have enslaved and do not
mix with them; when they are defeated, they
stubbornly resist the influence of the victors and
preserve in their souls instincts engendered in
them by epochs of former glory ... [By contrast]
agricultural nations are closer to universally
human principles. They have not been affected
by the proud magic of victory ... Because of this
they are more receptive to all things that are for-
eign. They do not experience aristocratic con-
tempt for other nations; instead, they feel
sympathy for all that is human. (1900)

Universal history, Khomiakov believes, unfolds according
to the laws of the conflict between two opposite spiritual
principles. Khomiakov calls the “agricultural” principle
“Iranism,” and its opposite “Kushitism.” The spiritual his-
tory of humanity is viewed as the battle between Iranism
and Kushitism. Such a conception was not entirely novel:
Friedrich Schlegel had divided humanity into two
opposed races—the Cainites and the Sethites—and in
Hegel’s Philosophy of History the Iranian “principle of
light” is opposed to the Egyptian “principle of mystery.”
What was new was that Khomiakov did not base this
antinomy on the principle of “good-bad”; instead, he
viewed Iranism and Kushitism as two equally necessary
forces in history.

Further, Kushitism consists in analysis and rational-
ism, whereas Iranism tends toward a synthetic and inte-
gral reception of the world. Therefore, these two types of
national psychology are equally natural. Based on neces-
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sity, Kushitism engenders the state as a community based
on convention. All of the civilizations of Kushitism were
remarkable for being based on powerful state structures:
Egypt, Babylon, China, Southern India. In contrast,
Iranism proclaims the natural union of people and there-
fore rarely takes the form of a powerful political state.
Thus, Khomiakov affirms that the historical process tends
toward “the inevitable triumph of the Kushite principle”
and to a “gradual decline of Iranism.” “Iranism ... has
always been reestablished,” writes Khomiakov, “by the
particular efforts of great minds, whereas Kushitism has
crept into the historical process by the unceasing action
of time and of the national masses.” If it happens that in
Iranism there is an admixture of Kushitism, the latter is
inevitably victorious (we find this, for example, in the
history of ancient Greece and ancient Rome): Spiritual
freedom must be absolute, and any concession to neces-
sity leads to the death of freedom. The appearance of
Christianity was the critical point of history: Christ rep-
resented a heroic effort to oppose the Kushitism of the
world. But Christ’s victory did not signify the victory of
Iranism: Kushitism “closed itself up into the logic of the
philosophical schools” (1900). And Hegelianism, which
Khomiakov rejected, became the triumph of Kushitism in
the nineteenth century. The Slavs belong to the Iranian
type; that is what defines their place in history.

In Khomiakov’s opinion, humans possesses the abil-
ity to strive toward being, toward God; but to preserve
this striving, a special state is necessary: “true faith,”
where the diversity of a person’s spiritual powers are
gathered into a living, ordered wholeness. From this point
of view, faith—which is simultaneously knowledge and
life (“life-knowledge”)—plays a special role in one’s life.

Khomiakov’s central conception 1is sobornost’
(“catholicity,” integrity, inner fullness), which character-
izes not only the Christian church but also the nature of
humans, society, and the processes of cognition and cre-
ativity. Sobornost is the organizing metaphysical principle
of all being; by the power of love it gathers diversity into
a “free organic unity” (in this it is distinct from “collectiv-
ity”). It was Khomiakov who introduced the principle of
sobornost into the Russian thought of the nineteenth cen-
tury. He defines sobornost as “a free and organic unity,
whose vital principle is the Divine grace of mutual love.”
(1900) The foundation of sobornost is grace, a notion
Khomiakov derives from Metropolita Ilarion’s eleventh-
century “Sermon on Law and Grace.” Khomiakov also
insists that divine grace is likewise the foundation of the
real church, which can only be known from within,
through one’s lived experience.
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Khomiakov based his theological conception on per-
sonal experience; and therefore affiliation with the church
essentially became a prerequisite for knowing reality in
general. Thus, Khomiakov extends the doctrine of sobor-
nost beyond theology to the entire domain of Russian cul-
ture. Khomiakov wrote that “Christianity—even with all
its purity, with all its elevatedness over all human indi-
viduals—takes different forms for the Slav, for the
Roman, and for the German” (1900). It often happens
that the aggregate of national beliefs and convictions is
reflected neither in “verbal monuments” nor in “monu-
ments of stone,” and can be understood “only by looking
at the entire life of a people, at its total historical develop-
ment.” Khomiakov elaborated this broad conception in
his theological works, which, for reasons of censorship, in
his lifetime could only be published abroad.

Despite their apparently paradoxical nature, Khomi-
akov’s theological ideas were expressed at times with
astonishing simplicity: “The Church is one, for two
Churches do not exist”; “For there is one God and one
Church, and there is no conflict or disharmony in her”;
“The Church is not an institution”; “To assert that the
Church is an authority is blasphemy” One does not
“belong” to the church the way one belongs to an organ-
ization. In the church, people live the way they live at
home, in the bosom of their family, “humbly conscious of
their weakness and subordinating the latter to the unani-
mous decision of the conscience of all in sobornost”
(1900). And only this life in the church gives people free-
dom, which is the greatest good. In his letter “To the Ser-
bians” (written just before his death), Khomiakov
expressed his view on “the meaning and virtue of faith” as
follows:

They are in great error, those who think that it
[faith] is limited to the mere fulfillment of ritu-
als or even to the relations of man to God. No:
faith permeates the entire being of a man and all
of his relations to his neighbor. As if with invis-
ible threads and roots, faith grasps and is inter-
twined into all of a man’s feelings, convictions,
and aspirations. Faith is like a better air, trans-
forming the earthly principle in a man; or it is
like a most perfect light, illuminating all the
moral notions of a man and all of his opinions
of other people and of the inner laws connecting
him with them. Thus, faith is also a supreme
social principle ... (1900)

Taking as his point of departure artistic intuition and
“life-knowledge,” which he strove to reconcile with scien-
tific knowledge, Khomiakov attempted to unite two

apparently incompatible sources: early patristics and
ideas of Western romanticism and Western nature-
philosophy. The organic principle of the interpretation of
spiritual phenomena is evident not only in his ecclesiol-
ogy, but also in his secular philosophy, as well as in his
political and economic essays. The organic principle
served as the foundation of his preference for gradual
social development and conservatism. With the help of
this principle Khomiakov sought to harmonize the
Slavophile worldview with philosophical romanticism,
bringing together such distinct categories as “the integrity
of spirit,” “the fullness of perception,” and “the “organic
character of social development” (1900). This principle
was also the source of his doctrine of sobornost and of the
view of the church as the regulator of the entire life of the
Orthodox Christian.

In Khomiakov’s social philosophy the opposition
between sobornost and collectivity appears as the antithe-
sis between obshchina (organic peasant community) and
druzhina (organized “commune”), between “true broth-
erhood” and “conventional agreement.” In Khomiakov’s
opinion, Russian history and Orthodox spirituality have
manifested instances of true brotherhood, exhibited in
the Russian peasant obshchina, which Khomiakov clearly
idealizes, seeing in it the closest approximation to the
social ideal. Petrine reforms, Khomiakov believes, led to
the assimilation of “alien” principles by the Russian nobil-
ity and this, in turn, resulted in a split between the edu-
cated society and common people. Thus, in Khomiakov’s
opinion, genuine folk culture in Russia could be created
only by returning to original folk principles. Khomiakov
devoted to this subject numerous articles that provoked a
polemic both in Russia and in Europe in the 1840s. Russ-
ian thought began to assimilate Khomiakov’s heritage
only many years after his death; his true stature became
clear only at the end of the nineteenth century, when his
major works were published (although not fully), and a
Russian religious philosophy began to take shape.

See also Philosophy of History.
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KIERKEGAARD, SOREN
AABYE

(1813-1855)

Seren Aabye Kierkegaard, the Danish philosopher and
religious thinker, frequently considered the first impor-
tant existentialist, was the youngest son of Mikaél Peder-
son Kierkegaard and Anne Serensdatter Lund, born when
his father was fifty-six years old and his mother was forty-
four. His early childhood was spent in the close company
of his father, who insisted on high standards of perform-
ance in Latin and Greek, inculcated an anxiety-ridden
pietist devotion of a deeply emotional kind, and awak-
ened his son’s imagination by continually acting out sto-
ries and scenes. Kierkegaard thus felt early the demand
that life should be at once intellectually satisfying, dra-
matic, and an arena for devotion. Confronted with the
Hegelian system at the University of Copenhagen, he
reacted strongly against it. It could not supply what he
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needed—*“a truth which is true for me, to find the idea for
which I can live and die” (Journal, August 1, 1835). Nor
could contemporary Danish Lutheranism provide this.
He ceased to practice his religion and embarked on a life
of pleasure, spending heavily on food, drink, and clothes.

The melancholy that originated in his childhood
continued to haunt him, however, and was increased by
his father’s confiding in him his own sense of guilt for
having somehow sinned deeply against God. For
Kierkegaard, the question of how a man can be rescued
from despair was consequently intensified. He resolved to
return to his studies and become a pastor. He finished his
thesis On the Concept of Irony (1841) and preached his
first sermon. He became engaged to the seventeen-year-
old Regine Olsen. But as he became aware of the unique-
ness of the vocation that he felt within himself, he found
himself unable either to share his life with anyone else or
to live out the conventional role of a Lutheran pastor. For
him, breaking off his engagement was a decisive step in
implementing his vocation. (This cosmic view of the
breach does not appear to have been shared by his young
fiancée, whose natural hurt pride and rejected affection
led to her marriage to Fritz Schlegel, afterward governor
of the Danish West Indies.) From then on Kierkegaard
lived a withdrawn life as an author, although he did
involve himself in two major public controversies. The
first followed his denunciation of the low standards of the
popular Copenhagen satirical paper The Corsair. The Cor-
sair in turn caricatured Kierkegaard unmercifully. The
second sprang from his contempt for the established
Danish Lutheran Church, and especially for its primate,
Bishop Mynster, who died in early 1854. When Mynster’s
about-to-be-appointed Professor Hans
Martensen, declared that Mynster had been “a witness to
the truth,” Kierkegaard delivered a series of bitter attacks
on the church in the name of the incompatibility he saw
between established ecclesiastical conformism and the
inward and personal character of Christian faith. He died
shortly after refusing to receive the sacrament from a pas-
tor. “Pastors are royal officials; royal officials have nothing
to do with Christianity.”

Successor,

Kierkegaard’s biography is necessarily more relevant
to his thought than is the case with most philosophers,
for he himself saw philosophical inquiry neither as the
construction of systems nor as the analysis of concepts,
but as the expression of an individual existence. The epi-
taph that he composed for himself was simply, “That
individual.” From his own point of view, any verdict on
his thought can only be the expression of the critic’s own
existence, not a critical assessment which could stand or
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fall according to some objective, impersonal standard.
Hence all attempts at an objective evaluation of his
thought were condemned by him in advance. He pre-
dicted and feared that he would fall into the hands of the
professors. Moreover, the initial difficulty created by
Kierkegaard’s subjectivism is compounded by his style
and manner of composition. Although he attacked G. W.
F. Hegel, he inherited a large part of Hegel’s vocabulary.
Passages of great and glittering brilliance tend to alternate
with paragraphs of turgid jargon. Both types of writing
often prove inimical to clarity of expression. A great many
of his books were written for highly specific purposes,
and there is no clear thread of development in them. One
device of Kierkegaard’s must be given special mention:
He issued several of his books under pseudonyms and
used different pseudonyms so that he could, under one
name, ostensibly attack his own work already published
under some other name. His reason for doing this was
precisely to avoid giving the appearance of attempting to
construct a single, consistent, systematic edifice of
thought. Systematic thought, especially the Hegelian sys-
tem, was one of his principal targets.

THE SYSTEM, THE INDIVIDUAL, AND
CHOICE

In Hegel’s philosophical system, or rather in his succes-
sive construction of systems, the linked development of
freedom and of reason is a logical one. Out of the most
basic and abstract of concepts, Being and Nothing, there
is developed first the concept of Becoming and the vari-
ous phases of Becoming in which the Absolute Idea real-
izes itself during the course of human history. Each phase
of history is the expression of a conceptual scheme, in
which the gradual articulation of the concepts leads to a
realization of their inadequacies and contradictions, so
that the scheme is replaced by another higher and more
adequate one, until finally Absolute Knowledge emerges
and the whole historical process is comprehended as a
single logical unfolding. It is this comprehension itself
that is the culmination of the process, and this point was
effectively reached for Hegel in his own philosophy. Thus,
in The Science of Logic he was able to write that he was set-
ting out not merely his own thoughts, but the thoughts of
God—the idea of God being simply an anticipation of
the Hegelian conception of the Absolute.

In the Hegelian view, both moral and religious devel-
opment are simply phases in this total process. In The
Phenomenology of Mind, Hegel described the moral indi-
vidualism of the eighteenth century, for example, in
terms of a logical progress from the hedonistic project of

a universal pursuit of private pleasure, through the
romantic idealization of “the noble soul,” to the Kantian
scheme of duty and the categorical imperative, trying to
show how each was brought into being by the contradic-
tion developed by its predecessor. In terms of the
Hegelian view, an individual is essentially a representative
of his age. His personal and religious views must give
expression to his role in the total moral and religious
development of humankind—a role that is imposed
upon him by his place in the historical scheme. He can at
best express, but not transcend, his age.

For Kierkegaard, Hegel dissolved the concreteness of
individual existence into abstractions characteristic of the
realm of concepts. Any particular conceptual scheme rep-
resents not an actuality but a possibility. Whether a given
individual realizes this possibility, and so endows it with
existence, depends upon the individual and not upon the
concepts. What the individual does depends not upon
what he understands, but upon what he wills.
Kierkegaard invokes both Aristotle and Immanuel Kant
in support of his contention that Hegel illegitimately
assimilated concepts to individual existence; he praises in
particular the manner of Kant’s refutation of the Onto-
logical Argument. But Kierkegaard, in his doctrine of the
primacy of the will, is, in fact, more reminiscent of Quin-
tus Septimius Florens Tertullian or Blaise Pascal.

Kierkegaard buttressed his doctrine of the will with
his view of the ultimacy of undetermined choice. He
maintained that the individual constitutes himself as the
individual he is through his choice of one mode of exis-
tence rather than another. Christianity is not a phase in
the total development of man’s religious and moral ideas;
it is a matter of choosing to accept or to reject God’s
Word. But choice is not restricted to this supreme deci-
sion; it is the core of all human existence. The Hegelian
view that human existence develops logically within and
through conceptual schemes is not merely an intellectual
error. It is an attempt to disguise the true facts, to cast off
the responsibility for choice, and to find an alibi for one’s
choices. Moreover, speculative system building falsifies
human existence in another way, for it suggests that
although those who lived prior to the construction of the
system may have had to make do with a partial and inad-
equate view of reality, the arrival of the final system pro-
vides an absolute viewpoint. But according to
Kierkegaard, such a viewpoint must be an illusion.
Human existence is irremediably finite; its standpoint is
incorrigibly partial and limited. To suppose otherwise is
to yield to a temptation to pride; it is to attempt to put
oneself in the place of God.

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

62 2nd edition



This conclusion is only a special case of Kierkegaard’s
general doctrine that his intellectual opponents are guilty
fundamentally not of fallacies and mistakes, but of moral
inadequacy. That Kierkegaard should have thought this
not only reflects his unfortunate personality; it was a nec-
essary consequence of his doctrine of choice. Another
necessary consequence was his mode of authorship. On
his own grounds, he cannot hope to produce pure intel-
lectual conviction in his readers; all that he can do is to
confront them with choices. Hence he should not try to
present a single position. This explains Kierkegaard’s
method of expounding incompatible points of view in
different books and using different pseudonyms for
works with different standpoints. The author must con-
ceal himself; his approach must be indirect. As an indi-
vidual, he must testify to his chosen truth. Yet, as an
author he cannot conceal the act of choice. From these
views, it is apparent that Kierkegaard used a special con-
cept of choice.

The essence of the Kierkegaardian concept of choice
is that it is criterionless. On Kierkegaard’s view, if criteria
determine what I choose, it is not I who make the choice;
hence the choice must be undetermined. Suppose, how-
ever, that I do invoke criteria in order to make my choice.
Then all that has happened is that I have chosen the cri-
teria. And if in turn I try to justify my selection of criteria
by an appeal to logically cogent considerations, then I
have in turn chosen the criteria in the light of which these
considerations appear logically cogent. First principles at
least must be chosen without the aid of criteria, simply in
virtue of the fact that they are first. Thus, logical princi-
ples, or relationships between concepts, can in no sense
determine a person’s intellectual positions; for it is his
choices that determine the authority such principles have
for him. Is man then not even limited by such principles
as those that enjoin consistency and prohibit contradic-
tion? Apparently not. For even paradox challenges the
intellect in such a way as to be a possible object of choice.
The paradoxes that Kierkegaard has in mind at this point
in his argument are those posed by the demands of ethics
and religion. He is prepared to concede that in fields such
as mathematics the ordinary procedures of reason are
legitimate. But there are no objective standards where
human existence is involved.

THE AESTHETIC AND THE ETHICAL

In Either/Or: A Fragment of Life (1843), the doctrine of
choice is put to work in relation to a distinction between
two ways of life, the ethical and the aesthetic. The aes-
thetic point of view is that of a sophisticated and roman-
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tic hedonism. The enemies of the aesthetic standpoint are
not only pain but also, and above all, boredom. As
Kierkegaard wrote of the protagonist of aestheticism in
Purify Your Hearts!, “See him in his season of pleasure: did
he not crave for one pleasure after another, variety his
watchword?” The protagonist tried to realize every possi-
bility, and no possibility furnishes him with more than a
momentary actuality. “Every mood, every thought, good
or bad, cheerful or sad, you pursue to its utmost limit, yet
in such a way that this comes to pass in abstracto rather
than in concreto; in such a way that the pursuit itself is lit-
tle more than a mood....” But just because boredom is
always to be guarded against, so its threat is perpetual. In
the end, the search for novelty leads to the threshold of
despair.

By contrast, the ethical constitutes the sphere of duty,
of universal rules, of unconditional demands and tasks.
For the man in the ethical stage “the chief thing is, not
whether one can count on one’s fingers how many duties
one has, but that a man has once felt the intensity of duty
in such a way that the consciousness of it is for him the
assurance of the eternal validity of his being” (Either/Or,
II, p. 223). It is important to note how intensity of feeling
enters into Kierkegaard’s definition of the ethical stage.
He thought that what his own age most notably lacked
was passion; hence one must not be deceived by the Kant-
ian overtones of his discussions of duty. Kierkegaard’s
categorical imperative is felt rather than reasoned. He is
an heir of such romantics as the Schlegel brothers in his
attitude toward feeling, just as he is the heir of Hegel in
his mode of argument. Kierkegaard is a constant
reminder of the fact that those who most loudly proclaim
their own uniqueness are most likely to have derived their
ideas from authors whom they consciously reject.

In Either/Or the argument between the ethical and
the aesthetic is presented by two rival characters: an older
man puts the case for the ethical, a younger for the aes-
thetic. The reader, as we should expect, is allegedly left to
make his own choice. But is he? The description of the
two alternatives seems heavily weighted in favor of the
ethical. The difficulty is that Kierkegaard wished both to
maintain that there could be no objective criterion for the
decision between the two alternatives, and to show that
the ethical was superior to the aesthetic. Indeed, one dif-
ference between the ethical and the aesthetic is that in the
ethical stage the role of choice is acknowledged.
Kierkegaard frames this criticism of the man who adheres
to the aesthetic: “He has not chosen himself; like Narcis-
sus he has fallen in love with himself. Such a situation has
certainly ended not infrequently in suicide.” Remarks like
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this suggest that in fact Kierkegaard thinks that the aes-
thetic fails on its own terms; but if he were to admit this,
his concept of interested choice would no longer apply at
this critical point. In one passage Kierkegaard asserts that
if one chooses with sufficient passion, the passion will
correct whatever was wrong with the choice. Here his
inconsistency is explicit. According to his doctrine of
choice, there can be no criterion of “correct” or “incor-
rect,” but according to the values of his submerged
romanticism, the criterion of both choice and truth is
intensity of feeling.

This inconsistency is not resolved; rather it is canon-
ized in the thesis that truth is subjectivity. On the one
hand Kierkegaard wants to define truth in terms of the
way in which it is apprehended; on the other he wants to
define it in terms of what it is that is apprehended. When
inconsistency results, he is all too apt to christen this
inconsistency “paradox” and treat its appearance as the
crowning glory of his argument.

Kierkegaard is not consistent, however, even in his
treatment of inconsistency. For he sometimes seems to
imply that if the ethical is forced to its limits, contradic-
tion results, and one is therefore forced to pass from the
ethical to the religious. “As soon as sin enters the discus-
sion, ethics fails ... for repentance is the supreme expres-
sion of ethics, but as such contains the most profound
ethical contradiction” (Fear and Trembling, p. 147, foot-
note). What is this but Hegelianism of the purest kind?

Kierkegaard describes the transition from the ethical
to the religious differently at different periods. In
Either/Or the ethical sometimes seems to include the reli-
gious. By the time the Concluding Unscientific Postscript
(1846) was written, the religious seems to have absorbed
the ethical. In Fear and Trembling (1843), the passage
from the ethical to the religious is even more striking
than that from the aesthetic to the ethical. One of the
heroes of this transition is Abraham. In demanding from
Abraham the sacrifice of Isaac, God demands something
that, from the standpoint of the ethical, is absolutely for-
bidden, a transgression of duty. Abraham must make the
leap to faith, accept the absurd. He must concur in a “sus-
pension of the ethical.” At such a point the individual has
to make a criterionless choice. General and universal rules
cannot aid him here; it is as an individual that he has to
choose. According to Kierkegaard, however, there are cer-
tain key experiences on the margins of the ethical and the
religious through which one may come to censure oneself
as an individual. One such experience is the despair that
Kierkegaard describes in The Sickness unto Death; another
is the generalized fear and anxiety that is characterized in

The Concept of Dread (1844). Despair and dread point in
the same direction. The experience of each forces the
individual to realize that he confronts a void and that he
is, in fact, responsible for his own sick and sinful condi-
tion. In the state of despair he is brought to recognize that
what he despairs of are not the contingent facts (such as
the loss of a loved one) that he claims to be the objects of
his despair; the individual despairs of himself, and to
despair of oneself is to see oneself confronting an empti-
ness that cannot be filled by aesthetic pleasure or ethical
rule-following. Moreover, it is in order to become con-
scious that one has brought oneself to this point. In ana-
lyzing despair, we recognize guilt; so too with dread.
Kierkegaard contrasts the fear that has a specific and
identifiable object with the dread that is objectless; or
rather he identifies the fear that is a fear of nothing in
particular as a fear of Nothing. (The reification of nega-
tives into noun phrases is typically Hegelian.) In the
experience of dread I become conscious of my bad will as
something for which I am responsible, and yet which I
did not originate. Original sin is seen as a doctrine
deduced from the analysis of experience.

In these works of Kierkegaard it is plain that the exis-
tentialist philosophy of choice is in some danger of being
submerged in the romantic philosophy of feeling. But the
testimony of feeling serves as a propaedeutic to the
encounter with Christianity.

CHRISTIANITY

Kierkegaard regarded his own central task as the explana-
tion of what is involved in being a Christian. Apart from
Christianity, the only religions he discusses are those of
the Greeks and the Jews, and those only as a foil to Chris-
tianity. At first sight, Kierkegaard’s doctrines of choice
and of truth stand in an uneasy relationship to his alle-
giance to Christianity. For surely Christianity has always
claimed to be objectively true, independently of anyone’s
subjective commitment, and Kierkegaard recognized this.
“Not only does it [Christian revelation] express some-
thing which man has not given to himself, but something
which would never have entered any man’s mind even as
a wisp or an idea, or under any other name one likes to
give to it” (Journal, 1839).

If what we believe depends on the believer’s own ulti-
mate choice of rational criteria, then surely all beliefs have
an equal moment, or rather equal lack of moment, for
claiming objective truth. Kierkegaard, however, tried to
evade this conclusion and continued to argue both that
ultimate choice is criterionless and that one choice can be
more correct than another.
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Unfortunately, Kierkegaard never considered the
issues raised by religions other than Christianity; for it
would clarify our view of his position considerably if we
could know what he would have said about an account of
Islam or Buddhism that was logically parallel to his
account of Christianity, in that it made their claims rest
on a doctrine of ultimate choice. But the choices that
Kierkegaard discusses are always those that might arise
for an educated Dane of the nineteenth century. The foil
to Christianity is not another religion, but secular philos-
ophy.

This particular contrast is most fully elucidated in
the Philosophical Fragments (1844), in which Kierkegaard
begins from the paradox posed by Socrates in Plato’s
Meno. How can one come to know anything? For either
one already knows what one is to come to know, or one
does not. But in the former case, since one already knows,
one cannot come to know; and in the latter case, how can
one possibly recognize what one discovers as being the
object of one’s quest for knowledge? Plato’s answer to this
paradox is that in coming to know, we do not discover
truths of which we had hitherto been totally ignorant, but
truths of which we were once aware (when the soul pre-
existed the body), but which we had forgotten. These
truths lie dormant within us, and to teach is to elicit such
truths. So Socrates makes the slave boy in the Meno aware
that he knows geometrical truths which he did not know
that he knew.

Suppose, however, Kierkegaard asks, that the truth is
not within us already. It will then be the case that we are
strangers to the truth, to whom the truth must be
brought from outside. It will follow that the moment at
which we learn the truth and the teacher from whom we
learn the truth will not stand in a merely accidental rela-
tionship to us. On the Socratic view, one may learn geom-
etry from this teacher or that, but the question of the
truth of a geometric theorem is independent of the ques-
tion from whom we learned it. Not so, on Kierkegaard’s
view. There are two possible conceptions of the truth that
we must choose between, and the Socratic view repre-
sents only one alternative. It is important to note that in
the Philosophical Fragments (1844) Kierkegaard does not
say, as he says elsewhere, that one view of the truth is
appropriate in matters of geometrical truth, but another
is appropriate in matters concerning moral and religious
truth. He speaks of two alternative views of the truth,
which apparently cover every kind of subject matter,
although for the rest of the book he discusses only reli-
gion.
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Following Kierkegaard’s preferred view of the truth,
if the truth is not within us, it must be brought to us by a
teacher. The teacher must transform us from beings who
do not know the truth to beings who are acquainted with
it. It is impossible to conceive any greater transformation,
and only God could bring it about. But how could God
become the teacher of man? If He appeared as He is, the
effect on man would be to overawe him so that he could
not possibly learn what God has to teach. (Kierkegaard
cites the story of the prince in the fairy tale who could not
appear to the swine girl as a prince because she would not
have come to love him for himself.) Thus, Kierkegaard
argues that if God is to be the teacher of man, He must
appear in the form of a man, and more specifically, in the
form of a servant. From the standpoint of human reason,
the idea that God should come as a teacher in human
form is an impossible paradox that reason cannot hope to
comprehend within its own categories. But according to
Kierkegaard, it is in encountering this paradox that rea-
son becomes aware of the objective character of what it
encounters.

To be a Christian is thus to subordinate one’s reason
to the authority of a revelation that is given in paradoxi-
cal form. The Christian lives before God by faith alone.
His awareness of God is always an awareness of his own
infinite distance from God. Christianity initially mani-
fests itself in outward forms, and Kierkegaard reproaches
Martin Luther for having tried to reduce Christianity to a
pure inwardness—a project that has ended in its oppo-
site, the replacement of inwardness by an ecclesiastical
worldliness. Nonetheless, an inward suffering before God
is the heart of Christianity.

As previously mentioned, Kierkegaard saw his own
age as lacking in passion. The Greeks and the medieval
monastics had true passion. The modern age lacks it, and
because of this, it lacks a capacity for paradox, which is
the passion of thought.

CRITICISMS OF KIERKEGAARD

Kierkegaard used Friedrich Trendelenburg’s exposition of
Aristotle’s logic to criticize Hegel. But he never took the
question of the nature of contradiction seriously, and
hence he never explained the difference, if any, between
paradox (in his sense of the word) and mere inconsis-
tency. But without such a clarification, the notion is
fatally unclear. The lack of clarity is increased by
Kierkegaard’s failure at times to distinguish between phi-
losophy, as such, and Hegelianism. Kierkegaard some-
times seems to have thought that any philosophy that
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claims objectivity must consist solely of tautologies
(Papirer 111, B, 177).

His doctrine of choice raises at least two fundamen-
tal questions: Are there criterionless choices? And is it by
such choices that we either can or do arrive at our crite-
ria of true belief? Actual cases of criterionless choice usu-
ally seem in some way to be special cases. Either they are
trivial, random selections (as of a ticket in a lottery) or
they arise from conflicts of duties in which each alterna-
tive seems equally weighted. But none of these are choices
of criteria. Such choices arise precisely at the point at
which we are not presented with objective criteria. How
do we arrive at such criteria? They appear to be internally
connected with the subject matter of the relevant beliefs
and judgment. Therefore we cannot choose our ultimate
criteria in mathematics or physics. But what about morals
and religion? Can one choose to consider the gratuitous
infliction of pain a morally neutral activity? We are
strongly inclined to say that an affirmative answer would
indicate that the word morally had not been understood.
But what is certain is that Kierkegaard’s fundamental
positions must remain doubtful until some series of
questions such as this has been systematically considered.
Kierkegaard himself never tried to ask them.

See also Absolute, The; Aristotle; Being; Existentialism;
Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich; Hegelianism; Kant,
Immanuel; Luther, Martin; Ontological Argument for
the Existence of God; Pascal, Blaise; Schlegel, Friedrich
von; Tertullian, Quintus Septimius Florens.

Bibliography
WORKS BY KIERKEGAARD

Texts

Papirer, 20 vols. Edited by P. A. Heiberg, V. Kuhr, and E.
Torsting. Copenhagen: Gyldendal, 1909-1948.

Samlede Vaerker, 2nd ed., 14 vols. Edited by A. B. Drachmann,
J. L. Heiberg, and H. O. Lange. Copenhagen, 1920-1931.

Texts in English Translation

The following listing is in order of original date of publication.

Either/Or, 2 vols. Vol. 1, translated by D. F. Swenson and L. M.
Swenson. Princeton, NJ, 1941. Vol. II, translated by W.
Lowrie. Princeton, NJ, 1944.

Fear and Trembling. Translated by R. Payne. London: Oxford
University Press, 1939. Also translated by W. Lowrie.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1941.

Repetition: An Essay in Experimental Psychology. Translated by
W. Lowrie. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1941.

Philosophical Fragments: Or, A Fragment of Philosophy.
Translated by D. E. Swenson. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1936.

The Concept of Dread. Translated by W. Lowrie. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1944.

Stages on Life’s Way. Translated by W. Lowrie. Princeton, NJ,
1940.

Concluding Unscientific Postscript. Translated by D. E. Swenson
and W. Lowrie. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1941.

The Sickness unto Death. Translated by W. Lowrie. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1941.

The Point of View. Translated by W. Lowrie. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1941.

Training in Christianity. Translated by W. Lowrie. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1944.

Purify Your Hearts! Translated by A. S. Aldworth and W. S.
Fine. London: C. W. Daniel, 1937.

For Self-Examination. Translated by W. Lowrie. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1941.

The Present Age. Translated by A. Dru and W. Lowrie. London:
Oxford University Press, 1940.

Christian Discourses. Translated by W. Lowrie. London: Oxford
University Press, 1939.

Works of Love. Translated by D. E. Swenson. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1946.

The Attack upon “Christendom.” Translated by W. Lowrie.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1944.

The Journals of Seren Kierkegaard: A Selection. Edited and
translated by A. Dru. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1938.

WORKS ON KIERKEGAARD

Anthologies, Biography, and Critical Studies

Bretall, R. A Kierkegaard Anthology. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1946.

Geismar, E. O. Lectures on the Religious Thought of Seren
Kierkegaard. Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1937.

Hohlenberg, J. E. Soren Kierkegaard. London, 1954.

Jolivet, R. Introduction to Kierkegaard. London, 1950.

Lowrie, W. Kierkegaard. New York: Oxford University Press,
1938.

Lowrie, W. A Short Life of Kierkegaard. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1942.

Swenson, D. F. Something about Kierkegaard. Minneapolis:
Augsburg, 1941.

Wahl, J. Etudes Kierkegaardiennes. Paris, 1938.

Additional Background

Barrett, W. Irrational Man. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1958.

Blackham, H. J. Six Existentialist Thinkers. New York, 1952.

Collins, J. The Existentialists: A Critical Study. Chicago:
Regnery, 1952.

Grene, M. Introduction to Existentialism. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1959.

Shestov, L. Athénes et Jérusalem. Paris: J. Vrin, 1938.

Alasdair MaclIntyre (1967)

KIERKEGAARD, SOUREN
AABYE [ADDENDUM]

Seren Aabye Kierkegaard has been the subject of sharply
rising scholarly interest since the mid-twentieth century.
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In addition to several important works devoted to reex-
amining Kierkegaard’s relation to G. W. E Hegel, and
numerous specialized treatments of key themes and
problems in the authorship, newer studies have explored
the significance of Kierkegaard’s thought from literary,
political, and historical viewpoints.

Niels Thulstrup (1967) traces the development of
Kierkegaard’s critical engagement with Hegel from 1835
to the conclusion of the pseudonymous authorship in
1846. Thulstrup carefully delineates the main sources of
Kierkegaard’s knowledge of Hegelian philosophy. This is
an invaluable service, considering that much of what
Kierkegaard knew about the German philosopher was
actually gleaned from secondary sources. Of special inter-
est are the Danish Hegelians, Johan Ludvig Heiberg and
Hans Lassen Martensen, and the anti-Hegelians, Frederik
Christian Sibbern and Poul Martin Mgller. Thulstrup
also examines the influence of important German writers
such as Johann Erdmann, Johann Gottlieb Fichte,
Friedrich von Schelling, Adolf Trendelenburg, Marhei-
necke, and Werder. The notable tendency in this work to
read Hegel through a Kierkegaardian lens leads the
author to conclude that the two “have nothing in com-
mon as thinkers.” This conclusion, however, has been
challenged by other commentators who claim to find
deeper parallels in their thought.

Several such parallels are noted by Mark C. Taylor
(1980). Taylor points out, for instance, that both thinkers
see the spiritlessness of modernity as the chief obstacle to
selthood and that both attempt to recover spirit through
a process of “aesthetic education.” For Hegel, however,
spiritlessness represents a form of self-alienation that can
be overcome only by a reconciliation of self and other, a
mediation of the individual’s personal and social life;
while for Kierkegaard, the threat to spirit lies in the mod-
ern tendency to objectify and systematize, to dissolve the
distinction between the individual and “the crowd.” Tay-
lor argues that Kierkegaard’s exclusive emphasis on the
individual is ultimately self-negating, since the self is
never merely the self but bears a necessary and internal
relation to the other. Hegel’s relational conception of self-
hood is thus shown to be more adequate and more com-
prehensive than Kierkegaard’s, which “necessarily passes
over into its opposite—Hegelian spirit” (p. 272). There
remains a genuine question, however, about whether
Kierkegaard’s critique of “the crowd” precludes the possi-
bility of a genuine human community in which individ-
ual responsibility is preserved.

Stephen N. Dunning (1985) goes even further than
Taylor, suggesting that a relational conception of selfhood
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is implicit in the dialectical structure of Kierkegaard’s
writings. Dunning argues that the solitude of the self is
“always a moment in a development that embraces inter-
personal relations that can be contradictory (the aesthetic
stage), reciprocal (the ethical stage), or paradoxically both
incommunicable and reciprocal (the religious stage)”
(pp. 248-49). According to this reading the Postscript
describes a religious dialectic that culminates in a para-
doxical unity of the self as both “other to itself (in sin)
and restored to itself by God” (p. 249), and at the same
time related to the entire community of Christians by a
deep bond of sympathy. In this way, the theory of stages
confirms the Hegelian insight that the solitary self is
incomprehensible apart from the relational structures
that give it meaning. It has been noted, however, that the
formal similarities between Kierkegaardian and Hegelian
dialectic may mask important conceptual differences
noted by Thulstrup and Taylor.

Three studies of Kierkegaard’s moral and religious
philosophy deserve special mention. The first is Gregor
Malantschuk’s excellent study (1968). Working mainly
from the journals, Malantschuk shows that the author-
ship is governed by a qualitative dialectic, which is aimed
at illuminating the subjective dimensions of human exis-
tence, while the later polemical writings make use of a
quantitative dialectic, which invokes the visible degrada-
tion of Christ as a judgment on Christendom. The dialec-
tical method is thus seen to be the golden thread that runs
through all of Kierkegaard’s writings and places the indi-
vidual works in the larger context of his avowed purpose
as a religious author.

C. Stephen Evans’s study of the Fragments and Post-
script (1983) is widely recognized as one of the best gen-
eral introductions to the Climacus writings available in
any language. Though the book is written for the “ordi-
nary” reader rather than the specialist—there is no criti-
cal engagement with the secondary literature—students
and scholars alike have found it immensely useful for
its coherent presentation of the main themes in
Kierkegaard’s religious philosophy, including his complex
use of irony and humor in connection with the theory of
indirect communication. The clarity of Evans’s exposi-
tion is unsurpassed, even by his 1992 book, which returns
to many of the issues addressed in the earlier work.

M. Jamie Ferreira (1991) explores one of the most
difficult conceptual problems in the authorship: the
nature of religious conversion. Challenging volitionalist
and antivolitionalist accounts of the Kierkegaardian leap,
Ferreira reconceptualizes the transition to faith as a
“reorienting, transforming, shift in perspective” (p. 57).
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Central to this account is the concept of surrender, which
is explicated in terms of the imaginative activities of sus-
pension and engagement. Based on this analysis, Ferreira
offers a compelling refutation of the popular but mis-
taken assumption that Kierkegaard viewed ethical and
religious choice as criterionless and hence immune to
critical appraisal. Her analysis suggests rather that the
more wholeheartedly one chooses, the more likely one is
to discover whether one has made the wrong choice. On
this reading passionate engagement is not meant to guar-
antee that one will continue in a choice no matter what,
but it does ensure that one will experience more fully
what is implied by a choice. In this way passionate
engagement is seen to facilitate the possibility of critical
appraisal.

Louis Mackey (1971) uses the tools of literary criti-
cism to explore the complex relation between the literary
and philosophical dimensions of Kierkegaard’s author-
ship. Mackey argues that even the most philosophical of
Kierkegaard’s books, the Fragments and Postscript, call
into question the very nature of the philosophical enter-
prise. His use of literary devices, intended to create a
poetic indirection, always leave the reader somewhere
between assertion and irony. Mackey goes on to make a
more general point about the relation between philoso-
phy and poetry, observing that “all humane philosophy is
a poetic and for that reason an indirect communication”
(p- 295). Indeed, the philosophers of Western tradition
have in this sense, he claims, “always been poetic philoso-
phers” (p. 295). This theme is developed further in
Mackey (1986), which attempts to situate Kierkegaard in
relation to current trends in deconstructionist thought
and literary practice.

Bruce Kirmmse (1990) traces the political, eco-
nomic, and social history of Denmark from 1780 to 1850,
giving us a detailed picture of the cultural milieu in which
Kierkegaard lived and wrote. Focusing on the boundaries
between the public and the private, between politics and
religion, Kirmmse lays a foundation for understanding
the connection between Kierkegaard’s critique of society
and his attack on the established church. The exposition
is facilitated by a discussion of Kierkegaard’s important
religious writings, which are frequently overlooked in
major surveys of his thought. Until recently Kierkegaard’s
social and political views had received scant attention in
the secondary literature. Other notable discussions can be
found in chapters 8 and 9 of Alastair Hannay (1982) and
in Merold Westphal (1987).

See also Fichte, Johann Gottlieb; Hegel, Georg Wilhelm
Friedrich; Schelling, Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von.
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KILVINGTON, RICHARD
(c. 1302-1361)

Richard Kilvington, Master of Arts (c. 1325) and Doctor
of Theology (c. 1335) at Oxford, was a member of
Richard de Bury’s household, later becoming archdeacon
and finally dean of Saint Paul’s Cathedral in London.
Along with Thomas Bradwardine, Kilvington formed the
first academic generation of the school known as the
“Oxford Calculators.” All of Kilvington’s philosophical
works—Sophismata and Quaestiones super De generatione
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et corruptione (written before 1325), Quaestiones super
Physicam (c. 1326) and Quaestiones super libros Ethicorum
(before 1332)—and his theological questions on Lom-
bard’s Sentences (c. 1334) stem from lectures at Oxford. In
his Physics, Kilvington found an original way to apply the
Euclidean theory of ratios to a new formula relating
speeds, forces, and resistances in motions. Because the
new rule avoided a serious weakness in Aristotle’s theory
of motion, nearly everyone adopted it, including the most
famous Oxford Calculator, Thomas Bradwardine, in his
renowned treatise on velocities in motions, written in
1328.

Following William of Ockham, Kilvington refuted
the Aristotelian prohibition against metabasis and was
convinced that mathematics is useful in all branches of
scientific inquiry. He made broad use of the most popu-
lar fourteenth-century calculative techniques to solve
physical, ethical, and theological problems. Four types of
measurement are present in his works: by limits, that is,
by the first and last instants of continuous processes, and
by the intrinsic and extrinsic limits of capacities of pas-
sive and active potencies; by latitude or degree of forms,
to measure intensive changes; by a calculus of com-
pounding ratios, to determine speed of motion; and by
one to one correspondence, to compare different infini-
ties. Having adopted Ockham’s position of ontological
minimalism, Kilvington claimed that absolutes—that is,
substances and qualities—are the only subjects that
change and therefore all other terms, such as “motion,”
“time,” “latitude,” or “degree,” are modes of speech.
Accordingly, he contrasted things that are really distinct
with things that are merely distinct rationally or in imag-
ination. Because imaginable means possible—that is, not
self-contradictory—in physics Kilvington discussed
secundum imaginationem (according to imagination)
counterfactual cases, such as the rectilinear motion of the
earth or motion in a vacuum, and pondered questions
that would never arise from direct observation, because
the structure of nature can only be uncovered by highly
abstract analysis.

Like many Oxford Calculators, Kilvington refrained
from including God in the speculations of natural sci-
ence. However, like almost everyone in the fourteenth-
century, he distinguished between God’s absolute power
(potentia Dei absoluta) and ordained power (potentia Dei
ordinata). The laws of nature reflect God’s ordained
power. Thanks to his absolute power and will, a presently
active power, God might intervene to change or contra-
dict the order of things that he had established. There-
fore, it is possible for the past to have been otherwise,

KILWARDBY, ROBERT

because all past events are contingent. Kilvington’s teach-
ing on logic, natural philosophy, and theology was
markedly influential both in England and elsewhere in
Europe. He inspired both the next generation of Oxford
Calculators and important Parisian masters such as Nico-
las Oresme.

See also Bradwardine, Thomas; Buridan, John; Oresme,
Nicholas; William of Ockham.
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KILWARDBY, ROBERT

(c. 1210-1279)

Robert Kilwardby was an English Dominican. He was a
master of arts at the University of Paris between 1237 and
1245 and a student and master of theology at Blackfriars,
Oxford, between 1248 and 1261. He then became prior
provincial of the English Dominicans and in 1273 he was
consecrated archbishop of Canterbury. In 1278 he
entered the papal service as cardinal-bishop of Porto and
Santa Rufina; he died in Viterbo in 1279.

Kilwardby had a profound influence on thirteenth-
and fourteenth-century Scholasticism. In general he tried
to promote the philosophical views of Augustine in a time
when Aristotle’s influence was becoming more and more
important. As archbishop of Canterbury he even tried to
suppress Aristotelian views by condemning thirty errors
in philosophy in the so-called Oxford condemnation of
1277.

His most important and long-lasting influence, how-
ever, was in logic. During his Paris years he commented
on the whole Organon of Aristotle, wrote two Sophismata
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(Sophismata grammaticalia and Sophismata logicalia) and
also several books on grammar. His commentary on
Priscianus minor is the most important. During this
incredibly productive time of his life he also wrote a com-
mentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, and perhaps the earliest
commentary on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics.

Very few of these works have been studied, and most
of them still remain in manuscripts. The logical work that
in recent years has received most attention is his com-
mentary on Aristotle’s Prior Analytics. As an exposition of
Aristotle’s theory of the syllogism, the commentary
maintains an extraordinarily high degree of fidelity to
Aristotle’s text. As part of his overall project of construct-
ing faithful interpretations of Aristotle, Kilwardby aims in
his commentary to produce an accurate interpretation of
Aristotle’s modal syllogistic. The commentary is signifi-
cant because it appears to be the origin, in the Latin
world, of a tradition in which Aristotle’s essentialist meta-
physics is deployed in the interpretation of his syllogistic.

Kilwardby’s work makes use of a number of techni-
cal concepts in a very disciplined way. These include
notions of a per se term and a per se necessity and two
concepts of simpliciter predication. The analysis of these
concepts requires both the notion of an essential property
and the notion of a necessary proposition. For example, a
term is per se provided that it is necessary that, whatever
it is, it is essentially that. Per se terms are contrasted with
per accidens terms like walking for which nothing that is
walking is essentially walking. Hence, a sentence like
“Every B is necessarily A” expresses a per se necessity pro-
vided that (i) “B” is a per se term and (ii) “A” is a per se
term and (iii) “Every B is A” is a necessary proposition.

The most important works from Kilwardby’s tenure
in Oxford are the De ortu scientiarum (1250), which is a
classification of the sciences and was intended to be an
introduction to philosophy, and his questions on the Sen-
tences of Peter Lombard from around 1256. The Sentence-
commentary is influenced by Richard Rufus of Cornwall.
Kilwardby also produced smaller but very interesting
treatises on relation, on time, and on imagination during
this period.

See also Aristotelianism; Augustinianism; Logic, History
of: Medieval (European) Logic; Rufus, Richard.

Bibliography

PRIMARY WORKS

De natura relationis (On relation, c. 1256-1261), edited by L.
Schmiicker, Brixen: L. Schmiicker, 1980. A late work on
relations.

De ortu scientiarum (On the origin of science, c. 1250), edited
by A. G. Judy. Auctores Britannici Medii Aevi 4, London:
British Academy, 1976. Kilwardby on natural philosophy.

De spiritu fantastico (On imagination, c. 1256-1261). On Time
and Imagination: De tempore, De spiritu fantastico, edited by
P. O. Lewry. Auctores Britannici Medii Aevi 9. Oxford:
Oxford University Press for the British Academy, 1987. A
late work on imagination.

De tempore (On time, c. 1256-1261). On Time and
Imagination: De tempore, De spiritu fantastico, edited by P.
O. Lewry. Auctores Britannici Medii Aevi 9. Oxford: Oxford
University Press for the British Academy, 1987. A late work
on time.

In donati artem maiorem III (Commentary on Donatus, c.
1237-1245), edited by L. Schmiicker. Brixen: Typographia A.
Weger Fund, 1984. Commentary on the grammatical work
of Donatus.

In libros Priorum Analyticorum expositio (Exposition on the
books of the Prior Analytics, c. 1240). Printed under the
name Aegidius Romanus, Venice 1516. Reprinted Frankfurt
1968. Commentary on the Prior Analytics.

Notule libri prisciani de accidentibus (Commentary on De
accidentibus, c. 1237-1245), edited by P. O. Lewry,
“Thirteenth-Century Teaching on Speech and Accentuation:
Robert Kilwardby’s Commentary on De accidentibus of
Pseudo-Priscian.” Medieval Studies 50 (1988): 96—185.
Commentary on Priscian.

Quaestiones in librum [primum/secundum/tertium/quartum]
Sententiarum (Questions of the [first/second/third/fourth]
book of the Sentences) [c. 1256]. primum, edited by J.
Schneider; secundum, edited by G. Leibold; tertium, part 1,
Christologie (Christology), edited by E. Gossmann, and part
2, Tugendlehre [Virtue], edited by G. Leibold; quartum,
edited by R. Schenk. Veroffentlichungen der Kommission fir
die Herausgabe ungedruckter Texte aus der mittelalterlichen
Geisteswelt. Munich: Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, primum, 1986; secundum, 1992; tertium,
1982 (part 1), 1985 (part 2); quartum, 1993. Questions on
the Sentences of Peter Lombard.

SECONDARY WORKS

Braakhuis, H. A. G. “Kilwardby verus Bacon? The Contribution
to the Discussion on Univocal Signification of Beings and
Non-Beings found in a Sophism attributed to Robert
Kilwardby.” In Medieval Semantics and Metaphysics, edited
by E. P. Bos, 111-142. Artistarium supplementa 2, Nijmegen:
Ingenium, 1985. An introduction to Kilwardby’s theory of
meaning.

Celano, A. J. “Robert Kilwardby and the Limits of Moral
Science.” In Philosophy and the God of Abraham, edited by R.
James Long, 31-40. Toronto: Pontifical Institute of
Mediaeval Studies, 1991. Study of Kilwardby’s moral
philosophy.

Ebbesen, S. “Albert (the Great?)’s Companion to the Organon.”
In Albert der Grosse. Seine Zeit, sein Werk, seine Wirkung,
edited by A. Zimmerman, 89-103. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
1981. Ebbesen shows that Albert the Great copies
Kilwardby’s Prior Analytics commentary.

Gdl, G. “Robert Kilwardby’s Questions on the Metaphysics and
Physics of Aristotle.” Franciscan Studies 13 (1953): 7-28. On
the attribution of a set of questions on metaphysics and
physics.

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

70 2nd edition



Lagerlund, Henrik. Modal Syllogistics in the Middle Ages.
Leiden: Brill, 2000. Chapter 2 contains a detailed study on
Kilwardby’s modal syllogistics.

Lewry, P. Osmund. “The Oxford Condemnation of 1277 in
Grammar and Logic.” In English Logic and Semantics from
the End of the Twelfth Century to the Time of Ockham and
Burleigh, edited by H. A. G. Braakhuis and L. M. de Rijk,
235-278. Artistarium supplementa 1, Nijmegen: Ingenium,
1981. An account of the implications for logic of the 1277
condemnation.

Lewry, P. Osmund. “Robert Kilwardby on Imagination: the
Reconciliation of Aristotle and Augustine.” Medioevo 9
(1983):1-42. Discussion of Kilwardby’s view of the soul.

Lewry, P. Osmund. “Robert Kilwarby’s Commentary on the
Ethica nova and Vetus.” In Lhomme et son univers au moyen-
dge, edited by C. Wedin, 799-807. Philosophes médiévaux
27, Louvain-la-Neuve: Editions de I'Institut Superieur de
Philosophie, 1986. A summary of Kilwardby’s views on
ethics.

Lewry, P. Osmund. “Robert Kilwardby’s Writings on the Logica
Vetus Studied with Regards to Their Teaching and Method.”
Ph.D. diss. University of Oxford, 1978. Still the standard text
for a discussion of Kilwardby’s logic.

Henrik Lagerlund (2005)

KIM, JAEGWON

(1934-)

Jaegwon Kim is a Korean American philosopher born in
Taegu (Korea) and educated at Seoul National University,
Dartmouth College, and Princeton University. He has
taught at Cornell University, University of Michigan, and
Brown University, among other institutions. Kim’s deci-
sive contributions to philosophy range mainly over many
central topics in the philosophy of mind and metaphysics
but extend to philosophy of science and epistemology as
well. Kim’s most influential views in metaphysics and his
early stance about the mind were defended in essays pub-
lished from the early 1970s to the early 1990s and col-
lected in the book Supervenience and Mind (1993). His
later views on the mind are defended in two books: Mind
in a Physical World (1998) and Physicalism, or Something
Near Enough (2005).

In metaphysics, Kim’s most crucial influence has
been in event theory and the nature of dependence rela-
tions, including causation and supervenience. Kim’s prop-
erty exemplification account of events is regarded,
together with Donald Davidson’s account, as one of the
two main contenders in the field. According to Kim
(1993, essays 1 and 3) an event is not a basic component
of ontology; it is a complex entity constituted by a prop-
erty P (or a relation) exemplified by an object O (or n-
tuple of objects) at a time t. If events are the relata of
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causal relations and causal relations require nomological
connections (two widespread assumptions that Kim sup-
ports), Kim’s fine-grained account of events has the
advantage of indicating, in a causal relation, which fea-
ture of the cause event (its constitutive property) is
nomologically connected with which feature of the effect
event (its constitutive property).

Kim argues that just as causation (about which he is
a regularist and a realist) constitutes the diachronic con-
nection among phenomena, there are other metaphysi-
cally significant cementing relations that are noncausal
(1993, essay 2). One of those relations is particularly
important: supervenience, a synchronic dependence rela-
tion that connects properties in a given supervenient level
with properties of a more basic level so that the most
basic ones fully determine the supervenient ones. Kim is
widely regarded as the leading theorist on supervenience,
having carefully distinguished between several types of
supervenience relations (e.g., weak, strong, and global)
their consequences for reduction and for naturalist
ontologies, having applied the notion to a general onto-
logical stance he calls the layered view of reality and hav-
ing used the concept to analyze perennial issues in the
mind-body problem (1993, essays 4 to 10).

In the philosophy of mind Kim’s work can be divided
in three phases. In the early 1980s he defended a nonre-
ductive naturalist/physicalist model of mental causation
called supervenient causation. Given two mental proper-
ties M and M* that supervene, respectively, upon physical
properties P and P*, if P causes P¥, M superveniently
causes M*. And if M supervenes on P and P causes P*, M
superveniently causes P*. Supervenient causation is not
outright causation but Kim claimed it was sufficient to
endow mental properties with causal efficacy since these
properties supervene on properties involved directly in
causal processes. Supervenience plays here the double
role of articulating the naturalist commitment and
accounting for an acceptable (yet somewhat deflationary)
approach to mental causation. The model is nonreductive
because despite the causal powers of mental properties
being reduced to those of their bases, the properties
themselves are not reduced since supervenience does not
imply identity.

In the late 1980s Kim produced several famous
attacks against different forms of nonreductive physical-
ism (1993, essays 13 to 17; 1998, chapters 2 and 3).
Against Davidson’s anomalism, Kim argues that the view
implies that the fact that an event falls under a mental
kind is a causally irrelevant fact. Against functionalism,
he claims that its multiple realizability thesis implies local
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reductions and as such does not have the intended nonre-
ductive force. More generally, he develops an argument
against all forms of nonreductive physicalism called the
causal/explanatory exclusion argument. For a physicalist
every physical event has to have a complete physical
cause. Kim shows by analyzing and ruling out scenarios
that go from partial causes to causal overdetermination
that within that framework, we cannot attribute a causal
role to the mental unless it is identified with the physical,
turning nonreducible mental properties into epiphenom-
ena. Since he also defends the principle that without
causal efficacy an entity cannot be real, every form of
nonreductive physicalism turns into an eliminativist
view. It soon became evident to Kim as much as to his
critics that his supervenient causation model is also an
easy target of the exclusion argument. Additionally, Kim
has lost faith on the explanatory power of the superve-
nience relation in general, and in particular as a tool for
analyzing mental causation. If supervenience is only a
superficial relation of property covariation between the
mental and the physical and it is itself in need of expla-
nation, it cannot articulate a deep explanatory relation
between the mental and the physical.

With this background Kim developed in the 1990s an
approach to the mental that can be called functional
reductionism (1998, 2005). The proposal consists of
grounding the mind-body supervenience relation on the
realization relation proposed by functionalism. Mental
properties are second-order properties defined over a set
of first-order properties that satisfy a given causal/func-
tional condition and thus are eligible as realizers of such
second-order properties. Given a mental property M we
attempt to construct a functionalization of it in which M
is characterized in terms of its typical causes and effects.
This functionalization of a property is, Kim argues, suffi-
cient for reduction (under a non-Nagelian, functional
account of reduction). Reductive functionalization
explains why there are the dependence relations there are
and provides ontological simplification by identifying the
second-order property with an exhaustive disjunction of
all its realizers or else, according to Kim, we may decide to
recognize only second-order concepts or predicates but
not second-order properties. Still, Kim thinks that the
qualitative properties of experience, unlike the rest of
mental states, cannot be functionalized. Since, according
to Kim, they are not reducible through type identification
with neural-biological properties either, we have to accept
them as a mental residue that prevents us from embracing
a fully generalized physicalism.

Within philosophy of science, Kim’s most significant
contribution is a sophisticated view of what he calls the

metaphysics of explanation that combines explanatory
realism and pluralism (1989, 1994). According to realism,
explanations are grounded in structural, world-cementing
objective relations between the events referred to by the
explanandum and the explanans. According to pluralism
there are, in addition to causal explanations, explanations
tied to noncausal, structural dependence relations (such
as supervenience). This view can be seen to accord well
with Kim’s views regarding causal realism and the impor-
tance of noncausal relations, and explicitly includes the
claim that pluralist realism explains via unification the
cognitive value of explanations. In epistemology, Kim has
produced an influential critique of Willard Van Orman
Quine’s naturalized epistemology (1993, essay 12). While
defending epistemological naturalism in the sense that
epistemic properties supervene upon factual, nonepis-
temic properties, he criticizes Quine’s purely nomologi-
cal, nonnormative approach to studying how evidence
relates to beliefs. The gist of Kim’s argument is that the
very concept of knowledge disappears if we abandon the
normative notion of justification.

See also Davidson, Donald; Epistemology; Metaphysics;
Ontology; Philosophy of Mind; Philosophy of Science,
Problems in; Quine, Willard Van Orman.
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KING, MARTIN LUTHER
(1929-1968)

Martin Luther King Jr. was born in 1929 in Atlanta, Geor-
gia. He attended Morehouse College, Crozer Theological
Seminary, and Boston University, where he earned a doc-
torate in philosophical theology. In 1964, he was awarded
the Nobel Peace Prize. He was assassinated in Mempbhis,
Tennessee, in 1968.

King first gained international attention when, after
completing his doctoral studies and becoming pastor of
the Dexter Avenue Baptist Church in Montgomery,
Alabama, he led the fight to desegregate public trans-
portation in Montgomery. His strategy was nonviolent
passive resistance. The faith that underlay that strategy
was that white Americans could be persuaded by black
suffering and moral argument to agree on the injustice of
laws requiring the segregation of the races. The essentials
of that faith are eloquently summarized in his frequently
reprinted “Letter from Birmingham City Jail,” and in his
arguably most famous speech, “I Have a Dream.” In that
letter and speech King stressed his vision of the “beloved
community,” his vision of the “color-blind society,” his
conviction that injustice could be cured if exposed to the
light of human conscience, and his conviction that every
person has a duty to love one’s enemies, and to avoid vio-
lence.

However, even in these works, King was not as opti-
mistic or as completely reliant on white conscience as
many have apparently thought him to be. For example, as
his essay on civil disobedience reveals, his strategy of civil
disobedience was designed not only to appeal to white
conscience, but also to bring economic pressure on mer-
chants. It is therefore a mistake to identify his theory with
that of John Rawls, although Rawls himself stated that the
two theories are similar.

King’s more pessimistic or at least realistic views
emerged more clearly in later speeches. Probably he was
influenced by nationalists like Malcolm X and Stokely
Carmichael (later known as Kwame Ture.) Certainly he
admitted that he had started seeing his dream turning
into a “nightmare,” and that most Americans were
“unconscious racists.” Like Frederick Douglass before
him, King concluded that moral suasion alone would not
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succeed in moving the white political establishment to
implement the needed reforms, and that black people and
their allies should therefore seek political power, though
unlike Douglass he never advocated violence. In King’s
mature philosophy this new turn coincided with a greater
emphasis on the poverty of many black Americans, and
the relation of their plight to America’s behavior in the
international arena. King believed that the injustice of
that behavior was being then revealed dramatically by the
war in Vietnam and his criticisms of that war, together
with his evidently growing sympathies for socialism lost
him many allies. King’s last speech, “I See the Promised
Land,” seems to contain premonitions of his assassination
on the next day.

Unfortunately, as scholars of King’s philosophy have
noted, conservatives of the late twentieth and early
twenty-first centuries have skillfully misused King’s
vision of a future color-blind society, especially his long-
ing for a nation in which his four little children “will not
be judged by the color of their skin but by the content of
their character,” to oppose color-conscious means like
affirmative action for achieving such a nation.

See also Civil Disobedience; Justice; Pacifism; Racism;
Rawls, John; Rights; Violence.
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KIREEVSKII, IVAN

VASILEVICH
(1806-1856)

Ivan Vasil’evich Kireevskii, Russian literary critic and reli-
gious philosopher, was born in Moscow in a family of the
old nobility related to the important poet Vasilii
Zhukovskii (1783-1852). Kireevskii’s father died in 1812
after contracting typhus in a hospital he founded for
wounded soldiers. After his father’s death, the young
boy’s education was largely guided by Zhukovskii, who
did much for the development of Kireevskii’s literary tal-
ent. Zhukovskii repeatedly affirmed, with total sincerity,
that his young relative could become a fine writer. In 1823
Kireevskii became a member of the Obshchestvo liubo-
mudrov (Society of the lovers of wisdom), organized by
Dmitrii Venevitinov and Prince Vladimir Odoevskii for
the study of German philosophy, especially Schelling. To
complete his education, Kireevskii went abroad in 1830.
In Germany he attended the lectures of Hegel, Schelling,
and Schleiermacher. When he returned to Russia, he
began to publish the journal Evropeets (The European,
1832), which was soon prohibited by the government.
The orientation of the journal was somewhat “pro-
Western”: Kireevskii had set himself the task of synthesiz-
ing Western-European and Russian thought.

Kireevskii’s further evolution was closely connected
with Slavophilism. In 1845, for a period of time he was
the editor of the Slavophile journal Moskovitianin
(The Muscovite); and later he expounded his religio-
philosophical ideas in the collection of articles Moskovsii
Sbornik (Moscow collection, 1852), published by the
Slavophile circle. In the final years of his life, Kireevskii
was working on a course of philosophy in which his
intent was to clearly display the distinguishing character-
istics of the Russian philosophical tradition. The course
was not completed. Kireevskii’s collected works were first
published in 1861, in two volumes.

The central idea of Kireevskii’s philosophy was the
integrity of the spirit: A human being can remain a per-
son as long as he preserves in himself the unity of his
“mind and heart,” the “integrity” of his consciousness, of
his “inner organization.” Meanwhile, Kireevskii’s episte-
mological theories were closely connected with his socio-

historical views. Only by attaining a harmonious “integral
thinking” can the person and society avoid the two
extremes: the ignorance that separates a nation from the
“living communion of minds” and “abstract logical
thinking” (rationalism) that fragments the integrity of
the spirit into its separate elements (Kireevskii 1984, pp.
221-222).

Kireevskii tended to associate what he perceived as
the limitations of Western society primarily with the one-
sidedness of rationalism. He viewed Hegel as the final and
supreme peak of Western rationalistic thought, continu-
ing the tradition of Aristotle. In assessing various
attempts to overcome rationalism in Europe (Schelling),
Kireevskii considered that their failure was predeter-
mined: Philosophy depends on the “character of the
dominant faith,” but in the Catholic-Protestant West the
two dominant Christian faiths are, according to the
Slavophile assessment, profoundly rationalistic.
Kireevskii’s own allegiance was to Orthodox theism, and
he viewed the future “new” philosophy as a harmony of
reason and Orthodox faith based on feeling.

Kireevskii thought that Western culture had already
passed the highest point of its development and
exhausted its potential. In his article “On the Nature of
European Culture and on its Relationship to Russian Cul-
ture,” Kireevskii writes that contemporary Western man
“fragments his life into separate strivings or tendencies”;
in “one corner of his heart there lives the religious sense;
in another corner, separately, there live the powers of the
intelligence and exertions related to everyday occupa-
tions; in a third corner there lives the desire for sensuous
pleasures; in a fourth there lives moral feeling related to
family life; and in a fifth there lives the desire for personal
gain” (Kireevskii 1984, pp. 203, 229). That is, the souls of
contemporary Westerners is mosaiclike, fragmented.

According to Kireevskii, such a transformation of
human consciousness into a “calculating machine” will
lead, in the final analysis, to the triumph of the lower
desires, the instincts, where people will shut themselves
up in their physical persons and desire only material
comfort. It is precisely for this reason that Kireevskii
began to seek the sources of a “new” and “young” philos-
ophy, which was destined to supplant rationalism, over-
come the fragmentedness of man’s being, and lead to the
“integral spirit.” Kireevskii turned his glance toward the
Russo-Slavic culture, in which, in his opinion, Orthodoxy
was the principle that unified all spheres of life, combin-
ing spirit, reason, conscience, will, and feeling into a
“thinking that believes.” This thesis of Kireevskii’s was,
not without justification, called “epistemological utopi-
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anism” by Vasilii Zenkovsky, the well-known historian of
Russian philosophy.

Kireevskii attempted to answer the question of why
the European and Russian cultures were separated as it
were by an invisible wall. In doing so, he defined the
sources of the European culture of his day. He identified
three such principles or “elements™: (1) the influence of
the Christian religion; (2) the spirit of the barbarian
nations that destroyed the Roman Empire; and (3) the
remnants of the ancient world, of classical scholarship.
Kireevskii analyzed these principles of Western civiliza-
tion and arrived at the conclusion that the development
of Russia lacked the classical heritage of the ancient
world.

This “lack of the classical world” (Kireevskii 1984, p.
72) was, in his opinion, the reason why the influence of
the Orthodox Church on Russia was not as strong as the
influence of the Roman Catholic Church on the Western
European countries, the Roman Church having experi-
enced the enormous influence of the Roman government
and Roman law on its organization. As a result, the Chris-
tian church in Russia could not become a force that
would unite spiritually and politically fragmented Russia,
which because of this fragmentation fell subject to the
Tatar Yoke for several centuries. On the one hand, with-
out a spiritual center (the kind of center that the Vatican
was for fragmented Europe), Russia could be unified not
spiritually but only materially (in other words, not in a
spiritual but in a material sobornost), and this material
unification took many centuries. On the other hand, the
peculiar character of the development of Russia led to a
situation where the Russo-Slavic world found itself sepa-
rated and protected from Europe’s deadening rational-
ism, the external and formal character of Europe’s
juridical law (inherited from Rome), and the coercive
character of European governmental power, which was
formed as a result of military conquests; moreover, in
these circumstances, the Church in Russia had preserved
its “purity,” remaining independent of the governmental
authority and secular goals.

Eastern Christianity, leading (as Kireevskii believed)
from discursive rationalistic thinking to a free moral
intuitive understanding, was assimilated by Russia in a
form undistorted by the classical heritage. According to
Kireevskii, the purity and undistorted character of its
Christian principles are what give Russian culture a right
to claim that it has a special role to play in the history of
humankind. The “seed” (which is how he figuratively
referred to the religious idea) has fallen onto a special
“soil”—the Slavic national soul, which is characterized
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“both by dignity and by humility, attesting to equilibrium
of spirit” (Kireevskii 1984, p. 224). But the main thing is
that the Slavic “soil” is characterized by an original native
principle of the organization of social life—the obshchina
(or Russian commune). Not the personal right to prop-
erty (as in the West) but the communal ownership of land
is the foundation of the “relations of social life” in Russ-
ian society, for which individualism is a foreign principle.
This is precisely why Kireevskii believed that the “new”
philosophy and culture, so indispensable for humankind,
could arise in his country. He associated the birth of this
new thinking not with the construction of systems but
with a radical transformation of the social consciousness,
with the “education of society” as a result of common
efforts rooted in sobornost. In this way, society will expe-
rience the infusion of a new philosophy that will over-
come rationalism. This new philosophy will reorient
humankind’s spiritual life and produce in both society
and in the individual an inner integrity of consciousness,
a harmony of the social life.

By no means did this opposition between the West-
ern fragmentedness and individualism and the Russian
integrity and sobornost lead Kireevskii to reject the West-
ern tradition. He dreamt of “integrity”; and here his ideal
was the synthesis of what he considered the best features
of the spiritual life of the West and of the East in such a
manner that the “Russian principles,” without nullifying
European culture, would bestow upon the latter “higher
meaning and definitive development” (Kireevskii 1984, p.
238). In the light of this, for Kireevskii the task of an orig-
inal Russian philosophy would be the reworking of con-
temporary Western philosophy in the spirit of the
teachings of Eastern patristics.

Kireevskii’s views influenced a number of twentieth-
century Russian philosophers, including Nikolai
Berdiaev, Sergei Bulgakov, and Dmitrii Merezhkovskii.
Kireevskii’s central ideas—for example, about Orthodoxy
as the foundation of Russian culture; the “conciliar”
(soborny) nature of knowledge; and the fundamental dif-
ference between the European and Russian cultural tradi-
tions—have had a great impact and become the subject of
close study by philosophers both in Russia and in Europe

and North America.

See also Aristotle; Berdyaev, Nikolai Aleksandrovich; Bul-
gakov, Sergei Nikolaevich; Hegel, Georg Wilhelm
Friedrich; Rationalism; Russian Philosophy; Schelling,
Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von; Schleiermacher,
Friedrich Daniel Ernst; Zen’kovskii, Vasilii Vasil’evich.
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KITCHER, PATRICIA
(1948-)

Patricia Kitcher is widely known for her work on Kant
and on philosophy of psychology. Born Patricia Williams,
she attended Wellesley College and then graduate school
in philosophy at Princeton where she studied with
George Pitcher. Kitcher’s interest in cognition manifested
early and has continued to shape and inform her work
throughout her career. Her doctoral dissertation de-
fended a psychological continuity criterion for personal
identity but extended the scope of the psychological cri-
terion beyond that traditionally posited to include
broader and more abstract cognitive characteristics, such
as cognitive approach or cognitive style. Since then her
work has ranged widely from traditional philosophy of
psychology, to Freud, and ultimately to her greatest philo-
sophical passion: Kant scholarship.

In her early work Kitcher wrote a number of papers
in philosophy of psychology, philosophy of mind, and
philosophy of science. She argued for the viability of
intentional psychology and the autonomy of functional-
ist psychology from neurophysiology. Later work pre-
dominantly concentrated on analysis of problems
stemming from the interpretation of Kant’s first Critique.

Kitcher has written numerous articles on the forms of
intuition, Kant’s epistemology, self-consciousness, and on
how transcendental arguments work.

Kitcher has written two books that also pursue psy-
chological themes. Kant’s Transcendental Psychology was a
radical departure from most Kant exegesis. The book
makes two main claims about the Critique of Pure Reason.
First, contra Peter Frederick Strawson, Kitcher argues that
to understand synthetic a priori knowledge, it is essential
to consider transcendental psychology. Second, she expli-
cates a Kantian argument for the necessity of an inte-
grated thinking subject, which serves as a reply to David
Hume’s denial of the unity of the self. An expanded and
amended version of this position is being fleshed out
more fully in a book she is currently writing, Kant’s
Thinker, which also explores the question of how we are
to understand the faculties, and how the Critique con-
tributes to debates about conscious and unconscious
ideas.

In Freud’s Dream Kitcher argued that Freud was the
first cognitive scientist: Psychoanalysis should be thought
of as an exercise in interdisciplinary theory construction,
and as such, it illuminates the pitfalls to which such inter-
disciplinary approaches are subject. (Kitcher jokes that
her arguments managed to alienate all readers: Freudians,
because she exposes the mistaken foundation of psycho-
analysis, and anti-Freudians, because she portrays his
program as scientifically legitimate.)

Around the turn of the new century, Kitcher’s inter-
ests turned toward Kantian ethics. Her works from this
period provide an account of Kantian maxims and an
interpretation of Kant’s argument for the Formulation of
the Universal Law for the Categorical Imperative, a task
that has led many other Kant experts to throw up their
hands in perplexity.

Kitcher’s prodigious published contributions to phi-
losophy are matched by her contributions to the philo-
sophical community. She has served as department chair
in three different universities, on numerous academic
committees (including being a founding chair of the UC
committee on the status of women), as president of the
Society for Philosophy and Psychology, as president of
the North American Kant Society, and on the editorial
board of Journal of Philosophy. Her philosophical
integrity, her fiery lectures, and her incisive comments on
student papers make her an inspiring teacher and mentor.

Patricia Kitcher has held faculty positions at the Uni-
versity of Vermont, the University of Minnesota, and Uni-
versity of California, San Diego, and a visiting position at
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University of Michigan. In 1998 she went to Columbia
University where she became the Mark van Doren Profes-
sor of the Humanities and chair of the philosophy
department. She lives in New York City with her husband,
Philip, also a philosopher, with whom she has two sons,
Andrew and Charles.

See also Ethics; Hume, David; Kant, Immanuel; Philoso-
phy of Mind; Philosophy of Science, Problems of.
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KLAGES, LUDWIG
(1872-1956)

Ludwig Klages, a German psychologist and philosopher,
was the leading figure in the field of characterology. Born
in Hanover, Klages studied chemistry, physics, and phi-
losophy at Munich, receiving his doctorate in chemistry
in 1900. As a member of the Stefan George circle, he col-
laborated with George in the editing of the Blittern fiir
die Kunst. In 1905 Klages founded at the University of
Munich a Seminar fiir Ausdruckskunde, which soon
became Germany’s main center of characterological psy-
chology. In 1919 the seminar was moved to Kilchberg,
near Ziirich, where Klages remained until his death.

KLAGES, LUDWIG

Klages was the principal representative in psychology
of the vitalist movement that swept Germany from 1895
to 1915. His most important work was directed toward
the formulation of a science of character that would
reestablish the undifferentiated union of the life forms
that had been ruptured by the emergence of ego in the
human species. To this end he explored some of the more
bizarre pseudo sciences, such as graphology, and
attempted to use their insights as the bases for auxiliary
disciplines in his study of character types.

In addition to the literary influences of the romantic
poets, of Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, and of Stefan
George, Klages was also influenced by the physiologist E.
G. Carus and the psychologist Theodore Lipps and, most
important, by the philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche. All of
these strands of thought converged in Klages to make of
him a major spokesman of a generation of intellectuals
consciously dedicated to the repudiation of reason in the
name of instinct, and of civilization in the name of life. In
short, his work was similar in content and general effect
to that of Ernst Jiinger, Oswald Spengler, and Martin Hei-
degger in providing—however unintentionally—an
intellectual basis for Nazism.

According to Klages, Nietzsche had perceived cor-
rectly that man was distinguished from the rest of animal
nature only by his ability to clothe in images the reality
given by the senses. But Nietzsche had been wrong, Klages
maintained, to regard this image-making ability as neces-
sarily acting in the service of vital forces. In fact, he
argued, man’s ability to conceive a world in the imagina-
tion and to present this imagined world as a project or
possible attainment against lived experience was unnatu-
ral and, in the end, profoundly hostile to life itself.
Human life, for Klages, differed from animal life in gen-
eral by virtue of the emergence in man of spirit (Geist);
man’s capacity to think and to will provided the source of
his estrangement from the world and the cause of his
peculiar psychic illnesses.

Animal life is possessed of both body (Leib) and soul
(Seele), whose functions constitute “genuine processes.”
“The Body finds expression in the process of sensation
and in the impulse towards movement, the Soul in the
process of contemplation and in the impulse to forma-
tion (that is, to the magical or mechanical realization of
images) ... .” The processes of body and soul express the
“eternal” life force, which is characterized by spontaneous
creativity and flows beneath individual duration. In man,
however, spirit appears, characterized by the “act of
apprehension and the act of willing,” which are in turn
the origin of ego, utterly lacking in animals and impelling

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

77



KLEIST, HEINRICH VON

man to the “unnatural” desire for immortality “or, more
briefly, the urge to self-preservation.”

This unnatural urge to self-preservation in man cre-
ates the tensions of human life. Man is a field whereon
animal consciousness and human consciousness vie for
supremacy. The former promotes the impulse to return
to nature, expressed in the quest for “eternal life,” while
the latter promotes the life-destructive impulse to tran-
scend the animal condition, reflected in science, religion,
philosophy, and even art. The different quanta of soul and
spirit present within an individual account for differences
in character. Characterology, which is the study of these
differences, constructs a typology of attitudes and struc-
tural forms as manifested in different egos. Most men live
in the middle range of a spectrum of characterological
types that runs from an almost total repression of spirit,
as in primitive peoples, to an almost total repression of
bodily forces, as in the asceticism of the redemptive reli-
gions. But in the science of character, Klages hoped, the
true nature of the struggle between life and spirit raging
in the individual would be clarified, the disastrous conse-
quences of the triumph of spirit over life would be
revealed, and science, art, and religion would be turned
upon the spirit, destroy it, and lead to the dissolution of
the individual ego in the undifferentiated nature out of
which it had unnaturally emerged.

See also Carus, Carl Gustav; Goethe, Johann Wolfgang
von; Heidegger, Martin; Jinger, Ernst; Lipps, Theodor;
Nietzsche, Friedrich; Psychology; Spengler, Oswald;
Vitalism.
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KLEIST, HEINRICH VON
(1777-1811)

Heinrich von Kleist, a German dramatist, poet, and nov-
elist, was born in Frankfurt on the Oder. Following a fam-
ily tradition, Kleist entered the Prussian military service
at fourteen, but he left, dissatisfied, in 1799. Uncertain
what profession to adopt, Kleist prepared himself for the
university by studying privately philosophy, mathematics,
and classical languages. An intensive study of Immanuel
Kant, or perhaps of Johann Gottlieb Fichte, led to a spir-
itual crisis in March 1801. The relativity of all knowledge
seemed to Kleist to render life, especially a life dedicated
to the pursuit of knowledge, pointless. In disgust he dis-
continued his studies and journeyed to Paris and Switzer-
land. His decision to pursue a literary career led to a
second crisis: Afraid that he had no talent, he burned his
tragedy Robert Guiskard in 1803. A period of restless
activity followed. In 1805 he obtained a minor civil serv-
ice position in Konigsberg, which relieved him of his
immediate worries. His two comedies, Amphitryon and
Der zerbrochene Krug, were written at this time. Eager to
aid the anti-Napoleonic cause he left Konigsberg for
Berlin, where in 1807 he was seized as a spy and sent to
prison in France. After his sister had obtained his release,
Kleist made an attempt to establish himself in Dresden
from 1807 to 1809. With Adam Miiller he founded the lit-
erary magazine Phobus, which, however, soon failed.
Attempts to help the patriotic cause with his literary
efforts (Hermannsschlacht, 1808) met with little response.
He returned to Berlin, where for a time he published the
Abendblitter. When this project also failed, partly because
of political pressure, Kleist was left without means. On
November 21, 1811, Kleist committed suicide with Hen-
riette Vogel near Berlin.

Kleist’s reading of Kant taught him that all attempts
to penetrate the veil of phenomena were futile, that the
world possesses no higher meaning. In his first play, Die
Familie Schroffenstein (1803), love, the only value, is
destroyed by the force of illusion and circumstance—a
theme that was to recur in such stories as Die Verlobung in
St. Domingo and Das Erdbeben in Chile. Like G. W. E
Hegel, Kleist saw life as essentially tragic, but unlike
Hegel, he saw tragedy in absurdity, in the indifference of
the world to man’s demands for love and meaning.
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Kleist’s heroes confront this absurdity with demonic defi-
ance. Thus Michael Kohlhaas, in the novella of the same
name (1810), becomes inhuman in his pursuit of justice;
and the heroines of Kleist’s plays Penthesilea (1808) and
Das Kiithchen von Heilbronn (1810) become inhuman in
their pursuit of love—one by being totally aggressive, the
other by being totally submissive. In his last play, Der
Prinz von Homburg (1810), Kleist attempted to oppose
the order provided by the state to the uncertainties of the
human situation. The prince disobeys orders, wins a bat-
tle, and yet is condemned to death. At first incapable of
understanding this judgment and driven only by his fear
of death, he regains control of himself when made judge
of his own actions, and freely accepts the verdict.

See also Fichte, Johann Gottlieb; Hegel, Georg Wilhelm
Friedrich; Kant, Immanuel; Love.
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The prominence of the a priori within traditional episte-
mology is largely due to the influence of Immanuel Kant’s
Critique of Pure Reason (1965), where he introduces a
conceptual framework that involves three distinctions:
the epistemic distinction between a priori and empirical
(or a posteriori) knowledge; the metaphysical distinction
between necessary and contingent propositions; and the
semantic distinction between analytic and synthetic
propositions. Within this framework, Kant poses four
questions:

1. What is a priori knowledge?
2. Is there a priori knowledge?

3. What is the relationship between the a priori and
the necessary?

4. Is there synthetic a priori knowledge?

These questions remain at the center of the contempo-
rary debate.

Kant maintains that a priori knowledge is “inde-
pendent of experience,” contrasting it with a posteriori
knowledge, which has its “sources” in experience (1965, p.
43). He offers two criteria for a priori knowledge, neces-
sity and strict universality, which he claims are insepara-
ble from one another. Invoking the first, he argues that
mathematical knowledge is a priori. Kant’s claim that
necessity is a criterion of the a priori entails:

(K1) All knowledge of necessary propositions is a
priori.

He also appears to endorse

(K2) All propositions known a priori are necessary.

Kant maintains that all propositions of the form “All A
are B” are either analytic or synthetic: analytic if the pred-
icate is contained in the subject; synthetic if it is not. Uti-
lizing this distinction, he argues that

(K3) All knowledge of analytic propositions is a pri-
ori; and

(K4) Some propositions known a priori are syn-
thetic.

In support of (K4), Kant claims that the predicate terms
of “7 + 5 =12 and “The straight line between two points
is the shortest” are not contained in their respective sub-
jects.
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THE CONCEPT

Kant provides the core of the traditional conception of
the a priori. When he speaks of the source of knowledge,
he does not mean the source of the belief in question, but
the source of its justification. Hence, according to Kant,

(APK) S knows a priori that p if and only if S’s belief
that p is justified a priori and the other con-
ditions on knowledge are satisfied; and

(APJ) S’s belief that p is justified a priori if and only
if S’s justification for the belief that p does

not depend on experience.

(APJ) has been criticized from two directions. First, some
maintain that it is not sufficiently informative; it tells one
what a priori justification is not, but not what it is. Hence,
Laurence BonJour (1985) rejects (APJ) in favor of

(AP1) S’s belief that p is justified a priori just in case
S intuitively “sees” or apprehends that p is
necessarily true.

Alvin Plantinga (1993) and BonJour (1998) offer variants
of (AP1). Second, others maintain that the sense of
dependence relevant to a priori justification requires artic-
ulation and offer two competing accounts. Albert Casullo
(2003) endorses

(AP2) S’sbelief that p is justified a priori if and only
if S’s belief that p is nonexperientially justi-
fied (i.e., justified by some nonexperiential
source).

Hilary Putnam (1983) and Philip Kitcher (1983) favor

(AP3) S’s belief that p is justified a priori if and only
if S’s belief that p is nonexperientially justi-
fied and cannot be defeated by experience.

(AP1) and (AP3) face serious objections.

The term see is used metaphorically in (AP1). Let us
assume that it shares with the literal use of see one basic
feature: “S sees that p” entails “S believes that p.” Hence,
(AP1) has the consequence that if S’s belief that p is justi-
fied a priori then S believes that p is necessarily true. This
consequence faces two problems. Suppose that Sam is a
mathematician who believes some generally accepted
theorem T on the basis of a valid proof. Presumably,
Sam’s belief is justified. But suppose that Sam is also a
serious student of philosophy who has come to doubt the
cogency of the distinction between necessary and contin-
gent propositions and, as a consequence, refrains from
modal beliefs. It is implausible to maintain that Sam’s
belief that T is not justified a priori merely because of his

views about a controversial metaphysical thesis. (AP1) is
also threatened with a regress. It entails that if S’s belief
that p is justified a priori then S believes that necessarily
p- Must S’s belief that necessarily p be justified? If not, it
is hard to see why it is a necessary condition of having an
a priori justified belief that p. If so, then presumably it is
justified a priori. But for S’s belief that necessarily p to be
justified a priori, S must believe that necessarily necessar-
ily p, and the same question arises with respect to the lat-
ter belief. Must it be justified or not? Hence, (AP1) must
either maintain that having an unjustified belief that nec-
essarily p is a necessary condition of having a justified
belief that p, or face an infinite regress of justified modal
beliefs.

(AP3) is also open to serious objection. Saul Kripke
(1980) and Kitcher (1983) maintain that an adequate
conception of a priori knowledge should allow for the
possibility that a person knows empirically some propo-
sition that he or she can know a priori. (AP3) precludes
this possibility. Assume that

(A) Sknows empirically that p and S can know a pri-
ori that p.

From the left conjunct of (A), it follows that
(1) S’s belief that p is justified, empirically,

where “justified,” abbreviates “justified to the degree
minimally sufficient for knowledge.” Consider now the
empirical sources that have been alleged to justify mathe-
matical propositions empirically: counting objects, read-
ing a textbook, consulting a mathematician, and
computer results. (Tyler Burge [1993] discusses the rela-
tionship between testimony and a priori knowledge.)
Each of these sources is fallible in an important respect.
The justification each confers on a belief that p is defeasi-
ble by an empirically justified overriding defeater; that is,
by an empirically justified belief that not-p. If S’s belief
that p is justified by counting a collection of objects and
arriving at a particular result, then it is possible that S
recounts the collection and arrives at a different result. If
S’s belief that p is justified by a textbook (or mathemati-
cian or computer result) that states that p, then it is pos-
sible that S encounters a different textbook (or
mathematician or computer result) that states that not-p.
In each case, the latter result is an empirically justified
overriding defeater for S’s original justification. Hence,
given the fallible character of empirical justification, it
follows that

(2) S’s empirical justification for the belief that p is
defeasible by an empirically justified belief that
not-p.
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(2), however, entails that

(3) S’s belief that not-p is justifiable; empirically,

where “justifiable,” abbreviates “justifiable to the degree
minimally sufficient to defeat S’s justified, belief that p.”
Furthermore, the conjunction of (AP3) and the right
conjunct of (A) entails

(4) Itis not the case that S’s nonexperiential justifi-
cation, for the belief that p is defeasible by S’s
empirically justified belief that not-p.

(4), however, entails that

(5) Itis not the case that S’s belief that not-p is jus-
tifiabley empirically.

The conjunction of (3) and (5) is a contradiction.
Hence, (AP3) is incompatible with (A). (AP2), however,
is compatible with (A) since the conjunction of (AP2)
and the right conjunct of (A) does not entail (4).

SUPPORTING ARGUMENTS

Kant offers the most influential traditional argument for
the existence of a priori knowledge. He holds that neces-
sity is a criterion of the a priori: “[I]f we have a proposi-
tion which in being thought is thought as necessary, it is
an a priori judgment” (1965, p. 43). He then argues that
“mathematical propositions, strictly so called, are always
judgments a priori, not empirical; because they carry
with them necessity, which cannot be derived from expe-
rience” (p. 52). Kant’s argument can be presented as fol-
lows:

(K1) All knowledge of necessary propositions is a
priori.

(K2) Mathematical propositions are necessary.

(K3) Therefore, knowledge of mathematical propo-
sitions is a priori.

Premise (K1) is ambiguous. There are two ways of read-
ing it:
(K1T) All knowledge of the truth value of necessary
propositions is a priori; or

(K1G) All knowledge of the general modal status of
necessary propositions is a priori.

Kant supports (K1) with the observation that “[e]xperi-
ence teaches us that a thing is so and so, but not that it
cannot be otherwise” (1965, p. 52). This observation sup-
ports (K1G) but not (K1T), since Kant allows that expe-
rience can provide evidence that something is the case,
but denies that it can provide evidence that something
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must be the case. The conclusion of the argument, how-
ever, is that knowledge of the truth value of mathematical
propositions, such as that 7 + 5 = 12, is a priori.

Kant’s argument can now be articulated as follows:

(K1G) All knowledge of the general modal status of
necessary propositions is a priori.

(K2) Mathematical propositions are necessary.

(K3T) Therefore, knowledge of the truth value of
mathematical propositions is a priori.

The argument involves this assumption:

(KA) If the general modal status of p is knowable
only a priori, then the truth value of p is know-
able only a priori.

(KA), however, is false. If one can know only a priori that
a proposition is necessary, then one can know only a pri-
ori that a proposition is contingent. The evidence rele-
vant to determining the latter is the same as that relevant
to determining the former. For example, if I determine
that “2 + 2 = 4” is necessary by trying to conceive of its
falsehood and failing, I determine that “Kant is a philoso-
pher” is contingent by trying to conceive of its falsehood
and succeeding. However, if my knowledge that “Kant is a
philosopher” is contingent is a priori, it does not follow
that my knowledge that “Kant is a philosopher” is true is
a priori. Clearly, it is a posteriori.

Roderick Chisholm (1977) suggests the following
reformulation of Kant’s argument:

(K1G) All knowledge of the general modal status of
necessary propositions is a priori.

(K2) Mathematical propositions are necessary.

(K3G) Therefore, knowledge of the general modal
status of mathematical propositions is a pri-
ori.

This argument faces a different problem. Why accept
Kant’s claim that experience can teach one only what is
the case? A good deal of one’s ordinary practical knowl-
edge and the bulk of one’s scientific knowledge provide
clear counterexamples to the claim. My knowledge that
my pen will fall if I drop it does not provide information
about what is the case for the antecedent is contrary to
fact. Scientific laws are not mere descriptions of the actual
world. They support counterfactual conditionals and,
hence, provide information beyond what is true of the
actual world. In the absence of further support, Kant’s
claim should be rejected.
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A second strategy for defending the existence of a
priori knowledge is offered by proponents of logical
empiricism, such as Alfred Jules Ayer (1952) and Carl
Hempel (1972), who reject John Stuart Mill’s contention
that knowledge of basic mathematical propositions, such
as that 2 x 5 = 10, is based on induction from observed
cases. Both draw attention to the fact that if one is justi-
fied in believing that some general proposition is true on
the basis of experience, then contrary experiences should
justify one in believing that the proposition is false. But
no experiences would justify one in believing that a
mathematical proposition, such as that 2 X 5 = 10, is false.
Suppose, for example, that I count what appear to be five
pairs of shoes and arrive at the result that there are only
nine shoes. Ayer contends that

[o]ne would say that I was wrong in supposing
that there were five pairs of objects to start with,
or that one of the objects had been taken away
while I was counting, or that two of them had
coalesced, or that I had counted wrongly. One
would adopt as an explanation whatever empir-
ical hypothesis fitted in best with the accredited
facts. The one explanation which would in no
circumstances be adopted is that ten is not
always the product of two and five. (1952, pp.
75-76)

Since Ayer maintains that one would not regard any expe-
riences as evidence that a mathematical proposition is
false, he concludes that no experiences provide evidence
that they are true.

Ayer’s argument can be stated as follows:

(A1) No experiences provide evidence that mathe-
matical propositions are false.

(A2) If no experiences provide evidence that math-
ematical propositions are false, then no experi-
ences provide evidence that they are true.

(A3) Therefore, no experiences provide evidence
that mathematical propositions are true.

Ayer’s defense of (A1) is weak in several respects. First, it
does not take into account the number of apparent con-
firming instances of the proposition in question. Second,
it involves only a single disconfirming instance of the
proposition. Third, the hypotheses that are invoked to
explain away the apparent disconfirming instance are not
subjected to an independent empirical test. In a situation
where there is a strong background of supporting evi-
dence for an inductive generalization and an isolated dis-
confirming instance, it is reasonable to discount the

disconfirming instance as apparent and to explain it away
on whatever empirical grounds are most plausible.

The case against premise (Al) can be considerably
strengthened by revising Ayer’s scenario as follows:
Increase the number of disconfirming instances of the
proposition so that it is large relative to the number of
confirming instances; and subject the hypotheses invoked
to explain away the apparent disconfirming instances to
independent tests that fail to support them. Let us now
suppose that one has experienced a large number of
apparent disconfirming instances of the proposition that
2 x5 =10 and, furthermore, that empirical investigations
of the hypotheses invoked to explain away these discon-
firming instances produce little, if any, support for the
hypotheses. Given these revisions, Ayer can continue to
endorse premise (Al) only at the expense of holding
empirical beliefs that are at odds with the available evi-
dence.

OPPOSING ARGUMENTS

Radical empiricism is the view that denies the existence of
a priori knowledge. Its most famous proponents are John
Stuart Mill and Willard Van Orman Quine. One common
strategy that radical empiricists employ in arguing
against the existence of a priori knowledge is to consider
the most prominent examples of propositions alleged to
be knowable only a priori and to maintain that such
propositions are known empirically. Since mathematical
knowledge has received the most attention, this entry will
focus on it.

Mill’s (1973) account of mathematical knowledge is
a version of inductive empiricism. Inductive empiricism
with respect to a domain of knowledge involves two the-
ses. First, some propositions within that domain are epis-
temically more basic than the others, in the sense that the
nonbasic propositions derive their justification from the
basic propositions via inference. Second, the basic propo-
sitions are known by a process of inductive inference
from observed cases. Mill’s focus is on the basic proposi-
tions of arithmetic and geometry, the axioms and defini-
tions of each domain. His primary thesis is that they are
known by induction from observed cases.

Mill’s position faces formidable objections, such as
those offered by Gottlob Frege (1974). Let us assume,
however, that these objections can be deflected and that
Mill offers a plausible inductive empiricist account of
mathematical knowledge to assess how this concession
bears on the existence of a priori knowledge. If Mill is
right, then all epistemically basic propositions of arith-
metic and geometry are justified on the basis of observa-
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tion and inductive generalization. It follows that Kant’s
claim that mathematical knowledge cannot be derived
from experience is wrong. It does not follow, however,
that the claim that such knowledge is a priori is wrong.
From the fact that mathematical knowledge is or can be
derived from experience, it does not immediately follow
that such knowledge is not or cannot be derived from
some nonexperiential source. Mill is aware of the gap in
his argument and attempts to close it with the following
observations:

They cannot, however, but allow that the truth
of the axiom, Two straight lines cannot inclose a
space, even if evident independently of experi-
ence, is also evident from experience. ... Where
then is the necessity for assuming that our
recognition of these truths has a different origin
from the rest of our knowledge, when its exis-
tence is perfectly accounted for by supposing its
origin to be the same? ... The burden of proof
lies on the advocates of the contrary opinion: it
is for them to point out some fact, inconsistent
with the supposition that this part of our knowl-
edge of nature is derived from the same sources
as every other part. (1973, pp. 231-232)

Mill moves from the premise that inductive empiricism
provides an account of knowledge of mathematical
axioms to the stronger conclusion that knowledge of such
axioms is not a priori by appealing to a version of the
explanatory simplicity principle: If a putative source of
knowledge is not necessary to explain knowledge of the
propositions within some domain, then it is not a source
of knowledge of the propositions within that domain.
Mill’s argument can be articulated as follows:

(M1) Inductive empiricism provides an account of
mathematical knowledge based on inductive
generalization from observed cases.

(M2) ¢isasource of knowledge for some domain D
only if ¢ is necessary to explain knowledge of
some propositions within D.

(M3) Therefore, mathematical knowledge is not a
priori.

The burden of the argument is carried by (M2), the
explanatory simplicity principle.

Casullo (forthcoming) maintains that the explana-
tory simplicity principle conflicts with a familiar fact of
one’s epistemic life. The justification of some of one’s
beliefs is overdetermined by different sources. There are
some beliefs for which one has more than one justifica-
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tion, each of those justifications derives from a different
source, and each, in the absence of the others, is sufficient
to justify the belief in question. For example, I have mis-
placed my wallet again and wonder where I might have
left it. I suddenly recall having left it on the kitchen table
when I came in from the garage last night. My recollec-
tion justifies my belief that my wallet is on the kitchen
table. However, just to be sure, I walk out to the kitchen
to check. To my relief, I see my wallet on the table. My see-
ing my wallet on the table also justifies my belief that my
wallet is on the table. So here my justification is overde-
termined by different sources. If the justification of my
belief is overdetermined by two different sources, it fol-
lows that my belief is justified by two different sources.
Hence, in the absence of an argument against the possi-
bility of epistemic overdetermination, Mill’s appeal to the
explanatory simplicity principle simply begs the ques-
tion.

Quine rejects inductive empiricism. He rejects the
idea that there are basic mathematical propositions that,
taken in isolation, are directly justified by observation
and inductive generalization. Quine’s account of mathe-
matical knowledge is a version of holistic empiricism.
Mathematical propositions are components of scientific
theories. They are not tested directly against observation,
but only indirectly via their observational consequences.
Moreover, they do not have observational consequences
in isolation, but only in conjunction with the other
propositions of the theory. Hence, according to holistic
empiricism, entire scientific theories, including their
mathematical components, are indirectly confirmed or
disconfirmed by experience via their observational conse-
quences.

The main concern in this entry is not to assess the
cogency of Quine’s account of mathematical knowledge,
but to determine whether it provides an argument against
the existence of a priori knowledge. The argument of
Quine’s classic paper “Two Dogmas of Empiricism”
(1963) remains controversial (for further discussion, see
Boghossian 1996). The stated target of his attack is a con-
ception of analyticity inspired by Frege: A statement is
analytic if it can be turned into a logical truth by replac-
ing synonyms with synonyms. Quine’s contentions can be
summarized as follows:

(1) Definition presupposes synonymy rather than
explaining it.

(2) Interchangeability salva veritate is not a suffi-
cient condition of cognitive synonymy in an
extensional language.
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(3) Semantic rules do not explain “Statement S is
analytic for language L,” with variable “S” and
((L.,’

(4) The verification theory of meaning provides an
account of statement synonymy that presup-
poses reductionism, but reductionism fails.

(5) Any statement can be held to be true come what
may. No statement is immune to revision.

Quine’s contentions appear to be directed at the concept
of synonymy and the doctrine of reductionism. They are
not explicitly directed at a priori knowledge. Hence, if
“Two Dogmas” does indeed present a challenge to the
existence of a priori knowledge, then some additional
premise is necessary that connects those contentions to
the a priori.

According to the traditional reading of his argument,
Quine’s contentions constitute an extended attack on the
cogency of the analytic-synthetic distinction. Quine’s
ultimate goal is to undermine the central claim of the log-
ical empiricist tradition:

(LE) All a priori knowledge is of analytic truths.

On this reading, (LE) provides the connection
between his contentions and the rejection of the a priori.
Let us grant that Quine’s goal is to undermine (LE) and
that he successfully challenges the cogency of the ana-
lytic-synthetic distinction. Does it follow that there is no
a priori knowledge? No. (LE) is a thesis about the nature
of the propositions alleged to be known a priori. If Quine
is right, then (LE) itself is incoherent. But from the fact
that a thesis about the nature of propositions known a
priori is incoherent, it does not follow that there is no a
priori knowledge.

An alternative response is to take (LE) as a concep-
tual claim; that is, to take it as claiming that the concept
of a priori knowledge involves the concept of analytic
truth. On this reading, the incoherence of the concept of
analytic truth entails the incoherence of the concept of a
priori knowledge. This response, however, rests on a false
conceptual claim. The concept of a priori knowledge does
not explicitly involve the concept of analytic truth. One
might argue that it implicitly involves the concept of ana-
lytic truth by maintaining that all a priori knowledge is of
necessary truths; and endorsing some version of the so-
called linguistic theory of necessary truth. There are,
however, two problems with this argument. First, the
concept of a priori knowledge does not involve, either
explicitly or implicitly, the concept of necessary truth.

Second, there is no plausible analysis of the concept of
necessary truth in terms of the concept of analytic truth.

Some champions of “Two Dogmas” propose an alter-
native connection between Quine’s contentions and the
rejection of the a priori. Putnam (1983) maintains that
Quine’s contentions are directed toward two different tar-
gets. The initial contentions are directed toward the
semantic concept of analyticity. Contention (5), however,
is directed toward the concept of a statement that is con-
firmed no matter what, which is not a semantic concept.
The concept of a statement that is confirmed no matter
what is an epistemic concept. It is a concept of apriority.
Kitcher endorses Putnam’s reading of Quine’s argument,
“If we can know a priori that p then no experience could
deprive us of our warrant to believe that p” (1983, p. 80).
But, according to Quine, no statement is immune from
revision. Hence, the Putnam-Kitcher version of Quine’s
argument can be stated as follows:

(Q1) No statement is immune to revision in light of
recalcitrant experience.

(Q2) If S’s belief that p is justified a priori, then S’s
belief that p is not rationally revisable in light
of any experiential evidence.

(Q3) Therefore, no knowledge is a priori.

The argument fails. Premise (Q2) is open to the objection
presented against (AP3) in the first section.

THE EXPLANATORY CHALLENGE

A more recent challenge to the a priori derives from
Quine’s influential “Epistemology Naturalized” (1969).
Epistemic naturalism comes in many different forms. The
most radical form advocates the replacement of philo-
sophical investigations into the nature of human knowl-
edge with scientific investigations. More moderate forms
advocate that philosophical theories concerning human
knowledge cohere with scientific theories. Paul Benacer-
raf (1973), for example, argues that the truth conditions
for mathematical statements make reference to abstract
entities and that knowing a statement requires that one
be causally related to the entities referred to by its truth
conditions. Since abstract entities cannot stand in causal
relations, one cannot know mathematical statements.
The argument raises a more general challenge to the pos-
sibility of a priori knowledge since proponents of the a
priori (apriorists) generally hold that most, if not all, a
priori knowledge, is of necessary truths; and that the
truth conditions of necessary truths make reference to
abstract entities. Although some reject the argument on
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the grounds that its epistemic premise appears to presup-
pose the generally rejected causal theory of knowledge,
others, such as Hartry Field (1989), maintain that it
points to a deeper problem. In the absence of an explana-
tion of how it is possible to have knowledge of abstract
entities, a priori knowledge remains mysterious.

The explanatory challenge goes beyond a commit-
ment to epistemic naturalism. It derives support from
broader epistemological considerations. To appreciate the
full import of the challenge, two issues regarding the exis-
tence of a priori knowledge must be distinguished. Apri-
orists typically maintain that one knows certain logical,
mathematical, and conceptual truths and that such
knowledge is a priori. Radical skeptics deny that one has
knowledge of the truths in question. Radical empiricists,
however, are not radical skeptics. They do not deny that
one knows the truths in question. Radical empiricists
only deny that one’s knowledge of these truths is a priori.
Therefore, the primary dispute between apriorists and
radical empiricists is over the source of the knowledge in
question. They offer two competing theories of the source
of the knowledge in question, and each maintains that its
theory offers the better explanation of the knowledge in
question. Therefore, to support their primary contention,
apriorists must provide supporting evidence for the claim
that there exist nonexperiential sources of justification
and that such sources explain how one knows the truths
in question.

BonJour (1998) and Ernest Sosa (2000) offer philo-
sophical supporting evidence, a mix of phenomenologi-
cal and a priori considerations. Casullo (2003) argues
that a more promising approach is to supplement the
philosophical evidence with evidence based on empirical
investigations. Before empirical evidence can be enlisted
to support the case for the a priori, however, additional
philosophical work is necessary. The first step is to pro-
vide (1) a generally accepted phenomenological descrip-
tion of the cognitive states that noninferentially justify
beliefs a priori, (2) the type of beliefs they justify, and (3)
the conditions under which they justify the beliefs in
question. Apriorists typically defend the claim that there
are nonexperiential sources of justification by reflecting
on their own cognitive situations and identifying phe-
nomenologically distinct states, which they claim justify
certain beliefs a priori. A cursory survey of the descrip-
tions of these states offered by different theorists reveals
wide variation. George Bealer (1996) and Sosa (1996)
both maintain that the cognitive states that justify a pri-
ori are aptly described as seemings, but they offer different
phenomenological descriptions of seemings. Plantinga
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(1993) and BonJour (1998) maintain that the states in
question are more aptly described as seeings, but they
offer different phenomenological descriptions of seeings.
Bealer agrees with BonJour that the cognitive states that
justify a priori are irreducible, but disagrees with him
over the character of the states. On the contrary, Sosa
agrees with Plantinga that the states are reducible to more
familiar cognitive states, but disagrees with him over the
character of the reducing states.

There is also wide variation among apriorists over
the scope of beliefs justified a priori. Within the context
of arguing against radical empiricism, the focus is on
stock examples such as elementary logical or mathemati-
cal propositions and some familiar examples of alleged
synthetic a priori truths. Few apriorists, however, believe
that a priori justification is limited to those cases. Conse-
quently, they must provide a more complete specification
of the range of beliefs alleged to be justified by such cog-
nitive states. One issue requires particular attention. The
examples of a priori knowledge typically cited by aprior-
ists are necessary truths. But here it is important to dis-
tinguish between knowledge of the truth value and
knowledge of the general modal status of necessary
propositions. A critical question now emerges: What is
the target of a priori justification? Is it the general modal
status of a proposition, its truth value, or both? If it is
both, two further questions arise. Are beliefs about the
truth value of a necessary proposition and beliefs about
its general modal status justified by the same cognitive
state or different cognitive states? Are some beliefs about
the truth value of contingent propositions justified a pri-
ori?

Once the philosophical work is complete, the project
of providing empirical supporting evidence for the a pri-
ori can be pursued. This involves providing (1) evidence
that the cognitive states identified at the phenomenolog-
ical level are associated with processes of a single type or
relevantly similar types; (2) evidence that the associated
processes play a role in producing or sustaining the beliefs
they are alleged to justify; (3) evidence that the associated
processes are truth-conducive; and (4) an explanation of
how the associated processes produce the beliefs they are
alleged to justify. The third area of empirical investigation
offers the prospect of supporting the claim that there are
nonexperiential sources of justification. Many prominent
apriorists, including Bealer, BonJour, Plantinga, and Sosa,
maintain that truth conduciveness is a necessary condi-
tion for epistemic justification. Moreover, even those who
deny this concede that evidence that a source of beliefs is
error conducive defeats whatever justification that the

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

85



KNOWLEDGE, THE PRIORITY OF

source confers on the beliefs that it justifies. The claim
that a source of beliefs is truth conducive or, more mini-
mally, that it is not error conducive is a contingent empir-
ical claim that can be supported only by empirical
investigation.

The fourth area of empirical investigation offers the
prospect of addressing the explanatory challenge. First,
causal-perceptual models appear to be of limited utility
in explaining how nonexperiential sources of justification
provide cognitive access to necessary truths. Empirical
investigation into human cognition offers the prospect of
uncovering alternative models of cognitive access that can
be utilized in the case of nonexperiential sources. Second,
investigation of the specific cognitive processes associated
with the cognitive states alleged to justify a priori may
provide a better understanding of how the processes in
question produce true beliefs about their subject matter.
This understanding, in turn, is the key to providing a
noncausal explanation of how the states in question pro-
vide cognitive access to the subject matter of the beliefs
they produce. Third, although apriorists deny that episte-
mology is a chapter of science, they acknowledge that
both epistemology and science contribute to the overall
understanding of human knowledge. Establishing that
the cognitive processes invoked by their epistemological
theory are underwritten by their scientific commitments
strengthens the apriorist’s overall theory by demonstrat-
ing the coherence of its components.

See also Analyticity; A Priori and A Posteriori; Ayer, Alfred
Jules; Chisholm, Roderick; Field, Hartry; Frege, Gottlob;
Hempel, Carl Gustav; Kant, Immanuel; Knowledge and
Modality; Kripke, Saul; Mathematics, Foundations ofj
Mill, John Stuart; Plantinga, Alvin; Putnam, Hilary;
Quine, Willard Van Orman; Sosa, Ernest.
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KNOWLEDGE, THE
PRIORITY OF

One fairly specific understanding of the priority of
knowledge is the idea that instead of trying to explain
knowledge in terms of belief plus truth, justification, and
something, we should explain belief in terms of knowl-
edge. This is to reverse the usual explanatory priority of
knowledge and belief. This fairly specific idea generalizes
in two directions. (1) Perhaps we should explain other
notions in terms of knowledge as well. Some possibilities
include assertion, justification or evidence, mental con-
tent, and intentional action. (2) Perhaps we could explain
other relatively internal states like intentions, attempts,
and appearances in terms of their more obviously exter-
nal counterparts: intentional action and perception.
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That knowledge is prior to belief has historically
been a minority opinion. The idea that a belief, and the
mind more generally, is what it is regardless of any actual
connection to the external world is still widely accepted.
Accepting the priority of knowledge constitutes a rejec-
tion of the picture of the mind as a self-contained, inner
realm.

UNDERSTANDING BELIEF

Bernard Williams (1973) tries to explain the impossibility
of believing at will in terms of the idea that belief aims at
the truth. Suppose you are anxious about tomorrow’s
weather but have no access to a weather forecast or any
other evidence. If you want to reduce your anxiety, then
you might, if it was in your power to do so, simply decide
to believe that it will be sunny tomorrow. But if you knew
that this attempted belief was based not on evidence or
any apparent connection to the facts, but on a decision,
then it would be hard for you to see your attempted belief
as aiming at the truth. It would also be hard for you to see
it as a belief. So, perhaps, it could not be a belief.

Let us agree that in this particular case seeing your
attempted belief as the result of a decision seriously casts
doubt on the possibility of its being a belief. Is this best
explained by the idea that belief aims at the truth? Since
you have no evidence about the weather, the problem
cannot be that you have reason to think the attempted
belief will fail to achieve this aim. On the contrary, you
have every reason to think it is at least possible that it will
achieve this aim. So what keeps you from aiming at it?

If you merely guess that a flipped coin will come up
heads, then you probably do not believe that it will.
Guesses are not beliefs. But guessing aims at the truth. In
guessing you are trying to get it right, and if you succeed,
this is as good as a guess can get. When you see your
attempted belief as the result of a decision, you may still
be hoping, trying, or aiming to get things right. But you
know believing is not epistemically justified for you in
that instance. Whatever practical reasons you may have
for believing that p, you have no evidence that p. It is see-
ing your state as unjustified while remaining in it that
seriously casts doubt on the possibility of its being a
belief. To understand belief, we need a connection
between belief and justification, not just between belief
and truth.

Suppose that someone has an unjustified, true belief.
If belief aims at the truth, then this belief has achieved its
aim. Perhaps justification is a good guide or a means to
the truth. But if truth is the aim, and this belief has
achieved that aim by other means, then epistemic justifi-
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cation or lack thereof is irrelevant to the evaluation of
this belief. So if belief merely aimed at the truth, then it
would not be automatically subject to evaluation from
the epistemic point of view. If belief aims at knowledge,
however, instead of mere truth, then it is clear why it is
subject to this kind of evaluation. Unjustified beliefs may
be true, but they cannot constitute knowledge.

Perhaps this does not capture what is meant in saying
that belief aims at the truth. When you believe that p, you
do not merely hope or try to get things right. In some sense
it seems to you as though you already have gotten things
right. We do not want to say that if you believe that p, you
believe that your belief that p is true. This leads to an infi-
nite number of beliefs. You do not need beliefs about
beliefs to have beliefs about the world. But if you do have
a view about your views, it must cohere with those views,
where coherence involves more than just logical consis-
tency. You can think that your belief that p is true, but you
cannot think that your belief that p is false. You cannot
assert, “I believe that p, but not p,” and you cannot believe
it either. This “cannot” is probably a normative “cannot,”
rather than an expression of logical impossibility.

What goes for error goes for ignorance as well. There
is something wrong with assertions of the form “p, but I
do not believe that p” Whatever is wrong with these
assertions, they would be just as bad in the privacy of
your own mind. If you think about Moore-paradoxical
statements from the normative perspective, then the same
kind of incoherence that is involved in the standard cases
also seems to infect the following: p, but I have no reason
to believe that p; I believe that p, but I should not believe
it; and p, but I am completely unreliable about these
things. The belief that p not only conflicts with the belief
that you are wrong or that you do not believe that p. It
also rules out the belief that you are unjustified or not in
a position to know. These first-person facts about belief
can be explained by the idea that belief aims at knowl-
edge, but not by the idea that belief aims at truth.

The idea that belief aims at knowledge is a normative
claim. From the point of view of belief there is something
wrong with false beliefs, but there is also something
wrong with unjustified beliefs. There is something wrong
with accidentally true beliefs, even when they are justi-
fied. But from the point of view of belief, there is nothing
wrong with knowledge. For a belief, knowledge is as good
as it gets.

ASSERTION AND EVIDENCE

Moore’s Paradox tells us not only about the nature of
belief but also about the nature of assertion. Peter Unger
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(1975) and Timothy Williamson (2000) are both defend-
ers of the priority of knowledge. Both agree that when
you assert that p, you not only represent p as being true—
you not only represent yourself as believing that p—you
also represent yourself as knowing that p. Propositions of
the form “p, but I do not know that p” are unassertable
because they violate the rule of assertion: assert only what
you know. Unlike Williamson, Unger is a radical skeptic.
When he tells you not to assert what you do not know, he
is basically telling you to keep quiet. The consequences
you draw from the priority of knowledge will depend on
your general views about knowledge. But the basic idea
does not discriminate against skeptics.

Unger and Williamson also agree that there is an
important connection between knowledge and justifica-
tion, though they articulate the connection in different
ways. Unger’s general idea is that if you are justified in
believing that p, then you must know something. More
specifically, he believes that if your reason for believing
that p is that g, then you must know that q. According to
Williamson evidence is knowledge. If your body of evi-
dence consists of a set of propositions, then you must
know each member of this set. Both of these views open
up the possibility of merely apparent evidence. This is not
a problem for Unger, since he thinks that all evidence is
merely apparent.

Is there a problem for Williamson? Suppose you have
a justified, false belief that p; you infer that q on the basis
of this belief; and you think that p is your evidence that q.
If evidence is knowledge, then you are simply mistaken in
thinking that p is your evidence that q. You may even be
mistaken in thinking that you have evidence that q. This
can seem problematic if you think that evidence is such
that, if you have some, then you are at least in a position to
know that you have some; and if you do not have any, then
you are in a position to know that you do not have any; and
if p is or is not evidence for you to believe that g, then you
are in a position to know whether or not this is so.

According to Williamson evidence is not this kind of
thing, but neither is anything else. In Williamson’s termi-
nology a condition is “luminous” just in case one is in a
position to know that the condition obtains, if it does. For
example, you could easily be sleeping in a cold room
without being able to tell that the room is cold. So the
condition of one’s being in a cold room is not luminous.
But you might have thought that, if you feel cold, seem to
see a red wall, or believe that there is life on Mars, then
you are in a position to know that you feel cold, seem to
see a red wall, or believe that there is life on Mars. In other

words you might have thought that these conditions are
luminous.

Williamson has a general argument designed to show
that there are no nontrivial luminous conditions. Not
even the condition that one feels cold is luminous. There
is always a potential gap between the facts and your abil-
ity to know the facts, even when the facts are about your
own present state of mind. So the idea that evidence
would not be luminous if only knowledge were or could
be evidence is no objection to the view. Evidence would
not be luminous regardless what it was. If we do have
some other form of privileged access to evidence or the
justification of our own beliefs, and if our having that
access is incompatible with the idea that evidence is
knowledge, then it must be shown.

MENTAL CONTENT

Gilbert Harman (1999) believes that the basic mental
notions are knowledge and intentional action. Belief and
intention are generalizations of these that allow for error
and failure. Harman therefore clearly endorses the prior-
ity of knowledge. He also believes that the content of a
concept is determined by its functional or conceptual
role: its typical or normal connections to perception, its
role in practical and theoretical reasoning, and its con-
nection to intentional action. Finally, he accepts content
externalism: the view that it is possible for intrinsic dupli-
cates to differ in the contents of their thoughts.

The first two of Harman’s views explain why he holds
the third. My concept of water is typically caused by per-
ceptions of and hearing about water, and the concept is
causally involved in my intentional interactions with
water. Suppose that I have an intrinsic duplicate on
Hilary Putnam’s (1975) Twin Earth. On Twin Earth there
is something that looks, smells, tastes, and feels like water
but is not water. Call it XYZ. When I interact with water,
my twin interacts with XYZ. This difference in our inter-
actions does not influence our intrinsic natures. But it
does influence the contents of our thoughts. Unlike me,
my twin never perceives or interacts with water. Even if
you dragged my twin into my kitchen, he would not
intentionally interact with water, nor would he perceive
that the water was running. My concept differs in content
from my duplicate’s concept because the functional roles
of the concepts are different. The functional roles of the
concepts are different because these roles must be under-
stood in terms of knowledge, perception, and intentional
action.

Harman is not the only philosopher to combine the
priority of knowledge with a conceptual role account of
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content. Christopher Peacocke (1999) has a sophisticated
version of this view. According to Peacocke epistemically
individuated concepts can be individuated, at least in
part, in terms of the conditions under which certain judg-
ments involving those concepts would constitute knowl-
edge. Furthermore, every concept is either epistemically
individuated, or individuated in part in terms of its rela-
tions to epistemically individuated concepts. If epistemi-
cally individuated concepts do in fact play this central
role in our system of concepts, then the priority of knowl-
edge may provide an explanation of this fact.

The conceptual role theory of content is or is a
descendant of the idea that the content of a thought or
concept is determined by what Wilfrid Sellars (1956) calls
its place in a space of reasons. John McDowell (1996)
argues, among other things, that if you take this idea seri-
ously, then thinking of the space of reasons broadly
enough to encompass not only beliefs but also knowledge
is not an optional extra. There is no purely internal space
of reasons. To understand how experience can be part of
the logical space of reasons, and so how our thoughts can
have any content at all, we need to understand how a sub-
ject can be open to the way things manifestly are, where
this involves knowing about what is going on around you.

Setting aside conceptual roles, the priority of knowl-
edge may provide an adequacy condition for the theory
of content. Suppose there was a kind of content or a kind
of representation that could not distinguish a situation in
which water is wet from a situation in which something
that merely looks, smells, feels, and tastes like water is wet.
A picture in the head, qualitatively conceived, may be
such a representation. Accepting this kind of representa-
tion or content could never constitute knowledge, since
there would not be the right kind of distinction between
justification and knowledge. If one of your beliefs about
barns constitutes knowledge, then it matters whether or
not there are fake barns in your neighborhood. If believ-
ing something about barns were a matter of accepting
one of these phony propositions that cannot distinguish
between real and fake barns, then it would not matter
whether the barns were real or fake. According to the pri-
ority of knowledge, if these representations are not even
candidates for knowledge, then they are not to be
believed.

CONTACT

What justifies this preoccupation with knowledge? Each
account of something in terms of knowledge must of
course be judged on its own merits, but is there anything
special about knowledge that holds them all together? A
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true belief will match or accurately represent the world,
but knowledge seems to involve a kind of contact with the
world. The recognition of the importance of this kind of
contact is one of the underlying ideas that unifies these
various approaches.

Edmund L. Gettier (1963) shows that justified, true
belief alone is not sufficient for knowledge. If a justified,
true belief is inferred from a false premise, then it will not
constitute knowledge, even if that premise was justified.
Not all cases of justified, true belief without knowledge
involve inference from a false belief. Alvin I. Goldman
(1992) imagines a case in which you look at a barn that is
surrounded by realistic barn facades and form the justi-
fied, true belief that it is a barn. You do not know even
though you are right because you just got lucky. Though
you do get lucky, and it is just an accident, we cannot deny
that your belief about the barn is causally connected to
the barn. If we were trying to understand knowledge in
terms of being in contact with the world, then we would
need to specify the right kind of contact. But if you are
using the notion of knowledge to explain other things,
then it is easy to say what kind of contact you have in
mind: you are connected in the right way to p if you know
that p.

The presence or absence of this kind of contact mat-
ters in a variety of areas in philosophy. For example, as
Unger argues, a factive propositional attitude either
entails knowledge or the absence of knowledge. If you are
happy that it is raining, or you notice that it is raining,
then it follows that it is raining. These propositional atti-
tudes are factive. Moreover, if you are in one of these
mental states, then it also follows that you know that it is
raining. By contrast, if you forget that it is raining, then it
still follows that it is raining. Forgetting that p is just as
factive as being surprised or embarrassed that p, but if
you forget or are unaware that p, then it does not follow
that you know that p. It follows that you do not know that
p- Not all factive attitudes entail knowledge. But they do
not leave the question of knowledge open. As Robert
Gordon (1969) points out the propositional emotions,
even the nonfactive ones, do not leave open the question
of knowledge either. If you fear, hope, or are worried that
p, then it does not follow that p. But it does follow that
you do not know whether or not that p.

What matters in all these cases is genuine contact
with the world, rather than merely a match between what
is inside and what is outside the mind. You might be
happy when it rains without being happy that it rains.
You need the right kind of connection between the rain
and the happiness for the happiness to be about the rain.
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If the disturbing sight of the rain leads to your taking cer-
tain kinds of medication, then the rain, and your knowl-
edge thereof, may cause the happiness, but you will not
necessarily be happy that it is raining. The rain is causally
related to the happiness, but not in the right way. What is
the right way? It looks like the happiness has to be con-
nected to the rain in the same way that a belief has to be
connected to a fact for the belief to constitute knowledge.

Whenever something interesting requires contact
between the mind and the world, a causal theory of that
thing will at least look plausible. But any such theory will
be faced with deviant causal chains: cases where there is a
causal connection, but not the right kind of causal con-
nection. You might intend to run over your uncle, and
this may lead you to back your car out of your driveway
to drive to his house. But if, unknown to you, your uncle
is napping behind the wheels of your car, you will run
him over; your intention to run him over will cause you
to run him over; but you will not, in this case, run him
over on purpose. Your intention to A is causally related to
your A-ing, but not in the right way, so you do not inten-
tionally A. This is a deviant causal chain.

Here is one thing to notice about the case. You cor-
rectly believe that backing out of your driveway will lead
to running over your uncle. Given your plan, the belief,
we may say, is justified. But the belief does not constitute
knowledge. If it is just an accident that your belief is true,
and you act on that belief, then it will just be an accident
that your attempts are successful, if they are successful at
all. To get intentional action, your means-ends beliefs
must constitute knowledge. This is one suggestion for
ruling out causal deviance in action theory. If this is right,
then it not only follows that we can explain particular
actions in terms of particular states of knowledge. It at
least suggests that we understand intentional action, one
kind of contact between the mind and the world, in terms
of knowledge. Unless we also have to understand knowl-
edge in terms of action, it looks as though knowledge is
the more fundamental notion.

See also Belief.
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KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF

The nature of knowledge has been a central problem in
philosophy from the earliest times. One of Plato’s most
brilliant dialogues, the Theaetetus, is an attempt to arrive
at a satisfactory definition of the concept, and Plato’s
dualistic ontology—a real world of eternal Forms con-
trasted with a less real world of changing sensible partic-
ulars—rests on epistemological foundations.

The problem of knowledge occupies an important
place in most major philosophical systems. If philosophy
is conceived as an ontological undertaking, as an
endeavor to describe the ultimate nature of reality or to
say what there really is, it requires a preliminary investi-
gation of the scope and validity of knowledge. Only that
can reasonably be said to exist which can be known to
exist. If, on the other hand, philosophy is conceived as a
critical inquiry, as a second-order discipline concerned
with the claims of various concrete forms of intellectual
activity, it must consider the extent to which these activi-
ties issue in knowledge.

In modern philosophy in the widest sense of the
phrase—that is, philosophy since the Renaissance—the-
ory of knowledge has usually been the primary field of
philosophical investigation. René Descartes and John
Locke, David Hume and Immanuel Kant, were all, in the
first instance, epistemologists. Epistemological considera-
tions played an important part in the work of Arthur
Schopenhauer, but they were less central in G. W. F. Hegel
and Friedrich Nietzsche, who were more occupied with
the nature of the human mind in general and with the
institutions within which it is exercised than with its
more narrowly cognitive aspects. With Seren Kierkegaard
and his existentialist descendants the focus of interest was
man’s will rather than his intellect. Anglo-Saxon philoso-
phy, however, has remained epistemological. J. S. Mill,
Bertrand Russell, and the analytic philosophers of the

KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF

twentieth century continued to work in the area marked
out by Locke and Hume. Even the British Hegelians of the
late nineteenth century, the school of Thomas Hill Green
and F. H. Bradley, were led into far-reaching epistemolog-
ical studies by the character of the native tradition they
were seeking to overthrow.

Belief has had less attention from philosophers. It has
generally been taken to be a more or less unproblematic
inner state, accessible to introspection. But there has been
disagreement about whether it is active or passive,
Descartes having contended that assent is a matter of will,
Hume that it is an emotional condition in which one
finds oneself. Alexander Bain urged that belief should be
interpreted in terms of the tendencies to action with
which it is associated, and Charles Sanders Peirce took the
view that it is an unobstructed habit of action that, like
health, comes to our notice only when we have lost it.
Faith, especially religious faith, and probability, the logic
of rational belief, have been thoroughly examined, but
belief itself has received surprisingly cursory treatment.

THE DEFINITION OF KNOWLEDGE

According to the most widely accepted definition, knowl-
edge is justified true belief. That it is a kind of belief is
supported by the fact that both knowledge and belief can
have the same objects (thus, half an hour ago I believed I
had left my raincoat in the garage; now I know that I
have) and that what is true of someone who believes
something to be the case is also true, among other things,
of one who knows it. One who comes to know what he
formerly believed does not lose the conviction he for-
merly had.

It is obvious and generally admitted that we can have
knowledge only of what is true. If I admit that p is false,
must admit that I did not know it and that no one else
did, although I may have thought and said so. It is urged,
on the ground that beliefs that merely happen to be true
cannot be regarded as knowledge, that knowledge must
be justified. I may draw a true conclusion by invalid
means from false premises or believe a truth on the
strength of a dream or the misremembered testimony of
a notorious liar. In such cases as these I do not really
know the things I believe, although what I believe is true.
There are, however, objections to all three parts of the
definition of knowledge as justified true belief.

TRUTH. It has been suggested that the requirement that
what is known be true is excessively stringent. Complete
certainty of a statement’s truth is not to be had; the best
we can achieve is very strong grounds for thinking it true.
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Thus, if knowledge entails truth, we can never attain
knowledge or, at any rate, never know that we have done
so. This objection is misconceived. If I firmly believe that
something is true on what I take to be sufficient grounds,
I am right to say that I know it. It may be that the grounds
are, in fact, insufficient and that what I claim to know is
false. In that case my claim is mistaken, but it does not
follow that I was wrong to make it in the sense that I had
no justification for doing so.

It has also been argued, with a view to showing that
knowledge and belief are quite distinct and unrelated,
that whereas beliefs can be true or false, knowledge is nei-
ther. This argument exploits the fact that we speak of a
belief but not of a knowledge, only of a piece or item of
knowledge. Furthermore, since all items or pieces of
knowledge are by definition true, we never need to speak
of them as true items or pieces in order to distinguish
them from false ones.

BELIEF. It is often objected that knowledge cannot be a
kind of belief, even though they can have the same
objects, because they exclude each other. If I know that p,
it would be wrong for me to say that I believe it, since this
would suggest that I do not know it. If, knowing p, I am
asked “Do you believe that p?,” I should reply “No, 1 know
it” This is hardly a serious argument. I should mislead
people if I described my wife as the woman 1 live with,
and I might say, “No, she’s my wife,” if I were asked
whether she is the woman I live with. Nevertheless, my
wife is the woman I live with. What is true is that I do not
merely live with her. Likewise, if I know that p, I do not
merely believe it, but I do believe it all the same. It is often
wrong or misleading in certain circumstances to say
something that is unquestionably true. The boy who, hav-
ing taken two jam tarts, answers the question “How many
have you had?” by saying “One” has told the truth but not
the whole truth.

A more powerful argument against the definition of
knowledge in terms of belief is that people can, it seems,
know something to be the case and yet refuse, or be
unable to bring themselves, to believe it. A woman told by
wholly reliable witnesses with a wealth of circumstantial
detail that her husband has been killed in an accident
might be in this position. One way of getting around this
objection is to say that she believes both that her husband
is dead and that he is not. It is possible and not uncom-
mon to believe something and its contradictory. It is not
possible both to believe something and to not believe it at
the same time, and what she will say is, “I don’t believe it,”
although what she means is that she believes it is false.

Another possibility is to say that although she has con-
clusive grounds for believing that her husband is dead,
she does not, in fact, believe it and does not know it
either. To have conclusive grounds is one thing; to recog-
nize that they are conclusive is another.

It should be noted that where knowledge and belief
overlap, the kind of knowledge involved is propositional
knowledge, or what Gilbert Ryle called “knowing that.”
There is also “knowing how” (to skate, tie a reef knot, do
long division), where there are no propositions to be true
or false and where knowledge can vary in degree. The two
kinds of knowledge are connected in that both are the
outcome of learning. Belief is always propositional or
believing that; there is no believing how that serves as a
defective version of knowing how to do something.

JUSTIFICATION. We often express unreasonable
hunches or intuitions by saying, “I know,” and if they turn
out, to our gratified amazement, to be correct, we rejoice
by saying, “I knew it.” Does this show that true belief can
be knowledge even without justification? The emphasis
we put on the verb when we use it in such a case suggests
that it is an abnormal or marginal use. It is generally
accepted that lucky guesses should not count as knowl-
edge.

An important difficulty arises from the requirement
that true belief must be justified if it is to be knowledge.
What is it for a belief to be justified? One obvious answer
is that my belief in g is justified if there is some other
belief p that entails or supports it. It is clearly not enough
that this further belief p should merely exist. It must also
be a belief of mine; I must know it to be true, and I must
know that it justifies q. But if this is a definition of justi-
fication, the original definition of knowledge is rendered
circular and generates a regress. It has the consequence
that before any belief can be justified, an infinite series of
justifications must already have taken place.

How can such a regress be halted? A natural step is to
ask whether all justification has to be of this propositional
or inferential kind. As Russell has observed, we can define
derivative knowledge in this way but must add an account
of intuitive or uninferred knowledge. Philosophers have
fastened on two forms of intuitive knowledge that, by
standing as the uninferred first premises of all inference,
can terminate the regress of justification. First, there are
self-evident necessary truths, and, second, there are basic
contingent statements, immediately justified by the expe-
riences they report and not dependent on the support of
any further statable items of knowledge.

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

92 2nd edition



In the first group are the axioms of logic and mathe-
matics, such as the law of excluded middle and the prin-
ciple of the commutativity of addition (a + b = b + a),
and statements that correspond to familiar verbal defini-
tions, such as that kittens are young cats. Some philoso-
phers hold that such intuitive, necessary truths record the
results of intellectual intuition, the direct inspection of
the relations of timeless universals; others, that their truth
is essentially verbal in character, that one must accept
them in order to be regarded as understanding the ordi-
nary meaning of the words they contain. To accept an
intuitive, necessary truth is to be ready to draw inferences
in accordance with it. If I understand and accept the truth
of “If (if p, then g), then (if not-g, then not-p),” I must
regard the deduction of “If he’s not over twenty-one, he’s
not eligible” from “If he’s eligible, he’s over twenty-one”
as valid. By applying such rules of inference to intuitive
necessary premises, further demonstrative necessary
truths are arrived at.

Intuitive contingent truths have been held to be
those that describe the immediate objects of perceptual
or introspective experience—for example, “There is a
green patch in the middle of my visual field” or “There
appears to me to be a green flag here” and “I am in pain”
or “I want to go to sleep.” Basic statements like these are
said to be incorrigible in the sense that they are wholly
certified by the experiences they report and are logically
immune from falsification by the results of any further
experience. There may be no green flag here, but whatever
may happen, there does now appear to be one. I may find
it impossible to go to sleep once I get into bed, but I still
want to go to sleep now. A statement is incorrigible if its
truth follows from the fact that it is believed by the per-
son to whom it refers. Thus, although I can make such a
statement falsely, I must know that the statement is false
when I do so. I cannot be honestly mistaken about my
pains or the contents of my visual field.

It has sometimes been denied that there are any con-
tingent, empirical statements that are basic and incorrigi-
ble in this sense. Coherence theories of knowledge have
been propounded by the absolute idealists of the late
nineteenth century and by C. S. Peirce, Karl R. Popper,
and W. V. Quine in more empiricist forms in which
beliefs are seen as justifying one another but none as in
any sense self-justifying. To overcome the apparent circu-
larity of the doctrine, it has been argued that some beliefs
are relatively basic in that they can be accepted as true by
some kind of convention or posited for the time being
but that the element of dogmatism involved is only pro-
visional and is open to revision.

KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF

PLATO’S THEAETETUS. Several of the points raised con-
cerning truth, belief, and justification were first made in
the Theaetetus, that most modern in spirit of Plato’s dia-
logues. In it three definitions of knowledge are examined,
and in the end all are rejected. The three are that knowl-
edge is (1) perception or sensation, (2) true belief, and (3)
true belief meta logou, translated by John Burnet as
“accompanied by a rational account of itself or ground.”
Against the view that knowledge is true belief Plato made
the point that lawyers can persuade juries to accept beliefs
that are, in fact, true by using rhetorical devices but can-
not be said to provide them with knowledge by doing so.
Against the third definition, which, in effect, takes knowl-
edge to be justified true belief, he pointed out that it is
circular and regressive.

There is an obvious objection to the definition of
knowledge as perception. Perception itself must be
defined in terms of knowledge—namely, as the acquisi-
tion of knowledge about the external world by means of
the senses. Plato’s meaning here is perhaps better ren-
dered by understanding his first definition to equate
knowledge and sensation. Certainly this makes more
plausible Plato’s identification of this definition with Pro-
tagoras’s thesis that man is the measure of all things (or
that the truth for each man is simply what appears to him
to be the case). In fact, Protagoras’s thesis would be more
accurately interpreted as the view that knowledge and
belief are one and the same. This contention has obvi-
ously contradictory implications, as Plato pointed out.
We all believe some beliefs of others to be truer than our
own, and most people believe that Protagoras’s theory is
false. Something like that theory persists, however, in the
view, to which we shall later return, that the foundations
of empirical knowledge consist of incorrigible statements
about immediate experience. According to this view, what
we believe about our current sensations or experiences,
whatever we may choose to say about them, is true. If it is
also correct that such sensations are self-intimating, in
the sense that they cannot occur without our knowing
them to occur, it follows that every sensation is an item of
knowledge though not that every item of knowledge is a
sensation.

In his discussion of knowledge as true belief Plato
raised the problem of false belief. How can we believe
falsely that X is Y since if the belief is false, there is no X
that is Y to form a belief, true or false, about? A false
belief, it seems, is no belief at all. A perhaps oversimple
solution to the problem is that we can know a thing X
well enough to be able to identify it as a subject of dis-
course without knowing everything about it (whether, for
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instance, it is Y or not-Y). This draws attention to the
point that the objects of knowledge are not always propo-
sitional, that not all knowledge is knowledge that. In
addition to the knowledge how emphasized by Ryle, there
is knowledge with a direct object, or knowledge of,
claimed in such remarks as “I know Jones” or “I know
Paris.”

A claim to know a person can be intended and
understood in two main ways. In saying that I know
Jones, I may mean that I have met him and that I could
not recognize him (and, usually, that we have had enough
to do with one another for him to remember me). On the
other hand, I may mean that I know what his character is
like, what sort of things he is likely to do. According to the
first interpretation, very little knowing that is involved,
although I should be expected to be capable of giving
some description of Jones’s appearance; according to the
second, some knowledge that relating to his character is
implied, but none about his past history, health, occupa-
tion, and so on is.

A claim to know a place is ordinarily a claim to
knowledge how, to an ability to find one’s way about in it.
It is not enough simply to have been there. Among other
individual objects of knowledge are games, languages,
and works of art. The last of these kinds of knowledge can
be treated in much the same way as knowledge of per-
sons; the others, as cases of knowing how, as claims to the
possession of a skill. In general, knowledge of can be
reduced to varying mixtures of knowing how and know-
ing that, though by no single recipe. It never involves a
claim to knowledge that of all the facts involving the indi-
vidual in question. A further point against Plato is that I
can know enough about an individual or a thing to be
able to refer significantly and successfully to him or it
without being in a position to say that I know him or it
simpliciter. I know enough about Samarqand to refer to it
as a city in Uzbekistan and to ascribe to it a degree of
beauty, historical interest, and size, but I do not know
Samarqand at all, for I have never been there and could
not find my way about in it.

IS KNOWLEDGE DEFINABLE? The English philosopher
John Cook Wilson (1849-1915), closely followed in this
by his disciple H. A. Prichard (1871-1947), strenuously
maintained that the concept of knowledge is primitive
and indefinable. Against such idealist logicians as F. H.
Bradley and Bernard Bosanquet, they argued that judg-
ment is not a genus of which knowledge, belief, and opin-
ion are species. A judgment, said Wilson, is the
conclusion of an inference, but some knowledge must be

uninferred. Nor is knowledge a kind or species of think-
ing or a species of belief, for belief rests on knowledge in
that it requires that there should be both some known
evidence for it and the knowledge that this evidence is
insufficient. No doubt, belief usually does rest on evi-
dence or what is taken to be evidence, but it is not, as Wil-
son supposed, necessary that it should do so. I may
believe a woman to be married because I take her to be
wearing a wedding ring. The fact that it is not a wedding
ring that she is wearing does not in the least imply that I
do not really believe what I infer from my mistake.

According to Prichard, knowledge is completely sui
generis and cannot, as he put it, “be explained.” We can-
not, he said, derive knowledge from what is not knowl-
edge. This observation, if it is relevant at all, is simply a
dogmatic assertion of the indefinability of knowledge. We
can certainly define some things in terms of what they are
not; for instance, not all cats are kittens, and not all young
things are kittens, but a kitten is by definition a young cat.
Knowledge and belief, Prichard held, are utterly distinct
and cannot be mistaken for each other. We know directly
and infallibly whether our state of mind is one of knowl-
edge or belief. If so, knowledge and belief could not be
related as genus and species, although they could still be
different species of the same genus, another possibility
that Prichard ruled out. His view that the two cannot be
mistaken for each other seems clearly mistaken. We often
claim with complete sincerity to know things that turn
out to be false in the end. In so doing, we have taken a
belief, mistakenly, to be knowledge.

Is the opposite possibility ever realized? Do we ever
take to be mere belief something that, in fact, we really
know? Is there a difference between knowing something
and knowing that we know it? Benedict de Spinoza held
that there is not. “He who has a true idea, knows at that
same time that he has a true idea, nor can he doubt con-
cerning the truth of the thing” (Ethics, Part 2, Proposition
43). As Spinoza expressed it, the doctrine is plainly false.
I can perfectly well have very little confidence in a belief
that is really true if, for example, it has been communi-
cated to me by a notoriously unreliable informant. In
other words, I can have a belief that is really true without
knowing that it is true. But can I know that something is
the case without knowing that I know it? I can certainly
have a justified true belief without knowing that that is
what it is, for [ may not realize that the grounds I have for
believing it really do justify it. The question deserves a
more thorough investigation than it can be given here.
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RATIONALIST THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE. Plato’s dis-
tinction between knowledge and belief has had a greater
influence on the subsequent course of philosophy than
his penetrating but unsuccessful attempts to find a defi-
nition of the concept. His essential point was that knowl-
edge and belief are not only distinct attitudes but that
they also have distinct and proprietary objects. Knowl-
edge can be only of what is eternal and unchanging, of
Forms, Ideas or universals; belief has for its objects the
changing sensible particulars that make up the temporal
world. Plato’s reflections on mathematics seem to have
led him to this conclusion. The propositions of geometry
are preeminently objects of knowledge in that they can be
established as conclusively true, once and for all, by
demonstrative reasoning. Our beliefs about matters of
temporal fact, on the other hand, are much more liable to
illusion and error. The sensible objects of perceptual
belief are infected with contradiction; they undergo
change and have contrary properties at different times.
But the objects of mathematical knowledge are wholly
different. The circles and triangles studied by geometers
are exact and perfect; they are ideals that the circular and
triangular things we perceive with the senses approximate
but always fall short of.

There are three ways in which a circular concrete
thing may not be really circular. It may be circular at one
time and elliptical at another; it may be other things (for
example, green, cold, and sweet) as well as circular; and as
concrete and sensible, it may not be strictly or perfectly
circular. From these facts Plato concluded that such a
thing is not wholly real in the way that the ideal circle of
the geometer is. The ideal circle is a genuine object of
knowledge, and only such wholly knowable things can be
wholly real. From the distinction between knowledge and
belief, then, Plato derived a distinction between two sorts
of object, each sort constituting a separate world of its
own—the abstract world of eternal Forms, which is the
knowable reality, and the concrete world of changing par-
ticulars, which is only appearance, not nonexistent but
not wholly real either, and of which one can have not
knowledge but only belief.

Plato’s arguments for the unknowability and unreal-
ity of concrete, sensible things are not very persuasive. If
this once circular mat is now elliptical, it does not follow
that it was not really circular before. If this circular object
is also green and cold, that does not in any way detract
from its circularity. Finally, even if it is not perfectly cir-
cular, it may be quite definitely green. In general, there
would seem to be many propositions that are known by
some people but only believed by others; a mathemati-
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cian will know the truth of a proposition he has proved,
whereas another person will simply believe it on his
authority. Some things I now know I used only to
believe—for instance, that I should be writing this here
today; some things I now only believe I once used to
know—for instance, where I bought my raincoat. These
considerations show that the objects of knowledge and
belief are not wholly mutually exclusive. But it may still
be true that there are some things that can be only
believed, whereas others can be both believed and known.

At the center of Plato’s thinking about this subject is
a principle that defines one important sense of the word
rationalism—the principle that only necessary truths,
established by a priori reasoning, can really be known.
Something like this principle was accepted by Aristotle,
although he rejected Plato’s doctrine that Forms or uni-
versals occupied a separate abstract world of their own
beyond time and space. Aristotle agreed that only the
form of things could be known and that the matter that
individuated or particularized them was beyond the
reach of knowledge. For him true knowledge was to be
attained by a process of intuitive induction that discerned
the necessary connections between the forms present in
concrete things. A science or ordered body of knowledge
must consist of propositions deduced from self-evident
first principles of this kind.

Descartes’s rationalism was inspired by the reflection
that ordinary claims to knowledge often prove mistaken.
True knowledge, he insisted, must be objectively certain
and impossible to doubt. His methodical endeavors to
doubt everything were brought up short by the celebrated
“I think, therefore I exist.” I cannot doubt that I doubt, for
in the act of doubting it I prove it to be true; if I doubt, I
think; and if I think, I exist. What, he then inquired, is so
special about cogito and sum? What makes them so indu-
bitably certain? His unhelpful conclusion is that they are
clearly and distinctly perceived to be true. What he meant
by this weakly formulated criterion of certainty can best
be discovered by seeing what, in practice, he took it to
certify. It appears that two sorts of proposition are clearly
and distinctly perceived to be true: (1) necessary truths
whose denial is self-evidently contradictory and (2) the
immediate deliverances of sensation and introspection
about one’s own current mental state. Premises of both
kinds figure in his first proof of God’s existence:

Every event must have an adequate cause.

I have a clear and distinct idea of God.

God alone is an adequate cause for my idea of
him.

Therefore, God exists.
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In fact, cogito, I think, is not a clear instance of either,
let alone both, of these two kinds of knowable, and even
if it were, it would not follow from its being, on one hand,
necessary and immediate and, on the other, certain that
anything else that was necessary and immediate was also
certain. Descartes’s primary certainty was perhaps first
thought of on a Thursday, but it does not follow that any-
thing first thought of on a Thursday either by him or by
anyone else is certain, too. It is not a necessary truth that
I think or exist, for I might not be awake and might never
have existed. If this is the case, the facts in question could
not, of course, have been expressed in the first person sin-
gular.

Locke, despite his justly recognized position as a
founding father of empiricism, reached much the same
rationalist conclusion as Descartes, although by a very
different route. He defined knowledge as “the perception
of the agreement or disagreement of two ideas” (Essay
concerning Human Understanding, Book 4, Ch. 1, Sec. 2).
He went on to distinguish three kinds of knowledge: (1)
intuitive knowledge of such things as the fact that red is
not green and the fact of one’s own existence; (2) demon-
strative knowledge, which includes mathematics, moral-
ity, and the existence of God; and (3) sensitive knowledge,
which is concerned with “the particular existence of finite
beings without us.” The third type of knowledge does not
conform to his general definition, as he admitted. To
become aware of a finite being outside us, we have to infer
the existence of something that is not an idea from the
ideas of sensation we take it to cause, and in part, to
resemble. Locke’s definition, as he understood it, restricts
knowledge to the domain of a priori necessary truths. In
intuition and demonstration there is a direct or indirect
awareness of the connection between ideas present to the
mind. But in the third case a connection is asserted
between an idea of sensation and a physical thing that is
not and cannot be directly present to the mind.

Locke did not introduce a special category to accom-
modate our knowledge of the ideas we passively experi-
ence but remitted them in passing to the category of
intuitive knowledge. This sort of knowledge is quite
unlike his exemplary cases of intuition, being contingent
and empirical where the exemplary cases are necessary
and a priori, and he might well have introduced a special
category of reflective knowledge to accommodate it. It
would comprise assertions of the connection of particu-
lar ideas, whereas intuition and demonstration would
cover the connections of abstract, general ideas. Thus,
although Locke’s official definition of knowledge con-
fines its application to necessary truths, it could, with a

little modification, have been extended to cover a person’s
awareness of the present contents of his mind. But it
could not, by any contortions, have been made to cover
sensitive knowledge of real existence, that empirical
knowledge par excellence which it was Locke’s avowed
purpose to justify and explain.

CERTAINTY. The indestructible vitality of the rationalist
theory that necessary truths alone or necessary truths and
reports of immediate experience are really knowledge was
proved by its wide acceptance among empirically minded
philosophers of the twentieth century—for example,
Russell, C. I. Lewis, and A. J. Ayer. In support of it a pow-
erful battery of arguments was produced, designed to
show that despite the subjective certainty we feel in many
kinds of belief, they cannot count as knowledge because
they are not objectively certain.

Russell contended that all the sources of what we
ordinarily regard as common knowledge of fact are in
some degree untrustworthy. Perception is tainted by illu-
sions, hallucinations, and dreams. Memory is notoriously
fallible. Testimony, which plays such a large part in build-
ing up the social fabric of belief, presupposes an inference
to other minds that is inevitably shaky and conjectural.
Induction never certifies its conclusions, imparting at
best only a measure of probability to them. Even intro-
spection, if it is held to convey information about the self
as a continuing personality, goes beyond what is directly
present to the mind. Only what is directly present to it—
currently occurring thoughts and feelings—is the object
of certain, infallible, and indubitable belief.

Lewis generalized Russell’s position by distinguish-
ing expressive judgments that report current states of
mind from all other empirical propositions on the
ground that they alone are wholly nonpredictive and have
no implications about future observable happenings by
whose failure to occur they might be refuted. Ayer, at one
time, went even further. He held that all contingent,
empirical propositions whatsoever, including reports of
immediate experience, are uncertain on the ground that
every such proposition involves the application of a gen-
eral predicative term to its subject and thus makes a com-
parison with previous and perhaps faultily remembered
instances of the term’s application.

This kind of fallibilism about empirical belief was
doggedly resisted by G. E. Moore and, after him, by Lud-
wig Wittgenstein, J. L. Austin, and Norman Malcolm.
Moore’s main point was that the word certain is learned
and thus acquires its meaning from such situations as
that in which a man holds up his hand and makes the
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perceptual judgment “I know for certain that this is a
hand.” Some rather subtler arguments are sketched in his
book Philosophical Papers. Their general upshot is that
the rationalists and fallibilists have been working with an
unconsidered and excessively stringent concept of cer-
tainty. They have simply taken it for granted that for a
belief to be certain, it must be impossible to doubt it. Rus-
sell, for example, began his search for certain knowledge
with the question “Is there any knowledge in the world
which is so certain that no reasonable man could doubt
it?”

There are at least four senses in which it may be held
that a belief cannot be doubted. The first is psychological;
a man cannot doubt a belief if he cannot, in fact, bring
himself to suspend judgment about it. This kind of cer-
tainty will vary from person to person and is of no direct
philosophical interest. The second sense is logical. Here
“doubt” is taken to mean “suppose false” and “can” to
mean “can without logical inconsistency.” This yields the
strict rationalist view, since only necessary truths cannot
be supposed false without inconsistency. A third sense
identifies certainty with incorrigibility. According to it, a
belief cannot be doubted if its truth follows from the fact
that it is believed. Anyone who doubts an incorrigible
belief shows that he does not understand the words that
express it. The favorite examples of incorrigible beliefs are
reports of immediate experience, such as “I am in pain”
or “It seems to me now that there is a table here.” But the
notion would also apply to the more elementary and
intuitive kind of necessary truth, such as the law of con-
tradiction. Finally, there is the concept of certainty that,
say Moore and his adherents, we actually employ in com-
mon speech where it means what cannot reasonably be
doubted or supposed false. That people make all sorts of
mistakes is not, according to this view, a reason for doubt-
ing the truth of a particular proposition. What is required
to justify doubt is that propositions just like this, made in
circumstances just like these and resting on just this kind
of evidence, have in the past turned out to be mistaken. In
this sense of certainty many beliefs based on perception,
memory, testimony, and induction are objectively certain
and thus properly regarded as items of knowledge. This
view has the merit of allowing that many propositions
that are, in fact, necessary truths are or once were less
than certain, and it does not require the theory that there
are any incorrigible propositions to be accepted. A further
point in its favor is that such surprising theses as the one
that no factual belief is certain can surprise us and escape
triviality only if they are taken in this sense.

KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF

SOME MODERN VIEWS. In the mid-twentieth century,
philosophical discussions of knowledge were much con-
cerned with three distinctions drawn by Russell, Ryle, and
Austin that must be briefly mentioned.

Acquaintance and description. In Russell’s early writ-
ings he drew a distinction between knowledge of things
and knowledge of truths, between knowledge of and
knowledge that, a distinction marked in French by the
verbs connaitre and savoir. Within each kind he also dis-
cerned a distinction between an immediate and a derived
form. Immediate knowledge of truths is conveyed in
intuitive statements—for example, basic judgments of
perception and the axioms of logic and mathematics;
derivative knowledge of truths, in demonstrable neces-
sary propositions and inferred empirical statements. Par-
allel to this on the side of knowledge of things is the
distinction between knowledge by acquaintance and
knowledge by description.

Acquaintance, as Russell defined it, is the converse of
presentation; it is the direct and infallible apprehension
of some sort of object. But objects of description, unlike
those of acquaintance, can fail to exist. Russell held that
we are acquainted with present and past particulars and
also with universals. This doctrine has led to a good deal
of confusion. Certainly we do know things, persons, and
places by acquaintance, but to do so is generally to know
that something is true of them and is at least to know how
to recognize them. The words with which we refer to
things we are not acquainted with can be defined or
explained in terms of those connected with objects of
acquaintance. But this produces understanding rather
than knowledge, understanding of singular terms
(whether what they purport to refer to exists or not) and
of general terms (whether or not there is anything they
apply to). Russell’s principle of acquaintance (”Every
proposition which we can understand must be composed
wholly of constituents with which we are acquainted”) is
really a version of the empiricist theory of meaning.
Asserted without qualification, it is highly unplausible.
We are not acquainted with anything corresponding to
the “if” that occurs in the verbal expression of a hypo-
thetical proposition although we understand the word. In
general, to become acquainted with things is to acquire
some intuitive knowledge of truths in which they figure,
particular objects of acquaintance being the subjects of
such truths and universal objects of acquaintance their
predicates. In other words, knowledge of things cannot be
separated from and regarded as prior to knowledge of
truths in the way Russell supposed.
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Knowing how and knowing that. Ryle’s distinction
between knowing how and knowing that has already been
mentioned. There is a parallel distinction between
remembering how and remembering that (there is also
memory of past events). Ryle is anxious to correct the
intellectualist bias of theorists of knowledge and to draw
attention to the dispositional nature of all kinds of
knowledge and belief; we speak, after all, of the knowl-
edge and beliefs of those who are fast asleep. He tends to
suggest that knowing that is a special, verbal form of
knowing how, that it consists in having learned how to
answer certain questions and now being ready to answer
them.

Performative and descriptive verbs. John Austin’s
work on performative utterances has interested many
philosophers in that class of verbs that are used in the first
person present to do things rather than to describe what
is being done. Examples of such performative verbs are
“promise,” “swear,” “take thee, X, to be my wedded wife,”
and “name this ship Y.” A verb ¢ is performative if it fol-
lows that I ¢ from the fact that I say, “I ¢.” Austin appears
to have thought, wrongly, that “know” is a verb of this
kind and that its function is to guarantee or authorize the
acceptance of the piece of information that followed it. It
is true that to prefix “I know” to a statement of fact does
not add much to its content. But p and “I know that p” are
not equivalent, since the former may be true when the lat-
ter is false. Austin was right in denying that knowledge is
a state of assurance stronger than the most assured belief,
though it is not clear that anyone ever supposed that it
was. But the correctness of this denial, although it entails
that it is not some describable psychological feature of the
knower’s state of mind that differentiates knowledge
from belief, does not entail that the difference is not at all
describable and lies, rather, in some nondescriptive func-
tion that the word performs.

THE NATURE OF BELIEF

Most philosophers who have in any way adverted to the
nature of belief have assumed that belief is an inner state
of mind, directly accessible to introspection and distinct
from, though causally related to, the believer’s behavior.
In The Emotions and the Will (1859) the Scottish philoso-
pher Alexander Bain proposed that belief should be
defined in terms of behavior: “Belief has no meaning
except in reference to our actions ... no mere conception
that does not directly or indirectly implicate our volun-
tary exertions can ever amount to the state in question.”
In support of Bain’s theory is the fact that not only can
others check our claims to believe by considering whether

we behave appropriately but we ourselves may also take
the results of such a test to overrule claims to believe that
we have sincerely made.

Careful statements of the opposing doctrines were
given by H. H. Price and R. B. Braithwaite. Price’s men-
talist definition of belief equates it with entertainment of
a proposition together with assent. To entertain a propo-
sition is to understand and attend to its meaning; when it
occurs by itself, it is neutral and uncommitted as regards
the proposition’s truth or falsehood. Price breaks assent
down into a volitional and an emotional part. He
describes the volitional element as a mental act of prefer-
ring a proposition to any incompatible alternatives that
have occurred to one; the emotional element is a feeling
of conviction or assurance and may vary in degree.
Braithwaite identifies belief in a proposition with its
entertainment together with a dispositional readiness to
act as if it were true. “Being ready to act as if p were true”
has at first sight a suggestion of circularity, for it seems to
mean being ready to act as if one believed p. But this can
be avoided. I act as if p were true if I act in a way that
would satisfy my desires if p were in fact true.

Against both theories it should be said that “enter-
tainment” is dispensable if the normal sense of “believe”
is in question, for we attend consciously to the proposi-
tions we believe only at rare intervals. As regards Price,
what is to be understood by an act of preferring as
opposed to an emotion of preference? It looks very like
the silent assertion of the proposition itself, an inner
rehearsal of a piece of outward verbal behavior. Second,
feelings of conviction do not always attend even the
beliefs we consciously entertain. Unless our confident
beliefs are actually challenged, our state would seem to be
one of easy and unemotional taking for granted.

Against the view of Bain and Braithwaite it has been
urged by Mill, Franz Brentano, and Russell that if a belief
has behavioral effects different from mere entertainment,
it must differ in its intrinsic mental character. This is a
misunderstanding. For a behaviorist there is a difference
in the dispositions of one who believes and of one who
merely entertains a proposition. A more serious difficulty
is presented by beliefs that have negligible practical con-
sequences, such as those about remote historical or astro-
nomical events. But even here there is a disposition to
verbal behavior, and, again, a disposition can exist with-
out being actualized. There is also the difficulty that my
claims about what I believe become, according to this the-
ory, inductive conjectures about what I should do if cer-
tain circumstances arose. One reply is that not all
inductive conjectures are conjectural to that degree. I
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need not, for example, feel very hesitant about what
would happen if this iron table were dropped on that
china teapot. Braithwaite adds that his theory has the
merit of making possible rather precise measurements of
subjective probability or degree of belief. The numerical
probability I attach to a belief can be regarded as the least
favorable odds I should accept on its turning out to be
correct. Thus, unless I accept an odds-on bet, I do not
believe something more than I believe its denial.

There is an interesting and extreme opposition in the
history of philosophy between Descartes, who held that
assent is a matter of will that can be freely given or with-
held, and Hume, who represented us as largely passive in
belief, which he conceived as a feeling that we find our-
selves with and must put up with whether we like it or
not, much as we find ourselves equipped with desires and
aversions. Descartes’s activism is shown first in his pro-
posal that the philosopher should undertake a course of
methodical doubt, suspending judgment about all the
beliefs he has hitherto taken for granted. It reaches its
fullest development in his attempt to solve the theologi-
cal problem of error or intellectual evil, to reconcile the
fact, on which his whole philosophy depends, that many
of our beliefs are false with the goodness of God. The
solution he offered is that God has fitted us out with lim-
ited intellects, appropriate to our earthly needs, but in his
own image, with unrestricted freedom of will. When we
make mistakes it is because we have culpably given free
assent to propositions beyond the effective reach of our
limited intellects.

In Descartes’s favor is the fact that we do assess
beliefs as more or less reasonable, a practice whose theory
is logic and methodology. And the ethics of belief has not
always been confined to distinguishing logically reason-
able beliefs from others. It has often been held that some
beliefs—in the existence of God, for example—are
morally obligatory, and some beliefs are often recom-
mended as prudent or useful. Hume himself propounded
rules for judging causes and effects whose acceptance, he
maintained, will enable us to advance science and avoid
superstition. On Hume’s side is the fact that it seems no
more possible to resolve to believe something one actu-
ally does not believe than it is to increase one’s height or
eradicate one’s distaste for endives by a simple effort of
will. What one can do is to fortify or undermine one’s
belief in a proposition indirectly by voluntarily concen-
trating one’s attention on the evidence for or against it.

It is quite commonly said that belief must rest on evi-
dence and sometimes, especially by those who hold
knowledge to be indefinable, that it must rest on knowl-
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edge. It is certainly usual for belief to rest on something
the believer regards as evidence, whether or not it is true
and whether or not it lends any support to the belief in
question. But a wildly dogmatic or superstitious belief,
maintained in the teeth of all the evidence, is still a belief,
however unreasonable it may be.

FAITH. There is some point to the malicious definition of
faith as firm belief in something for which there is no evi-
dence, for faith does involve a measure of risk, a voluntary
decision to repose more confidence in a proposition, per-
son, or institution than the statable grounds for doing so
would, if neutrally considered, justify. Locke defined faith
as resting on authoritative testimony, “the assent to any
proposition, not thus made out by the deductions of rea-
son, but upon the credit of the proposer.” This applies
well enough to the religious faith of traditional Chris-
tianity, but it is too narrow to cover the general use of the
concept. It is often said that science rests on faith in the
uniformity and intelligibility of nature as much as reli-
gion does on an undemonstrable conviction that the
world is under the direction of a wise and benevolent
intelligence. Certainly, science would be wholly sterilized
if men were not prepared to consider adventurous and
unjustified hypotheses. But it is not obvious that these
adventurous conjectures have to be believed by their pro-
pounders. The austere maxim of W. K. Clifford—“It is
wrong, everywhere and for anyone, to believe anything
upon insufficient evidence”—is not strictly incompatible
with intellectual enterprise. Yet even Popper, who of all
theorists of knowledge is most insistent on the conjec-
tural and fallible nature of science, admits that “our
guesses are guided by the unscientific, the metaphysical
(though biologically explicable) faith in laws, in regulari-
ties which we can uncover.”

See also A Priori and A Posteriori; Evans, Gareth; Kant,
Immanuel; Knowledge, A Priori; Kripke, Saul; Mean-
ing; Plantinga, Alvin; Propositions; Putnam, Hilary;
Reference.
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KNOWLEDGE AND
MODALITY

The prominence of the modalities (i.e., necessity and
contingency) in epistemological discussions is due to the
influence of Immanuel Kant (1965), who maintained
that:

(1) All knowledge of necessary propositions is a pri-
ori; and

(2) All propositions known a priori are necessary.

Saul Kripke (1971, 1980) renewed interest in Kant’s
account of the relationship between the a priori and the
necessary by arguing that some necessary propositions
are known a posteriori and some contingent propositions
are known a priori. A cogent assessment of the contro-
versy requires some preliminary clarification.

The distinction between necessary and contingent
propositions is metaphysical. A necessarily true (false)
proposition is one that is true (false) and cannot be false
(true). The distinction between a priori and a posteriori
knowledge is epistemic. S knows a priori that p just in
case: (a) S knows that p; and (b) S’s justification for
believing that p does not depend on experience. Condi-
tion (b) is controversial. On the traditional reading, (b) is
equivalent to (¢): S’s belief that p is nonexperientially jus-
tified. Hilary Putnam (1983) and Philip Kitcher (1983),
however, argue that (b) is equivalent to (d): S’s belief that
p is nonexperientially justified and cannot be defeated by
experience. Albert Casullo (2003) rejects the Putnam-
Kitcher reading on the grounds that it yields an analysis
of a priori knowledge that excludes the possibility that
someone knows a posteriori a proposition that can be
known a priori.

The expression “knowledge of necessary proposi-
tions” in (1) is ambiguous. The following definitions
remove the ambiguity:

(A) S knows the general modal status of p just in case
S knows that p is a necessary proposition (i.e.,
either necessarily true or necessarily false) or S
knows that p is a contingent proposition (i.e.,
either contingently true or contingently false);

(B) S knows the truth value of p just in case S knows
that p is true or S knows that p is false (assuming
truth is always bivalent);

(C) S knows the specific modal status of p just in case
S knows that p is necessarily true or S knows that
p is necessarily false or S knows that p is contin-
gently true or S knows that p is contingently false.
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(A) and (B) are logically independent. One can know that
Goldbach’s Conjecture is a necessary proposition but not
know whether it is true or false. Alternatively, one can
know that some mathematical proposition is true but not
know whether it is a necessary proposition or a contin-
gent proposition. (C), however, is not independent of (A)
and (B). One cannot know the specific modal status of a
proposition unless one knows both its general modal sta-
tus and its truth value.

(1) is crucial for Kant, because it is the leading prem-
ise of his only argument in support of the existence of a
priori knowledge:

(1) All knowledge of necessary propositions is a pri-
ori.

(3) Mathematical propositions, such as that 7 + 5 =
12, are necessary.

(4) Therefore, knowledge of mathematical proposi-
tions, such as that 7 + 5 = 12, is a priori.

(1), however, is ambiguous. There are two ways of read-
ing it:
(IT) All knowledge of the truth value of necessary
propositions is a priori, or

(1G) All knowledge of the general modal status of nec-
essary propositions is a priori.

The argument is valid only if (1) is read as (1T). Kant,
however, supports (1) with the observation that although
experience teaches that something is so and so, it does not
teach us that it cannot be otherwise. Taken at face value,
this observation states that experience teaches us that a
proposition is true and that experience does not teach us
that it is necessary. This supports (1G), not (1T).

Kripke rejects (1) by offering examples of necessary
truths that are alleged to be known a posteriori. First, he
maintains that if P is an identity statement between
names, such as “Hesperus = Phosphorus,” or a statement
asserting that an object has an essential property, such as
“This table is made of wood,” then one knows a priori
that:

(5) If P then necessarily P.
Second, he argues that because one knows by empirical

investigation that Hesperus = Phosphorus and that this
table is made of wood, one knows a posteriori that:

(6) P

Kripke concludes that one knows by modus ponens that:
(7) Necessarily P.
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(7) is known a posteriori because it is based on (6), which
is known a posteriori.

How do Kripke’s examples bear on (1)? Once again,
a distinction must be made between (1G) and (1T).
Kripke’s examples, if cogent, establish that (1T) is false:
They establish that one knows a posteriori that some nec-
essary propositions are true. They do not, however, estab-
lish that (1G) is false: They do not establish that one
knows a posteriori that some necessary propositions are
necessary. It may appear that Kripke’s conclusion that one
has a posteriori knowledge that necessarily P entails that

(1G) is false. Here a distinction must be made between
(1G) and:

(1S) All knowledge of the specific modal status of nec-
essary propositions is a priori.

Kripke’s examples establish that (1S) is false: They estab-
lish that one knows a posteriori that some necessary
propositions are necessarily true. Because knowledge of
the specific modal status of a proposition is the conjunc-
tion of knowledge of its general modal status and knowl-
edge of its truth value, it follows from the fact that one’s
knowledge of the truth value of P is a posteriori that one’s
knowledge of its specific modal status is also a posteriori.
However, from the fact that one’s knowledge of the spe-
cific modal status of P is a posteriori, it does not follow
that one’s knowledge of its general modal status is also a
posteriori.

(1G) has not gone unchallenged. Kitcher (1983)
argues that even if knowledge of the general modal status
of propositions is justified by nonexperiential evidence,
such as the results of abstract reasoning or thought exper-
iments, it does not follow that such knowledge is a priori
because the nonexperiential justification in question can
be defeated by experience. Casullo (2003) rejects (1G) on
the grounds that the Kantian contention that experience
can provide knowledge of only the actual world overlooks
the fact that much practical and scientific knowledge
involves counterfactual conditionals, which provide
information that goes beyond what is true of the actual
world.

Kripke also argues that some contingent truths are
known a priori. His examples are based on the observa-
tion that a definite description can be employed to fix the
reference—as opposed to give the meaning—of a term.
Consider someone who employs the definition descrip-
tion “the length of S at t,” to fix the reference of the
expression “one meter.” Kripke maintains that this person
knows, without further empirical investigation, that S is
one meter long at t, Yet the statement is contingent
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because “one meter” rigidly designates the length that is
in fact the length of S at t, but, under different conditions,
S would have had a different length at t,. In reply, Alvin
Plantinga (1974) and Keith Donnellan (1979) contend
that, without empirical investigation, the reference fixer
knows that the sentence “S is one meter long at t,”
expresses a truth, though not the truth that it expresses.
Gareth Evans (1979) disputes this contention.
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KNOWLEDGE AND TRUTH,
THE VALUE OF

Questions concerning the value of knowledge and truth
range from those that suggest complete skepticism about
such value to those that reflect more discriminating con-
cerns about the precise nature of the value in question
and the comparative judgment that one of the two is
more valuable than the other.

THE COMPARATIVE QUESTION AND
THE PRAGMATIC ACCOUNT

The history of epistemology has its conceptual roots in
the dialogues of Plato, and the question of the value of
knowledge and truth arises there as well. In Plato’s Meno,
Socrates and Meno discuss a number of issues, including
the issue of the nature and value of knowledge. Socrates

raises the question of the value of knowledge, and Meno
answers by proposing a pragmatic theory: knowledge is
valuable because it gets us what we want. Socrates imme-
diately proposes a counterexample, to the effect that true
opinion would work just as well: If you want to get to
Larissa, hiring a guide who has a true opinion of how to
get there will have the same practical results as hiring a
guide who knows the way. Meno then voices a philosoph-
ically deep perplexity, wondering aloud why knowledge
should be more prized than true opinion and whether
there is any difference between the two. Meno thus ques-
tions two assumptions, the first being the assumption
that knowledge is more valuable than true opinion, and
the second that knowledge is something more than true
opinion.

Socrates’s counterexample suggests another: If you
want to get to Larissa, it matters not whether your guide
has true opinion or merely empirically adequate views on
the matter. To see the counterexample, we need to under-
stand that an empirically adequate theory is one that
“saves the appearances,” in other words, one that would
never be refuted by any sensory experience. The simplest
way to see that such a theory is not the same thing as a
true theory is to consider skeptical scenarios such as René
Descartes’s evil demon world. The denizens of such a
world will have roughly the same views as we do, and
their views will be as empirically adequate as ours. Since
the demon is so skillful at carrying out his intentions,
however, their views will be false even if ours are true. In
such a world, there are no guides with true opinions
about how to get to Larissa. Instead, the best one could
hope for is a guide who has an empirically adequate view
of the matter. Yet, if we compare the two situations, the
one in the actual world where the hired guide has a true
opinion, and the one in the demon world where the hired
guide has only an empirically adequate opinion, no suf-
fering accrues to the traveler in the demon world that
does not also accrue to the traveler in the actual world,
and no benefits are experienced by the traveler in the
demon world that are not also experienced by the traveler
in the actual world. That is to say, their experiences are
indistinguishable, leaving us to wonder what practical
advantage truth has over empirical adequacy.

SKEPTICISM ABOUT THE VALUE OF
KNOWLEDGE AND TRUTH

Besides this Platonic threat to the value of knowledge and
truth, there are other threats. One arises from the specter
of skepticism. If we grant that there is no adequate answer
to the skeptic, we might have the experience of philo-
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sophical sour grapes, denying the value of what we can-
not have.

More respectable threats to the value of knowledge
and truth come from positions that question the ordinary
thinking that knowledge and truth contribute to well-
being. Pyrrhonian skepticism maintains that such ordi-
nary thinking is mistaken, and that the path to happiness
requires abandoning a search for knowledge and truth,
ridding oneself of beliefs and instead “acquiescing to the
appearances.” Arguments for skepticism play an impor-
tant role in this process insofar as they can play a role in
eliminating the dogmatism purportedly inherent in
belief, but the Pyrrhonian appeal to skepticism is not
simply that of philosophical sour grapes: it is motivated
instead by a conception of what human well-being
involves and requires.

There is no question that the Pyrrhonian school was
sensitive to a real threat to human happiness, for dogma-
tism has caused immense suffering (for one monumental
example, think of the suffering caused by religious wars).
It is philosophical overkill, however, to move from such
obvious points to skepticism and a denigration of the
value of knowledge and truth. For one thing, dogmatism
is compatible with a full appreciation of the rights of
other human beings and so need not lead to massive
human rights violations. Moreover, even if dogmatism
has practical consequences that are troubling, a defender
of the value of knowledge and truth has a counterargu-
ment here. The typical epistemological approach involves
abstracting away from the causal consequences of hold-
ing the beliefs in question, concerning itself more with
intrinsic features of cognition, the kind reflected in talk of
inquiry for its own sake. When we engage in inquiry for
its own sake, successful results will partake of a kind of
success that is independent of any causal contribution to
well-being or other practical concerns. When epistemol-
ogists reflect on the nature of successful cognition and the
extent to which an organism achieves it, the predominant
approach has been to reflect on a kind of success that
abstracts from the consequences of cognition, whether
those consequences are practical, moral, religious, politi-
cal, or social.

Given such an abstraction, a defender of the value of
knowledge and truth can argue that even if Pyrrhonism is
correct as a general approach to cognition, it fails to show
that, from the abstract point of view of what is involved
in inquiry for its own sake, knowledge and truth are not
valuable. One of the factors to be considered in evaluat-
ing the plausibility of any view regarding the all-things-
considered value of knowledge and truth is the

KNOWLEDGE AND TRUTH, THE VALUE OF

perspectival value of these things, such as the value they
(appear to) have from the perspective of inquiry for its
own sake.

Moreover, the argument for Pyrrhonism as the best
view of the all-things-considered value of knowledge and
belief is weak. To the extent that dogmatism itself has
untoward consequences, the proper remedy is a sense of
human fallibility, and only a highly questionable theory
in which knowledge must be infallible could view skepti-
cism as the only antidote to dogmatism.

Another threat arose in the latter half of the twenti-
eth century, from those whom Bernard Williams in his
last major philosophical work (2002) labeled “deniers” of
the value of truth. Some of these deniers claim, in post-
modernist spirit, that the ideals of truth and objectivity in
inquiry are pretensions in service of other, baser motives.
Problems for such denials of the value of truth arise when
attempts are made to delineate accurately the nature of
the pretensions in question and the lessons to be learned
about the human condition from such investigation.
Some, such as Richard Rorty (1989), have sought to
espouse views while at the same time denying their accu-
racy, but such a position is not intellectually stable. The
instability of the view is masked by the false dilemma
involved in always capitalizing terms like “Truth” and
“Reality” to gain purchase for the view that these concepts
always and everywhere posit a metaphysical space hidden
behind the pale of language or experience, yielding the
claim that inquiry should aim at something weaker than
truth, such as widest possible agreement (see Rorty
1998). As Williams points out, however, it makes little
sense to value the number of converts to a view unless
convincing them of the view has something to do with
convincing them that the view is true. Put more generally,
among the regulating ideas concerning truth is that there
is an obvious logical equivalence between p and it is true
that p, so that to assert a claim is to represent that claim
as being true, and no philosophical sleight of hand
involving capitalization of terms or scare-quotes, to
which such deniers are prone, undermines this central
point about truth. The deniers may have useful and
important critiques of pretensions to objectivity, but it is
a fundamental principle of inquiry that claims and argu-
ments that are self-refuting should be avoided.

THE NATURE OF THE VALUE IN
QUESTION
So there are three primary questions regarding the value

of knowledge and truth. The first is whether knowledge
and truth are valuable, all things considered. The second

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

103



KNOWLEDGE AND TRUTH, THE VALUE OF

question is whether they are valuable from the abstract
point of view of what is involved in inquiry for its own
sake. And the third question pertains to the issue of
explanation, asking whether it is really knowledge that is
valuable from this purely cognitive point of view, or
something else instead.

The first question is a very large one, but a proper
answer to it depends on answers to the second two ques-
tions, for if knowledge and truth do not pass scrutiny
when considered from the purely cognitive point of view,
then they have little to be said in their favor from an all-
things-considered point of view. Furthermore, a negative
answer to the third question would threaten the signifi-
cance of a positive answer to the second question.

THE VALUE OF TRUTH. The major concerns involved in
the third question are whether knowledge is more valu-
able than its parts and whether truth has anything to be
said on its behalf over mere empirical adequacy. From a
purely cognitive point of view, as William James (1956)
noted, human beings are motivated by two primary con-
cerns, a concern for not being duped and a concern for
not missing out on something important. The first con-
cern is relevant to the issue regarding whether truth has
anything to be said on its behalf over mere empirical ade-
quacy. If we adopt the literary device of a narrator com-
menting on various scenarios, we find something of an
answer to this question. If one of the scenarios is the evil
demon world and the other the actual world (as we sup-
pose it to be), with the narrator being the very same per-
son in each of these scenarios, the narrative will almost
certainly treat the evil demon scenario as disturbing in
comparison to the actual scenario, precisely because the
narrator is being duped in the former but not in the lat-
ter. The most straightforward explanation of this
response is that we find getting to the truth intrinsically
valuable in virtue of our concern for not being duped.

The second concern above, the concern for not miss-
ing out on something important, raises a further prob-
lem, the problem of whether all truth is intrinsically
valuable or only the important truths (see Ernest Sosa
2003). It is certainly true that we view some truths as sim-
ply unimportant, but that fact need not be taken to
undermine the intrinsic value of truth, for it may be that
our practical needs, goals, and interests interact with the
intrinsic value of truth so that some truths are simply
unimportant, all things considered, even though truth is
still intrinsically valuable from a purely cognitive point of
view, or from the point of view of inquiry for its own
sake.

THE VALUE OF KNOWLEDGE. The value of truth raises
the question of whether knowledge is more valuable than
the sum of its parts; an affirmative answer to this ques-
tion faces serious obstacles. Note first the variety of ways
in which one might defend the value of knowledge. After
seeing the above defense of the value of truth, an obvious
response would be to argue that knowledge is intrinsically
valuable, valuable independently of any value possessed
by its parts, and more valuable intrinsically than any col-
lection of its parts. It is instructive to note that such a
maneuver is not as promising here as it is in the case of
truth. On the one hand, when asked, “Why, from a purely
cognitive point of view, do you value truth?” we are hard
pressed to say anything informative at all, and this diffi-
culty is an indication that we do not value truth on the
basis of our valuing something else, but rather that we
value it intrinsically. On the other hand, when asked,
“Why, from a purely cognitive point of view, do you value
knowledge?” we are inclined to answer. Our answer might
be that we want to be correct, but not merely by accident,
as happens when one has merely a true belief. The incli-
nation to answer in ways such as this suggests that we
value knowledge in a way that is different from the way in
which we value truth, that even if truth is intrinsically
valuable, knowledge is valuable because of the features
that distinguish it from true belief.

What are these features? The traditional view is that
knowledge is true belief that is justified, but the literature
deriving from Edmund Gettier’s seminal paper of 1963
shows that no fallibilist view about justification can
accept this account of knowledge. Fallibilism about justi-
fication is the view that justified false beliefs are possible,
perhaps clarified in terms of the claim that no matter how
good our evidence is for what we believe, we might still be
wrong. Given this view, it turns out to be unavoidable
that there could be cases of justified true belief that are
not cases of knowledge. Hence another condition—a
fourth condition—must be added.

Justification and knowledge. We should expect to
find the value of knowledge, then, by examining the value
of the additional elements of knowledge—justification
and whatever fourth condition is needed. The standard
conception of justification makes it difficult to use in a
defense of the value of knowledge, however. The standard
conception of justification is teleological: holding justi-
fied beliefs is the proper means to adopt when one’s goal
is to get to the truth (and avoid error). If we think of
means to a goal in terms of that which makes achieving
the goal likely, the standard conception of justification
amounts to the idea that justification is a property of a
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belief in virtue of which that belief is objectively likely to
be true.

A theory will need to say something different from
the simple claim that justification is to be understood in
terms of objective likelihood of truth, however, if it is to
have any hope of providing a basis for explaining the
value of knowledge over the value of its parts. Recall that
the task is to explain the value of knowledge over that of
true belief, so if an appeal to justification is to aid in this
task, the theory of justification provided must support
the idea that justified true belief is more valuable than
mere true belief. It is not enough simply that justification
is a valuable property for a belief to have, for that result
would only show that justified belief is more valuable
than unjustified belief, not that justified true belief is
more valuable than true belief. Another way to put this
point is as follows: It is necessary for justification to be
valuable for it to play a role in explaining the value of
knowledge, but its having such value is not by itself suffi-
cient for it to play such a role.

The reason the value of justification is not sufficient
is because of the swamping problem, as explained by
Linda Zagzebski (1996), Richard Swinburne (2001), and
Jonathan Kvanvig (2003). To see the problem, consider
the following analogy. Suppose one wants to visit a
nearby bookstore with a good philosophy section while
visiting an unfamiliar city, and one searches the Internet
to find a store. Two sites are generated, one titled “Book-
stores with a good philosophy section” and another titled
“Bookstores likely to have a good philosophy section.”
Presumably, one will be more interested in the first than
in the second, but the relevant point to note in our con-
text is something different. Suppose one takes the time to
construct the intersection of the two lists, resulting in a
list of bookstores that both have and are likely to have a
good philosophy section.

The point of the analogy is that it may be true that
the first list is analogous to true belief, the second to jus-
tified belief, and the third to justified true belief. The
swamping problem occurs in the bookstore example
because the third list is no more valuable than the first
when one’s interests are simply to visit a bookstore with a
good philosophy section. The swamping problem in epis-
temology is simply that the value of justification is
swamped by the value of truth when justification is con-
ceived solely in terms of objective likelihood of truth, for
the same reasons that a list of bookstores that both have
and are likely to have a good philosophy section is no
more valuable than a list of bookstores that have a good
philosophy section.
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There are two ways to develop a theory of justifica-
tion that addresses the swamping problem and thereby
provides an account of justification that is helpful in an
attempt to explain the value of knowledge. The first is to
deny that the means-ends relationship needs to be one of
objective likelihood. According to this approach, some-
times the means we adopt are nothing more than wishes
or hopes or prayers for achieving the goals we have, but
they are means to the goal in question nonetheless. For
examples of such, think of the plight of the hopeless
suitor, flailing away in the dark trying to find some way of
winning the heart of his beloved. He knows he has no clue
how to succeed and he knows that everything he tries
may not even increase his chances of success. Even if his
efforts are not successful, however, they still constitute the
means he has adopted to achieve the goal in question.

Just so, justification may be a means to the goal of
having true beliefs without being conceived to yield
objective likelihood of having such. According to such
subjective approaches, there is value in pursuing the truth
by whatever means or methods are best by one’s own
lights, in full knowledge that these means or methods
might having nothing more in their favor than hopes and
wishes. Moreover, the value added by this property is not
obviously swamped by the value of truth in the way that
the property proposed by objective likelihood theorists is
swamped, just as we value honesty and sincerity even
when restricting our considerations to accurate reports.
So one way of developing a theory of justification useful
in the project of explaining the value of knowledge is to
develop a subjective theory of justification.

The other way is to add further elements to the
objective approaches so that the swamping problem is
eliminated. One way to do so appeals to virtue epistemol-
ogy, according to which knowledge is the product of the
application of one’s intellectual virtues (see Greco 2003,
Riggs 2002, and Sosa 2003). On a standard account of the
intellectual virtues, a virtue is a stable trait of character
that makes the beliefs it produces likely to be true. In this
way, standard virtue theories adopt objective likelihood
accounts of justification. They do not stop, however, with
the idea that justification is simply objective likelihood of
truth. They add that this objective likelihood of truth
must also arise from the display of some laudable intel-
lectual character. The true beliefs that result are not
merely likely to be true, they also constitute accomplish-
ments of the believer, so that having the true belief is
something for which the believer is responsible. As a
result, the cognizer deserves credit for having a true
belief, and this credit is valuable in a way not explained by
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the likelihood that the belief is true. For this reason,
virtue approaches to justification have some hope of
avoiding the swamping problem of providing an account
of justification that is useful in the project of explaining
the value of justification in terms greater than the value of
its parts.

The fourth condition for knowledge. Were knowl-
edge nothing more than justified true belief, these
approaches to justification would give significant hope to
the idea that knowledge is more valuable than its parts.
Knowledge, however, is more than justified true belief; it
is justified true belief where the connection between jus-
tification and truth is, in an appropriate way, nonacci-
dental. Various theories have been proposed regarding
the appropriate kind of nonaccidentality that is required
for knowledge, with the two most popular being the
defeasibility theory and the relevant alternatives theory.
There are serious worries that any approach to the fourth
condition undermines the idea that knowledge is more
valuable than its parts, and we can use these two theories
to illustrate the difficulties.

The fundamental problem faced by all theories of the
fourth condition is an insensitivity to the problem of the
value of knowledge. In the Meno, Meno’s response to
Socrates’s counterexample was to question why we prize
knowledge more than true opinion and, indeed, whether
there is any difference between the two. Meno’s response
reveals an important constraint on a theory of knowl-
edge. To the extent that the theory focuses on the nature
of knowledge at the expense of being able to account for
the value of knowledge, it is suspect; and to the extent
that a theory focuses on the issue of the value of knowl-
edge at the expense of being able to account for the
nature of knowledge, it is suspect as well.

The two major approaches to the fourth condition
cited above provide excellent illustrations of how to err in
each of these directions. Take first the relevant alterna-
tives theory. On a relevant alternatives approach, the dif-
ference between knowledge and justified true belief is
determined by whether one would be immune from error
in alternatives to the actual situation. In perceptual cases,
for example, suppose the surrounding area is littered with
fake barns, but one happens to be looking at the only real
barn in the area. Then in alternatives to the actual situa-
tion, one is not immune from error, for had one been
looking at a fake barn, one would still have believed of it
that it is a (real) barn.

This theory handles the fake barn case quite well, but
it also risks implying global skepticism, if we consider the
alternative situation in which Descartes’s evil demon is

operative. In order to avoid this skeptical consequence,
this approach introduces the qualifier “relevant,” and
holds that the evil demon scenario is not a relevant alter-
native to the actual situation. The pressing issue for this
approach is to specify what makes a situation relevant,
and here relevant alternatives theorists have had little to
say. The most simplistic version of the view would simply
rely on our intuitive understanding of the concept of rel-
evance, claiming that no more precise theoretical specifi-
cation is needed.

Such a theory is well suited to addressing the issue of
the value of knowledge. Immunity from error is itself a
good thing, and it would be hard to argue that one should
prefer such immunity in irrelevant alternatives to immu-
nity in relevant alternatives. Whether this value could
withstand the scrutiny needed to provide a full and com-
plete answer to the question of the value of knowledge
would remain to be seen, but the theory provides some
hope of such. It provides such hope by identifying a prop-
erty with obvious evaluative dimensions, and in this way
follows the strategy of addressing questions regarding the
value of knowledge by identifying evaluative features of
knowledge not present in mere true belief or even in jus-
tified true belief.

What this theory gains through the use of the con-
cept of relevance in addressing the problem of the value
of knowledge, however, it sacrifices in addressing the
problem of the nature of knowledge. For without some
clarification of the concept of relevance, this approach is
a nonstarter for addressing the problem of the nature of
knowledge. It is important to recognize explicitly the sig-
nificance of the intuitive concept of relevance, however.
For the evaluative nature of this concept gives one pre-
cisely what one would wish for when focusing on the
question of the value of knowledge. It is unfortunate that
the simplistic version of this approach has no similar
hope of adequately addressing questions regarding the
nature of knowledge.

The defeasibility approach begins from a starting
point that appears attractive in the search for a solution
to the problem of the value of knowledge as well. The
starting point for such theories is that what distinguishes
knowledge from mere justified true belief is the absence
of defeaters—information that, if acquired, would under-
mine the justification in question. In the fake barn case
above, the further (unknown) information is that the
landscape is littered with fake barns that cannot be dis-
tinguished from real ones.

This starting point is attractive from the point of
view of the problem of the value of knowledge, for it cites
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a valuable property for a belief to have. It is valuable to
have a belief whose justification cannot be undermined
by learning any new information. The problem is that this
starting point is inadequate, and to the credit of defeasi-
bility theorists, they move beyond the simple relevant
alternatives theory above by providing detailed and
sophisticated accounts of precisely what unknown infor-
mation undermines knowledge.

These accounts thus provide the detail needed in a
serious effort to uncover the nature of knowledge, but the
details of these accounts are completely insensitive to ques-
tions regarding the value of knowledge. The standard
approach to developing the needed detail is to assemble a
stable of examples, some of which involve knowledge and
some of which do not, and attempt to find some distin-
guishing feature of the defeaters in cases of knowledge to
use in refining the initial insight of the defeasibility theory.
The result of this strategy is an approach that has little hope
of providing a defeasibility condition that tracks any differ-
ence in value, and thus provides little hope in the attempt
to explain the value of knowledge over that of its parts.

For example, consider one of the ways in which the
simple defeasibility account is inadequate. Testimony by
reliable persons often provides a defeater for what we
would otherwise be justified in believing. Suppose we
have visual evidence that a friend, Tom, left the library at
11 p.m. Our justification can be defeated if Tom’s mother
says that Tom has an identical twin that we did not know
about who was in the library while Tom was at home fix-
ing his mother’s dishwasher. Whether it undermines our
knowledge, however, depends on other factors such as
who she reports this information to and what they know
about her. It will not undermine our knowledge, for
instance, if she fabricates the testimony to the police who
are checking out a crime that occurred in the library, and
the police have a large file of made-up stories from this
woman in defense of Tom, who has a long criminal
record, especially if the file contains precisely this con-
cocted story, which the police have already checked in
prior cases, discovering that Tom is an only child.

The simple defeasibility approach was attractive in
the search for an explanation of the value of knowledge
because it is valuable to have opinions that no further
learning can undermine. Once we see cases such as the
above, however, the defeasibility approach loses this
attractive feature, for one can have knowledge even when
further learning would rationally undermine one’s opin-
ion. In such cases, it is true that even more learning would
restore one’s original opinion, but there is little comfort
to be found there, for the same will be true of any true

KNOWLEDGE AND TRUTH, THE VALUE OF

belief, since if one knows all there is to know about a
given claim, one will believe it if and only if it is true.

Defeasibility theories have had considerable diffi-
culty in finding a condition that properly distinguishes
when defeaters undermine knowledge and when they do
not. The problem created by such approaches for the
problem of the value of knowledge, however, is the tor-
tured and ad hoc way in which various complex condi-
tions are proposed to do the job. In light of the
labyrinthine complexity that such accounts of knowledge
display, no optimism is justified that such conditions will
track any value difference between satisfying those com-
plex conditions and not satisfying them. It appears that
the most warranted conclusion to draw is that the task of
distinguishing cases of knowledge from cases of non-
knowledge has been revealed to be so difficult that episte-
mologists make progress on the question of the nature of
knowledge only by proposing conditions that undermine
any explanation of the value of knowledge by appeal to
those conditions.

CONCLUSION

So the idea that truth is valuable on intrinsic grounds
from a purely cognitive point of view may be defensible,
but the same kind of defense of the value of knowledge is
implausible. Instead, the more plausible approach tries to
show that knowledge is valuable in virtue of its parts, but
attempts along these lines founder on the admission that
knowledge can be fallible. Such a result is compatible with
truth and knowledge being valuable both from a purely
cognitive point of view and from an all-things-considered
point of view, but then knowledge will not have the type
of value it is ordinarily assumed to have.

See also Truth.
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KNOWLEDGE AND
VAGUENESS

When anthropologists painstakingly identified the taxon
of the skeleton that later became known as “Lucy’s child,”

There was no eureka. There was no grand turn-
ing point. The evidence kept dribbling in, and
through hard labor and some dogged thinking
we did solve the puzzle, not through revelation
but through a sort of absorption, just below the
level of explicit consciousness. It was as if the
truth had slowly seeped through our pores, until
we had come know it without knowing that we
did. So when the final, indisputable confirma-
tion came, we hardly noticed the event. What
had once been a mystery had become—in
hindsight, mind you—obvious from the start
(Johanson and James Shreeve 1989, p. 203).

Instead of there being a clear point at which the anthro-
pologists knew that the specimen was Homo habilis, there
was stratification: The researchers began from obvious
ignorance, inched up to being borderline knowers, and
eventually emerged as clear knowers.

The vagueness of knowledge has substantial implica-
tions. When skeptics took over Plato’s Academy, they
tried to prove that there can be no knowledge. Such a
proof would ensure that everything is a clear negative
case of “knowledge.” Knowledge would be a perfectly pre-
cise term; a skeptic should think twice before complain-
ing about the vagueness of knowledge! Typically,
borderline cases are flanked by clear cases (Figure 1), so

FIGURE 1

Clear Negatives Borderline Clear Positives

the vagueness of “know” positively invites the inference
that there is at least some knowledge.

The vagueness of knowledge also affects principles of
epistemic logic such as the “KK thesis”: If you know, then
you know you know. If the KK thesis were true, the
anthropologists would have known that they knew from
the moment they knew the taxon of Lucy’s child.

Given a naturalistic perspective on knowers, the
vagueness of “know” should be expected. Human percep-
tual capacities and memory trail off in the patterns made
famous by evolutionary iconography (Figure 2).

1. THE SORITES PARADOX

Only a vague term (e.g., human) can serve as the induc-
tive predicate of a sorites argument:

Base Step: There are now humans.

Induction Step: If there were humans n years ago,
then there were humans 7 - 1 years ago.

Conclusion: There were humans five billion years ago.

Because the earth is only 4.6 billion years old, the conclu-
sion is false. The base step is clearly true and the argu-
ment is classically valid. Therefore, people naturally
suspect the induction step. However, they are unable to
specify a value for »n at which the generalization is false.

If vagueness is merely a kind of ignorance, there is no
need to find a counterexample to the induction step. One
can know a generalization is false even if one cannot pin-
point where it breaks down. Consider an anthropologist
who doubts that all of the skeletal fragments in a bag
belong to a single individual but cannot identify any pair
of fragments as belonging to distinct specimens. When
the anthropologist weighs the bag and learns there are
more than enough fragments to constitute one skeleton,
that is all that is needed to refute the generalization that
all of the fragments come from a single individual.

In common usage, a borderline case is often simply
one that cannot be settled at a given stage of inquiry. When
an archeologist sorts stones, a few are obviously tools and
most others are clearly just rocks. There will be another

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

108

2nd edition



FIGURE 2

iy

group of stones whose status cannot be determined by
unaided observation. These borderline cases are put under
a field microscope. The three-way sorting begins afresh.
Borderline cases that survive this second stage of inquiry
may eventually wind up under an electron microscope.

Philosophers focus on the minority of borderline
cases in which there is no prospect of resolution. How
many years did the Middle Ages last? Is Israel a new state
or an ancient state? Philosophers are at sea with these
questions, and because people are unsure what would
count as correctly answering these questions, their igno-
rance cannot be relativized to a set of resources.

Epistemicists insist there remains a crucial resem-
blance between these absolute borderline cases and rela-
tive borderline cases; they take all vagueness to be a form
of ignorance. Epistemicists solve the sorites paradox by
claiming that there is a hidden counterexample to the
induction step. After all, they know the base step is true
and the conclusion is false; classical logic then licenses the
deduction that the induction step is false.

In classical logic, denying the induction step of the
above sorites argument is equivalent to asserting there is
a number # such that n years ago there was at least one
human being but the year before that there were no
human beings. So belief that there is a counterexample to
the induction step is equivalent to the belief that there
was a first human!

Incredulous anthropologists counter that nature does
not draw a sharp line between humans and nonhumans.
Speakers have not made up for the absence of sharp
boundary by supplying an artificial one. Consequently,
anyone who searches for the exact year humans appear on
the evolutionary timeline is conceptually confused.

2. INFINITE REGRESSES

David Sanford (1975a) points out that if finite sequences
do not need beginnings or endings, there are neglected

KNOWLEDGE AND VAGUENESS

solutions to infinite regress problems. Consider the infi-
nite regress of justification: A belief can only be justified
by another justified belief. Justification cannot be
achieved by reasoning in a circle. Nor can chains of justi-
fication be infinitely long. The skeptic concludes that no
beliefs are justified. The foundationalist responds by con-
ferring axiomatic status on some beliefs; axioms justify
other beliefs without needing justification from other
beliefs. The vagueness of “justified” suggests another
solution to this infinite regress: Admit that the chain of
justification is finite but deny it must terminate in an
axiomatic belief.

Compare justification to motherhood. Each woman
must have a mother. Her family tree cannot go back infi-
nitely and cannot circle back on itself. Is one to conclude
that some woman lacks a mother? Sanford instead
appeals to the vagueness of “mother.” As one moves down
her ancestral line, what counts as a mother eventually
becomes less and less clear. After passing through a
stretch of borderline cases, one arrives at ancestors who
clearly lack a gender and therefore are clear nonmothers.
Sanford says that an insistence that finite sequences have
terminal points is an incarnation of the sorites paradox.

3. THE LOGICAL PREDICAMENT

Because the sorites argument is classically valid, David
Sanford must espouse a deviant logic. Supplemental log-
ics (modal logic, deontic logic, etc.) merely add theorems
to the standard stock; they cannot subtract the sorites
from the list of valid arguments. So Sanford must target
classical logic, weakening it just enough to stop its valida-
tion of the sorites—without causing too much collateral
damage. In standard fuzzy logic, almost all classical theo-
rems are rejected—except for the special case in which
the truth-values equal full truth or full falsehood
(Machina 1976). Sanford (1975b) accepts degrees of
truth but prefers to keep all classical theorems by reject-
ing the truth-functionality of the logical connectives.
Other deviant logicians reject some classical inference
rules. For instance, intuitionists closely associate proof
with truth and so try to derail the sorites paradox by
rejecting the validity of double-negation (Putnam 1983).
Supervaluationists either reject inference rules such as
contraposition and reductio ad absurdum or reject core
semantic principles such as Tarski’s convention T (McGee
and McLaughlin 1995).

These changes occur at the center of the human web
of belief and so reverberate widely. Because knowledge
implies truth, new questions are raised by the fuzzy logi-
cian’s talk of degrees of truth. For instance, can one know
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a proposition that has a degree of truth less than one? The
fuzzy logician wants to explain human ignorance of typ-
ical borderline cases and so is committed to saying that
people are ignorant of propositions that are as close to
being false as to being true. But what about propositions
that are nearly true? Fuzzy logicians say that many propo-
sitions that appear to be clear truths merely have a high
degree of truth. So if knowledge implies full truth, people
know less than they seem to know.

4. THE CREDIBILITY GAP

Knowledge does seem to imply full truth because knowl-
edge implies belief and one can only believe what one
considers to be fully true. “It is not fully true that the
Black Skull is an australopithecine but I believe it is an
australopithecine” is as hard on the ear as G. E. Moore’s
paradoxical sentence “It is raining but I do not believe it”
(Moore 1942, 543).

This credibility gap hinders efforts to moderate epis-
temicism. Intuitively, people’s wishy-washy attitude
toward borderline cases seems like a reaction to the
vagueness of these cases. But a subjectivist may reverse
the relationship and say that the wishy-washy attitudes
are what make propositions vague. If indeterminacy is a
projection of human ambivalence, then people may hope
to avoid the metaphysical burden of epistemicism. The
epistemicist would be right in basing vagueness in the
subject’s limitations but wrong in postulating sharp
thresholds.

Crispin Wright (2001) says that x is a borderline case
of F-ness if two parties can disagree about whether x is F
without either party being guilty of a cognitive shortcom-
ing. Each party knows all the relevant facts, each is a com-
petent speaker, and each has reasoned well. Wright
compares this faultless stalemate with the cultural varia-
tion that makes relativism popular among ethnographers.

Critics of Wright object that anyone who takes a
position on a borderline statement is guilty of a cognitive
shortcoming; they ought to be agnostic. If one thinks that
same-sex civil unions are borderline cases of marriages,
then one cannot believe that they are marriages.

Stephen Schiffer (1998) has suggested that people
have a special attitude toward cases that they take to be
borderline. “Vague partial belief” differs from the belief
humans extend to precise propositions. It also differs
from the degrees of belief that people associate with
probability theory. The probability calculus instructs
people to assign a higher probability to a disjunction than
either of its contingent disjuncts. But when the disjuncts

are borderline cases, Schiffer only assigns the disjunction
as much vague partial belief as he assigns the strongest
disjunct.

This result (which echoes the fuzzy logician’s rule for
calculating disjunctions) grates against the observation
that hedging a claim can make it more assertible. One can
know that Blaise Pascal died at thirty-nine but not be sure
whether this counts as dying as a young man. However,
one can confidently say that either Pascal died as a young
man or as a man in middle age.

Supervaluationists have a simple explanation of why
people do not believe borderline statements: they lack
truth-values. Belief aims at truth, thus people cannot
believe a statement that they believe to be borderline.
However, this explanation overgeneralizes, for it does
seem possible to have weak propositional attitudes
(guessing, doubting, and suspecting) toward statements
that one acknowledges to be borderline.

Supervaluationists also have trouble explaining why
one can make a statement more credible by adding an
epistemic hedge. If one believes linguistic indecision pre-
vents “ten is a small number” from having a truth-value,
then one cannot believe it may be true. Yet if ten clearly is
a borderline case of a small number, then it is appropri-
ate to shrug one’s shoulders and conclude “ten might be a
small number and ten might not be a small number.”
Indeed, prefixing any statement that is clearly borderline
with “maybe” seems to make it clearly true.

Supervaluationists use truth-value gaps and the
principle that knowledge implies truth to explain why
humans are absolutely ignorant of borderline statements.
God cannot know when a fetus becomes a human being
because there is nothing to know.

Supervaluationists pride themselves on the modesty
of their revision of classical logic. The workhorse of their
adjustment is the notion of super-truth: A statement is
super-true if and only if it comes out true under all
admissible precisifications of the statement. For instance,
“Either the specimen is a Homo erectus or an archaic
Homo Sapien” is super-true because it comes out true
regardless of how one precisifies Homo erectus and
archaic Homo sapien.

Any statement that has the form of a classical tautol-
ogy will be super-true even if it contains vague terms. So
supervaluationists claim to preserve all the theorems of
classical logic.

But can one believe a statement by virtue of its
super-truth? Truth under all disambiguations is not
enough. Suppose a person says “bachelors are mammals”
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and it is not clear whether that person is referring to
unmarried men or to college graduates or to just any
young male mammal. One knows the statement expresses
a truth but does not know which truth it expresses.
Ambiguous statements are not objects of knowledge.

But vague statements are objects of knowledge. Peo-
ple know “the number of men is either an even number
or an odd number” even though the vagueness of “man”
makes it impossible to count the number of men. Super-
valuationists have trouble accepting asymmetries
between vagueness and ambiguity. They characterize
vagueness in semantic terms rather than epistemic terms,
so supervaluationism looks more like a logic of ambigu-
ity (Lewis 1982).

5. HIGHER ORDER VAGUENESS

In Purity and Danger Mary Douglas conjectures that the
bearers of taboos are borderline cases (moles, eels, twi-
light, and so on). She interprets rituals of purification as
attempts to reclassify doubtful cases (as when hermaph-
rodites are declared men through a rite of passage).
Assessment of Douglas’s hypothesis is hindered by the
vagueness of “borderline case.”

Borderline cases of “borderline case” are normal with
vague terms. In addition to there being borderline cases
of “human,” there are borderline cases of “borderline
human.” So in addition to first order vagueness there is
second order vagueness, third order vagueness, and so on,
apparently ad infinitum.

Higher order vagueness is a problem for deviant
logicians because they employ classical logic and set the-
ory in the metalanguages they use to describe vague
terms. This classical medium forces them to represent the
transition from clear to borderline cases as a sharp
threshold. For instance, supervaluationist semantics
implies that there is a first point at which “x is a human”
is true. So instead of having the epistemicist’s sharp
threshold between truth and falsehood, the supervalua-
tionist has a sharp threshold between truth and absence
of truth. Similarly, the fuzzy logician has sharp thresholds
between each degree of truth, and can only approximate
vagueness by using a large quantity of discrete micro-
transitions. The fuzzy logician’s representation of vague-
ness is like a dot matrix printer’s representation of
gray—a black and white affair when examined close up.

What originally bothered philosophers were sharp
thresholds, not sharp thresholds between truth and falsehood.
Thus epistemicists advertise themselves as just self-con-
sciously biting a bullet that others gnaw absentmindedly.

KNOWLEDGE AND VAGUENESS

6. EXPLAINING THE IGNORANCE

Recent epistemicists are careful to endorse the principle
that inquiry into borderline cases is futile. That is why
they stress that borderline statements are unknowable.
But if these statements have truth-values, why can’t they
be known? One response is to challenge the presumption
in favor of knowability—to portray ignorance as a natu-
ral state in need of no explanation.

However, Timothy Williamson (1994) directly
answers the question of why borderline statements can-
not be known. He traces the unknowability of borderline
statements to the knower’s need for a margin for error.
When at a stadium, one can know there are about ten
thousand people. But one cannot know there are exactly
ten thousand, for a person cannot reliably discriminate
between there being ten thousand and there being ten
thousand and one. Given that “human” has the sort of
precise threshold epistemicists allege, anyone who hap-
pened to correctly believe that humans originated n years
ago, would have to be right by luck. For all this person
knows, the origin could have been a year earlier.

Williamson believes that thresholds for vague predi-
cates are determined by the psychology, social conditions,
and environment of the speech community. These condi-
tions are too complicated to allow humans to ascertain
the threshold for vague terms.

The margin for error principle yields different limits
for different kinds of knowers. For much of the history of
Homo sapiens there were other hominids who had differ-
ent cognitive capacities. Williamson’s theory does not
preclude these hominids from knowing the threshold of
some vague terms. Some of what is chaotic to humans
may be predictable to these homonids. Williamson is
committed to the relativity of all borderline cases. Super-
valuationists claim an advantage over Williamson insofar
as they neatly model absolute borderline cases.

Roy Sorensen (2001) has speculated that an epis-
temicist can match the neatness of the supervaluationists
by using truth-maker gaps instead of truth-value gaps. A
truth-maker is what makes a proposition true. For
instance, “Humans and chimpanzees had a common
ancestor seven million years ago” is made true by a
Miocene primate who had as descendants both Noam
Chomsky and Nim Chimpsky. One learns the truth-value
of propositions only by becoming appropriately related
to their truth-makers. Propositions that lack truth-
makers have truth-values that are not anchored to any
piece of reality. This objective indeterminacy makes the
propositions absolutely unknowable.
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7. VAGUENESS AND EPISTEMIC LOGIC

If the relationship between knowledge and borderline
cases is orderly, epistemicists can offer a logic of vague-
ness as a branch of epistemic logic. For instance, Timothy
Williamson elaborates his “logic of clarity” in a way that
makes it isomorphic to supervaluationism. The basic idea
is that a statement is definitely true if it comes out true
“under all sharp interpretations of the language indis-
criminable from the right one” (Williamson 1999, p.
128). This mirrors the supervaluationist’s principle that a
statement is definitely true if it comes out true under all
admissible completions of the language.

Epistemicists are divided on how closely vagueness is
bound up with borderline cases. Everybody agrees that a
vague term need not have actual borderline cases. Possi-
ble borderline cases are sufficient. But what about bor-
derline cases that are merely epistemically possible?
Perhaps the mere threat of an objective borderline case
can be enough to make a predicate vague (Sorensen
2001). After all, if the threat cannot be exposed as false,
then there will be irremediable linguistic ignorance with-
out borderline cases. One would be able to embed the
predicate in a sorites argument and bedevil people with
doubts about termination points.

See also Agnosticism; Classical Foundationalism; Contex-
tualism; Doubt; Laws of Thought; Relevant Alternatives.
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KNOWLEDGE ARGUMENT

The definitive statement of the knowledge argument was
formulated by Frank Jackson in a paper titled “Epiphe-
nomenal Qualia” that appeared in the Philosophical
Quarterly in 1982. Arguments in the same spirit had
appeared earlier (Broad 1925, Robinson 1982), but Jack-
son’s argument is most often compared with Thomas
Nagel’s argument in “What Is It Like to Be a Bat?” (1974).
Jackson, however, takes pains to distinguish his argument
from Nagel’s. This entry will follow standard practice in
focusing on Jackson’s argument, though it also describes
the main points of alleged similarity and dissimilarity
between these two arguments.

The knowledge argument targets physicalism about
the mind, which claims that, as Jackson puts it in a fol-
low-up article, “the actual world ... is entirely physical”
(1986, p. 281). The argument provided one of the chief
sources of doubt about physicalism in the late twentieth
century, and continues to shape discussion of the mind-
body problem into the twenty-first. It is unclear whether
the argument converted many to dualism; still, most
readers found the argument’s core thought experiment
highly compelling. Physicalists thus faced the challenge of
identifying an error in the argument. The potency of the
knowledge argument is clear because while all material-
ists reject its conclusion, there is little agreement among
them as to how, precisely, its reasoning is flawed.

THE ARGUMENT

Jackson’s original argument is disarmingly brief. He
invites the reader to imagine the following scenario:
Mary, a brilliant neuroscientist, has spent her entire life in
a room in which the only visible colors are black and
white. Partly through the use of a black-and-white televi-
sion monitor, Mary comes to know all of the physical
facts about color vision. These facts include the nature of
causal interactions between the surface reflectance prop-
erties of objects, wavelengths of light, and retinal stimu-
lation. Jackson then asks: “What will happen when Mary
is released from her black and white room or is given a
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color television monitor? Will she learn anything or not?”
He answers: “It seems just obvious that she will learn
something about the world and our visual experience of
it” (Jackson 1982, p. 130). He thinks that when Mary
finally leaves the room and, for the first time, gazes upon
an object that is red (and that she knows to be red), she
learns what it’s like to see red. Jackson concludes that,
because physicalism requires that all facts are physical
facts, physicalism is false.

Jackson’s conclusion is a dualism of properties,
rather than of substances; and this is all that his argument
warrants. For a difference in properties—between the
property instantiating neurophysiological state N, and the
property instantiating qualitative state Q, say—suffices
for a difference in corresponding facts.

A formalization of the argument will be useful.

(1) While in the black-and-white room, Mary knows
all of the physical facts about color experience.

(2) Mary learns something about color experience
upon her release.

(3) If Mary learns something about color experience
upon her release, she does not know all of the facts
about color experience while in the room.

(4) Mary does not know all of the facts about color
experience while in the room (from 2 and 3).

(5) There are facts about color experience that are
not physical facts (from 1 and 4).

(6) If physicalism is true, then all facts are physical
facts.

Therefore,

(7) Physicalism is false (from 5 and 6).

As mentioned above, Jackson distinguishes this argu-
ment from Nagel’s 1974 argument. Nagel had argued that
no amount of physical information about bats—includ-
ing knowledge of their neurophysiological, behavioral,
and evolutionary features—could allow us to grasp the
experiential aspect of using echolocation; that is, to know
what it’s like to be a bat. According to Jackson, these argu-
ments differ in two ways. First, he claims that his argu-
ment concerns knowledge of a general property of
experience, what it’s like to see red, whereas Nagel’s argu-
ment concerns knowledge of a property specific to an
individual; that is, what it’s like to be a (particular) bat.
But to some, this difference has seemed at most a quirk of
exposition: for Nagel’s argument does draw into question
whether we can know a general property of experience,
namely, what it’s like to use echolocation. However, oth-
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ers—including Jackson himself—have claimed that
whereas Jackson’s argument specifically targets the con-
trast between the phenomenal and the physical, Nagel’s
argument instead targets the contrast between the subjec-
tive and the objective.

The second point of contrast that Jackson draws is
this: Nagel’s argument simply shows that humans cannot
imagine what it’s like to use echolocation, and this limit
to our imaginative powers is irrelevant to the issue of
physicalism. Whether Nagel’s argument rests on this issue
about imaginability, or whether it would remain intact
when using an experience that is within the normal
course of human experience (as Jackson’s does), is largely
a question of interpretation. But the point about imagin-
ability brings out an important and sometimes over-
looked feature of Jackson’s argument: that nothing in the
argument excludes the possibility that Mary, perhaps
through an exercise of imagination or as the result of tak-
ing a hallucinogen, undergoes an experience while in the
room that is, in fact, a seeing red experience. Jackson’s
point remains so long as Mary is unable to determine that
the experience is a seeing red experience as opposed to,
say, a seeing green experience. This brings out the epis-
temic character of the argument. Jackson’s argument
requires only that Mary cannot deduce that a certain
experience is the sort of experience her subjects undergo
when seeing a ripe tomato (say). Upon leaving the room,
Mary has the opportunity to correlate these, by gazing at
a tomato herself. (She could, of course, correlate them
while inside the room, by scanning her own brain while
she is undergoing the seeing red experience. In the context
of the argument, having the opportunity to make this
correlation is tantamount to leaving the room.)

OBJECTIONS TO THE ARGUMENT

This entry now turns to the four most influential types of
objection to the argument. The first is simply to deny the
conjunction of premises (1) and (2). On this view, Mary
does not know all of the physical facts unless she knows
what it’s like to see red. Daniel Dennett (1991) takes this
approach, arguing that we cannot truly conceive knowing
all of the relevant physical facts. This limitation explains
why it seems that Mary learns something upon her
release; but, Dennett maintains, if (1) is true, then (2) is
false. In response, defenders of the knowledge argument
have pointed out that the argument requires only that we
understand the basic kind of knowledge that Mary has
while in the room, not that we can mentally rehearse each
bit of information she possesses. Because we do have a
grasp of the sort of physical facts she knows, our powers
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of conceiving are strong enough to evaluate the possibil-
ity that (1) and (2) are true simultaneously.

The next two objections deny premise (3). Church-
land (1985) describes what Mary gains upon her release
as a kind of knowledge by acquaintance of what it’s like to
see red; that is, as nonpropositional knowledge of this
fact. Using this analysis of the case, he argues that a par-
allel argument would condemn dualism as well, because
Mary would lack such knowledge by acquaintance even if
she had exhaustive propositional knowledge about the
nonphysical. Jackson (1986) responds that these are not
on a par, for one could know all of the physical facts
about seeing red without knowing what it’s like, but one
could not know all of the facts (physical and nonphysical)
about seeing red without knowing what it’s like. This may
seem question-begging, but it has seemed highly intuitive
to many philosophers, and hence this second avenue of
objection has attracted relatively few proponents. (But see
Earl Conee 1994 for a more developed version of the
acquaintance analysis.)

Another objection that denies premise (3) claims
that what Mary gains upon leaving the room is an ability,
rather than knowledge of a fact. This objection originated
in Laurence Nemirow’s review of Nagel’s argument
(1980), and is defended by David Lewis (1988). On this
ability approach to defusing the argument, when she
finally sees something red, Mary learns how to remember,
recognize, and/or imagine a seeing red experience. The
fact that experience is required for such abilities carries
no antiphysicalist consequences; after all, exhaustive
propositional knowledge does not generally guarantee
that one possesses the relevant ability. If it did, profes-
sional baseball teams would be staffed by physicists, who
can master all of the relevant facts about how to hit a
curve ball.

While the ability approach remains influential, it
does face difficult challenges. One challenge is to specify
an ability that is gained when, and only when, Mary
learns what it’s like to see red. At the moment of her
grasping this, she is not yet able to remember what it’s
like, for the moment has not passed; and if she has a poor
imagination, experience may not enable her to imagine
what it’s like. (For responses along these lines, see Conee
1994 and Torin Alter 1998.) Arguably, the best candidate
for what Mary gains is the ability to recognize seeing red
experiences. But the ability analysis may be mistaken even
if this recognitional ability is perfectly correlated with
knowing what it’s like to see red. For, as Brie Gertler
(1999) argues, it seems plausible that Mary is able to rec-
ognize a seeing red experience because she knows what it’s

like, where because is used in an explanatory sense. If
knowing what it’s like explains the recognitional ability,
then it does not reduce to that ability.

The fourth and most widely accepted type of objec-
tion to the knowledge argument rejects premise (6). It
claims that our ways of representing reality may be more
fine-grained than the reality we represent, and what Mary
gains is simply a new way to represent a portion of reality
that was already known to her. (There are two competing
ways to use fact in this context. One is to read fact as inher-
iting the fineness of grain that our representations possess;
it is this reading that has been used in saying that this
objection targets premise (6). The second reading uses fact
as less fine-grained than our representations. On that
reading, the current objection would instead reject prem-
ise (3), claiming that Mary didn’t learn any new facts but
only encountered old facts under a new guise or mode of
presentation. The difference here is purely verbal, and this
entry will continue to use fact in the former sense.)

This sort of objection was present in earlier papers
(including Terence Horgan 1984 and Michael Tye 1986),
but is usually associated with Brian Loar, who provided a
nuanced version of it in 1990. Loar argues that a single
property may be the referent of distinct concepts. In par-
ticular, a property that Mary knew as instantiating neuro-
physiological state N may be identical to the property
instantiating qualitative state Q, even if knowledge that a
state falls under the former concept does not generate
knowledge that it falls under the latter. Thus, Mary’s
ignorance can be attributed to a distinction in concepts
that does not imply any distinction in properties.

More generally, this line of response to the knowl-
edge argument construes the change in Mary as purely
epistemic, and denies that her epistemic advance, upon
leaving the room, reflects any grasp of a hitherto
unknown ontological feature of the world. As such, it rep-
resents a more general, highly influential position about
the mind-body problem: The apparent disparity between
physical and phenomenal features of the world (called the
explanatory gap after Joseph Levine “1983”) is purely
epistemic, and not ontological.

This position belongs to a more general outlook
known as a posteriori physicalism. According to a posteri-
ori physicalists, antiphysicalist arguments that are based
on thought experiments show, at most, that physicalism
is not an a priori truth; but as Saul Kripke (1980) demon-
strated, some identities are a posteriori (yet necessarily
true). Strikingly, Kripke himself rejects a posteriori physi-
calism and claims that the distinctive way in which phe-
nomenal concepts operate rules out the possibility of a
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posteriori identities between phenomenal and physical
(or functional) properties. In a paper co-written with
David Chalmers, Jackson also objects to a posteriori phys-
icalism. According to Chalmers and Jackson (2001), the
approach used by a posteriori physicalists presumes that
there is a deep schism between concepts and ontology, a
schism that would undercut the justification for uncon-
troversial identity statements.

Despite his continuing opposition to a posteriori
physicalism, Jackson now rejects the knowledge argu-
ment (Jackson 2003). He contends that phenomenal
knowledge is deducible, in principle, from physical
knowledge, even if we may be unable to perform the
deduction. Jackson’s turnabout is based on his acceptance
of representationalism, which claims that the phenome-
nal character of a state is exhausted by its representational
content. For instance, suppose that one of Mary’s sub-
jects, Joe, gazes at a ripe tomato. Representationalists
maintain that the visual phenomenal quality of Joe’s
experience is fully captured by the fact that his state rep-
resents there is something round and red before me. (Spe-
cific representational contents will be much more
detailed, of course.) Because Mary can, in principle, know
the representational contents of Joe’s states before her
release, she can in principle know all that there is to know
about what it is like to see red.

OVERALL ASSESSMENT

The knowledge argument is an argument against physi-
calism. Yet its importance stems as much from the rich-
ness and variety of the responses inspired by its
provocative reasoning as from its conclusion. Discussion
of the argument has profoundly affected debate on a
range of issues, including: differences between proposi-
tional knowledge and ability, the relation between iden-
tity and deducibility, and the special features of
phenomenal knowledge. While the majority of philoso-
phers ultimately reject the argument, a vocal minority
accepts it as sound.

See also Functionalism; Mind-Body Problem; Physical-
ism; Qualia.
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KNOWLEDGE IN INDIAN
PHILOSOPHY

Almost all the philosophical texts in classical India were
written in Sanskrit. How does one say knowledge in San-
skrit? And what do the Sanskrit terms that may be trans-
lated by the English word knowledge mean exactly? There
are no simple answers to these questions.

In Western philosophy truth and falsity are usually
ascribed to statements, propositions, or beliefs. In the
Indian tradition truth and falsity are ascribed to a cogni-
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tion or an awareness (the most common term is jfiana, but
there are a relatively large number of synonyms, or quasi
synonyms, such as vijfiana, buddhi, dhi and citta). The word
jaana is derived from the root jfia, which is etymologically
related to the English word know. Nevertheless, the render-
ing of jiiana as knowledge is generally avoided because
jiiana can be true or false, whereas false knowledge or
wrong knowledge seems like a contradiction in terms (at
least in English). Furthermore, jfidna is a particular and
momentary event, whereas knowledge often refers to a gen-
eral and lasting acquaintance with facts. Furthermore,
knowledge is, or may be, an abstract entity that is shared by
many persons; jidna is always individual and belongs to a
single person. Finally, knowledge, unlike jfiana, is a collective
term and can only be used in the singular. A person has
many jfidnas, but not many knowledges.

The different ontologies of the various traditions of
Indian philosophy necessitate different notions of jiana.
According to some Brahminical schools, jiana is a
momentary property of the eternal individual soul
(atman). The relationship between jiigna and soul is the
relationship between quality and substance. It is the same
relation that occurs between a color and the material sub-
stance like a pot in which it inheres. In contrast, the Bud-
dhists reject the idea of substance in general and of a
permanent soul or self in particular. According to them
an awareness (jfiana) is a primitive (nonderivative) ele-
ment of existence (dharma) that depends only on its
causes and conditions (e.g., sense, object, and previous
mental factors), not on any substrate such as a permanent
soul. The Samkhya and Yoga are unique in the Brahmini-
cal tradition in claiming that the cognitive and psycho-
logical processes occur in the realm of matter and have no
direct contact with the conscious soul, which is distinct
from them and completely passive (for more details, see
Chakravarti 1975, pp. 171-196). Finally, according to the
materialists (Carvaka or Lokayata), an awareness, or con-
sciousness, arises from the combination of the material
elements earth, water, fire, and wind when they evolve
into body, sense, and object, just as the power of intoxica-
tion arises when certain substances ferment (Namai 1976,
Franco 1997, pp. 98-99).

Knowledge in general as referring to an organized
body of knowledge, or even a science, is usually called veda
or vidya (words that are cognate with Latin videre and the
English to wit). When the word veda is mentioned without
further qualification, it always refers to the four collections
of texts known as Rgveda, Yajurveda, Samaveda, and Athar-
vaveda. These contain the knowledge, the knowledge par
excellence. The Vedas are the primary scriptures of Brah-

manism and Hinduism. According to Brahminical ortho-
doxy they are neither of human nor Godly origin, for they
are eternal and infallible. The text of the Vedas was revealed
(not created) by omniscient Gods such as Brahma, or
directly heard by inspired seers (Rishis) of old. Various
enumerations and classifications of systematic knowledge,
or sciences, have been transmitted; perhaps the most com-
mon ones refer to fourteen or eighteen locations of knowl-
edge (vidyashtana): the four Vedas and the six auxiliary
sciences to the Vedic texts (the sciences of articulation or
phonology, prosody, grammar, etymology, astronomy/
astrology, and ritual/ceremony), religious and social law
(dharmasastra), collections of ancient myths (purana),
hermeneutics (mimarnsa), and dialectics (tarka); the eigh-
teenfold enumeration adds medicine (ayurveda), archery
or the science of weapons in general (dhanurveda), and
arthasastra, which includes politics and economy.

These lists do not exhaust all the sciences known in
ancient India, but they point to an attempt at an exhaus-
tive classification of human cultural practices (Pollock
1985, p. 502). Sheldon Pollock, who examined the notion
of sastra in classical India, points out that virtually every
human activity had been codified into a science (or a the-
ory, as he renders the word $astra), for instance, cookery,
erotics (kamasastra), thievery (caurasastra), agriculture,
mathematics, logic, ascetic renunciation, and spiritual
liberation. As a rule (there are notable exceptions), the
various sciences have not been discovered by their practi-
tioners. Rather, all practice is said to be derived from pre-
viously existing knowledge. Science itself is primordial; it
is not accumulative, and can only decrease with time.

In Buddhist texts (both in India and Tibet) one
encounters a list of five places or locations of knowledge
(vidyasthanas) that are to be cultivated by the Bodhisattva
on his way to enlightenment. The first of these, the inner
science or the own science (adhyatmavidya), is specific to
Buddhists, the other four—the science of logical reasons,
grammar, medicine, and arts and crafts—are external and
considered common to Buddhist and non-Buddhists
(Seyfort Ruegg 1995, pp. 9-10). However, the status of the
science of reasons, that is, philosophy/dialectics/logic,
was ambiguous. Although its position following the inner
science clearly implies that it is an external (or non-Bud-
dhist) science, it was sometimes considered to be part of
the Buddhist teachings. The science of logical reasons
could be assimilated either to tarka, dialectics, which have
nothing particularly Buddhist about them, or it could be
understood as the science of the means of knowledge
(pramana), as expounded by Dharmakirti (seventh cen-
tury) and his followers that was closely associated to the
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understanding and interpretation of the Buddhist teach-
ings (Seyfort Ruegg 1995, p. 105). Deliberation and rea-
soning on the Buddha’s teaching were widely perceived to
be necessary steps before meditation. Traditionally, the
study of the Buddhist scriptures was divided into three
steps: listening to the Buddha’s words, reflecting on them,
and meditating on them.

However, another term that is often used to convey
the idea of knowledge is kala, sometimes translated by “art
and craft,” refers to both “knowledge that” and “knowl-
edge how.” There are long lists of the various kalas (also
called $ilpas), some of them enumerating sixty-four, some
seventy-eight, some more than ninety types. A typical list
would include the knowledges of writing, calculation,
sculpting, painting, dancing, singing, playing on musical
instruments, gambling, speaking courteously, various
games, preparing drinks, preparing perfumes, composing
poems in various meters, divination, poisons and anti-
dotes, the movement of heavenly bodies, training horses
and elephants, archery, and various forms of fighting.

However, these terms for knowledge are not exten-
sively treated in Indian philosophical texts, and except for
the four Vedas, do not play an important role in Indian
theories of knowledge. For Indian philosophers are not so
much concerned with the nature of knowledge as such,
but with the means of knowledge (pramana).

PRAMANA

To the question “how can one know something?” all
Indian philosophers would answer unanimously: by hav-
ing a means of knowledge. This answer may sound
almost tautological and no two significant philosophers
would understand the term in exactly the same manner.
Nevertheless, the term pramana played a crucial role in
structuring the Indian epistemologies. It is around this
concept, its definitions, and its varieties that Indian phi-
losophy developed in its most dynamic period (roughly
from the fifth to the twelfth century). The most impor-
tant means of knowledge are sense perception
(pratyaksa), inference (anumana), and verbal communi-
cation ($abda), under which sacred writings such as the
Vedas or the teaching of the Buddha are subsumed.

What are the means of knowledge (pramana)?

The number of means of knowledge that are accepted
by the different schools of thought varies strongly. Mad-
hyamaka Buddhists like Nagarjuna, skeptics like Jayarasi
(Franco 1994), and monists of the Advaita-Vedanta tradi-
tion like Sriharsa, all of whom deny the possibility of
knowledge, obviously accept no means of knowledge to be
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reliable (Matilal 1977). All other schools admit that sense
perception is a means of knowledge. The materialist
school (Lokayata) is distinguished from other schools by
its claim that only sense perception is valid. The Vaisesikas
and the Buddhists after Dignaga (fifth century) admit two
means of knowledge, namely, perception and inference.
The Samkhyas admit verbal communication by a trust-
worthy person (aptavacana) besides these two; Buddhist
philosophers before Dignaga, for example, Vasubandhu,
also admit verbal communication to be a means of knowl-
edge. Philosophers of the Nyaya tradition, with the
notable exception of Bhasarvajiia (ninth century), also
admit analogy (upamana) as a fourth means of knowl-
edge. The same position was held by certain Buddhists
(Franco 2001). The Prabhakara Mimamsakas accept five
means of knowledge: the previously mentioned four and
presumption (arthapatti). The Bhatta Mimamsakas and
Advaita-Vedantins admit six means of knowledge: the pre-
viously mentioned five and absence (abhava) or nonper-
ception (anupalabdhi). In nonphilosophical texts one also
encounters inclusion (sambhava) and tradition (aitihya)
as means of knowledge. Since inference and verbal com-
munication are dealt with in separate entries, this entry
will focus mainly on a discussion of perception.

PERCEPTION AND SENSES

Perception here refers primarily to sense perception.
Indeed, the Sanskrit word that is usually rendered by per-
ception is pratyaksa; it contains the semantic element—
aksa—which means “eye.” However, in some cases such as
mental perception of feelings or the extrasensory percep-
tion of Yogis, the senses play no role in its arising. Percep-
tion is usually said to arise from sense and object. In this
connection one has to emphasize the distinction between
sense (or sense-faculty) and sense organ. The senses are
not identical with the bodily organs to which they are
associated. It is an extremely common mistake in Western
publications to refer to the senses of seeing, hearing,
smelling, touching, and tasting as eyes, ears, nose, skin,
and tongue. Indian philosophers, however, clearly distin-
guish between them.

Thus, according to Nyaya the sense of sight is not the
eye, but an invisible ray of light that rests on the pupil of
the eye and goes out to reach the object. The sense of
hearing is not the ear, but a part of space-ether (akasa)
that is enclosed in the ear. The sense of taste is not the
tongue, but a watery substance in the form of half-moon
that is spread at the front of the tongue. The sense of
smell is a substance made of earth and is found inside the
nose; its base is usually called nasa—a cognate of nose—
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but sometimes also tripufiika, that is, “the three cavities,”
or “the triple cavity,” which seems to indicate that its base
is the root of the nose. The sense of touch, which is some-
times interpreted as a sense of temperature, is also found
inside and throughout the body, not only on the skin.

Already in the early philosophy of nature, the senses
were considered to be material. Each sense—except for
the auditory—was composed of the four material ele-
ments (earth, water, fire, and wind). Their special ability
to grasp a certain elemental quality was explained as
being due to their composition. The gustatory sense con-
sists mainly of water, and it possesses the quality to be
grasped, namely, flavor (VS 8.16-17). Although the ele-
ment earth also possesses flavor, this quality is not pre-
dominant in it. The elemental constitution of the senses
is based on the principle that “similar perceives similar.”
The Nyaya, Vaisesika, and the Mimamsa accepted the so-
called accumulation theory of qualities in elements.

Except for hearing, the senses are made of special
invisible atoms. Therefore, they cannot perceive them-
selves and can only be inferred: From the fact that one has
a visual awareness, one infers that one has a sense of sight.
According to the Buddhists the senses are made of a spe-
cial subtle and transparent matter (bhitaprasada); the
transparency of this matter is used to explain both its
invisibility and its receptivity to other forms. Unlike nor-
mal matter, the subtle matter of which the senses are
made does not obstruct other matter. When Indian
philosophers write about the senses, they think above all
about sight. The sense of sight is often used as a model for
all other senses; hearing is treated cursorily, the other
senses are hardly ever discussed.

PERCEPTION AND CONTACT

There was a strong debate that lasted for centuries
between Buddhists and Naiyayikas on the question of
whether the sense and the object must be in contact to
produce sense perception. The debate concerned only the
senses of seeing and hearing (for everyone agreed that the
other senses must be in contact with their objects). The
Naiyayikas and the Mimamsakas maintained that all
senses must be in contact with their objects to perceive
them. In response to the Buddhist objection that sight
perceives objects at a distance and objects that are larger
in size than the sense itself, the Naiyayikas postulated an
invisible ray of light that goes from the eye and enters in
contact with the object. This ray of light has a broad tip
so that it can be in contact with large objects. It is in this
context that certain optical theories were developed
(Preisendanz 1989).

PERCEPTION AND THE CRITERION
OF TRUTH

For a general discussion of truth and error, notably of
false inferences, see the entry “Truth and Falsity in Indian
Philosophy.” The problem of truth is addressed here only
in respect to perception. The earliest discussion on the
criterion of truth can be found in a short passage of an
anonymous Mimamsa commentary that is now lost
except in quotations and references in later sources that
refer to its author simply as “The Commentator” (vrt-
tikara) (Frauwallner 1968, pp. 107-111). It may seem odd
that a Mimamsa commentary that deals with Vedic exe-
gesis should contain digressions on perception and
related epistemological problems. Indeed, the rationale
for the treatment of perception in Mimamsa writings was
originally a negative one: the rejection of sense percep-
tion as a means for the apprehension of the dharma,
understood here as Vedic injunctions (MS 1.1.4).

According to the Commentator, “true perception is
the arising of awareness when the senses of a man are in
contact with precisely that which the awareness has for its
object” (SBh 26.3—4). In other words, when the internal
object that appears in the awareness and the external
object that is in contact with the senses are identical, the
resulting awareness is perception. This is, however, only a
general definition. How can one know whether a specific
awareness has arisen when the senses are in contact with
the same object that appears in the awareness, or whether
they were in contact with a different object? One may
have an awareness of silver, but how is one to know
whether the senses are in contact with silver, or with a
glittering conch shell that produces an illusion of silver?
The Commentator answers that a sublating awareness
(badhaka-jiiana) arises in respect to a false awareness and
asserts its falsity, “That was not silver, the awareness was
false.” However, the problem with sublation (badha) as a
criterion of truth is that the sublating awareness arises
later, sometimes much later, than the false awareness.
How does one know when an awareness is true or false at
the time it arises? At that moment there is no difference
whatsoever between true and false awarenesses, for the
person who mistakes a conch shell for a piece of silver
also thinks, “My sense of sight is in contact with silver.”

The Commentator suggests that when the causal
complex that produces the awareness is disturbed, the
awareness is false; otherwise it is true. For instance, when
the mind is disturbed by hunger, when the sense of sight
is disturbed by an illness, or when the external object is
too subtle, the awareness is false; when the causal com-
plex is not disturbed, the awareness that arises from it is
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true. By this assertion the Commentator makes the true
awarenesses the normal ones, those people usually have,
and errors are considered to be an exception. In other
words, there is nothing inherently wrong in the cognitive
process itself. However, the assertion that a true aware-
ness is produced by undisturbed causes tells one what
happens, but not when it happens. That a particular
awareness has arisen from undisturbed causes remains to
be proved for every single case. The Commentator main-
tains that if one earnestly searches and does not find any
fault with the causal complex, then, because there is no
proof to the contrary, we should think (manyemahi) that
the awareness is true.

Later Mimamsakas like Kumarila (seventh century)
had to deal with problems that the Commentator had left
open. For instance, in certain cases one is not in a posi-
tion to rectify an erroneous awareness (SV, Vrttikara-
grantha 23). A certain illness of the eye distorts vision in
such a way that one sees a double moon. In such cases the
mistaken person learns in his or her communication with
other people that there is only one moon in the sky.
Kumarila also had to deal also with errors that are imma-
nent to the cognitive process. Such errors would render
all everyday awarenesses, even those that are usually con-
sidered true, essentially erroneous. For instance, accord-
ing to the Buddhists, every empirical awareness involves a
conceptual construction. Empirical awarenesses have
wholes (avayavin) and universals (jati) as their objects,
but these have no correspondence in reality. Even a sim-
ple awareness such as “this is a cow” contains at least two
parts. The part this refers to some concrete individual, the
part cow to a universal “bovinity” that, at least according
to the Indian realists, is a single eternal entity present in
all cows and is responsible for the fact that a great num-
ber of different individuals are all called cow.

The Buddhists have adduced powerful arguments
against the existence of such universals. For instance, the
universal bovinity cannot be present entirely in one indi-
vidual cow, because if this were the case, it would not be
able to reside in other cows. Nor can it be partly present in
one cow, because it has no parts. Thus, all empirical aware-
nesses are false because they involve conceptual construc-
tions, and conceptual constructions are faulty because they
involve incoherent notions such as that of a universal.
Kumarila’s response to such objections was to refuse a
philosophical engagement. No matter what arguments the
Buddhists may raise: If everybody invariably has the aware-
ness in respect to a certain individual, “this is a cow;” then
such awareness cannot be sublated, for it is more powerful
than the other awareness that has found fault in it.

KNOWLEDGE IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

The concept of sublation may seem to presuppose a
coherence theory of truth, in which truth is defined by
relations between statements (or in the Indian case,
between awarenesses), not in terms of relations between
statements and reality, as is the case in a correspondence
theory of truth. However, in general Indian philosophers
always seem to presuppose a correspondence theory of
truth. Even though only an awareness can sublate, or
assert the falsity of another awareness, this is possible
only because the sublating awareness corresponds to real-
ity and the sublated awareness does not. The direct rela-
tionship between the two awarenesses remained
problematic, and in the final analysis unexplained. To the
question of how an awareness that arises later can appre-
hend the inexistence of an object of an earlier awareness
Jayanta, a Nyaya philosopher of the ninth century, simply
replies, “What [can] we do, since this is the way the aware-
ness arises?” (NM 1171.12)

The correspondence theory of truth is clearly pre-
supposed by the Nyaya criterion of truth called efficiency
of activity (pravrttisamarthya). The Naiyayikas argued in
favor of a pragmatic principle of confirmation. When one
has an awareness of water, one goes toward the perceived
water, and if this endeavor is efficient, that is, if one
obtains water, then the awareness is true. Otherwise it is
false (NBh, Introduction). The discussions of the effi-
ciency of activity seem to presuppose a difference in the
reliability of the senses. The awareness that has to be con-
firmed is usually a visual one, and the confirming aware-
ness is of touch or taste (as in the case of water). The
expression “efficiency of activity” is often interchangeable
with the expression “obtainment of an object/purpose”
(arthaprapti). The Naiyayikas argue that when the aware-
ness is true the object is obtained, and when it is false the
object is not obtained.

Another similar but different criterion of truth is
used by Dharmakirti and his followers. Dharmakirti
argues that the production of efficient action
(arthakriyakaritva) indicates whether an awareness is valid
or not. The difference between this and the Nyaya crite-
rion is that the former is not used to prove that the object
of the awareness is real. According to Dharmakirti a false
awareness can nevertheless be valid. Although all aware-
nesses that involve conceptual constructions are false,
some such awarenesses (notably inferential awarenesses
that always involve universals) lead to successful activity.
Dharmakirti likens their case to someone who mistakes
diamond rays for the diamond itself (PV, 3.57). Although
such a person acts on a false awareness, he or she is never-
theless successful in obtaining the diamond. Another
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important aspect that distinguishes the Buddhist criterion
from that of the Nyaya is that the object seen and the
object obtained can never be the same. According to the
Buddhists everything is momentary. Thus, the water seen
and the water obtained are not the same water. Another
difference between the two criteria is due to the rejection
of the substance. The Buddhists denied that there is a cer-
tain substance such as water that has properties such a
color and flavor. Thus, the seen water and the tasted water
are in fact entirely different kinds of atoms that are only
loosely connected by a causal relationship (PVSV 70.14f)

The preceding discussion treats the realistic schools.
The topic of the criterion of truth in idealistic and illu-
sionistic schools, which consider all empirical awarenesses
to be false, arises from a different set of problems and spe-
cific metaphysical doctrines. For instance, certain Buddhist
Yogacaras consider only those awarenesses to be true that
have a correspondence in an unconscious awareness called
alayavijiiana. Vedantins like Sankara (700?-750?) consider
empirical awarenesses to be provisionally true until one
attains the realization of the identity between atman and
brahman. Everyday awarenesses are like a dream. As long as
the dream lasts, the awarenesses of the dream are consid-
ered true; when one wakes up they are realized to have been
false. These positions, however, are usually ignored in the
philosophical debates in classical India.

A SKEPTICAL RESPONSE TO THE
CRITERION OF TRUTH

Jayarasi Bhatta (fl. c. 800), a skeptic philosopher loosely
affiliated to the materialist Lokayata school, raised a dev-
astating critique of the various criteria of truth. The pro-
duction by undisturbed causes, he says, cannot be used as
a criterion, because it cannot be known whether the
causes are undisturbed. The senses do not apprehend
themselves, and therefore, cannot apprehend whether
their functioning is disturbed or not. Nor can their
proper functioning be inferred, because there is no infer-
ential sign on which the inference can rest. If the correct
awareness itself is considered to be such a sign, then the
argument results in mutual dependence. The awareness is
correct because the causes are undisturbed, and the
causes are undisturbed because the awareness is correct.

Also, the absence of sublation cannot be used as a
criterion of truth. At most one can say that those aware-
nesses that are sublated are false, but not that those that
are not sublated are true. It is possible that sublations do
not arise because some causal factor is missing. A person
may have an illusion of water in respect to sun rays and
not go toward the place of the sun rays. Thus, the causal

factor that could produce the sublation (the proximity) is
absent and the sublation does not arise. Besides, one may
simply die before the sublation is produced. It is impossi-
ble to know at any given moment which awarenesses are
true and which are going to be sublated in the future.
Jayarasi’s argument bears an obvious similarity to Karl
Popper’s assertion that the scientific doctrines one holds
to be true are only those that are not yet refuted, but they
are liable to be so in the future. Of course, the basic con-
cerns of Jayarasi and Popper are entirely different.

The efficiency of activity based on an awareness also
cannot be used as a criterion of an awareness truth
because the claim of efficiency also has to be confirmed:
it has to be apprehended and its apprehension has to be
ascertained as nonerroneous by another efficiency of
activity. It is not true that an awareness will give satisfac-
tion if and only if it is true. To repeat James’s example, the
pragmatist claims that if one believes that there are tigers
in India, and one goes to India and finds tigers there,
then, to use the Nyaya terms, the activity is efficient and
the awareness is true. However, as critics of pragmatism
point out, one may go to Syria, find some tigers there and
think that one is in India, or one may go to India and mis-
take some big cats for tigers, or one can even go to India
find tigers and mistake them for cats. Thus, a confirming
awareness must be confirmed in its turn, and this would
lead to an infinite regress. The arguments against Nyaya
apply to the Buddhist criterion of production of efficient
action, except that the Buddhist faces some additional
difficulties due to the doctrine of momentariness and the
rejection of universals.

VERBAL COMMUNICATION

The two main questions with which Indian philosophers
who deal with verbal communication are concerned are:
(1) What is the process by which one understands the
meaning of words? (2) How does one know that words,
once understood, are truthful? Concerning the first ques-
tion see the entry “Philosophy of Language in India.” This
entry will focus only on the second question.

The veracity of words is crucial to Indian philoso-
phers because knowledge derived from the sacred writ-
ings depends on it. Clearly, most religious doctrines could
not be established by other means of knowledge such as
perception or inference. Furthermore, when one is faced
with a plurality of religious traditions, the question
invariably arises as to which tradition can be trusted, for
all of them cannot be true. Thus, each tradition had to
adduce some arguments to justify the teachings it consid-
ered to be true. According to the Nyaya-VaiSesika the
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Veda was revealed to normal human beings by the Rishis
who have direct knowledge of it, and consequently the
truthfulness of the Veda, at least as known to one,
depends on the truthfulness of the Rishis. Vatsyayana
(fifth century) enumerates three characteristics that must
be present if one is to be considered a trustworthy or
authoritative person: One has to have direct knowledge of
things, compassion toward living beings, and the desire to
teach things as they are.

There are basically two ways to prove the validity of a
statement made by a reliable person. Either the reliability
of the person making the statement is established, or the
truthfulness of the statement is directly perceived or
inferred. Ideally, the statement should be directly con-
firmed, but in the case of the Veda this is not always pos-
sible, for the truthfulness of a Vedic statement is often
beyond the realm of examination by normal human
beings, for example, statements concerning heaven. Vat-
syayana’s proof is based on the assumption that the differ-
ent parts of the Veda have the same authors. The
statements of the Ayurveda and magical spells (mantra),
which according to Vatsyayana form a part of the Veda,
have visible results. When certain spells that are intended
to remove poison are uttered, the poison is actually
removed. Furthermore, certain parts of the Veda proper
also have visible results, for example, “One desirous of a
village should perform a sacrifice” (gramakamo yajeta).
Vatsyayana’s inference of the validity of the Veda runs as
follows: From the parts of the Veda that have visible results
one infers the trustworthiness of its authors (qualified by
the three characteristics mentioned earlier), and because
these are the same trustworthy authors as those of the rest
of the Veda, the validity of the latter can be inferred.

The proof of reliability of a person was further devel-
oped by Dharmakirti, who was concerned with the trust-
worthiness of the Buddha. It was clear to Dharmakirti,
who was conscious of the problem of induction, that the
argument as it appears in Nydyabhdsya and Nyayavarttika
is not valid: Just because someone is trustworthy in mat-
ter x (e.g., medicine) does not necessarily mean he or she
is trustworthy in matter y (e.g., rituals and sacrifices).
Consequently, Dharmakirti modifies the argument in
two points. First, he does not simply draw an inference
from trustworthiness in any part x to trustworthiness in
any part y; he allows such an inference only when one
moves from the main part of a teaching to its secondary
part. Second, the logical reason used in Dharmakirti’s
inference is not just the sameness of the author, but
includes the motivations of the speaker in his reasoning,
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for example, one should consider whether the speaker
may have a motivation to lie.

More specifically the proof runs as follows: The main
part of the Buddha’s teaching are the four noble truths.
These truths can be established independently of the
Buddha’s authority through perception and inference.
Once the four noble truths are established, one can con-
clude that the Buddha was knowledgeable at least in mat-
ters of salvation. From such knowledge one infers that the
Buddha has practiced various means for salvation for a
long time (i.e., during many lives). However, he need not
have practiced for such a long time had he been interested
only in his own salvation. Therefore, his efforts were for
the sake of other people. His engagement for the benefit
of other (in fact, all) living beings in this manner presup-
poses compassion. Furthermore, the Buddha does not lie,
because he has nothing to gain by lying. Therefore, the
Buddha is trustworthy. Consequently, one can infer the
truth in secondary matters in his teachings that are not
open to an examination by normal human beings. As an
example for such a domain Dharmakirti mentions the
law of karma. Later Tibetan commentators also mention
certain monastic rules that cannot be established inde-
pendently of the Buddha’s word (Tillemans 1993).

Interestingly, the reliability of the Gods must also be
established. The Saiva commentator Sadyajyotis (ninth
century) says: Why is the word of Siva authoritative?
Because he is a pure, infallible, gracious lord endowed
with knowledge that extends to everything. And his
words whose objects are seen can be perceived as fruitful.
Therefore, it can be inferred that his words whose objects
are not seen are fruitful in exactly the same manner
(Franco 1997, pp. 41-42).

THE OTHER PRAMA NAS

It is unfortunate that the other means of knowledge receive
little attention in the Indian tradition. The Naiyayikas and
the Mimamsakas have accepted analogy or comparison
(upamana) as a separate means of knowledge, but discus-
sions about it remain rudimentary. It is defined as “proof
of what has to be proved from similarity to something well
known” (NS 1.1.6). The stock example for the use of anal-
ogy is: Someone does not know what a gayal is and is told
“a gayal is like a cow.” He or she then goes to the forest and
is able to recognize a gayal on seeing it. Another example
concerns the recognition of something from its name. For
instance, knowing that the herb called bean leaf is like a
bean, a person who finds this herb realizes that this is the
thing to which the name applies. The Naiyayikas were not
unanimous as to what exactly constitutes the means of
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knowledge in this case. The older Naiyayikas argued that
the statement of the instructing person is the means of
knowledge; the later Naiyayikas maintained that it is the
cognition of similarity that brings about the understand-
ing. Means of knowledge, by definition, must lead to an
awareness of an object previously unknown, for if the
object is already known, its awareness will be nothing but
recollection, and, except for the Jainas, no school of
thought accepted memory as a means of knowledge.

There was some uncertainty as to what exactly is new
about the object of the awareness resulting from compar-
ison. To repeat the stock example, when one recognizes
that a certain animal is a gayal, it is not the animal as such
that is the object of the comparison, because it is appre-
hended by sense perception. It is also not that there is a
similarity between the cow and the gayal, because the
similarity was already conveyed by verbal communica-
tion. Nor can the resulting awareness consist in the con-
clusion that the particular animal observed for the first
time is a gayal, because in this case comparison would not
be different from inference. Indeed, some Mimamsakas
who professed this opinion were criticized by the
Naiyayikas for reducing comparison to inference (Bhatt
1962, pp. 290ff). The Naiyayikas (NBh 1.1.6) as well as
some Buddhists of the Kushana period (Franco 2001,
pp- 11-12) maintained that the result of comparison is
the awareness of the designation, that is, that the animal
seen in the forest is called gayal. Nevertheless, it remained
controversial what distinguishes analogy from inference
on the one hand and from verbal testimony on the other,
and different opinions were put forward on this issue.
The Buddhists, the Vaisesikas, and the Samkhyas did not
consider analogy to be a separate means of knowledge
(Bhatt 1962, pp. 289-307).

Another potentially interesting means of knowledge
that remained underdeveloped is arthapatti. There is no
agreed translation for this means of knowledge, and it is
rendered by presumption, supposition, implication, nega-
tive implication, circumstantial evidence, and so on. The
two most common examples for arthapatti are: (1) Know-
ing that someone is alive and not finding him or her at
home, one concludes that he or she is outside. (2) One is
told that fat Devadatta does not eat during the day, and
one concludes that he eats at night. The two examples are
distinguished as presumption based on something seen
(drstarthapatti) and presumption based on something
heard (Srutarthapatti). In later texts one distinguishes six
types of presumption according to the six means of
knowledge on which a presumption can be based.

The examples mentioned in this connection seem
construed and artificial and are not taken from an actual
philosophical discourse or from everyday life. For instance,
presumption based on inference is illustrated as follows:
One knows by inference that the sun moves (its movement
cannot be perceived, but is inferred because it changes its
place in the sky). However, things that move usually pos-
sess limbs such as legs. Thus, a conflict between two means
of knowledge arises, and this conflict is resolved by the pre-
sumption that the sun has a moving power. Conflict or
apparent contradiction (anupapatti) between two means
of knowledge is the essential ingredient of arthapatti, and
the resulting presumption resolves the conflict. The con-
tradiction must be apparent. If the contradiction is real, for
example, two awarenesses about the same object, one per-
ceiving it as silver and the other as mother-of-pearl, the
way of resolving it is by rejecting one of the alternatives as
false, not by making a new supposition. Among the impor-
tant philosophical schools, only the Mimamsa and Vedanta
accepted presumption as an independent means of knowl-
edge (Bhatt 1962, pp. 313-340).

The Bhatta Mimamsakas accepted absence (abhava)
as a sixth means of knowledge. A discussion as to how
mere absence or nonexistence can be an object of valid
cognition appears already in NS 2.2.7-12. An objector
argues that a negating cognition cannot be valid because
it cannot refer to an object in reality. The objection is
rebuked by reference to common experience. When some
pieces of cloth are marked and some are unmarked, one
can be told “Fetch the unmarked pieces,” and one is able
to do so. The Naiyayikas, however, just like the Vaisesikas,
the Samkhyas, the Buddhists, and the Prabhakara
Mimamsakas, considered absence or nonperception to be
included in inference. Prasastapada identified absence
with inference from absence of effect to absence of cause.

CIRCULARITY OF PRAMANAS

A general objection to the pramanas as such has been
raised from the earliest times. If everything is established
by means of knowledge, how are the means of knowledge
themselves established? If they are established by other
means of knowledge, these other means also have to be
established by yet other means of knowledge and thus an
infinite regress results. If the means of knowledge were to
establish one another, a circularity would result. If one
claims that the means of knowledge need not be estab-
lished, the initial position that everything has to be estab-
lished by means of knowledge has been abandoned. Some
claimed that the means of knowledge establish both their
objects and themselves, just as a lamp illuminates itself
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and its surroundings. However, it remained unclear how
this metaphor should actually apply to the pramanas, and
some, like Nagarjuna (VV, verses 30ff) even argued that
actually a lamp cannot illuminate itself.

See also Atomic Theory in Indian Philosophy; Causation
in Indian Philosophy; Liberation in Indian Philosophy;
Logic, History of: Logic and Inference in Indian Philos-
ophy; Meditation in Indian Philosophy; Mind and
Mental States in Buddhist Philosophy; Philosophy of
Language in India; Self in Indian Philosophy; Truth
and Falsity in Indian Philosophy; Universal Properties
in Indian Philosophical Traditions.
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KNUTZEN, MARTIN

(1713-1751)

Martin Knutzen, the German Wolffian philosopher, stud-
ied at the University of Konigsberg and became an
extraordinary professor there in 1734. Because he was a
Wolffian, even though an unorthodox one, he never
attained a full professorship in that Pietist-dominated
school. However, because he was also a Pietist, Knutzen
could never attain such a position in other German uni-
versities where Wolffians held the power of appointment.

Knutzen disagreed with Christian Wolff on several
significant points. His Commentatio Philosophica de com-
mercio Mentis et Corporis (Philosophical Commentary on
the Relation between Mind and Body; Konigsberg, 1735)
was an attempt to reconcile Wolff’s theory of preestab-
lished harmony with the Pietist doctrine of physical
influence. He extended the problem beyond Wolff, from
the relation of soul and body to the interrelations of sim-
ple substances in general. In this and in a panpsychistic
metaphysics, he was closer to Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz
than to Wolff. Knutzen, in his cosmological work Verniin-
ftige Gedanken von den Cometen (Rational thought con-
cerning comets; Konigsberg, 1744), was one of the first
philosophers in Germany to accept, at least partially, the
Newtonian theory of gravitational attraction. His theo-
logical work was derivative and of little significance.
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Knutzen’s reputation is due more to his having been
the teacher of Immanuel Kant than to his own signifi-
cance. His influence on Kant has been much overrated.
Recent research has shown that his influence was con-
fined to the solution given by Kant in his first essay,
Gedanken von den wahren Schitzung der lebendigen Kriifte
(Thoughts on the true estimation of living forces;
Konigsberg, 1747), to the problem of the interrelation of
substances, and to Kant’s acceptance of Newtonian
attraction. On the second point, Kant was also strongly
influenced by the Berlin circle around Pierre-Louis
Moreau de Maupertuis, even though Maupertuis himself
was reluctant to accept attraction; and in accepting
attraction as a real force and in trying to give a meta-
physical explanation for it, Kant went beyond the Berlin
circle, Knutzen, and Isaac Newton himself in his pub-
lished statements.

Both Kant’s “Wolffianism” and his “Pietism” have
been attributed by some historians to Knutzen’s influ-
ence; but although Kant received a Pietist education, he
was never either a Pietist or a Wolffian. Kant always
opposed Wolft’s doctrines, and any Pietist influence came
through the general philosophical influence of C. A. Cru-
sius. Even an alleged influence of Knutzen’s theology on
Kant’s religious philosophy has been disproven.

See also Wolff, Christian.
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KOFFKA, KURT

(1886-1941)

Kurt Koffka, one of the three founders of the Gestalt
movement in psychology, was born in Berlin. In 1903 he
went to the university there to study philosophy, and he is
said to have had a special interest in Immanuel Kant and
Friedrich Nietzsche at that time. In 1904 he moved to
Edinburgh, and in the next few years his interest in psy-
chology became increasingly strong. Soon after receiving
his doctorate at Berlin in 1908, he moved to Wiirzburg,
where he served as an assistant to Oswald Kiilpe and Karl
Marbe. In 1910-1911 he taught at the Academy at Frank-
furt am Main, and it was during this period, as a result of
the joint deliberations of Max Wertheimer, Wolfgang
Kohler, and himself, that the central notions of Gestalt
theory began to emerge. In 1911 Koffka became a lecturer
at the University of Giessen, and from 1919 to about 1927
he was assistant professor.

The early 1920s saw the founding of Psychologische
Forschung, a periodical in which several of the original
articles on Gestalt theory were originally published, and
of which Koffka was for many years the editor. During
this decade he traveled extensively: A visit to Oxford for
the International Congress of Psychology in 1923 resulted
in much wider recognition of Gestalt theory than had
hitherto been possible, and in succeeding years he was
visiting professor at Cornell, Chicago, and Wisconsin. In
1927 he took up permanent residence in the United
States, having accepted a professorship at Smith College,
Northampton, Massachusetts. In 1932, at the invitation
of the USSR State Institute, he joined an expedition to
Uzbekistan to carry out ethno-psychological research, but
at an early stage he was forced to return because of illness.
He remained intellectually active until his death. He is
said to have been a person of considerable kindness and
charm, with wide interests that included music, art, and
travel. His friendship with Wertheimer and Kohler was
lifelong.

To separate Koffka’s distinctive contributions from
those of Wertheimer and Kohler is not easy, since each was
influenced considerably by the other two. Koftka’s The
Growth of the Mind was an attempt to apply Gestalt prin-
ciples to child psychology, while Principles of Gestalt Psy-

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

124

2nd edition



chology was a comprehensive account of a wide range of
psychological work up to 1935, with detailed theoretical
discussion. One of his central claims was that it is possible
to take seriously the advances of science while still finding
a place for the concepts of meaning and value; indeed, sci-
entific inquiries themselves suffer if one does not do so.
An aggressive materialism or behaviorism was quite for-
eign to him, but the alternative to this for Koftka was a
new approach, using the concept of Gestalt, rather than a
return to vitalism or Cartesian dualism. In an interesting
passage in Principles of Gestalt Psychology he called atten-
tion to the difference in intellectual climate between Ger-
many and America. The more abstract and speculative
ideas, in which many German scholars were interested,
had to be kept in the background when Gestalt theory was
presented to the Americans, whose “high regard for sci-
ence, accurate and earthbound” was accompanied by “an
aversion, sometimes bordering on contempt, for meta-
physics that tries to escape from the welter of mere facts
into a loftier realm of ideas and ideals” (p. 18).

Philosophically interesting contributions found in
Principles of Gestalt Psychology include the distinction
between the geographical and behavioral environments, a
discussion of the criteria by means of which “things” in
the behavioral environment are distinguished from “not-
things,” and an attempt to reinstate the concept of ego.
The behavioral environment is, in effect, the perceived
world, the world of commonsense experience, whereas
the geographical environment is the world as studied by
the physical scientist. There are features in the geograph-
ical environment (such as infrared rays) that in ordinary
circumstances are not present in the behavioral environ-
ment, whereas there are features in the behavioral envi-
ronment (for example, the fact that two lines are grouped
together when someone looks at them) that have no
direct counterpart in the geographical environment.
Examples of “things” are sticks, stones, clouds, and some
types of fog; marginal cases are waves, words, and noises,
while “a fog that makes our ocean liner reduce speed and
sound its piercing horn is not thing-like at all, as little as
the mist from which we emerge when we climb a moun-
tain” (ibid., p. 70). The three characteristics of things are
“shaped boundedness, dynamic properties, and con-
stancy.” As for the ego, “it has a very definite place in that
[the behavioral] world, and well-defined, if variable
boundaries.... ‘In front, ‘to the left and right, ‘behind,
and ‘above and below’ are characteristics of space which it
possesses with regard to an object which serves as the ori-
gin of the system of spatial co-ordinates” (ibid., p. 322).

KOFFKA, KURT

In this case science itself is seriously impoverished if the
concept of the ego is simply ignored. The study (some-
times called phenomenology) of how the world appears
at the commonsense level is logically independent,
according to Koffka’s view, of any new discovery in
physics about what is “really” happening.

Many of the problems that Koffka raised are of cur-
rent philosophical interest, and as a psychologist he ranks
among the greatest of his generation.

See also Dualism in the Philosophy of Mind; Gestalt The-
ory; Kant, Immanuel; Koéhler, Wolfgang; Kiilpe,
Oswald; Nietzsche, Friedrich; Vitalism.
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KOHLER, WOLFGANG
(1887-1967)

Wolfgang Kohler, the German Gestalt psychologist, was
born in Tallinn, Estonia. He studied first at the University
of Tubingen and then at Bonn. He next studied physics
under Max Planck and psychology under Carl Stumpf at
the University of Berlin, and received his PhD from that
school in 1909 for investigations on hearing. In 1911 he
became Privatdozent at Frankfurt. Max Wertheimer came
to Frankfurt in 1912, and in the same year Kohler and
Kurt Koftka served as the subjects for Wertheimer’s
famous experiments on stroboscopic motion that are
widely regarded as the beginning of Gestalt psychology.

In 1913 Kohler became director of the anthropoid
experiment station operated by the Prussian Academy of
Sciences at Tenerife in the Canary Islands, and he
remained there, throughout World War I, until 1920. The
pioneering studies in the psychology of chimpanzees that
he carried out there were published in several papers and
in the monograph Intelligenzpriifungen an Anthropoiden
(The Mentality of Apes, 1917).

Kohler’s next major work, Die physischen Gestalten in
Ruhe und im stationdren Zustand (Physical Gestalten in
rest and in the stationary state), was published at
Brunswick in 1920. It is primarily a work in physics and
reveals Kohler’s indebtedness to Planck, but its major
themes played important roles in his more strictly psy-
chological writings.

In 1921, with Wertheimer, Koffka, Kurt Goldstein,
and Hans Gruhle, Kohler founded the journal Psycholo-
gische Forschung, which served as the leading organ of the
Gestalt psychologists until Kéhler was forced to suspend
publication because of the difficulties of editing it from
the United States. In 1922 Kohler succeeded Stumpf as
director of the Psychological Institute and professor of
philosophy at the University of Berlin. He held a visiting
professorship at Clark University in the academic year
1925-1926 and returned to America for another visit in
1929. In the same year his Gestalt Psychology was pub-
lished in English.

Kohler was the only leading member of the Gestalt
school who was not Jewish, but he was strongly opposed
to the Nazis. He published a letter against them in a Berlin
newspaper after they took power and a bit later left Ger-
many. Kohler gave the William James Lectures at Harvard
in 1934 and published them as The Place of Value in a
World of Fact in 1938. In 1935 he was appointed professor
of psychology at Swarthmore College. His Page-Barbour
Lectures given at the University of Virginia in 1938 were

published in an expanded version in 1940 as Dynamics in
Psychology. Kohler became professor emeritus at Swarth-
more in 1957. In 1959 the school awarded him an hon-
orary doctorate and he became visiting research professor
at Dartmouth, a position he retained until his death.

Kohler is correctly thought of primarily as a psychol-
ogist. Nevertheless, throughout his career he never hesi-
tated to interpret the results and methodology of the
physical sciences and to apply his interpretations to the
delineation of the proper task of psychology and to the
elucidation of its problems. He admitted a debt to the
phenomenology of Edmund Husserl, and his own work
was broadly in the phenomenological stream. Both phe-
nomenology and physics influenced his vocabulary, his
methods of research, and his theoretical conclusions.
Kohler was an ardent controversialist, and he engaged in
a continuing polemical defense of the Gestalt theory. He
believed that the theory offered a new resolution of the
controversy between those who believe in innate ideas or
tendencies and those who stress the importance of ideas
acquired by learning. He thought that his Gestalt physics
could resolve the biological controversy between mecha-
nism and vitalism. He claimed to have dissolved the
philosophical controversies between idealism and realism
and between monism and dualism, and he advocated a
form of epiphenomenalism or even an identity theory of
mind and body. Kéhler believed that by phenomenologi-
cal analysis he could demonstrate both the existence and
something of the nature of value, and that value, or
“requiredness,” was more general than moral philoso-
phers and aestheticians believed; thus, he held, the psy-
chologist’s investigation of value was of prime
importance to the philosopher.

Kohler, then, not only advanced psychological theo-
ries and views about the proper subject matter of this sci-
ence but also presented well-reasoned opinions on
speculative problems in biology, physiology, physics, and
chemistry, and suggested possibly fruitful lines of
research for these sciences to undertake. He also pre-
sented theories belonging to such central philosophical
disciplines as epistemology, metaphysics, and value the-
ory. This entry will discuss some of the philosophically
interesting issues raised by Kohler in the physical sciences
and psychology, as well as some of his general philosoph-
ical positions. It will not attempt to discuss his contribu-
tions to Gestalt psychology proper, except for his
discussion of isomorphism.
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PHYSICS AND PHYSIOLOGY

Kohler discussed physical concepts and discoveries for at
least three main purposes: to demonstrate the existence
of physical structures analogous to perceptual gestalten;
to provide a physicochemical theory of perception and
other mental functions; and to delineate the proper task
of psychology by comparing its present status with the
status of physics at various times in its history.

PHYSICAL GESTALTEN. Kohler, like the other Gestalt
psychologists, claimed that a central subject of psychol-
ogy is the investigation of certain kinds of structures in
which “the whole is more than the sum of its parts.” An
analysis of these gestalten would explain many puzzling
facts of vision, touch, hearing, memory, and understand-
ing. The existence of such structures was denied on the
ground that the whole can never be more than the sum of
its parts. Kohler sought to show that there are a variety of
recognized physical systems in which the whole is more
than the sum of its parts. Machines are structures whose
movements are strictly determined. From a knowledge of
the parts of a machine and their interrelationships, we
can know the motions of the whole. Thus a machine,
according to Kohler, is no more than the sum of its parts.
But in many physical systems it is the state of the whole
that determines the state of the parts. Examples of such
systems are the distribution of an electrical charge over
the surface of a conductor, which varies with the shape of
the conductor; the distribution of a current of electricity
or fluid in a network of wires or pipes; the distribution of
particles of a fluid body whose only constraint is the walls
of the container; and a planetary system. The common
characteristic of these systems is that the parts interact
dynamically rather than mechanically. And in these sys-
tems, he claimed, the whole is greater than the parts.

These physical systems all exhibit another character-
istic, which Kohler thinks is strikingly analogous to a
characteristic of phenomenal gestalten. When the physi-
cal systems are disturbed, the interaction of their parts
tends more or less rapidly to restore the systems to a state
of equilibrium. They are thus dynamically self-regulating
systems. Phenomenal gestalten are also dynamically self-
regulating. The parts of the gestalten interact with one
another to produce, or reproduce, systematic wholes
within the perceptual field. Kéhler recognizes, following
Wertheimer, a set of five factors involved in the recogni-
tion of gestalten. If any of these factors are present, then
we tend to perceive a gestalt, unless inhibiting factors are
also present or the factors are so present as to cancel out
one another. The five factors are (1) proximity: Objects
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that appear close together are more likely to be classed as
part of the same gestalt than those which are far apart; (2)
similarity: Objects that resemble each other tend to be
classed as belonging together; (3) “common destiny”: If
objects move or change together, they tend to be per-
ceived as part of the same thing or as belonging together;
(4) “good gestalt”: Forms that are not quite regular tend to
be perceived as more regular than they are; (5) closure:
Forms that are in some way incomplete tend to be per-
ceived as complete—for example, a circle with a small arc
missing will be perceived as a full circle.

The resemblance between dynamically self-regulat-
ing physical systems and phenomenal gestalten suggested
to Kohler that it might be more fruitful to attempt to
understand mental phenomena by means of a dynamic
rather than a mechanical model, and in fact this model
continued to serve Kohler throughout his career as a
fruitful explanatory hypothesis in psychology. He was
particularly successful in applying it to problems of per-
ception, of memory, and of intelligence or insight—of
coming to understand a situation or a problem.

Despite Kohler’s apparent success in applying the
two notions that in certain physical and phenomenal
structures the whole is greater than the sum of its parts
and that psychological phenomena should be interpreted
dynamically rather than mechanically, they have been
widely criticized. Both notions, it is said, are enormously
vague. It is not surprising that they seem to “work,” for by
their very vagueness they can be made to fit almost any
body of facts. Surely in some generally accepted sense of
“whole” and “part” almost any whole can be shown to be
greater than the sum of its parts. But it is not clear that
Kohler was applying the two terms univocally in the phe-
nomenal cases he adduced as examples, and it is even less
clear that he was using them in the same sense when
speaking of the parts of phenomenal gestalten and of the
parts of physical systems. Similarly, although the dynamic
model may have aided Kohler in the design of new exper-
iments and the interpretation of many phenomenal facts,
it has been claimed that, outside of a certain limited range
of cases, the apparent use of a dynamic model can mean
no more than a recognition that phenomena change. The
substance of the theory is probably Wertheimer’s set of
dynamic factors, which had in large part been anticipated
by earlier psychologists, and there seems no reason to
connect them with any specific physical theory.

ISOMORPHISM. Probably the most central concept in all
of Kohler’s thought is isomorphism, or similarity of
form. He used this notion for two major and several
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minor purposes. The two major functions combine into a
theory of knowledge that is partly conceptual and partly
physicochemical and physiological. Kéhler distinguished
between (1) phenomena, or percepts; (2) their cortical
correlates, or brain-states; and (3) nature, or the physical
world. He was perfectly willing to believe that percepts
and brain-states may eventually be shown to be identical
and in this sense does not exclude the possibility of a
metaphysical monism. He holds, in opposition to both
phenomenalists and new realists, that the phenomenal
world and the physical world are not identical, and thus is
an epistemological dualist. (These points are discussed
below.) It is the theory of isomorphism that serves as the
connecting link among these three elements. Percepts, it
is claimed, are related to one another within the phe-
nomenal field as their cortical correlates are related to one
another in the cortex and as the corresponding physical
objects are related to one another in physical space. The
structural relations within any of the three realms are
reproduced in the others. If a man-percept appears in
phenomenal space atop a horse-percept, then in physical
space there is a man atop a horse, and in the brain there
are two brain processes dynamically related to each other
in the cortical correlative of the relation “on top of.”

What concerns us here is the isomorphy between the
phenomenal world and brain-states. In this connection
Kohler formulated the principle of isomorphism for spa-
tial relations (it can be formulated for any type of phe-
nomenal ordering) as: “Experienced order in space is
always structurally identical with a functional order in the
distribution of underlying brain processes” (Gestalt Psy-
chology, Mentor edition, New York, 1959, p. 39). The parts
of the visual field are not independent of one another;
they exhibit structural relationships. If, for example, there
is in my visual field a white square on a black ground,
then in my brain there are processes corresponding to the
white square, the black ground, and the boundary
between the two. The topological relations between the
brain processes are functionally identical with the corre-
sponding visual relations. Metrical relationships are not
preserved, but such relationships as betweenness are. In
memory, these relationships are preserved in memory-
traces. Thus it is form or structure rather than exact pic-
torial images that are preserved.

Kohler holds that the physiological processes in the
brain that are involved in perception and memory are
very probably electrochemical in nature. In the case of the
white square, the brain process corresponding to the
square-percept contains a higher concentration of ions
than the brain process corresponding to the black

ground. The two processes are functionally connected at
a boundary corresponding to the edge of the square.
There is a potential difference across this boundary; an
electric flow of ions therefore takes place, and the square
is perceived. Changes in the solution leave memory
traces, which are subject to alteration in the course of
time. These traces are superimposed on one another and
thus functionally mirror the order of time of the percepts
themselves.

The theory of isomorphism, both in its conceptual
outline and in its physiological accompaniment, has been
only inadequately outlined here. The physiological ele-
ment, despite the important role it plays in Kohler’s claim
that functionally an identity theory of mind and body is
at least feasible, is a matter for empirical investigation.
Much of what Kohler says sounds rather plausible, but
there are difficulties in stating the theory with the proper
degree of precision. Although he speaks of a cortical
retina, Kohler does not mean that perception involves the
reproduction of a (two-dimensional or three-dimen-
sional) image of the object within the cortex. This would
be complete isomorphism. On the other hand, almost any
set of relationships can represent any other by some form
of correspondence, and the correspondences, if any, actu-
ally involved in perception might be very complex or in
some other way not what we would intuitively grasp as a
correspondence.

There are other issues involved that can only be
raised and not explored here. Suppose it were established
that when a certain macroscopic brain-state is observed
in people, they generally claim to perceive a certain
object. For instance, take any of the reversible figures that
appear to an observer now in one way and now in
another, such as a Maltese cross, composed of alternating
black and white rays, which can be seen in two different
ways. In one way of looking at it certain parts appear as
the figure and the others as ground, while in the other
way what was ground appears as figure and what was fig-
ure appears as ground. According to Kohler, each way of
seeing the figure corresponds to a different electrochemi-
cal state in the brain. Now suppose that one person’s
descriptions of the cross fail to correspond, in either a
regular or irregular manner, to the descriptions that we
have generally found associated with his brain-states. We
may wish to claim that he is misdescribing what he is see-
ing. But how we choose to regard the situation is not
merely a matter of fact; it involves at least one conceptual
matter, a choice between conflicting criteria of what the
person is seeing—the person’s description (which is, of
course, the only criterion we now have) and our knowl-
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edge of his brain-states. And empirical investigation
alone cannot settle this conflict.

The same point applies to another example, in which
a further factor becomes apparent. There is experimental
evidence that when people see two parallel lines close to
each other, one of which extends beyond the other at each
end, they claim to see shadowy lines connecting the ends
of the two lines to complete a trapezoid. Kohler suggests
that the shadowy lines are caused by potential barriers in
the cortex created by the cortical correlates of the lines
actually drawn. Again, if it could be shown that such
potential barriers are present in a person’s brain although
he claims not to see such lines, we might put it down to
misdescription. But surely here we are inclined to take
him at his word. In the first case we can describe what it
means to see the cross in one way rather than another.
But in this case we can only point out where the shadowy
lines ought to be seen. The achieving aspect of perception
is perhaps more obvious here. It is not simply a matter of
what is seen but also of how we learn to describe what we
see. In most descriptions it is clear what the standards of
an accurate description are, and we can understand a pro-
posal for a change in standards. In the present case it is
not even clear what the standards are, if there are any. It
is this element of conventional standards, which Kohler
has omitted from his discussion, that makes his problems
of the relationship among percepts, objects, and brain-
states not merely a matter of physiological and psycho-
logical experimentation but of conceptual analysis.

Isomorphism and language. Kohler developed an
interesting linguistic theory as a corollary of his theory of
isomorphism. This corollary, except for Kohler’s added
complexity, resembles the picture theory of meaning
advanced by Ludwig Wittgenstein in his Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus and seems to have been developed out of
similar considerations. If the only way one thing can rep-
resent another is by having the same form, then the only
way language can represent a situation is through a com-
mon form. Since, according to the theory of isomor-
phism, a phenomenal event has a physiological correlate
possessing a similar form, then language represents both
the event and the physiological correlate indifferently. A
statement ostensibly about an observed phenomenon can
be interpreted as a statement about brain-states and vice
versa: . .. language . . . is the peripheral outcome of
antecedent physiological processes, among others of
those upon which my experience depends. According to
our general hypothesis, the concrete order of this experi-
ence pictures the dynamic order of such processes. Thus,
if to me my words represent a description of my experi-

KOHLER, WOLFGANG

ences, they are at the same time objective representations
of the processes that underlie these experiences. Conse-
quently, it does not matter very much whether my words
are taken as messages about experience or about these
physiological facts. For, so far as the order of events is
concerned, the message is the same in both cases” (Gestalt
Psychology, p. 40).

PHYSICS AND PSYCHOLOGY. The third way in which
Kohler has used physics is to elucidate what he regards as
the proper program for psychology. Physics, in his view, is
an old, established discipline whose techniques have been
developed and refined over a long period of time. Quan-
titative methods and pointer readings are appropriate in
physics because there are thoroughgoing and widely
accepted theories that give meaning to the numbers
arrived at. Even in the early days of physics, in the time of
Galileo Galilei, many of the problems could be investi-
gated quantitatively, because the phenomena investigated
had long been known from everyday life and this knowl-
edge provided the necessary qualitative meaning. Where
everyday life did not supply the necessary qualitative
background, as in the study of electricity, physics had to
proceed by qualitative investigations before quantitative
ones could be undertaken profitably. The problems of
psychology, Kohler claims, are more often like those of
electricity than those of Galilean mechanics. In general,
in psychology the necessary meaning-giving theory is
absent. Intelligence quotients are notoriously hard to
interpret. The difficulty in assessing their significance
arises out of a lack of any clear notion of what intelligence
consists in. Psychology should first try to develop a the-
ory of intelligence before it tries to measure intelligence.
Until a satisfactory theory is arrived at, it can hardly be
determined whether or not intelligence quotients do
measure intelligence and how well they do it.

GESTALT PSYCHOLOGY

CRITIQUE OF BEHAVIORISM. Kohler’s attempt to show
that qualitative methods are the most appropriate in the
present state of psychology arose in the context of his
repudiation of behaviorism. His phenomenological view
of the nature of the subject matter of psychology was rad-
ically different from the notion that psychology is the
study of behavior, with its related stimulus-response
physiological theory. The behaviorists, according to Koh-
ler, have taken too much to heart one epistemological
teaching but ignored its wider context. They seek to limit
psychology to the observation of the response of human
beings in scientifically controlled situations because they
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have become aware of the truth that one person cannot
directly observe another person’s experience. However,
the behaviorist cannot avoid the study of direct experi-
ence by limiting himself to the observation of human
reactions in controlled situations, for the only evidence
he has of such reactions is his own experience. The behav-
iorist seeks to be objective, but he confuses two pairs of
meanings of the terms subjective and objective. In one
sense, observations of another person’s reactions are no
less subjective than my hearing his statements about what
he is experiencing: Both are part of my experience. But in
the primary sense subjective and objective refer to differ-
ently characterized phenomena within my experience. In
this sense there is no reason why I cannot examine both
subjective and objective experience; in the first sense I
cannot help but investigate subjective phenomena.

CRITIQUE OF INTROSPECTIONISM. Whereas Kohler
criticized behaviorism for misunderstanding the nature
of direct experience, he criticized introspectionism for
distorting the facts of experience to fit a preconceived
theory. By “introspectionism” Kohler does not mean the
gathering of information from an inspection of one’s
own experience in general; he has criticized the behavior-
ists for their refusal to accept information so gathered as
unscientific. When he attacks introspectionism, Kohler
has in mind certain characteristic theories and proce-
dures of the psychologists of his own and the previous
generation who relied on introspection. Philosophers and
psychologists long believed, under the influence of geo-
metrical optics, that, for example, a round penny must
appear elliptical in most positions or that a white surface
under a very low degree of illumination must appear
gray, and a darker gray than a black surface under a very
high degree of illumination. Experimentation has shown,
however, that a “naive” observer tends to describe the
penny as round no matter what shape strikes the retina
and the white surface as white in almost any circum-
stances. The naive observer, it was held, could not be see-
ing what he claimed to be seeing. Introspectionists
devised elaborate techniques by which a “trained”
observer could be made to claim to see what by the laws
of optics he should be seeing. In essence, these techniques
consisted in excluding from the visual field of the
observer all of the surroundings of the object to be
observed. In this way, the introspectionists claimed, all
the factors of learning are excluded and the object is seen
as it “really” appears, before the process of education has
distorted our pristine perceptions.

Kohler rightly points out that by employing this
technique of exclusion in the interests of a theory, all

other factors that might explain why the round penny
looks round have been barred. The Gestalt theory offers
an alternative explanation of this fact that does not
involve the notion of an elaborate hoax played upon the
naive observer, an explanation that cannot even be tested
by the exclusionary techniques of introspectionism. The
defects of introspectionism were further evidenced, Koh-
ler claims, by the fact that introspective psychology had
degenerated into an investigation of minute and trivial
facts of interest only to specialists.

ASSOCIATIONISM AND ATOMISM. Kohler criticized
both the introspectionists and the behaviorists for their
psychological atomism or, as he also called it, their
mosaic theory. Closely related to psychological atomism
is the theory of associationism, which Kohler likewise
regarded as inadequate. Psychological atomism is the
view that what we perceive is a mosaic of bits and pieces,
each independent and essentially unconnected with any
other. The parts of the visual and other sensory fields thus
lack any sort of relatedness. Yet we do recognize this
brown patch and that white patch as belonging together
and both as being parts of a dog, rather than one belong-
ing with the ground underneath the dog and the other to
the wall behind the dog.

Psychological atomism, according to Kohler, is a the-
ory about the nature of the objects of perception. The
theory of association is a theory as to how the experience
of order arises out of the unordered psychological atoms
postulated by psychological atomism. I have seen white
patches associated with dogs in the past, and thus I come
to expect that when I see a white patch of a particular
kind in the future, it will belong to a dog.

Kohler’s answer to psychological atomism is that we
do not experience the parts of the visual field, for exam-
ple, as separate from and unrelated to one another, but
that we experience relationships among its parts. Certain
wholes separate themselves from other parts of the field,
and these wholes are composed of parts related to each
other by means of the Wertheimer factors mentioned ear-
lier. If we are in fact led to see things as belonging
together by the very structure of experience, then the the-
ory of association is unnecessary. Kohler went on to show
that it is also inadequate, in that it cannot fully explain all
that it was intended to explain.

Many of Kohler’s criticisms of atomism and associa-
tionism as psychological theories are justified. But he
apparently thought that in arguing against psychological
atomism he was also arguing against any epistemological
atomism as well. Part of his theory of isomorphism is the

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

130

2nd edition



claim that the world as experienced contains experienced
relationships among its constituents and that the
observer does not add this structure to the world. But
here, as earlier, conceptual matters are involved: It is not
only a matter of experienced relationships but also of
learning what it is to experience a relationship. We must
learn the established criteria of what is to count as a rela-
tionship before we can know that what we are experienc-
ing is a relationship.

Kohler also believed that the theory of association-
ism led to a hidden limitation in methods of investiga-
tion. According to the associationist, he holds,
organization arises out of previous association, whereas,
in his view, association depends on previous organiza-
tion. Sensory gestalten, melodies, and meaningful sen-
tences are organized wholes, and their parts are readily
associated. Totally unrelated visual or auditory objects or
nonsense syllables, on the other hand, have first to be
organized into some kind of order before they can be rec-
ognized or be later remembered as having been associ-
ated. Kohler does not deny the facts of association but,
rather, that association is a fundamental explanatory cat-
egory. If it were recognized that order is more easily
found than made, then it would be seen that organization
should play a role in the design of experiments. As it is, far
too many experiments fail. For instance, in experiments
designed to test an animal’s intelligence the apparatus
may be too complex for the animal to grasp the relations
of the parts and thus be beyond his capacity, whereas by
a slight revision the apparatus could serve adequately in
carrying out the experiments.

PHILOSOPHICAL PROBLEMS

EPISTEMOLOGY. Kéhler’s epistemological views are dif-
ficult to organize and apparently are not altogether con-
sistent. Probably the most careful and accurate
presentation of his views is found in The Place of Value in
a World of Fact. His theory is, as he claims, a form of epis-
temological dualism, here couched in the form of a refu-
tation of both phenomenalism and the new realism and
aimed at showing that the body-mind problem is a
pseudo problem. Kohler’s theory, both in content and in
terminology, is strikingly similar to that developed by
Bertrand Russell in The Analysis of Matter and The Out-
line of Philosophy.

The body-mind problem, Kohler claims, concerns
the location of percepts. Physiology tells us that they are
in our interior, in our brains, yet they appear to be out-
side ourselves. The resolution is that percepts are inside
our bodies in one sense and outside our bodies in quite a
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different sense. We should distinguish between the body
as a physical organism and the body as a percept. Percepts
depend on processes within the physical organism; with-
out such processes they would not take place. They
appear as located outside the body, which is itself a per-
cept. This perceptual body has a definite place in percep-
tual space, and other percepts have a definite relation to it
within perceptual space. There is no more need to won-
der why a perceptual dog appears outside of my percep-
tual body than to wonder why it appears outside of a
perceptual house. Relationships in perceptual space say
nothing about the location of percepts in physical space.

In some way what Kohler was saying has been recog-
nized at least since Immanuel Kant’s distinction between
phenomena and noumena, and Koéhler’s position seems
open to much the same objections as Kant’s. What is
needed is an account of the relationships between physi-
cal space and perceptual space, or between physical object
and percept, and this is not what Kohler has given. In
physical space percepts are inside the observer’s body; in
perceptual space they are outside. Here is a radical dis-
parity between spatial relations in the phenomenal and
the transphenomenal realms. But Kohler wants to hold
that relationships in the phenomenal and the physical
worlds are isomorphic. The phenomenal house is
between two phenomenal trees; the physical house is like-
wise between two physical trees. Phenomenal relation-
ships are thus supposed to give us knowledge of physical
relationships. And our knowledge of phenomenal rela-
tions is the only basis for any knowledge we may have of
physical relations. But how do we get from percepts in the
physical world to physical objects? And how can we avoid
solipsism? Kohler claims that two scientists do not
observe the same galvanometer. It is self-evident for him
that neither can observe the other’s phenomenal world.
But physically the percept of each is different, for each is
in his own brain. Kéhler has not shown how we get from
the two percepts to a common physical object.

That Kant spoke of things-in-themselves and Kohler
of a physical world, or of nature, should not mask the
fundamental similarities of their views. Despite Kohler’s
belief that the phenomenal world itself gives evidence of
a nonphenomenal world, his physical world stands in
exactly the same position as Kant’s things-in-themselves.
They are both unknowable.

CAUSATION. With his emphasis on experienced rela-
tionships between the parts of perceived entities, it is not
surprising that Kohler denies David Hume’s claim that
we do not experience causal relations. Causation is only a
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special case of a general characteristic of experienced
phenomena that Kohler terms requiredness, other cases of
which are discussed in the section on value. In any of var-
ious ways one experience “demands” another for its com-
pletion. What Kohler calls insight is the coming to see
what is demanded, what is needed to complete a set of
factors. Men, and animals to a more limited degree, can
have insight into, among other things, what caused a par-
ticular event or what will be the probable outcome of a
particular line of action. The insight is the experiencing
of a causal relation between cause and effect. Kéhler con-
cedes that the Humean theory of regular sequence
accounts for our practice in various situations of subject-
ing causal theories to experimental testing after they have
occurred to us, but it cannot by itself account for our first
recognition of a cause.

Kohler has been criticized by defenders of the regu-
larity theory for confusing psychological issues with logi-
cal ones. It may well be the case that in human (as well as
in purely physical) situations we frequently arrive at the
true answer to a causal problem without any elaborate
examination of classes of sequences. From this, however,
it does not follow that causation is a “simple” relation like,
for example, coexistence that can be given in a single
experience. Granting that I may truly judge that A, is the
cause of B, without having performed elaborate con-
trolled experiments, Hume’s regularity theory has never-
theless been vindicated as an analysis of the concept of
causation if I am prepared to admit that A, was not really
the cause of B, were I to discover that other instances of
A are or were not followed by instances of B.

VALUE. Kohler’s epistemological views are developed
most fully in The Place of Value in a World of Fact. This
volume is a contribution to the discussion of axiology
that played such a prominent role in American philoso-
phy during the 1920s and 1930s. The argument of the
work is long, digressive, and difficult to summarize. The
views on isomorphism and on epistemology mentioned
above form an integral part of the argument. At the cost
of oversimplifying Kohler’s views to the point of distor-
tion, it can be said that he holds that we can have direct
perceptual knowledge of value. Value is an objective fact
of the phenomenal, and hence also of the physical, world.
Both phenomenal gestalten and physical gestalten spon-
taneously change in a certain direction. Melodies and
visual shapes require completion in certain ways. Very
often when we are attempting to remember something,
the context in our mind shows us not only the sort of
thing we seek to remember but also whether we are get-
ting close to remembering it. Whatever the proper inter-

pretation of these phenomena may be, Kohler believes
that they all demonstrate the factor that he terms
requiredness and that in the case of memory, the required-
ness is a characteristic of something outside the present
phenomenal situation. Valuation, an assessment of what
ought to be, is not a unique phenomenon but another
special case of the recognition of requiredness. Kohler
does not directly undertake an analysis of valuation but
only of requiredness in general. He hoped that his analy-
sis would be of use to philosophers in their own analyses
of ethical and aesthetic requiredness.

MECHANISM AND VITALISM. Toward the end of The
Place of Value in a World of Fact, Kohler returns to two
topics that had engaged him earlier, the dispute between
mechanism and vitalism and the question of the precise
metaphysical classification of his own theory. In the first
case, as in many other situations, Kohler argues that the
apparent alternatives are not exhaustive. Mechanists, in
their treatment of living processes, take the same short-
sighted view that they take of the nature of physical
processes mentioned earlier. Mechanical systems are not
the only kind of physical systems; there are also the
dynamically self-regulating systems. The premise that
man must be a machine because physics finds only
mechanical systems in the world is thus undermined. On
the other hand, one does not have to hold to vitalism just
because men are obviously different from machines. Liv-
ing organisms, including man, can quite easily be physi-
cal systems without being machines. And in fact, Kohler
held, living organisms can be explained quite satisfacto-
rily as dynamically self-regulating systems without postu-
lating some mysterious nonphysical vital force.

BODY-MIND PROBLEM. Kohler seems to advocate an
epistemological dualism. He was not, however, a dualist
in the sense in which the term is used in connection with
the body-mind problem. Other psychologists have
labeled him a physicalist, and he did not totally reject the
terms materialist and monist as used to describe his meta-
physical views. He found the label “materialist” mislead-
ing because he accepted the modern physicists’ account of
the world, and this account is very different from any tra-
ditional account of matter as composed of solid impene-
trable particles. He believed that eventually it may be
shown that phenomenal colors are identical with chemi-
cal states in the brain and that in this way the physicists’
account of reality would be complete. In this sense he did
not reject the possibility that monism is true, but in the
meantime phenomenal qualities appear so different from
any physical correlates that the possibility of the false-
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hood of monism likewise cannot be ruled out. There is
some similarity between Kohler’s views on this subject
and the theory of J. J. C. Smart and U. T. Place that sensa-
tions and brain processes are identical. Like Smart and
Place, Kohler argues that the undeniable phenomenolog-
ical differences between colors and chemical states of the
brain do not rule out the possibility that, in an important
sense, they may nevertheless be identical. However, unlike
Smart and Place, Kohler does not claim that such an
identity has in fact been established.

See also Atomism; Behaviorism; Causation: Philosophy
of Science; Epistemology; Galileo Galilei; Gestalt The-
ory; Hume, David; Husserl, Edmund; Introspection;
Kant, Immanuel; Koffka, Kurt; Mind-Body Problem;
Planck, Max; Realism; Psychology; Russell, Bertrand
Arthur William; Smart, John Jamieson Carswell;
Stumpf, Karl; Value and Valuation; Vitalism; Wittgen-
stein, Ludwig Josef Johann.
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KOREAN PHILOSOPHY

Scholars hold diverse opinions on the identity and origin
of Korean philosophy. Although some trace the origin
back to antiquity when the mythical figure Dangun sup-
posedly founded the country in 2333 BCE, there is little
historical evidence to support it. It is more plausible to
estimate that philosophy began in Korea during the Three
Kingdom era (second century CE) when people unfet-
tered themselves from myths, legends, and shamanist
beliefs of the tribes, and began to think in more general
and philosophical terms. During this period Buddhism, a
systematic and conceptually advanced religion, was intro-
duced into the Three Kingdoms (Shilla, Baekje, and
Koguryo), all of which embraced it to serve as a social and
spiritual foundation for a trans-tribal ethical system.
After its introduction, Korean Buddhism went through
diverse phases of changes and developments, sometimes
as a result of adaptations to changing social and political
environments and sometimes as a result of theoretical
debates. Neo-Confucianism and Western thought that
were later introduced to Korea underwent similar turns
and twists.

Korean philosophy, largely formed on the basis of
external thought and influences, is notable not for the
uniqueness of thoughts per se, but for the special manner
in which it internalized the established and widely dis-
seminated thought systems of Asia and the West and
developed them into identifiably Korean forms. Korea’s
geographical and historical circumstances exposed the
country to sudden and often torrential influxes of mature
and powerful foreign culture and thought systems. Thus,
the development of Korean philosophy has consisted in
selecting an appropriate trend of thought carefully and
reinterpreting it to meet the challenges of the society.

Because Korean philosophy had to concentrate on
the selected trend, its characteristic is fundamentalist in
that there was a tendency to select a specific trend or
interpretation and adhere to it as the only source of truth
to the exclusion of other trends. Because Korean philoso-
phy attempted to synthesize diverse thought within the
selected trend in order to meet the challenges of the soci-

ety, the ability to weave divergent thoughts into a coher-
ent whole was crucial. Even today when Western philoso-
phy prevails, the two characteristics of fundamentalism
and integrationism are still valid as a description of
Korean Philosophy.

THE BEGINNING OF PHILOSOPHICAL
THINKING—THE INTRODUCTION OF
BUDDHISM AND THE DEVELOPMENT
OF KOREAN BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY

As the Three Kingdoms expanded to constitute sovereign
states, politics began to separate from religion. Tribal fed-
erations were gradually transformed into monarchies,
and the mythologies of clans and the associated religious
rituals that had so far dominated the spiritual world of
people were no longer adequate to serve as the basis of a
state. This created a need for a unified belief system that
would reconcile diverse native religious thought and
practice, and provide a political rationale for the
monarch-centered sovereign state. Such an ideology was
also needed to counteract the aristocrats who resented
the increasing concentration of political power in the
monarch. The introduction of Buddhism from China at
this time filled just this need, and it was welcomed by the
royal authority.

From its inception Buddhism was allied with the
royal authority, so it was advocated not only as a higher,
more sophisticated religion, but also as a theoretical
ground for strengthening the sovereignty. For example,
the Buddhist notion of cause and effect, together with its
karmic associations, were helpful in promoting the belief
that their king was not a ruler arbitrarily chosen by
Heaven, and that his status was a necessary consequence
of the good deeds done in his past lives. Buddhist doc-
trines were also invoked to justify the authority and legit-
imacy of the royal rule. For that reason the Three
Kingdoms endorsed at first the School of Precepts (the
Vinaya School), which stressed the importance of rule
abidance, in order to solidify the ethical norms and regu-
lations of the newly established nations. As the number of
Buddhist monks increased, their mission extended
beyond the performance of ceremonies and rituals; they
started to study the Buddhist doctrines and texts from a
scholarly point of view.

Koguryo, in the north of the Korean peninsula,
adopted a branch of Buddhism that interpreted Bud-
dhism in terms of the Daoist concept of nothingness, a
concept that was familiar in the local shamanist beliefs. It
was succeeded by the Three Treatise School (the Mad-
hyamika School), which upheld the doctrine of emptiness
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(Sunyata) with the motto “What can be said, cannot be
real.” Whereas Buddhism, with an emphasis on nothing-
ness or emptiness, was popular in Koguryo, a different
perspective on Buddhism was embraced in Shilla. It was
called the Consciousness-Only School (the Yogacara
School). As the name suggests, their main claim was that
the external world is nothing more than the objectifica-
tion of inner cognitive activities and that only conscious-
ness and cognition exist. It was popularized by Shilla
monk Woncheuk (613-696), who studied and practiced
his theory in China. His theory was influential not only
within Shilla, but also in Tibet.

After the seventh century, more monks returned
after studying abroad and brought with them Buddhist
doctrines of numerous schools, adding diversity to the
early Korean Buddhism. It also improved the quality of
Buddhist studies, but at the same time it caused deep con-
fusion. All the teachings were from one Buddha. So how
could one make sense of all these diverse interpretations,
some of them in conflict with others? The perplexity was
especially acute in Shilla, which had an alliance with Tang
China and sent many monks there to study Buddhist doc-
trines. This created fierce debates and disputes among the
monks, each group arguing that what it had learned was
the exclusive truth. Through this process, conflicting the-
oretical stances adjusted themselves to accommodate
each other, which led to the unique characteristic of
Korean Buddhism called integrationism.

Shilla monk Wonhyo (617-686) was the first Bud-
dhist scholar who established his own unique theory. He
meticulously analyzed three core concepts of Bud-
dhism—mind (citra), enlightenment (bodhi), and igno-
rance (avidya)—and attempted to illuminate their
mutual relationship. According to Wonhyo, Buddha’s
mind and people’s minds are one and the same and peo-
ple born with the mind of Buddha lost track of the true
facet of human existence because they are blinded by
ignorance (i.e., self-centeredness and greed). Thus, being
in the state of Buddha’s mind (enlightenment) is nothing
above and beyond being in the state of freedom from
ignorance and thus returning to the original state of the
human mind. On this basis, he argued that the Three
Treatise School’s method that tried to reach Buddha’s
mind by removing ignorance and the Consciousness-
Only School’s converse method of removing ignorance by
reaching Buddha’s mind were just two different paths to
the same goal. This illustrates the way in which Wonhyo
attempted to harmonize doctrinal differences among
diverse schools. Because of Wonhyo’s influence, the Bud-
dhist schools in Korea henceforth sought in a single-
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minded way to reach an all-encompassing interpretation
of Buddhism.

Whereas Wonhyo laid the philosophical foundation
of Korean Buddhism, Uisang (625-702) focused his work
on unifying numerous Buddhist schools active in all parts
of the nation. Upon his return from Tang China shortly
after Shilla absorbed and consolidated the other two
kingdoms into the United Shilla (676), Uisang reorgan-
ized the Buddhist temples with divergent doctrinal alle-
giances by embracing the Flower Garland School (the
Avatamsaka School). On the basis of the claim that par-
ticulars and universals, many and the one, were all differ-
ent aspects of dharma (the principle, law, or a universal
norm that orders both the natural world and human con-
duct), he advocated the holistic view that all things in the
universe, causally interconnected under dharma, repre-
sented the same supreme mind. This holistic doctrine of
the Flower Garland School provided a spiritual back-
ground for the harmony that must exist between individ-
uals and the state, and between individuals and the
universe. Thus it helped support the political consolida-
tion of the Unified Shilla dynasty.

THE ACCEPTANCE OF ZEN BUDDHISM
AND ITS DEVELOPMENT

In the eighth century the Unified Shilla made great strides
in doctrinal studies, particularly in the areas of the Flower
Garland and Consciousness-Only Schools. During the
latter half of the eighth century, however, the role of king
shrank to that of a protector of his own clan, and power-
ful clans in the provinces rose to supersede the royal
authority. Accordingly, the Flower Garland School that
provided the spiritual basis for unification was succeeded
by Zen Buddhism backed by regional aristocrats. Zen
Buddhism emphasized that enlightenment was attained
not through laborious doctrinal studies, but through dis-
covering the Buddha mind within oneself. Even though
Korean Zen Buddhism prospered as diverse branches of
Chinese Zen Buddhism were introduced, the philosophi-
cal message was no different from what had been taught
by Flower Garland School or Wonhyo—that ignorance is
the beginning of enlightment and that everything is
dependent on one’s mind. It should be noted, however,
that practice-oriented characteristics of Zen Buddhism
paved the way for Korean Buddhism to become a popular
religion without being trapped in theoretical intricacies.

In 936 the Koryo dynasty emerged, leaving behind
the chaotic ruins of the Shilla dynasty. While the Koryo
dynasty was developing into a state, it exploited Confu-
cianism for practical purposes. Confucianism was intro-
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duced into Korea around the second century BCE and
Koreans were familiar with its major teachings for more
than 1,000 years. Although Confucian education was
gradually strengthened mainly for the purpose of build-
ing a bureaucratic system, Koryo Confucianism at this
time had yet to reach a level of philosophical significance.
Spiritually, the primary concern of Koryo was integrating
diversified schools of thought, and it was still Buddhism
that undertook the role. Thus, one can witness the strong
integrationist tendency in Buddhism throughout the
Koryo dynasty.

Chinul (1158-1210) invigorated and established Zen
Buddhism as a strong tradition in Koryo by providing it a
firm philosophical basis. Thinking that Zen Buddhism of
his time had dwindled in popularity mainly because of its
inherent subjectivity and excessive aversion to doctrinal
studies, he argued that both the doctrinal component and
the meditative component must be incorporated into a
correct version of Buddhism. This led to the creation of
his own unique program of “sudden awakening and grad-
ual cultivation.” According to this program, one can clear
oneself of secular concerns and arrive at Buddha’s mind
only if one comes to be enlightened by meditative
insights and at the same time carries out self-cultivation
to verify whether what one has understood by enlighten-
ment corresponds to the general truth of Buddhism. This
unique theory within the meditation camp became one
of the most representative views of Korean Buddhism,
influential up to the early twenty-first century.

After Chinul, there emerged a variety of Buddhist
philosophies such as purely meditative Buddhism, a Con-
fucian Buddhism, and so on. Still the unique characteris-
tic of Korean Buddhism lies in the fact that it has
constantly sought a synthesis of two major traditions of
Buddhism, doctrinal tradition and Zen tradition, and it is
often argued that Korean Buddhism has been most suc-
cessful at that. With the formation of the Chosun dynasty,
however, Buddhism came to be regarded as something to
be overcome and was by and large excluded from ideo-
logical pursuits.

THE ACCEPTANCE OF NEO-
CONFUCIANISM

Although it is hard to trace exactly when Confucianism
was first introduced to Korea, it is estimated that its intro-
duction accompanied the import of the Chinese writing
system roughly around the second century BCE. Koreans
began to accept Confucianism as the Three Kingdoms
transformed themselves into ancient states and this cre-
ated a need for Confucian bureaucrats who were versed

in the Chinese writing system well enough to fulfill prac-
tical purposes of composing diplomatic documents. Each
of the Three Kingdoms had Confucian educational insti-
tutions, which produced Confucian scholars and stu-
dents. From the fact that Confucian virtues such as
loyalty and filial piety were prized in the Three King-
doms, it can be inferred that Confucianism was held in
high esteem, even though the scholarship was not up to
the level of philosophical analysis.

Confucianism during the Koryo period, as in the
Shilla period, was chiefly used as a useful political and
practical complement to Buddhism. After the eleventh
century, however, as the sovereignty and its administra-
tive structure became stabilized, Confucianism began to
distinguish itself from Buddhism. Confucianism that had
been only an object of a practical interest began to be the
object of serious theoretical research as well. Koryo’s
Confucian scholars, represented by Choi Chung
(984-1068) and his twelve disciples, considerably
advanced the level of Confucian studies as they partici-
pated in public administration from the time of King
Seong (who ruled from 981 to 997) to King Mun
(1046-1083). The private Confucian educational institu-
tion Choi founded taught major Confucian Classics. Still,
because the program of study was largely oriented toward
preparing students for national examinations, it seems
that more time was spent on literary exercises than on
philosophical investigations.

The later Koryo period was an important time for
Confucianism in Korea: This was when Korean Confu-
cian scholars started distancing themselves from Bud-
dhism. Scholars returning from Yuan China brought
home with them the Confucianism that was already
Yuan’s political ideology, and this transformed Koryo’s
Confucianism in a novel way. The Neo-Confucian master
Zhu Xi’s writings were introduced in 1289 and numerous
Confucian scholars from then on gradually extended the
understanding of Confucianism and Neo-Confucianism.
A truly novel phenomenon occurring was that these
scholars began to mount an attack on Buddhism with
philosophical arguments. Yi Saek (1328-1396), one of the
last scholars to return from Yuan China, exerted an exten-
sive influence on later Korean Confucians. Even though
his own understanding of Neo-Confucianism remained
still at a comparatively naive stage in that it simple-mind-
edly identified Confucian benevolence with Buddhist
compassion, and Confucian repose with Buddhist calm-
ness, Yi Saek produced prominent and influential disci-
ples.
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They were trained at the national Confucian educa-
tional institution, called Sungkeunguan, which was
founded by the government in 1289. They became major
figures during the transition period from Koryo to
Chosun, which succeeded the Koryo dynasty in 1392.
With philosophical explanations of why Buddhism was
fundamentally a heresy, they decisively broke with the
previous generations of scholars who were largely toler-
ant of Buddhism. They also played a crucial role in con-
structing, for the new state, an ideological framework
based on Confucianism.

The Chosun dynasty, which replaced the Buddhist
Koryo dynasty, adopted Confucian ideology, custom, and
order as the political and social foundation of the new
state. Those who framed the political philosophical
framework for the new dynasty were a group of scholars
led by Chung Dojeon. Chung had a leading role in laying
the foundation of Chosun’s Neo-Confucianism and
enabled Confucian ideology to prevail. Because his inter-
pretation of Neo-Confucianism was constructed with a
deliberate intention to buttress the new society with a
philosophical basis, his philosophy went beyond the per-

sonal realm of self-cultivation and moral improvement.

What Chung stressed the most as he propounded
Neo-Confucianism was the criticism of Buddhism. He
methodically compared the Buddhist worldview with
that of Neo-Confucianism, arguing that whereas the basis
of the Buddhist worldview was nihilism based on empti-
ness (Sunyata), a robust realism based on /i and gi was the
foundation of Neo-Confucianism. Li and gi are the two
most important concepts in Neo-Confucianism. In Zhu
Xi’s philosophical system, i, which is similar to the Pla-
tonic idea or the Aristotelian notion of form, is an
abstract being. Li, like the Buddhist dharma, is often
appealed to in the explanation of universal truths govern-
ing the natural world and human conduct. Qi, on the
other hand, corresponds roughly to matter in Western
philosophy and it is often invoked to explain the changes
in spatiotemporal objects including human bodies and
minds. However, gi differs from matter as conceived
in the West in two important respects. First, Neo-
Confucianism locates mind in the domain of g7, whereas
the Western tradition has tended to regard mind to be
distinct from matter. Second, gi was construed to be ani-
mate, whereas matter is usually construed to be inert and
inanimate.

Chung, following the Neo-Confucian tradition,
explained the generation and decay of man and nature in
terms of gi and, on its basis, attacked the Buddhist theory
that argued for the illusory nature of the world, the unre-
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ality of things, and the transmigration and eternity of the
soul. He also attacked the Buddhist doctrine of Karma by
claiming that people’s differences were not because of
what they had done in the past, but because of the gi that
each person possessed from birth. Chung distinguished
Neo-Confucianism from Buddhism in the domain of
morality as well. He contended that although the Bud-
dhist notion of compassion had some similarities with
the Confucian notion of benevolence, they fundamen-
tally differed in that compassion required treating all
beings with indiscriminate equality, whereas benevolence
allowed for unequal treatments based on the type of rela-
tionship between the benefactor and the recipient. Con-
fucian benevolence, thus construed, served as the
fundamental value to sustain the order of the new hierar-
chical society. Chung’s denunciation of Buddhism as a
heresy successfully derailed the attempts to revive Bud-
dhism during the early Chosun period and paved the way
for other scholars of the upcoming generations to
develop and systematize Korean Neo-Confucianism.

The groundwork laid by Chung, however, did not
lead immediately to fruitful Confucian research. During
the first years of Chosun, a period marked by intense con-
flicts among the major political factions, Neo-Confucian-
ism as a national ideology lost its initial momentum and
was bogged down in exegetical studies. It was during the
years of King Sung (1457-1494) that Neo-Confucian
scholars returned to hold positions of great influence in
the government. Neo-Confucianism began to serve as a
practical guide to governance, going beyond its role as a
mere ideology. Cho Kwangjo (1482-1519) was the scholar
who was most influential in this transition. He claimed
that the ruler’s moral cultivation was especially impor-
tant because his moral commitments would exert great
influence on the whole nation. Cho urged the view that
an ideal Confucian state could be realized through the
internalization of Confucian moral values on a national
scale and he subsequently led a movement to actualize the
view. Views like these were commonly held by the Confu-
cian literati of the time, and it led Neo-Confucians to
delve into the nature of human mind and explore the
ground and the method of moral practice.

THE THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT OF
NEO-CONFUCIANISM

Although Neo-Confucianism during the early Chosun
period put more emphasis on the practical side, the the-
oretical side was not completely ignored. For example,
the concept of gi was exploited to explicate problems such
as man and nature, life and death, and the existence of
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souls and spirits. The scholar who added depth to the
philosophy of gi was Seo Kyeongdeok (1489-1546). Seo,
classified as a gi-philosopher during the early to middle
Chosun period, constructed a highly complex and
sophisticated theory of cosmology and human nature on
the basis of gi.

Drawing on the views of Chinese gi philosophers
during the Song dynasty, in particular Zhang Hengqi and
Shao Kangjie, Seo attempted to explain the macroscopic
movements and changes in nature in terms of the diverse
phases of gi and transitions between them. For example,
he discriminated between gi as a root of everything (pre-
celestial gi) and gi as a changing phenomenon (post-
celestial gi). Pre-celestial gi is the ultimate basis of
existing entities, whose movement and change determine
variance in post-celestial phenomena. The phenomenal
world, which is generated through gi’s movements and
changes, disappears as gi disperses, yet the dispersed gi
returns again to the pre-celestial realm, which in turn
becomes a causal basis of the regeneration of another
phenomenal world. Seo associated this cosmology with
the principle of Great Change as manifested in the Book
of Changes, and applied his theory to the problems of life
and death, and even to the question of life after death. His
theory of gi enabled people to overcome the Daoist con-
cept of nothingness and the Buddhist notion of eternity
of the soul; most importantly, it helped the Neo-
Confucianism of the Chosun dynasty to gain a unique
perspective on man and nature.

The philosophers who completed the framework of
Neo-Confucian moral philosophy were Yi Hwang
(1501-1570) and Yi I (1536-1584). Yi Hwang, better
known by his pen name Toegye, researched in depth the
Chinese Neo-Confucian master Zhu Xi, whom he
regarded as the ultimate source and authority for Neo-
Confucianism. In contrast to Seo before him, he argued
that /i was the ultimate and essential being that deter-
mined the movement of gi. What particularly concerned
Toegye, however, was not the ontology of /i and gi per se,
but their roles in grounding morality. He believed that if
li did not act upon the external world, there would be no
ontological ground for morality. In other words, he
thought that moral intuition or wisdom would be useless
if all human emotions are vulnerable to physical intem-
perance and overindulgence. It seemed obvious to Toe-
gye, however, that humans had an intellectual control
over the mind. From this, he concluded that there must
be a domain of emotions that are distinctively moral, and
that these must be distinguished from mundane non-
moral emotions. He went on to construct the unique view

that everyday nonmoral emotions were manifestations of
qi, whereas moral emotions were manifestations of /i. In
placing morality within the domain of emotions, Toegye
put a greater emphasis on the cultivation of the emotions
rather than on purely rational and intellectual training.

Another philosopher who elevated the Chosun
dynasty’s Neo-Confucianism to another level of sophisti-
cation was Yi I (1536-1584), better known by his pen
name Yulgok. While revering Toegye’s scholarship, he
thought that Toegye’s dualistic interpretation of Zhu Xi’s
philosophy had a fundamental problem. Placing a higher
value on the aforementioned metaphysical system
devised by Seo, Yulgok claimed that although i and gi
were differentiated conceptually, they were not two inde-
pendent beings. Applying this view to morality, Yulgok
maintained that there was no separate source or domain
of moral emotions; everyday emotions that conformed to
the moral standard were themselves moral emotions. All
the emotions including moral emotions were manifesta-
tions of gi, but they were regulated by li. A moral action
was not a natural emanation from a separate moral emo-
tion, but the outcome of the recognition of the universal
norms and a personal decision to make that recognition
bear on the mundane emotions. Because Yulgok consid-
ered reason, rather than emotion, to play a central role in
living a moral life, he concluded that the enhancement of
our rational capacity for right judgments should be
emphasized over emotional enrichment.

Weighing between emotion and reason, and between
qi and Ii, the philosophies of Toegye and Yulgok mani-
fested subtle but significant differences in all respects,
leading to two lineages of Neo-Confucianism during the
Chosun period. One was li-centered and the other gi-cen-
tered. As the two schools contended for the title of
Neo-Confucian orthodoxy, the Chosun dynasty’s Neo-
Confucianism became increasingly more dogmatic and
doctrinaire, leading scholars to the rigid position that all
social and individual conduct should conform to the
Confucian code of behavior. Leaving behind the meta-
physical basis of a moral mind, the debate now moved to
another issue over how to apply abstract morality to the
real world. Thus, the theory of rites and rituals came to
replace the theory of mind, and formed the mainstream
philosophy of the seventeenth-century Chosun dynasty.

As the Chosun dynasty’s Neo-Confucianism became
increasingly more doctrinaire and ritualistic, the chasm
between theory and reality, and between philosophy and
social development, widened. Scholars, convinced that a
blind adherence to Zhu Xi’s texts had led them into a
dead end, began to search for a breakthrough outside Zhu
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Xi. Two trends are notable as consequences of this move-
ment; one was the acceptance of the Chinese Yangming
philosophy that recognized the significance of the indi-
vidual will and freedom. The other was the emergence of
exegetical studies that focused on a positivistic interpre-
tation of Confucian Classics free from political ideolo-
gies. Scholars involved in these studies hoped to
overcome Zhu Xi’s philosophy by an appeal to a superior
authority (i.e., revered ancient Confucian Classics). The
rejection of Zhu Xi’s philosophy was significant and it
exerted a strong influence on later philosophers, particu-
larly on those belonging to the Practical Study School.

Meanwhile, the scholars from the Yulgok’s lineage
went on to articulate their philosophical system. In their
attempt to refine Yulgok’s philosophy, a discordance
within his system was discovered, which led to the biggest
philosophical debate of the eighteenth century and sub-
sequently caused a split of the school into the Ho line and
the Rak line (Ho and Rak are names of the regions where
their advocates resided). The Ho-Rak debate was over the
question whether there existed a nature common to both
humans and other creatures in the world. The debate that
initially started between two scholars gradually widened
and came to involve almost all the scholars of the Yulgok
school. The debate evolved to cover a wide range of top-
ics such as the relationship between mind and nature, the
distinction between the sage and the commoner, and the
sameness or difference between human nature and ani-
mal nature. In debating over whether there was a general
nature common to all things in nature, they came to
address the relationship between [i and i and conse-
quently it provided an opportunity to rethink the status
and meaning of /i. This in turn gave rise to a wide spec-
trum of thoughts such as the gi-only theory and the /i
only theory.

THE RISE OF MODERN THOUGHT—
THE INTRODUCTION AND
RECEPTION OF WESTERN THOUGHT
AND PRACTICAL STUDY

As Korea opened its door to Western thought in the eigh-
teenth century, a notable change in the trend of Korean
philosophy took place, and this was the emergence of the
Practical Study School. From the early eighteenth century
on, the inadequacy of Neo-Confucianism as a political
ideology became increasingly more evident. In order to
go beyond the limit of Neo-Confucianism and to go
along with new social environments, a group of scholars
turned their attention from morality and self-cultivation
to more practical questions such as economy and the land

KOREAN PHILOSOPHY

system. This trend came to be called Practical Study.
Scholars belonging to this movement tried to attain new
philosophical insights by blending traditional Neo-
Confucianism with newly introduced Western thought,
especially Catholicism and Western sciences.

Yi Ik (1681-1763), deeply impressed by the astron-
omy and the solar calendar brought to Korea by the
Christian missionaries, took an active part in introducing
Western thought to Korea. He created an atmosphere that
enabled his disciples to play leading roles in spreading
and promoting Western thought. On the issue of accept-
ing the Catholic doctrine, however, they diverged into a
receptive group called the Accept-West Party and a criti-
cal group called the Reject-West Party. The latter criti-
cized the fundamental premises of Catholicism including
the theory of anima from a Neo-Confucian perspective
on the nature of mind. They claimed that Catholicism
and Confucianism differed in fundamental assumptions
and could not be harmonized with each other.

The Accept-West Party maintained a more open atti-
tude toward Western thought. Among the more influen-
tial members of this group was Chong Yakyong
(1762-1836), better known by the pen name Dasan, who
constructed a comprehensive and influential theory of
the Practical Study School, incorporating Catholic theo-
ries in his philosophical system. Through a novel reinter-
pretation of Confucian Classics, not only did he attempt
to recover the practical spirit of early Confucianism, but
he also tried to synthesize Confucianism and Catholi-
cism. For example, he argued that God in Christianity
and Heaven in ancient Confucianism were one and the
same; according to him, Heaven in the Confucian tradi-
tion was essentially a subject with volitions, desires, and
perceptions, and also an agent who used those faculties to
rule the universe. Thus, the Confucian Heaven was not to
be explicated in terms of metaphysical and abstract prin-
ciples such as /i or yin and yang. According to him, then,
the term high-emperor as employed by ancient Confu-
cians portrayed the meaning of Heaven in the most ade-
quate way, and Heaven, thus construed, was no different
from the Christian God.

Dasan also drew on Christian ideas in his explica-
tions of morality. Criticizing the Neo-Confucian view
that morality was a part of inherent human nature, he
maintained that human nature was so constituted as to
follow self-regarding desires and preferences and thus it
was fundamentally egotistic and hedonistic. He advo-
cated, on this basis, the Christian idea that moral perfec-
tion was possible only through recognizing God’s will
and acting accordingly. Then he attempted to graft Con-
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fucianism onto Christianity by adopting the Confucian
theory of cultivation as a way of internalizing God’s
orders. However, such attempts by Dasan and other
Accept-West Party scholars caused, among the main-
stream scholars who were still committed to Neo-
Confucianism as their philosophical idea, a deep sense of
insecurity. This played a part in bringing about an official
oppression of the Catholic church later, which started in
1785 and lasted on and off for eighty years.

Unlike Yi IK’s disciples who attempted to overcome
the limits of Neo-Confucianism by adopting Catholi-
cism, other mainstream scholars in powerful positions
embraced Western sciences to improve their Neo-Confu-
cian system. They were called Study-North Scholars,
and Hong Daeyong (1731-1783) and Choi Hangi
(1803-1877) were the leading figures. Hong, keenly inter-
ested in Western sciences, turned his attention from a
value-laden Confucian worldview to a morally neutral,
positivistic, and scientific worldview. Believing that
human existence was on the same level as the existence of
any other natural beings, he attempted to explicate every-
thing in terms of gi’s movement. Hong’s notion of gi was
similar to today’s concept of matter, more so than that of
any other gi-scholars. Qi was, for Hong, a concept suited
to cosmology and useful in explaining natural phenom-
ena; he explained the rotation of the earth, tides, and cli-
matic changes by using the concepts such as shrouding g,
flowing gi, and great gi. Thus, in Hong’s theory, the
dynamic transformations of gi were more salient than the
ultimate nature of gi itself. The significance of Hong’s
philosophy of gi was that it went beyond the Confucian
moralist view of the natural world and gave Korean phi-
losophy a modern naturalistic outlook by combining tra-
ditional philosophy with the newly introduced Western
sciences.

In the case of Choi Hangi, the influence of Western
science is even more evident. In Choi’s theory, the tradi-
tional concept of gi played a critical mediating role in
assimilating Western scientific theories into his own sys-
tem. Choi believed that human conduct and natural phe-
nomena were all manifestations of gi, and therefore that
both Confucian ethics and Western science could be
proven to be truths on the same level. Rejecting the Neo-
Confucian perspective on morality, he claimed that ethi-
cal norms were based on, and derivable from, laws of
nature. His gi-centered theory not only encompassed
existing Confucianism, Buddhism, and Daoism, but
could also be harmonized with Western scientific theo-
ries.

Two main characteristics of gi in Choi’s theory were
quantifiability and perceivability. Because everything was
a manifestation of gi and gi was perceivable, one could
accumulate knowledge only through empirical investiga-
tions. According to Choi, the knowledge thus obtained
should be able to reach, through verifications and
repeated corrections, a level where the fundamental prin-
ciples common to humans and the natural world could
be discovered and natural phenomena scientifically
understood. He was also convinced that gi could be quan-
tified by numbers. Because the numerical system could
reveal changes of gi in an objective and general way, sci-
entific studies such as menology (calendar studies), cal-
culus, and physics could reveal the nature of the world
most accurately. He even thought that the movement of
qi could be proven mathematically. What is especially
notable in Chofi’s theory is that Choi had unfettered him-
self completely from the value-centered, intuition-
dependent philosophy of Neo-Confucianism and paved a
way to a modern naturalistic way of thinking.

Dasan’s Catholic Confucianism, Hong Daeyong’s sci-
entific Neo-Confucianism, and Choi Hangi’s empirical
epistemology were just a few representative attempts,
during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, to
embrace the newly introduced Western thought within
traditional philosophy. They had the potential for
launching a vital and original philosophical movement.
With the fall of the Chosun dynasty, however, these philo-
sophical endeavors did not lead to the formation of mod-
ern Korean philosophy. They remained only as one
dead-end strand in the history of Korean philosophy.

MODERN KOREAN PHILOSOPHY

The period from the end of the nineteenth century to the
beginning of the twentieth century was a critical turning
point for Korea and for Korean philosophy. The Japanese
colonialism backed by Western culture and technology
began to encroach on Korea. Korea was forced to sign an
unequal treaty with Japan in 1876. That provoked other
imperialistic countries to coerce similar forms of agree-
ments with Korea. As a result, Korea was defenseless
against the tidal influx of Western culture, new languages,
and new modes of thinking. Although Korean intellectu-
als at the time attempted to save Korea from colonization
by westernizing Korea itself, it was too little and too late
as Korea was annexed by Japan in 1910.

A notable phenomenon that followed was the shift of
Korea’s and Japan’s roles in the transfer of cultures. Tradi-
tionally China was the dominant cultural force in the
region, and Korea used to import Chinese culture and
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incorporate it into its own, and then export the outcome
to Japan. By the turn of the century, this pattern of cul-
tural exchanges underwent a dramatic change; the West
replaced China and Japan became the conduit of the
Western culture to Korea. Even though Korea had earlier
contact with Western religion and science, it was only
after the Japanese colonization that Korea made its first
encounter with Western philosophy. The word chulhak
was also first introduced to Korea. The word, made up of
two Chinese characters, was coined in Japan as a transla-
tion of the term philosophy, and it is now the standard
term for philosophy in the Asian countries in which Chi-
nese characters are used for academic purposes, including
China, Korea, and Japan.

That Western philosophy was introduced to Korea
through Japanese colonialism, combined with the preva-
lent picture of Western power and wealth, defined the
early perception of Western philosophy in Korea. Philos-
ophy was regarded as something indigenous to the West
and completely alien to Korea, having nothing in com-
mon with the traditional thought of Korea. In the minds
of Korean intellectuals at the turn of the century, the his-
torical dominance of Confucianism was the main reason
for Korea’s falling behind in the process of moderniza-
tion. Traditional ways of thinking and Confucianism, in
particular, were what had to be overcome, whereas West-
ern culture and philosophy were to be welcomed and
assimilated. The introduction of a neologism, chulhak, to
signify Western philosophy might have reinforced this
frame of mind. For example, Philosophy, the first aca-
demic journal of philosophy published in 1933, con-
tained no article on traditional Korean thought. It took
many years to recognize the common features between
Western philosophy and Asian thought and to apply the
term chulhak to both.

Western philosophy was mostly German philosophy.
Japan and Germany were allies and the Western philoso-
phy in Japan was for the most part German philosophy.
In consequence, Western philosophy introduced to Korea
via Japan was also mostly German. Even though Bertrand
Russell and John Dewey visited China and Japan respec-
tively in 1910 and 1919 and that these visits aroused the
interest of philosophers in Korea, their impact was lim-
ited. The dominance of German philosophy in Korea
lasted for some time even after Korea’s liberation from
Japan in 1945, and this continued during the post-World
War II years when the influence of German philosophy
was diminishing in the rest of the world. Scholars special-
izing in German philosophy filled the philosophy facul-
ties of the major universities, and they determined the
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overall shape and course of the profession until philoso-
phers of a new generation began replacing them.

Writings of Korean philosophers in the early twenti-
eth century were oriented toward practice. Korean
philosophers, like any other Korean intellectual at the
time, thought of themselves as pioneers of modernization
and westernization. Philosophy was supposed to
enlighten people and build a new way of thinking. The
tendency to highlight the importance of doing philoso-
phy with practical minds, rather than to introduce West-
ern philosophy for its own sake, was manifest in the first
issue of the above-mentioned journal, Philosophy. The
articles published in the first issue included One Question
concerning the Starting Point of Philosophizing, What Is
Philosophy?: On the Eternity of Philosophy, The Idea of an
Ethical Evaluation, and The Structure of Concrete Exis-
tence. In these articles, the nature of philosophy was
defined with an emphasis on its relevance to practice.
However, as the Japanese control over academia became
ever more strict and rigid, emphases on practice grew
weaker.

Korea was liberated from Japan in 1945. However,
the country was divided into two Koreas with conflicting
ideologies. This led, in 1950, to a calamitous national
tragedy, the Korean War (1950-1953). This series of
major events left significant marks on the contour of phi-
losophy in Korea. Marxism, which was experimented
with and advocated by a scant few philosophers during
the Japanese colonial period, blossomed in the midst of
the ideological conflicts that followed the liberation. Even
though Marxism was soon officially suppressed in South
Korea and many influential Marxist philosophers fled to
the more hospitable North, Marxism left an indelible
impression. Along with Marxism, existentialism emerged
as a major player in Korean philosophy. This was mainly
due to the Korean War; in particular, French existential-
ism, born in the ruins and despair of World War 1I
(1939-1945), strongly resonated with Koreans with simi-
lar experiences during the Korean war.

A long-standing bias toward German philosophy
began to change in the early 1950s. The Korean Philo-
sophical Association was formed in 1953, and its official
journal was founded. More important was that Korea
started having direct contacts with Western philosophies.
Philosophers came to visit Korea from the United States,
Great Britain, and Germany. Students went to various
parts of the world for studies. By having direct contacts,
Korean philosophers gained firsthand access to Western
philosophy, helping them to overcome the distortions
inflicted by Japanese translations and interpretations.
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Another outcome of this direct and broad exposure to
Western philosophy has been the revival of interest in tra-
ditional philosophy. Ever-expanding contacts with
diverse cultures and philosophies made Korean philoso-
phers rethink the roots and identity of Korean thought.
Traditional Korean philosophy, which had been ignored
as useless and retrogressive during the Japanese colonial
period, began to receive fresh scrutiny and assessment. In
the late 1950s, Korean traditional thought came to be
accommodated under the umbrella of philosophy.

As a result of interaction with diverse parts of the
world, different trends of philosophy are evenly reflected
in Korean philosophy today. Anglo-American analytic
philosophy is one of the strongest trends. German philos-
ophy is still going strong even though it is not as promi-
nent as it once was. Many philosophers in Korea
specialize in traditional Korean philosophy and other
Asian philosophies. The world of philosophy in Korea is a
melting pot. A large variety of traditions and trends are
actively and vigorously represented—from phenomenol-
ogy and existentialism to analytic philosophy, Buddhism,
and Confucianism. Now philosophers pursuing diverse
perspectives are starting to hold dialogues with each
other. It is exciting to wait and see whether and how the
world of philosophy in Korea will continue its tradition
of integrationism and what the outcome will be.

See also Buddhism; Chinese Philosophy: Overview; Chi-
nese Philosophy: Daosim; Confucius; Japanese Philos-
ophy; Zhu Xi (Chu Hsi).
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KORN, ALEJANDRO
(1860-1936)

Alejandro Korn, an Argentine metaphysician and ethical
philosopher, was born in San Vicente. He took his doc-
torate in medicine and directed a hospital for the men-
tally ill. In 1906 he joined the faculty of philosophy and
letters at Buenos Aires. Although he wrote little, he had
immense personal influence on Argentine philosophy.
His philosophical writing came late in his life: La libertad
creadora (La Plata, 1930), his major work, is a compila-
tion of five essays dating from 1918 to 1930.

Korn is sometimes called a positivist, a label sug-
gested by his scientific training, his empiricism, the skep-
tical note in his metaphysics, and his ethical relativism.
However, his “Incipit Vita Nova” (1918) set the stage for
his own criticism of positivism. In this essay, he main-
tained that despite the scientific and technological
progress of preceding decades, contemporary man is dis-
satisfied and disillusioned. The cause is the impairment
of ethics by the spread of the positivistic doctrine that
man is a machine without liberty; the remedy is a liber-
tarian philosophy that subordinates science to ethics.
Korn’s sources were not Auguste Comte or Herbert
Spencer, but Henri Bergson, Arthur Schopenhauer, and
Immanuel Kant.

Korn’s methodology rests on an experiential intu-
ition whose objects are concrete particulars of ordinary
experience. This common intuition is not passive and its
content is not simple. Reason supplies concepts that are
merely formal and symbolic but that penetrate intuition;
the latter always has discursive elements. There is also a
more intimate intuition or vision, which has intellectual,
mystical, and aesthetic forms corresponding to meta-
physics, religion, and art. Intuition as vision suggests pro-
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found convictions and has an important place in the spir-
itual life of man, but it carries no assurance of truth. For
comparative certainty we must turn to the two disciplines
of ordinary intuition: science, which has a measurable
object in the external world of fact, and axiology, which
has an unmeasurable object in the internal world of eval-
uation. The third great intellectual enterprise, meta-
physics, attempts to describe reality through concepts
that transcend all possible experience. Metaphysical sys-
tems are dialectical poems. We cannot live without meta-
physics, but we cannot convert it into a science; it should
contain sincere convictions, free from dogmatism.

The external world of science, of the not-self, known
through sensations, is spatial, measurable, and governed
by strict causal law. The internal world of axiology, of the
self, constituted of emotions, volitions, and judgments, is
nonspatial, immeasurable, purposive, and free. These are
the two halves of one encompassing domain of conscious-
ness, which comprises all that we know and, it seems, all
that is real. Common to both halves of consciousness are
three further characters: activity or perpetual becoming,
which shows that stable things and rigid names are false;
relativity, which expresses the fact that every particular act
has its reason in another; and time. Most significant in dis-
tinguishing the subjective from the objective order is free-
dom: economic freedom, or mastery of the external world,
and ethical freedom, or mastery of self.

The search for an ultimate reality beyond conscious-
ness led Korn to deny monistic realism, dualistic realism,
and solipsism, and to affirm a type of absolute idealism.
Experienced things, space, and time depend on con-
sciousness, evidently because they involve organizing
concepts or forms. A thing lying beyond consciousness
and implied as cause of the experienced thing is denied:
causality is a creature of our thought. The known object
thus depends on consciousness and has its being there.
But that does not entail the dependence of objects on my
self. The self, or subjective order, is only a part of con-
sciousness; it is not the source of the known world. The
further definition of this idealism is through the theory of
the accién consciente: consciousness as an everlasting,
dynamic, and creative process, unknown in itself but
manifested as aspiration toward absolute liberty.

This ontological goal is the key to Korn’s theory of
values. A value is the created object of an affirmative val-
uation, and valuation is the reaction of the human will to
an event. Values therefore are subjective. There are
instinctive, erotic, vital, economic, social, religious, ethi-
cal, logical, and aesthetic values, none of which can be
reduced to any other. Values achieve unity through their
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common source in human personality and through their
common goal in the liberty of man. Creative liberty is the
recurring motif of Korn’s philosophy.

See also Bergson, Henri; Comte, Auguste; Idealism; Intu-
ition; Kant, Immanuel; Latin American Philosophy;
Metaphysics; Positivism; Schopenhauer, Arthur.
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KOTARBINSKI, TADEUSZ
(1886-1981)

Tadeusz Kotarbinski, a Polish philosopher and logician,
was born in Warsaw in 1886. He studied philosophy and
the classics at the University of Lvov, where he obtained
his doctorate in 1912. He began teaching at the University
of Warsaw in 1918 and soon became perhaps the most
influential philosophy teacher in Poland. His enlightened
views, integrity, public spirit, and social zeal frequently
brought him into conflict with established opinions and
with the government, both before and after World War II.
Admired by many and respected by all, Kotarbiriski com-
manded a unique position of moral and intellectual pres-
tige in his country. He was a member of the Polish
Academy of Science and of the International Institute of
Philosophy, and he was for a long time chairman of both
bodies. He held an honorary doctorate from the Univer-
sité Libre in Brussels and was a corresponding fellow of
the British Academy and an honorary member of the
Academy of Sciences of the U.S.S.R. and of other foreign
scientific organizations.

CONCRETISM

Kotarbinski began his philosophical career as a minimal-
ist. He advocated the abandonment of such terms as phi-
losophy and philosopher because of their ambiguity and
vagueness. The miscellaneous collection of subjects tradi-
tionally known as philosophy lacks any factual or logical
coherence. These various subjects should be recon-
structed as specialized fields of study and thus acquire
some recognized criteria of professional competence.
“The philosopher” should mean “the teacher of philoso-
phy,” and “philosophy” should be used restrictively to

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

143



KOTARBINSKI, TADEUSZ

denote moral philosophy and logic in the broad sense,
which comprises formal logic, the philosophy of lan-
guage, the methodology of science, and the theory of
knowledge. Kotarbinski himself chose logic in this broad
sense as the chief subject of his own concern. He wished
to transform logic into a science as exact as mathematical
logic and he applied himself to the construction of the
conceptual apparatus necessary for this task. However,
the results of this analytical work, accomplished between
1920 and 1935, exceeded the original design and pro-
duced a system known as reism or concretism. Kotarbin-
ski regarded it as a program rather than a set doctrine and
for linguistic reasons prefered concretism to reism.

Concretism arose from the puzzle about how quali-
ties can belong to or inhere in the things of which they are
characteristics. Kotarbiniski believed that the puzzle can
be resolved if we recognize that whereas things may be
hard or soft, black or white, and so forth, nothing is hard-
ness or softness, blackness or whiteness. Thus, the insight
underlying concretism can be expressed in the proposi-
tion “only concrete individual objects exist.” The expres-
sion “a exists” has the same meaning as “something is an
a” (ex a=p; (Ix) x is a) and the meaning of is can be expli-
cated as follows:

(@b)raeb.=.. (Ix).xea. . (x):xeaD.xeb .. (xy):
X€d. yea.D.xey.

This theorem is an early formulation of the single axiom
of Lesniewski’s ontology and should be read as an
implicit definition of the functor “is” in expressions of the
type “a is b,” in which “is” has its main existential mean-

mng.

SEMANTIC REISM. Concretism is both a metaphysical
and a semantic doctrine; as metaphysics its basic charac-
teristic is materialism and as semantics it is nominalism.
Nominalism is an essential part of concretism, but mate-
rialism is not. For instance, Franz Brentano, although a
concretist, was a Cartesian dualist.

«:

If the dyadic functor “is” in expressions of the type “a
is b” has the meaning defined above, then only genuine,
empty or nonempty, shared or unshared names are
admissible values for a. This should be clear in view of the
fact that if a is b, then for some x, x is a, that is, a exists
(therefore, if an empty name is substituted for a, “a is b”
always becomes a false sentence). Semantic reism is a set
of linguistic and logical rules that allow us to test the
meaningfulness and truth of the expressions of language
L as determined by their syntactic structure and semantic
function.

According to semantic reism, names of concrete
objects only, either corporeal or sentient, are genuine
names. The names of properties, relations, events, facts,
propositions, or classes are objectless and apparent
names. Literally understood, sentences involving such fic-
titious names and implying the existence of properties,
relations, events, facts, propositions, or classes are gram-
matically meaningful expressions, but reistically they are
nonsense in disguise or falsehood. Only if, by a suitable
transformation, such sentences can be reduced to equiva-
lent expressions involving no apparent names can they
become reistically meaningful and either true or false. For
instance, in its literal meaning the sentence “the relation
being part of is transitive” is either false or nonsensical.
But if it is regarded as a shorthand statement of the fact
that for all x, y, and z, if x is part of y and y is part of z,
then x is part of z, the expanded version of this abbrevi-
ated sentence expresses a genuine and true proposition.

ONTOLOGICAL REISM. Nominalism is the view that the
only admissible values for bound variables are entities of
the lowest type as understood in the simplified theory of
types. To apply this assumption outside logic and mathe-
matics we need operational rules specifying the entities of
the lowest type, that is, the referents of genuine names.
For this purpose semantic reism must be supplemented
by ontological reism; in other words, one’s metaphysical
commitments must be explicitly stated.

The basic proposition of ontological reism states that
every object is a thing. Object is the most general onto-
logical term, synonymous with something, the name of an
arbitrarily chosen thing and thus extensionally equivalent
to thing. Thing is a defined term and means a physical or
a sentient body, in the nonexclusive meaning of or. Phys-
ical means spatial, temporal, and resistant, and sentient is
defined by the Socratic definition as a term appropriately
qualifying such bodies as animals or human beings (and
probably also plants). Kotarbinski described ontological
reism as somatism rather than as materialism, because for
a reist “matter” is an apparent, quasi name, unless it is
defined as a metatheoretical concept, in terms of which
we speak about material or physical objects identified by
the attributes of spatiality, temporality, and resistance and
not by material substance. But somatism entails panso-
matism, the proposition that every soul or mind (sentient
entity) is a body. Therefore, a concretist who accepts pan-
somatism and asserts that there are only bodies in the
universe is a materialist in the sense that he subscribes,
speaking loosely, to the identity theory of mind and body.
He leaves it to science to discover how it came about that
there are sentient as well as physical bodies in the world.
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In the theory of knowledge concretism implies the
abandonment of the epistemological dualism of the the-
ory of representative perception and the adherence to
some form of sensational realism. Since there are no
mental images or elements or sense data distinct from the
object perceived, a concretist believes that all that is
known is apprehended directly and that the so-called per-
ceptual content is part of the physical object.

IMITATIONISM. If reality consists exclusively of bodies,
and if the soul or mind is identical with part or the entire
organism of a human individual, assertions about mental
states and processes are not semantically well-formed
sentences; they are objectionable on ontological grounds
and consequently false. To be reistically acceptable they
must be regarded as assertions of special sorts about per-
sons, reducible, when fully stated, to descriptions of
human individuals acting upon their environment and
being affected by the external world. This view of the
nature of psychological statements, together with the
procedure by means of which they can be reduced to
statements about persons doing and undergoing things,
Kotarbinski called “imitationism.” This name is intended
to indicate that we come to understand the experiences of
other people by imitating their behavior and, in general,
that psychological knowledge is acquired not from intro-
spection but by imitation or self-imitation.

Imitationism assumes that every singular psycholog-
ical statement is a substitution of the schema “A experi-
ences this: P,” where A is a proper-name variable and P is
a variable admitting all kinds of enunciations referring to
the physical environment of the person whose name is
substituted for A. The first part of the schema is the
announcement by the experiencing person, EP, or the
observer, O, of what its second part expresses by describ-
ing the environment in the same way that EP describes or
would describe it. If EP and O are two different persons,
the announcement refers to the imitation of EP by O and
mentions the respect in which EP will be imitated. If EP
and O are the same person, imitation becomes self-
imitation and the description of the environment,
including EP’s own body, is self-description.

PRACTICAL PHILOSOPHY

Kotarbinski had a lasting interest in practical philosophy.
He saw its main task as the formulation of precepts and
recommendations concerning the three questions of how
to achieve happiness, how to live a good life, and how to
act effectively. It is the second and third set of questions
to which he devoted most attention. He was a staunch
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defender of the autonomy of ethics and approached its
problems deontologically. Inspired both by a theoretical
interest and by the desire to help his fellow men, he pro-
duced a general theory of efficient action known as prax-
eology. Although he had some predecessors, in particular
A. A. Bogdanov (1873-1928) and Georges Hostelet
(1875-1960), he accomplished pioneer work and opened
a new field of study.

See also Brentano, Franz; Cartesianism; Logic, History of:
Modern Logic: From Frege to Godel; Materialism;
Nominalism, Modern.
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KOZLOV, ALEKSEI

ALEKSANDROVICH
(1831-1901)

Aleksei Aleksandrovich Kozlov, the Russian personalist
philosopher, was the first major Russian exponent of a
pluralistic idealism derived from Gottfried Wilhelm Leib-
niz. In his youth Kozlov studied the social sciences and
was attracted to the ideas of Ludwig Feuerbach and
Frangois Marie Charles Fourier. His socialist views led to
a short prison term in 1866 and the loss of his teaching
position in a Moscow secondary school. He began to
study philosophy seriously only in the 1870s, when, after
an initial interest in materialism, he came successively
under the influence of Arthur Schopenhauer, Eduard von
Hartmann, and Immanuel Kant. In 1876 he became pro-
fessor of philosophy at Kiev University, where he pub-
lished the first Russian philosophical journal, Filosofskii
trekhmesiachnik (Philosophical quarterly), and began to
formulate his own mature position under the influence of
Leibniz and his followers—notably Gustav Teichmiiller.
When illness forced Kozlov to retire in 1887, he moved to
St. Petersburg and expounded his views systematically in

a private journal, Svoe slovo (A personal word), published
occasionally from 1888 to 1898.

In Kozlov’s metaphysics, which he called panpsy-
chism, there is a plurality of conscious spiritual sub-
stances, or monads. Each is an agent whose being consists
not only in its substantiality, but also in its (psychic)
activities and the contents of these activities. (Thus, Par-
menides erred by considering substance alone, Johann
Gottlieb Fichte by considering activity alone, and other
philosophers erred similarly.) Together, these spiritual
substances form a closed totality which is grounded in a
Supreme Substance, God, and within which these sub-
stances (unlike Leibniz’s monads) interact. The human
body is a collection of less conscious spiritual substances
with which our ego interacts until death. Kozlov sug-
gested that after death the ego is reincarnated by interact-
ing with other spiritual substances to form a new body.

The “material” aspect of the body, as of all supposed
“material” entities, is produced by thought in our inter-
action with other spiritual substances, and is symbolic of
these substances. Space and time (to which Kozlov
devoted much attention) are likewise products of the
thinking subject. Neither is objectively real, but each is
symbolic of reality: Space is symbolic of the fact that real
substances exist in connection, and time of the fact that
within this connection there is variety and activity. Thus
sense perception, which purports to show us objects in
space and time, does not penetrate to the essentially time-
less and spiritual reality. Kozlov developed an intuitivist
epistemology, in which knowledge is based upon “primi-
tive consciousness’—primarily consciousness of one’s
own ego. Primitive consciousness, however, being simple
and immediate, is nonconceptual and ineffable. Knowl-
edge, on the other hand, is complex and mediated; the
mind constructs it by relating the elements of primitive
consciousness. Thus we are directly conscious of God.
Acquiring conceptual knowledge of God, however, is a
difficult intellectual enterprise.

Kozlov did not develop his views fully in other areas,
but his metaphysics and epistemology influenced many
Russian philosophers, including his son, Sergei A. Askol’-
dov, and Nikolai Losskii.

See also Losskii, Nikolai Onufrievich.
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KRAUSE, KARL CHRISTIAN

FRIEDRICH
(1781-1832)

Karl Christian Friedrich Krause, a German pantheistic
philosopher, was born at Eisenberg in Thuringia. He
studied at Jena, where he came under the influence of
Johann Gottlieb Fichte and Friedrich Schelling. In 1812
he became Privatdozent, but his many efforts to secure a
professorship were all unsuccessful. For a time he taught
music in Dresden. In 1805 he joined the Freemasons, to
further his ideal of a world society. His internationalist
leanings were responsible for his failure to be appointed
professor in Goéttingen, and in Munich his chances were
spoiled by the opposition of Schelling. Just as he finally
obtained a position, Krause died of a heart attack.

Like several of his contemporaries, Krause claimed to
be developing the true Kantian position. His orientation,
however, was mystical and spiritualistic. The obscurity of
his style is awesome; he expressed himself in an artificial
and often unfathomable vocabulary which included such
monstrous neologisms as Or-om-wesenlebverhaltheit and
Vereinselbganzweseninnesein—words that are untranslat-
able into German, let alone into English. He called his
system the theory of essence (Wesenlehre) and presented
an elaborate set of categories, including Unity, Selfhood,
Propositionality (Satzheit), “Graspness” (Fassheit), Unifi-
cation-in-propositionality (Satzheitvereinheit), and so
forth. The system was intended to mediate between pan-
theism and theism; hence Krause called his position
“Panentheism,” to suggest the idea that God or Absolute
Being is one with the world, though not exhausted by it.
From this central doctrine Krause derived a theory of
man and of history. He regarded all men as part of a spir-
itual whole, an ideal League of Humanity (Menschheits-
bund), the actualization of which is the goal of history.

Like Fichte, Krause took self-consciousness as his
starting point in the belief that it provides a key to the
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essence of all things. The ego discovers itself to be both
mind and body, enduring and changing; it is an organic,
self-sustaining whole. According to Krause, this is the clue
to the nature of other beings and of God. Considering its
own finitude and that of other beings it encounters, the
ego is led to the idea of an absolute, unconditioned prin-
ciple upon which it and all other creatures and organiza-
tions are dependent. This principle is God, or Essence,
whose nature is grasped in a spiritual intuition (geistigen
Schauen), an immediately certain vision that is the foun-
dation for all subsequent knowledge. God is primordial
being (Orwesen), the being without contrareity; he is the
unity of all that exists. Though he contains the world, he
is nevertheless other than and superior to it. The distinc-
tion between God and the world is that of whole and
part. Krause expressed this by speaking of God as in him-
self Contrabeing (Gegenwesen) and Unified Being (Vere-
inwesen), while as himself, or qua Primordial Being, he is
absolute identity.

The existence of the world follows from an inner
opposition in God’s actuality (Wesenheit). Reason and
Nature are two subordinate beings distinguished from,
and yet lying within, God. Humanity is a synthesis of
these. Humanity and the world, along with numerous
basic human institutions, are organisms through which
the divine life expresses itself. Thus, every being or group
of beings is godlike in essence. Mind and body are inte-
grated in the particular unified being that is man, reflect-
ing the compresence of Reason and Nature in all things.
Nature composes all individuals into a single whole. It is
a mistake to view nature as a blind, mechanical system
without consciousness; for its infinite perpetual activity,
which is a pure self-determination, is free. Nature is a
divine work of art; at the same time it is itself the artist,
fashioning itself. The recognition of this divine character
gives meaning and value to life.

Individual human minds together constitute the
realm of Reason throughout which mind is organically
distributed. But mind does not exist only in man and his
institutions. Nature and Reason interpenetrate so fully
that even animals are a unification of the two. Among
animals, however, the career of each is fixed inexorably,
according to the hierarchy of living forms. Man is the
supreme unification of Reason and Nature, for he pos-
sesses the highest sort of mind joined to the highest sort
of body. The individual souls that make up humanity are
eternal, uncreated, immortal. Their number can neither
be increased nor diminished. Humanity is thus complete
at every moment.
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What men should strive for is the imitation of the
divine life in their own inner lives and in their social
organizations. God is good, and men should participate
in this goodness. The inner union with God (Gottesin-
nigkeit), or fervor for the divine, is the foundation of
ethics, and ethics is the heart of religion. But individuals
cannot achieve the moral life alone, since they are what
they are only as parts of the whole. The community and
its various institutions are thus indispensable.

Ideally, the community is governed by Right, which
Krause defined as the organic whole of all of the internal
and external conditions necessary for the completion of
life that are dependent on freedom. This supernational
law is grounded in the nature of the divine; it expresses
the right of Humanity, not simply the right of individual
human beings. The rights of individuals, groups, and
nations can be recognized, but only as subordinate to the
right of Humanity as a whole. Humanity is divided into a
series of social organisms. There are, Krause speculated,
human inhabitants in many cosmic systems. These
human beings are subdivided into nations, races, com-
munities, families, and so forth. There is an aesthetic
community, a scientific community, a religious commu-
nity, and a moral community. Each community has
rights, although the right of Humanity takes precedence.

Men are all citizens of the universe, which is an infi-
nite divine government. Because he revered the individ-
ual as a partial embodiment of the divine, Krause argued
against the death penalty and maintained that punish-
ment can be justified only as educative and reformatory.
Only a republican form of government, he believed, is
entirely compatible with the ideal of justice.

According to Krause’s philosophy of history, the
development of humanity is the temporal unfolding of a
moral ideal. History follows a three-stage pattern, which
is mirrored in every individual life as well. The develop-
ment is not, however, purely progressive. There are two
orders, one “ascending” and one “descending,” so that the
divine life may be presented again and again in the infi-
nitely repeated epochs of history. The three steps in the
ascending order are Wholeness, Selthood, and Wholly-
unified-selthood. In the stage of Wholeness, each individ-
ual or higher organism exists germinally in the larger
whole to which it belongs. In Selthood, it enters into a
free opposition to that whole and strives to develop its
unique character. Evil appears as the individual organism
tears itself loose from the harmony of the whole. Finally,
the organism achieves a loving reunion with other beings
(man, for example, becomes reunited with Nature, Rea-
son, Humanity, and God), and with this rediscovery of

harmony, all evil is negated. Afterward, however, the his-
torical path leads downward, to a final involution that is
both the ending of a career and the birth of a new life.
Since the transition is gradual, an older age may survive
for a time in a newer age. Each development, neverthe-
less, exhibits genuine, unforeseeable novelty.

Following this order, the individual man enters the
world, proceeds through the stages of embryonic life,
boyhood, and youth, and becomes increasingly inde-
pendent, until he finally achieves the maturity of man-
hood, from which point he descends in a reverse series.
Every human institution and organization pursues the
same course of evolution, reflecting the basic laws of the
divine organic life. In history, the first stage is marked by
polytheism, slavery, caste systems, despotic governments,
and a state of war between peoples. In the second period,
the age of growth, men recognize the divine as an infinite
being standing above all that is finite. This is monothe-
ism, which Krause accuses of fostering theocracy, reli-
gious censorship of science and art, and contempt for the
world. Finally, in the third stage (to which Krause’s own
philosophy is supposed to inspire men), humanity comes
of age, the finite is reunited with the infinite, and world
citizenship, philanthropy, and tolerance become the rule.
According to Krause, the transition to this stage began
with Benedict de Spinoza’s discovery of the nature of
being, and his own system was to be the development of
that theory. He envisaged humanity as arriving at an
organic completeness that represents the maturity of the
race, and with visionary eloquence he depicted the unifi-
cation of all humankind, as all men and all associations of
men enter into a common life.

Krause’s philosophy, while not very influential in
Germany, found considerable support in Spain, where,
for a time, “Krausism” flourished. This was largely due to
the efforts of Julian Sanz del Rio, the minister of culture,
who visited Germany and Belgium in 1844 and came into
contact with a number of Krause’s disciples, notably
Heinrich Ahrens in Brussels and Hermann von Leon-
hardi in Heidelberg.

See also Consciousness; Fichte, Johann Gottlieb; Panthe-
ism; Philosophy of History; Reason; Schelling,
Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von; Spinoza, Benedict
(Baruch) de.
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KRIPKE, SAUL
(1940-)

Saul Kripke is an American logician and philosopher
born in New York in 1940. After earning a BA from Har-
vard University in 1962, he held positions at Harvard,
Rockefeller, Princeton, New York Universities, and else-
where.

MODAL LOGIC

Saul Kripke has worked in many branches of logic
(higher recursion theory, set theory, models of arith-
metic, and relevance logic), but the work best known to
philosophers, and much cited in the literature of linguis-
tic semantics, computer science, and other disciplines, is
his development of Kripke models for modal and related
logics. At the level of sentential logic such a model con-
sists of a set X (of “states of the world,” often misleadingly
called “worlds”), a binary relation R (of “relative possibil-
ity”) thereon, plus an assignment to each atomic formula
p of the set of those x in X at which p is true. The assign-
ment extends to all formulas, taking “Necessarily A” to be
true at x if A is true at every y with xRy.

Kripke was the first to publish proofs of complete-
ness theorems to the effect that truth at all x in all mod-
els with R reflexive (and transitive) (and symmetric)
coincides with provability in the modal logic T (respec-
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tively S4) (respectively S5), and he obtained similar
results for other modal logics. Announced in “Semantic
Considerations on Modal Logic” (1963), and presented in
detail in a subsequent series of technical papers, Kripke’s
work covers modal and intuitionistic sentential and pred-
icate logic, and includes besides completeness theorems
results on decidability and undecidability.

SEMANTIC PARADOXES

Also well known is Kripke’s work on semantic paradoxes
in “Outline of a Theory of Truth” (1975). A truth-
predicate in a language L permitting quotation or equiv-
alent means of self-reference would be a predicate T such
that the following biconditional holds with any sentence
of L in the blanks:

»

“T(____ Y istrueif and only if is
true.

The liar paradox shows there cannot be a truth-predicate
in L if L has no truth-value gaps. Given a partial interpre-
tation I of a predicate U (under which U is declared true
of some items, declared false of others, or not declared
either of the rest), any treatment of truth-value gaps, such
as Stephen Cole Kleene’s three-valued or Bas van
Fraassen’s supervaluational approach, will dictate which
sentences containing U are to be declared true, declared
false, or not declared either. If U is being thought of as “is
true,” this amounts to dictating a new partial interpreta-
tion I* of U. For a fixed point, or partial interpretation
having I = I*, the biconditional displayed earlier holds.

Kripke’s work, besides more purely philosophical
contributions, shows how to obtain a minimal fixed point
(contained in any other, and explicating an intuitive
notion of groundedness), a maximal intrinsic fixed point
(not declaring true anything declared false by any other
fixed point), and many others, for any reasonable treat-
ments of gaps.

WITTGENSTEIN AND SKEPTICISM

Turning from logic to philosophy of language and its
applications to analytic metaphysics, Kripke has written
two much-discussed books that are almost entirely inde-
pendent of each other. In Wittgenstein on Rules and Pri-
vate Language (1982) he advances as noteworthy, though
not as sound, an argument inspired by his reading of
Ludwig Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations
(1953/1993) that is not unqualifiedly attributed to
Wittgenstein. On Kripke’s reading the target of the argu-
ment is any theory (such as that of the Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus) that conceives of meaning as given by
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conditions for truth, conceived as correspondence with
facts. Kripke compares Wittgenstein as he reads him to
David Hume (more specifically, to a version of Hume that
takes seriously his protestations that he is only a miti-
gated, not an extreme skeptic). So read, Wittgenstein’s
attack on correspondence theories of meaning consists,
like Hume’s attack on rationalist theories of inference, of
two phases.

First there is a “skeptical paradox.” Consider an
ascription of meaning, say that according to which by
“plus” I mean plus, so that 125 is the right answer to the
question “what is 68 plus 572” as I mean it. To what fact
does this correspond? Not the record of how I have
worked sums in the past. (Perhaps I have never worked
this one before, and many rules are compatible with all
the ones I have worked so far.) Not my ability to state gen-
eral rules for doing sums, since this only raises the ques-
tion what fact corresponds to my meaning what I do by
the words in these rules. Not my behavioral dispositions
(nor anything in the structure or functioning of my brain
causally underlying them) since what answer I am dis-
posed to give is one question, and what answer would be
the right one for me to give is another question; and I am
disposed to give wrong answers fairly often even for
medium-sized numbers, and to give no answer at all for
really big ones. Further considerations rule out also intro-
spectable feelings accompanying calculation. No candi-
dates seem to remain, so it seems that there is no fact to
which an ascription of meaning corresponds. The con-
clusion is that if meaning consists in conditions for truth
and truth of correspondence with facts, then ascriptions
of meaning like “What I mean by ‘plus’ is plus” are neither
true nor meaningful, and no one ever means anything by
anything.

Second, there is a “skeptical solution,” defying short
summary. This solution identifies the meaningfulness of
a sentence with the possession not of truth-conditions
but of a potential for use within a speech community. The
aspects of use—of usage and utility—that are empha-
sized are on the one hand the conditions under which
assertion of a sentence is warranted, and on the other
hand the applications warranted when a sentence is
accepted.

One objection, anticipated by Kripke, is that
Wittgenstein does accept talk of “truth” and “facts” in a
deflated sense, in which sense to say, “It is true or a fact
that by ‘plus’ I mean plus,” amounts to no more than say-
ing, “By ‘plus’ I mean plus,” which on Kripke’s reading
Wittgenstein never denies. So a straightforward statement
of Wittgenstein’s view as the thesis that there are no

“facts” corresponding to meaning ascriptions will not do.
But as Kripke notes, one of the tasks of a reading of
Wittgenstein is precisely to explain why he does not state
his view in straightforward philosophical theses. Other
objections to Kripke’s interpretation, which has Wittgen-
stein opposing one theory of meaning to another, have
been advanced by those who interpret Wittgenstein as a
“therapist” who aims to treat philosophical questions not
by developing philosophical theories (of meaning or of
anything else) to answer these questions, but by develop-
ing methods to cure one of wanting to ask such ques-
tions. But such a reading may be less utterly irreconcilable
with the reading of Wittgenstein as skeptic than its pro-
ponents generally recognize, since after all historical
skepticism was itself a form of psychotherapy, aiming to
achieve philosophic ataraxia by cultivating indifference
to unanswerable questions.

REFERENCE AND METAPHYSICS

Kripke’s most famous work is Naming and Necessity
(1980), which consists of a transcription (with addenda
and a preface written a decade later) of lectures given at
Princeton in 1970. Only a rough, brief treatment will be
possible here, leaving entirely to one side the influential
ancillary papers “Speaker’s Reference and Semantic Ref-
erence” and “A Puzzle about Belief,” related work of Keith
Donnellan (on proper names) and Hilary Putnam (on
natural kind terms), and Kripke’s provocative discussion
of several side topics (among them the contingent a pri-
ori and the identity theory in philosophy of mind).

Kripke maintains the following doctrines about
naming, illustrating them with examples, many of which
have become famous. The reference of a proper name
(e.g. “Phosphorus,” “Feynman,” “Newton”) is not deter-
mined by some associated definite description (or cluster
of descriptions, which is to say, description of the form
“the object of which most of the following is true ...”).
The description a speaker associates with a name may be
incorrect. (The speaker may describe Isaac Newton as
“the man who was hit on the head by an apple and
thereby struck with the idea of a force of gravity.”) Even if
correct, it may fail to be uniquely identifying. (The
speaker may be able to describe Richard Feynman
[1918-1988] only as “a famous physicist,” which does not
distinguish him from Murray Gell-Man [1929-].) Even if
correct and uniquely identifying, it may be so only con-
tingently, so that in speaking of certain counterfactual sit-
uations the description may denote something else or
nothing at all. (Phosphorus, though it is the brightest
object regularly visible in the eastern sky before sunrise,
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might have only been second brightest, in which case “the
brightest ...” would have denoted something else; while if
it had been tied for brightest, “the brightest ...” would
denote nothing.) By contrast, names designate rigidly,
continuing to designate the same thing even when dis-
cussing counterfactual hypotheses. (If I say, “If there had
been a brighter object, Phosphorus would have been only
second brightest,” I am still speaking of Phosphorus.)

A better picture than the description theory of how a
name comes to denote its bearer would be this: The first
user of the proper name or “initial baptist” may fix its ref-
erence by some description (possibly involving demon-
stratives and requiring supplementation by ostension, for
example, “that bright object over there by the eastern
horizon”). The second user may use the name with the
intention of referring to whatever the first user was refer-
ring to, while perhaps ignorant of the original de-
scription. And so on in a historical chain. (Some com-
mentators say causal chain, but it is important to note
that there need not be any causal connection between ini-
tial baptist and thing named, which may be a mathemat-
ical object.) Kripke also offers an analogous picture of
how a natural kind term comes to denote the kind of
things it does.

Kripke also maintains the following doctrines about
necessity, partly as corollaries to the above doctrines
about naming. A true identity linking proper names (e.g.,
“Hesperus is Phosphorus”) is necessary (as a conse-
quence of rigidity, since even in a counterfactual situation
each name will continue to denote the bearer it actually
denotes, and therefore the two will continue to denote the
same object, if they actually do so). But such an identity is
not a priori (the identity of the heavenly body spotted at
dawn and called “Phosphorus” with the one seen at dusk
and dubbed “Hesperus” being an empirical astronomical
discovery). Therefore, the metaphysical notion of neces-
sity, “what could not have been otherwise,” must be dis-
tinguished from epistemological notions like “what can
be known a priori to be so.”

There are other examples of metaphysical necessities,
many involving natural kind terms: the facts of identity of
heat with random molecular motion, of water with H,O,
of gold with the element of atomic number 79, and more;
that a given object (e.g., a table) is composed of the mate-
rial it is composed of (wood rather than ice); that a given
person or organism has the ancestry he, she, or it does
(e.g., that Elizabeth II is the daughter of George VI, and if
he had had no daughter, she would never have been
born). This is so even though in none of these examples
does one have a priori knowledge. (There would be no
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internal logical contradiction in a tabloid press article
claiming Elizabeth II to be the daughter of Harry Tru-
man.) Historically, from Immanuel Kant to Gottlob Frege
to Rudolf Carnap and beyond, necessity had tended to
dwindle to aprioricity, which in turn had tended to dwin-
dle to analyticity; Kripke’s sharp reversal of this trend is
perhaps his most important single contribution to phi-
losophy.

See also Liar Paradox, The; Modal Logic; Philosophy of
Language; Philosophy of Mind; Putnam, Hilary.
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KRISTEVA, JULIA

(1941-)

Julia Kristeva was born on June 24, 1941, in Sliven, Bul-
garia. She was educated by French nuns, studied litera-
ture, and worked as a journalist before going to Paris in
1966 to do graduate work with Lucien Goldmann and
Roland Barthes. While in Paris she finished her doctorate,
was appointed to the faculty of the Department of Texts
and Documents at the University of Paris VI (Denis
Diderot) and began psychoanalytic training. Currently,
Kristeva is Director of the Department of Science of Texts
and Documents at the University of Paris VII, where she
teaches in the Department of Literature and Humanities.

In her early writing, Kristeva is concerned with
bringing the speaking body back into phenomenology
and linguistics. In order to counteract what she sees as the
necrophilia of phenomenology and structural linguistics,

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

151



KRISTEVA, JULIA

which study a dead or silent body, Kristeva develops a
new science that she calls semnanalysis. She describes sem-
analysis as a combination of semiology (or Semiotics)
from Ferdinand de Saussure, and psychoanalysis from
Sigmund Freud. Unlike traditional linguistics, semanaly-
sis addresses an element that is heterogeneous to lan-
guage, the unconscious. The introduction of the
unconscious into the science of signs, however, challenges
the possibility of science, meaning, and reason. This is
why Kristeva maintains that certain nineteenth-century
poets whose work discharged unconscious drive force
and emphasized the semiotic element of signification
began a revolution in poetic language.

With semanalysis, Kristeva attempts to bring the
speaking body, complete with drives, back into language.
She does this both by putting language back into the body
and by putting the body into language. She argues that
the logic of signification is already present in the material
body. In Revolution in Poetic Language she suggests that
negation and identification—the two primary logical
operations of language—are already operating within the
body prior to the onset of signification: Expelling waste
from the body prefigures negation and incorporating
food into the body prefigures identification. The second
way in which Kristeva brings the speaking body back to
language is by maintaining that bodily drives make their
way into language. One of Kristeva’s major contributions
to philosophy of language is her distinction between two
heterogeneous elements in signification: the semiotic and
the symbolic. Within Kristeva’s writings, semiotic (le sémi-
otique) becomes a technical term that she distinguishes
from semiotics (la sémiotique). The semiotic elements
within the signifying process are the drives as they dis-
charge within language. This drive discharge is associated
with rhythm and tone. The semiotic has meaning but not
does refer to anything. The symbolic, on the other hand,
is the element of language that allows for referential
meaning. The symbolic is associated with syntax or
grammar and with the ability to take a position or make
a judgment that syntax engenders.

Kristeva describes the relation between the semiotic
and the symbolic as a dialectic oscillation. Without the
symbolic there is only delirium, whereas without the
semiotic, language would be completely empty, if not
impossible. There would be no reason for people to speak
if it were not for the semiotic drive force. The oscillation
between the semiotic and the symbolic is both productive
and necessary. The oscillation between rejection and sta-
sis already existing within the material body produces the

oscillation between semiotic and symbolic in the speak-
ing subject.

In The Powers and Limits of Psychoanalysis, Kristeva
revists the theme of revolution so prominent in her ear-
lier work. In Revolution in Poetic Language Kristeva iden-
tifies the possibility of revolution in language—a
revolution she deems analogous to social revolution—
with (maternal) semiotic forces in avante-garde litera-
ture. In Powers of Horror this semiotic force of drives is
not only associated with the maternal but more particu-
larly with the abject or revolting aspects of the maternal.
Here, the revolting becomes revolutionary through the
return of the repressed (maternal) within (paternal) sym-
bolic systems. Two decades later, in The Sense and Non-
Sense of Revolt, Kristeva asks if revolt is possible today. In
this book, volume one of The Powers and Limits of Psy-
choanalysis, she claims that within postindustrial and
post-Communist democracies we are confronted with a
new political and social economy governed by the specta-
cle within which it becomes increasingly difficult to think
of the possibility of revolt. The two main reasons are that
within media culture, the status of power and the status
of the individual have changed. Kristeva argues that in
contemporary culture there is a power vacuum that
results in the inability to locate the agent or agency of
power and authority or to assign responsibility. In a no-
fault society, who or what can people revolt against?

In addition to the power vacuum, Kristeva identifies
the impossibility of revolt with the changing status of the
individual. The human being as a person with rights is
becoming nothing more than an ensemble of organs that
can be bought and sold or otherwise exchanged, what she
calls the patrimonial individual. And, how can an ensem-
ble of organs revolt? Not only is there no one or nothing
to revolt against, but also there is no one to revolt. And
without the possibility of revolt, especially the psychic
revolt necessary for creativity, people are left with new
maladies of the soul that make life seem meaningless.

In her Female Genius trilogy, Kristeva suggests that
women with their attention to the sensory realm may
provide an antidote for the meaninglessness that results
from contemporary forms of nihilism. She argues that
the genius of extraordinary women such as Hannah
Arendt, Melanie Klein, and Colette help all women to see
what is extraordinary in their own ordinary lives. Con-
versely, Kristeva maintains that the genius of everyday life
is women’s genius, particularly the genius of mothers; in
creating new human beings, mothers are singular innova-
tors, reinventing the child anew all the time. Kristeva
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maintains that mothers may represent a safeguard against
the automation of human beings.

See also Aesthetics, History of; Arendt, Hannah; Barthes,
Roland; Feminism and Continental Philosophy; Femi-
nism and the History of Philosophy; Feminist Aesthet-
ics and Criticism; Feminist Philosophy; Freud,
Sigmund; Language and Thought; Modernism and
Postmodernism; Philosophy of Language; Psycho-
analysis; Structuralism and Post-structuralism; Uncon-
scious; Women in the History of Philosophy.
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KROPOTKIN, PETR

ALEKSEEVICH
(1842-1921)

Pétr Alekseevich Kropotkin, the geographer and libertar-
ian philosopher, was the principal exponent of the theo-
ries of anarchist-communism. He was born of a line of
Russian princes who claimed descent from Riurik, the
reputed founder of the Russian Empire. His father was a
general, and he himself seemed destined for a military
career. He was educated in the Corps of Pages and served
as personal attendant to Tsar Alexander II. When the time
came for him to choose a career, Kropotkin applied for a
commission in the Mounted Cossacks of the Amur and
went to Siberia because he felt his chance of serving
humanity was greater there than in Russia. He had
already come under the influence of liberal ideas through
reading the clandestinely distributed writings of Alek-
sandr Herzen.

In Siberia Kropotkin carried out an investigation of
the Russian penal system, which aroused in him a revul-
sion against the effects of autocratic government. During
the early 1860s he led a series of expeditions into the
untraveled regions of Siberia and, on the basis of his
observations, developed an original and influential the-
ory concerning the structure of the mountains of Asia.
He also made important discoveries regarding the glacial
ages and the great desiccation of east Asia, which resulted
in the onset of barbarian wanderings.

In the solitude of the Siberian wastes, Kropotkin’s
thoughts turned more and more toward social protest. In
1865 the exiled poet M. L. Mikhailov introduced him to
the writings of the French anarchist Pierre-Joseph Proud-
hon, and in 1866 Kropotkin resigned his commission in
protest against the execution of a group of Polish prison-
ers who had tried to escape.

For some years he devoted himself to science, and in
1871 he was exploring the eskers of Finland when he was
offered the secretaryship of the Russian Geographical
Society. It was the moment of decision. Kropotkin was
already feeling the urge to “go to the people” that affected
many of the conscience-stricken Russian noblemen of the
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1870s, and he decided to abandon science. In 1872 he vis-
ited Switzerland to make contact with exiled Russian lib-
erals and revolutionaries. After listening to many radical
views, he went to the Jura, where the watchmakers were
fervent disciples of Mikhail Bakunin. “When I came away
from the mountains, after a week’s stay with the watch-
makers, my views upon socialism were settled; I was an
anarchist” (Memoirs of a Revolutionist).

In Russia Kropotkin joined the underground circle
led by Nikolai Chaikovskii. In 1874 he was arrested and
imprisoned in the Peter and Paul Fortress. Two years later
he made a sensational escape and returned to western
Europe, where he became an active worker in the rising
anarchist movement. In 1879 he founded Le révolté, the
most important anarchist paper to appear since the end
of Proudhon’s journalistic career in 1850, and in 1881 he
took part in the London International Anarchist Con-
gress, which founded the celebrated but short-lived
“Black International” In 1882 he was arrested by the
French authorities and was tried at Lyons along with a
number of French anarchists. He was sentenced to five
years imprisonment for alleged membership in the Inter-
national Workingmen’s Association. The sentence
aroused wide international protest, and Kropotkin was
released early in 1886. He went to England, where he lived
until he returned to Russia after the 1917 revolution.

Kropotkins career in western Europe was sharply
altered by his arrival in England. On the Continent, from
1876 to 1886, he had been a revolutionary agitator, con-
spiring, lecturing, pamphleteering, and taking part in
radical demonstrations. His writings were mainly period-
ical pieces for Le révolté. At first they were topical, but by
1880 Kropotkin was already developing the theory of
anarchist-communism in a series of articles later incor-
porated in two books—Paroles d’un révolté (Paris, 1885)
and La conquéte du pain (Paris, 1892).

ANARCHIST-COMMUNISM

The doctrine of anarchist-communism differed from the
collectivism preached by Bakunin and his followers in the
1860s in that it considered the need of the consumer
rather than the achievement of the producer as the meas-
ure for distribution. In the vision of the anarchist-
communist, the free-distribution warehouse would
replace the earlier systems evolved by Proudhon and
retained by the collectivists, which determined the
worker’s due either by hours of labor or quantity of pro-
duction. Also, the anarchist-communists laid particular
stress on the commune (in the sense of locality), rather
than the industrial association, as the unit of social

organization. In other respects—their rejection of the
state, their stress on federalism, their emphasis on direct
rather than parliamentary action, their denunciation of
political forms—they did not differ profoundly from
other schools of anarchism.

SOURCES. Although he became its leading exponent,
Kropotkin did not originate anarchist-communism. The
form of distribution embodied in the theory dates back at
least as early as Thomas More’s Utopia (1515-1516), and
it appeared in a modified form in Fran¢ois Marie Charles
Fourier’s Phalansterian communities. The geographer
Elisée Reclus, a former Phalansterian, appears to have
brought the idea with him when he came to anarchism; it
was first developed in writing by Francois Dumartheray,
a Geneva artisan who helped Kropotkin in the founding
of Le révolté. But Kropotkin developed the theory and, in
La conquéte du pain, he tried to show how it would work.
This benign vision of an anarchist future reflects not only
the optimism of Kropotkin’s views, but also the benevo-
lence of his character. For, although he always paid hom-
age to the ideas of violent revolution, he did so against his
nature; as Lev Tolstoy shrewdly remarked, “His argu-
ments in favour of violence do not seem to me the expres-
sion of his opinions, but only of his faith to the banner
under which he has served all his life.”

ANARCHISM AND SCIENCE

When he reached England, Kropotkin moved into a
world where he was respected by people in all walks of
life. His achievements as a geographer were remembered;
he was honored by learned societies; his articles were
published in scientific journals; and his books were wel-
comed by respectable publishers. He did not abandon his
ideals, but his role changed from that of agitator to that of
writer and libertarian philosopher.

The most important books Kropotkin wrote during
this period were his autobiography, Memoirs of a Revolu-
tionist (New York, 1899), and Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evo-
lution (London, 1902). Mutual Aid, together with Modern
Science and Anarchism (London, 1912), shows Kropotkin
attempting to base anarchist theory on a scientific foun-
dation. These books reveal him as a devoted evolutionist,
to the extent that he explains revolutions as part of the
natural process by which man, as a social animal, evolves.
He sees revolutions arising obscurely in the consciousness
of the people and punctuating the slow tenor of progress
by sudden mutations in social organization, while he
views anarchism as a backward trend toward a natural
order that has been perverted by the emergence of
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authoritarian institutions. Man is naturally social, he sug-
gests; therefore he does not need government, which itself
perpetuates the unequal conditions that breed crime and
violence. In their sociality, human beings resemble the
more successful species of animals that depend for their
survival on cooperation among their members. This idea
is the core of Mutual Aid, which is an attempt, based
largely on the arguments of K. E. Kessler, to reform evolu-
tionary theory by demonstrating that the neo-Darwini-
ans wrongly stressed competition as a factor in evolution,
to the exclusion of cooperation. In biological terms, his
point was well taken; the appearance of Mutual Aid led to
modifications in evolutionary theory. But Kropotkin
never convincingly welded his ideal of mutual aid to his
anarchistic love of freedom, since he ignored the extent to
which customs restrict liberty in most societies in which
nongovernmental cooperation dominates the pattern of
life.

Kropotkin’s departure to Russia in 1917 led to tragic
disappointment. He found himself out of touch with
Russian realities and isolated during the events that led to
the October Revolution. He retired to the village of
Dmitrov outside Moscow, where he spent his last years
writing. He denounced the Bolshevik dictatorship and
the terror it imposed. When he died in 1921, his funeral
was the last great demonstration against communist rule.

ETHICS

Kropotkin’s last years were spent on the uncompleted
Etika (Ethics), which was published posthumously in
Moscow in 1922. In part a history of ethical theories, this
book seeks to present ethics as a science. In developing his
naturalistic viewpoint, Kropotkin shows the emergence
of morality among animals as an outgrowth of mutual
aid and demonstrates its extension into human society,
where it acquires a disinterestedness that goes beyond
mere equality. He sees morality as the extension of
human good will beyond equity and justice. The histori-
cal parts of Ethics are admirable, but the work is incom-
plete; Kropotkin’s own ethical system is barely worked
out.

See also Anarchism; Bakunin, Mikhail Aleksandrovich;
Communism; Evolutionary Ethics; Evolutionary The-
ory; Fourier, Francois Marie Charles; Herzen, Alek-
sandr Ivanovich; Libertarianism; More, Thomas;
Proudhon, Pierre-Joseph; Russian Philosophy; Tolstoy,
Lev (Leo) Nikolaevich.
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KRUEGER, FELIX
(1874-1948)

Felix Krueger, a German philosopher and psychologist,
was born in Pozndn and received his doctorate in 1897
from the University of Munich, where he studied under
Hans Cornelius and Theodor Lipps. After working as an
assistant at the Physiological Institute in Kiel he became a
Privatdozent at Leipzig under Wilhelm Wundt. From 1906
to 1908 Krueger held a professorship at Buenos Aires,
where he organized the development of scientific psychol-
ogy in Argentina and left lasting traces of his views and
activities. After returning to Leipzig he was called to Halle
to succeed Hermann Ebbinghaus. In 1912-1913 Krueger
was an exchange professor at Columbia University. In
1917, after three years of military service, he returned to
Leipzig as Wundt’s successor. At Leipzig Krueger founded
the second Leipzig school of psychology, whose basic prin-
ciples were designated as a genetic psychology of whole-
ness and (genetische  Ganzheits- und
Strukturpsychologie). In 1928 he received an honorary
doctorate from Wittenberg College, Springfield, Ohio. In

structure

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

155



KRUEGER, FELIX

1935 Krueger was appointed rector of Leipzig University.
He immediately became involved in political conflicts and
was removed from the rectorship and for some time for-
bidden to lecture; in 1935 he retired prematurely from
academic life. Krueger edited two series of psychological
works, “Neue psychologische Studien” and “Arbeiten zur
Entwicklungspsychologie,” from 1914 and 1926, respec-
tively. Early in 1945 he moved to Switzerland.

Krueger’s first work, a philosophical one, was Der
Begriff des absolut Wertvollen als Grundbegriff der Moral-
philosophie (The concept of the absolutely valuable as the
basic concept of moral philosophy; Leipzig, 1898). In this
work he presented a critique of Immanuel Kant running
counter to that of Neo-Kantianism. He tried to show that
there was a material vein in the formal ethics of Kant
himself, and he stressed that ethical responsibility is
moored in the person, in his “energy of evaluation”
(Energie des Wertens) and in his attitude toward values
(Werthaltung), which Krueger understood as the “core
structure” of personality or character.

After this work Krueger turned to empirical and
experimental psychology, in which he became known
particularly for his new theory of consonance and disso-
nance based on the influence of the different tones and
for experiments in phonetics and the psychology of
speech. In connection with this work he began to develop,
as early as 1900, a theory of psychological wholeness, aris-
ing from the exhibition of emotional and physiognomic
experiencing, which he characterized as a quality of com-
plexes (Komplexqualitit) parallel to Christian von Ehren-
fels’s Gestalt qualities (Gestaltqualitit). Together with his
English friend and student (who was, nevertheless, older
than he), Charles Spearman, Krueger introduced into
psychology the calculus of correlation including the first
reflections on factor analysis.

In 1915, in Uber Entwicklungspsychologie, ihre his-
torische und sachliche Notwendigkeit (On developmental
psychology, its historical and factual necessity) Krueger
developed a theory of cultural origins departing from
Wundt’s psychology of peoples and carried it further in
Zur Entwicklungspsychologie des Rechts (The developmen-
tal psychology of law; “Arbeiten zur Entwicklungspsy-
chologie,” No. 7, Munich, 1926). In 1918 and (in English)
in 1927, Krueger presented sketches for a theory of the
emotions, which he defined as the Komplexqualitiiten of
one’s total experience, that is, as supersummative quali-
ties not to be confused or identified with gestalt.

These various strands, including his old moral phi-
losophy, were united by Krueger in 1923 in a theory of
structure, which was both critically related to and opposed

to the thought of Wilhelm Dilthey. Krueger defined struc-
ture as the new scientific conception of the mind, as “the
organismic construct of psychophysical wholeness,” that
is, as the basis of events in experience in the form of dis-
position, attitude and readiness, inclination, habit, and
capability. The existence and individuality of personal
structure can be demonstrated particularly in experiences
of personal significance and “depth,” but also in the sub-
jective predispositions or preconstellations of perception,
thought, memory, etc. Structure is the bearer of develop-
ment and of personal identity. Besides personal structure
there are social and “objective” intellectual structures. For-
mally, the structure of the experienced gestalt, which exists
in becoming, can be compared to the “actual genesis” (or
microgenesis) of the gestalt. The development of man, like
that of animals, arises from qualitatively complex, pre-
gestalt experience and is only gradually differentiated into
an articulated gestalt and into rational clarification.
Krueger’s last work, Die Lehre von dem Ganzen (The doc-
trine of the whole; Bern, 1948), began with psychology but
culminated in cosmology.

There are four main points in Krueger’s philosophi-
cal psychology: holism (opposition to associationism,
emotionism (or emphasis on feeling and emotion), social
evolutionism, and antiphenomenalism (structural per-
sonalism). Krueger’s genetic Ganzheitspsychologie was
carried on by many of his outstanding students. Shortly
after his death it was characterized as a “re-establishment
of the science of the mind” in the full sense of the word,
as opposing both mere introspectionism and mere
behaviorism. It is the radical rejection of atomism, mech-
anism, sensationalism, and phenomenalism (psycholo-
gism) of traditional psychology, whose loss of credit
among academic psychologists is largely due to Krueger.
The slogans and basic ideas of Ganzheitspsychologie have
also stimulated and fertilized related fields, particularly
aesthetics and education.

See also Dilthey, Wilhelm; Ehrenfels, Christian Freiherr
von; Emotion; Gestalt Theory; Holism and Individual-
ism in History and Social Science; Kant, Immanuel;
Latin American Philosophy; Lipps, Theodor; Neo-Kan-
tianism; Personalism; Psychology; Wundt, Wilhelm.
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KUHN, THOMAS

(1922-1996)

Educated at Harvard University (SB, 1943; PhD in
physics, 1949), Thomas Kuhn taught at Harvard
(1951-1956), University of California, Berkeley
(1956-1964), Princeton University (1964-1979), and
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (1979-1991). His
book The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, first pub-
lished in 1962 (2nd. ed., 1970), continues to stimulate
discussion among historians and philosophers of science
even as its concepts of “paradigm” and “paradigm shift”
have been adopted by a great diversity of writers, often at
some remove from their source in Kuhn’s book.

CONCEPTUAL SCHEMES, PARADIGMS,
AND NORMAL SCIENCE

At Harvard Kuhn became the protégé of its president,
James B. Conant, to whom he dedicated the first edition
of Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Conant’s concept of
“conceptual scheme,” applied especially to the chemical
revolution’s phlogiston and oxygen theories, reappeared
in Kuhn'’s first book, The Copernican Revolution: Plane-
tary Astronomy in the Development of Western Thought
(1957), and was one of the principal sources of Kuhn’s
all-important paradigm concept. His evolving under-
standing of that concept also reflected a pivotal experi-
ence in 1947, in which he suddenly appreciated that
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Aristotle could not properly be understood from the per-
spective of post-Galilean physics, but only from within
Aristotle’s own context of problems, concepts, and
assumptions. Kuhn'’s early conviction that such systems of
scientific thought can only be understood holistically and
that a scientist’s appreciation for a radically new system
comes in a flash of insight underlay his notions of the
incommensurability of paradigms and of the gestalt
switch that marks the transition from one paradigm to
another.

Kuhn announced his central problem as “the nature
of science and the reasons for its special success” (1970, p.
v). He forged his concept of “paradigms”—glossed here
as “universally recognized scientific achievements that for
a time provide model problems and solutions to a com-
munity of practitioners” (p. viii)—in part as a way to
understand why there is less disagreement among natural
scientists over fundamentals than there is among social
scientists and psychologists. Kuhn rejected the view that
scientific knowledge grows incrementally through the
accumulation of individual facts, laws, and theories. He
linked his rejection of demarcationist issues—what dis-
tinguishes good science from error or superstition—to
his insistence that superseded conceptual systems like
Aristotelian dynamics and phlogistic chemistry were, in
their context, no less scientific than currently accepted
science.

Kuhn applied the term “normal science” to “research
firmly based upon one or more past scientific achieve-
ments, achievements that some particular scientific com-
munity acknowledges for a time as supplying the
foundation for its further practice” (1970, p. 10).
Paradigm-defining works like Aristotle’s Physics, Isaac
Newton’s Principia, and Antoine Lavoisier’s Chemistry
were “sufficiently unprecedented to attract an enduring
group of adherents away from competing modes of scien-
tific activity” and “sufficiently open-ended to leave all
sorts of problems for the redefined group of practitioners
to resolve” (p. 10). Subsequent scientists (and students of
science) study such works as “concrete models,” whereby
they become “committed to the same rules and standards
for scientific practice” (p. 11). Strong commitment and
broad consensus characterize the practitioners of Kuhnian
normal science. The paradigm that defines that practice
limits the questions worth asking and the experiments
worth performing as it specifies the entities the world is
composed of and the relevance of putative facts.

For Kuhn, most scientists are engaged in “mopping-
up operations” resembling “an attempt to force nature
into the preformed and relatively inflexible box that the
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paradigm supplies” (p. 24). Kuhn likened normal science
to “puzzle-solving”: a solution must be assumed to exist
for any problem worth addressing, and one knows ahead
of time the general form the solution will take. Kuhn
insisted that paradigms guide research not via rules and
definitions but as models (later called “exemplars”) of
proper scientific practice. He associated his understand-
ing with Michael Polanyi’s concept of tacit knowledge
and Ludwig Wittgenstein’s notion that one can employ
words without having reduced their meaning to some
putative essence.

In the context of his discussion of anomalies and the
emergence of scientific discoveries, Kuhn began to
employ the terms “paradigm” and “paradigm change” in
a broader sense closer to his and Conant’s earlier “con-
ceptual scheme,” whereby his central example was the
chemical revolution associated with Lavoisier’s oxygen
theory. Kuhn here insisted that unanticipated discoveries
of new sorts of phenomena typically occur in response to
the perception of anomaly with regard to the expecta-
tions of normal science. Kuhn likened scientists’ response
to anomalies to subjects in an experiment with playing
cards who are asked to identify—among normal cards—
black hearts and red spades, and who typically try uncon-
sciously to assimilate those anomalies to the expected
categories: “In science, as in the playing card experiment,
novelty emerges only with difficulty, manifested by resist-
ance, against a background provided by expectation”
(1970, p. 64).

ANOMALIES, CRISES, AND PARADIGM
SHIFTS

The point is of crucial importance. Anomalies enable sci-
entists to isolate weaknesses within the dominant para-
digm and to devise a solution that ultimately induces the
scientific community to embrace a new and more effec-
tive paradigm. These are the “paradigm shifts” associated
with the Copernican, Newtonian, and chemical revolu-
tions. In Kuhn’s view awareness of serious anomaly—
always with regard to internal, technical issues, not to any
of various external factors—leads to a period of crisis
characterized by “the proliferation of competing articula-
tions, the willingness to try anything, the expression of
explicit discontent, the recourse to philosophy and to
debate over fundamentals” (1970, p. 91)—that is, by what
he termed “extraordinary science.”

Although Kuhn recognized that “every problem that
normal science sees as a puzzle can be seen, from another
viewpoint, as a counterinstance and thus as a source of
crisis” (p. 79), he offered no satisfactory explanation for

why only some unsolved problems are perceived as
anomalies, and why only some anomalies lead to crises.
In his view no fundamental changes to a paradigm can
come from the resources of normal science itself. The
transition from one paradigm to another constitutes “a
reconstruction of the field from new fundamentals, a
reconstruction that changes some of the field’s most ele-
mentary theoretical generalizations as well as many of its
paradigm methods and applications” (p. 85). Kuhn
likened such a paradigm shift to “a change in visual
gestalt” (p. 84) and defined the associated “scientific rev-
olutions” as “those non-cumulative developmental
episodes in which an older paradigm is replaced in whole
or in part by an incompatible new one” (p. 92).

INCOMMENSURABILITY AND
RELATIVISM

In elaborating parallels between scientific and political
revolutions, Kuhn introduced a number of ideas that
would prove controversial. He argued that because they
recognize no common higher authority, “the parties to a
revolutionary conflict must finally resort to the tech-
niques of mass persuasion, often including force” (1970,
p. 93).
Like the choice between competing political
institutions, that between competing paradigms
proves to be a choice between incompatible
modes of community life. Because it has that
character, the choice is not and cannot be deter-
mined merely by the evaluative procedures char-
acteristic of normal science, for these depend in
part upon a particular paradigm.... As in politi-
cal revolutions, so in paradigm choice—there is
no standard higher than the assent of the rele-
vant community. (p. 94)

Such assertions led many to accuse Kuhn of making sci-
ence a matter of might makes right, of mob psychology,
where the techniques of political persuasion replace those
of evidence and rational argument.

Because different paradigms make different ontolog-
ical claims, define different problems as significant, and
employ different standards of what properly belongs to
science, “the normal-scientific tradition that emerges
from a scientific revolution is not only incompatible but
often actually incommensurable with that which has
gone before” (1970, p. 103). Hence defenders of opposing
paradigms, absent a shared set of values, “will inevitably
talk through each other when debating the relative merits
of their respective paradigms” (p. 109). Although Kuhn
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resisted the charge of relativism, his position clearly rela-
tivizes scientific knowledge to the paradigm-dependent
standards enforced by particular scientific communities,
not to ostensibly objective experimental tests.

That implicit relativism was reinforced by Kuhn’s
insistence that scientists working within different para-
digms see the world in profoundly different ways, that
they effectively live in different worlds. Again, analo-
gies—gestalt switches and experiments with inverting
lenses and anomalous playing cards—were invoked to
enhance the claim’s plausibility. The transformation of
vision that students undergo as they learn to read bub-
ble-chamber photographs parallels “the shifts in scien-
tific perception that accompany paradigm change”
(1970, p. 117). The sudden and unstructured gestalt
switch that accompanies a paradigm shift thrusts scien-
tists into a world “incommensurable” with the one they
had inhabited before. Kuhn’s insistence that such trans-
formations of vision are not reducible to a reinterpreta-
tion of individual stable data derived from his rejection
of the possibility of a neutral observation language for
science. In speaking of the “flashes of intuition through
which a new paradigm is born” (p. 123), Kuhn trans-
formed the gestalt switch from a metaphor to an opera-
tive element in the dynamics of scientific change. And in
shifting the locus of conceptual change from the ostensi-
bly objective externalities of experiment and argument
to the psychological internality of a holistically unana-
lyzable gestalt switch, he seemed to many to undercut the
epistemological legitimacy of science. Kuhn likened a
revolutionary paradigm shift to a conversion experience
that cannot be forced by logic and neutral experience.
“Persuasion” and “conversion” are the terms that domi-
nate Kuhn’s discussion of paradigm shift.

Although he appealed to the greater problem-solving
ability of postrevolution theories, Kuhn had no
paradigm-independent way to define scientific progress
and no way at all to address the question of the truth
value of particular scientific claims. He sought to make
this stance acceptable by appealing to an analogy between
the historical development of science and Charles Dar-
win’s rejection of the goal-directedness of evolution. The
process by which one paradigm wins out over its com-
petitors “is the selection by conflict within the scientific
community of the fittest way to practice future science.
... Successive stages in that developmental process are
marked by an increase in articulation and specialization.
And the entire process may have occurred, as we now
suppose biological evolution did, without benefit of a set
goal, a permanent fixed scientific truth, of which each
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stage in the development of scientific knowledge is a bet-
ter exemplar” (1970, pp. 172-173). But goal-directedness
is not the same thing as correspondence to the physical
world, and although this may be a viable way to account
for the history of science, it does not address the underly-
ing epistemological question concerning the truth-like-
ness of scientific theories. In asking why scientific
communities are able to reach consensus at all, Kuhn
failed to assign a principal role to inputs from the physi-
cal world as he increasingly appealed to the sociology of
scientific communities.

SCIENTIFIC AND LINGUISTIC
COMMUNITIES

In the postscript appended to the second edition of Struc-
ture of Scientific Revolutions, Kuhn defended his original
claims while effectively abandoning the term “paradigm.”
One important amplification was his appeal to the anal-
ogy between members of scientific and linguistic com-
munities, whereby he urged “that men who hold
incommensurable viewpoints be thought of as members
of different language communities and that their com-
munication problems be analyzed as problems of transla-
tion” (1970, p. 175). Like the acceptance of a new
paradigm, Kuhn saw the transition accompanying trans-
lation into a new language as a qualitatively discontinu-
ous conversion experience: “The conversion experience
that I have likened to a gestalt switch remains, therefore,
at the heart of the revolutionary process” (p. 204).

See also Aristotle; Galileo Galilei; Lavoisier, Antoine;
Newton, Isaac; Paradigm-Case Argument; Philosophy
of Science, Problems of; Wittgenstein, Ludwig Josef
Johann.
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KULPE, OSWALD

(1862-1915)

A German psychologist, philosopher, and historian of
philosophy, Oswald Kiilpe was born in Kandava, Latvia.
After teaching history, Kiilpe entered the University of
Leipzig in 1881, intending to continue in history. How-
ever, the lectures of Wilhelm Wundt stimulated his inter-
est in philosophy and psychology, and after further
studies in Berlin, Gottingen, and Dorpat (Russia), he
returned to Wundt’s seminar in 1886, receiving his doc-
torate the following year. In 1894 he was appointed
extraordinary professor at Leipzig but left to accept a full
professorship at Wiirzburg, where he founded a psycho-
logical laboratory. Kiilpe returned to Leipzig in 1896, and
he subsequently held academic positions at Bonn and
Munich. Primarily because of his work in organizing
experimental laboratories, Kiilpe is regarded as a pioneer
of experimental psychology in Germany. He died in
Munich during World War I of influenza contracted
while visiting wounded German soldiers.

PSYCHOLOGY AND EPISTEMOLOGY

Kiilpe’s philosophical position, a form of critical realism,
was closely related to his work in psychology. He came to
regard the positivistic attempts of Ernst Mach and
Richard Avenarius to reduce mental processes to sensa-

tions as incapable of accounting for the findings of intro-
spective experiments. In one series of experiments, Kiilpe
presented cards with nonsense syllables of varying colors
and arrangements to subjects who were asked to report
either the color, pattern, or number of items seen. Each
person abstracted the features he had been instructed to
report, remaining unconscious of the other features of
the cards. Kiilpe concluded that the process of abstraction
depends not only on the material presented to sensation
but also on the subject’s apprehension. This was taken to
prove that sensations—as well as physical phenomena—
must be distinguished from their apprehension. Thus he
questioned the equation of “being” with “being per-
ceived,” even at the level of sensation.

Kiilpe abandoned the sensationalist psychology of
contents in favor of a psychology recognizing both con-
tents and acts of mind. Abstraction, he maintained, is a
mental act or function that cannot be directly observed,
but its occurrence is undeniable, even though it is discov-
erable only retrospectively. There exist both thought con-
tents (Gedanken) and thought processes (Denken). The
latter include the impalpable acts of thinking, meaning,
and judging, which are not merely relations among con-
tents but activities of the ego that transform the actuali-
ties (Wirklichkeiten) of consciousness into realities
(Realitiiten).

Kiilpe’s position was thus hostile to both naive real-
ism and idealism. Against the former, he argued that
thought, although it does not produce the object of
knowledge, is nevertheless genuinely spontaneous and
creative in contributing to the realization of the object.
His argument against idealism held that the facts of con-
scious experience require the existence of independent
objects. When a scientist studies the maturation of an
egg, for example, he assumes that this process takes place
while no consciousness is directed upon it. Such continu-
ity of development implies the object’s independence of
its being thought, a presupposition of every science.

Kiilpe used the word awareness (Bewusstheit) to indi-
cate that the meanings of abstract words can be discov-
ered in consciousness even when only the words
themselves are perceivable entities. This thesis is an appli-
cation of the theory that there exist impalpable (unan-
schaulich) or imageless contents of consciousness, a
theory for which Kiilpe’s “Wiirzburg school” of psychol-
ogy was noted. Meanings can be experienced and objecti-
fied even without words or other signs. Although we
cannot analyze precisely how these contents are given,
retrospective acts make the world of meanings accessible
to us. Kiilpe’s indebtedness to Edmund Husserl and Franz
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Brentano is evident. Mental acts provide knowledge of
meanings, and the act of meaning (das Meinen) may be
directed even to such objects as God, the soul, electrons,
or atoms, which could not possibly be actualized in con-
sciousness. The capacity for imageless thought is essential
if thought is to relate itself to something independent of
it. When one wants to imagine a certain structure, the
particular image one has in mind is only representative of
the structure; the image points beyond itself or is the
occasion for such an intentional act.

AESTHETICS

In aesthetics, Kiilpe attempted to support Gustav Fech-
ner’s results concerning the golden section. Like Wundt,
he maintained that the aesthetic pleasure produced by
ideally proportioned objects results from mental econ-
omy. When the ratio of a whole to its larger part is the
same as that of the larger to the smaller part, the percep-
tion involves the least effort combined with the greatest
possible diversity.

Kiilpe attempted to further the development of
experimental aesthetics by such methods as asking people
to record their reactions to glimpses of slides showing
works of art. His findings indicated no sympathetic
empathy on the part of his subjects, thus opposing the
contention of Theodor Lipps that such empathy (Einfiih-
lung) is the basic condition of all aesthetic enjoyment. In
the reports of his subjects Kiilpe found that form, order-
liness, symmetry, and harmony were related to attractive-
ness. However, he recognized the limited validity of his
findings, admitting that aesthetically inexperienced peo-
ple might respond differently than his subjects. This
reluctance to claim more for a theory than was warranted
by experimental findings was characteristic of Kiilpe’s
work in psychology.

See also Aesthetics, History of; Avenarius, Richard;
Brentano, Franz; Critical Realism; Fechner, Gustav
Theodor; Husserl, Edmund; Idealism; Lipps, Theodor;
Mach, Ernst; Psychology; Wundt, Wilhelm.
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KUMAZAWA BANZAN
(1619-1691)

Kumazawa Banzan, a Japanese Confucianist of the Wang
Yangming school, was born in Kyoto and died at Koga,
Shimoda prefecture. Both he and his father were master-
less samurai. Deciding to become a scholar, Kumazawa
went to Nakae Toju (1608—1648); in 1642 Nakae taught
him the doctrine of Wang Yangming (in Japanese,
Oyomei)—“innate knowledge” and cultivation of the
mind. Kumazawa entered the service of Lord Ikeda Mit-
sumasa of Okayama, but his ideas, contrasting with the
officially established doctrine, Zhu Xi neo-Confucianism,
aroused suspicion. However, his character and practical
ability were recognized, and Ikeda put him in charge of
the fief. For seven years (1649-1656) he successfully
brought forth administrative reforms that transformed
Okayama into a model fief. Paramount among his
accomplishments was his role in organizing the Okayama
college. Yet the extreme nature of these reforms, even in
monasteries, angered many. Moreover, there were rebel-
lious samurai among his pupils. He decided to retire to
the studious life of a teacher in Kyoto, but slander of his
teaching forced him to move in 1667; he did pass eight
quiet years (1679-1687) at Yadasan near Koriyama. On
the official request of the Tokugawa government, he pre-
sented a plan of reform (possibly in his Daigaku waku-
mon). Thereupon his enemies, especially Hayashi, the
defender of Zhu Xi Confucianism, succeeded in having
him confined at Koga.

Kumazawa is typical of the early Tokugawa noncon-
formists, who were beset by adversities that multiplied
with success. His politico-economic ideas, which were
indeed very bold for his times, were the real reason for his
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difficulties. They are expressed in Daigaku wakumon  Bibliography

(Some questions concerning the great learning), which is ~ For a guide to primary sources, see the bibliography to the
Japanese Philosophy entry. See also M. Fisher, “Kumazawa

not a commentary on the Confucian classic “The Great e ) oo
Y B., His Life and Ideas,” Transactions of the Asiatic Society of

Learning” but rather a tract on many subjects concerning Japan, 2nd series, 16 (1938): 221-259; 259-356. W. T. de
how to rule the realm according to the Confucian precept Bary, ed., Sources of Japanese Tradition (New York: Columbia
of jinsei, or “benevolent rule” Both his unconventional University Press, 1958), pp. 384-392.

proposals and his pragmatic attitude toward doctrine are Gino K. Piovesana, S.J. (1967)
striking.

See also Chinese Philosophy; Hayashi Razan; Japanese

Philosophy; Nakae Toju; Wang Yang-ming; Zhu Xi KUNG-SUN LUNG
(Chu Hsi). See Gongsun Long
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LAAS, ERNST
(1837-1885)

Ernst Laas, the German philosopher, was born in Forsten-
walde. From 1872 on, he was professor in Strasbourg. His
first important book, Kants Analogien der Erfahrung
(Berlin, 1876), was a critical study both of Immanuel
Kant and of “the foundations of theoretical philosophy”;
but in his main work, Idealismus und Positivismus (3 vols.,
Berlin, 1879-1884), he launched a general attack on ide-
alism, including Aristotle, René Descartes, Gottfried Wil-
helm Leibniz, and especially Plato as its founder, as well as
Kant. His purpose was to provide a remedy for the “dis-
continuity of philosophy”; that is, its failure to make
progress over the centuries and its want of any clear stan-
dards. The remedy lay first of all in a new critical
approach to the history of philosophy, which in the past
had usually been at best merely scholarly and accurate.
This new analysis revealed a basic dualism throughout
the history of philosophy between the outlooks of Plato
and Protagoras; and this revelation, in turn, permitted a
revision of the judgment rendered in favor of Plato that
had ever since benefited his followers at the expense of
their opponents, such as the British empiricists. Laas
referred specifically to J. S. Mill and cited approvingly a

review of his own book on Kant that had compared it to
Mill’s Examination of Sir William Hamilton’s Philosophy.

By “positivism” Laas meant, as was usual in Germany
at the time, the tradition of Protagoras and the British
empiricists, not the doctrine of Auguste Comte, whom
Laas mentioned rarely and with little sympathy. Laas’s
position might more accurately, especially in English
usage, be called neo-empiricism. It proposed to limit
knowledge to the data of sense experience, thereby deny-
ing both a consciousness independent of the content of
perception (insisting on the correlation of subject and
object) and objects independent of the process of percep-
tion (asserting the instant changeability of objects of per-
ception). At the same time Laas avoided the conclusions
drawn by some empiricists, such as George Berkeley, by
rejecting any version of subjective idealism (which would
assert the superiority or exclusive reality of the perceiver
vis-a-vis the objects of perception or sensation) even
more vehemently than he rejected the objective idealism
originated by Plato. He identified this idealistic tradition
in logic with conceptual realism, in epistemology with a
priori deductive rationalism, and in metaphysics with
both spontaneous human creativity and superhuman
teleology. He associated idealism with a mathematically
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inspired desire to attain to the knowledge of absolutes
and with the doctrines of innate ideas and final causes.

However, in his anxiety to escape from the “mon-
strous” notions of subjective idealism, as well as from
“skepticism,” “frivolity,” and the “banal philosophy of
common sense,” Laas came close to a neo-Kantian posi-
tion in postulating an ideal or total consciousness. Recog-
nizing, with Mill, that the sum total of actual objects of
sensation is insufficient to construct an intelligible world,
he asserted that the world consists of the sum total of
possible contents of perception, which would be vouch-
safed to an ideal consciousness and which it is the task of
philosophy to construct. Since facts (objects) exist inde-
pendently of consciousness (although not of perception),
including this ideal consciousness, Laas claimed in this
way to have saved the possibility of scientific investigation
of the physical world from “skepticism,” even though that
world is relative and variable.

Just as he quite openly sided even with idealism (par-
ticularly with Kant, whom he often cited sympathetically)
rather than with epistemological skepticism, Laas also
seeks to defend his ethical doctrine (mainly in Vol. I of
Idealismus und Positivismus) against any imputation of
relying on egoism. Here again, however, his main concern
was to overcome what he saw as the Platonic tradition of
asceticism founded on a set of absolute and transcenden-
tal ideals. For this he proposed to substitute a “positive”
ethics for this world, based on its values as revealed by
“enlightened self-interest” Laas acknowledged the
founders of this ethical doctrine to be Epicurus, Claude-
Adrien Helvétius, and Jeremy Bentham, but he diverged
from them on the crucial point of egoism. He denied the
identification of self-interest with egoism and held,
rather, that self-interest dictates the performance of
duties and the fulfillment of demands and expectations
imposed on the individual by his environment. In this
way, ethical values are the consequences of a particular
social order. They acquire validity when they are judged,
in the long run and by a considerable number of people,
to be worthwhile. Laas characteristically listed as ethically
desirable values security of employment, social harmony,
the laws and institutions of the state, and cultural
progress. These ethical teachings were the most influen-
tial part of his philosophy, affecting, in particular, the
ideas of Theobald Ziegler and Friedrich JodL

See also Aristotle; Bentham, Jeremy; Berkeley, George;
Comte, Auguste; Descartes, René; Empiricism; Epicu-
rus; Ethical Egoism; Ethics, History of; Helvétius,
Claude-Adrien; Idealism; Innate Ideas; Jodl, Friedrich;
Kant, Immanuel; Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm; Mill,

John Stuart; Plato; Positivism; Protagoras of Abdera;
Realism; Teleology.
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LABERTHONNIERE,

LUCIEN
(1860-1932)

Lucien Laberthonniere, the French philosopher of reli-
gion and a leading figure in the modernist movement in
the Roman Catholic Church, was born at Chazelet
(Indre). He studied for the priesthood and was ordained
as an Oratorian in 1886. He then taught in various insti-
tutions, mainly in the college at Juilly, where he became
rector in 1900. Laberthonniére was influenced by
philosophies of life and action; he mentions Maine de
Biran and Etienne Boutroux as the two philosophers who
had most impressed him. Maurice Blondel’s philosophy
of action was another important formative factor,
although Laberthonniére later found it moving too far
toward intellectualism. He himself not only advocated a
pragmatic point of view but also had an intense distaste
for intellectualism and speculative philosophy. In partic-
ular, he had no sympathy for the attempted Thomist syn-
thesis of faith and reason, believing that the task is not to
conciliate these two but to choose between them. His
teachings brought him into conflict with ecclesiastical
authorities, and his principal writings were put on the
Index in 1906. In 1913 he was prohibited from further
publication.

Laberthonniére was not concerned with merely spec-
ulative philosophy that is constructed apart from life. He
believed that the purpose of all philosophy is to give sense
to life, and this motivation underlies even metaphysics,
whether or not the metaphysician is aware of it. In the
long run, the test of a philosophy must be its viability or
its aptness for life, and the criterion of philosophical
truth is a pragmatic one. We mistake the character of phi-
losophy if we think of it as a theoretical enterprise result-
ing in a system of propositions linked together by abstract
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logical principles. A philosophical doctrine has a moral as
well as an intellectual character, so that a worthwhile phi-
losophy has to be worked out by living. The test of its
truth is whether it can be illuminating when brought to
bear on the problems of life.

Although Laberthonniére apparently held that all
philosophy has a pragmatic or existential motivation,
even if this remains unconscious, he also believed that
some philosophies have been much more successful than
others in relating to life. The theme of one of his princi-
pal writings, Le réalisme chrétien et I'idéalisme grec (Paris,
1904), is the contrast between two supposedly extreme
cases, Greek philosophy and Christian thought. Greek
philosophy was concerned with abstract essences, con-
ceived God as static and immutable, and proposed the life
of pure contemplation as its ideal for man. In contrast to
such idealism or intellectualism, Christianity is presented
as a realism. Its concern is with the concrete life of action,
and God himself is conceived as active, the living God of
the Bible. Hence, the truth of Christianity cannot be
reached by intellectual contemplation, as if it were some-
thing external to us. Such truth as Christianity teaches is
concrete and intrinsic to life, so that we grasp it only in
living and in re-creating this truth in ourselves. These
ideas about religious truth had already found expression
in Laberthonniere’s Essais de philosophie religieuse (Paris,
1903), where it is maintained that the doctrines of reli-
gion are to be understood not as general truths of the
same kind as scientific truths but as concrete truths that
must be brought into experience and realized if we are to
understand them and know their value.

Although these views lean strongly toward pragma-
tism, Laberthonniere did not think that religion could be
reduced to a purely practical affair or that it could be ade-
quately explicated in naturalistic terms. It is significant
that in spite of the harsh treatment that he received from
the Roman Catholic Church, he remained devoted to it
and believed his philosophical views to be compatible
with its teaching. If he went far toward abolishing the tra-
ditional distinction between the natural and the super-
natural, this is not to be understood as the reduction of
the latter to the former. Rather, it was Laberthonnieére’s
conviction that the natural is itself already permeated by
divine grace. Thus, we should look for God not in some
upper or outer realm but in the immediate world, where
he is active, and especially in the depth of human life
itself.

See also Blondel, Maurice; Idealism; Maine de Biran;
Modernism; Pragmatism; Realism; Thomism.
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LABRIOLA, ANTONIO

(1843-1904)

Antonio Labriola, professor of philosophy in Rome from
1874 to 1904, was the first Italian Marxist philosopher. He
wrote little, but that little was widely publicized by two
disciples, Georges Sorel and Benedetto Croce; he exer-
cised his extensive influence through lectures and discus-
sions. Trained as a Hegelian in Naples, he became a
Herbartian, more interested in Johan Friedrich Herbart’s
ethics and pedagogy than in his metaphysics. He discov-
ered Marxism around 1890 and began a correspondence
with Friedrich Engels that lasted until the latter’s death
and was published in Lettere a Engels (Rome, 1949). This
discovery of Marxism was a decisive event in Italian intel-
lectual life, for from it dates the introduction of Marxist
theory into Italy’s academic culture, where it still occupies
a prominent place.

Labriola’s articles on Marxism, published in Italy by
Croce and in France by Sorel, were first collected in
French, as Essais sur la conception matérialiste de Ihistoire
(Paris, 1897). Their publication established Labriola’s
international reputation as an expositor of Marxism. He
wrote Sorel ten letters on the subject, published as Dis-
correndo di socialismo e di filosofia (Rome, 1897). These
books were the first exposition of Marxism as an inde-
pendent philosophy to be made by an academic philoso-
pher. They have been widely used in later efforts to
combat all varieties of philosophical revisionism, whether
from neo-Kantian or positivist sources. The “return to
Labriola,” as recommended by Antonio Gramsci and as
undertaken in Italy since 1950, has meant going back to
the original innocence of a supposedly pure and inde-
pendent Marxist philosophy, for Labriola claimed not to
be an original thinker, and even less to be interested in
developing or criticizing Marxism. He wanted to be sim-
ply an expositor and systematizer of a philosophy implicit
in Karl Marx’s work.

The philosophy he found in Marx’s work closely
resembled the Hegelian views that Labriola had defended
in controversies with neo-Kantians before he had heard
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of Marx. For example, he held that scientific socialism is
not subjective criticism applied to things, but the state-
ment of the self-criticism that is in things themselves. The
only criticism of society is society itself, for there is an
objective dialectic immanent in history, which progresses
by contradictions. Socialism was no longer an aspiration
or project (a view soon to be revived by neo-Kantian revi-
sionists); it was the inevitable result of current contradic-
tions in capitalist society. Labriola stressed the “scientific,
objective” status of these assertions, in contrast to mere
philosophies of history, which he dismissed as ideology.
Historical materialism was no philosophy, but simply a
method of research, a guiding thread like the Darwinian
hypothesis.

Labriola, Croce, and Sorel were nicknamed the Holy
Trinity of Latin Marxism, but the Roman professor came
to feel that his spiritual sons were “going too far” in their
development and criticism of the doctrine. They lacked
that inflexible orthodoxy of which Labriola is the first
eminent example in the Marxist tradition, and they
touched off the revisionist controversy. That dispute
broke out simultaneously in several countries, although
Croce gave priority to his own and Sorel’s writings. At all
events, Eduard Bernstein in Germany, Sorel in France,
Croce and Saverio Merlino in Italy, T. G. Masaryk in
Prague, and the Fabians in England drew freely on each
other’s work, and Labriola found himself being quoted by
and confounded with the “heretics.” In a celebrated dis-
pute, he broke publicly with Croce and Sorel, saying that
revisionism was an international conspiracy organized by
“scientific police-spies”—perhaps the first appearance of
a philosophical terminology that was to become familiar
later. Labriola never wrote on Marxism again. His earlier
minor works, which include a Socrate, have been pub-
lished by Croce (Bari, 1909) but are of small importance.

See also Continental Philosophy; Croce, Benedetto;
Engels, Friedrich; Gramsci, Antonio; Herbart, Johann
Friedrich; Historical Materialism; Marx, Karl; Marxist
Philosophy; Masaryk, Tomd$ Garrigue; Neo-Kantian-
ism; Sorel, Georges.
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LA BRUYERE, JEAN DE
(1645-1696)

Jean de La Bruyere, the French author and moralist, was
born in Paris, the son of a city official. After some legal
training he apparently fell on hard times, but through the
influence of Jacques Bénigne Bossuet he was appointed
tutor to the grandson of the great Condé in 1684. After
his tutorial functions were ended, he stayed on as librar-
ian. The family seems to have been unpleasant; his col-
leagues, uncongenial; and the humiliations inflicted on
him in this aristocratic society left a lasting mark. Elected
to the Academy in 1693 after several unsuccessful
attempts, he led a lonely and somewhat frustrated life,
never marrying, making few friends, but showing pas-
sionate loyalty to those who, like Bossuet, won his respect.

La Bruyere’s one famous work, the Caracteres,
reflects his personal experiences. Ostensibly modeled on
the Greek Characters of Theophrastus, which La Bruyere
translated and published in the same volume, the Carac-
téres owes more to the quite different genre of La
Rochefoucauld’s Maximes and to the work of such con-
temporary moralists as Blaise Pascal and the Chevalier
Antoine Gombault de Méré. Fifteen chapters somewhat
arbitrarily group together epigrams (although La Bruyere
explicitly disclaimed any intention of producing anything
so authoritative as maxims), extended pen portraits
(readily, and often wrongly, identified with living people)
and brief moral essays, all arranged to cover, with consid-
erable overlapping, the main characteristics and activities
of contemporary society, from literary criticism to money
lending, from sex to sermons. The last chapter, which, La
Bruyére implausibly claimed, constituted the purpose
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and culmination of the previous fifteen, is devoted to a
defense of religion against the freethinkers. It combines in
an agreeable rather than a compelling manner the stock
arguments for God’s existence from his visible effects in
nature with others reminiscent of Pascal and drawn from
human psychology. The length of the book more than
doubled in the course of nine editions from 1688 to 1696,
and it came to include more and more of the concrete
and detailed description, based on acute observation and
couched in brilliant style, which makes La Bruyere at
once a distinctive and a distinguished author.

In La Bruyere’s time the splendors of Louis XIV’s
reign had come to demand too high a price, both eco-
nomically and morally, of those obliged to maintain it. La
Bruyere, a bourgeois himself, soured by personal experi-
ence of aristocratic arrogance and temperamentally aller-
gic to worldly frivolity, was unsparing in his criticism of
the court, where methodical hypocrisy marked the lives
of those enslaved by self-interest and the desire for royal
favor.

Like Bossuet, his hero and patron, La Bruyere felt
able to combine vehement attacks on social abuses, due
certainly in fact (if not in theory) to royal absolutism as
currently practiced, with fulsome eulogy of Louis him-
self, going so far as to assimilate respect for the prince to
fear of God. A convinced Christian, he had a genuine
social conscience, as is illustrated by his famous remarks
about the pitiful condition of the peasants. He contrasted
the elegant heartlessness of the nobles with the rough
kindliness of the people, with whom, in the last analysis,
he would wish to be classed. He was, however, neither
egalitarian nor republican, but believed that inequality
founded on order is divinely instituted; and it was on
moral and religious grounds, not in the name of equality,
that he dissociated himself from a society he regarded as
irremediably corrupt.

In common with other moralists of the age, La
Bruyere was fascinated by the discrepancy between
appearance and reality in human behavior. He recorded
how skill in playing the social game usurps the name and
place of virtue, how fashion makes mock of convictions
(a happily married couple finds it socially expedient to
simulate infidelity), and how self-interest is the one con-
stant motive of those who disguise it so ingeniously. He
was, however, gloomy rather than hopeless about human
nature, and did not despair of the potential goodness of
men as yet uncontaminated by society. He also believed in
the possibility of satisfactory human relationships, speak-
ing with attractive warmth of love and friendship.

LACAN, JACQUES

Moderate as well as modest, La Bruyere was saved by
common sense from the clever cynicism that is purely
destructive, and his work is characterized by a positive
and humane quality underlying the bitterest criticism.
Although the Caracteres falls short of absolute greatness,
it reflects with exceptional accuracy the wane of the grand
siecle.

See also Appearance and Reality; Bossuet, Jacques
Bénigne; Continental Philosophy; La Rochefoucauld,
Duc Frangois de; Moral Epistemology; Pascal, Blaise;
Theophrastus.
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LACAN, JACQUES

(1901-1981)

Jacques Lacan is undoubtedly the most philosophical of
psychoanalytic authors. He developed his psychoanalytic
theory of subjectivity—as a ferocious critique of the
modern metaphysical tradition—in direct dialogue with
anumber of major philosophical figures: Descartes, Kant,
Heidegger, and many others.

Lacan never had any formal philosophical training.
After studying medicine and psychiatry, he got involved
in the surrealist movement in the early 1930s. Along with
Sartre and Bataille, he participated in Alexandre Kojeve’s
famous seminars on Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spiritat
the Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales. Lacan
joined the Société Psychanalytique de Paris in 1936. Both
his theories—specifically his critique of ego psychology,
which he carried out under the label of a “return to
Freud”—and his practice of short psychoanalytic sessions
caused discord within the French and the international
psychoanalytic movement in the fifties. As a result of this
rift, Lacan and his followers founded the Société frangaise
de psychanalyse in 1956 and later the Ecole freudienne in
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1963. In the beginning of the fifties, Lacan also started to
give seminars in Paris that not only attracted psychoana-
lysts but also a great number of philosophers such as Jean
Hyppolite and Paul Ricoeur. In this way, psychoanalysis
became a central force within French philosophical
thinking of the second half of the twentieth century.

Lacan’s theory of the mirror stage is his first original
contribution to psychoanalytic thinking. This theory was
first formulated at a conference in Marienbad in 1936.
Although it is a reformulation of Freud’s theory of nar-
cissism, it has important consequences for the philosoph-
ical reflection on the status of the subject. Indeed,
according to Lacan, the ego is an effect of an identifica-
tion with an image (paradigmatically the mirror image)
that represents an ideal of unity and completeness and
that is not the ego itself: “Je est un autre” The ego is thus
characterised by an alienation that cannot be undone. It
gains access to itself only through the image of the other.
In the mirror stage—and in all “imaginary” relations that
function according to the same logic—the ego misrecog-
nizes its difference from the image/ideal with which it
identifies itself and of which it believes that it expresses its
very essence.

Lacan’s work of the 1930s and 1940s mainly consists
of a detailed exploration of the characteristics and the
dynamics of the mirror stage and the realm of the imagi-
nary that is characterized by it. In this context, he specif-
ically focuses on typical forms of human aggression.
Human aggression is not primarily an effect of the frus-
tration of vital needs. Indeed, since the ego structurally
misrecognizes its difference from the image/ideal of the
other with which it identifies itself, the latter also
inevitably appears as an usurper that provokes aggres-
siveness. S/he indeed appears in the process at a place that
seems to be rightfully mine. I desire what s/he desires
because, on the basis of the identification, I am what s/he
is. As a consequence, this desire is intrinsically conflictual.
Lacan often refers in this context to Saint Augustine, who
describes a scene in which a well-fed infant expresses
uncontrollable anger at the sight of his baby brother
being breastfed. This is a clear illustration of one of the
meanings of Lacan’s famous dictum that “desire is the
desire of the other.”

This intrinsic link between the mirror stage and
human aggression explains why Lacan thinks of the for-
mer as an impasse that has to be overcome. The emer-
gence of structuralism in the early fifties, and more
particularly the publication of Levi-Strauss’s The Elemen-
tary Structures of Kinship in 1949, allowed Lacan to
explain once and for all how overcoming this impasse is

possible. He now claimed that the symbolic order—the
order of language and of the law—precedes and domi-
nates the imaginary that is structured by it. Hence, the
identification with the mirror image is only possible on
the basis of a symbolic point of reference: “Look, that
image in the mirror, that is little Jimmy.”

Whereas in the thirties and forties Lacan mainly
studied the dynamics of imaginary relations, during the
fifties he focused on the relation between human beings
and the symbolic order that he calls “the Other” Lacan
turns to Hegel’s idea that “the word is the murder of the
thing.” Entry into the symbolic order implies a loss of
immediacy that desire tries to undo. This desire is essen-
tially dependent on the symbolic order through which it
takes shape. Humans desire in accordance with the sym-
bolic systems in which they are born. Lacan shows, for
instance, how the inability to write of one of his patients
was linked to his youth in a Muslim country. When he
was small, his father was accused of theft and, according
to Islamic law, the hands of a thief should be cut off. This
illustrates the second meaning of Lacan’s dictum, “Desire
is the desire of the Other.” Here “the Other” indeed refers
to the symbolic system—in the case of Lacan’s patient:
Islamic law—in which the subject participates without
realizing its impact.

In the early 1960s, Lacan shifted his attention from
the imaginary and the symbolic to the Real and the object
a. Language consists, according to Lacan, of differentially
determined signifiers whose meaning is completely
dependent on the context in which they are used. Because
there is no ultimate context that would end the produc-
tion of meaning once and for all, the loss of immediacy
can never be overcome or “sublated” in an ultimate syn-
thesis. Something is irremediably lost and cannot be
recuperated into the order of meaning (the imaginary
and the symbolic). This is what Lacan calls the Real. This
notion is intrinsically linked to Lacan’s theory of the
object a that is the cause (and not the telos) of desire.
Examples of objects a include Freudian part-objects such
as breast and feces as well as the voice and the gaze, which
are paradigmatic examples of the object a, according to
Lacan. The object a is a (dis)incarnation of the lack that
causes desire: it gives the lack a bodily determination, on
the one hand; at the same time, however, these objects
cannot be grasped in the phenomenal world (when we
reach for the gaze, we touch ... the eye). In this way, they
refer to the infinite character of human desire.

From the early 1960s onward, Lacan became more
and more interested in topological figures like Borom-
mean knots or rings. He believed that they could be used
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to articulate the fundamental structures of human sub-
jectivity. Lacan died in 1981 in Paris.

See also Psychoanalysis.
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LACHELIER, JULES
(1832-1918)

Jules Lachelier, the French idealist, was born at
Fontainebleau and studied at the Ecole Normale
Supérieure in Paris. He received his docteur és lettres in
1871 and held various professorial and administrative
positions in the French educational system until his
retirement from the post of inspecteur général in 1900.
Lachelier joined with his teacher Jean Gaspard Félix
Ravaisson-Mollien in founding the neospiritualist move-
ment in French philosophy, a movement opposed to what
seemed to be the naive acceptance of science and the sci-
entific attitude in all phases of life. Among those who
have acknowledged Lachelier’s influence are Emile
Boutroux, Victor Brochard, Jules Lagneau, and Henri
Bergson.

Lachelier advanced a number of skeptical arguments
that tend to reduce objects to phenomena, phenomena to
sensations, and, more generally, to resolve the external
world into thought. Nevertheless, he retained the convic-
tion that we live in a common, objective world. Accord-
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ingly, his philosophy is directed toward the conclusion
that the objectivity of our knowledge and experience is
derived from mind. He summarized his idealistic philos-
ophy as the discovery of “a thought which does not think,
suspended from a thought which thinks itself.”

To avoid the pitfalls of both the empiricism and the
spiritualism of his day, Lachelier attempted to provide a
basis for induction in a philosophy of nature. His proce-
dure consisted of a Kantian reflection upon the necessary
conditions for the existence of the world as we know it.
He began by observing that, if knowledge is to be possi-
ble, sensations must exhibit the same unities that are
found in phenomena. By eliminating competing
hypotheses, he found that the unifying element within
any phenomenon, as well as the unifying element among
phenomena, is established by the necessary relations
operative in them and is expressed by the law of efficient
causes. The necessity of this law cannot be discovered in
sensations alone, in phenomena as such, or in their mere
juxtaposition; nor can it be isolated in any locus from
which mind is separated. It must be regarded, rather, as a
kind of unconscious but logical thought diffused
throughout nature. The mechanical linkages among
events in nature reflect the logical relations in thought.
Lachelier concluded that the unity of thought and the
formal unity of nature are inverses of each other.

Given a series of phenomena, the law of efficient
cause is sufficient to account for their organization in a
mechanically interrelated series. But the questions
remain: Why do whole phenomena occur? How are sev-
eral series of mechanically ordered individual phenome-
nal objects coordinated into groups in order to form
complex and recurrent phenomena? The question of
recurrence involves the problem of induction and indi-
cates that some principle—in addition to the law of effi-
cient causes—must be found to explain the recurrence of
phenomena. If we are neither to stretch the principle of
efficient causes beyond reasonable bounds nor to supple-
ment it with some occult principle ex machina, then we
must suppose that the whole phenomenon—complex yet
persistent—contains the reasons for its unity and recur-
rence. Lachelier, like Immanuel Kant, recognized a whole
to be an end when the whole contained the reason for the
organization of its parts. (A whole of this kind is illus-
trated in a stable chemical compound or in a living
organism.)

Thus, in view of the fact that we indisputably are
aware of phenomena which are harmonious and recur-
ring complexes or wholes of this sort, Lachelier arrived at
a second principle: The law of final causes. By its opera-
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tion, sensa are grouped into perceptions of which we are
actually aware, and thus they provide content and reality
for the necessary but empty form of the universal mech-
anism. This law is to the matter of phenomena what the
law of efficient causes is to their form. In these terms the
distinction is drawn between the abstract existence of
mechanical nature and the concrete existence of teleolog-
ically unified but contingent individuals. Since all actual
objects are complex, they all presuppose the operation of
the law of final causes. This law is, then, prior to the law
of efficient causes in respect to actual existence.

These two laws are not on the same logical footing.
Lachelier regards the law of efficient causes as proved.
The proof is of the Kantian type. Given coherent experi-
ences, this law, which is logic projected into phenomena,
expresses the condition under which they cohere and are
intelligible. The law of final causes, however, is not
reached in the same way. Presumably, simple phenomena
might remain logically ordered while being grouped in
different ways. Their actual grouping into the harmo-
nious and persistent unities that we experience is the con-
sequence of a law which operates more like an act of will
than like a formal or logical requirement. Thus, the law of
final causes is said to be regulative only.

The twin laws of efficient and final causes provide
the foundation for induction. Induction is thereby
“founded” in the sense that it is partly proved or derived
from the conditions for experience and partly justified as
expressing a teleology of nature. The practice of induc-
tion, therefore, may be expected to be partly the logical
deduction of events from previous events, and partly a
“divining” that natural phenomena will cooperate with
each other in a given way under given circumstances.

This foundation, however, is not ultimate. It does not
explain why these two laws alone are the ordering princi-
ples of our existent world. Lachelier, in considering this
point, observed that some organisms realize to a higher
degree than others that harmony toward which nature
moves. In fact, the law of final causes entails a whole hier-
archy of beings that increase in order and harmony. The
more complexly unified organisms in nature are not the
chance products of accidentally unified simpler organ-
isms. Rather, the simpler organisms, implicit in the more
complex ones, are separated from them by a kind of “divi-
sion and refraction.”

The human being can free himself in thought from
the particular mechanical conditions of phenomena. He
has the capacity to separate some perceptions from oth-
ers and, using them as symbols, to represent general
properties of things. In his ability to abstract and gener-

alize, the human being, although distinguished from all
other things by this capacity, can be said to be in contact
with the whole universe. The universe can be discovered
again in thought but under a new condition, freedom. In
addition, man is free because he can select the means and
ends of his activity by reference to ideas. Hence, through
man, the realm of final causes and the freedom that is its
condition penetrate the organic and mechanical realms.
Furthermore, without freedom it would be impossible to
conceive of either mechanism or finality. Thus, the laws of
efficient and final causality, upon which induction is
founded, are themselves founded upon freedom—and
freedom is the essential property of thought.

The process of founding induction within a philoso-
phy of nature, therefore, consists partly in a demonstra-
tion and partly in a discovery of regulative rules. Finally,
the process terminates in a metaphysics that affirms the
basic reality of thought. This metaphysics is intended to
found the philosophy of nature in the sense of providing
a reason for belief in the unity of its laws and in its ideal-
istic source. Lachelier’s metaphysics of freedom is further
developed in his article “Psychologie et métaphysique”
(1885) and is given a religious dimension in “Le pari de
Pascal” (1901).

See also Bergson, Henri; Continental Philosophy; Ideal-
ism; Induction; Kant, Immanuel; Ravaisson-Mollien,
Jean Gaspard Félix.
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LAKATOS, IMRE

(1922-1974)

LIFE

Imre Lakatos did important work in the 1960s and 1970s
in the philosophy both of mathematics and science. He
was born Imré Lipsitz in Debrecen Hungary, and by the
time he left for England after the Hungarian Uprising in
1956, he had already lived a complex, charged, and con-
troversial life. A convinced and influential Marxist, he had
been unofficial leader of a group of young Jews in hiding
from the Nazis after the invasion in 1944. As a high rank-
ing official in the Ministry of Education after the war, he
was involved in significant and controversial education
reform before being arrested by the secret police in 1953
and held for three years under appalling conditions,
sometimes in solitary confinement, in Recsk—the worst
of the Gulag-style camps in Hungary.

He studied mathematics, physics, and philosophy at
the University of Debrecen, graduating in 1944. He
obtained a first PhD (with highest honors) from the
Eotvos Collegium in 1947—this for a thesis on the soci-
ology of science that he later insisted was worthless. After
leaving Hungary in 1956, he obtained a Rockefeller Foun-
dation grant to study for a second PhD at the University
of Cambridge. From 1959 onward he regularly attended
Karl Popper’s seminar at the London School of Econom-
ics (LSE). Popper became the most important influence
on him; amongst other things, Popper’s Open Society
views reinforced the decline of his faith in Marxism that
had begun in 1956. Lakatos accepted a lectureship in logic
at LSE in 1960 and was promoted to a personal chair (in
Logic, with special reference to the philosophy of mathe-
matics) in 1970. He was only fifty-one years old and still
teaching at LSE at the sadly early time of his death from a
heart attack in 1974.

PHILOSOPHY OF MATHEMATICS

Lakatos’s Cambridge PhD thesis became the basis for his
Proofs and Refutations. This work, published initially in
the form of journal articles in 1963-1964 and in book
form only posthumously in 1976, constitutes his major
contribution to the philosophy of mathematics. A dia-
logue between a group of frighteningly bright students
and their teacher, it reconstructs the process by which
Euler’s famous conjecture about polyhedra (that they all
satisfy the formula: number of vertices plus number of
faces minus the number of edges equals two) was proved
and, in the process, heavily modified and transformed.

LAKATOS, IMRE

Lakatos’s claim was that although the eventual proof of
the theorem in mathematics may be cast as a straightfor-
ward deduction, the process by which the proof is found
is a more exciting process, involving counterexamples,
reformulations, counterexamples to the reformulations,
and careful analysis of failed proofs leading to further
modifications of the theorem. Any number of interesting
claims about both the history and philosophy of mathe-
matics are thrown in to the mix—sometimes in the main
text, sometimes in one of the voluminous footnotes. The
work is a literary tour de force.

The extent to which Proofs and Refutations repre-
sents a distinctive epistemological view that might chal-
lenge more traditional accounts in the philosophy of
mathematics, such as logicism or formalism, is a contro-
versial one. Lakatos sometimes described himself as
extending Popper’s fallibilist-falsificationist view of sci-
ence into the field of mathematics, and there are even
hints of Lakatos’s Hegelian past in some of the claims
about the autonomous development of mathematics. An
alternative view, however, is that the main significance of
his work is to cast light simply, though importantly, on
the development of mathematics—on how mathematical
truth is arrived at—and that it has nothing distinctive to
say about the epistemological status of mathematical
truths once they have been arrived at. But even if this
alternative view is correct, there is a good of undoubtedly
epistemological significance in some of the particular
issues raised (for example, what he calls the problem of
translation highlighting issues about how the formal sys-
tems, within which effectively infallible proof can be
achieved, relate to the informal mathematics said to be
captured by those formal systems).

PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE

As indicated, Lakatos thought of himself for some years
as extending Popperianism, developed as an account of
natural science, into the seemingly unlikely field of math-
ematics. However, he eventually began to discern faults in
Popper’s philosophy of natural science. Most signifi-
cantly, in comparing Popper’s views with those of
Thomas Kuhn, Lakatos came to realize that Popper’s view
on the way that evidence impacts on scientific theories is
seriously awry.

Lakatos claimed that science is best viewed as con-
sisting not of single, isolated theories but rather of
broader research programs. A hard core of principles
characterizes such a program, but this needs to be sup-
plemented by an evolving protective belt of more specific
and auxiliary assumptions in order to come into contact
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with experiment. When the latest theory produced by a
program proves to be inconsistent with some empirical
result, then the standard response of the program’s pro-
ponents will be to retain the hard core and look to mod-
ify some element of the protective belt. This is a process
much closer to Kuhn’s idea of adverse experimental
results being treated as anomalies than to the standard
Popperian idea of falsification. However, while Popper
used his framework to defend the idea that theory-change
in science is a rational process, Lakatos believed that to
accept Kuhn’s account of paradigms and paradigm shifts
was in effect to abandon the view that the development of
science is rational. Kuhn’s view, he (in)famously claimed,
makes theory-change a matter of mob psychology. He
was therefore led to make the important distinction
between progressive and degenerating programs. The lat-
est Newtonian theory was inconsistent with observations
of Uranus’s orbit; Newtonians reacted not by giving up
the basic theory but by postulating a new planet.

Philip Gosse (1810-1888) realized that claim that
God created the world essentially as it now is in 4004 BC
is inconsistent with what Darwinians believed to be the
fossil record; Gosse reacted not by surrendering the basic
creationist theory (hard core), but by postulating that the
alleged fossils were parts of God’s initial creation. The first
was a great scientific success; the second bears the clear
hallmark of pseudoscience. Why? Lakatos’s answer is that
the Newtonian shift was progressive: It not only solved the
anomaly of Uranus but made extra predictions (of the
existence of a new and hitherto unsuspected planet) that
could be tested empirically and were indeed confirmed
(by the discovery of Neptune). Gosse’s shift is degenerat-
ing: All it does is reconcile the basic creationist theory with
observation but permits no independent test. The devel-
opment of science consists of the replacement of degener-
ating programs by progressive ones. There are many other
interesting aspects of the methodology, particularly con-
cerning the role of heuristic principles, and of whether it
does satisfactorily save the rationality of science.

See also Epistemology; Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich;
Kuhn, Thomas; Logic, History of: Precursors of Mod-
ern Logic: Euler; Marx, Karl; Newton, Isaac; Philosophy
of Science; Popper, Karl Raimund.
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LALANDE, ANDRE
(1867-1964)

André Lalande, the French philosopher, was born in
Dijon and entered the Ecole Normale Supérieure in 1885.
He took his doctorate in 1899 and taught in lycées until he
was appointed first to a lectureship and then, in 1904, to
a chair of philosophy at the University of Paris.

Lalande was a rationalist whose whole life was devoted
to the cause of international communication and the dis-
semination of knowledge. His constant preoccupation
after 1902 was the launching, and subsequent reediting, of
the Vocabulaire technique et critique de la philosophie, which
aimed at the concise definition and standardization of
philosophical terminology. His own philosophical work
corresponds to this recognition and promotion of an inter-
dependent humanity.

In his thesis of 1899, L’idée directrice de la dissolution
opposée a celle de I'évolution, Lalande challenged Herbert
Spencer’s thesis that progress is evolutionary and differ-
entiating, and held that, on the contrary, dissolution—or,
as he later called it, involution—is more widespread and
significant. Involution, or movement from the heteroge-
neous to the homogeneous, is observable in nature as
entropy, or increase of randomness. In human life, how-
ever, this movement toward uniformity is fruitful and is
served by reason, which, in scientific investigation, leads
to the progressive subsumption of more and more classes
of phenomena under fewer general laws.

Lalande disapproved of an imposed uniformity,
which represents merely the transference from the indi-
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vidual to the group of evolutionary, divisive drives. True
reason ensures that although people feel differently, they
shall think in the same way and thus understand each
other even when they do not resemble each other.
Lalande’s concern was for the individual, whose unique-
ness is sacrificed to function in a rigidly specialized and
differentiated society. The application of reason to life in
the technological field liberates the individual from his
functional role, and the application of reason in the cul-
tural field enables men to afford, and to benefit from, the
diversity that is their birthright.

In La raison et les normes Lalande restated his involu-
tionist case in the light of recent philosophies of “being-
in-the-world.” He took cognizance, for example, of the
argument that geometrical, objective space is derived
from the neuromotor “spaces” of man facing his tasks,
but for Lalande the superiority of a common space
amenable to conceptualization remained unimpaired.
Similarly, he preferred chronological time to the “real”
time of naive emotional experience. Lalande reaffirmed
his universalist conception of rationality against more
recent phenomenological thinking.

See also Continental Philosophy; Rationalism.
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LAMARCK, CHEVALIER DE
(1744-1829)

Jean Baptiste Pierre Antoine de Monet, Chevalier de
Lamarck, the French biologist and formulator of the first

LAMARCK, CHEVALIER DE

comprehensive theory of evolution, was born at
Bazentin-le-Petit, a village in northeastern France. As a
youth he studied briefly for the priesthood, but later
withdrew to follow the family tradition of army service.
While in Paris recovering from an injury and intermit-
tently studying medicine, he met Jean-Jacques Rousseau,
through whom he became interested in botany. This
interest led to investigations that culminated in the pub-
lication of a large work on the flora of France, which
brought Lamarck immediate fame and election to the
Academy of Sciences. From 1783 to 1793 he held a small
post at the Jardin du Roi, which was reorganized and
expanded along lines proposed by Lamarck to include a
museum of natural history and twelve professorial chairs.
The last of these, for the study of invertebrates, went
almost by default to Lamarck himself. Hence, at the age of
fifty he began his indefatigable labors as a zoologist.
These labors led to his conclusion, at some time between
1794 and 1802, that a transmutation of animal species
had taken place. He expounded his views in a succession
of important works: Systéme des animaux sans vertebres
(Paris, 1801), Rechérches sur organisation des corps vivans
(Paris, 1802), Philosophie zoologique (2 vols., Paris,
1809-1830, translated by H. Elliot as Zoological Philoso-
phy, London, 1914), and Histoire naturelle des animaux
sans vertébres, (7 vols., Paris, 1815-1822). The signifi-
cance of Lamarck’s contribution was scarcely appreciated
by his contemporaries. When he died at the age of eighty-
five, blind and poor, he had become a forgotten man. His
body was buried in a pauper’s grave whose exact location
is unknown.

SYSTEM OF NATURE

Lamarck aspired to produce a large-scale “system of
nature” set in a deistic framework. He held that nature,
“the immense totality of different beings,” is neither eter-
nal nor self-explanatory. It is the creation of a “Supreme
Author” who brought matter into being and instituted
the world order by means of laws that govern whatever
happens. Within nature, change is universal. But nature
in toto is unchangeable and “should be regarded as a
whole constituted by its parts, for a purpose which its
Author alone knows.” This whole, however, is as distinct
from the Creator as a watch is from the watchmaker.
Hence, nature has productive powers of its own that the
sciences can properly interpret in mechanical and mate-
rialistic terms. The system that Lamarck originally
planned was to have included sections on physics, chem-
istry, meteorology, geology, and biology. Some of his writ-
ings did, in fact, discuss all these topics, but what
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appeared can hardly be said to form a unified scheme. His
attention was increasingly occupied by his reflections on
living things, the science of which he named biology in
1802.

EVOLUTION

Lamarck effected a breakthrough to an evolutionary con-
ception of nature by bringing together several lines of
thought. His geological studies convinced him that Earth
had endured for an immense span of time, during which
it had undergone many changes of a gradual sort, espe-
cially in its surface features. His observation of fossils
supported the conclusion that animal life had existed for
a large part of geological time and had also undergone
gradual changes. Hence, species must be mutable, and
their apparent stability is due to man’s limited time per-
spective. Furthermore, organisms are simply physical
bodies whose parts are highly organized. Thus, Lamarck
was opposed to vitalism. “Every fact or phenomenon
observed in a living body,” he held, “is ... a physical fact
or phenomenon, and a product of organization” (Histoire
naturelle des animaux sans vertébres, Vol. 1, p. 53). Accord-
ingly, he accepted the conclusion that a “spontaneous
generation” of organisms had occurred. Animals and
plants represent two independent lines stemming from
two distinct types of spontaneous generation that utilized
chemical materials differently. These materials are wholly
inanimate and display none of the characteristic proper-
ties observed in the organisms they constitute.

PERFECTING POWER IN NATURE

The history of living things on Earth reveals a steady
increase in the complexity of their organization, a process
by which they have also been perfected. “Nature has pro-
duced all the species of animals in succession, beginning
with the most imperfect or simplest, and ending her work
with the most perfect” Man is the being who exemplifies
the highest excellence of bodily organization, and he
thereby provides “the standard for judging the perfection
or degradation of other animal organizations.” Lamarck’s
thought at this point was influenced by the idea of the
“great chain of being,” the infinitely graded series of
forms from highest to lowest, which was a doctrine con-
genial to eighteenth-century deism. Since, in his evolu-
tionary approach, the series came into existence from the
bottom, Lamarck attributed it to a perfecting power
inherent in nature. The postulating of this perfecting
power is the feature of Lamarck’s evolutionism that sepa-
rates it most sharply from that of Charles Darwin.

CAUSES OF THE POWER OF
EVOLUTION

If the environment were unchanging, the perfecting
power of nature would produce a simple, linear sequence
of organisms. But the environment is ceaselessly chang-
ing, and, as a result, evolution is “deflected” from a linear
path into the “branching” pattern actually found among
plants and animals. The mechanism by which the
branching pattern is formed consists of a group of causal
factors often mistakenly supposed to be the whole of
LamarcKk’s theory, instead of just a part of it.

The causal factors are specified in several “laws”—
two in Philosophie zoologique and four in Histoire
naturelle des animaux—whose purport can be summa-
rized as follows. The organs and habits by which animals
maintain their adaptation to the environment are con-
trolled by bodily fluids that are constantly in motion.
Animals whose structure is so elementary that they have
no faculty of feeling are acted on mechanically by envi-
ronmental changes. New motions of the internal fluids
are set up, and these give rise to adaptive alterations in the
organs and habits. The case is different with animals
whose structure is complicated enough to enable them to
feel wants or needs (besoins). When the environment of
these animals changes, new needs are felt, and each need,
“exciting their inner feeling (sentiment intérieur), forth-
with sets the fluids in motion and forces them toward the
point of the body where an action may satisfy the want
experienced” (ibid., p. 185). If a suitable organ already
exists at that point, it is immediately incited to action. If
not, the felt need gradually causes the organ to be gener-
ated, “provided the need be pressing and continuous.”
Everything thus acquired by an individual animal during
its lifetime is preserved by heredity (génération) and
transmitted to that individual’s progeny. The operation of
these causal factors, superimposed on the general perfect-
ing tendency of nature, accounts for all that has happened
in evolution.

MAN

Man’s place in this theory was a topic that Lamarck
understandably treated with caution. He stressed man’s
“extreme superiority” over other living things because of
his possession of reason, although anatomically he differs
only in degree from monkeys and apes. Is it not plausible
to suppose that the differences have been “gradually
acquired” over a long period of time? “What a subject for
reflection,” Lamarck commented, “for those who have the
courage to enter into it!” He himself dared in a short sec-
tion of Philosophie zoologique to outline a hypothetical
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explanation of how apelike beings might “at length be
transformed” into manlike beings, able to walk upright,
to use tools, and to develop “the marvelous faculty of
speaking.” Throughout the process, changed habits would
produce new wants and new capacities, until true human
beings appeared. “Such are the reflections which might be
aroused, if man were distinguished from animals only by
his organization, and if his origin were not different from
theirs.” At this point Lamarck’s courage apparently gave
out.

ASSESSMENT

Despite the comprehensiveness of his outlook, Lamarck
failed to formulate a unified theory of evolution. There-
fore, he had to conclude that the diversification of plants
and simple animals was due to mechanical factors alone,
whereas in the case of complex animals an important
psychological and teleological factor was operative. He
held that no species had ever been totally extinguished, in
spite of what the fossil evidence indicated, because he
believed that the plan of the Supreme Author of the uni-
verse would not allow such wastage. His acceptance of the
perfecting tendency obliged him to affirm that there are
really two animal series: the grand one from simple to
complex, and the particular, branching series that have
deviated from it. Above all, his theory demanded not only
that modifications acquired by parents during their life-
time should affect their offspring, but also that they
should affect the same parts in the offspring as in the par-
ents and should become a permanent hereditary feature
in that line of descent, regardless of later modifying fac-
tors. Modern genetic research has shown strong, although
perhaps not conclusive, reasons for believing that such an
“inheritance of acquired characteristics” cannot occur.
None of these difficulties, however, can detract from the
greatness of Lamarck’s contribution. “He first did the
eminent service,” Darwin remarked, “of arousing atten-
tion to the probability of all change in the organic world
being the result of law, and not of miraculous interposi-
tion.”

See also Darwin, Charles Robert; Darwinism; Evolution-
ary Theory; Laws of Nature; Rousseau, Jean-Jacques;
Vitalism.
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LAMBERT, JOHANN
HEINRICH

(1728-1777)

Johann Heinrich Lambert, the German mathematician,
physicist, astronomer, and philosopher, was born in Mul-
house, Alsace. He taught himself mathematics, philoso-
phy, and Asian languages; after 1748 he served as tutor in
a Swiss family, traveling about Europe with his pupils for
several years. He became a member of the Munich Acad-
emy in 1759 and of the Berlin Academy in 1764. In 1765
he was appointed by Frederick II as Prussian surveyor of
public works. He did research in heat, light, and color and
was the founder of the science of photometry. In mathe-
matics Lambert demonstrated that 7 is an irrational
number, and he introduced the conception of hyperbolic
functions into trigonometry. In his Kosmologische Briefe
itber die Einrichtung des Weltbaues (Cosmological letters
on the structure of the universe; Augsburg, 1761), Lam-
bert proposed a cosmogonic hypothesis based on Isaac
Newton’s theory of gravitation; it was similar to the neb-
ular hypothesis proposed earlier by Immanuel Kant in his
Allgemeine Naturgeschichte und Theorie des Himmels
(Konigsberg and Leipzig, 1755) but unknown to Lam-
bert.

Lambert’s Neues Organon, oder Gedanken iiber die
Erforschung und Bezeichnung des Wahren und dessen
Unterscheidung von Irrtum und Schein (New organon, or
thoughts on the investigation and indication of truth and
of the distinction between error and appearance; 2 vols.,
Leipzig, 1764) was an attempt to reform Wolffian logic. It
was strongly influenced by the logical treatises of the
Pietist philosophers A. F. Hoffmann and C. F. Crusius,
and like their work it widened the field of logic to cover
psychological and methodological questions. Although
Lambert believed that metaphysics should follow a math-
ematical method, he assumed, like the Pietists and John
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Locke, a multiplicity of elementary notions. The a priori
sciences (pure theoretical and practical philosophy)
should be constructed by combining these elementary
notions mathematically. The final section of the Neues
Organon discusses appearance and gives a theory of
experimental and probable knowledge. It contains rules
for distinguishing false (or subjective) appearance from
true (or objective) appearance, the latter arising from
true perception of the phenomenal world. As a blend of
Leibnizian, Wolffian, Lockean, and Pietist elements the
Neues Organon was neither more original nor more influ-
ential in its time than several Pietist treatises on logic or
J. B. Basedow’s Philalethie.

The lesser-known Anlage zur Architektonik, oder The-
orie des Einfachen und Ersten in der philosophischen und
mathematischen Erkentniss (Foundation of architectonic,
or theory of the simple and primary elements in philo-
sophical and mathematical knowledge; 2 vols., Riga,
1771) was a much more important work. In this work
Lambert, dissatisfied with classical German and particu-
larly Wolffian metaphysics, proposed a far-reaching
reform through an analysis of the sources, genesis, and
development of the basic concepts and axioms of meta-
physics and their interrelations. Reacting also against
sensationalism, skepticism, and the new schools of com-
monsense and popular philosophy, Lambert wished to
save metaphysics by presenting it in a phenomenalistic
manner (as J. N. Tetens and Kant were to do later).

Following Locke, Lambert assumed a certain set of
concepts as given and then examined them. Once the
analysis was completed, Lambert held, it would be possi-
ble to change from an empirical to a rationalistic proce-
dure—the a priori deductive construction, modeled on
the procedures of mathematics, of a body of general sci-
ences that are true both logically and metaphysically. The
deduced propositions of these sciences would then be
applied to experience in the manner of applied mathe-
matics. The joining of such propositions with rules
abstracted from observation and experiments would give
a foundation for truth in each of the particular sciences.

There were thus two main aspects to Lambert’s phi-
losophy, the analytic and the constructive. The former
was the predominating interest in the Anlage zur Architek-
tonik. This work consists largely of detailed discussions
of, and subtle distinctions between, many of the most
common simple notions and axioms and elementary
interrelations discussed in traditional metaphysics. This
refined analysis, too detailed even to be sampled here,
exerted a great influence on Teten’s mature work and on
the making of Kant’s Kritik der reinen Vernunft. Kant had

earlier been much impressed by the Neues Organon, and
acknowledged to Lambert in correspondence his interest
in Lambert’s analyses.

The second, constructive, aspect of Lambert’s philos-
ophy was an attempt to develop a mathematical logic (or
“intensional calculus”) for deducing propositions by an
easy and exact method from the simple notions and
axioms, once they have been established analytically.

See also Crusius, Christian August; Kant, Immanuel;
Locke, John; Logic, History of; Metaphysics; Newton,
Isaac; Tetens, Johann Nicolaus.
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LAMENNAIS, HUGUES
FELICITE ROBERT DE

(1782-1854)

Hugues Félicité Robert de Lamennais, the French ecclesi-
astic and philosopher, was born in Saint-Malo, Brittany,
and died in Paris. Lamennais received the tonsure in 1809
but was not ordained a priest until 1816. His early works
in defense of ultramontanism won him the approval of
Rome, but it was not long before his inability to compro-
mise in the interest of expediency led to his condemna-
tion. Although never excommunicated, he voluntarily
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relinquished all sacerdotal functions and died after refus-
ing the last rites.

ULTRAMONTANISM

Lamennais’s first influential work, De la tradition de
Péglise sur Uinstitution des évéques (Paris, 1814), written in
collaboration with his brother Jean, was an attack on Gal-
licanism. Directly inspired by Vicomte de Bonald, it pro-
pounded three theses—the supremacy of the Church of
Rome, papal infallibility in matters of doctrine, and the
basic authority of tradition. It did not, however, grant the
pope any sovereign rights in temporal matters. Lamen-
nais’s second work, the Essai sur indifférence en matiére
de religion (1817-1823) was welcomed enthusiastically in
Catholic circles and received the approval of Leo XII. It
took as its premises that no beliefs are without influence
on the welfare of society and that religious beliefs are of
primary importance in this respect. Hence, no man has
the right to be neutral in religious disputes. Neutrality
may arise from false notions of religion’s place in life,
from a failure to distinguish between orthodoxy and
heresy, or from ignorance, lack of serious purpose, or
simple sloth. Since no one can rightly maintain two anti-
thetical ideas, there can be only one religious truth, one
mouthpiece for it, and one tradition.

TRADITIONALISM

The traditionalism involved in this led to Lamennais’s
denial of the individual’s rational powers, a denial that he
clung to consistently. Our senses, feelings, and reason may
lead to the truth, but only accidentally. Certitude can be
acquired only by the common reason, that of the human
race. One must therefore fuse his opinions with those of
his fellow men and find the solution to his problems in
faith, authority, and common sense. Trust in one’s own
insight is madness, as is eccentricity of behavior. But if
one asks whence comes the authority of the general rea-
son, the answer is, from God. God has entrusted it to the
church, which speaks through the pope. No individual
philosopher, even though he be a Descartes, can substi-
tute his method for that based on revelation.

THE CONDEMNATION

So extreme a form of ultramontanism may have been log-
ical, granted its premises, but it was politically inexpedi-
ent. Its anti-Gallicanism alone would have aroused
resentment, but it was coupled with violent attacks on the
French university system, the Charter, and certain per-
sonalities, such as Comte Denis de Frayssinous. Lamen-
nais paid little attention to his critics, turned from them

LAMENNAIS, HUGUES FELICITE ROBERT DE

to the Vatican, and was shocked to receive in 1832 the
encyclical Mirari Vos, which, without mentioning him by
name, nevertheless condemned his ultramontanism on
the ground that it disrupted the existing harmony
between church and state. At the same time, it con-
demned freedom of conscience and opinion, which could
lead only to freedom to err. Lamennais submitted but
restricted his submission to questions of religion. During
this period he also published his Paroles d’un croyant
(1834), a series of prose poems that preached fraternity,
freedom of association, and confidence in God and in
prayer. This work was condemned outright in the encycli-
cal Singulari Nos (1834).

PHILOSOPHY

In substituting “the Christianity of the human race” for
that of the Vatican, Lamennais retained his traditionalism
but abandoned his ultramontanism. His point of view
was expressed in a three-volume work, the Esquisse d’une
philosophie (1840), of which he published a fourth vol-
ume in 1846. It began with a theology, continued through
a philosophical anthropology, aesthetics, and philosophy
of science, and was to have been completed with a social
philosophy. Lamennais’s theology was Trinitarian and
made the three persons of the Deity power, intelligence,
and love, all interfused. Each realm of being reflected this
triune nature, which was undemonstrable but demanded
by the very nature of human thought. The work as a
whole developed this thesis.

Lamennais’s philosophy was Christian traditional-
ism minus ecclesiasticism, but with a philosophy of
nature added. No man, he held, can assent to his own
deductions if they are not in harmony with those of the
whole human race, and the opinions of the human race
will be found in tradition. The inconsistencies of tradi-
tion were never dwelt upon. His Esquisse, because of its
Christian overtones, had no popularity in republican cir-
cles and, as for his Catholic associates, they felt little if any
need for it.

See also Bonald, Louis Gabriel Ambroise, Vicomte de;
Continental Philosophy; Traditionalism.
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LA METTRIE, JULIEN
OFFRAY DE

(1709-1751)

Julien Offray de La Mettrie, the French physician and
philosopher, was born in Saint-Malo, Brittany. After
attending the College d’Harcourt, he studied medicine at
the University of Paris, finally obtaining his doctor’s
degree from the Faculty of Rheims in 1733. He next went
to Leiden to complete his training under the celebrated
Dr. Hermann Boerhaave, whose iatromechanist doctrines
were to have a decisive influence on his orientation in the
philosophical, no less than in the medical, domain. Back
in Saint-Malo as a practicing physician, La Mettrie under-
took to popularize Boerhaave’s teachings by translating
into French a number of the latter’s principal works. His
marriage in 1739 to Marie-Louise Droneau proved
unhappy and led before long to a separation. From 1743
to 1745 La Mettrie, as surgeon to the Gardes Frangaises
regiment, participated in several campaigns of the War of
the Austrian Succession. The publication in 1745 of his
first philosophical work, the Histoire naturelle de I'dme,
brought him under severe official censure for his materi-
alist views. This circumstance, along with an imprudent
satire he wrote on the foibles of his medical colleagues,
caused La Mettrie to exile himself to Holland. It was there
that he published in 1747 Lhomme machine, his best
known and most influential book, whose atheistic and
materialistic contents aroused even the liberal-minded
Dutch to angry protest.

La Mettrie was fortunate enough, at this crucial
moment, to find a protector in Frederick the Great, who
invited him to Berlin. In Prussia he was appointed a
member of the Royal Academy of Sciences, as well as
“physician ordinary” and “reader” to the king. Profiting
from the security of his position, he brought out, among
other writings, Lhomme plante (1748), Le systeme d’Epi-
cure (1750), and Discours sur le bonheur (1750), each of
which attested, in its own way, to the sort of scandalizing
unorthodoxy of thought for which their author had
already acquired a unique reputation. His numerous ene-
mies, powerless to suppress either him or his ideas, con-
tented themselves with a plethora of refutations that were
too often irrelevant in substance or abusive in tone; in
particular, they drew a portrait of La Mettrie himself as a
monster of depravity. But apart from his theoretical
advocacy and personal pursuit of a frankly hedonistic
ideal and his delight in provoking or shocking those of a
stiffly bourgeois or pious outlook, La Mettrie’s character
was actually far from deserving the ignominy heaped
upon it. He died in 1751 of what was regarded by his con-
temporaries, somewhat unkindly, as the effects of
overeating—a diagnosis exploited by his foes to prove
both the practical dangers of materialism and the provi-
dential punishment reserved for atheists. Frederick II
composed the eulogy that was read before the Berlin
Academy. Besides his philosophical works, La Mettrie
wrote several medical treatises of only minor value, a
series of polemical and ironical pamphlets aimed at his
critics, and three mordant, informative satires on what he
considered to be the incompetence and “malpractice” of
the doctors of the period, the best being his Machiavel en
médecine (1748—1750).

“THE HISTORY OF THE SOUL’

In the Histoire naturelle de I'dme, directed against the
metaphysical dualism of René Descartes, Nicolas Male-
branche, Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, and their followers,
La Mettrie contended that the soul owes its being to those
specific organic forms, produced by a force motrice inher-
ing in matter, on which the mental faculties and opera-
tions remain dependent. The “history of the soul” thus
becomes an aspect of the body’s history and falls under
the authority, not of the metaphysician or theologian, but
of the natural scientist. In this claim we have the funda-
mental attitude of La Mettrie, from which his originality
as a philosopher would spring. His method of inquiry
consisted in moving regularly from the empirical sphere
of scientific facts and theories to that of philosophy
proper—the latter being regarded, at least with respect to
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epistemological and psychological problems, as the logi-
cal extension of such branches of knowledge as anatomy,
physiology, chemistry, medicine, and the like. La Mettrie
was perhaps the first “medical” philosopher in the com-
plete and true sense—a designation suggesting at once
the strengths and weaknesses peculiar to his thought.

In the Histoire de 'dme, La Mettrie sought to sub-
stantiate his naturalistic conception of the soul by means
of two types of evidence, profusely cited, which tend to
complement each other. Drawing, on the one hand, from
the common fund of Lockean sensationalism (to which
he gave, incidentally, a materialist meaning), La Mettrie
argued that the contents of the mind—hence the mind
itself—have no reality independently of the natural world
in which sense impressions originate or of the sense
organs by which these are transmitted. Utilizing, on the
other hand, the technical data offered by the medical sci-
ences of his time, he affirmed that the sensitive and intel-
lectual activities of what is conventionally called the soul
depend essentially on the structure and functions of the
central nervous system, in general, and of the brain, in
particular. Establishing a natural continuity from the
external world through the sensory apparatus to the brain
itself, La Mettrie identified the soul with a physically con-
ditioned process in a way that allowed him to explain the
various faculties of the soul, such as memory, reflection,
imagination, the emotions, judgment, volition, solely in
terms of their related organic causes.

However, a special feature of the Histoire de I'dme
was its exposition of materialism within the conceptual
framework of Aristotelian metaphysics. La Mettrie specu-
lated that it is by virtue of the appropriate “material
forms” and “substantial forms” that matter, actively
organized by an intrinsic force motrice, realizes its poten-
tial attributes of a “vegetative soul” and a “sensitive soul”;
each of these, in turn, he makes the “directing principle”
of the biological or psychological functions coming
under its sway. In presenting his empirico-physiological
theory of mind under Scholastic auspices, La Mettrie
intended, no doubt, to lend it some measure of meta-
physical support, but probably more important was his
wish to disarm the censorship by insisting—as he did
throughout—on his theory’s conformity with the pre-
vailing orthodox tradition in Western philosophy. His
strategy did not succeed very well, however, for the Aris-
totelianism on which he grafted his opinions served only
to render them obscure and confused, yet apparently not
quite obscure enough to prevent the authorities from rec-
ognizing and suppressing his “heretical” defense of mate-
rialism.

LA METTRIE, JULIEN OFFRAY DE

MAN A MACHINE

The thesis of Lhomme machine, in asserting and illustrat-
ing the material dependence of the states of the soul uni-
formly on the corresponding states of the body, remains
similar to that of the Histoire de ’dme, but its mode of
expression and exact meaning are appreciably different.
Composed in a lively, unmethodical, popular fashion, its
exposition of materialism is effected not only without any
metaphysical substructure but in a definitely antimeta-
physical spirit. Its naturalistic view of man, consequently,
is offered mainly as a general heuristic hypothesis neces-
sary in the positive study of behavior, without the need
being felt, beyond such a standpoint, to make mental
processes reductively identical with their physiological
causes. Concurrently La Mettrie proposed an experimen-
tal-inductive method, as opposed to the then prevalent
apriorist ones, in the search for the principles of psychol-
ogy. Discussing the organic basis of both vital and psychic
events, he insisted on the mechanistic character of the
causation involved. This important point was not
brought out clearly in Histoire de I'dme because of the
attempted materialization of the pseudo-Scholastic
“souls” and “faculties.”

In Lhomme machine no essential distinction
remained between the conscious and voluntary, as against
the merely vital, involuntary, or instinctual activities of
the “human machine”; the two types of activity are pre-
sumed explainable by the relative complexity of the
mechanical structures responsible for their production.
Thus La Mettrie could claim that his man-machine the-
ory was the extension to its logical and empirical limits of
the Cartesian animal-automaton doctrine. However, he
must be credited with conceiving of the “living machine”
in a manner that goes beyond the inadequacies of
Descartes’s passive and inert notion of mechanism. The
organic machine that sustains the sensitive and mental
life of the individual is defined by La Mettrie as a purpo-
sively self-moving and self-sufficient system, consisting of
dynamically interrelated parts. It was typical of his empir-
ical procedure that he found proof of the autonomous
energy and internal finality of the organism in the physi-
ological data of irritability. Following the pioneering
researches of Albrecht von Haller, La Mettrie was among
the first to understand the radical value of the capacity
for irritability, and he succeeded in interpreting it with
particular relevance for his thesis of psychophysical
automatism.

Among the subsidiary themes of Lhomme machine,
the declaration of atheism was a new and significant
development. On the one hand, it served a polemical and
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propagandist aim against the religious enemies of La
Mettrie’s philosophical position. On the other hand, it
was a logical outcome of the universal naturalism in
which the man-machine theory was appropriately
framed; the traditional belief in an Intelligent Creator was
replaced by the concept of an active, self-creating nature.

In epistemology, La Mettrie’s characteristic approach
was to offer picturable analogies between mind and
brain, suggesting (however crudely) the model of a
“thinking machine” into which sense perceptions feed
ideas in the form of coded symbols that are, in turn,
stored, classed, compared, and combined by the cerebral
apparatus in order to engender all the known varieties of
thought. This mechanical ordering and manipulation by
the brain of its symbolically represented contents
prompted La Mettrie to consider that the fundamental
faculty of the mind is “imagination.”

Another feature of Lhomme machine is its persistent
tendency to assimilate human to animal nature with the
aid of evidence drawn from the spheres of comparative
anatomy and experimental psychology. The doctrine of
free will, of course, becomes meaningless in the light of
physiological necessity. The moral aspect of behavior is
regarded as no less determined than its other aspects,
although it should be noted that the man-machine the-
ory, despite its context of universal determinism, leads to
the affirmation of a hierarchy of individual values and
capabilities, inasmuch as no two “machines” could ever
be identical or equal. The problem of the moral or intel-
lectual perfectibility of man, within the compass of La
Mettrie’s materialism, becomes primarily a medical prob-
lem, for its solution depends on the possibility of perfect-
ing the state of the organism.

DISCOURSE ON HAPPINESS

In the Discours sur le bonheur, intended as a refutation of
Senecan Stoicism, La Mettrie viewed the summum bonum
of happiness in a manner no less individualistic than
hedonistic. In consistence with his materialist premises,
he described happiness as the optimum state of pleasura-
ble well-being of the “man-machine” Underlying his
entire treatment of the subject is the assumption that
happiness was destined by nature as a benefit to be
enjoyed by each and every person, regardless of moral,
intellectual, or social preconditions of any sort; that is, the
goal of happiness is divorced basically from such tradi-
tional considerations as vice and virtue, ignorance and
knowledge, social status and responsibility. La Mettrie
obviously conceived of the problem of happiness, seen
from the perspective of medical ethics, as similar to—

indeed, as a special instance of—the more comprehensive
problem of health. Accordingly, he diagnosed the greatest
threat to felicity to be “remorse,” a morbid and “unnatu-
ral” symptom, which he proposed, ever faithful to the
Hippocratic oath, to alleviate in all and sundry, including
even conscience-ridden criminals; he remarked that the
practical control of social behavior was a political matter
and no business of his.

The Discours sur le bonheur was misinterpreted as a
cynical inducement to vice and crime and, more than any
of his works, gave to the author an enduring reputation
for immoralism among philosophes and antiphilosophes
alike.

MINOR WORKS

Among La Mettrie’s minor works, perhaps the most curi-
ous is the Systeme d’Epicure. Its concern with ontogenesis
and the origin of species represented a broadening of La
Mettrie’s materialism into an area of biological specula-
tion which, at the time, was just beginning to excite inter-
est. But his description of the “evolutionary” process, in
which monstrous and unviable productions are supposed
to have been eliminated in favor of the well-constituted
types now extant, did little more than revive Lucretian
memories.

In Chomme plante, La Mettrie’s purpose was to stress
the various parallelisms of structure and function
between two such seemingly disparate things as the
human organism and vegetable life. Reflecting his strong
taste for analogical reasoning, it is an extreme confirma-
tion of the “chain-of-being” idea, which it interprets in
the sense of a uniform destiny for man and for all other
living forms, excluding the possibility of a spiritual tran-
scendence of nature.

Les animaux plus que machines is mainly a polemical
piece directed against the school of animistic biology. By
elaborating a mock defense of the opinion that a “soul”
governs the animal economy, La Mettrie managed to
expose, with the support of much physiological evidence,
the absurdity and uselessness of such a hypothesis. The
inference is that it would be equally ridiculous to claim
that the operations of the human machine presuppose
the agency of a “soul.”

La Mettrie’s philosophy, and in particular the man-
machine doctrine central to it, has, owing to its very char-
acter, grown somewhat obsolete, together with the
scientific documentation to which it was so intimately
linked. The specific features of his mechanistic theory of
mind might, in relation to what is now known or still
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unknown about neural processes, seem naive, crude,
superficial, and pretentious. Nevertheless, his was the first
naturalistic rationale for, and technical application of, a
consistently physiological method in psychology. And
while his philosophic contribution remains circum-
scribed by the biomedical standpoint that shaped his
thinking, the man-machine hypothesis may be said,
within its proper limits, to have retained a basic validity
and vitality. Despite La Mettrie’s bad name in his own
age, and the many attempts to suppress, disfigure, or dis-
credit his ideas, he exerted (surreptitiously, on the whole)
a considerable influence in the eighteenth-century
milieu. Among those indebted to the man-machine con-
ception and to the naturalistic overtones and conse-
quences that accompanied its formulation, the most
important were Denis Diderot, Baron d’Holbach, and
Pierre-Jean Georges Cabanis. Long neglected after his
death, La Mettrie has been recognized since the latter part
of the nineteenth century as one of the major forerunners
of modern materialism. His nonreductive form of mate-
rialism may be regarded as an early version of a theory
that is widely advocated at the present time by, among
others, Ernest Nagel and various American naturalists;
and his view that human beings can be fruitfully consid-
ered as a certain type of machine has obvious similarities
to the principles underlying the science of cybernetics.

See also Animal Mind; Aristotelianism; Atheism; Caba-
nis, Pierre-Jean Georges; Continental Philosophy;
Descartes, René; Diderot, Denis; Happiness; Holbach,
Paul-Henri Thiry, Baron d’; Leibniz, Gottfried Wil-
helm; Malebranche, Nicolas; Materialism; Mind-Body
Problem; Nagel, Ernest; Naturalism; Stoicism.
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