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2 science whose every branch may be cut away but whose root can not be destroyed.’
(p-38, Ibid)

‘The false transcendent metaphysics is refuted in Dialectic. Kant was, however, equally
convinced that an immanent metaphysics is possible, and that its grounds and justification
had been successfully given in the Analytic.” (p-70 Commentary, N. K. Smith)

‘Hitherto it has been assumed that all our knowledge must conform to objects. But all
attempts to extend our knowledge of objects by establishing something in regard to them
a priori, by means of concepts, have, on this assumption, ended in failure. We must there-

fore make trial whether we may not have more success in the tasks of metaphysics, if we
suppose that objects must conform to our knowledge.” (p-22, Critique)
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Senteq ;- ed a prip ring out what was necessarily implied in the concepts that he had
: 10 himset (pl:ligmlgi;‘;’d put into the figure in the constnction by which he pre-

in
3, e8%0n hag jp
oy ' (p-20. Tbid)

ts OWn....

... t : .
an;nu::]‘hon must f:nfolﬂy into that which it produces after a plan of 1

C(’nstitug- of the latter Orm to the constitution of the objects, 1 do not see how we C_ould know

u 4 priori; but if the object (as object of the senses) must conform to_thc.f

h a possibility.

(P22 100 of our f,
- Ibig) aculty of intuition, I have no difficulty in conceiving suc
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1 ‘For the new point of view enables us to explain how there can be knowledge a priori...
(p-23, Ibid)

2 “..if on the new hypothesis we can explain what cannot be explained in any other way,_am}
if at the same time we succeed in demonstrating the laws which lie a priori at the bamf;j Od
Nature (considered as the sum of possible objects of experience), we shall have succ;:e‘:; !
in proving the validity of the point of view which was at first assumed as an hypothesis.
(pP-229, vol VI, A History of Philosophy, F. Copleston)
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e\;ent:‘k:f’oug};t 10 the conclusion that we can never transcend the limits of possible
L e D (P-24, Critique, trans. N. K. Smith)

1:’"3 er:abhtd to prove the truth of this estimate of our a priori knowledge of reason,
lself, 5 md;:«h knowledge has to do only with appearance, and must leave the thing in
¥ o ugh e real per se, but as not known by us. (P-26, Ibid)

Uleast 1 du;idnnot know these objects as things in themselves, we must yet be in a position
| 0clusion gy t}&:m as things in themselves; otherwise we should be landed in the absurd
" there i S e o be appearance without anything that appears.’ (P-27, Ibid)

Uis, in jps \Lz?t: adiction in Supposing that one and the same will is, in the appearance,
i‘:as belongn te 2 necessarily subject to the law of nature and so far not free, while
. gh | cannotgk::(a thing in jtse , it is not subject to that law, and is therefore free.... But

Sty G Vet think freedom.” (P-28, Ibid) B
of ;,E n""elt) andh‘;} he (Kant) does not do so in a more explicit manner, with full r'ecog{i{tlon

= fason, N Kltéés:gdcm“s significance.” (P-22, A Commentary of Kant's Critique
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