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I

EN THE FIRST PAPER IN THIS SERIES' I attempted to do away with
some common misconceptions concerning Kant’s doctrine of a
priori knowledge. By using the approach of Philip Kitcher as a
sounding-board, I was able not only to provide a Kantian response
to Kitcher's criticisms of the apriorist understanding of mathemat-
ical knowledge, but also to sketch in the process some of the essen-
tial tenets of Kant's epistemological framework. In this sequel, I
will begin by reviewing and expanding my discussion of Kant’s
terminology. In Section IT, I will then discuss the epistemological
framework developed by Saul Kripke.? In Section IIL I will demon-
strate that the two frameworks overlap to a large extent, but that
because they define the same terms in different ways, one must be
adjusted to correspond to the other before any intelligible debate
between the two can be carried out. After adjusting Kripke’s ter-
minology to fit Kant’s framework, I will suggest a perspectival
reconstruction of Kant’s framework which takes into consideration
Kripke’s most important insights. Finally, in Section IV, I will
provide a response to Kripke’s unfair treatment of Kant, after
which I will return to the subject of mathematical knowledge and

1 See “A Priori Knowledge in Perspective: Mathematics, Method and
Pure Intuition,” The Review of Metaphysics 41 (September 1987): 3-22.

2 As developed in Naming and Necessity (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1980), references to which will be abbreviated ‘NN’ and included in the
text. The following works of Philip Kitcher, used extensively in the first
part of this series, will also occasionally be referred to in the text using
abbreviations: “Kant and the Foundations of Mathematices” (KFM), The
Philosophical Review 84 (1975): 23-50; “A Priori Knowledge” (APK), The
Philosophicul Review 89 (1980): 3-23; “Apriority and Necessity” (AN), The
Australasian Jowrnal of Philosophy 58 (1980): 89-101; and The Nature of
Mathematical Knowledge (NMK) (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1984).

Review of Metaphysics 41 (December 1987): 255-282. Copyright © 1987 by the Review of
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argue that, although mathematical knowledge is synthetic a priori
from one perspective, it is also analytic or a posteriori from other
(equally valid) perspectives, and that in some cases it is even ana-
lytic a posteriori.

For Kant, the two distinctions between a priori and a posteriori
and between analytic and synthetic are fundamental, irreducible
and not coextensive.®? “A priori knowledge” refers to the necessary
and universal conditions which the subject imposes upon the object
in the very act of experiencing it. A posteriori knowledge, by con-
trast, is the conscious knowledge which only arises contingently, as
a result of particular experiences. Analytic knowledge is that
knowledge whose propositional expression is true (given an ac-
cepted meaning for the terms involved) solely by virtue.of logical ‘
laws. And synthetic knowledge “goes beyond” such logical clarifi-
cation and is positively informative; its source of new information
(being non-logical) is intuition. (As we saw in the first part of this
series, these terms can also refer to methods of argumentation, in
which case the analytic a priori method indicates movement from
the universal to the particular, and the synthetic a posteriori
method indicates the opposite pattern. In the former method the
terms used are not up for revision, while in the latter they are. We
also saw that Kant introduced a new, synthetic a priori method.)
Combining these two distinctions gives rise to the four possible
types of knowledge in Kant's epistemological framework: (1) syn-
thetic a priori knowledge is intuitive and necessary, (2) synthetic a
posteriori knowledge is intwitive and contingent, (3) analytic a priori
knowledge is conceptual and necessary, and (4) analytic a posteriori
knowledge would be conceptual and contingent, if it were possible.
Nearly all philosophers (Kant included) have assumed with little or
no argument that the fourth combination is impossible; but I have
argued elsewhere (see note 3) that analytic a posteriori knowledge
is not self-contradictory, and seems actually to play an important
role in Kant’s system. The further elucidation of what this rather
enigmatic combination of terms might mean is one of the main
purposes of this paper.

371 discuss these two distinctions and how they interrelate in my
article “Knowledge and Experience: An Examination of the Four Reflec-
tive ‘Perspectives’ in Kant’s Critical Philosophy,” Kani-Studien 78 (1987):
170-200. The present paragraph is a summary of the detailed interpreta-
tion presented in this article.
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This description of the four kinds of knowledge delineated by
Kant’s epistemological framework is potentially misleading in one
respect: its use of the words ‘contingent’ and ‘necessary’ needs to be
carefully explained. We could say that ‘contingent’ means “could
have been otherwise” and ‘necessary’ means “cannot be other-
wise,”* but this still leaves open the question of what kind of possi-
bility counts as an exception. In The Critique of Pure Reason, Kant
says a priori knowledge provides “strict necessity, such as mere
empirical knowledge cannot supply” (CPR, A2). This implies that
there are other, “looser” types of necessity which Kant would allow
some other application. He then contrasts “empirical universal-
ity” with “strict universality”, and explains that the latter is “in-
separable” from (strict) necessity, these being the two “sure crite- -
ria of a priori knowledge” (CPR, B4). And he explains that “a
proposition which in being thought is thought as necessary . . . is
an a priori judgment” (CPE, B3). Strict (epistemological) neces-
sity, then, includes logical necessity, but not empirical necessity
(i.e., what might nowadays be called “physical necessity”). When
Kant associates the empirical with the contingent—as when he says
“empirical, and therefore contingent” (CPR, B5)—he is obviously
already assuming the strict version of this distinction. Clearly,
therefore, in the framework outlined in the previous paragraph, the
terms ‘necessary’ and ‘contingent’ must be taken solely in Kant’s
“strict” sense.

Kant's explanation of the necessary character of a priori
knowledge indicates that not just any sense of the word ‘necessary’
will suffice to define a judgment as a priori. What he says is that
everything a priori is necessary (and universal) in the strict sense.
Thus his claim that mathematical judgments “carry with them
necessity, which cannot be derived from experience” (CPR, B14)
need not be taken to imply “that knowledge of necessity cannot be
derived from experience” (AN, 100n); for Kant means that such
judgments carry with them a type of necessity which cannot be
derived from experience, so it is only a priori necessity which can-
not be so derived. It is wrong, therefore, to assume that Kant

41 Kant uses this definition of necessity in Critique of Pure Reason,
trans. Norman Kemp Smith (London: The Macmillan Press Ltd., 1933), p.
3. References to the Critigue will be indicated by the abbreviation ‘CPE’,
followed by a page number.
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himself “uses ‘necessary’ and ‘a priori’ interchangeably,” even
though this way of reading him has become so widespread that
most commentators and critics “have followed suit, taking the
equivalence of the notions of necessity and a priority for granted”
(AN, 89; NMK, 32). As we shall see, the tendency to forego any
distinction between types of necessity in favour of some supposedly
all-encompassing one (such as “true in all possible worlds” [KFM,
24: see also AN, 92 and NN, passim]) can lead not only to a misin-
terpretation of Kant, but to an improper analysis of certain types
of truth.

A good example of the one-sided view of necessity which is to be
avoided is defended by Quinton in “The A Priort and the Ana-
lytic.”® He defines “the necessary as that which is true in itself, no
matter what” (APA, 112; see also p. 109) and the contingent as that
which “is true dependently on or because of something else, some-
thing outside itself” (APA, 109). These two terms “make an exclu-
sive and exhaustive division of the realm of truths” (ibid.). Atone
point in his discussion of “the analytic thesis” (i.e., “the doctrine
that all a priori statements are analytic”) (APA, 107), Quinton
deseribes his position in terms of “the principle that all necessity is
logical” (APA, 124), which he upholds so long as this “is interpreted
broadly, as saying that all necessary truths implicitly define their
terms or are reducible to those that do” (APA, 125). The reasoning
behind this view, apparently, is as follows: necessity is a type of
truth; truth is a property of propositions; propositions are true or
false only in virtue of their logical form; therefore, all necessity is
logical, for the truth it deseribes is assumed by the meanings of the
terms. On this basis he argues that the analytic-synthetic and a
priori-a posteriori distinctions both “coincide with the distinction
of the necessary from the contingent” (APA, 109).

Quinton’s epistemological framework, though representative
of a position often defended by analytic philosophers, is incoherent
inasmuch as it rests on a vacuous definition of necessity. For if the
necessary is really that which is true “no matter what” (i.e., from
any perspective), then there would be no necessary truths whatso-

5 Anthony Quinton, “The A Priori and the Analytic,” in P. F. Straw-
son, ed., Philosophical Logic (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1967),
107-28; reprinted from Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 64 (1963-4):
31-54; abbreviated hereafter by ‘APA".
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ever. Any type of necessary truth can be regarded as falsifiable
(and thus contingent) if the foundation (or perspective) on which it
rests is removed or altered, even if the terms defined by the proposi-
tion itself retain the same meaning. For example, if we are willing
to deny that scientific laws describe physical necessities for our
particular world, then it would not be physically necessary that
“Unprotected human beings cannot survive prolonged exposure to a
100°C environment.” As itis, most of us would agree that the word
‘cannot’ in this proposition describes a physical necessity, even
though it is obviously conceivable (i.e., logically possible) that
human beings might have been unaffected by such high tempera-
tures. Or again, if we deny that the law of causality describes a
transcendental law which limits how we can interpret our experi--
ence, then the transcendental necessity referred to in the proposi-
tion “This phenomenon must have been caused by something” is
rendered transcendentally contingent. KEven propositions whose
necessity clearly is logical, such as “All bachelors are unmarried,”®
would be made logically contingent if we were to deny that “A = 4”
expresses a fundamental logical law. To conflate all these types of
necessity, just because we express such truths in words, ignores the
fact that it is ultimately not the words alone, but the relation be-
tween a proposition and its context (i.e., the perspective which is
assumed in uttering it) that determines its necessity or con-
tingency.

Truths which are true “no matter what,” or which “implicitly
define their terms or are reducible to those that do” [APA, 124-25]
should not be classified as “necessary,” but as “analytic.” Simi-
larly, Quinton’s definition of ‘contingent’ (APA, 109; quoted above)
is almost identical to one of Kant’s definitions of ‘synthetic’. His
definition of a priori as that which “rests on intuition™ (APA, 108)
also seems closer to Kant’s understanding of ‘synthetic’, until
Quinton explains that by “intuitive” he means that the truth of a

8 This proposition, incidentally, is not necessary in the loose, empiri-
cal, sense of “true in all possible worlds” (see note 7). For we can conceive
of 2 world in which some or all of those whom we now call “bachelors” do
marry (in which case, of course, the persons to whom we refer would no
longer be described as bachelors). In this empirical sense, the truth
expressed by the proposition in question is contingent, even though from
the logical perspective (i.e., attending only to the meanings of the words) it
1s necessary.
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proposition “is a condition of understanding the terms it contains”
(APA, 108)—and this, of course, is not the meaning of ‘a priori’, but
of ‘analytic’. Quinton adds that “ ‘e prior? means either, widely,
‘non-empirieal’ or, narrowly, following Kant, ‘necessary’. To as-
similate these is to make the questionable assumption that all non-
empirical truths are necessary” (APA, 108). Buat this just isn’t
true. Kant defines ‘a priori’ in neither of these two ways; instead,
he requires that anything a priori is both non-empirical and neces-
sary. And this leaves open the possibility of establishing an empir--
ically necessary class of truths as well as a non-empirical, non-nee--
essary class. All that is required by Kant’s definition is that if
such classes are established, they must not be called “a priori.” .

Mentioning Quinton’s framework and exposing its weakness in
this first section has helped to refine our understanding of Kant’s
epistemological framework; but it also serves as a helpful prepara-
tion for Section II, where we shall examine a similar framework
adopted by Kripke in Naming and Necessity. There are important
differences; but this brief treatment of one of Kripke's analytic
precursors will make it easier to see where he is breaking with his
own tradition-—though, interestingly enough, some of the most im-
portant points which come to fruition in Kripke's work actually
have their seed in “The A Priori and the Analytic” (see e.g., APA,
110-11, 119-20). Let us now turn to the arguments presented by
Kripke, paying special attention to the framework upon which
they rest.

I

Kripke's main purpose in Naming and Necessity is to open our
minds to the possibility of the “necessary o posteriori” and “contin-
gent a priori” (NN, 38) and to provide concrete evidence for the
existence of truths of these sorts. He does this by discussing var-
ious ways of interpreting the function of names. The “classical”
view Kripke ascribes to Frege and Russell is that “a proper name”
is simply “a definite description abbreviated or disguised” (NN,
27). The problem he finds with this view is that it purports to
provide a theory of naming yet its account is not always consistent
with the way names are ordinarily learned and used. “If ‘Moses’
means ‘the man who did such and such’, then, if no one did such and
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such, Moses didn’t exist” (NN, 58). This clearly won’t do, because
we would want to admit that (for instance) Nixon would have been
Nixon wheéther or not he ever became president, even though many
people would associate his name with the description “the U.S.
President in 1970” (NN, 40-49).

To explain why it makes sense to think of Nixon as having
decided at some point not to go into polities, but not to think of him
as having not been Nixon, Kripke introduces the term ‘rigid desig-
nator’. He defines ‘designator’ 2s “a common term to cover names
and descriptions” (NN, 24); it is “a rigid designator if in every
possible world it designates the same object” (NN, 48). The object
designated—that is, “the thing named by a name (or uniquely satis-
fying a description)”’—is called the “referent” (NN, 86n). The crux
of Kripke’s theory is that “names are rigid designators” (NN, 48), so
that it is not the meaning of a particular description, but the exis-
tence of a particular referent which is of primary importance. By
distinguishing in this way “between using a description to give a
meaning and using it to fix a reference” (NN, 5; see also AN, 95-96),
Kripke preserves some use for the description theory. Although it
is inadequate as a theory of meaning, he accepts that it is often
adequate as an explanation of what happens in “cases of initial
baptism” (NN, 96n; see also 135).

Kripke describes this perspectival shift as a change from view-
ing necessity as “a notion of epistemology” to viewing it in the
context “of metaphysics” (NN, 35; see also 122-23, 135). Unfortu-
nately, he never explains what he means by “metaphysical,” nor
how he can coherently combine metaphysical terms with terms he
admits to be epistemological to produce the locutions “necessary a
posteriori” and “contingent a priori” (as in NN, 56). What he does
say is that his version of the necessary-contingent distinction has a
certain “intuitive content” (NN, 41-42). This seems to mean that
he intends to use ‘necessity’ as a description of the status of empiri-
cal objects or acts rather than of items of knowledge. (If so, the
word ‘ontological’ would have been more suitable, especially since,
as it turns out, his supposedly metaphysical necessity is often ap-
plied to empirical objects in such a way as to render it indistin-
guishable from what is ordinarily called physical necessity.) This
interpretation is supported by his general usage, as, for example, in
the following:
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If we can’t imagine a possible world in which Nixon doesn’t have a
certain property, then it's a necessary condition of someone being
Nixon. . . .

. . . The question of whether Nixon might have not been a
human being, given that he is one, is not a question about knowledge,
a posteriori or a priori. It's a question about . . . what might have
been the case [in some possible world]. (NN, 46-47)

The empirical nature of such necessity (and contingency) is high-
lighted by Kripke’s frequent reference to “possible worlds.” For,
“A possible world is given by the particular descriptive conditions we
associate with it” (NN, 44). To associate necessity with the impli-
cations of such givenness ties it inexorably to the empirical world.”
Hence, instead of “metaphysical” (or “ontological”) necessity, I
shall refer to Kripke’s special version as “empirical necessity.”
According to Kripke, ‘analytic’, ‘a priori’ and ‘necessary’, to-
gether with their counterparts, are all “categories of truth” (NN,
34); yet he never makes it clear how his non-epistemological use of
‘necessity’ can be used to draw conclusions about “necessary truth”
—a notion generally not associated with empirical objects as such,

TThe fallacy which is often committed by those who avail themselves
of “possible worlds” logic is that they mistakenly assume that a truth
which is determined by this means to be mnecessurily true is therefore
logically necessary, when in fact, its truth is only empirically necessary.
The reason for this is that the law of identity only carries necessity in this
context when the terms used are interpreted as rigid designators (see NN,
3); and to impose this condition is to introduce empirical criteria into the
judgment. For it is only true that (x)(y)(x = y DOz =y) if ‘2’ and Y (e.g.
Hesperus and Phosphorus) are both assumed to refer rigidly to “some
fixed individual” (NN, 9)—that is, to the same empiricel object (e.g.,
Venus) (NN, 20). And the factual ground of this assumption means that
the necessity of the identity could never be established by means of logic
alone. I am not assuming that such identities are “contingently identi-
cal” (NN, 4-5), but rather that the type of necessity they do in fact possess
is empirical—which means, of course, that from the logical perspective
alone such identities are properly regarded as contingent. Indeed, one of
the contributions of Naming and Necessity is to have shown that, in order
to produce any sort of necessity, possible worlds semanties must be tied to
the empirical world in some explicit, extra-logical way. All talk of “possi-
ble worlds,” therefore, is talk about “(abstract) states” of empirical objects
(see NN, 16-7). (Unfortunately, Kripke occasionally confuses matters by
claiming that the necessity he is dealing with is not “mere physical neces-
sity,” but refers to that which “is actually necessary tout court” [NN,
164]. This indicates that he himself was not fully aware of the limited
applicability of his conclusions [see Section III].)
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but with the logical structure of propositions. Presumably, the
phrase ‘necessary a posteriori truth’ describes the status of a propo-
sition in which the referent is empirically necessary (i.e., the propo-
sition is true in all possible worlds), even though the subject’s
knowledge of its truth is gained only through particular experi-
ence(s). Likewise, the phrase ‘contingent a priori truth’ appar-
ently describes the status of a proposition in which the referent is
empirically contingent (i.e,, the proposition is not true in all possi-
ble worlds), even though the subject knows it is true in this world
without having to experience the object itself.

The legitimacy of this way of combining ontology and episte-
mology, or the real and the logical, in assigning categories of truth,
is the subject of Kant's eriticism of Leibniz (CPR 819-36), and will
be called into question in Section III. For now we can ignore this
problem and simply note that Kripke completes his framework by
stipulating “that an analytic statement is. . . true by virtue of its
meaning,” in such a way that “something which is analytically true
will be both necessary and a prior:” (NN, 39). In light of his
emphasis on the “distinction between a priority and [empirical]
necessity” (NN, 110), we can therefore summarize Kripke's quasi-
epistemological framework as follows:

1. Necessary a posterior: truth is true in all possible worlds, but
must be learned through experience

2. Contingent a posteriort truth is true in only some possible worlds,
and must be learned through experience (hence it can be called
synthetic®)

3. Necessary a priors truth is true in all possible worlds, and can be
known without appealing to experience (hence it can be called
analytic)

4. Contingent o priort truth is true in only some possible worlds, but
can be known without appealing to experience

Categories (2) and (3) are comparatively unproblematic. Catego-
ries (1) and (4), by contrast, are plagued with a host of difficulties.

® Kripke never to my knowledge defines ‘synthetic’ in this (or any
other) way, no doubt because he has little interest in discussing the nature
of this “contingent a posteriori” category of truth. Nevertheless, the
parallelism between this use of ‘synthetic’ and the meaning he stipulates
for ‘analytic’ (see NN, 39, quoted above) should be obvious.
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The remainder of this section will be devoted to a sketch of Kripke’s
arguments for the legitimate application of the latter pair to var-
" ious sorts of propositions.

Kripke’s exploration of the realm of necessary a posteriori
truths concentrates on propositions deseribing discoveries of “theo-
retical identities”—that is, “identities involving two rigid designa-
tors” (NN, 140), such as ‘Hesperus is Phosphorus’. (These names
were used to refer rigidly to the evening star and the morning star,
respectively, before astronomers discovered that both are appear-
ances of Venus [NN, 28]) Now, once the identity of Hesperus and
Phosphorus is accepted as a “given” fact, the truth of the proposi-
tion “Hesperus is Phosphorus” must be regarded as empirically
necessary, for “there couldn’t have been” a world “in"which He-
sperus wasn’t Phosphorus” (NN, 108). This is the case so long as
we regard identity not epistemologically as “the relation which
holds between two names when they designate the same object,”
but metaphysically (i.e., empirically) as “the relation between an
object and itself” (NN, 107-08). Kripke admits that “two distinet
bodies might have occupied, in the morning and the evening, respec-
tively, the very positions actually occupied by Hesperus-Phospho-
rus-Venus” (NN, 143; see also 104), but he stresses that this “would
not have been a situation in which Hesperus was not Phosphorus,”
because as long as these names are regarded as rigid designators,
“at least one of them, and maybe both, would not have been He-
sperus” (NN, 109). The conclusion, then, is “that identity is not a
relation which can hold contingently between objects” (NN, 154),
because if two objects are identical (i.e., are one and the same
empirical object, viewed from two different perspectives), they
must be identical (NN, 3).

Most philosophers before Kripke would have assumed that
‘Hesperus is Phosphorus’, if necessary, must also be analytiec, and
therefore a priori'as well. But Kripke denies this on the grounds
that our discovery “that we have tagged the same planet twice . . .
is empirical” (NN, 100). All we can know “a priori, by philosophi-
cal analysis” is “that ¢f such an identity statement is true it is
necessarily true” (NN, 109). Once we recognize that such names
function as rigid designators, he argues, we must admit that “we do
not necessarily know a priori that an identity statement between
[them]is true” (NN, 101). On the contrary, such knowledge usually
arises a posteriori, so the propositions describing the discovery of
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such theoretical identities must be regarded as necessary a poster-
iori truths.

The examples Kripke gives of contingent a priori truths are all
concerned with those aspects of a name whose truth is “given by the
way its reference is fixed” (NN, 185). One such example concerns
the designator ‘one meter’, which is stipulated at a certain point in
time (%,) “to be the length of S where S is a certain stick or bar in
Paris” (NN, 54). Kripke asks: “Is it then a necessary truth that
stick Sis one meter long at time £7” (NN, 54). He answers that it
is not, because (for instance) “if heat had been applied to this stick S
at £, then at ¢, stick S would not have been one meter long” (NN,
55). His point is correct, 2s long as we remember once again that.
“the phrase ‘one meter’ . . .is meant to designate rigidly a certain
length in all possible worlds, which in the actual world happens to
be the length of stick S at £;” (IVN, 55; see also 75). In the same way
the description ‘the greatest man who studied under Plato’ can be
used to fix the referent of the rigid designator ‘Aristotle’, without
making it an empirically necessary fact that the man Aristotle
decided to study philosophy (he could have become a fisherman).

The a priori status of such reference-fixing propositions is put
forward in a rather tentative way by Kripke (see, e.g., NN, 38). “It
would seem”, he says, that a person who “used stick S to fix the
reference of the term ‘one meter’. . . knows automatically, without
further investigation, that S is one meter long” (NN, 56); that is,
“he knows it a priori.” Likewise, if a person first learns of Aris-
totle by learning that he was Plato’s greatest pupil, the latter will
serve as a kind of a priori “definition” of the name ‘Aristotle’ (NN,
57). Kripke's point here is that nonrigid designators can serve to
fix the reference of rigid designators, and that fixing the reference
in this way gives rise to knowledge which is “in some sense” a priori
(NN, 63n). To guard against the claim that some “reformulation”
of the meaning of a priori might be able to preserve the traditional
thesis “that everything a priori is necessary,” he merely stipulates
that he will “use the term ‘a priori’” solely in connection with
“statements whose truth follows from a reference-fixing ‘defini-
tion’ ” (NN, 63-4n).

Of primary concern to Kripke throughout his discussion is the
analysis of the activity of naming. As we have seen, both the
necessary a posteriori and the contingent a priori turn out, on the
basis of his framework, to be of vital importance to a proper under-
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standing of this fundamental human activity. His interest is not
so much with the meaning of names such as ‘quarks’, but with
determining the status of a person’s knowledge of the truth of the
proposition that “quarks are called ‘quarks’” (NN, 69-70). Al-
though “it’s trifling to be told that Socrates is called ‘Socrates’,”
this does not mean that “it is necessary or analytic,” even though it
may be known a priori (NN, 72). For “whatever this relation of
calling is is really what determines the reference and not any de-
seription” (NN, 70). When naming or learning to use a name, the
only way to avoid getting stuck in a meaningless circle is to appeal
to “some independent determination of the referent” (NN, 73).
Kripke proposes a theory according to which a person learns how to -
use a name “by virtue of his membershlp in a commumty which
passed the name on from link to link” in “a chain of communica-
tion” (NN, 91). But there is no need to examine the details of this
theory here, since our interest is in the framework he uses to define
a priori (and other sorts of) knowledge. Having completed our
sketch of his main arguments, we can now proceed to discuss their
implications with respect to Kant’s framework.

11T

The well-known arguments of Kripke, as summarized in the
previous section, offer quite a challenge to any traditional account
of the nature of a priori knowledge—not the least to the epistemo-
logical framework developed by Kant (see Section I). They purport
to illuminate types of a priori and a posteriori knowledge which
Kant never took into consideration. Although Kripke claims that
his conclusions contradict Kant’s (see Section IV), we should not
make such a judgment too hastily since the framework upon which
they are based iswuite different from that which Kant proposed.
Indeed, this difference threatens to preclude any intelligible com-
munication between proponents of these two approaches. The only
way to avoid this danger will be to translate one set of conclusions
into the other framework, for in this way alone can the relationship
between the two approaches be accurately assessed. Kant’s frame-
work has the advantage not only of being traditional and therefore
more familiar, but also of avoiding Kripke's %Critical mixture of
“metaphysical” and epistemological perspectives, the legitimacy of
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which he never defends. Accordingly, I will begin this section by
translating Kripke’s arguments into their equivalents in the Kant-
ian framework, and assessing the extent to which both can main-
tain their legitimacy. As a result, I will propose a new epistemo-
logical framework which takes into consideration the conclusions of
both of these approaches. This will serve as a preparation for
examining, in Section IV, the legitimacy of Kripke’s criticism of
Kant, and for developing a more balanced view of the status of
mathematical knowledge.

At first sight, the main difference between the frameworks
proposed by Kant (see Section I) and Kripke (see Section II) is that
the latter goes beyond the former in taking into consideration the
implications of empirical necessity and contingency. This is re-
flected by the significant fact that the roles played by the “ana-
lytic-synthetic” and “necessary-contingent” distinctions are inter-
changed in the two frameworks. Whereas Kant's framework em-
ploys ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’ as terms which have an equal status
with ‘a priori’ and ‘a posteriori’, they appear in Kripke's framework
as secondary labels for two of his four categories of truth. - And
whereas Kant employs ‘necessary’ and ‘contingent’ in a strict sense
to help describe the difference between ‘a priori’ and ‘a posteriori’,
Kripke uses them in a broad sense as terms of primary impor-
tance. In order to make an accurate translation of Xripke’s classi-
fications into their Kantian counterparts we must carefully scruti-
nize the way he uses his terms in each case, and then search Kant’s
framework for the classification which corresponds most closely to
this usage.

The second and third categories in both frameworks are quite
similar. To say that “synthetic a posteriori knowledge is . . . con-
tingent” is hard to distinguish from saying that “contingent a post-
eriori truth is . . . synthetic.” Likewise, Kant’s “analytic a priori
knowledgeis. . . necessary” is quite similar to Kripke’s “necessary
a‘priori truth is . . . analytic.” There are some differences be-
tween these pairs, but these will be easier to discern by concentrat-
ing on the differences between the two types of first and fourth
categories. - '

We saw in Section II that Kripke defines “necessary a poster-
iori” as the category of truth which holds between two rigid desig-
nators when they refer to the same empirical object. Transferring
Kripke’'s empirical interpretation of propositions such as “Hes-

“
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perus is Phosphorus” into Kant’s purely epistemological categories
_involves explicating the meaning of each term by replacing it with a
description of that which it designates rigidly. Doing this yields
either a false proposition or one which is analytic a priori, depend-.
ing on how the designated object is described: “The appearance of
Venus in the evening is the appearance of Venus in the morning” is
false (because the terms are taken to designate rigidly the appear-
ance rather than the object which appears), whereas “Venus is
Venus” and “Venus is Hesperus (i.e., the appearance of Venus in the
evening) and Phosphorus (i.e,, the appearance of Venus in the
morning)” are analytic a priori. (Given that A = Band 4 = C, the
equation B = Ccan be reduced to the logical identity, A = A.)" Thus-
when Kripke says, “One does know a priori, by philosophical analy- -
sis, that 4f such an identity statement is true it is necessarily true”
(NN, 109), we can translate his point into Kant’s framework by
saying, “One does know analytically that if such an identity state-
ment is true it is true a priori.” This indicates that the “necessity”
of such theoretical identities is, in fact, analytic necessity (in Kant's
sense) after all. Nevertheless, our translated version of the neces-
sary a posteriori seems rather trivial compared to the rich implica-
tions Kripke draws out of this class of truths. For Kripke is able to
account for the element of discovery which is implied in such state-
ments of theoretical identity.

Can Kant’s framework be used to account for the element of
discovery? I think it can, provided we keep in mind the perspecti-
val nature of his epistemological classifications. For the common
source of the two appearances of the planet Venus, which Kripke
rightly regards as empirically “necessary,” and the scientist’s dis-
covery of thisfact, which Kripke rightly regards as “a posteriori,”
are both examples of what Kant would classify as “synthetic a
posteriori knowledge.” In the first place Kripke’s use of the word
‘necessary’ has to do entirely with what Kant would call “synthetic”
matters—that is, matters which go beyond logic and the meaning of
words and are concerned with the objects of intuition, with “what
might have been the case” (NN, 47). And secondly, any proposition
containing a term which is assumed to be a rigid designator is a
posteriori in Kant’s framework, because interpreting a word as a
rigid designator means regarding it as inextricably tied to the ob-
ject as experienced—that is, to the empirical object itself rather
than to some description of it. Given Kripke’s definition of ‘ana-
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lytic’ as that which is both empirically “necessary” and “a priori”,
this would entail that there are few, if any, analytic truths.?
Kripke avoids this undesirable implication of his framework by
stipulating (in NN, 13-14n) that a priori, which for Kant indicates
that a proposition’s truth can be justified independently of particu-
lar experiences, will now refer to “statements whose truth follows
from a reference-fixing ‘definition’.” But this is unnecessary.
The undesirable conclusion can just as well be avoided by giving up
the enigmatic requirement that analytie truths be both empirically
necessary and a priori. The traditional view of analyticity, to
which Kant subscribed, is that analytic truth is that which is true in

virtue of its logical form, given the meaning of the terms used (but |,

not their reference, as is required by Kripke’s inclusion of empirical
necessity). As we have seen, theoretical identities are analytic
only when the meanings of the words are assumed to be given.
Thus Kant’s framework can do justice to the discovery of theoreti-
cal entities by describing them as synthetic a posteriori when they
are viewed from the empirical perspective of their discovery (cf.
NN, 100), even though they are analytic a priori when viewed from
the logical perspective of their meaning. * (Before Hesperus was
discovered to be Phosphorus in disguise, the statement “Hesperus is
Phosphorus” could have been regarded as a contingent hypothesis,
but not a necessary truth. It’s empirical necessity is apparent only
when the identity of the two rigid designators is taken as given, at
which point the analytic a priori status of the same sentence, inter-
preted in terms of its meaning, also becomes recognizable.)
Kripke’s account of the contingent a priori concerns reference-
fixing propositions, such as “One meter is the length of stick Sat ¢,”
which also use a rigid designator, so it is difficalt to see how they
could be a priori when assessed in terms of the Kantian frame-
work. As we have seen, by “a priori” Kripke means that the truth
of such propositions “follows from a reference-fixing ‘definition’.”
Yet for Kant, anything which follows from a definition is not (as
such) a priori, but analytic.’® What sense can we make, then, out of

¥ Along these lines, Quinton argues in APA, 111, that all a priori
truths are contingent.

¥ Indeed, Kant regards definitions as the epitome of analytic truth.
See L. W. Beck, “Kant’s Theory of Definition,” The Philosophical Review 65
(1956): 179-91; reprinted in R. P. Wolff, Kant (London: Macmillan, 1968),
23-36.
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the supposedly contingent nature of such propositions? Kripke
regards them as contingent because the description used to fix the
reference (in the present case, “the length of stick S at £”) is a
nonrigid designator, so the state of the empirical object to which it
refers can be different in other possible worlds. For Kant, how-
ever, it would not be the contingent nature of the empirical object
(which he would readily admit), but its relation to the knowing
subject which would determine the status of the proposition. In
order to fix the reference of a name a person must have (at least the
possibility of) a concrete experience of the object in question, so a
proposition expressing the results of a reference-fixing judgment
must be a posteriori. (What sense would it make to fix the refer-
ence of ‘one meter’ by referring to a stick in Paris, but stipulating
that no one is able to experience the stick in question? It certainly
would not suffice to fix the reference of a rigid designator.) Hence
Kripke's analysis of the contingent a priori awakens the Kantian to
the possibility of analytic a posteriori knowledge.

This seems to pose a problem for the traditional Kantian
framework, on the basis of which analytic a posteriori knowledge
has almost always been denied as a contradiction in terms."
Quinton is one of the few who bothers to provide an explicit argu-
ment against the analytic a posteriori: he reasons that “if [a state-
ment] is true in virtue of its meaning there is no room left for
experience to have any effect on it and if it is true in virtue of
experience then its meaning cannot have been sufficient to deter-
mine its truth” (APA4, 110). But such arguments depend on the
assumption that our analysis is limited to a consideration of the
status of propositions in which the meanings of the terms is given,
whereas Kripke encourages us to extend our view to the status of
propositions used in the act of naming or of learning to use a name
—i.e., in the act of fixing a reference. This extension of the scope of
epistemological frameworks represents Kripke’s lasting contribu-
tion to this branch of philosophy, even though the framework he

1 Krlpke s framework disallows the analytic a postermn by defini-
tion, since “analytic” is stipulated to mean that which is “both necessary
and a priori” (NN, 89). He admits at one point, however, that his defini-
tion of analyticity may be too striet, in which case something very much
like the analytic a posteriori is suggested “If statements whose a prior:
truth is known via the fixing of a reference are counted as analytic, then
some analytic truths are contingent” (NN, 122n, emphasis added).
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employs in doing so is less than adequate. We need not transcend
epistemology in favour of metaphysics or ontology in order to ana-
lyse the status of reference-fixing propositions. For they can be
explained most adequately in terms of the analytic a posteriori
category of knowledge.

Accepting the analytic a posteriori as a legitimate epistemo-
logical category enables us to distinguish, in a way which neither
Kant nor Kripke succeeded in doing, between the status of “nam-
ing” and “defining.” To name requires that we adopt a practical
perspective, according to which we act “as if” (or stipulate that) a
certain object is to be rigidly designated by a certain word. Thatis,
we subsume an object as experienced (a posteriori) under a given
concept (analytically). To define, by contrast, requires that wé.
adopt a logical perspective, according to which we devote all our
attention to accumulating a set of properties which describe a con-
cept uniquely. That is, we subsume a set of general characteristics
(a priori) under a given concept (analytically). Naming is in cer-
tain key respects prior to the synthetic a posteriori knowledge
which we gather from the empirical world, whereas defining gener-
ally comes after and on the basis of a good deal of empirical infor-
mation.’? (We therefore honor babies by naming them, but honor
the elderly or the dead by telling stories, or even writing biogra-
‘phies, about their lives.)

Once the possibility of analytic a posteriori knowledge is ad-
mitted on the basis of an analysis of naming, various other types of
propositions can also be included in this category. Propositions
which use a word or words in some “counter-conventional” way,
such as is often found in poetry and other creative activities, “may
be striking enough to recommend a new convention” (APA, 118) and
so earn the status of analytic a posteriori. Another example, taken
from philosophy, is Descartes’ famous cogito argument, which is
cogent only if it is regarded from this practical perspective. To say

2 The primacy of names over definitions bears a close resemblance to
Kant’s doctrine of the primacy of “practical reason” over theoretical (or
“speculative”) reason (see, e.g., Critique of Practical Reason, 119-21[Berlin
Academy numbering]). I discuss the possibility of regarding Kant’s
“practical perspective,” especially as it is expounded in the second Cri-
tique, as giving rise to analytic a posteriori belief in “Knowledge and
Experience,” section 8, where I also discuss Kant’s reasons for failing to
recognize its analytic a posteriori status (see note 3, above).
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“T think, therefore I am” only expresses a necessary truth if it is
taken as an analytic a posteriori prineiple: “I know from experience
(a posteriori) that I can and do think, and this implies (analytically)
that I exist.” The mistake of Descartes and others who regarded
such arguments as establishing the a priori certainty of the imma-
teriality of the soul, or even the a priori certainty of one’s own
existence,’® is, as Kant himself argues in the Paralogisms (CPR,
A 341-405, B399-432), to confuse logical implication (i.e., analytie-
ity) with real implication (i.e., syntheticity). Of course, interpret-
ing the cogito as a practical proposition divests it of much of its
philosophical interest, inasmuch as it no longer confers absolute (a
priori) certainty on its conclusion.

Given the legitimacy of “analytic a posteriori” as an epfstemo-
logical category, how is it related to Kant's special “synthetic a
priori” category? We saw in Section I that Kant defines a priori
knowledge in terms of “strict” necessity and universality. We then
saw in Section II that Kant’s strict necessity is quite different from
Kripke’s empirical necessity, inasmuch as the main criterion for the
latter is “true in all possible worlds,” whereas the main criterion
for the former would be something like, “that without which experi-
ence 1n our world would be impossible.” One way of expressing this
difference is to say that for Kant ‘experience’ is a rigid designator,
since “in our world” refers not to any of its empirical details, but to
the general fact that concepts and intuitions together are needed to
produce empirical knowledge, and so to define an experience. For
Kripke, on the other hand, ‘experience’ is nonrigid, since it refers to
any conceivable kind of experience. As a result, Kripke applies the
word ‘necessary’ in many instances which do not apply in Kant’s
strict sense, because Kant reserves this label for the general condi-

3 1n AN, 92-93 Kitcher argues for the apriority of “I exist”: “so long
as I think about the issue and my belief is a product of my reflection upon
i .Iknow a priori that I exist.” Following Kripke, he regards this as
an example of the contingent a priori. But the exercise of “thinking about
the issue” and forming a “belief” makes it a posteriori, while the fact that
the belief is already implied as “a product of my reflection” makes it
analytic. Elsewhere Kitcher mentions “I exist” along with “I have some
beliefs” and “There are thoughts” as examples of contingent a priori prop-
ositions (APK, 18; NMK, 30). Yet each of these would be more accurately
described, at least in terms of my expanded version of Kant’s framework,
as analytic a posteriori propositions: their self-evident truth depends on
an analysis of what is implied by certain given experiences.
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tions which must be imposed upon the world (synthetic a priori) by
a human subject in the process of constructing experience. The
synthetic a priori and analytic a posteriori are therefore similar
classes of knowledge insofar as both are concerned with conditions
imposed on the world by the subject (in contrast to the analytic a
priori and the synthetic a posteriori classes, which are concerned
with information which can be drawn out of, or deduced from, what
we find in experience), but they differ by virtue of the fact that one
imposes general conditions (a priori) with intuitive (synthetic) con-
tent, whereas the other imposes particular conditions (a posteriori)
with conceptual (analytic) content.™

Once we take into consideration the perspectival character of
epistemological frameworks, we can see that any given proposition
can be analysed in terms of several different classes, depending on
the systematic context in which it is used. The difficulty (or total
inability) many modern philosophers have in assigning a status toa
specific proposition, and the resulting tendency to regard such
epistemological distinctions as outlining blurred degrees of knowl-
edge, rather than clear-cut classifications, is due largely to the
neglect of the crucial requirement of specifying the context, or per-
spective, assumed. In analysing the status of theoretical identi-
ties, such as “Hesperus is Phosphorus,” we have already seen that a
single proposition can be classified in different ways. An extended
example should clarify the perspectival relationship between the
four classes in Kant’s epistemological framework, while at the same
time providing a summary of the reconstruction of that framework
made in this section with Kripke’s help.

Imagine some primitive ancestor of ours putting a finger into a
fire and, noticing the extreme difference between the resulting
sensation and that gained by immersing that finger in a nearby
stream, exclaiming, “That in the fire which caused me this pain I

14 An interesting practical example of the analytic 2 posteriori and
synthetic a priori can be found in the religious rites of initiation and
sacrificial offering, respectively. Interpreted as an example of the
former, the Christian ritual of infant baptism represents the official
naming of a baby: a conceptual (analytic) content, the name, is imposed
upon the baby through a specific transforming experience (a posteriori).
The celebration of the Eucharist, on the other hand, represents God’s (a
priori) imposition of a universal (synthetic) “yes” upon mankind—an ac-
ceptance which is repeatedly celebrated because it does not depend on any
particular experience of the accepted individual.
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shall call ‘heat’” (or some primitive equivalent). Or reeall the
parallel experience which is repeatedly witnessed today, when a
parent fixes the reference of the word ‘hot’ by using the stove as an
object lesson for a young inquisitive child: the child might learn
‘stove hot’ without realizing at first that this name can be applied in
other situations as well. These experiences are examples of what I
have called analytic a posteriori knowledge. Once the naming of
‘heat’ is understood sufficiently well so that we no longer need to
refer to the fire or the stove, but know instead that ‘heat’ designates
rigidly a property of anything which is hot, our knowledge becomes
synthetic a posteriori. If our knowledge ever becomes so refined
that we feel confident in proposing a definition of ‘heat’, this would
be expressed in an analytic a priori proposition. And if we were
somehow able to prove that heat is a necessary condition for the
combination of concepts and intuitions to produce the sort of empir-
ical knowledge which characterizes our experience, then the result-
ing knowledge would be synthetic a priori.

Suppose now that, because you were so brilliant as a young
child, the authorities snatched you from your parents’ influence
just as you were about to touch the stove for the first time, and
forced you to live a very sheltered life, concentrating all your ener-
gies on learning the intricacies of theoretical physics. In particu-
lar, suppose you had never learned the word ‘heat’ and had never
been in contact with extreme temperatures, having lived the rest of
your life up until now in the protective environment of a labora-
tory. One day, as you are flipping through an old textbook to find a
formula, your eye happens to spot the sentence, “Heat is molecular
motion.” You know all about the motion of molecules, having stud-
ied their properties, but never before had you thought of ecalling this
phenomenon by any one name. For you, in this situation, this
proposition would express an analytic a posteriori truth: all in a
flash of insight it would dawn on you that your experience of the
motion of molecules (a posteriori) can be subsumed under a single
name (analytically). When you share this discovery with a less
sheltered colleague, he informs you that “heat” is a phenomenon
which everyone experiences, even those who know nothing about
theoretical physics. You respond to this startling suggestion by
spending the next few days observing what is common to all your
experiences of molecular motion; and soon you learn that a certain
type of sensation}which you hawe been experiencing all along in
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various (subtle) degrees,is actually caused by the motion of mole- .
cules. ‘Heat’ then becomes for you not just an arbitrary name, but
a rigid designator referring to anything which causes this type of
sensation which you have just learned to recognize (see NN, 136).
The proposition “Heat is molecular motion” is now synthetic in
virtue of the need to go beyond the concept of “heat” to reach the
description “molecular motion,” and a posteriori in virtue of the
role of particular experiences in your newfound knowledge (cf. NN,
153). Your discovery that two apparently distinct phenomena are
in fact two perspectives on one and the same phenomenon is here
expressed as a theoretical identity between two rigid designators.
But you now wish to formalize your knowledge in the fixed form of a
definition. To do so, you abstract from the reference of these terms.
and make a claim about the meanings of the words themselves.
This time when you state, “Heat 7s molecular motion,” you are
proposing a definition which can be accepted without further expe-
rience (a priori) and on the basis of the concepts alone (analytic).

Similar stories can be told which include a final excursion into
the synthetic a priori as well. For example, young philosophy
students who read Kant’s first Critique and realize for the first time
that “every alteration must have a cause” (CPR, B5) hold this idea
in their minds in a way which can be described as analytic a poster-
iori, especially if they are not too familiar with this use of the term
‘alteration’. Running through their various experiences of “alter-
ations,” they might then reaffirm that, “every alteration (in my
experience, a posteriori) does indeed have a (synthetic) cause.” If
they set the book down when the going gets tough, they might
assent to the proposition, but regard it as necessary in virtue of its
logical form: ‘every alteration’ might seem to contain within it the
concept of “cause,” in which case their assent to the proposition
would be on an analytic a priori basis. But, those who are able to
make it through to Kant’s detailed transcendental arguments for
the necessity and universality of this proposition (CPE, B232-56)
may find themselves agreeing that it deserves to be assigned the
status of an item of synthetic a priori knowledge, a condition for the
possibility of experience.

We might be tempted to respond to these stories with the tra-
ditional claim that such propositions have the status they have only
in virtue of their internal structure, regardless of the perspective
we adopt (perhaps mistakenly) towards them. Many propositions



276 STEPHEN PALMQUIST

do indeed fit more naturally into one perspective, so that determin-
ing the status of propositions might be pictured in terms of a pro-
gressive penetration of the boundaries of a set of concentric circles,
until we find the next boundary insuperable.® At this point we
will have reached what might be called the “ultimate” status of the
proposition. But it is still crucial to emphasize that we cannot
determine the status of any proposition (not even “4 = A”) unless
we know what perspectival context is assumed. Kant’s epistemo-
logical framework actually defines not merely four types of knowl-
edge in abstraction, but also four perspectives, or ways of knowing,
out of which each type of knowledge arises: the transcendental,
empirical, logical and practical perspectives, respectively, In de-
termining the status of any proposition, therefore, the philoso-
pher’s first task is to determine which of these perspectives is as-
sumed, for only this will provide an adequate preparation for as-
sessing the status of a given proposition.

v

By now it should come as no surprise to find that nearly all of
Kripke's explicit criticisms of Kant are rendered invalid because of

15 Pressing this analogy a little further provides a helpful way of
distinguishing between Kant’s own use of his framework in The Critique of
Pure Reason and my use of a perspectival reconstruction of it in this
paper. Kant's main concern is with examining the nature and extent of
our synthetic a priori knowledge, so this category represents for him the
largest circle of judgments (the “hounds of sense”) and defines his overall
method. The analytic a priori and synthetica posteriori categories repre-
sent progressively smaller circles of judgments which are relevant to
Kant's task in the first Critique. And the smallest circle is occupied by
the “ideas” introduced in the “Dialectic,” where theoretical reason ulti-
mately dies, in the sense that it gives way fo practical reason (i.e., to the
analytic a posteriori). By contrast, my goal in this paper has not been the
Critical and synthetic a priori one of outlining the transeendental condi-
tions for the possibility of experience in general, but the analytic a poster-
jori one (via Kripke) of naming the classes in a modern reconstruction of
Kant's epistemological framework. Thus the largest circle in my ap-
proach has been the analytic a posteriori category which governs the
process of naming as such. When following this approach the synthetic a
posteriori and analytica priori categories represent progressively smaller
circles of refinement in our understanding and use of names. And the
smallest circle is now occupied by the comparitively few synthetic a priori
judgments which ean be established through the efforts of the Critical
Philosopher.
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his failure to take into account the differences in their respective
epistemological frameworks. By assuming that Kant’s arguments
can be criticized in terms of a foreign framework, Kripke consis-
tently misrepresents Kant’s position. I will therefore begin this
final section by.examining what Kripke’s criticisms actually come
to, when Kant’s own framework is given a fair hearing. Iwill then
return briefly to the subject of mathematical knowledge, discussed
in the first part of this series (see note 1), and attempt to provide a
coherent account of its perspectival status.

Kripke’s explicit criticism of Kant focuses on Kant’s claim that
the proposition “Gold is a yellow metal” is analytic,'® which Kripke
regards as an “extraordinary” example, “because it’s something I
think that can turn out to be false” (NN, 89). He suggests thatif it
were discovered some day that, for instance, an optical illusion has
been preventing us from realizing that the substance we have been
calling “gold” is actually blue, we would not be justified in saying,
“Gold does not exist” (NN, 118), as would seem to be the logical
conclusion if the original sentence is analytic. Moreover, although
‘yellow metal’ might be the description we originally use to fix the
reference of ‘gold’, the discovery of other yellow metals, such as
fool’s gold, requires us to search for other properties in order to
describe it uniquely (NN, 119). Kripke emphasizes that it is an
“empirical matter whether the characteristics originally associated
with the [natural] kind [i.e., with gold] apply to its members univer-
sally . . . , and whether they are in fact jointly sufficient for mem-
bership in the kind. (The joint sufficiency is extremely unlikely to
be mecessary, but it may be true. . . .)” (NN, 137). Thus he con-
cludes that Kant’s proposition “is not even a priori, and whatever
necessity it has is established by scientific investigation; it is thus
far from analytic in any sense” (NN, 123n).

For Kant, however, such facts are irrelevant to the task of
determining the epistemological status of the proposition. He
would have admitted that gold might turn out not to be yellow; but
because it is generally accepted as a given fact that gold is (i.e,
appears to everyone to be) yellow, he would say that “All gold is
yellow, though we might some day discover that it is blue” is just as
analytic as “All gold is yellow.” For the yellowness of gold is un-

18 Prolegomena to Any Future Meta physics (New York: Bobbs-Merrill,
1950), 267 (Berlin Academy numbering).
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1]

derstood to be given as a part of its definition—an assumption
which can be justified even today by noting the presence of the
terms ‘yellow’ and ‘metal’ in the first definition of ‘gold’ given in
any good dictionary. (Kripke does speculate that Kant might have
been led to regard this proposition as analytic by believing “that
‘gold’ could be defined as ‘yellow metal’ ¥ [NN, 184]. But his neglect
of the perspectival character of knowledge causes him to downplay
the significance of this possibility.) Both Kant and Kripke would
agree that the yellowness of gold is an empirical and contingent
fact, a fact which could in principle be refuted by some unexpected
empirical discovery. The difference between them comes in how
they interpret this fact. According to Kripke's framework, any
proposition associating gold with yellowness is contingent and
therefore cannot be analytic. Kant’s framework, on the other
hand, allows such an association to be empirically contingent and
yet to merit an analytic a priori status, in virtue of its (assumed)
role in defining ‘gold’.

Kripke's criticism turns on the claim that ‘gold’, like any name,
“is a rigid designator, whose reference is fixed by its ‘definition’”
(NN, 136). As a result, the only way for a proposition to be ana-
lytic, according to his framework, is for the subject to be coexten-
sive with (i.e., uniquely defined by) the predicate. Thus, “Yellow is a
color” could not be analytic, because blue is also a color, so “a
color” would not ordinarily suffice to fix the reference of ‘yellow’.
For Kant, by contrast, a proposition is analytic if the meaning of
the subject is entirely contained within the meaning of the predi-
cate. This is why Kant says, “Gold is @ yellow metal” and not,
“Gold is yellow metal.” The analyticity of Kant’s sentence does not
preclude, but assumes the possibility of other yellow metals, for it
assumes that the meaning of the word ‘gold’ includes “member of
the class of yellow metals.” By saying that ‘Gold is a yellow metal’
is analytic, Kant is merely saying that it is true (not empirically
necessary, as Kripke assumes [NN, 137]) that the conventional
meaning of ‘gold’ includes “yellow metal.” If this is proved wrong
by some unexpected empirical discovery concerning the nature of
the kind of empirical object to which ‘gold’ refers when it is re-
garded as a rigid designator, then the definition would simply need
to be changed to fit the newfound facts.

Inasmuch as “Gold is a yellow metal” has a similar form to
“Heat is molecular motion,” it fits into my perspectival reconstruc-
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tion of Kant's framework in much the same way. In the rare
instances in which this sentence is actually used to fix the reference
of ‘gold’, its status would be analytic a posteriori. The scientist’s
affirmation that, in spite of the latest attempts to find a species of
blue gold, “Gold is [i.e., still appears to be] a yellow metal” is a
synthetic a posteriori judgment. Kripke’s arguments for the con-
tingent status of this sentence demonstrate only that it may be
viewed from this synthetic a posteriori perspective. If we now
treat ‘gold’ as a rigid designator defining that which is “yellow
metal,” then (paraphrasing Kripke in NN, 142-43) the inaccurate
statement that gold might turn out to be blue would have to be
replaced by the statement that it is logically possible that there
should have been something blue with all the other properties ordi-.
narily ascribed to gold. Finally, if the sentence is taken as an
explanation of part of the conventionally accepted meaning of
‘oold’, then, as Kant rightly judged, its ultimate status is analytic a
priori.

The special criticism of Kant's view of mathematical knowl-
edge by Kripke (NN, 158-60) also suffers from his lack of considera-
tion for the perspectival character of all knowledge. First, Kripke
wrongly states that Kant’s use of ‘necessary’ in Critique of Pure
Reason, B3-4 implies “that if a proposition is known to be neces-
sary, the mode of knowledge not only can be a priori but must be”
(NN, 159), without explaining that this is true only for “striet”
(non-empirical) necessity. He then cites as a supposed counter-ex-
ample the fact that “one can learn a mathematical truth a posterior:
by consulting a computing machine, or even by asking a mathema-
tician.” But as we have seen, the synthetic a posteriori situation in
which one learns a truth of any sort has nothing (necessarily) to do
with its ultimate status. (Indeed, how would it be possible to learn
a mathematical truth in any way other than an a posteriori way?)
Finally, Kripke claims that mathematical statements are necessary
a posteriori (cf. Kitcher), inasmuch as “any empirical knowledge of
their truth is automatically empirical knowledge that they are nee-
essary.” What he fails to understand is that, according to Kant’s
framework, this would be classified as a synthetic a posteriori fact, a
fact about empirical necessity.

Is Kant then justified in regarding all mathematical knowledge
as ultimately synthetic a priori? Ithink not. For he too has failed
at this point to distinguish clearly between different epistemologi-
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cal perspectives. He argues that 7 +5 = 12 must be synthetic in
virtue of the fact that we cannot discover ‘12’ merely by analysing “7
+ 5 =, but must make use of some intuition as well (CPR, B15-16).
The traditional alternative to this view is that mathematical propo-
sitions are all eventually reducible to logical ones, and are therefore
analytic a priori. Another recently popular alternative, backed by
Kitcher and Kripke and discussed in the first part of this series, is
that mathematical necessity is empirical, so that mathematical
propositions are synthetic a posteriori. My perspectival recon-
struction of Kant’s epistemological framework provides a way of
acknowledging an element of truth in all these approaches. Kant’s
worry about the number 12 is-illegitimate for several reasons.
First, in all a priori judgments the meanings of all the terms are
assumed to be given, so 7+ 5 = 12 would be analytic a priori: if one
knows already what ‘7, ‘+’, ‘5", ‘=" and ‘12’ mean, then one will have
no need for intuition of any sort to know that 7+ 5 = 12. Second, if
one does not know what ‘12’ means, but knows all about the mean-
ings of ‘T, ‘+’, ‘5’ and ‘=’, then the act of assigning the name 12’ to
the solution will be analytic a posteriori. The reference of ‘12" will
in this case be initially fixed by identifying it with 7+ 5. Knowl-
edge concerning the empirical details surrounding this situation, as
well as that concerning the mathematician’s (or for that matter, the
number mystic’s) laborious search for other uses of 12’, will be
classified as synthetic a posteriori. Once7+5=121s believed to be
empirically necessary, the mathematician can attempt to prove it,
thus establishing it as an analytic a priori truth.!’

But there can be no justification, so far as I can see, for pro-
ceeding to the inner circle and assigning a synthetica priori status

7 Kitcher does show some awareness of the chronological develop-
ment of knowledge from the practical to the empirical, logical and tran-
scendental perspectives when he says (in NMK, 9) that “brief reflection on
the natural sciences [the empirical] will remind us that enterprises which
begin with practical problems may end in theories which have little prac-
tical utility.” However, instead of using this idea to support the perspec-
tival nature of knowledge, he assumes that anything with a practical
starting point cannot be a priori. Approaches to mathematical knowl-
edge such as the one Kitcher ends up developing are inspired, no doubt, by
an admirable desire to give due recognition to the complexities which
typically characterize such historical situations. But to argue that be-
cause something is historical it is nothing other than historical is the
crudest sort of positivism.
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to particulor mathematical propositions. The philosophical exam-
ples of the synthetic a priori which Kant gives are all general prin-
ciples rather than specific facts. Shouldn’t the same hold true for
mathematical knowledge? Kant contradicts himself in this re-
spect in The Critique of Pure Reason, where he heads a section with
the title “In All Theoretical Sciences of Reason Synthetic A Priori
Judgments Are Contained as Principles” [emphasis added], yet
heads the first subsection “All mathematical judgments, without
exception, are synthetic’ (CPR, B14). He never explains why natu-
ral seience (CPR, B17-18) and metaphysics (CPR, B18) contain syn-
thetic a priori judgments only as general principles, yet in mathe-
matics all judgments whatsoever deserve this status. What he
should have argued is that certain fundamental mathematical laws, -
as synthetic a priori principles, must be imposed upon experience by
the knowing subject in order for mathematies itself to be possible.
Within Kant’s system the first such law might have been something
like “The pure intuition of space and time has a mathematical
form.” A few other alogical propositions could be added to this in
order to provide a basis on which the laws of logic could be used to
derive less fundamental mathematical laws, and (potentially) the
whole corpus of mathematical truth.

Kant was wrong, therefore, to have based his arguments for the
synthetic a priori nature of space and time in general on the need
for an explanation of the supposed synthetic a priori nature of
particular mathematical (especially geometrical) judgments. Had
he noticed this incongruity between his use of the general and the
particular, he could have strengthened his overall argument consid-
erably by arguing instead from the need to ground particular math-
ematical judgments on a synthetic a priori foundation to the paral-
lel need to ground our particular experiences of bits of space and
time on the synthetic a priori foundation of the pure intuition of
space and time in general. Not only would he have circumvented
those who deny the legitimacy of his overall theory in the “Aes-
thetic” simply on the grounds that his argument from geometry is
mistaken, but he may have also been able to propose a theory of
mathematical knowledge which was more adequate in and of itself
—one which could be used to support his transcendental idealism
without denying the validity of the work of philosophers such as
Frege and Russell, who demonstrated the analytic a priori status of
particular mathematical propositions. This in turn would have
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forced him to be more clear on just what he meant by his rather
obscure theory of pure intuition (see Section IV of the previous
paper), and to keep it more obviously distinct from his discussions
of the particular manifestations of empirical intuition which form a
part of our everyday experience.

Tn spite of his over-emphasis on synthetic a priori knowledge,
Kant did provide us with an invaluable epistemological frame-
work. In these articles I have both used this framework to criticize
the works of Kitcher and Kripke and used the modern developments
they represent to expand and reconstruct Kant’s framework on an
explicitly perspectival basis. On the one hand, I have affirmed that -
the synthetic a posteriori, and even more so, the analytic a poster-
jori, are categories of knowledge which are relevant to any discus-
sion of the nature of a priori knowledge, so they deserve far greater
attention than they have been given by philosophers in the past.
And on the other hand, I have suggested that those who are devoting
their attention to these neglected areas should not go to the other
extreme and claim they are giving the concept of apriority “the
burial it deserves” (AN, 101), but, recognizing the perspectival
character of knowledge, should join forces with the apriorist
in a concerted effort to explicate the manifold nature of human
knowledge.
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