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Kant’s Criticism of

Swedenborg: Parapsychology
and the Origin of the.
Copernican Hypothesis

STEPHEN PALMQUIST

Human reason was not given strong enough wings to pc:.u't ci’m;}dz
so high above us, which withhold from our eyes the secrets of th

other world.!

L The Traditional Myth of Kant’s “Awakening”

Kant’s life is traditionally portrayed as fallin.g‘intg twc? rathelll‘.ldlﬂ:lg;;
periods. The years prior to 1770 form the “Pre-Crltlcal I.Jerlod,.w ile ; ;ced
from 1770 onwards form the “Critical” period. The tt.lrnmg—p?gl_t is ;;aﬁon
in the vear 1770 because this is when Kant wrote Fhe inaugura ; is?;e;' e
for his newly gained positionlas prof}e(:ssort‘t:lf l:i)g(;; e;;[l:lFT::?Enz;s;inaples

iversity of Kénigsberg. In this work, entitle .
(l)j‘ntl}:r: ge;};ible an dgjnteligible World,? he propf)sed‘ f:0r ,t’h; ﬁr}s:t tlmlf Stllllla;lf
space and time should be regarded as “forms of m.tU{tlon t Ijtt umfa sub-
jects read into experience, rather than as self-‘subswtmg attrll ulte:(s 0 [1{1) s
that we read out from the Objeclts we ;xp:}:ience.c'{'?gczpézi t V;:;{a ook
unt of Kant’s life usually declares that the pre-Cr al Kar
;(i:;;n dogmatist, trained in the school .of ng)llf?(e)llr)lhl;ltll)(:lrza;lliirtn;oa;celtﬁg
i as much in natural science as in philo hy, : :
:;f)eljliilti;lm Kant was suddenly “awakened” fr(;m his “dogmatic stluml.;ircsh
by his reflection on David Hume’s philosophy. So:ne comrgeﬁta or:im h
as Kuehn (1983), go so far as to say not onl)lr that Ka'mt anf . ume e
the very same thing,” but that “all the SpeCIﬁ:: floctrmes of I an:”s(c =
enterprise are intimately bound up with Hume’s influence on Kant” (p. 191).
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Although it is difficult to determine the exact nature and date of this
dramatic awakening, there is no doubt that Kant was familiar with Hume’s
ideas by the early 1760s; indeed, so the story goes, in 1766 he published a
book that adopts Hume’s empiricist standpoint almost completely.! This
book, entitled Dreass of a Spirit-Seer, Illustrated by Dreams of M etaphysics
[hereafter Dreams], is typically interpreted as a minor work of an exceed-
ingly skeptical nature, and of relatively little importance in understand-
ing Kant’s mature thought. This “strangest and most tortured of Kant’s
writings” (Ward 1972, p. 34) is, at best, a stage he passed out of as quickly
as he passed into it, and at worst, an embarrassment for Kant and Kant
scholars alike. The embarrassment could come not only as a result of the
rather unorthodox subject matter —what we would now call parapsychol-
ogy (i.e., studying the nature of visions and various types of mystical expe-
riences)—but because of the flippant attitude Kant adopts from time to
time throughout the book (see note 16). Indeed, regardless of how we
interpret the philosophical content of this book, the psychological dispo-
sition of its author, who had recently entered his fifth decade, would
appear to be that of a man in the midst of what we might nowadays call
a mid-life crisis.’

The traditional account contains at least as much error as truth. While
it is true that Kant never mentions his mature theory of the transcen-
dental ideality of space and time before 1770, it is not true that he owes
the theory to Hume (whose theory of space and time bears little resem-
blance to Kant’s). Nor is it legitimate to equate this doctrine (expounded
in its official form in the Aesthetic of the first Critique) with the term
“Critical,” as is implied by the dating of the Critical period from 1770. On
the contrary, Kant associates his “new method of thought, namely, that
we can know a priori of things only what we ourselves put into them,”
not with the Critical method, but with the new “Copernican” insight he
believes will enable him to revolutionize philosophy.¢ His description and
use of Criticism as a philosophical method is quite distinct from its appli-
cation to problems in metaphysics by means of the Copernican hypoth-
esis. Thus, when Kant instructed the editor of his minor writings to ignore
all those written before 1770 (see Sewall 1900, p. x), he was not defining
the starting point of his application of the Critical method, but rather that
of his application of the Copernican hypothesis to the task of construct-
ing a new philosophical system. If we must divide his life into two peri-
ods at 1770, we should therefore avoid using the term “pre-Critical” (as
others have advised, but without giving a viable alternative [e.g., Beiser
1992, p. 36; Dell’Oro 1994, P- 174]) and refer instead to the “pre-Coper-
nican” and “Copernican” periods. Adopting this new label will protect us
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from making inconsistent statements sucl: as G)ulick’s (1?94}, 1;211(:13}_?
conflating these two forms of revolution: .Ka’r}t s self—de‘mgnz;ée Oﬁib_
nican revolution ushered in his critical pE.I'IOd .(p. 99). Smce. d1}11t e};d ;
ited Critical tendencies throughout his life, his mature years should be
ernican period. _
nam%igfe(i\?epproceed lijt is crucial to have a .thorgughltfnderstein];lu?gtoctl‘
Kant’s mature conception of Criticism or “Critique (I(Trx‘trk), a-s ? a onI gait
in the Critique of Pure Reason (CPR). In t'he ﬁrsF edition Pre ac.;, fant
describes his era as “the age of criticism” during which reason accoflfrs 51n y
cere respect ... only to that which has beer} able to *:“tlstal.n the test oh fi eff r;: .
open examination” (p. Axin). But this enl‘lghtenfd h:1bl1F (?f thoug tA;la_ o
trusted only if it submits to its own “trlbunz.il ”of. Criticism (pl?. Criﬁcai
Thus “the subject matter of our critical enf]ulfy (i.e., (,),f ,thf 611’1[.11‘8 rica
philosophy) is reason itself (p. Axiv), a_md its “first taslc Is to :):S e
sources and conditions of the possibility of such cr1t1c1srn‘ (p. ; -
means the questions addressed to reason cannot be answered by means

... a dogmatic and visionary insistence Llpon-knovlvledgf.: .1, .Ithat
can be catered for only through magical dev1.ces, in whic h- fll.l‘l
no adept. Such ways of answering_them are, indeed, no't Wl:i hin
the intention of the natural constitution of our reason; and ...
it is the duty of philosophy to counteract their ‘deceptlfre
influence, no matter what prized and cherished dreams may

have to be disowned [CPR, p. Axiii, emphasis added].”

Instead, only by first examining “the very nature of kn.owledge'ltseli’ ct?:3
we answer reason’s questions in such z; way as to provide solutions to
hysics (p. Axiii-xiv).
PrOblI;nIlSl: ié?cf:n?ec){ition(greface Kant not only describes more fu'lly éhe
subject matter of the particular type of critiqus be plans htodenl\ia%z IE, Si:l;
also explains more clearly the nature 01.f the Critical met”‘oh. e igc ‘Iﬁon
will be “purified by criticism and established once for all”: the Pll.ll‘ Gt
is “merely negative, warning us that we mu’?t never venture \«lwlut h Si). -
tive reason beyond the limits of experience™; l?ut the esta.bhs ment is fpthe
itive inasmuch as it “removes an obstacle whxFlm stands in Ele way 5) o
employment of practical reason” (CPR, pp- XXIV-XXV). I_n other \;vrc;v :_:1 by
scope of reason’s speculative (i.e., theoretlcal)' standpoint 1|§1r.1a1 o
tying it to sensibility, but this frees .metaphys‘.lcs.to b(? establishe b
firmer foundation of reason’s practical standpomt—l.e.,. on rmora {) yt F
xv). The Critical method, therefore, is intended to establish hmlts]; ut to
do so for both negative and positive purposes. The former can ef seen
when Kant refers to “our critical distinction between two modes of rep-
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resentation, the sensible and the intellectual” and immediately adds “and
of the resulting limitation ...” (CPR, p. xxviii)® likewise, he argues that
non-contradictory doctrines of freedom and morality are “possible only
in so far as criticism ... has limited all that we can theoretically know to
mere appearances” (p. xxix). The positive benefit of such limitations is
that they enable us to avoid “dogmatism” (defined here as “the precon-
ception that it is possible to make headway in metaphysics without a pre-
vious criticism of pure reason”), which “is the source of all that [skeptical]
unbelief ... which wars against morality” (p. xxx). Indeed, Kant goes so
far as to say that “all objections to morality and religion will be for ever
silenced” (p. xxxi), because his Critique will “sever the root of material-
istn, fatalism, atheism, free-thinking, fanaticism, and superstition ... as well
as of idealism and scepticism” (p. xxxiv).

Throughout the rest of CPR Kant repeats many of these same claims
about the nature of Criticism in its special, philosophical form. In most
of their occurrences the words “critical,” “criticism,” and “critique” are
used in close connection with some mention of the limitations of knowl-
edge.” The only interesting exception is that on several occasions he adds
that Criticism serves as a middle way between the opposite extremes of
dogmatism and skepticism (CPR 22-3, A388-9, 784-5, 789, 797). Indeed,
this epitomizes Kant’s association of the Critical method with synthesis,
which he claims always takes the triadic form of “(1) a condition, (2) a
conditioned, (3) the concept arising from the union of the conditioned
with its condition” (Critique of Judgement, p. 179n). And of course, the
most basic example of his use of this pattern is his exposition of the Crit-
ical philosophy in the form of three Critiques.

This brief analysis of Kant’s understanding of the Critical method
reveals that he never associates it directly with the Copernican hypothe-
sis but, instead, with several key distinctions. The Critical method is, for
Kant, the method of striking a middle way between two extremes (“a third
step,” as he calls it in CPR p- 789 [see also 177, 194, 196, 264, 315, 760-1,
794]). It operates by trying to locate the boundary between what can be
known (and proved) and what can never be known (yet remains possi-
ble)—the boundary line being defined in terms of “the limits of all possi-
ble experience” (e.g., p. 121). Thus it is closely associated with “the
distinction between the transcendental and the empirical” (p. 81), as well
as with that between speculative (theoretical) and practical (moral)
“employments of reason,” or standpoints."” Although certain apparently
skeptical claims have to be made on the way, the ultimate purpose of Crit-
icism for Kant is positive: to provide a means of constructing the foun-
dation for metaphysics upon solid (non-speculative, moral) grounds,

1%
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A careful reading of Kant’s works reveals that traces of tlhis C.ri.tical
way of doing philosophy are evident throughout most of his wr1t11;gs,
from the earliest essays on metaphysics and natural plu.losopuhy to tllle 1t—
est essays on religion, political history, and other sub)ect.s. Ix?dec? ) 16}
fact that he uses this method to develop and.expound the 1mpl;cat.10nsh 0
his Copernican hypothesis is what gives lasting value to tl:le theorles]t at
arise out of it, and not vice versa. There is no rlieed to prov1_de here’a t 1(‘).r—
oughgoing proof of the ubiquity of the C?mcal method in Kant’s \:n 1:;
ings. (For this see KSP, 11.2, pp. 32, 39, passim.). Instead I Sh:’-lll concentra
on Dreams because, in proportion to its importance, it 15: the‘lr.nost
neglected and/or misunderstood book in _the corpus of K.ant s wut(lin‘gs.
The next section sketches the contents of this book, af‘ter wlnc.hI shal% raw
attention in §3 to its Critical character and discuss 1ts‘1'ole in Kar}t ; dis-
covery of the Copernican hypothesis. Finally, I shall Oi’fﬂ)‘ some brief sug-
gestions in §4 as to the relation between Dreans and }(ant s mature Sfy;tem
of Perspectives. In so doing we shall find that Kant's assessme'nt of Swe-
denborg and his unusual experiences was far fl‘OI'l.l b'emg‘ entirely nega-
tive; on the contrary, it provides us with a level of mﬁlght into the natl..l‘l‘:
and limits of parapsychology that is highly appropriate for a FEStscl-lf'll ift
honoring John Beloff, one of the most 1‘esp‘ected. contemporary pI <l o—t
sophical researchers into the mysteries of this topic that fascinated Kan

so much.

2. Kant’s Criticism of Swedenborg’s
Mystical Dreams

In Dreams Kant examines the nature and possibili.ty of r?nystlcal
visions, paying special attention to the claims of a Sv\zfdlsh writer .and
accomplished scientist named Emanuel_ Swedeinborg. Kant[ examines
these visions not only to explore the limits of h{s own commitment to a
belief in the spirit world,” but also (and more lmpor_tantly) in orc.l.er to
draw attention to the dangers of speculative metapby.sufs by comparing 1‘;
with fanatical mysticism. This analogy, present as itis in the very tlti:, o
the work, will prove to be of utmost importance in understanding how
Dreams relates to the later development of Kant’s System. {\s noted eat-
lier, Dreams is commonly interpreted as ev1dellFe of a radically jmp{rl—
cist stage in Kant’s development, w}?ere he is squosedly aloll:itlng
something of a Humean position. But his actual intention, as we sha see,
is to encourage a Critical attitude: while he comes down hard on the mhlsz—
use of reason by spirit-seers and metaphysicians when they regard their
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respective dreams “as a source of knowledge” (Sewall 1900, p. 146), he
expresses quite clearly his own dream that a properly balanced approach
to both mysticism and metaphysics will someday emerge. A detailed
examination of Kant’s views on parapsychological phenomena as pre-
sented in Dreams can therefore provide some helpful clues as to Kant’s
motivations for constructing the Critical philosophy itself.

The mystical experiences considered in Drears are not experiences
of the presence of God (i.e., “of infinite spirit which is originator and pre-
server of the universe” (Dreams p. 321n[44n]), but experiences of lower
spiritual beings, who are supposed to be able to communicate with earthly
beings in visions and apparitions. Although Kant ridicules those who have
such experiences at several points in Dreanis, he reveals his private view
of such experiences in two important letters. In a letter to Charlotte von
Knoblock (dated 10 August, probably 1763) he admits he “always consid-
ered it to be most in agreement with sound reason to incline to the neg-
ative side ..., until the report concerning Swedenborg came to my notice”
(Sewall 1900, p. 155).1° After recounting several impressive stories, Kant
tells how Swedenborg was once able to describe in precise detail a fire that
“had just broken out in Stockholm,” even though he was fifty miles away
in Goteborg. He says this “occurrence appears to me to have the greatest
weight of proof, and to place the assertion respecting Swedenborg’s extra-
ordinary gift beyond all possibility of doubt” (Sewall 1900, p. 158). In a
subsequent letter (8 April 1766) to Mendelssohn Kant explains that he
clothed his thoughts with ridicule in Dreams in order to avoid being
ridiculed by other philosophers for paying attention to mystical visions
(hardly taken seriously by most philosophers in the Enlightenment [see

Dreams 353-4(91-2)]). He admits:

... the attitude of my own mind is inconsistent and, so far as
these stories are concerned, I cannot help having a slight incli-
nation for things of this kind, and indeed, as regards their rea-
sonableness, I cannot help cherishing an opinion that there is
some validity in these experiences in spite of all the absurdities
involved in the stories about them ... [Sewall 1900, p. 162].

Elsewhere in the same letter he draws a Critical conclusion: “Neither
the possibility nor the impossibility of this kind of thing can be proved,
and if someone attacked Swedenborg’s dreams as impossible, I should under-
take to defend them” (Rabel 1963, p. 74).16 Clearly, Kant believed some-
thing significant is happening in such parapsychological experiences—
significant enough to merit a comparison with the tasks of metaphysics,
“the dream science itself,” with which he admits to being hopelessly “in
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love” (Zweig 1967, p- 55: see also KCR1.2). The problem this set for him

was to describe “just what kind of a thing that is about which these peo-

i p » (Dreams p- 319[41]).
hink the understand so much” ( ] _
Pie t;r the greface to Dreams Kant hints at the Critical oature of his:
inquiry by asking two opposing questions, but offering a “third way ou'e i;
he asks (1) “Shall [the philosopher] wholly derlly H’l;! truth (}:tf1 all 'ecl;f‘:: :;;F;id
i M “ghall he, on the 0 s
i e-witnesses) tell about?”; or (2) 3 _
zc(’::;sit[:\fen one of these stories?”; and he answers that (3)‘the. phﬂosopoir
should “hold on to the useful” (p- 317-8[381).7 The treatlse 1ts§lf CO‘?SLS;
i +ts: Part One contains four -
of seven chapters, grouped in two par o ARt B
ic” : tains three historical” chapters.
matic” chapters and Part Two con 7 e o
T two parts and the structure o ¥y
correspondence between these two p2 S e
i ati dent by the fact that Part On
he was soon to begin elaborating is evident by one e
i « : -a] Conclusions” and Part Two ends W
with a chapter on Theoretical :
chapter on “Practical Conclusions” (Dreais pp- 348(851, 36.8:[115]), thus
foreshadowing the division between the first and seco;d fl:ltféfiing i
i ; ins i hapter One, under the
The theoretical part begins in Char _ o
complicated metaphysical knot which can be untied ot .Cl.lt acco1_dl}r11g bto
choice” (Dreams p- 319[41]), by discussing what a spirit is or Mig t be.

Kant confesses:

I do not know if there are spirits, yea, what is more;, 1do frtué)lt1
even know what the word ‘spirit’ mgmﬁes. I%ut, as 1 11121'.\16 (r)nust
used it myself, and have heard others using it, somet mg- e

be understood by it, be this something mere fancy or reality

[p. 320(42)]-

teinian remark he adds that “the conception of

spiritual nature cannot be drawn fror.n experience,” thou%h its fh‘slclllc‘l;n
sense” can be drawn “out of its obscurity througha eomp;nllson o r;st o Syt
cases of application” (p- 320n[42-3n]).'He then argues.t hat a SP; i
be conceived as a simple, immaterial belng, po'ssessmg 1easo}rll a; i
nal quality (pp- 320-1[43-5])- After conmder'mg some of11 the 't'lon- e
associated with this concept, he adopts an enurely Critical position: 1 e
immaterial beings can ... be supposed wit

ibility of the existence of . pos _
I:)(:f fear ﬁf its being disproved, but also without hope of proving it by rea

son” (p. 323 (46-7], emphasis added). If one assumes “thﬁt the sg)luir?fa 1;:;1;
is a spirit,” even though this cannot be proved, then the pon e n e
as to how it is connected with the boely (pp- 324}—5.[48—9]?. fzio mjm “
the Cartesian focus on a mechanism 1n the brain in favor ot ~c0

18

To this rather Wittgens

experience”:
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Nobody ... is conscious of occupying a separate place in his
body, but only of that place which he occupies as a man in
regard to the world around him. I would, therefore, keep to
common experience, and would say, provisionally, where I
sense, there I am. T am just as immediately in the tips of my
fingers, as in my head. It is myself who suffers in the heel and
whose heart beats in affection [Drears pp. 324-5(48-9)].”

The chapter concludes with the confession “that I am very much
inclined to assert the existence of immaterial natures in the world, and to
put my soul into that class of beings” (p. 327(52]). Although he concedes
that the various questions concerned with such a belief are “above my
intelligence” (p. 328[54]), he does suggest in Dreams that “Whatever in
the world contains a principle of life, seems to be of immaterial nature.
For all life rests on the inner capacity [cf. freedom in the second Critique]
to determine one’s self by one’s own will power” (p. 327n[52-3n]).

After confirming the metaphysical possibility of (and his personal
belief in) spirits, Kant presents in Chapter Two “a fragment of secret phi-
losophy aiming to establish communion with the spirit-world” (Dreams
p. 329[55]). He begins by positing an “immaterial world” that is conceived
“as a great whole, an immeasurable but unknown gradation of beings and
active natures by which alone the dead matter of the corporeal world is
endued with life” (Dreams p. 330[57]).* As a member of both the mater-
ial and the immaterial world, a human being “forms a personal unit” (p.
332[60]). Kant conjectures that purely immaterial beings may “flow into
the souls of men as into beings of their own nature, and ... are actually at
all times in mutual intercourse with them,” though the results of such
intercourse cannot ordinarily “be communicated to the other purely spir-
itual beings,” or “be transferred into the consciousness of men” (p.
333[61]). As evidence for such a communion of spirits, Kant examines the
nature of morality. Using one of his favorite geometrical metaphors (that
of intersecting lines), he says in Dreams (pp- 334-5(63]): “The point to
which the lines of direction of our impulses converge s ... not only in our-
selves, but ... in the will of others outside of ourselves.” The fact that our
actions are motivated not only by selfishness, but also by duty and benev-
olence, reveals that “we are dependent upon the rule of the will of all” (p.
335[64]); and “the sensation of this dependence” —i.e., our “sense of moral-
ity” —suggests that “the community of all thinking beings” is governed by
“a moral unity, and a systematic constitution according to purely spiritual
laws.” Thus, “because the morality of an action concerns the inner state of
the spirit,” its effect can be fully realized not in the empirical world, but
“only in the immediate communion of spirits” (p. 336(65]).
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In reply to the possible objection that‘,( given th.is v?ev)\’f }:){f t}:e t5.12:181 31;
world, “the scarcity of apparitions” seems ext.raordmmx,' dan.ti resses
that “the conceptions of the one world are ‘r‘lot ideas associated wi h i
of the other world”; so even if we have a “clear a.and persplc;m.us spate—
tual conception, this cannot be 1'ega1'dei ;1; g?Gc;b};]c)t 3;13;[;1;6[ :.e};[g.eely

ial] si erience” (Dreams pp. 337-8[67-9]). : :
;Ic?:i;lf ltll:;tnj ;i:{fson, being both material and immaterial, can become

... conscious of the influences of the spirit-x‘rvorld even in th.ls
life. For spiritual ideas ... stir up t-hose pictures Whl%‘l'il] aslee
related to them and awake analogous ldeas_of our senses, i {
it is true, would not be spiritual COI"ICCPUOHS themselve:.s.,.t ul
yet their symbols.... Thus it is not fmprobab-ole that spiri ua]
sensations can pass over into consciousness if they act upor
correlated ideas of the senses [pp. 338-9(69-70)].

Even “our higher concepts of reason” need to “clot.i},e thellnsel:':;e
in, “as it were, a bodily garment to mike themselv;s(s) ]C)le;l;, aii l:;\;]];gpari_
geometrician represents time by a line” (p. 339 [6.9— -
tion, which might “indicate a disease, becau§e '1t presupposes an i e
balance of the nerves,” is unusual b.ecau.Sé: IF is ,l,)a.tsed r:_tolt ‘((m a 51S [;r‘
metaphor, but on “a delusion of the 11nagtnaft10n, in whlc. 1h a true ept .
itual influence” is perceived in imagined “pictures ... Wl.'llC assu:;ition
appearance of sensations” (p. 340([71]). Kant warns that in an app

i i " 50 i ive “in spite of the -
“delusion is mingled with truth,” so it tends to deceive “in sp

fact that such chimeras may be based upon a true spiritual influence” (p.
- hasis added). . ‘
340[’;111 fjllljr]]g'li;cal fashion Kant now adopti the opPos:(ltefperspec:n;ef
in Chapter Three, presenting an “Antikabala ftha't is, “a r.agtme:rld”
common philosophy aiming to abolish communion with thbe spiri —wmeta-
(Dreams p. 342[74]). Here Kant first _st.ates ’fhe inalogy. et:lvc‘aen sy
physicians (“reason-dreamers”) and v1510n.a1‘1es ( sensajionl— hleam thel;
in both cases the dreamer imagines a private world V.vh1c not}u;) a
healthy man sees,” yet “both are self—crea.ted Elctures which nev;r eder
deceive the senses as if they were true objects (.PP' 342—3[7511). n.o‘ir e
to help such dreamers “wake up, i.e., open their )eyes to such a v1en (
does not exclude conformity with otherlpelople $ comrP(iln sense }Jn
342[74]), he proposes an alternative d.escrlptlc'»n. of V\r'haltl‘ls1 apgfnnllli i
an apparition. The problem is to explain how visionaries “place tc;l pm i
toms of their imagination outside of themselves, andl even [?utl e -
relation to their body, which they sense through tl'1e1r“exte.ma Islvensei
(pp-. 343-4 [77]). He suggests that in external sensation “our soul locates
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the perceived object at the point where the different lines,
direction of the impression, meet,” whereas in a vision thi
narius” is located not outside of the body but “inside of t
344-5[77-9]). The difference between the fantasy of a sane person (see p.
346n(81n]) and the delusions of an insane person is that only the latter
“places mere objects of his imagination outside of himself, and considers
them to be real and present objects” (p. 346[80]). So “the disease of the
visionary concerns not so much the reason, as a deception of the senses”
(p. 347[82]). Kant concludes that this simpler Interpretation “renders
entirely superfluous the deep conjectures of the preceding chapter ...
Indeed, from this perspective, there was no need of going back as far as
to metaphysics™ (pp. 347-8[82-3]).22
The fourth and final chapter of Part One presents the “theoretical
conclusion from the whole of the consideration of the first part” (Dreams
p- 348(85]). Kant begins with a penetrating description of his own method
of philosophizing (i.e., the Critica] method), according to which “the par-
tiality of the scales of reason” is always checked by letting “the merchan-
dise and the weights exchange pans” (pp. 348-9[85]). He uses this

metaphor to make two points. First, it suggests the importance of being
willing to give up all prejudices:

indicating the
s “focus imagi-
he brain” (pp.

I now have nothing at heart; nothing is venerable to me but
what enters by the path of sincerity into a quiet mind open to
all reasons.... Whenever I meet with something instructive, I
appropriate it.... Formerly, I viewed common sense only from
the standpoint of my own; now I put myself into the position
of a foreign reason outside myself, and observe my judgments,

together with their most secret causes, from the standpoint of
others [p. 349(85-6)].

Kant’s exposition in Dreams exemplifies this Critical ( perspectival) shift by
opposing the merchandise of his own prejudices concerning the spirit-world
(Chapter Two) with the dead weight of a reductionist explanation (Chap-
ter Three). The second point of the analogy is, however, the crucial one: we
must recognize that “The scale of reason is not quite impartial” and so move
the merchandise from the speculative pan to the pan “bearing the inscrip-
tion ‘Hope of the Future’ (.., from the standpoint of the first Critigue to
that of the third®), where “even those light reasons ... outweigh the spec-
ulations of greater weight on the other side” (Dreams p. 349[86]). Here at
the threshold of his mature philosophical System, then, Kant stresses the

overriding importance of what I call the “judicial” standpoint (see note 23);

“This is the only maccuracy [of the scales of reason] which I cannot easily

remove, and which, in fact, I never want to remove” (pp. 349-50(86]).



156 Parapsychology, Religion and Spirituality

On this basis Kant concludes that, even though “in the s;ale. oi Si‘:i.;
ulation they seem to consist of nothing but airi’l’ theldr.eagmis oc :E nolf—;ope”
ici “hs -eciable weight only In the s
taphysicians!) “have appreciablc ¥ e
((all)nri;r:i :P 3?0[86—7] ). While admitting “that T do notal undertand 3 i:;:h
: s i i terac
ing+ hole matter” of how the immateri can in .
B L o faims * i d exhausts all philo sophical
aterial, he claims “that this study ... ' : 2
;(Tmr:ledge about [spiritual] beings ... in the negga;gf{esséen;]e), l?lthf;x;s‘ni ::e 5
imi ” 349- -91).

-ance the limits of our knowledge” (pp- . 22
251‘;;?ual principle of life “can never be thought of in a posm\-re w::
bicause for this purpose no data can be found in the \\fhole of our s“eg :
tions” (pp. 351-2[89]) 2 He is therefore constrained by ignorance tof N :l Jl

1 ) ' = » ¥ » <«

the trutIl; of the various ghost stories, yet he n"]l?i:}t:n; ha cert:;ezlelse
4 351(88]).”” As L have a -
hole of them taken together (p. . 3
itrlliefe (KSP, V.1), this subordination of speculative knowledge :?VEE?SC;{
fth 5 e ke justi i f the Copernican perspectt s
| faith is the key to the justification 0 Copern ' -
S[E‘ihus when Kant concludes Part One by saying ﬂﬁls wliolcla) maﬁzltzf ;5;137

’ : » hecause “1 hope to be a
so» WIH “not concern me any more, . i k '
ltt(? better advantage my small reasoning powersbup(.)n ?thetr S?b:;fiiatipa

inti he is already beginning to 10

90]), he may be hinting that : o | '
;?i& fo]r) construzt'mg a system of perspectives based on Critical reason
ing. Having promised not to philosophize on sp.irit’s); any longer,tK:\igz
recounts in the first chapter of the second (“hlstm:cal ) part t}flrei: s 1(1) =
concerning the spiritual powers of Swedenborg, “the truth c; 5\;{ ;11«31 e

i i ioate as he likes” (Drearms p. ;
ceader is recommended to investiga . s e
i s indi the kind or unkind judgmen

claims “absolute indifference to . nki = £
itti i «stories of this kind will have ... only
-eader,” admitting that in any case s : !

1secret believers, while publicly they are rejected by the prevalent fashio
isbelief” (pp. 353-4[92]). . )
o dlSIn the sefopnd chapter of Part Two Kant provides a summary of ?:ivz i
denborg’s own explanation of his “ecstatic jourrlley .throu%h the Cwivfor i

irits”g(Dreams p 357[98]) and notes its similarity to “the a vlen 1:11
ivphich in the foregoing [i.e., in Part Onel, we 1.1?we undertaken in dt 1e610a :
loon of metaphysics” (p. 360[102]). The position ‘Swedenborg egraif”
«;esembles so uncommonly the philosophical creation of my ownd t},le
Kant explains, that he feels the need to “declare ... that in %egarhl toOwn
alleged examples 1 mean no joke” (p- 359[100]?, 'E‘o co::fel up tnsn s
interest in Swedenborg’s work, Kant ridicules his hero ffor writ) %Pp
: ason -

i “utterly empty of the last drop of re
eight-volume work “ut ‘ Al
f the occasional harsh or Ir
359-60[101]) —a good example 0

rr?ents t[hat]later embarrassed him (see note 16). The extract turns out to

Kant’s Criticistit of Swedenborg (Stephen Palmquist) 157
be so close to the views Kant had expounded in Chapter Two of Part One
that he concludes his summary by reassuring the reader that “I have not
substituted my own fancies for those of our author, but have offered his
views in a faithful extract to the comfortable and economic reader who
does not care to sacrifice seven pounds [closer to seven hundred these
days!] for a little curiosity” (p. 366[111]).

The chapter ends with an apology for leading the reader “by a tire-
some roundabout way to the same point of ignorance from which he
started,” but adds that “I have wasted my time that I might gain it. I have
deceived the reader so that I might be of use to him” (Dreams pp.
367-8[112-3]). After confessing his unrequited love of metaphysics, Kant
insists that metaphysics as a rational inquiry “into the hidden qualities of
things” (i.e., speculative metaphysics) must be clearly distinguished from

“metaphysics [as] the science of the boundaries of human reason” (i.e.,
Critical metaphysics):

Before ... we had flown on the butterfly-wings of metaphysics,
and there conversed with spiritual beings. Now ... we find our-
selves again on the ground of experience and common sense.
Happy, if we look at it as the place allotted to us, which we can
leave with impunity, and which contains everything to satisfy
us as long as we hold fast to the useful [p. 368(114)].

Far from indicating a temporary conversion from dogmatic rationalism
to skeptical empiricism, as is usually assumed about Dreams, this passage,
interpreted in its proper context, reveals that Kant already has a clear con-
ception of the Critical method, and is nurturing the seed that was to grow
into his complete philosophical System.

Any doubt about the Critical character of Dreams is dispelled by the
“practical conclusion from the whole treatise” given in the final chapter
of Part Two (p. 368[115]). Kant begins by distinguishing between what
science can understand to achieve knowledge and what reason needs to
understand to achieve wisdom—a distinction that pervades the entirety of
his mature System. By determining what is impossible to know, science
can establish “the limits set to human reason by nature,” so that “even
metaphysics will become ... the companion of wisdom” (p. 368[115-6]).
He then introduces (what I call) the principle of perspective as the guid-
ing principle of this new way of philosophizing: once philosophy “judges
its own proceedings, and ... knows not only objects, but their relation to
man’s reason,” thus establishing the perspective from which the object is

viewed, “then ... the boundary stones are laid which in future never allow
investigation to wander beyond its proper district” (pp. 368-9[116],
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his practical and religious systems, that it is more appropriate “to base
the expectation of a future world upon the sentiment of a good soul, than,

conversely, to base the soul’s good conduct upon the hope of another
world.”

3. Kant’s Four Major “Awakenings”

In the preceding section we have seen that all the main characteris-
tics of Kant’s Critical method, together with anticipations of several of his
mature doctrines and distinctions, are present in Dreams. The method of
choosing the middle path between two extremes is exemplified by Kant’s
advice in the Preface to “hold on to the useful” —though this is not exactly
how he would later describe his Critical means of steering between the
extremes of dogmatism and skepticism (but cf. note 17). The Critical dis-
tinction between the theoretical and the practical, whose most obvious
application is to the distinction between the first two Critigues, is fore-
shadowed by the conclusions to the two parts of Dreams, the first being
theoretical and the second, practical. The attitude expressed in the first
chapter, that “spirits” are theoretically possible but can never be proved
to exist, is reminiscent of the hypothetical perspective adopted in the
Dialectic of CPR, where all “ideas of reason” are treated similarly.?

Even the second chapter, where Kant is letting his metaphysical imag-
ination run wild, contains an interesting parallel: Kant’s suggestion that
the inner state of spirits is primarily important in its connection with
morality is entirely consistent with his later decision to regard morality as
the proper foundation for metaphysics. (The same point is emphasized
in the last chapter, where the true basis for belief in spirits is said to rest
on morality rather than speculation.) And the skepticism Kant adopts in
Chapter Three is not unlike the version he sometimes adopts in the Dialec-
tic of the first Critigue (in both cases as a temporary measure to guard
against unwarranted speculation).”® The subordination of the theoretical
(i.e., speculative) to the practical and the judicial (see note 23), as hinted
at by Kant’s expressed preference for the “useful,” is forcefully empha-
sized by his reference to the “scales of reason” in the fourth chapter. His
use of this metaphor to emphasize the philosophical legitimacy of hope
for the future in spite of our theoretical ignorance foreshadows both the
third Critique and Religion.? Throughout Part One, and again in the sec-
ond chapter of Part Two, Kant describes his new view of the first and fore-
most task of metaphysics in exactly the same terms as he would use some
fifteen years later in CPR: metaphysics must begin as a negative science

concerned with establishing the limits of knowledge. And in the book’s
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major changes in Kant’s position (see e.g., note 4). What has long been
ignored in English Kant scholarship is the significant extent to which some
of the details of the Critical philosophy, not the least being the Coperni-
can hypothesis itself, actually correspond to the ideas developed by Swe-
denborg. Kant himself acknowledges this correspondence to some extent
in Dreams, but repeatedly emphasizes that the ideas he presents as his own
were developed independently of his acquaintance with Swedenborg’s
writings (Dreams p. 359 [100], p. 360[102], p. 366[111]). However, the
extent of the parallels between his subsequent theories (es pecially those in
Dissertation) and Swedenborg’s is sufficient to merit the assumption that,
in spite of his ridicule in Dreams, Kant actually adopted much of Swe-
denborg’s “nonsense” (p. 360(101]) into his own thinking (see Dreams pp.
357-8[98-9]; Sewall 1900, pp. 24-7, 31-3)1
A good example of the similarity between Kant’s mature views and
Swedenborg’s ideas is brought out in Kant’s summary of Swedenborg’s
position, highlighting the distinction between a thing’s true or “inner”
meaning and its outer manifestation, How closely this coincides with the
position Kant eventually defends in his writings on religion becomes quite
clear in Dreams when he says: “This inner meaning ... is the origin of all
the new interpretations which [Swedenborg] would make of the Scrip-
ture. For this inner meaning, the internal sense, i.e., the symbolic relation
of all things told there to the spirit-world, is, as he fancies, the kernel of
its value, the rest only the shell” (p. 364[108]). As1 argue elsewhere (KCR,
VIL.2), Kant uses precisely the same metaphor in his own investigation of
“pure religion,” except that the “inner meaning” is derived from practi-
cal reflection (the Critical mode of dreaming?) rather than from vision-
ary “dreams” about the spirit world.

A more detailed examination of Swedenborg’s epistemological dis-
tinctions would reveal numerous other corresponding theories. For exam-
ple, the Copernican assumption itself, which marks the main difference
between Dreams and Dissertation, has its roots at least partially in Sweden-
borg. For, as Vaihinger puts it, the relationship of Kant’s “transcendental
subject ... to the Spiritual Ego of Swedenborg is unmistakable”; indeed Kant
may well have taken his “doctrine of two worlds from Swedenborg direct”
(Sewall 1900, pp. 24-5; see also Pp- 12-14). Thus there are good grounds for
regarding Swedenborg’s “spiritual” perspective as the mystical equivalent of
Kant’s transcendental perspective in metaphysics. Such a perspectival rela-
tionship is hinted at by Sewall (1900, pp. 22-3): “Neither of the two great
system builders asks the support of the other.... As Kant was necessarily
critical, this being the office [or perspective] of the pure reason itself, so was
Swedenborg dogmatical, this being the office [or perspective] of experience.”
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Sewall appends to the 1900 translation of Dreams (pp. 123-54) vari-
ous extracts from Swedenborg’s writings, revealing that Swedenborg’s
ideas often anticipate (from his own mystical perspective), and therefore
may have influenced, many of the key ideas Kant develops in his tran-
scendental philosophy. The roots of Kant’s transcendental idealism can
be seen in Swedenborg’s spiritual idealism: “spaces and times ... are in
the spiritual world appearances”; “in heaven objects similar to those which
exist in our [empirical] world ... are appearances”; “appearances are the
first things out of which the human mind forms its understanding” (Sewall
1900, pp. 124-6). The roots of Kant’s view of the intelligible substratum
of nature are also evident: “nothing in nature exists or subsists, but from
a spiritual origin, or by means of it”; “nature serves as a covering for that
which is spiritual”; “there exists a spiritual world, which is ... interior ...
to the natural world, therefore all that belongs to the spiritual world is
cause, and all that belongs to the natural world is effect”; “causes are things
prior, and effects are things posterior; and things prior cannot be seen
from things posterior, but things posterior can be seen from things prior.
This is order” (Sewall, pp. 131-3).

Even views similar to Kant’s “analogies of experience” in CPR are
developed by Swedenborg: “Material things ... are fixed, because, how-
ever the states of men change, they continue permanent”; “The reason that
nothing in nature exists but from a spiritual origin or principle is, that no
effect is produced without a cause” (Sewall, pp. 125, 132). The parallels
extend beyond the theoretical to the practical and judicial standpoints as
well: “the will is the very nature itself or disposition of the man”; “heaven
is ... within man” (Sewall, pp. 138, 135). Moreover, Kant’s criticism of
mystical visionaries as wrongly taking imagined symbols to be real sen-
sations cannot be charged against Swedenborg, who warns: “So long as
man lives in the world he knows nothing of the opening of these degrees
within him, because he is then in the natural degree ...; and the spiritual
degree ... communicates with the natural degree, not by continuity but
by correspondences and communication by correspondences is not sen-
sibly felt” (Sewall, p. 135; see also p. 141).

Of course, Kant’s use of such ideas often differs in important respects
from Swedenborg’s, as when Kant argues for the importance of phenom-
enal causality as being the only significant causality from the standpoint
of knowledge. Nevertheless, given the fact that before reading Sweden-
borg he did not write about such matters, whereas afterwards such Coper-
nican ideas occupied a central place in his writings, it is hardly possible
to doubt that Swedenborg had a significant influence on Kant’s mature
thinking. I am not claiming that Kant owes his recognition of the impor-
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tance of the Copernican hypothesis to Swedenborg alone, but only that
his influence has been much neglected, and merits furtherJ explorat};on e
1f Swedenborg did exercise an important influence on Kant, then w1'1
does Kant seem to give Hume all the credit, for instance, in the (;ft—quoteg
passage from the Introduction to Prolegomena (see note 3)? Swedenbor
was far from being a philosopher, so perhaps Kant did not feel constraineg
to aclcno?vledge his influence—indeed, “felt embarrassed” might be a more
appropriate expression, since Swedenborg’s reputation was hardl
res.p.ectable. among Enlightenment philosophers. Kant’s request that hi}s’
wrifings prior to 1770 not be included in his collected minor writings (see
note 16) would therefore reflect his desire to protect his reputatim? from
too‘ close an association with the likes of Swedenborg. In any case, Kant’s
claim that the ideas he expresses in Dreams predate his reading :)f Swe-
de.nborg leaves open the possibility that Swedenborg stimulated him to
think through his own ideas more carefully, and in the process to adopt
some of Swedenborg’s ideas, or at least to use them as a stimulus to f .
and clarify his own. e
Does the Prolegomena passage therefore represent a false confession?
By no means. But in order to understand that passage properly, and so t(;
give an accurate answer to the question of the relative influence of Hume
and Swedenborg on Kant, it will be necessary to distinguish between four
aspects of Kant’s development that are often conflated:

. 1. The general Critical method of finding the limits that define the
.mldclle way” between unthinking acceptance of the status quo (dogma-
t?sm) and unbelieving doubt as to the validity of the entire tradition (skep-
ticism). b
2. The general Copernican insight that the most fundamental aspects
of human knowledge (the ones making it objective) have their source in
the human subject as a priori forms, not vice versa. (That is, time, space
etc., are not absolute realities rooted in the object, as phil(,)soph;zr:;p haci
previously assumed.) This, of course, was the seed that (when fertilized
by the Critical method) gave rise to the entire System of “transcendental
philosophy.”*
e :S.OI’Il‘IilfS eplcfl)r.tzcular application of (1) to itself (i.e., reason’s Criticism

4. "I‘he particular application of (2) to the problem of the necessary
connection between a cause and its effect.

}}S stated alj)ove 1n $1, we can see (1) operating in varying degrees in almost
all of Kant’s writings (see note 11). Indeed, his lifelong acceptance of (1)
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is clearly the intellectual background against which alone h1s‘ gr;at ph1i(;
sophical achievements could have been made (an‘cl as su‘ch,flsl t. e sotlll 28
of his genius). Although his ability to ma.lke conscious use of t 11?i mte flu_
certainly developed gradually during his career, receiving its {st) :lmr
fledged application in Dreams, neither S“.'edenbolrg (the d().g'nﬁtls by
Hume (the skeptic) can be given the credit for this. The Cr1t1c.:i1 mel )
is not something Kant learned from thesc? (or any other) ph? os-op Jfals,
but is rather the natural Tao through which Kant re.ad, and in 11e.a mg,
transformed, their ideas.* If anyone is to be thanked, it should be his par-
in particular, his mother.” _
ents,lzzgtfz Ir)ecognition of (4) as one of t.he crucial questxox;s to be
answered by his new philosophical Sys.tem, is, by contra:‘:t, .clear y tra;:le:S
able to Hume’s influence. In fact, his discussion of Hume S‘l_ml.).aCt 0111 (1_f
development in Prolegomena (p. 260[8]) unfimjl,btedly ljefel“’ Elgilatl]){'nl
not solely) to this narrow sense of “awal.(ening : Kant is prod ; ly telli %
us nothing more than that his “recollection” of I.iume helpe ..un. rc;co(g
nize that causality cannot be treated as a Pur?ly 1nt.ellectua1. princip ehds
he had done in Dissertation), but must be ;ustl_ﬁed ‘(1f atall) 11? son?e ot e;l
way (viz., as a transcendental form of knowing, )ust“as were space aCT. !
time in Dissertation). The fact that Kant uses the term r.ecol.lectlo.n in 1t
cates a fairly late date (probably 1772 [seel note 4]) for this dlam:;jtlc'evetrlll (;
For Kant is suggesting that (4) came to hn_n as”a result of remem 'erfz]ng e
skepticism of Hume (“the first spark of light”) tl?at had) begun inf uenk_
ing his thinking about ten years before. Hmivevc:r, if Kant’s famm;s awaCh
ening” is only a dramatized account of his discovery of (4), then Slih
references to Hume do not answer the more fundan'fental questlﬁn,_d e
answer to which we have been seeking here: Where dld'Kant get t1 el ga
of using (2) as the basic insight for solving all such philosophical prob-
?
lemS'I(ant’s discovery of (2) came in several ffiirly _well—del?med ;tepi;
mostly from 1768 to 1772. Prior to 1768 there is ll‘ttl(‘: (if any') trace o SI.I;C )
an idea. Between 1768 and 1772 he applied the insight to intuitions dud
not to concepts. In 1772 he realized that concepts too must be lrega:fr 1::-
from this Copernican (transcendental) gerspectwe. A.s a result o tlls
somewhat unsettling discovery (unsettling be.cause in early 1772 he
believed he was within a few months of com‘plet.mg .CPR), he spent liﬂne
more years (from 1772 to 1781) working outin hIIS mind .the téloroug IgtoiS
ing implications of this insight for his entire phtlosophxcalhy:;[en;.( i
plain enough to see how Hume’s ideas cou.ld l?ave cause.ci the nt:)a a d
crucial) change in the extent of Kant’s application of (2) in 177‘2,11. ech j
Hume employs some of his most powerful arguments to support his skep
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ticism regarding the a priori basis of the idea of necessary connection.
Kant’s realization in 1772 of the full force of these arguments awakened
him to an awareness of the incomplete nature of his application of (2) in
Dissertation, and gave him the idea of applying (2) to concepts as well as
to intuitions.

But where did (2) come from in the first place? It could not have

come from Hume, inasmuch as nothing like it appears in Hume’s doc-
trines of space and time (or anywhere else in Hume’s works). Hume’s
explanation for our belief in all such “objective facts” is always to reduce
them to logic and/or an empirical kind of subjectivity (as he does in the
final paragraph of his Inquiry); he never so much as hints at the possibil-
ity of any third way, such as is given by Kant’s theory of transcendental
subjectivity. There are, to my knowledge, only two likely explanations,
both of which probably worked together to awaken Kant to his Coperni-
can insight sometime between 1766 and 1768. The first is his reading of
Swedenborg’s writings, especially his massive work Arcana Coelestia, which
he read in 1766, just before writing Dreams (p. 318[39]; Sewall 1900, p.
14n); and the second is his reading of the Clarke-Leibniz Correspondence,
together with his consequent discovery of the antinomies of reason (see
below). If this account of Kant’s development during these portentous
years is correct, then Kant’s description of (4) as an awakening from dog-
matic slumber is a somewhat over-dramatized account, whose purpose is
not to emphasize a sudden break from lifelong dogmatism (cf. note 34),
but only to explain how Hume saved him from settling for the half-baked
form of (2) that he had originally distilled from the ideas of two thinkers
whom he regarded as dogmatists (Leibniz and Swedenborg). Thus, if we
look at the overall picture, we see that Hume’s influence has, in fact, been
overrated; it fulfills only one specific role in Kant’s long process of devel-
opment.

This interpretation of Kant’s development gives rise to two further
questions regarding Kant’s use of his sleeping/dreaming/awakening
metaphor. For he uses it not only in relation to Hume’s influence, but also
in many other contexts. In a letter to Garve (21 September 1798), for
instance, he confides that his discovery (c.1768) of “the antinomy of pure
reason ... is what first aroused me from my dogmatic slumber and drove
me to the critique of reason itself” (AA12:255 [Zweig 1967, p. 252]; see also
note 7). How can this account of Kant’s “awakening” be made compati-
ble with his (better known) references to Hume? Although interpreters
have often struggled with this question, the answer seems obvious once
we distinguish between the four aspects of Kant’s development listed
above. Kant’s comments must refer to different experiences of awakening:
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the awakening by Hume refers to (4), while that for Wthh. the anstlllr;(‘)::gg
is responsible refers to (3). Accordingly, Kant says the antmm}ly cawe
him the need for a Critique of reason, whereas he says Hulma? s s. uls
gave a “new direction” (Prolegomena p. 26Q [8]) to his specu atl\;e ';;se reh
(thus implying he had already begun working on that Cflthueal..ises -
dency to regard these as referring to the same expeuer;ce "
because he uses the same metaphor to describe bﬁ)th deve Ep}nenl .Close
The second question arises once we recognize the o vilous y close
connection between Kant’s metaphor of being a.woken from s eelz ane 1 the
metaphor of dreaming that permeates the entirety oti D.realf;zgs cziia b
title). Whether Kant’s awakening really )happenfac.l only m‘ Nedon
antinomies) or only in 1772 (via Hume s.skeptlcxsm)—m- even o both
times—Kant’s comments would seem to imply t_hat Drealmsl itse Jue
from the period of “dogmatic slumber” from Wh‘l(.Zh he only cufer S,.eﬂm;
Yet even those who do not fully appreciate the Crx'trml elements 11;d choiil
agree that it is not the work of a sleeping dogmatist! So h(l).:iv cl:)oul ant s
metaphor apply to anything tha‘; happenetd a{lie.r lllrzr1 fv[\in;ztli tq liz St{;;)n(. g
ing to give the final answer to this . ,
grrttirrzs?:] cl)?fger a z(falaus.ible suggestion, based on the account of Kant’s
iven above. N
de"el&}_’;:;:;;:ngli‘s’ the middle path between dogmatism and skeptmlslm. Itf
is the tool Kant believed he could use to preserve the .truth a}il?l Vair:b(l)
both methods and yet do away with the errors into .whlch eac . :nw tedz
falls. The Critical mind will therefore always allow itself to be ' I:n:l?n ﬂ;e
as it were, by the two extremes it ultimately s-eel(§ to overcome; bu " the
process of becoming more and more refined, it will appear at ;)nfe mtoaS o
to be more dogmatic and at another to be more skeptica -(]us e
observed Kant’s mind to be in the text of D?‘ef:lffis). In other words, e
Critical method does not do away with s.l;ep.t:C}f::;gzﬁic;uc:tolfg:;s;;,the
s use them as opposing forces to guide its in :
:;ilrc:ll ;ath towards thg central point of pure Crithu-e. I.\IO“S .111;1 t(;;d:; nt}:
stay healthy a human being needs both sleep and wakmi, a.nb i 1 the same
way, we could develop Kant’s metaphor one step furt he; Y t};S] fand
healthy (Critical) philosopher need.s regular doses of bot ogmda mand
skepticism. Skepticism functions like an al.arm cloc.k to recrlmnt p g
phers when it is time to stop their d()gl‘ﬂ?lt.lc drea'mmg an r(-i:] 1ulnturall
normal waking life of Criticism. Thf: Critical phllosopl?er W IEtan Sur)_f
have many experiences of this type, just as a norrpal person is 0 t;e i
prised to wake up in the middle of a dreafn, ye.t will dream agamh. ext
night. Thus, the confusion caused by Kant’s varlous. referenc.es tod .1s a\ZaCh
ening from dogmatic slumbers may be best explained by regarding
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as equally legitimate and equally important milestones in his develop-
ment.
We have seen that Hume’s influence was never such as to convert
Kant to skepticism, but served only as “the first spark of light” (Prole-
gomena p. 260[8]) to kindle his awareness of the need to reflect on the
rationality of his cherished beliefs. This limited view of the influence of
Hume on Kant comes out quite clearly in almost all Kant’s references to
Hume or skepticism. In CPR, for example, Kant again uses his favorite
metaphor to describe the relation between dogmatism, skepticism, and
Criticism: “At best [skepticism] is merely a means of awakening [reason]
from its dogmatic dreams, and of inducing it to enter upon a more care-
ful examination of its own position” (p. 785). Kant’s attempt in Dreams
to examine mysticism and metaphysics with a Critical eye should there-
fore be regarded as resulting from one of his first m ajor awakenings (per-
haps largely as a result of his initial reading of Hume, probably in the
early 1760s). Tronically, although he disagreed with the dogmatic use to
which Swedenborg put his ideas, Kant seems to have recognized in them
some valuable hypotheses that could be purified in the refining fire of Crit-
icism. The antinomies awoke him (in 1768) to the realization that reason’s
Critical method must be applied not only to objects of possible knowl-
edge (such as mystical experiences and metaphysical theories), but also
to reason itself. And just when he thought he was on the verge of perfect-
ing this self-Criticism of reason (in 1772), Hume awoke him once again
to the realization that his Copernican insight must be used to limit not
only intuition but also the concepts arising out of human understanding.
We can conclude, therefore, that although Hume was instrumental in
awakening Kant to the limits of dogmatism, Swedenborg’s speculations

were responsible in a more direct way for the initial formation of his
Copernican hypothesis.

4. The Dream of a System of Critical Philosophy

A clear understanding of the influence of Swedenborg on Kant, and
of the function of Drearms as a Critical prolegomenon to Kant’s mature
System of transcendental Critique, makes it not so surprising to hear Sewall
(1900) say mystics “from Jung-Stilling to Du Prel” have always “claimed
Kant as being of their number” (pp. 16-17, 32). Indeed, Du Prel (1885,
Vol 2, pp. 195-8, 243, 290) stresses Kant’s positive attitude towards Swe-
denborg, and argues that in Dreams “Kant ... declared Mysticism possi-
ble, supposing man to be ‘a member at once of the visible and of the
invisible world”” (p. 302).” He even suggests that “Kant would confess
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that hundreds of such facts [based on .various
types of parapsychological experilence], are prove.d” (p- 19531)<. TSIS Vlvsoll).;(cial;}
ably going too far, but so is Vaihinger’s conclusion that “Kant's N
excludes all invasion of the regular system of nlat.ure \y
uncontrollable ‘spirits’; and the whole sys.tem of mo.dcfrn mgstlc;sltni b:alo
far as he holds fast to his fundamental principles, K‘ant is bo.ur.1 to ollc : Z
reject’” (Sewall 1900, p. 19). Kant is forced to reject mysticism or y a 2
ent of his theoretical system (i.e., CPR); the other syst.ems never
heoretical interpretations of mystical experi-
tely when he writes:

to-day [i.e., in the 1880s]

experience ...

compon
theless remain open to nont
ences. Sewall reflects Kant’s purposes more accura

on of Kant was to establish ... [that reason] can
neither create a knowledge of the spiritual world, .nc()lr cczimhlt
deny the possibility of such a world. It can a.fﬁrrr; }ndees :—1 Oi
rationality of such a conception, but the reality of it doe
come within its domain as pure reason [pp. 20-1].

The great missi

As Vaihinger himself admits elsewhere, Kant’s apparent rejection of

mysticism (and so also, parapsycholqu) therefore “rlefer.s -m;lily to th: graci—
tices (of spiritism), and to the Mysticism of the Fee‘lmgs, it does non. piIlJ)lZ
to the rational belief of Kant in the ‘corpus mysticum of the intellig
1d.” all 1900, p. 25).%* '

Wmlcll(-algts ft:l‘f:::refore 1;55 two distinct, though close-ly related, p.urpofses in
Dreams. The first is to reject un-Critical (speculau‘v? or fanatllcal)‘dorn:(j
of mysticism, not in order to overtl.n'ow .all mysticism, but in or 1-ie:ernce
replace it with a refined, Critical version, dlrec.ted towards our e?}f’ e
of this world and our reflection on it frc.)m various perspectives. }115 p "
spectival element in Kant’s mysticism 18 hinted at by Vaihinger when

says Kant believes:

The other world is ... not another place, but only ar}other vumg
of even this world.... [It] isnota world of other thmg_s(,ubu; o
the same things seen differently by 5N .B.ut the wildly etr}—1
menting must of the Swedenborgian Mysticism becomes wi
Kant clarified and settled into the noble, mild, and yet strong

wine of criticism [Sewall 1900, pp. 15, 18].

Unfortunately, the general mystical thrust of
tives has been grossly neglected by almost all En
ars.®® In Part Four of KCR (see note )
neglect by examining the extent to which Kant e of 1
Dreams paves the way for a full-blooded “Critical mysticism.

Kant’s second purpose in ¢

Kant’s System of Perspec-
glish-speaking Kant scholf
8) I have attempted to set right th.xs
Kant’s Critique of mysticism In

learing from the path of metaphysics the
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obstructions created by the speculative claims of mystical experiences was
to prepare the way for his own attempt to provide a metaphysical system
that could do for metaphysics what Dreams does for mystical visions and
all forms of parapsychological experience.* For the Critical dream envis-
aged in Dreants was to serve as a seed planted in his reason, which even-
tually matured into the tree of Critical philosophy; and only when this tree
finally bore fruit did the mystical seed that gave birth to the System appear
once again (i.e., in Opus Postumuni). Accordingly, Kant’s Critical labors
can be regarded as an attempt to build a rational System that preserves the
true mystical dream, thus putting mysticism and parapsychology in their
true place, at the mysterious (yet nonetheless real) center of metaphysics
and physics, respectively. In this sense, at least, Kant would agree with Du
Prel (1885, Vol 1, p. 70) when he says: “It is ... dream, not waking, which
is the door of metaphysic, so far as the latter deals with man.”"
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3. The latter is based on Kant’s [1783] o;lvn accogﬁ:ﬁ1 gf VEETCEI?;T;;, ;ezlr:)sej;g) cg;;t
: llection of David Hume was the very thing 1 : ot
interrupiitciomy dogmatic slumber and gave my lﬂVEStlgatSlg;lS in 8tll;e Ezljt (Z’i ;g;)CL‘IV »
tive philosophy a quite new direction” (.p.tiiote[)]ieck (1950), p. 81).
g ; in 3

e fleagfg 11)15(:)i:if)lll;ei;ittlz::l:tpiglrf{(:fnlgigigomem Lewis White Beck (1950? ) s;_ﬁglest; :; hia;
(<Ka‘nt had probably read Hume before 1760, but on)l’y much latti; (ILZZi%ln cl[ : t::; pogs 0
to follow ‘a new direction’ under Hume’s influence” ([ p.l?fn]k)g.me)cIﬂ e e
tion in Early German Philosophy (Beck 1969); see also Wolff ( S60), e

72, in a letter to Marcus Herz, Kant shows no awareness that f £ e b
by ]'ate a ].{l ; his own conception of causality as an intellectual Prmcnp!e. e ; p
bosed C.ha Eng'estha'f Kant was familiar only with Hume’s Enquiry (1748), wit bl'tzs
poseld Ieasole tst skepticism, until he read Beattie’s Essay on the Nature and Inml.tm.’l c;‘-
li';]’a;flj";f_};;}:(z 1;;2), V\}r)hich C(;ntains translations of long passages from the more radi-

g is acc f
cally skeptical text of Hume’s Treatise (1738). Beck (1987) confirms his acceptance o

i s fri n, who
this explanation despite more recent conjectures that Kant’s friend Hamann,

translated part of the Treatise in 1771, may have shown his translation to Kant as early
e 1898 §7-8) affirms that Kant “did not receive the in}petuts to his wgrl;
i Pau]s‘e £ ] fr:)frf:che English writers, and especially from Hume’s ep]stemologn:‘:a
'[lle.’ P'E?}Tffls » The influence of Hume, he argues, came malnly',m the earl'y 1770s “as
lflst'rl?'::.]hgii:an'incentive to turn towards his Originalh[i.e.,_i.(ant s% B\;S’;r; ;:;g:}ei]np]c;s—;(—)
ion” g , just prior to the writing o erts 1770
ey 9(7Pp£;)93"1?ﬁi}s’ zﬁg;gli;etsliee]:i}i?llt thallI:lefend in §3, that.ljlume s “awakening
(Pgalrs rimarily to the change from Disscrmtwn’to the ﬁr_st. Cr rtzqtﬁe. i for 4 more
N }l:l) hese suggestions account only for Kant’s recognition of the ne : 5
s gsf ns%gof the philosophical principle of causality. They say nothmngos; ’
a'dequate ehe urce of what I take to be the two most fundamental.aspects of ant’s
:;V;EE: 1[ﬁltiln:)esf:;)(}))hical System: his Critical method and his Cgpeﬁmcg;ss;rgjit;gg
i or the unique (Humean?) character of :
?{O§r3€ Olvzli’alt!hgozgcs)zefzﬂ ;ﬁ;:crf:ttil\rr: efxplanationqof Kant?s development, which makes
u[ fo’r these and other inadequacies of the trad]tnon?l view. N ——
pS This conjecture is supported not only by Kant's age (early 40s ,“I(ant's b o
nical dissatisfaction with the status quo. Manolesco .(1969) treats b el
gtred for speculative metaphysics” as “a deep psycholog‘lcal.charigf: (due 1(‘)1 11115} f(l uited
love, [unrequited] not by metaphysics but by SWt?denbmg hu?s:: il (Fvl;;. M A
re 1) ing to Kant’s queries. Moreover, Kant was m_volvecl in fai e?’9 by
1e§sztwo women at around this time (see gf.,slflmke 1949, pp. 39-41;
speci 85, pp- 54-5). '
pP‘-S 41(_ 51,1ta{11c718e ;ﬁécg?;fﬁl;ﬂgﬁ?ﬂl 31 (seggnd edition) a.ncl AA4:1-252 {pas:.;age{s'}nnllatlli
f;rstaedition) = CE2: passim (both editions); Smlth, (1929)., pP- xv1)—}ic;1tl;;e i
t((1)781/1787) will hereafter be referred to as CPR (= Critique oj_me e Rzaf;;; 24
References are to the 1787 edition, unless the page nulr_lbel is g)frelce feh A Zar]iér _—
7. The emphasized words indicate that Kant was still mind ;11 o il ory
; D s which, as will become apparent in this essay, ad(?pts the same po oty
piy di this’ uotation. In fact, Kant uses terms referring to this sleeping/drea )
?Kpressel min n:!ataphor 27 times in CPR (see Palmquist 1987, pp. 34, 109, ?);7)? mot:i_
ll}g/ ;Wi(:(l:-i'log uite clearly the attitudes adopted in Dreams. The most signi .cz;njt\ lﬁz
greVl\;c:; are CP(Ili pp. Axiii, 503, 519-21, 7823291 7(9[;11; 5s.;ee ;(1)5;) pgl.lﬁlxig;{;x;\lf:;u‘,d not:
¢ -7, A380, A390, 434, 452, 479, 652, 508). s
f]g:vj\?;’, iﬁ;lﬁg‘? gs Z{ridence that Kant was completely against all mysticism. Rather,

fess my
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they restate the same problem posed in Dreams—viz., how one’s “cherished dreams”
can be preserved, if they cannot be preserved by dogma and/or magic. Kant’s solution
to this crucial problem is fully examined in Part Four of Palmquist (2000). Palmquist
(2000) will hereafter be referred to as KCR (= Kant’s Critical Religion) in the text. The
present essay, incidentally, is a revised version of KCR, Chapter II, reproduced here
with the permission of the publisher.

8. These two modes of representation are similar, though not identical, to the dis-
tinction I make between “immediate experience” and “reflective knowledge” in
Palmquist (1993), IV.1. Palmquist (1993) will hereafter be referred to as KSP (= Kant’s
System of Perspectives) in the text. See also KCR, I11.2. References to these two books
cite the chapter and section (or note) numbers; this renders them easier to locate using
the e-text versions available on my web site, currently (March 2001) located at
www. hkbiedu.ik/~ppp

9. See e.g., CPR 352, A395. Palmquist (1987, p. 86) lists 168 occurrences of these
three words in CPR,

10. Indeed, as T argued throughout KSP, the making of such perspectival distinc-
tions is the key task of the Critical philosopher (see especially KSP I1.1).

I1. In the earlier works, of course, the traces are evident retrospectively even though
Kant himself would not yet have been conscious of the significance of the naturally
Critical tendencies of his way of thinking, In fact, becoming conscious of what was
already there seems to be one of the implications of his much-used metaphor of sleep-
ing/dreaming/awakening (see note 7). Otherwise a metaphor such as “coming alive”
or “giving birth” would have been more appropriate.

12. Swedenborg (1688-1772) was not only the founder of crystallography, but also
made significant advances in a wide range of scientific, technological, and economic
fields. For an account of such accomplishments, see the opening section of Florschiitz
(1992); see also Laywine (1993, pp. 57-8).

13. Kant’s interest in the spirit world is almost always neglected, if not outright
denied, by Kant scholars nowadays, Yet throughout his life he repeatedly affirmed a
belief in its reality. Even in CPR he uses “spirit” and its cognates 16 times (see Palmquist
1987, p. 353), affirming his commitment to a surprisingly Platonic view of the eter-
nality of the human spirit: “we can propound a transcendental hypothesis, namely,
that all life is, strictly speaking, intelligible only, is not subject to changes of time, and
neither begins in birth nor ends in death; that this life is an appearance only, that is,
a sensible representation of the purely spiritual life, and that the whole sensible world

is a mere picture which in our present mode of knowledge hovers before us, and like
a dream has in itself no objective reality; that if we could intuit ourselves and things
as they are, we should see ourselves in a world of spiritual beings, our sole and true
community which has not begun through birth and will not cease through bodily
death—both birth and death being mere appearances” (CPR, pp. 807-8).

14. The subtle difference between this and the usual interpretation can be illustrated
by quoting Werkmeister’s (1980) claim that in Dreams Kant concludes “that meta-
physics ought to abandon its dogmatic speculations about God, the life hereafter, and
similar topics” (p. 64). This is correct, provided we understand (as Werkmeister him-
self hints elsewhere [cf. note 16] that abandoning degmatic speculation does not entail
altogether abandoning belief in God, etc., as is assumed by those who regard Dreams

as the work of an outright skeptic. Kant abandons speculation not in order to swing
over to the skepticism of unbelief, but in order to make room for a Critical reforma-
tion of his beliefs.

15. On the dating of this letter, see: Sewall (1900), p- 160; Broad (1953), pp. 117-8;
and Rabel (1963), p. 74.
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16. Laywine (1993), pp. 60-61, gives a good summary of the first three visions Swe-

. ublic, each mentioned in Kant’s letters. . . )
de;bzigslaan(:ieegcy in Dreams to ridicule views towards which he was in fact ;yrr.lpzr
thetiac may be what led him to suggest this book be excluded from his colle;t:} ;1;;1&5
writings (see Sewall 1900, p. x; Manolesco 1969, E 7): P?UISE“ (lf'%i pV.VithOllt s

iri 7 “9 i ded [by Kant] to be entirely

he “spiritology” in Drearms “is not inten K ey ; B
tl-let‘»tnteses * ?nasmucgg as it foreshadows the important “two :milds doT:nme. 1atDel 1;;;(:5
mciundezi in CPR. Later he relates this to “Kant’s Platonism, bah‘ea‘dy .ezldlelnt in (pre; 10),
J elig i '1d on the basis of objective idealism” (p. .

“an ethical and religious view of the wor | : (p. 310).
]\z:ndelssolm captures the strangeness of Kant slmooq m.Dreamslw:en l:; ::l\ifrsi titr; i
book review: “The jesting profundity with which this llttle. work has L witten
le(:wes the re.’llcler at times in doubt as to whelther MF. K‘a)mt 111Fende_dtt(? {ggoe ]
hysics ridiculous or spiritism (Geisterseherei) plal_mble (er.l kline1s er Ches,t}()).bmh
%h); answer, as we shall see, is both and neither: mak.m_g un-Critica ap‘pro:t1 o b
issues look,ridiculous prepares the way for the Critical method. tol "Ejv-e'?‘ tlelrn 12 o
ili i ritically. For Dreatns adopts an entirely Critica :
bility of both, when viewed Critica e L heraclved by
y s the problem (though somewhat obscurely | )
?(ndts’(s) ifttuggs;hilosoli)hical System. That Kant is mtentlonal})( using Su;ledgn]l;o;ogrz
iz?ons as a test case for the application of his V\fell—for_me_d (er_cal melt7 606 iﬂﬁz fore
Taunching into its application to all of metaphysics, is indicated in his o e ta
Mendelssohn (in Manolesco 1969, pp. 154-9), w!lere he calls attention to thedolap i
t conclusions which are meant to determine in a strict manner theﬁr_}:uz't (l) fﬁod
E}r:e new metaphysics],” and then invites Mendelssohn to use this new (Lll 15t:5ca7) n:zp o
, is sci ” (Manolesco 1969, pp. 156-7, ¢ p
= y a new master plan for this science” ( :
sitsoa‘:ilci‘zzl)l%ee also Laywine (1993, pp. 72-100) and Werkmeister (1980, pp. 44,84) for
imi iews of the prefiguring role of Dreas. o )
Sm:/:fl::k‘:neister (1988) quotes Borowski's biography of Kf{r_lt as saying JRthe a,:t:;,lct[“;ef
reader found already here [in Dreams] the seeds of the Critique ofllljure euvsost iy
that which Kant gave us later.” Unfortunately, he gives no details as tﬁ J:(Drmms
aspects of Dreams constitute these “seeds.” Aft.er using the same metapib o g
e 1tains ... many of the seeds of Kant’s Critical Phll(_)s_opby [Mano escot lgca.
1;»:]0)1 l(llanoille‘sco lists some examples: Kant’s “theory of spirits is ah_nost asn e:zlai] ;glz ial;
ex t,'essed in philosophical language, of Swedenborg's own the§|s v 8 v:'efer o lgater
doitrines provided him with fundamental metaphys;calh starting points ;) his ater
i i d matter, on his conception of n
i he soul, on the dualism of mind an ; ¢ : loumena
ch‘[” ;E:IalrltOIflena on inner sense and its connection with the unity of apperception

. 17-18). . ' i -

(P[;717Mc()3arthy (1982) makes the interesting sugg‘estlnou that i(ant s 1‘11.fat|.13"el:l E:;EF’S}
ophy. replaces “Christus” (Latin for “anointed”) with C;estﬁls '(I:[atm Hc:;‘ L mus;
i i foretaste of what is to come.

’s third point can be regarded as a t aista & t
i(f Zo,illf?rr:ind howgver, that “useful” for Kant means “useful in bringing abou;i(;;cll
'::sg”- itis nojt a sudden leaning towards utilitarianism (cf. Kantl[1_762}17f95, rene.S;
I151\113&23’2 1, and AA29 = CE10: passimn]). McCarthy (1982) shqws !ns imp l,C-lt awa s
of the. l'l"l(,)l'al aspect of the Kantian “useful” when he says his (like Kant’s) cc;l;c;enore
with “the role of Jesus the (morally) 'Useful:” (P' 19%). What- Mc(;arlgh}.rts;?ﬂj:e OngCRJ
is that the “Crestus” need not exclude the “Cristus”; as [ argue in Par

lements.
nd should) work together as comp nts . ' )

bOtli; Ca;?al(ﬁ notes in Dreams that this “prevalent opinion which fismgps to tille ﬁgt:,l llts

t i.n the brain, seems to originate mainly in the fact, th‘at we feel istinetly he h,t 5

:{33 meditation, the nerves of the brain are taxed. But 1f' this concluslfm is rig -
wi)etlljld prove als:) other abodes of the soul. In anxiety or joy the sensation seems
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have its seat in the heart. Many affections, yea most of them, manifest themselves most
strongly in the diaphragm. Pity moves the i ntestines, and other instincts manifest their
origin in other organs” (p. 325n [50n]). Here we see a good example of Kant’s aware-
ness of and concern for the condition of his own body. Unfortunately, interpreters
tend to excuse this concern as stemming merely from his eccentric ideas about how
he could maintain his own health through sheer will power and self-determination
(see e.g., Kant [1764, AA2:257-71]; Kant [1798, Part 111, AA7:1-116 = CE6:237-327]).
Yet it seems also to reveal the importance he placed on fostering a meditative aware-
ness of his inmediate experience: philosophy for Kant was ultimately not an abstract
function of the mind or brain, but a discipline in which the whole body participates
as well.

19. Seealso AA28:146-7 and Laywine (1993, pp. 52,159). Laywine makes a good case
for viewing soul-body interaction as the chief philosophical concern around which
most of Kant’s pre-Copernican writings revolved. She argues that, prior to Drearms,
Kant was (at least implicitly) committed to a theory of “physical influx,” whereby the
soul has quasi-material characteristics, such as impenetrability, and that in the process
of grappling with Swedenborg’s vulgar version of the same view, Kant recognized the
need to give it up. I summarize and assess her interpretation in Appendix I1.2 of KCR.

20. “The relation [of these “incorporeal substances”] by means of things corporeal

is consequently to be regarded as accidental” (Dreams p. 330[56-7]). Since an
“undoubted characteristic of life” is “free movement” (including growth), Kant sug-
gests that both plants and animals may also have an immaterial nature (p. 330[57]).
In order to show the close connection between plants and animals Kant mentions
Boerhave’s view: “The animal is a plant which has its roots in the stomach (inside).”
He then opines the converse is also true: “The plant is an animal which has its stom-
ach in the root (outside).” But he warns that “such conjectures ... have the ridicule
of fashion against them, as being dusty antiquated fancies”; “the appeal to immater-
ial principles is a subterfuge of bad philosophy,” so he will “not ... use any of these
considerations as evidence” (p. 331[58]).

21. Kant conjectures that the spiritual conceptions that arise in the deepest, dream-
less sleep “may be clearer and broader than even the clearest in the waking state. This
is to be expected of such an active being as the soul when the external senses are so
completely at rest. For man, at such times is not sensible of his body.” When dream-
ing, by contrast, a person “perceives to a certain degree clearly, and weaves the actions
of his spirit into the impressions of the external senses.” Unfortunately, Kant does not
acknowledge the importance of this connective function of dreams, so instead of regard-
ing them as revealing profound symbols of spiritual conceptions (as Jung, using Kant
as his philosophical springboard, has since suggested [see Appendix IL1 of my KCR]),
he ridicules them as being “only wild and absurd chimeras” [Dreams 338n(68n)]. Du
Prel (1885) develops an elaborate theory of “somnambulism” (including hypnotism)
based explicitly on Kant’s philosophy (see e.g., Du Prel 1885, vol, 1, pp. xxvi, 5-7, 62,
71, etc.). He also agrees with Kant on many specific points (see e.g., Du Prel 1885, Pp.
57-8). For example he says: “With the deepening of sleep must diminish the confu-
sion of the dream” (Du Prel, p. 44). In arguing for “the scientific importance of dream,”
he claims this clarity can be explained best by assuming that in deepest sleep the cen-
ter of control changes from the brain (the focus of consciousness) to the solar plexus
(the focus of the unconscious), and that the more control exercised by the latter, the
more significant the dream will be (Du Prel, pp. 27-44, 68-9).

22. The concluding paragraph of Chapter Three, containing these comments, also
includes some harsh ridicule of those who adopt the perspective of Chapter Two. He
suggests, for instance, that although visionaries are not necessarily insane, “insanity
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i g th
[is] a likely consequence of such communion.... Therefore, I. d_o not :}tl allvgl,ill?le[;hz
der, if, instead of regarding the spirit-seers as half-dwellers in anothe At
ﬁzw K’an,t himself seems to prefer], he, without further ceremony, chsilpatc {a)s s :;; ng
candidates for the hospital” (p. 348[83]). N9 doubt Fh;s is o_neboft Ciggda}mm g
remarks in Dreams that led Kant to suggest 1n later life that it be ex
i ks (see Sewall 1900, p. x). . ,
Coggcm(}dfnsllll;ogo‘z?cllssg [X.4 (p. 307) and note IL12. For an explanatlo?lgéjlgant 5
« d{ciaiv: standpoint (that of the third Critique), see notes 1.13 and L17 0 d.ne )
JUM This position has an obvious affinity with the doctrines of the positive and neg
: : k, KSP, VL3)
i 1 developed in CPR (see my book, , VL3) .
a'ﬂ;; n'(l)"lti[:]lser;gant notesp(p. 350n[87-8n]) that our speculative ignorance d(l)es n?t ?;
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atgreaterpscope » Kant is saying our immediate experience cahn pro_v1de e.xllstenttizia.ntY -
it d theoretically. This existential certs
tainty for a position that cannot Pe proved t
a;‘()llflded inpwhat Kant calls “rational faith” (see KCR,. note FV.IS). ——
’ 26. For a fuller explanation of this fundamental distinction }Jetween im e
el"ience‘(which as such, produces no knowledge) and the various reﬂec(:ltnt\i'lee ;);:n ;
f));ixperience (which do produce lcnowledgf)ksg; !rlllyl l;ook, KSP, 1V.1, an
-v of that section given in the first sequel, 112, )
mazl; O'If'his emphasisgon the useful in Dreams may h;ve}r] arisen t(: somz ;izﬁztuzzgu(l)”
. i rtance
; education. For Wolff himself stressed the impor > of “th
Kant’s W%l:ﬁ?;lston 1960, p. 112). Kant did not abandon this empll1351:<; in _hlslmatutrf
iy buf rather transformed it into the hypothetical perspective in his theore

writings, y and into the practical standpoint of his overall philo-

cal system (i.e., the first Critique

ical System. ] .
SOI;llzltcl;ll ﬂ);lal chapter of Dreams the same strategy 1s employed to address the issue of

: 3 b
the possibility of a spiritual influence on the body: such influences a;‘eh Poisssj)il:ectl]‘}r
cam?ot be proved because they are not governed by corporeal_ la?:rs. . ;;v, psig
arallel to Kant’s mature attitude towards “noumenal caulsal!ty,. W ic ek
Segarded as knowable because it does not fall under the a prior? principles 0 p
ibili erience. o .
S]bzﬂi}ltyliilzg Kant even uses the metaphor of awakening in the Sl;?;t{:al cha;;:ee; g}t;
) , i indicating that in 1 ewasa
.342[74], quoted above, in §2), tlhus ing - s alread
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dolgmat%sm This fact, as we shall see later in this section, raises serious questions abo

oty 5 . e
the traditional view that Kant’s “awakening” by Hume did not happen until 1768, o

n 1772 (see note 4). ) .
peg;apid?reeover, Kant uses the same metaphor in CPR 795, where he refers to “the

: nd-
assay-balance of criticism” (see also CPR pp. 617, 8]]).' And heAl;eg:; t;1e6ri(5)n6els;30665)
ing metaphor of “weighing” two opposing arguments in CPR6 7—6), , 617,
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m(?fal pﬁile(?stoihy, and philosophy of 1'el1g10n‘(seelKant 176[;11, RlChaPlI izzx:;:?i;svgm_
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i to Herz in February 1772 shows he a y : in
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i:z zl;)ijoe:ri[:li?y ;ad not yet d];cided to devote a separate Critique to each subject, he had
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already thought of the title “Critique of Pure Reason” (AA10.126[ Zweig, p. 73]). For
a concise summary of the importance of these two letters, see Copleston 1960, pp.
203-7.

31. T examine the details of the architectonic structure of Kant’s System in KSP,
1I1.3-4. A brief summary of those sections is given in my book, KCR, IIL1; see also
Appendix IIL1.

32. Laywine (1993) makes significant headway in this direction (see also note 19),
though she reaches some rather questionable conclusions. For a detailed discussion
of her interpretation, see Appendix I1.2 of my book KCR.

33. This distinction between Kant’s Critical method and the transcendental orien-
tation of his philosophy is often ignored by Kant scholars, who tend to conflate the
terms by talking about Kant’s “transcendental method” —a phrase Kant himself never
uses. This type of interpretive error lies behind Cassirer’s (1921, 1918) claim that in
CPR “Kant is presenting a completely novel type of thinking, one in opposition to his
own past and to the philosophy of the Age of Enlightenment” (p. 141). This notion of
a complete “opposition” between Kant’s past (wherein he is portrayed as being
unknowingly duped by his dogmatic upbringing) and his Critical outlook (which is
supposed to have sprung as suddenly as the ringing of an alarm clock from his read-
ing of Hume) typifies the mythical account of Kant’s development against which I am
arguing in this essay. In CPR Kant is not negating his past, but pressing it to its proper
limit; he is separating the wheat from the chaff of his own background and of his Age
(see e.g., CPR p. Axin) by bringing into full view the Critical method that had char-
acterized his way of thinking from the start of his career.

One exception to the above is ]. Fang (1967), who calls attention to the mistake of
regarding Kant’s method as transcendental (pp. 112-3). He also recognizes the impor-
tance of distinguishing between the Critical method and the transcendental charac-
ter of Kant’s mature philosophy: the “critical method” is already “partially revealed”
(i.e., applied) in 1770, but “concerns itself with ‘limits’ alone ... and not yet with
‘sources’,” as it does in its transcendental application (Fang 1967, pp. 118-9). With
intimations of Einstein, he then suggests that “the special critical method of 1768—69,

viz., ‘to determine the validity and bounds of intuitive principles,” had to be general-
ized, and when it was finally ‘broadened,” the general critical method was to discover
and justify ... the sources, the extent, and the limits of the human faculty of knowl-
edge or metaphysic in general —the main task of the Critique” (p. 121). Unfortunately,
Fang does not work out in any detail the significance of this distinction (which relates
more to Kant’s gradual application of his Copernican insight than to the Critical
method as such), nor does he mention Dreams as relevant to the development of Kant’s
Critical method.

34. This implies that the traditional view of Dreams as a temporary excursion into
Humean skepticism (see §1, above) is entirely unjustified, based as it is on a shallow
reading of the text and a neglect of the ubiquity of the Critical method in Kant’s writ-
ings. Hume’s influence on Kant in the early 1760s was only one of many influencing
factors acting together as grist for the Critical mill. Interestingly, neither Hume nor
Swedenborg is included in Werkmeister’s description of “the complexus of ideas which
is the basis for all further development of Kant's philosophy” (Werkmeister 1980, p.
15).

35. Kant’s biographers consistently report the strong influence he felt his mother
had on his general personal and intellectual development. I discuss her influence fur-
ther in KCR, X.4.

36. In fact, the influence of Swedenborg is quite compatible with the influence of
Leibniz, For Swedenborg himself studied Descartes, Leibniz, and Wolff, much as Kant
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did in his early years (see Jonsson 1967, p. 47). (In §335.7 and §696 of The True Chris-
tian Religion Swedenborg even describes his visions of Aristotle, Descartes and Leib-
niz, together with nine of their followers, among whom was Wolff.) Thus, Kant’s
reading of Swedenborg may well have worked together with his reading of the Clarke-
Leibniz Correspondence to point him towards the Copernican hypothesis.

37. The term “mysticism” in this quote (as elsewhere in this essay) might well be
replaced nowadays by the more scientific term “parapsychology.”

38. Kant affirms his belief in the notion of a “corpus mysticum” at several points
even in CPR, as when he says that “if we could intuit ourselves and things as they are,
we should see ourselves in a world of spiritual natures, our sole and true community”
(CPR p. 836; see also p. A393-4). Kant’s lifelong belief in a spirit world is demon-
strated by Manolesco (1969).

39. Sewall (1990, p. x [sic; page number should read “ix”]) lists several works writ-
ten between 1889 and 1895 that do focus on Kant’s mystical tendencies. The most
significant of these is Du Prel’s Kant’s Vorlesungen itber Psychologie (1889), which con-
tains an introduction entitled “Kant’s mystische Weltanschauung.” Sewall (1900),
translates the following passage from pp. vii-viii of that work: “Dreams’ ... has been
interpreted as a daring venture of Kant’s genius in making sport of superstition; the
accent has been laid on Kant’s negations, and his affirmative utterances have been
overlooked. The ‘Lectures on Psychology’ now show ... that these utterances were
very seriously intended; for the affirmative portions of the ‘Dreams’ agree very thor-
oughly with the lengthier exposition of the ‘Psychology,” and the wavering attitude of
Kant is here no longer perceptible” (pp. 13—4n).

40. T have intentionally presented this as the second purpose, because the text of
Dreams clearly regards it as such. Nearly all interpreters read into the text their own
exclusive interest in Kant’s metaphysics, and thereby treat the whole topic of mystical
visions as a mere (perhaps ill-chosen) illustration. How easy it is to forget that even
the title specifies the main topic as focusing on visionary dreams (i.e., what we would
now classify as part of parapsychology), and explicitly regards metaphysics as a secondary
illustration.

Johan L.F. Gerding (1994) is an exception. He stresses that Kant is dealing with
parapsychological phenomena (“psi”). However, he takes Dreams as a “fundamental
denial of psi” claiming “Kant explicitly states that psi phenomena cannot exist” (p.
141). But this is too strong, Kant’s conclusion is that we cannot form such experiences
into a science: he openly admits that psi phenomena do exist as immediate experiences;
the problem is that we cannot understand them. Gerding (1994) goes so far as to claim
that for Kant “psi cannot even be hypothetical” (p. 144) and that “Kant does not allow
psi to be even possible.” He suggests we could avoid excluding psi from transcen-
dental philosophy by tracing them to “an unknown capacity of the human mind” (pp.
144-5), but this renders them uninformative: “Psi information from a transcendent
world therefore is not possible.” He defends his position by arguing thata case of ESP,
for example, “has to be verifiable for living human beings” in order to be regarded as
genuine (p. 145). This still leaves the process unknowable: we can know that some-
thing happens without knowing how it happens. He thus concludes: “the Kantian
transcendental philosophy does not exclude paranormal phenomena when they are
interpreted as anomalous phenomena, which happen to living human beings.” What
Gerding fails to recognize is that a perspectival interpretation of Dreams enables us to
see this as precisely Kant’s own view! The error is to think Kant himself did not rec-
ognize that psi can be mysterious yet entirely possible.

41. The author would like to thank the Research Grants Council in Hong Kong for
providing funding for his project, “Kant’s Critical Science,” of which this paper is a part.
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