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1957 

LEWIS WHITE BECK (24 years old) 

FELLO IN PHILOSOPHY, DUKE UNIVERSITY (Stipend of $600) 

White Southerner Special Field - Philosophy Seeks Ph. D. at University 
of Berlin or University of 
North Carolina (1 year) 

Digest of Application 

Born in Griffin, Georgia, 1915. cingle. 

A. B. from Emory University 1954. A. M. 1955 from Duke. 

Held scholar~hip 1954-55 of $400; fellowship 1956-57 >600. 

Assistant at Duke University $550. 

M. A. thesis: "Moral Judgment According to Aristotle , 

Kant , and Butler." Pb. D. thesis: Synopsis, an epistemological study (near 

completion) . 

Seeks :further training for professorship in philosophy. 
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TAT "';r, OE' ,/0 

If eleoted to a osen·,ra.ld fellowship, I propose to 1nveatigate 
the conce t of r a a s a category in ethics, particularly as it 
appea s in recent enna.n social philosophy, and t o seek to apply 
an eva uation and to find ?lications for erican racial prob l ems. 
This tudy would involve the date i.mt ion of the influence hich 

r tcan r c ial las have exerted on recent n tho ht (as sho 
in the works of, fore l , H. r a r). r·c n social thou ht 

(such as that of J ohn c. Calhoun) has undoubtedly affected German tho l t, 
an erioan tu ie of r ace 1n connect·on wi th i tion able 
have undoubtedly been influential in erma.ny. It may very iell be 
tbat the di rec tion of fluence might be changed by contEDpo ary 

ennan r aci l theory. 
In thi study I shoul be te ested in drain di tinctions and 

analo les be veen the ethical tho ht cone ing racial ri hts 
ic a and ny . s :.erman tho ht is now more articulate tha·t 

the r acial ethics in erica, the writing of GA1Mru1m ilosopher sho·ald 
be and evaluate , and then inferences ad.a co ncerning 
the prob of race re ion in this country, an espec ia ly in 
the th. At the present time ,!believe, an i ntereating contribution 
Cvul e o d have close reference to both the n d 
the 4 erio s1tuat· on . 

!.. us far I ha e dealt ith this proble;n onl. in an incidental rra..y, 
b t it has frequently come up i n other ethical s. tudies . I have :o 

over some bibliog phie and be ~ieve from my prel iminary study that the 
re»earoh c d be l imi te to ne year . 

f this time , much of it o ul be spent in Germany, but perhaps 
about three onth in e ·ca at some university in th 3outh s udyi 
negro problems hould be inc uded in the ear . Of the time spent in 
}e y, ome of it should be iven over to ect e in the iversUy 
of 3erlin by r~of. n ? . "• Gllilther and other professors de i ng 
~ith racial questio ; and ju.st as im o_tant as that would be di ect 
ob ervat i o of esent day e n life and opo da. . In the ited tates , 

the University of orth Carolina. would perba s be most suitable for my 
pur oses . 

ono aph o~ a series of ticles, I believe, ould rese.lt fr1'm 
this ;tudy. :i:he ~rtin•ee vould be uitable or such _ riodicals a ·s 

'j:he In ernational J o na1. of Ethic • 
Afte s!_)endin year in Europe studying hope to obtain a. cha in 

some outhern col gge o~ univer i ty . I hava, no more definite plans than 
th_ t. 



LETTERS OF REFERENCE 

Lev,is White ~ 

Mr . Goodrich C. V1•h ite, Dean, Emory University, Georgia 

As an undergraduate, Beck impressed me as intellectually 

one of the most promising men we have turned out in years. He has a mind of 

unusual flexibility and keenness and an extraordinary capacity to deal with 

ideas as such, which one rarely encounters , and which, perhaps, is the dis­

tinguishing mark of a born philosopher. 

His general oral examination on the field of his 

specializati n, i.e., philosophy, in candidacy for his Bachelor's degree, was 

an extraordinary performance which greatly impressed every member of the examin­

ing committee. I think it was , without doubt, the most brilliant examination 

I have participated in. ~ithout any question, Beck shows great prom:llse as a 

scholar, and mer its every encouragement. He will be definitely a leading 

prospect for the first vacancy that we TIJP,:y have in our Department of 

Philosophy; rather I should say, perhaps, for the first appointment to be made 

as soon as expansion in the department becomes possible. 

His proposed plan of work appeals to me gre tJLy so far as 

the general field in which it lies is concerned. His studies will probably 

need pointing up and specification as he goes forward; but it seems to me he 

is working in an area where systematic study is greatly needed. I hope that he 

will be able to approach the thing from the standpoint of the psychological 

f actors involved. There is great need for some systematic and thorough -going 

analysis of the genesis and development of racial attitudes. 

J 
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Those who have directed his graduate work at I)uke Univer­

sity will be able to speak as to his technical qualificati ons for tackling the 

particular job he proposes.. As to his general qualifications and his promise 

in the iield of scholarship, I can speak without reservation, and I give him 

my hearty endorsement. 

Mr. G. A. Morgan, Jr. , Associate Professor of Philosophy, Duke University, 

Durham, North Carolina. 

I have knovm l'lir. Beck since the beginning of the present 

academic year. He has not been in any of' my classes but I have seen him often 

in my home and have read the rough draft of his doctoral di ssertation. 

Mr. Beck I s outstanding intellectual gifts incJmde unusual 

dialectical acumen, encyclopedic range of reading and information, and a genuine 

catholicity of interest and appreciation of divergent points of view in philosophy. 

He is certainly the ablest of our present graduate students in philosophy, and I 

am told that he stands equally v1ell among the psychologists. I do not think him 

a man of genius, and I sometimes wonder just how deep his thinking goes, because 

his unusual facility in discussing theori es at times suggests glibness . But 

this is only a suspicion. He is certainly not superficial as most students go. 

Altogether, Mr. Beck' s abilities mark him as a man of great promise. It may 

be ten years before we have another as good. 

Mr . Beck is personally agreeable, well bred. I know of 

no drawbacks in appearance or character t o hinder his f uture career . Above all, 

he is a man of' tireless industry, a tremendous worker. He can be depended upon 

to finish a job and to do it thoroughly. 

His plan of work seems to me a good one. I have no 
I 

special competence in the f i eld of racial theories, tut ~i~ proposal is one of 

11WJ ,,,. 
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general interest which should prove profitable both to him and to others. The 

ethics of racial relations is a para.mount issue for the South. Mr. "Beck 

would approach the question with much needed objectivity and contribute to our 

enlightenment. 

In conclusion I would like to say that Mr. Be,ck seems to 

me to be just the sort of coming Southern scholar who deserves every aid we can 

give him. I heartily recommend him for a Rosenwald Fellowship. 

Mr. L. E. Loemker, Professor of Philosophy, Emory University, Georgia. 

My direct lmowledge o.f Mr . Lewis Beck is based on his 

undergraduate work at Emory University, where he specialized in philc,sophy, 

served as student assistant during his senior year, and graduated with depart­

mental honors. His work with me at that time led me to feel that he was pre­

eminently fitted, in temperament and ability, for research and to encourage him 

to go on into graduate study. 

As an undergraduate his background of informat ion and 

general interest was unusual; in the Sophomore tests for general informati n and 

culture, for instance, he ranked highest. To this he added, as undergraduat.e, 

a remarkable knowledge of the field of his chosen specialization. 

He is systematic and painstaking in his work, driven by 

genuine enthusiasm for it, and approaching specific problems with a pretty 

sound estimate of their general importance. His work as assistant was always 

done promptly and carefully. I expect him to do significant work in research -

an expectation \1bich I understand his graduate work at Duke University has in a 

degree already justified. 
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He was well liked by the students, bad the gitt of pre­

senting ideas clearly and in simple language, and should make an excE3llent 

te cher. His personality is pleasing and incisive, his character so far as I 

know above reproach .. I am not able to judge the merits of' his proposed proj ect, 

but am sure that he would do thor ough end able work if it is selected. 

J 



JULIUS ROSENWALD FUND 
4901 ELLIS A VENUE 

CHICAGO 

Confidential Report on Candidate for Fellowship 

Report Requested of _ _ ~Mu..r .... , _,e.A.L. _,G.._.L..J~ .... a.""-6,.......~- --- - ----------------

The above named candidate has applied to this Fund for a fellowship and has givent your name 
as a reference. A statement of the candidate,s plan of work is attached. Please return it with 
your statement. 

We shall appreciate a frank statement of your opinion of this applicant's abilities and personal 
characteristics, and an appraisal of his plan of work. An early reply to this inquiry will be of great 
assistance in allowing the Fellowship Committee sufficient time for an adequate review of the large 
number of candidates who apply for grants. 

Your reply will be held in strictest confidence. 
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Is the candidate free from personality handicaps which would make it difficult to obtain and 
hold a position giving him opportunity to utilize his abilities? 

of Phi2.osopl:v•, 

ate 1 .• { 1 ·c2 'C 7 ------------- -------------- /. , 

(Please return to Raymond Paty, Director for Fellowships, Juli'ps Rosenwald Fund, 
49 0 I Ellis A venue, Chicago, Illinois. Addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed.) 



hbot, .t,~••I of hlo ... Jrintt,. 
((If fur af Iii• llrtm 

TO VIHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

IDuh.t ~ 
D URMA,_. 

,-. O IA'Tw C A IIIQL,IN • , 

February 15, 193?. 

This is to certify that Mr. Lewis White Beck was admitted to the 
Graduate School of Duke University in September, 1934, and received 
the degree of Master of Arts in June, 1935. Mr. Beck has p,assed 
both the language examinations and the preliminary examinations 
required for admission to candidacy for the degree of Doctor of 
Philosophy. Mr. Beck has taken the following work: 

1934-1935 
Philosophy 205, The Philosophy of History, 3 semester hours1, grade ~. 
Philosophy 221, Spinoza, 3 semester hours, grade~-
Philosophy 209,210, The Philosophy of Reli gion, 6 semester hours, 
grade E. 
Philosophy 301,302, Seminar in Philosophy, 4 semester hours:, grade E. 
Philosophy 216, Contemporary Philosophy, 3 semester hours, grade E. 
Psychology 308, Seminar, 3 semester hours, grade~- -
Psychology 236, Memory, 3 semester hours, grade Q. 
Philosophy thesis, 6 residence hours. 

1935-1936 
Philosophy 301,302, Seminar in Philosophy, 4 semester hours1, grade~­
Philosophy 207, Political Philosophy, 3 semester hours, gra.de G. 
Philosophy 213,214, History of Aesthetics, 6 semester hours1, grade E,. 
Philosophy 227, Hegel, 3 semester hours, grade~. 
Philosophy 226, History of Ethics, 3 semester hours, grade E. 
Psychology 225, Contemporary Schools of Psychology, 3 semes:ter hours, 
grade E. 

Sum.mer, 1936 
Philosophy research, 6 residence hours. 

1936-1937 
Psychology 219, History of Psychology, 2 semester hours, grade Q. 
Psychology 21?, Gestalt Theory, 3 semester hours, grade E. 
Philosophy 301, Seminar in Philosophy, 2 semester hours, gr·ade ~­
Philosophy 302, Seminar in Philosophy, course in progress. 
Psychology 228 1 Psychology of Belief, course 1n progress. 
E, Excellent; G.Good; s,satisfactory; F,Fa1led. 

Very truly yours, 

W.H. Glasson, 
Dean. 

dC'-e-- / pf). ~ 

Edna R. Flue el, , 1 

Gradua e Recor9i2r. 

hm 
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Apr il l5, 1931 

Dear llr . Beck, It i s a . pleasure to in.form you t.ha t 
you have been selected by t he Com­

mittee on Fellowships of the Juliue Rosenwald Fund to 
rece ive a grant of $1500 to assist you in car ryin6 f or­
war d your plans for atwzy e..nd foreign travel in the field 
or philosophy. 

While our Committee has som:e tNgges­
t ions regarding your pl,ms, about which I shall write 
you later or shall discuss with you 1n person, th.e award 
i s definite. Our suggestions, however, are in the n&ture 
of advice and you will be left free- to carry forward -;, our 
work in your Oiffl way. A plan covering the details o£ 
peyments under this grant will be arranged to fit your 
particular needs. 

Please l et us k.~ow at once if y-0u accept 
this grant. Official liJlI1ow1cement of the Committee ' s 
selection f or the year •ill be made soon ulld can include 
only those acceptances which hove been received. 

So::: 7:iuchaiian Bo eve.rd - •• .. , .. ~ 
Durham, North C~rolina 

Very truly yours , 

PI\TY 
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STAT' T PLA!l OF mru< 

!hite Beck 

If elected to a Rosenwald fellowehip, I propose t invosti>ate tho 
concept of race ae a category in ethics, particularly a~ it appears in recent 
Ger a cinl philo oh, and t aeek to npply en evalu tin and to ind 
implicati ne fr Americ n racial proble s. Thi"' study would inv lv th e­
ter inatio of th fluenco whic Americ,:m r cial a bavo exerted on recent 
er an thouiht (as hown in thew rs • • Krie er, fr example). American 

60Cial thought (Buch as that of J hn C. Calhoun) ha undoubtedly affect d 
German thou ht, nd A.meric n studie f race in connection with irnmic e.tion 
problems have undoubtedly been influential in Germacy. It may v ry w 11 e 
tat t he direct! n of in luence might be chand d. b, c nteo orarl Oerroe. acio.l 
th ry 1 and should thus b criticized. 

In t1 s study I should e intereste· in drawin ietincti~ns and 
lo i s bett•eon the ethical thnught c noerning racial rights 1n Alaeric and 

Germany. Ae e·man thought is now ore rticulat than t e cial ethics in 
America, th tings f the erman philoeophers should be etudied and evalu~ted, 
and ten inferences could be r.!l&de c ncerning the ethical problem of race ela-
ti ns in this untcy, e pecially in tho South. At the present tie, I believe, 
an interest'n c ntributi n could be made hich would h ve close refe nee to 
both the German an the American &ituati n. 

Thus fa.r I have. dealt with this problem nly in an incidental a, but 
it has fre~uentl come up in -:ny other et ic l studies. I huve worked over some 
bibliogra hie and believe fr)m my preliminary review th t th re arch cold be 
limited to ne year. 

Of tlrle ti , much 1'0Uld be spent in Germany, but perhaps bout three 
months in America at s me univereit 1n the outh studying Negro problems should 
be included in tho yenr. Of the time epent in Gerne.ny, nome of it should be 
iven over to lectures in the Oniver it · of Borlin b Prof. Hane F. K. Gtmther 

and any other professors dealing with racial uesti0n1J nd just aR i po ts.nt 
as th t would be the direct s rvf,ti n '!' ·lreflent-day German life and propn-
,anda. In th U i t ed tnto , U a r • i - .- of No th Cnr 11na would perhaps be 
most S1Jitable f r u • poves. 

mono0 raph or a series of articlea, I 
study-. The art~clec · ul ' be suit ble for such 
Journal r ~thics. 

elieve, ould result f r lll this 
rio ic ls s t ... e In ernati nal 

After ponding a year i Europe studying I hope to obtain a chair in 
me southern colle•r r university. I have no more definite lans t h a that. 
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COPf O TBAl'l:ll.B .IP.r HOOL - lJXE tmlVX, ITY 

' '•' Y 00,.,v ,- : 

ihls to oerti1' t t Mr. Le"'f1s ,Jla.ite Beck c itted to the Grad.mt& 
.:3choul of e • ve in ~ - r. l 34 , recaiv d the de ec c£ 
a1a.Stor cf s J edk a J:BS30d both the ngi:.a9> 

tio n the rel inary e.> 1 Ltlons requir& for adm.ins i vn to 
y t do e ot Doc t r of 1lo ~ - • eok ha9 .. a.ken the 
g 

030 :y, .. ter ho , ~ e . 
• 5 u 3, ~. 

• oli 6 :1 tc . h ur_. , ~ e 1,. 
, h ura , de • 

Philo phy 216, CoLtet4 3 . , grade Ji.. 
Psychol ogy , ina.r. s . 

syo 2 , ory, 
-'h the 6 re 

Philosophy ~ l, 
Fhi , o ophy ~7. 
PhiloooPb1' 2l 3. 
P'aUoz10 7 , 
Ph lo 26, 
:::' ycholo·y 22~, 

Smqpe 
Philo 

l.9&:1'33? 
... ¥Qho ~ :~l 9, 

Psycholo 217, 
Philo o 301, 
Phllosopn.y 302, 
P ;ycholo 22e, 

SEAJ, 

o phy, 4 s ter hour , 
• 3 ~ e tar o s , ~de .w.• 

c 1. e iio1:1, 6 :..~ ·te • hour , ad.a I,. 
e~ ur .i• 
th 3 s ste hours, grade ,i. 

3 so s9chc ogy, 3 s wter ho s, 

:; of ' s;tCho. 
ihoory, 
in -hllO o , 
1n Philosopby,_..a.-w __ _ 

el1c1', ----

tisf.:.9to.cy; , aile . 

Very truly your~, 
• • 

• 

(signed) 

• 

e I,. 
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Thia certifies that is • cJt. Griffin Georgia. entered the Oollep 
~ :&no17 Uniftlrs1t7. 9/24./1 311 atterxled 12 ter■ 1 A.. 1 •• 1934. 

Entnmoe ore ta, (BJ' certificate from aoor ite school): 
English '- 1 bra 2 
L tin 1 Plane Geo. 1 

:panish 2 olid Oeo. t 
Blsto17 1 General 

oience l 

B1olos:, 1 
Obem1stry 1 
Pi:cysloa 1 

Last High JOhool tte:nded: Griffin. Geor 1a. ta of G uation, 1931. 

• A. • C, D - , E - con 1t1onal; 

1931-32. Ohma. MG 109-10. Organic Ch-.S..t17. 3 hr • lecture, 4 lab .• U eks, 
:ra11 quarter A, 1n'8r quarter I.I 2 maJon. 

English 100. Bhetorlc d Ccnpos1t1on. 6 hra., 12 wu., 
Oe1"IIB.D. 101, 02,03. Elem. and Intem. German. 5 hrs., 36 

l, £,. 1 mJ• 
•• all 

c, ' inter B, Spring B; 3 maJora. 
ll11 to17 100. General European. 5 hrs., 12 wa., inter, '- 1 
Chan. 1.1a. Orpnlo Cha. 3 hrs. lecture, 12 Wlm., ,)prlng, .\. t 
Chem. J.12a. 01'11!11llo Pre tlons. 6 hrs. lalt., 12 wJm., Spring, 

Jor. 
Jor. 

'11. 100. Intro. thematics. 5 hrs., 12 ua., SpriJlg, B, 1 Jor. 
Biol. 201-02. General Blologv. 6hr .. leoture, 8 hrs. lab., 12 weeks, 

"'""-r, '- 4'. 2 Jora. 
Eo. 101. Intro. F.oonomloa. 6 hrs•• 12 wks., S r, L 1 Jor. 

mJ. 

1932- Bib. 101. 1ah Bible. 5 lam., 12 Wlta., Jail, £,. l maJor. 
sz. Ch. 226m. Chemic l Calcul t1ons. 3 hr • leotttre, 12 •• Fall, L Jor. 

lb. 226111. tit tiva lys1s. 6 hrs. lab., 12 weeu, Pall, L ½ jor. 

1935. 

Ch. 2'10. Actranced org. Chem. 6 hrs. lecture, 12 eka, l'all, j,,. l major. 
Ger. 104-5. hort t•ies • Pll.7a• I hrs., U eka, J'al.1, L lnter L 2 mJ• 
Kng. 101. Intro. to t'Dd7 ot Llt. I hrs. 12 wka, lnter. A. 1 jor. 
Phil. 212 odam lhilosoplw. 6 hr ., 12 wks., inter • .A. 1 jor. 
Ps7. 101. Intro. syoh. 5 hrs lecture, 12 Wks1 lnter, A. l major. 
A tr. 201. De criptiTe tron0m7. 6 hrs. 12 b .. Sjll:lllc, A.. l 

th. iota. 106m. Plane trig., Anal. Ge t17. 5 hr ., 12 
I.. l,. l or. 

Phil. 260. • physics. 5 hr •• 12 ks, pring, A, l 
Eng. 209. The Englbh Language• 6 hrs. 12 lVlm •, er, 
Fina rts 221. uney at Hist. of aUtblg. 5 hrs., 6 ., 
1h11. 201m. Intro. to hiloa> pbs'. 5 hrs., 6 u., uamer. A, 

11. 220m. Ethic • 6 hrs., 6 a., U'IIDer, A, .. major. 
Pq. 215. Abno 1 Fa~holo • 6 hrs., 6 kB., er, I, maJor. 

or. 
rilg, 

th. 200. dvanced anal yt io ~try. 5 hrs., 12 wks. • Fall, B, l Jor. 
11. 101. Prinoiplea of Valid - ea oning. 6 hrs., 12 :ks., Fall, A, 1 maJor. 

Phil. 261. sthetioa. 5 hrs., 12 ., Fall, • l jor. 
19M. Greek 213. Clas 1aal. C1vll1 t ion. 5 hrs., 12 kB, inter, A, l or. 

th. 201. 1ftanmt l C loul • 5 hr ., ate., int r, B, 1 Jar. 
Phil. 311. Phllos. of Value. 6 hrs., 12 &:a.. inter, A, l me.jor • 

• 231. yron. e ey, ts. 6 hrs., 12 ks., ring, B, l 
Ph11. 225. . 11. since 1860. 6 hrs., 12 wka•, ing, A, l Jor. 

• 

11. 320. tudies 1n cont por ry pr-oblema. 6 hrs., 12 wk.a., prlng, A, l m.1• 
-.r. 101-2. l tary renah. 10 hrs., 12 • • r, A, A. 2 or 
Phil. 290. u ntsed rea.d1n • tmner• t1sfao1;ol7• 1 major. 

ra.nsc i t OO!Il eted, Au 24, 19M. o.x., J. • s. ( ign )II 
Co uct record sat! t toey. Date c n o:t ithtra , A. 'i. degr • 
~ran cr1pt 1 ued (Feb. 26l 1934.) to Duke. l 1th o pl tion at.Led.) 

• , 19& 

Bono .. ble d1 1ss&l here~ granted. S1gneda J. G. stlpe, reg1 trar. 



JULIUS ROSENWALD FUND 
4901 ELLIS AVENUE 

Cl-ilCAGO 

Confidential Report on Candidate for Fellowship 

Name of Candidate.___ ............ L=e.._.w ... i .... s~Wh......_.i_,,_te'"'-"B...,,e...,,c'--"k, _________ ___________ _ 

Duke University 

The above named candidate has applied to this Fund for a fellowship and has given your name 
as a reference. A statement of the candidate's plan of work is attached. Please return it with 
your statement. 

We shall appreciate a frank statement of your opinion of this applicant's abilities and personal 
characteristics, and an appraisal of his plan of work. An early reply to this inquiry will be of great 
assistance in allowing the Fellowship Committee sufficient time for an adequate review of the large 
number of candidates who apply for grants. 

Your reply will be held in strictest confidence. a 
or for Fellowshl~ 

REPORT 
I have kno ·m JL . Bee since the be i• 1in0 of t he present 

a cademi c year . He has n ot b een i n any of my classes but I have 
s e en him of ten in my ome and have read t e rough draft of i s 
doctoral di ssertation . 

llr . Beck ' s outs t andin i n t ellectual i fts i n clude unusual 
dialecti ca l acUI!len , enct y clopedic ran0 e of readin0 d i nfo · ation , 
and a 5 enui n e cat ol iclty of i n te· est ana. app reciat ion of 
diver0 ent oints of view i n philo s op y . He is certainly the ables t 
of on r 11 re s ent r aduat e s tuden t s i n philo ophy , and I ::1r:1 told t l at 
he stands eq ally Nell anong t e psycholo i sts . I do not t inJr i m 
a man of' c-, en i us , 'U1d I sonetimes wonder giu st hov dee]? hi tl in:'..::: i ng 
,oes , bec us e hi s mus1alf facilit i n di s cussin t~eories a t times 
s11r; ., e sts lib11 e s s . t t nis i s on l y a susp ic ion . He is certainl y 
n t su er · icia as most students o . ilto0 et'1er , '!.:r . Bee t s 
q ilities mar k hi as a man of 0 reat pro ise . It a be ten years 
befo re· e have nother as Joad . 

Hr . Be e.: i s personal l a0 reeable, ,,ell br~ .1 I Jam ,, o_ no 
dra , k s i n appearance or c 1a:r cter t o hil er ~iis fut 1re career. 
A :. ove all , he i s a m of tireles s i ndustry , a ro r mendous ·m rl:er. 

1 OVER 



He can be d er e d.ed upo to fin i sh a job • d to do it t l oroughly. 

Hi s plan o '/Or seems to me a 0 00d one . I have no s pecial 
c o :p e tence i n the fielc1 o rac 1 theories , bu t his pro posal 
i s on e of gener 1 interest , hi ch should p r ove p rofi table botbll 
to hi n and to o thers . The eth i c s of r aci 1 relations is a 
paramotmt i s u.e f r the South . 1r . ec - woul d approac t h e 
question ith u ch needed objectivity an d con tribute to our 
enl i 0 1tenment . 

In concl1rnion I muld lik e to saJ t hat .Ir . Beck seems to e 
to e j 1st the s ort of comin6 Sout ern scholar ,1ho deserves 
every a id ,,e can 0 ive him . I heartily recommend him· o r a 
Ro s en ald. ellovmhi p . 

Is the candidate free from personality handicaps which would make it difficult to obtain and 
hold a position giving him opportunity to utilize his abilities? 

Yes . 

f Philosophy 
Position or Title_ -+-,,,_ ____ __,,___,,_ _____________________ _ 

Dur ham , 1; . c . ___ _______ _______________ .....,ate _______ _ __ _ 
, I 

(Please return to Raymond Paty, Director for Fellowships, Juliuf Ro,senwald Fund, 
4901 Ellis Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. Addressed, stamped envelr~e is enclosed.) 



JULIUS ROSENWALD FUND 
4901 ELLIS A VENUE 

CHICAGO 

Confidential Report on Candidate for Fellowship 

Report Requested of __ Mr==--..... • ....,,G ..... '----"'c__.._._v_. .............. ..._ ___________________ _ 

Emory University 

The above named candidate has applied to this Fund for a fellowship and has given your name 
as a reference. A statement of the candidate's plan of work is attached. Please return it with 
your statement. 

We shall appreciate a frank statement of your opinion of this applicant's abilities and personal 
characteristics, and an appraisal of his plan of work. An early reply to this inquiry will be of great 
assistance in allowing the Fellowship Committee sufficient time for an adequate review of the large 
number of candidates who apply for grants. 

Your reply will be held in strictest confidence. 

REPORT As an under gr aduate, Beck impr essed me as int lec tually one of the 
most promisin men we have turned out in years . He has a mind o f unusua.l flexi ­
bility and keenness and e.n extraor dinary capacity to deal with i deas as such, 
which ore r arely encou ters, and which , perhaps , is the distin~uishing mar k of 
a bo rn philo sophe r . 

Hj_s gener a l oral exami11ation on the field af his specialization , i . e ., philosophy , 
in c andidacy f o r his Bachelor ' s degr ee , was an extr a ordi nary perfo:nm.nce v1hich 
gr eatl y impr es sed ever membe r of the exam.inin committ ee • I think i t was , without 
doubt , the most bril liant exa.mL11ation I have partic ipated i n . Without any question, 
Beck shows r eat promise as a s cho l ar , and me r its ever y em ouragement . e will be 
definitel y a l eading pr ospect f or the first vacancy that ,..e may have in our Depart­
ment of Philoso phy; r ather I shou l d s ay , per haps , f or the fi rst appointment t o be 
made as soon as expa nsion in the depar tment becolll9s possible . 

His proposed plan of work apfeals to re g r eatl ~n fr, t e .., r l field in 
which it lie s i s conce rned . His studies will probably nee po · ·ting- up ·and specifi -

• cation as he goes forward1 but it seems to me he is working in an: area where s. s t e ­
matic stud is r eatly needed . I hope that he will be able to awroach the thing 

I 

ftllil f 
OVER 



from the stand oint 
fo r some sys term tic 
a.tti tudt,6. 

sycholo · cal factors involved . There is g r eat need 
go ing anal sis of the genesis and development of racial 

Those who have dire ted 1'.is , ra.dua e vork at Duke nive si 'bJ will be able to speak 
as to his technical qualifications fo r ta.eel· E the pa rticular job he pro oses . As 
to his e;eneral qualificati. ons and s romise in the fj_e ld of s c holarship , I can 
speak without re servation , and I r,;j.ve himmyhee.rty e o semen . 

Is the candidate free from personality handicaps which would make it difficult to obtain and 
hold a position giving him opportunity to utilize his abilities? 

-ci~• 

Signeu..d __:5:=~.,"-=·-~..=-..!:::......_""_:,_ '-...~_~_=• =-----~- ~ - -----------­

Position or Titk~~~ ..q~•~~•~--~ ,-~~~~-~-~--<t-~~~t::!l;,-V~~.,..~-"~..!.:__.:~~~~~-~,. ~~~!..-----

Address· ___ ..!!~~_.-~,~--a--.n.,~~!.,.-~U~.r"\.~~: ~c,~•=-~~~':..!:~n,~ . ..,.., -~~ ~!::le:~_ •""~C?.~-~-!--

- - --------------------------~tel>-- • , 
I I 

(Please return to Raymond Paty, Director for Fellowships, Juli~ Rosenwald Fund, 
4901 Ellis Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. Addressed, stamped env~lf!~ is enclosed.) 

' o/ :?,~ 



JULIUS ROSENWALD FUND 
4901 ELLIS A VENUE 

CHICAGO 

Confidential Report on Candidate for Fellowship 

Name of Candidat.~e--.::::L=ew=i=· s=--.,;Wh=i-=-te,.__,,B"..,,e=c=k _ _ _______ __________ _ 
. 

Report Requested o,..._f _---=Mr~-~L.::..• ...::E::.:•:......=Lo=eml=k..,.e..,,r _ _ ________________ ~ 

Emor Universit ia 

The above named candidate has applied to ·this Fund for a fellowship and has given your name 
as a reference. A statement of the candidate's plan of work is attached. Please return it with 
your statement. 

We shall appreciate a frank statement of your opinion of this applicant's abilities and personal 
characteristics, and an appraisal of his plan of work. An early reply to this inquiry will be of great 
assistance in allowing the Fellowship Committee sufficient time for an adequate review of the large 
number of candidates who apply for grants. 

Your reply will be held in strictest confidence. 

· ~ 
or for Fellow~ 

~ 

OJ-,/ rch 4, 193? 

'/ My irect knowled e o . Lewis Beck is baaed on his 
undergradua te work at Emory University , where hes ecialized 
in philosophy, served as tudent assistant during hie senior 
year, and graduated 1th e rtmental onors. His work with 
me t that time led me to feel that he was preeminently fit-
te · , in temperament a1 d ability• fa search ani to encourage 
him to go on into graduate study. 

~ an undergraduate his background of information and general 
intere~t was unueu l; in the Sophomore teats for general in­
formation and culture, for instance, he ranked highest. To 
this he added, as undergraduate, a remarkable knowle ge of the 
field of his chosen s ecialization . 
He is systematic and painstaking in his work, dri, en by genuine 
enthusiasm for it, and ap roaching specific roblems with a 
prett~ sound estimate of their general i illportance. His work a~ 
assistant was always one promptly an carefully.1 I expect him 

I 
OVER 



to do significant work in research - an ex ectation which I 
und rstand hi s g radu ... te work at Duke University has in b. 

ge re a lready justified. 

He was well liked by the students, had the gift of presenting 
ideas clearly and in simple language, ~nd should make ~n 
excellent teacher. His personality is leasing and incisive, 
his cha r a cter so far as I know above reproach. I am not 
able to judge the merits of his proposedprcject, but am sure 
th~t he would do thorough and able work if it is selected. 

\ 

Is the candidat~ free from personality handicaps which would make it difficult to obtain and 
hold a position giving him opportunity to utilize his abilities? 

Yes. 

Signed-~~ -+--[---=• =--~ - L - --.--.- ---

Position or Titk _a__'l.i£,~.~1 D=IP::~ ~~AA1~~~~!£._~. _!o\~\._.::G~~~· ~~-~,----- -

Address ___ L.M.,L. __ ~ - --=-~ ....c.....;;__·=-=-----"-=dc......=,,.,,._l------=---a i,.,c,~=--=---?~ ____ _ __ _ 
X: ~ ~ ~ ~ 

- ----- - ------------~ate_~----=-'---C..l.....__q4-f.-1 .,_lq_.__3..._J.........__ 

• I 

(Please return t.o Raymond Paty, Director for Fellowships, Julius Rosenwald Fund, 
4901 Ellis Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. Addressed, stamped envdlop~1 is enclosed.) 

• 11.....,,1 



LETTERS OF REFERENCE 

Lewis White ~ 

Mr. A. G. Widger,y, Head of Department of Philosopey , Duke University, 
Durham, North Carol ina 

Mr. Lewis White Beck is a candidate for the Ph.D. degree 

in June. I have approved of the final draft of his dissertation which I 

have every reason to believe will be accepted by the examining committee. 

Mr. Beck came here with a f i ne record of undergraduate 

work at Emory University. Re has been appointed in successive years , Scholar, 

Assistant, and Fellow in Philosopey . That fact will indicate t he high opinion 

which we have of him and of his abilities . He bas an excellent knowledge of 

German and French, and much of his dissertation bas involved the use of 

sources in t hese languages. I have lmown very few men of an equal r ange of 

knowledge or of comparable intellectual acuteness . He i s a str enuous worker 

and very enthusiastic. He is quite competent to pursue to a good compl eti on 

t he program which he has present ed. It is a choice of his own, and conse­

quently one that he should be prepar ed to give his best efforts to achieving . 

Personally Mr. Beck is a gentleman of the highest type , 

to associate with whom I have found very congenial. 



TAT::l!ENT OF PLAN OF ·,/ORK 

If elected to a osenwal4 fellowship, I propose to investigate 
concept 0£ race as a category in ethics, particularly as it appears 

in recent erman social philosophy, and to seek to apply an evaluati on 
and to find implications for American racial problems. This study v.o uld 
involve the detennination ,~ tbe influence which American racial laws 
have exerted on recent German thought (as shown in the works of .H. Krieger, 
for example). American social thought (such as that of John C Calho'Ull) 
has undoubtedly affected erman thought, and American studies of racein 
connection with immigration problans have undoubtedly been influential in 
Germany. It may very well be that the direction of indluence might be changed 
by contanporary er.nan r ac ial tli.0r57:i.y theory, and should thus be criticised. 

In this study I should be interested in aha.wing distinctions and analofies 
between the ethical thought concerning racial rights in America and Germany. 

As 'erman though is now more articulate than the racial ethics 1n An:arica, 
the writings of the lrei,man :philosophers should be studied and e,valuated, 

and then inferences could be made concerning the ethical problem. of race 
relations in this country, especially in the South. At the present time, I 
believe, an interestin contribution could be made which would have close 
reference to both the German and the erican situation. 

Thus far I have dealt,{ with this problem only in an incidental way, 
but it ha.a frequently come up in my other ethical studies . I have worked 
over some bibliographies and believe from my preliminary review that the 
research could be limi t ed to one year. 

Of this time, much would be sp nt in Germany, put perhaps anout three 
months in America at some university in the South studying negro problems 

should be included in the year. Of the time spent in ~e1many, some of it 
should be given over to lectures in the Univeriity of Berlin by Prof . Hans 

• K. Gfulther and any other ofe s ors deal ing wi th racial questions : and 
just as important a s that would be the direct observation of pre sent da~ 

German life and proppga.nda.. In the United ~tates, the iversity of Nortp 
Carolina would perhap be mo st suitable for my purposes . 

A mono aph or a series af articles, I beli eve, 1ould result from this 
study . The ar i chea would be suitab l e for uch periodicals as The International 
J ourne. of Ethics . 

!'ter spend ing a year in Europe studyin I hope to obtain a chair in 
some .:iout,.ern col l e or universit y. · I have no more definite plans than hat . 





FELLOV/Sl-llP -~ 



April 27, 1937 

Dear Mr. Becks Following the suggestion in your 
letter o! April 2~, in our public 

announcement we are simply statiDg that the award 
is gh·en fo-r the study or philosophy in Germany. 
It is understood, however, that. the study will be 
directed along th.a lines suggested 1n your plan of 
work. 

Mr. Henry Allen oe or our C.om-
mi ttee informed us that Dr. Georg~ Kartzke, of the. 
Deutaches Institut 1\u- Auslander, Oniversitat Berlin, 
is DOW in the United States. r. Yoe felt that 
Dr. K'.artzke could be of so.me assi!!ltanee te you 1n 
off'er-1ng suggestions about your study in Gerl!l&D.Y, 
and l suggest th.at you write r. Moe, aaking him 
about the possibility of your get~ in touch with 
Dr. Eartu::e while he is here. Mr. Moe's address is 
t.be John i.110n Guggenheim Foundation, 551 Fifth Aveme, 
»ew Yor-k City. 

The members of tlle -JOWDittee also 
telt that it would be good for you to get in touch 
with Dr. Robert Park, fonierly or the University or 
Chicago, and Dr. -Gharlea s. Johnson, both of Fisk 
University, Naahville. These men are very mush inter­
ested in the study yau are proposing and could offer 
valuable suggestions. 

It it would be convenient for you, we 
shall be glad to pay half of your grant before you 
leave tor Garmaey, the balance in whatever instalments 
you suggeat. 

.. 



I am delighted that you are going 
to be able to continue your study and hope that r 
shall have an opp,ortunity to talk •1th you some time 
during the summer. 

•r. Lewie W. B-ec.k 
602 Buchanan Boulevard 
Durham, North C rollna 

Sincerely yours, 



602 Buoh&Dln B1va.., 

Durham, u. c. 

May 10, 1937 • 

·r 
l4r • .da.1fD.Olld Paty, Director of Fe.llol'lShi~, 

I 
Julius .Rosenwald .l!'imd, 

Ch1oago. 

Dear llr. Pat:,, 

Thank you very much tor making the public announcement ot 

my appointment in the way you did. I have not gotten in touch 

with Dr. hartzke, howeTer, for the same reason; aooording to my 

friends who have been recently studying in liermany, it seams that 

the fewer who know of the nature of my inves tigations, the easier 

my stay in Germa~ will be • I should prefer to work on the problem 

rather -.,iietly for a while in ~ermany, attending lectures and seminars, 

before coming in direct contact with scholars who are in places of 

authority and Who might himer my inquiry as much as help it. 

I met Dr. Aartzke when he was in Atlanta at ~ory some Jears 

a.go, and .1. look forward to meeting him age.in in .derlin. 

I am very gratef'ul for your sug0 stions that I get 1n touch with 

Dr, Park and Dr. Jolmson, and 1 shal l do so as soon as possible. 

I hope that it will be poss ible for ·me to talk with you about 

my plans this sWllller. i.nce completing my work here at Duke I have 

been devoting much of my time to studies of the literature on the 

race probl1111, and I do not beli eve now that it is advisable for me 

to register anywhere for summer school,, as J. firs \ ' sµggested. .1 

I I, ' 
do not know how ~b freedan you meant to a llow ~ Jl1r1' c~ng some 

.. .. - -··· * ') 



of the details of my plan, but in view of the unexpected fact that 

I am now able to devote m'IJCh of my time 11:> the problem here in the 

Duke lib-nry, I think it '\'I) uld be more profitable for me to go 

on to Europe rather earlier in the summer than l expected. In 

Pa:rilll in Au.cmst thar& h a mAP.tillD' of t 1,e I ntAl"tl8.t.ional ConO'l'Allllll 
- ---- -- - ~-- ---- -- - - - - - - -g -- - - - -- - ----~·---- --o---

of .t'hilosopq, and there will be many Gel'!mn philosophers there to 

read J8pers, sane of which bear veey immedia. tely on my own problgn. 

For that reason, if it is aL.owable that my itinerary be fixed in 

such a fashion, I should like to go to France in July, and then go 

on to Germany in late sumner before the universities o~. 

I hope al.so tmt your letter means that I am not definitely 

destined by Jena University. Dae to a shifting around of various 

professors, which generally tales place in July, it seems to me 

to be better to wait until then to choose de:fini tely V'ila.t universities 

to attend. At present, the p1,op1eots tor the university of Munich 

or the university of Leipzig seem defin'tely better tmn those in 

J ena. 

These, thoue,h, are merely tentative sugg-estions or rat her 

que3tionings, for I should like your advice concerni;lg all of these 

matters . I shall be in Durham until about JUM 10, and if you 

approve of these plans, I should like to sale early in Juiy. Your 

suggestion as to the p:i.~nt of the stipend is very satisfaoto1'1" 

to me. 

Again, I hope that i t will be possible for me to discuss these 

and other questions with you in more detail this sUIIII18r. I em glad 

to inform you that two da~ after I rece ived this Rosenwald Fellowship 

I pa.ssed my final examinations for the l>ootorate in .t'hilos~. 

Yours sincerely' , 

~/,»IJJL /~. 





SGHOLARSrat 

June 9, 1957 

Dear Lewis, Mr. Embree bas had a 1etter from 
Miss Jessie Douglass, Secret ary of 

the Student Bureau of the Institute tor I nternational 
Education, in which she says that the I nstitute would 
be glad to have at\Y of the .B.osenwald f ellows call at 
their office on their way abroad. I think the Institut. 
might be able to make some valuable suggestions to you 
and it would be a good contact f or you to make if you 
oan convenientl y do so. The ad,lrees is 2 i7est 45th 
Stree.t, Ne" York. 

I have passed your letter or June 4 
on to our Comptroller and a check will be S'.ent you 
within a ~ery short ti~e. 

Sincerely yours, 

RAYMOND R P.A,TY 



l'OIIM IU Julius Rosenwald Fu~, 1n1 AR3. lF 
4901 Ellis Avenue tjlJFllJl,J\ 

CHICAGO 

To 
Ir. t, wt 

Payment Voucher No. i 85 

Date June 10, l ! 7 
5 5 ~ uth ~11 tr t, 

G 1ft , crrgia 

1r t p 4/ /7- --------- .oo 

C • 1'7 £6 

Accounts Appropriation No. Debit Credit 

lhite Sout hern Fellowshlps $800.00 

Prepared by Checked by Posted by 

All 
Comptroller 



80HOLARSHIP 

.Tune 11, 1~7 

Dear .llr. Beckt In accorduce rith the request 

in yoW' recent letter to 

Jlr. Paty, I a.a enclosing our check tor $800 repre­

senting the first payaent ou your fellowship grant. 

The balance •W be pa.id t o you in t wo in~tal.aenta 

sent on request in the fora ot a foreign draft 

drawn on a bank in the vicinity in which you are 

staying. 

llr. Lewis lhite; Beck 
583 ·south W • ·ree 
Griffin, Georgia 

Very truly yours, 



C\CHOL~RSHIP 

Anartment 28 414 ·11est 121 stre t , 
1e 1v York, N. Y . 

Comutroller Julius osenwald Fund, 
4901 Ellis Aven e , Chic go Illino s . 

LJ ar 1pdam, 

Vi th reference to yo r letter of June 11 , _ wish 
to makP final arrangemen~s for the payment of th emainder 
of my st oend as a Rosai wal d fellow . On account of the 
impossib lity of b ving cheap marks in Germ y , and because 
of the undesirabilitv of m correspo ing with the Foundation 

during my stay in Germany (I h,=.ve discussed this matt~ r H th 
.r . aty and have his a nroval ) , it seemed wise t;o handle my 

monev thro v-h an erican tank ·11th GPrman correspondents . 

The J , Henry Schrode 'Rankin Cornoratio , 46 'fill am 
Street , Ne York , vill be my ranking ent duringthe next year, 
and I have asked them to take charge of the next two checks 
from you , 1)1 tting them , in cheap mark to my c redit in their 
co T'esoond.ing banks · n Germany . Therefore I vish to rPn ,est 
you to send t s oonk a check for ~350 o December , 1937, 
and like amotm t on :r'lrch 1 , 1~~8; and I have con errPd with 
th1~ h ~k on t e hPst m o rAnR err · n .he onev to me . 
Correspond.en e w th this bank concern - account sho ld be 
directed to the attention of Mr . Falt • 

My address for the next fr.,, v weeks will be-
• c/o Mmme Lionel Lam.in~ , 

14 Rue Campagne 1 re , 
Pr s , 14- e e arrond s ement 

And I sho, ld 1 lre to be advised if this 9.rrangement 
factory to yo . 

Yours truly , 

L2AU 
.Le 

is sat s -



'CHDLARBH/P 

omptroller, 
Julius .uosenwald und, 
Chicago . 

Dear dam: 

583 South Hi ll ~treat 
Griffi n, ueorgia 
June 25, 1937 

I acknowledge with thanks the receipt of a check f or 
eight hundred dollars, as first payment on my stipend as a 

osenwald Fellow. 

1JUe to t he difference in value .of the uerman marks 
bough t in t he country and abroad, may request that the other 
payments be made in the form of draft- in marks whie can be bou~ht 
in this country. The travellers marks, which I shall use, cost 
oost1 ~bout half as muah as the Reichsmark, but I do not th ink they 
can be bought in Germany, which v.ould be necessary if your draft 
to me were in the f orm of dollars. Next week when J. am in New 
York I shall consult sane international banki firm about 
buying these cheap marks, J. hope t h I c a my re ues to 
you m re definite, naming the bank, etc . 

Yours truly, 

~~~ 
Lewi8' White .oeck 

0 
/ 



EXECUTIVE OF .. ICES fmeVINGSTON, 
CHAIIIMAN 

ANTI-DEFAMATION LEAGUE 
0 .. 8'NAI ll'RITH 

RICHARO E . GUTSTAOT 
DIRECTOR AND SllClllCTAII.Y 1 

130 N. WELLS ST. SUITE 1415 
PHONE FRANKLIN 22.U 

MILES M. GOLDBERG, 
ASSISTANT el:CIICTAftY 

Mr. E. R. Embry 
Rosenwald Foundation 
4901 South Ellis Ave. 

• Chicago, Illinois 

Dear Mr. Embry1 

CHICAGO, 

July 6, 1937 

ER E 7 [/(f_, 

We were reoently advised that the Julius 
Rosenwald Foundation had finanoed a fellowship for the 
study of philosopey in Germany and that this award had 
been made to a professor at Duke University in North 
Carolina. This award possessed peouliar interest for us 
in view of' oon'bemporary oonditions in the aoademio lite 
o£ the Reioh. 

Numerous sta'bements have been Dllde by out-­
standing Am.erioan aoademioia.ns deploring the low state 
to which university lite in Germany has fallen. Comment 
has been frequent oonoerning the exile from Germany of so 
ma.ny of the leaders of thought in various fields. Muoh 
expression has likewise been given by men of unchallenged 
reputation oonoerhing the subordination of all branches 
of learning to the politioa.l purposes of the Nazi Reich 
and the utilization of the universities for the advance­
ment solely of the ideology of the Nazi leaders. In view 
of the very definite limitations whioh have been imposed 

1 

in Germany• we were partioularly interested in asoertaining 
why Germ&11y• of all oouhtries. had been aeleoted far this 
work in philosophy. We would deeply appreoiate any informa­
tion that you might feel free to give us in oonneotion with 
this natter. 

REG1EF 

Very sinoerely yours, 

Riobard E. Gutsta.dt 
Direotor 

J 

, 
I 

! 



J ul y 7, 1937 

Dear Mr. Gut st adt : The f ellowship ar.nr~ed 
by t ho J uli us Roocm,eld 

Fund to L")wi!~ Utf'iiii6AG\a a r esearch f ellor-: et 
Duke UnfvM!! Y, is specifically for th~ s~uoy 
of rac~ prejudi ce . ~hilP t he prej udi ce w1!.ch 
th'ls Fund hf.ls t rif'd to cou.nt 'E':-act int~~ South 
i s chi..-fly botffe~n the whi te l:.nd color ed rE>.ces, 
i t he.a seemed t o us impc1 t ent to .:et '~or.ledf;e 
of how ruce attitud~e nrc developed i r. other 
parto of t he ®rld . This is t he subject Ylhi ch 
t hi s brillitmt youne Southerner ::.s unde!'tak! n:; 
t o <>xpl or e . 

We ~er e anxi ous not. t o 
h~l!lpPr his uork in C'iert:w.ny . We therefore l'lS<!e 
a V P!'Y rener al ar.nouneen°nt £\S t o t ho s·ubject 
of his study. He has hieh ste.r1di ng tn the f i el d 
of philosophy, nnd i t seamed t o us t hnt hi s YOrk 
in Ger u.any would ao forward wit h l ese opposit i on 
if we announced hi s f ellowshi p s impl y as in t he 
r ealm of :.'lhilosophy. 

ERE:HcK 

Mr. Ri chard E. Gut st adt 
Anti-Def amation League 
l~O North Well s Street 
Chicago, Illinois 

Very t r uly your s , 



1
_RR_P _ _!_-.,, ~o __ 

---1---1--- \--

-l8tll.Afffltf tp 
ADartment 28 
414 ~est 121 Street , 
Ne York , N. Y. 
J ly 10 , 1937 

Dea Mr f Paty , 

I have j st "Jr" tten to the Comntroller ask ng her 
to hR.ndle the remJ nder of my sti_ • nd t ough the J . Henry 
Schroder Bank rw.: Gornoration n Hew York , sendi this tank 

I ( - e. checks for )350 on Decmber 1 and March 1 1938 . 'l'h.js bank 
"/ill take ca e of the exchanges . 

I have s oent several days at the Universi t,.,- of North 
Cqrolina , mid since t~ rri ving here I have m lled on Iiss Doug'1as 
at the Institute of Jnterna'tional E ucation , aid Mr . Moe , t 
the G ~~enhe m• Found.at on . From both of them I rece ved 
helpful advice . The profe s sors at Fiske left school before 
an wering my letters , but I exoect to hear from them in the f 11. 

· fter the oongress in aris , I shall eave for Germ y , 
".>robably staying in ','I m ch until the semester o_ ns in Berl. i n . 
It seems most likely that Berlin and either Bonn or 1,unich ·1ill be 
the universities here I shal l st dy . If the coast seems clear , 
or rather if the frontier is ooen , I shall write you further 

1 1hen my ork has ryrogressed further; f ot , I vdll rite you 
as soo as I get o t of Germany . 

My address in Paris will be • 
/o Mmme L • one l Lanµ.ng , 

14 Kue Campagne lere, ... 
Paris , 4 - eme ar~ondissement . 

If it is necessa ry to write to me , ~I think I can F,et letters n 
Germany thro gh either the merican Exn re$-s ..Do . or the bank . 

Yo 1rs siincerel v 

~~,lj_q~ 



Dear Ir. Beck: 

':lGr-lCilAASHrP 

July 14, 1957 

Your letter has arrived during 

lliss Elvidge'e absence fro11 the 

office. Regarding payment of your f ellowship, I can 

see no rea.son wll) the arrangements suggested iJl your 

letter should not be satisfactory. Fut ure checks 

will be taade pa,yble to the J. Henry Schroder Banking 

Corporation, account of Lewis White Beck. 

Very trw..:1- ~ours, 

•.- b~s~'ii\775 l 
- 4!4 Westst Street,partment 28 

Rew York City 



l'OIIM IU. Julius Rosenwald Fund 
4901 Ellis Avenue 

CHICAGO s 
L-, 

To 
ode 

Payment Voucher No. 

1/C 
Date , l ... 7 

or rt 

llo 50. 0 

Accounts Appropriation No. Debit Credit 

Whit Sout em ellowshipa $550.00 

Prepared by Checked by Posted by 

All Comptroller 



FEL O' 

Dear Sir: Enclosed please find chock in 

the amount of f 550 to be d epos1 ted 

to the account of llr. Le1Jis ihite Beck. 

Very 'truly yours, 

J. Henry Schroder Banking Corpor tion 
46 • U1ia.m Street 
le• York Ci t7 



co., 

J . HENRY SCHRODER BANKING CORPORATION _)·· 
CAaL.£ AODRESS: SCHROSANCO 46 if/if.iam !/tN,a 

IN YOUR RE~L V PLEASE R Ef'"E.R TO 
Jl{u,OJ/41'i 

Cur reneies 
Jul · us Rosen al d Fund , December 6, 1937 

Re : Le ·is White Be ck 350 .-. 
Dear Sirs: 

We acknowledge receipt of your letter of November 30, 1937, 

enclosing: 

1 Check in the amount of 350 . 00 

for a/c of Mr . ewis White Beck . 

Very truly yours, 

J. HENRY SOHRODER 
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• FiU--:OW.$t-il PS 
n Bollr an 

a burg-Am r i an Lin 1 8 

Dear • Pat 1 : 0 ha I V l e Ger an I am ab to ma. e 

ki d of re imin re or of m ear as 

osen ad Fe 0 • 

~ 
. e I was n a.r s I m t nu er o German 

scho ars , an on ba of heir a.dvi e i pre sion ose 

from Berli ade upon me , I decided o a tend t e n vers t of 

Ber 1. F' rst I went to Munic 
' 

·her I had an op o unit 0 :np ove 

T]\ Ger an and at t s e im wor i o e of the ost 

er n rari es . e in Munic I stu e mos of e i or ant 

arks of the na so a i s , din s a or ente se 

in e ne wa of 1 e . 

cto r 1, I nt 0 Ber ere I r main 
' 

·th the e ce i on o hr tma , un i i e e o arc . n er i n 

n t e Prussian Libr attende the niv rsi t 

In B r in I h a.rd the fo w C rses w i se re 0 

m resear top 
' 

i h rema ned unkno . exce o a s al l nu ber o 

co ea ue . . 
ol k ' 

er I s seminar on " of 

e e e I t oo ,. 0 s r 

ture on gi ti 'i\ i 
' 

0 o:ce t '.)n 0 



2 

to ray research problem, but were very valuable to me . 

At the end of the semester, however, I could not 

see that t he v:ork at the University was of any .great value to me, a:nd 

I believed that it was more worth ~'Ilil e to travel and at the same time 

keep up vd.th "f!Y" work . Thi s was possible because I stayed long enough 

in Pach city to "settle doY,1l11 as it were . I n the time from March 1:2 

to June 1 , I visited Sschaffenburg, Oberfranken where good friends lived 

who were very hospitable to me, Munich, Gurmisch, Florence (where I re­

mai~ed t wo weeks) , Vienna, and Budapest (where I remained a week) . I t 

was extremely interesting in Vienna, of course, to see the way natijnal 

socialistic "ethics" i s applied. I returned to Berlin June 1 , where I 

again worked in the State Libr!U'y . On June 23, I sailed for England, 

remaining in London a week. Now I expect to arrive in New York July 8 

and go directly to Atlanta, Tlhere I shall be on the Emory faculty for 

a year. 

It was rrry in:-enti an to VTite a report of my researches 

while still in Germany, but I soon discovered thi s to be i mpossible . 

Several books which I needed most f or rrry wor~, though publishei in 

Gar:nany since 1933, have been censored in Germany and cannot be gotten 

there in any r.~y; conse~uently I felt it ~~ser to wait until I can see 

t ·-iese in America. I have very complete and v;ell organized notes, as well 

as a number of the most i mportant Berman works on racial ethics, and I 



expect on the basi s of these t o be able within a short ti.me to write an 

article embodying my resul ts . I expect to submit i t t o the Internat i onal 

Journal of Ethics f or publ icati on . Any i nformation I have whi ch the 

Foundati on needs , of course, I am reedy at any time to gi ve . 

I n concl usi on, I rlsh to expre:::f n:, deepest apprecia­

t i on to t he Rosenwald Fund v1hich made thi s year possi ble for me , end 

to you and the other offici tls ?.ho made the arrangements so fri cti::>nless . 

I f eel very grateful f or thi s J'ear v;hich, I am sure , has been ve!·3 

profitable as well as leasant f or me, and I hope the inform.e.tion I 

have gotten Y,ill be of i nterest to others and dra,. their attenti•1r: to 

the very difficult problem I tave devoted IDJPelf to. 

With best greetings to Mrs . PatJ and hopes that v.e 

shall see each othe~ soon in Atlanta, 

(Signed) 

Yours sincerel~r, 

Lewi::, L Beck 
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FELLOV·v ~HIPS 

Ju]J" lfi, 19 8 

y dear Becki I have be mu.::h interest.a in 

reading yo 1 . tt-s _ i t o ..... 

bo • the DeutschlM.d which :- s c011 to e aince 

. Pa;y, to our de pre t, Ms ett e nd to 

beco e pre ident Bi.ming ill.-S :;th· m Coll;:;ge . 

gr t e 1 f o:a t . 

yo" . We look r nro. d e~ ~ ~ r +o r ports on yell!' 

s udies and Ti.sit in Ge 

ory truly yours,, 

EDWIN R. BREE 

F.mory Georgia 



lrpartmrnt nt J4Uo1111p4y 

fmnry 1tnitttrsity 
Emnrv Jlntuersttg. '61. 

1,'II' . Geo •e f,. . rle 1olds , 

;irec tor or Fe llo·ushi s , 

Ju iu Rosenwal d tund , 

Chica ·o . 

ea fr . Re o ds , 

L 

: oveU'ber 1 . 19::;s 

ft resent I m on the fa.cult of ~mor Un ve1•s t< 

s 

<As nstructo in hi oso 1 • I acce ted thi. pos tion ·.,l: .. ile 

I wa r Euro e b.S a Rosenv.r::1. ::'ellov. , and be •a 1 v orlc 

in J 1 • 
. 
,ii a poir.. tmen t is tern ora. • • , an ill lat onl 

unt 1 rof ssor L . E Loemke • rt turns frorr ,u o e next 

s1..Uur er af te beir_ • a Rose ·,al ....,ello ~. 

in::, ·o 

St t s . 

I ot a sl ort acco1...nt of m 1ork an•l ex.per· ences 

to 1,r . Pat r ·ust befo ·e I re urned to t ~e • n ted 

.t that t 1,e I ad not ,ritten a formal re.1.1ort of 

m research . In the 11,e&ntiue I av one this and scent it 

to the It r·nationa Jo11r .. a of Ztb.ics , ':hich declined it 

on account of • t len· th . If t "' arti cle s ct ac,::,ept d 

L"' sot1e otL r- .c..baz· 1 I "la. l ser:d t to p:ou i ma.nu ct·i t 

forl'.l. as a r·e ort of m v ork . I s ould 1 ke to 'lait iuntil 

I knov,. the fate of the article before niakir a e ort of 

m r research, but I shall in an case n· • te ou the r,e o t 

You s s ;' c ere , 

~,, ~~ I~~ 
Le':;i 1,. hi te .tle ck . 



FELLOVvSHJf)S 

November 4 , 1958 

Dear Mr. Beck: In Mr . ReynoJ.ds' absence from 

the office I am acknowledging 

your report. '!'hank you very much £or sending it 

so promptly. 

I have a <:uestion regarding your 

work for the doctorate. Was your degree conferred 

be£ore you left for Europe? Iou wrote that you 

had passed the examinations but I have no notation 

the the degree having been conf en-ed. As I should 

like the correct listing for the annual report 

I shall appreciate hearing from you as soon as 

possible. 

Mr. Lewis W. Beck 
- '.Eocy liniv:~~ •""'· 

Atlanta, Georgia 

V0ry truly yours, 

11
~ ~Rnii~FT L. UTLEY 

Secretary to Mr . Reynolds 



fmnry 1tttiurrBity • F rt:.L LC ; " ~~-~\PS 
Emorv lnhttrsit!J, C5a. 

l1tp11rlmtttt ot IIIJUOIIJJlfiJll 

.. is::, Mar6aret Utley, 

4901 Ellis ;.venue , 

Dear L:i s s Utl(, ., , 

Novernber 7 , 1938 

I was granted the Ph.D. degree by Duke University 

on June 7 , 193l7 , a.bout a. month cefort: I sailed for 

Europe . 

~!fa . ~ ( 
Le• .. i s ·.. . Bt,ck 
'-,qz a m1 1M ii :r -r, ......, 



~ t.parhnmt of Jlyiloooplrn 

r . 01· e 
Jui H~ 
C 1ic 

....... 
cynold s , 

ld r'u d , 

Dear r . Re~rnol 'ls , 

ELL 

you 1 o e r in t1 f, 11 -f' l"' nf'0r1 tLo:n about 
my enu1·e of • ff'llo;,s i ., , ,he c;. e~ ,__i , of r1Jh L-
e s so :' 1· r fl" 'Pi ,:itcit1rd tl'Ul t I could giv'? /O 
1 fin · e i f'o io . owl s been se·tlr-1 , n 
I . li 1 ~ to i your let er of 
Octoher 

.:..s I ,.as • P. oi 0. 1 to he fellowshi. , I 
he Durr T.T ive pc-i -v .1...-· br· r and in tl e 

• t .r1111 , c-o that by t 1 Lirne I s· iled 
7 . most of~ e i por a1 ... 1 · tera 

"h . 1.i . ·1.1·is , \ r ere I at tenied 
of Colgt' S" of Phil0. op}y . '1ile 
I .., "" ,._. an _ef 11e;e ~ , md "o so 1 ·e 

'"'err1 r • • nr · s I as c ·.o Ma1'e up m 
u 6 us 1. 
In 

1·e t-o st1 1. n~r . s the en l of 
o 1··un ct> , e i 1 .oher· 1 . 

or':e rl • n t 1 e R: c 1 o , ek ,.t d 

~Pfl'le 

•• • ";he . , 

c:ouff i y n I v en to rrl t.n 
11 la ~ tons . 

. . "' re I 1·emai .e r1 u. til , 
iJ ,., ,., i I J s.s ted ror 1rovr->rnber· 

1· t of ' l.v t t . ne 1 n I 
:: enL • i h r-,us '"l.:.', 1 io1', • ..., 1; ·ni ve ·r: 

1 f io . l q ui t e r·rounrJ. !'.lU e., . i'l t' e • cl 
u ro•lCha.hlF 1·of ..,s,.n·s ("1 1- Glu ss . 
I bl 10 e~ P,of 'C 

' 
ho is 

e ps t a1 th!· o po lo in 
"e ny . 1 . 1 :tur·e" i 
polo J , , • , n "i tl 

l ·o el ~ ., to ·~y cpeci ' 1 

sel a.fl on or:o/y of ... , J.; ii " ·i ui src d 
rl• 0uralc1:· 1 s 

.l ·hou . 
rofe fro:.-· f pr!:v.:] r . I .· as 1 so a ,. 0f .t1rofe • 

s01 inr,r ,. c v· isc-irE- on 1 ':' C tc. of "·r- Lo 



--- . -
' 

~tparlnwd of Jltilosoplm 
tuh as p.1.·i • r.i.l7t epi_~ e ol w:c 1 , '"'rofes"or 1 cur• lr.., 
is no t J"'lan V!_o c n separate po1 i~ic s frot pt.ilosop· :, , 

1 r c ;:e 1 e i.s tl ou __ ) t of ·-i.s :1 le:1dil'I[; !azi _ 1 ilo­
"'O:P' r• , 1 round nu~ , ork \ s ,, p1•of i tahle . >:>esldes +-' Ls 
I to 1

- o se in:· rs ~-n I\. Lt , " lee t.U!'e co·.1.rr,ie in lo"-'~ r , 
a,,..r1 • f!C l;ure c DUl'. c in et' ie,.. f ·o , •• e dif t • 1 ,i;ui s' ed 
pl ilos0p1--er A.l·tp· l1 . 

t t .. r-•id of i ' e semester· I d.iscusse 1 i-1-i- n·y t:rr c 1·s 
·l,he- "l••i.!" ··",L1ily of rerm.inin3 not:iE:ir· ~·ef")estG.i:' , 1d 'l"'] 
V( ·e ho1 l _ l ~ly liv " l· i ll5 t.o 'il--,=-t,J.-c-r T r'1 ot.11~:. pr-c-l"'it 
no·e r~ nt ◄·~ndln I' f univet·sit or tr .vfllinr, . I dce · n0 l 
to tr-~ Vf l , 1d fro ·G,., 12 to ,-,1,-,9 1 I f.r:1. vr: llf'd idely 
in .... ou tl' G('r 'lny , 1 ta~.., , us tri ~, nd un~ ll':~ . I enc}, 
plac,:,. .L obeervel ·re ro r1itior1. ~ r::11 us I could nn:i 
"'t ne· s,,.aper- en a.1 l sc olar·G • ho vere ble to ieill re 
uc1 I could not zee . arly in ,JtmA I retu1·n"3d to erlir. , 

,'ei·e .or nAa~:ly a m.o th I 'iOP ect ag,:i.in in tlt-" Stuatsbihljo­
tlfk anl made t P f'irst eeneral outlines of !1. corpht, .. 
r';,..port . ':'1 e last eek in Jim(' I vent to ondon for a 
r olid ~ , id re Lur1 ed to G\ Yorl-'" o. July O. 

It is qu.ii..e out of tle 11.~~ticn .fo' me to ex-ores£ 
to t1 e l oc d. I·urrl 7' ~ra l;i tude fo • 11 is Je' 1· b ·o d . 
.l do tlenk ~lJ o:' tho· ~once1· cl , but I feel , • .., is Ls ve1·J 
i na ~ r qu te retur·r- .r- or 1 h:; outs,__ nd in__, op 01· t nl' y I n s 
__,iven . 

T1 c J .Jur-i·tl of 5 oc · 1 'P'r Uc\sophy l:ia.s ··cc:c- ~, 1 
a1·t. i -c lE.l ernrio Ji'1; l,;l e 1·er 1; n J< ~ re ~r, ,,r , , d ; t i 11 
r,P pbli ', d i t.~ in ° fe 110 1t'1 , T t'.i. '· . :: 0'1 l"r • o· tnD.ny 
'Oplef nf Pi~ ti~ 1e , " ¾err 'l " cial -1-' • , ,..n, r',.., Ii'1.u a 
o 1 l1 '1 si rE'? I , . k 1 • i .,, 4"ot· tre foJ .1 m i •~ .,., , on : 
'"'f - pri t 0 of tre a.:·t1cle ri. ,c. ·oi _?; lo be rat er exp 

-- • 1 nnt 16 D 'u ri ·t- l , I t-1 .L-1< -- ni if "-1 e Pun1 ,; 
R , nu: ·-e • of copies for· 1 · ~trib'Llt id>n I on1"-r· i_f I can 
divi1 ... 1c cost i,.., •en us·. A 1ra.ll u•b01· ')f off- p•i. ts . 
nucl uf tbn I·· rnt-:, - '" ve or f "fty thicr I sho11l 1 ~ , ili 
cost ~rac~ · c ~1 ,- r-;~ --.c1- ~ 1·1e ,·,l:nlc hunl e , , ½ut i 1 -';le 
""'or ,. c j, E , f cou1· r , '1 e 'e ou1d. be very fe c~pie 3 to 
iist?·ih1.tr . I m -:;orry tr,a t I clo no ' feGl 1':i n nc i.ally 'tble 
to uu-y 1 h., hole u n l • 1 y . 

pee sible ·o M" , I m 
it' , ~• thA.n_lrs a-.:, in .f.o.r 11 oo· t bi· 



FELLO\"/SH \ PS 

February 28, 1959 

Dear Mr. Beck: Thank you for your very interesting 
l etter of the 25th, which I am ac­

knowledging in Mr. Reynolds' absenc& from the office. 

We should like to have f1fty copies 
of the reprint of your Journal of Soc'1al Philosophy 
article. I assume that they will cost somewhere in 
the neighborhood of ta .oo, plus carriage charges, 
and if you '!till l et us knor; the exact amount we shall 
be glnd to send you a check. 

I shall, of course, bring your l etter 
to Mr. Reynolds' attention '!!'hen he return."3 to the office, 
and he ,;-1ill ,:,rite you. Kr. Embree '6aS- delighted rlth 
your report, and !fe all send greetings and best wishes. 

Mr, Lewis Wh.i te Beck 
Department o? PhilG§btffl,J = 
.anory University 
Georgia 

Very truly yours, 

Secretary to Mr. Reynolds 

P.S. Are you planning to send Mr. Paty 
a copy, or shall we? 
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.JULIUS ROSENWALD FUND 
4901 Ellis Avenue 

Chicago 

The enclosed material which you submitted with your application 

for a fel_lowship is being returned to you, since you may have some further 

use for it. I 
COMMIT'.DEE ON FELLOWSHIPS 

"J 



Dear Mr . Beck: 

March 15, 1959 

I am delighted to b&ve your 

letter of the 25th, and to know 

o f th excellent ·reS'...l.l t s of yow· ~ or.k a.broad. I am 

looking forward with eagerness to reading your 

article, •aar:nan Racial Ethics.n 

5inc~rely yours, 

Olffi.:MLO 

llr. Lewis Whi 
Emory University 
Georgi& 



Edwin R. Embree 
President 

Marqaret S. Simon 
Sec,etary 

D.A.Elvid9e 
Comptroller 

t.:.LLO' '3, l n S 

Julius Rosenwald Fund 
4901 Ellis Avenue 

CHICAGO 

September 25, 1940 

NEGRO HEALTH 

Director 
M .O. Bousfield,M.D. 

Consultants 
Franklin C.Mc Lean,M.D . 

Clifford E.Waller,M.D., U.S.P.H.S. 

Dear Mr . Beck: Our trustees have a continuing interest in the 
work and progress of those who have held 

Rosenwald Fund fellowships , and we are now in the process of prepar­
ing a report for the fall meeting. We will greatly appreciate your 
bringing us up to date on your career since you were awarded a fellow­
ship, and to expedite your furnishing this information we have listed 
several questions at the bottom of the page . Will you please answer 
these and return this sheet to us at your earliest conver~ence? 

If there has been no change in your status since 
you gave us information last fall , simply write "no change" at the 
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ICOLAI HARTMA 'S CRITICISM OF KA T'S 

THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE1 

Early in life, Nicolai Hartmann was a representative of logicistic 
Neo-Kan6anism, but as early as 1915 he began his apostasy from the 
tenets of Marburg. So strong was the Kantian influence and 
so strong has it remained, however, that opposing Kant was no 
easy task for Hartmann as jt had been, unfortunately, for those 
realists who did not think Kant worth the trouble of attentive read­
ing. Thus, instead of ignoring Kant and instead of attacking him 
outright and from the ground up, it was Hartmann's difficult task to 
say precisely where he thought Kant was in error. It would not be far 
wrong to say that every one of his books is, in a degree, an Ausei11a11-
derset:::m1g with the Kantian philosophy. He has given an outline of 
a book on Kant "which must be written, and which I see as a task for 
our time, but which I myself shall not write."2 And no one has been 
in a better position than Hartmann to give such directions, not only 
because of his unsurpas ed learning in the letter of ant's text and hi 
old ympathy with the critical philosophy but even more because he 
does not fall under the ban by which all metaphysicians have been 
"ceremoniously and officially su pended from their occupation "a until 
they can answer the question as to how synthetical judgments a pr·iori 
are possible-for Hartmann, almost unique among modern realists, 
has attempted to meet this question. 

That Hartmann has discovered many weak points in Kant's philo­
sophy cannot be denied. That he has cogently argi1ed for the inevit­
ability of many of those difficulties which have been pointed out by 
others, by showing how they are rooted in Kantian fundamentals and 
are not due, as many have hoped, to mere carelessness of expression­
neither can that be denied. But no exposition of these points is needed; 
it would be indeed pre umptious for another writer to undertake to 
defend Hartmann or even to give another exposition of his views when 
Hartmann himself is so convincing in his own argument and so well 
able to deal with all who disagree with him. And if the writer mentions 
Hartmann's specific arguments only to disagree with them, that is no 
sign of lack of sympathy with or respect for those positions which are 
not mentioned. 

L. It was the author's privilege, as Julius Rosenwald Fellow, 10 be a member of 
of Professor Hartmann's seminar on the Critique of Pure Reason at the University of 
Berlin, 1937-38. 

2. "Dicssdts von Idcalismus and Rcalismus." Kantst11dien, vol. XXIX, p. I 61. Herc• 
after referred to as "Dicsscits." 

3. Prolegomena, Sect. 5. 
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The subtitle of Hartmann's Kantgesellschaft lecture of 1922, 

"Diesseits von Idealismus und Realismus," reads, '"A Contribution to 
the Differentiation of the Historical and Transhistorical in the Kantian 
Philosophy." This indicates accurately the form of Hartmann's treat­
ment; it is not critical in the sense that it marks a complete renunciation 
of Kantianism, but rather in that Hartmann is interested in distilling 
out of Kantianism that which is of lasting value and thus free from 
the limitations of Kant's standpoint in history. The ''historical" and 
the ''transhistorical" in this study refet to the same elements in the 
works of a philosopher which Hartmann has distinguished respectively 
as the "systematic" and the "aporetic" moments in philosophical con­
struction. "Whatever in philosophy in transhistorical," he says,• "must 
necessarily be above all standpoints." "Arbitrary presuppositions," 
such as idealism and dogmatic realism, are always standpimktlich.~ The 
standpoint, as such, always detem1ines a systett'I, because its acceptance 
by a philosopher means that all problems will be dealt with from a 
previously assumed perspective, which will sometimes involve distortion 
or force the philosopher to do violence to a particular problem so that 
its solution can be brought into a harmonious whole whose structure 

• has been decided upon in advance. Thus when Hartmann distinguishes 
between the historical and the transhistorical in Kant, he mean·s to dis­
tinguish between the systematic and the aporetic, or between the con­
structional and the "phenomenological" (in his very broad .usage of this 
latter term). With reference to Kant himself , that means that he will 
search out those parts of his philosophy which are determined by Kant's 
"arbitrary assumption" of transcendental idealism, reject them because 
they are "historical" and systematic, leaving the rest of the philosophy 
as a result of the pre-suppositionless aporetic or phenomenological 
method which bases itself solely on the temporary "standpoint" which 
the specific and single problem and the present phenomena afford. This 
resulting philosophy will be a fund of phenomena which have no 
specific reference in themselves to their function in Kant's actual 

• systematization.8 

But there are several questionable points in this ideal. First, a 

4. "Dicsseits," p. 162. 
5. lbid., p. 165. 
6. Here is a noteworthy resemblance between the evaluations by Hartmann and by 

Ledger Wood ("The Dialectical Method," in The Heritage of Kant). Whether Hartmann 
specifically has influenced Wood I do not know; but it is a fact that many of Hartmann's 
opinions may be illustrated equally well by quotations om hi own works or from 
Wood's essay. 
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formal question may be asked. Can the aporetic method proceed with­
out presuppositions? To be sure, there is a difference in method which 
is important; Hegel and Kant are sufficient proofs of this in themselves. 
But is the ideal of presuppositionlessness attainable, and even we may 
ask, is it meaningful? As to its attainability, perhaps only a history of 
the further refinements of phenomenology can decide. No one can 
claim, I think, that it has been attained, and Hartmann does not assert 
categorically that it has. One has to read only the first sentence of 
Hartmann's M etaphysik der Erke1mtnis to see his presuppositions: 
''The following investigations proceed from the conception (Auffas­
s11,ng) that. .. . " It is well to have such suppositions on page 1, but 
that does not make them any less of a presupposition. In Hartmann's 
case, this "presupposition" is that knowledge is a knowledge of some­
thing independent, and further on he argues that his "standpoint" is 
not necessarily realism simply because it makes this supposition. The 
belief is not a ''schlechtweg hingenommenes Vorurteil" but only a 
"vorgefundener Ausgangspunkt" which will be held only as long as it 
is adequate to the problem.7 The expressed readiness to give up the 
conception does not render it less of a presupposition, but it is only a 
confession of such a philosophical seriousness as a systematist like 
Hegel might make. 

In a word, it is difficult or impossible to see how, without a stand­
point of some kind, any question could arise from a conflict of phenom­
ena, how an Aporie could be acknowledged, or how any situation could 
be recognized as problematical. For why should the world ''make 
sense"? Without presuppositions that it does, it is the most obvious 
thing that, prinia facie, it does not. Only the general presupposition 
that a philosophy is possible, that the wonder and curiosity of the lover 
of wisdom can in some way be at least partially satisfied, makes it pos­
sible for us to 1'1ave even-for a moment the rhapsodic phenomena and 
to hunt for their "meaning." 

And to go a little further, there is a more specific and peculiar pre­
supposition. (I call it "peculiar" because it is less generally held than 
the first, which •is the a priori beginning of all philosophizing.) It is 
that a systematic approach to philosophy must do violence to some of 
the problems it touches. Granted that there may be no such thing as 
a consistent and true system of philosophy, it does not follow that we 
should reject systematicity altogether, nor that we should, as Hartmann 
says we should, relegate systematic thinking to the end of the endless 
task: the antidote for bad systems is better systems, Hartmann is proud 

7. Grtmdzugt: t:iner Metaf,hysik der Erkenntnit.' second edition, 1925, p. T93. Herc• 
after referred to as Metaphysik. 
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of his aporetic method because it does not look ''longingly for results."s 
But this wise caution against enthusiastic haste in metaphysical speou­
lation which would lead to some preconceived and uncriticized goal 
amounts to an actual fear of solution of problems in Hartmann's own 
thinking. To take some examples: Hartmann holds that all of Kant's 
antinomies are unresolvable because they involve a relation of phe­
nomena to noumena, and this relation is "irrational." "All attempts to 
solve the antinomies are merely perspectival (standpimktlich) and 
artificial."9 And when idealism has an answer to the question of the 
relation of the subject to the object in a priori knowledge, Hartmann 
fears it because of its lack of mystery, its ease. ''Idealism weakens the 
meaning of the thesis [that principles of the object are identical with 
those of the subject] since it takes the object into the subject, even 
though only into the transcendental. The identity of categories is then 
almost self-evident. But if one lets the object stand as real beyond 
the subject, even the transcendental, the whole burden of the difficulty 
falls to [the principle of] the identity of categories to bind the subject 
and object together as they are in a priori knowledge. That the identity 
of categories can do this constitutes its strength."10 To object to a 
philosophical principle because it is "almost self-evident" is almost 
unique in the history of philosophy. Prima facie it would appear that 
Hartmann avoids the ''almost self-evident" principle in order to show 
the strength of another interpretation, but this strength consists in 
overcoming difficulties avoided by Kant's own expression.11 Again, 
Hartmann's fear of solution leads him to say, "Ontology makes the 
attempt to assume the absolute minimum of hypothesis for the con­
sideration of the philosophic problem. The criterion of its legitimacy 
lies in the question, how well does it succeed in taking up the irrational 
loose ends of problems into its insight and putting them in the place 
in the connection of the entire system, into which, in spite of their 
irresolvability it does introduce them? A closed rational system can 
never satisfy this demand. But an open system, which closes itself only 
beyond the limits of knowability, has within itself room for this 

8. "Diesseits," p. 164. 
9. Mt:taphysik, p. 233. 
JO.Ibid., p. 187. Here the concept of "idcntit)' of categories" is introduced only as a part 

of a typical example of Hartmann's argumentation. It wi11 be discussed in its own right 
in section iv, below. 

II That Kant avoids them will be shown later. Hartmann refers later to the objectivity 
of the Metaphysik as having been an 11ltima ratio to be defended in other ways. But th~ 
defense, as we shall see, is only of "gnoscological being," of the o~ject as different from 
the subject in knowledge, and not of "ontological being," i.e. of real being without any 
dependence on the knowledge situation itself. 
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possibility."12 Examples could be multiplied indefinitely to show Hart­
mann's fear that .soliition means rationalization.18 

A more material objection can be made to Hartmann's own inter­
pretation of what the Kantian "system" is. It is not too much, I think, 
to say that many of the views and emphases Hartmann attributes to 
Kant are largely Hartmann's own presuppositions which he is now for 
the first time rejecting. That ls to say, the ''Kantian system" Hartmann 
rejects is a ea-Kantian system. Hartmann is, no doubt, quite correct 
in saying that there is in Kant a "decisive preponderance" of the apo­
retic over the systematic tendency.H After this is admitted, what is 
it that remains to be attacked? It is Kant's "systematic moment" of 
idealism, which is merely a historically conditioned vestige of rational­
ism. But it is significant that this is the moment which is decisively 
preponderant in Marburg Neo-Kantianism. W·hen Hartmann denies 
the ''systematic consistency" of the Kantian philosophy for the admitted 
presence of the thing itself, ought not his criticism per.haps be directed 
more at his own teachers than at Kant himself? For have we any rea­
son to believe that critical idealism is the proper name for Kant's 
ultimate philosophy? Marburg Neo-Kantianism could not, to be sure, 
admit the thing in itself without falling victim to Hartmann's attack, 
but that is because it was professedly an ultimate idealism. Hartmann 
sees in the thing in itself t-he "preeminently critical concept" in Kant1"­
but Kant had no very different opinion of it. Kant had a transcendental 
idealism, but it did not extend to the ''noumenon in the negative under­
standing"; nevertheless, the latter is still there. Does that then mean, 

12. Meraphysik, p. 306. "Ontology," in this sense, is largely a projecr, not a product. 
It is the "neutral" treatment of subject and object, and conceivably of mere appearance, as 
forms of being. As such a project, "It follows, as a matter of principle, only the probl~m, 
and allows only that to stand in the picture of the world which is demanded by the 
problem. It moves as little as possible away from the narural standpoint, and it preserves 
its point of view as far as it is valid .. .. Its results must bear the stamp of some standpoint: 
its methods can remain this side of all standpoints and pre-decisions." (Tbid., pp. 17Q, 180.) 
Thus we may say that ontology, as understood in the passage quoted, is the "aporetir 
standpoint" itself, if such a term is permitted. Though the text is not always unambiguous 
in this point, it seems necessary to separate ontoloi,')' in this tense from Hartmann 's own 
substantive ontology, which is the system or science of the principles of being and which is 
largely realistic, 

13. It is well to point out here the meanings of rationalizati011 which may be confused 
in this attitude of Hartmann's: it may mean systematization (which is acceptable at the end, 
if it is possible); a remmciation of the iffational in its various senses (whose recognition 
as mch constitutes rhe metaphysical problem of knowledge as Hartmann sees it, as he, 
by implication, describes his work as "eine Phiinomenologie der Erkennmis als Wesensanalyse 
des Mctaphysischen im Erkenntnisphiinomen"- Mnaphysik, p. 36): or a false systematiza­
tion, a "st:mdpunctual" act of violence in an almost psychoanalytical sense. Rut that all 
S}'Stcmatic procedures arc bad rationalizations in the last sense seems to be assumed by 
Hartmann without any grounds. 

14. "Diesseits," p. 165. 
15. Metaphysik , p. 220. 
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as Hartmann seems to believe, that Kant was not systematic, but 
aporetic? If Kant's -ultimate systematic attempt was in the dire:tion 
of idealism, we should have to agree with Hartmann that in this con­
cept the problem triumphed over the system. But we have no right to 
say that Kant' ultimate system was transcendental or critical idealism. 
To be sure his "refutation of idealism" does not affect his transcen­
dental idealism, but the immediately following chapters on the distinc~ 
tion between noumena and phenomena would hardly have been written 
by a metaphysical idealist. Hartmann himself recognizes the possibility 
of a "systematic realism" in Kant.16 

Nevertheless, this is precisely the form of criticism which a 
member of the Marburg school would be expected to make if he ever 
rejected "Kantianism." We should be very sure what it is which suffers 
from the attack. The critical philosophy as a whole does not; those 
parts of it which may be described as idealistic ,nay-though this i!' a 
matter we shall have to discuss in greater detail later; but only a 
Kantianism which stops at the beginning of the dialectic, or a Neo­
Kantianism which is wholly transcendental and idealistic will be utterly 
destroyed by Hartmann's argument concerning the necessary position 
of the "realistic" elements in Kant, if it prove successful. 

One more question of ''standpoint" needs to be considered before 
we go into the details of Hartmann's criticism. Every age reads history 
and the historically significant in terms of its own needs and interests. 
When we separate the historical from the lasting in a philosophy, are 
we not in danger of merely disetinguishing between the "old fashioned" 
and the ''new fashioned ," even though the latter will be just as 
''historical" in its way as the former was? Adolf Seelbach 11 raises this 
question, and in the symposium of the Kant Society in 1931 Emil Utitz 
implied that he thought Hartmann's shift to realism was "zeitbedingt." 
Hartmann_'s answer to his critic on that occasion is worthy of study. 
''I would regard it as misleading," he said,18 "to see the problem of 
reality itself as merely an expression of a passing time. It is a very old 
basic problem of philosophy, which periodically again and again comes 
to the fore. And rigorously taken, all and every philosophy must deal 
with it. . . . From this standpoint [ and not from the standpoint of 
fashion l the investigations I have presented take their origin. They 
should not serve a 'movement' but a timeless demand." 

16. Mctaphysik, p. 148-49. 
17. Nicolai Hartman n's Kn11tkritik , Pan-Verlag, I 933. 
18. "Zurn Problem der Re~litiit~l?errcbenhcit." (Philosop ische Viortriige veriiffrntlicht 

van dcr Kantgescllschaft, no. 32, Pan Verlag 1931) p . 96. Hereafter referred 1!<1 as "Problem." 
1. IV, 

HJJ 
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When one goes into Hartmann's discussion of the problem of real­
ity and its evid.ence, it is easy to see how it is a ''timeless demand"-it 
is the demand that philosophy not be absurd on its very face. For the 
"timeless demand" for reality is so little speculative, and so indiscrimi­
nate in regard to the reality which will satisfy it, that the sort of reality 
Hartmann provides is of little or no distinctive use in the Wendimg 
zum Realistims.111 Ontology, the assertion of being, "has a stand­
punctual indifference to idealism and realism, and the same distance 
from them even though it is not equally visible in the two cases."20 

The ontology which is assumed as ultima ratio in the M etaphysik der 
Erkenntni'.s and argued for in the symposium of 1931 as part of the 
shift to realism is wholly negativistic; there must be being, but what 
it is the argument does not and cannot show : "Being is the common 
sphere in which subject and object stand over against each other."21 

II. EMPIRICAL REALISM 

It is from the proof of the givenness of the real that we must 
begin our detailed discussion of Hartmann's strictures on Kant. Hart­
mann does not directly charge Kant with failure to account for empiri­
cal reality, and for that reason it might seem, at first, as if the argument 
in Zum Problem der Realitiitsgegebenheit would be irrelevent to our 
problem. Perhaps ultimately it is; but strictly speaking this entire 
p_aper by Hartmann seems to me to be irrelevant to his own position 
too. Nevertheless he thinks his realism is strengthened by the argu­
ment, and if his position is strengthened, Kant's more "extravagant" 
metaphysics can be attacked by implication. Only when we see what 
H~rtmann attempts to prove and how, can we say how significant it is 
for Kant's position . 
. ,. for the establishment of realism it does not suffice merely to 

throw the responsibility for proof upon the shoulders of the skeptic 
and "idealist," for as Hartmann said in his reply to Moritz Geiger, the 
grounds for the displacement of the burden of proof must be shown 
forth in some phenomenon, and the exhibition of this phenomenon is 
itself productive of evidence for the givenness of reality.22 This is of 
course Kant's own procedure against the idealists in his Refutation of 
Idealism, but it is easily seen that this refutation does not really meet 
Berkeley's problem at all. Kant accepts the "reality phenomenon" of 
empirical realism just as much as Hartmann does, though Hartmann 

19. Cf. Metaphysik, p. 135. 
20. Ibid., p. 300. 
21. Metaphysik, p. 138. 
22. "Problem," p. 85. 
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does have objections to thjs assumption on the part of Kant. Hartmann 
holds to an a priori certainity of empirical reality, and he says, ''Kant 
satisfied himself in showing how empirical realism was compatible with 
his idealism as one of its corollaries. But if he had seen it as a pr~ri, 
then precisely according to his own concept of apriority it would have 
been necessary to demonstrate, in addition to this compatibility, also 
the conditions of its universality and necessity. For its claim to uni­
versal validity is perhaps naively obvious, but not philosophically ob­
vious. It is the precise problem."23 Let us see, then, why Kant does not 
carry through an a priori justification of the assumption of empirical 
reality. It is safe to say he never thought of it at all, since the given­
ness of reality is not a fortMl a priori Sachverhalt. Therefore "accord­
ing to his own conception of apriority," which was formal justifiability, 
he is not required to "deduce" the. belief in empirical givenness; and if 
the mere givenness as such of reality were a priori for him, needless 
to say his conception of apriority would have had to he different; he 
would have had to be just a phenomenologist. To make this require­
ment of Kant with his own conception of apriority would be to require 
him to use an ontological argument to deduce givenness. 

Hartmann had begun his Metaphysik der Erkenntnis, as we have 
seen, with the supposition of reality. There it was taken as an ultima 
ratio, as he himself later says. His argument here, in the Z1m1, Problem 
der Realitatsgegebe11heit, is supposed to bear this assumption out and 
justify it. The argument moves from ''emotional-transcendent act5," 
phenomena which are so constituted that they ''transcend their own 
phenomenal character," or phenomena which have the marks of self­
transcendence within themselves; but it merely establishes the fact that 
the concrete man is in a real environment. And this has never been 
denied. He tells us nothing about the reality which confronts man, 
except that it is as real as he. This failure to determine its nature is 
a consequence of the nature of the phenomena to which he appeals. 
"This mode of givenness of reality is not only different from that of 
knowledge, but occurs independently of it. Being affected by some­
thing does not wait for the occurrence as such to be known. It is 
immediately there. Of course knowledge of the situation can follow 
it, but it need not. What it really 'was' which happened to me or 
affected me can remain hidden to me." But the that and the what do 
not appear equally visible: "The weight of the givenness of reality in 
an act is the greater the more indissolubly the reality of the object is 

23. Metaph,,sik, p. 132. 
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connected with the act-phenomenon."2• In other words, the more con­
crete and immediate the experience of reality, the less we know about it 
and the more certain we are that it is. Cognition containing a theore­
tical element has less certainty in the more it asserts tlian a mute 
Er!tben has in its mere acknowledgment that something has happened 
somewhere. The only ground which we have for supposing that which 
we do think to be real is that we can apparently have emotional and 
cognitive acts related to the same thing, in other words, that there is 
one reality and not two. 25 

But why, we may ask, so great a devotion to the emotional­
transcendent acts? That Hartmann's phenomenological analysis of 
them is subtle and thoroughly accurate no one denies, but why does 
it occur here? In order to show both the strength and the weakness of 
his position, let us compare what he says about these acts with what 
might be or has been as truly said about cognition. ''This confronta­
tion (Betroff ensein) is thoroughly real and is experienced as real. 
Ahd became it is a confrontation with 'something,' immediately behind 
it must stand the happening (Widerfahrnis) itself, by which the sub­
ject is touched and as the real thing which is experienced in the act."20 

To be sure, if the experience of having something befall you is accur­
ately described in these words, then there must be the thing there which 
does as a matter of fact befall you. But in knowledge the argument 
can be phrased in precisely the same way, and with as easy and obvious 
a phenomenological justification. Let us say: ''Cognition is thoroughly 
real, and in every experience it is known as real. And since it is a 
cognition of something, so there must be immediately behind it the 
'cognized' itself, which the subject cognizes, and which is the real thing 
which in knowldege the subject does as a matter of fact cognize." The 
only way to avoid this analogy is to say that, in Lockean terms, it is 
the idea which is cognized while the thing may be felt (as reminiscent 
of the function of intensity and ''sensible knowledge" in Locke); but 

24. "Problem," pp. 18, 30 . 

25. The interpretation at this time docs not bring it out, but here we have a "Zwei­
Instanzen System" as criterion of truth as this has been presented in Hartmann's earlier 
works. In a word, if two "ideas" of a thing agree they may both be wrong: but if we have 
two "sources" of experience and their deliverances agree, then their agreement in diversity is 
a criterion of their dependability. Hartmann uses in his other works the different sources of 
apriority and aposteriority as the two instances, but if in any way he could separate emotion 
and cognition, the argument could be employed very usefully here. But in this lecture, 
more than in any of his other writings, Hartmann is c.losc to a kind of Lebensphilosophie 
or anthropology, and he emphasizes the errors introduced into the theory of knowledge by 
the mistake of isolating knowledge from other life-functions. For this reason, the fact that 
we erfahren and Mlebm the "same world" cannot be used as a criterion of il$_actuality. 

26. "Problem," p. 16. 
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Hartmann of course explicitly rejects this anti-phenomenological con­
struction ( as for example in his sharp attack on Leo Polak.) Further; 
"In this occurrence, self-obtrusion, oppression (Zustossen, Sichauf­
drangen, Bedri.ingen) the happening (Widerfahrnis) shows a weight 
of reality which the subject cannot defend itself from. This reality is 
in a sense given; and against this, skeptical and idealistic attack must 
remain mute." But Berkeley's argument for reality is precisely the 
same: I am acting in putting myself into a position to experience 
(I open my eyes) but what I experience cannot be my product and is 
not affected by my desire or dislike of its own nature. "\¥hatever 
more there is, as that I experience such a particular smell, or any smell 
at all-this is independent of my will, and therein I am altogether 
passive."27 That Berkeley thinks of it not as having an altogether 
independent existence (in his sense, 'matter and in Hartmann's, Ansich­
sein) does not affect either the cogency of the argument or its relevance 
to Hartmann's position, for both are interested here not in the onto­
logical status of the thing but solely in its existential position with refer­
ence to the concrete and particular subject. And for both of them it is 
equally real and equally evident that it is real; but for Hartmann to 
infer Ansichsein and ultimately realism from it is a subreption, essen­
tially like Dr. Johnson's refotation of Berkeley, and no more justified. 

But it is further argued that Erfa.hren in the broad sense of 
Lebenserfahru11g is in its own nature "the act-correlate of the happen­
ing (Widerfahrnis)" and it is immediately known as such. ''I have not 
spoken of subsequently breaking through the subjective limit, either 
in transcendent acts or anywhere else." And in cognition this phe­
nomenological description also holds. For in the phenomena of know­
ing, we do not experience the object as "idea" or "modification of 
mind," but without saying anything about the ultimate dignity of the 
object, we have in cognition an experience of ''objects." If we do not, 
"object" is merely a flatus vocis. 28 

27. Thr-ee Dialogues between Hylas and Philonoru, I. 

28. For this reason, it seems to me one may rightly suspect some of Hartmann's 
phenomenological descriptions of knowledge. Especially noteworthy here are the descrip­
tions of the Satz des Bewrtsstscins and the Bild des Objuu im S11biekt, (Metaphysik, 1. 
Tei!, 2. Abschn., 5. Kap.) The fact is that one ot the great apories of his system arises 
from the conflict of this Satz and intention. The antimony of consciousness (p. 6), the 
conflict between "knowing consciousness" (Satz der Erk_enntnis) and "knowing conscio11s­
ness" (Satz des Bewttsstseins) may appear to many to be artificial, since it is based on the 
statement, "Zurn Wesen des Bewusstscins gehort es, dass es nie etwas anderes als seine 
eigenen lnhalte zu £assen bekommt, nie aus seine Sphare hcraustreten kann" (p. 59). Th 
antinomy, which Hartmann overcomes only at great melaphysical expense, seems to me 
to be phenorneno!ogical!y ill founded. I 1.· J ' 
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When the givenness of reality is on such a firm foundation in our 
theoretical experience, where the object is not only given as real but also 
as definite, why go to another form of argument for reality? It is a 
practical matter. "In experiencing [ in this broad sense] or suffering, it 
would be senseless to understand the happening (Widerfahmis) as 
merely supported by the act ( aktgetragen}, standing and falling with it, 
and thus as unreal." But this would be no more nonsensical (and no 
one has ever supposed that solipsism or even skepticism was practical} 
than to do the same thing with the act of observation. If one does make 
this supposition, "One does not at all understand the act, does not com­
prehend its phenomenon, and has playfully mistaken the seriousness of 
human life."20 But is the seriousness 0£ human life more directly or 
obviously threatened by the failure of this defense than it would be if 
a solipsism were intellectually founded? For to attack this argument, 
like the defenses against intellectual solipsism, is still possible, if one 
cares to go on. Skepticism can ''certainly again and again validate the 
view that happenings, obstructions, fates (i(/idcrfahrnisse, Widerstiinde, 
Schicksale) are only self-created forces. But such stereotyped argu­
mentation becomes less and less significant (wesenloser) the stronger 
the phenomenal transcendence of the act becomes. It is pushed more 
and more into empty abstraction. And so it exhausts itself, in that it 
becomes objectless (sic!)." But is this last Pote11zieruug of the skeptical 
argument any more arbitrary and ' 'objectless" than the first one was, 
since the very first attack of the hypothetical skeptic is an attack on act­
transcendence in its most naive and outstanding form? C'est le premier 
pas qui co11te. 

In fact, though it must be admitted that all arguments against 
skepticism of this variety are futile so long as the skeptic makes his 
stereotyped reply, still the single judgments have a greater ''objectivity" 
or "possibility of meeting the object" if emotional transcendence is 
forgotten. Moritz Geiger, in fairly close agreement with Hartmann, 
argued that since illusion could be discovered only by a comparative 
study within experience, experience as a whole could not be illusory, 
that such a statement would be not only false but meaningless. But 
Hartmann doubts the reality-evidence of these judgments which are 
clarified and abstract enough to be tested in this way, and it is true 
though neither Geiger nor Hartmann argues in this way, that Geiger's 
disproof of the possible illusoriness of all experience will hold whether 

29. "Problem," p. 31. 
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knowledge is a Realitiitzeugnis as they believe or only a Si,meinheirt.30 

Empirical realism then can be neither dialectically proved nor 
refuted. But why is a proof needed? Helmut Kuhn pointed out that 
every form of realistic argument grows out of a polemical situation 
since it is always directed at some specific form of Realitiitsbezweifiu11g. 
Hartmann's argument is directed against the "pseudological" form 
which characterizes ancient skepticism's recognition of the possibility 
of deception but it neglects the more modem critical limitations. Oppos­
ing purely empirical skepticism, Hartmann's attack can lead only to 
empirical realism. But that this empirical A11siclzsein ( which is not 
denied by idealism) can hold its own against Kant's or even Berkeley's 
attack-that possibility is not even touched by Hartmann. Thus we 
may say, if the realism Hartmann is here arguing for were metaphysical 
and not merely phenomenological, it would be systematic, conditioned 
by a standpoint in the stream of history as Utitz and Seelbach say, and 
therefore it would according to Hartmann lack weight. But realism of 
this kind is not systematic, and it is to be sure one of the timeless de­
mands we may make on any philosopher or sane man. But then it does 
not touch Kant, even by implication. 

The idealists were quick to realize this. During the symposium 
Willy Moog said that a phenomenological analysis of the acts could be 
built into an idealistic as well as into a realistic system, and thus Hart­
mann's polemic did not touch really critical idealism.31 Hartmann's 
answer is revealing in that it shows how far he had gone since he 
expressed the opinion that Sein was a neutral category including subject 
and object and therefore jenseits idealism and realism, which is his 
position in the M eta.physik der Erkenmtnis. ''Such a true idealism would 
have to draw, however, also the further consequence, and allow the 
'acknowledged' reality of the world, and indeed of the empirical world, 
to hold as existing in itself," but he doubts if it could be called "true 
idealism" if it drew this consequence.32 But Hartmann is here confusing 
his own useful concepts of gnoseological and ontological Ansichsein; 

30. But one may ask what is the criterion in Hartmann's scheme) Every emotional 
act, except perhaps "moods," claims a certain transcendence and objectivity. But what of 
pathological cases? And Hartmann explicitly refuses to base an argument for the existence 
of God upon the mere emotional conviction . "ln regard to the religious experience, I do 
not indeed mean that from it one could directly 'prove' the existence of God, though 
perhaps that in it the reality of God could be immediately given. But even this only if there 
is a religious experience in the sense of a wirkliches Erfasstsein of a higher power ... " 
("Problem," p. 88.) But this does us no good at all, for every such experience claims to be a 
wi,·klicl,es Erfassen. 

31. "Problem," p. 30. 
32. Ibid., p. 88. 
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and from the first, which is proven, we cannot infer the second without 
begging the entire question. Hartmann goes even further in his attack 
on the idealists who would allow this much of ''realism" in their system, 
and thus he by implication attacks Kant.83 Against Liebert, who like 
Hegel thought of the true idealism as being the only true realism, and 
who sought a synthesis beyond perspectival distinctions ( as opposed to 
Hartmann's epoche this side of idealism and realism), Hartmann re­
plied, "The opposition of matter and spirit is not a contradiction, as 
that of views from a chosen standpoint is; they may easily be united in 
one world view. Therefore there is no need for a 'standing beyond 
them,' even if they are both fully autonomous; nor is there any need 
for a dialectical synthesis. Both of them are rather included in the 
same reality. And whoever is aware of that stands already on the 
foundations of realism." 84 And against Heinz Heimsoeth, he continues, 
''The great idealists have all of them only sublated one reality for the 
sake of another." 36 

This is a noteworthy arg,ument, meaning that all philosophers are 
realists. But if this is the case, realism is a wholly nondescript philos­
ophy, a tautology. The ontology of realism can only be the idea of an 
ontology in general. If every idealistic attack on the metaphysical 
Ansichsein of objects, beginning with Berkeley, is to be met by this 
realistic supererogation, we may paraphrase Hartmann's own argument 
against skepticism: such realism is always a formal possibility, but this 
stereotyped argumentation becomes less and less significant the more 
idealistic that ''being" is whose "reality" is asserted. The argument is 
analogous to, and as futile as, Parmenides' strictures on talking about 
non-being. It is unfortunate that Hartmann thought what he said was 
an attack on anyone, let alone Kant. 

Ill. THE SUPREi\'1E PRI N CIPLE OF SYNTHETICAL J UDGl\,[ENTS 

We are ready to turn to specific points in Hartmann's explicit 
attack on Kant's idealism, now that we have seen idealism in general, 
and Kant's transcendental idealism in particular to be unaffected by any 
''proof" of empirical givenness. The question is, can those specific parts 

33. The writer must confess that he regrets having had to ~pend so much time dis­
gcrISSin a problem which he considers ultimately irrelevant to Kant criticism. But here 
Hartmann, who never accuses Kant of neglecting empirical Iealirics , implies that this 
phenomenological analysis is opposed to Kant's system, It is this belief of Hartmann', 
which has necessitated this already too long discussion. 

34. Thus obviously the "Wendung zum Realismus" may be supposed as having taken 
place after the Metap/1y1ik der ErketmtlliJ in which Sein was "equally distant"' from the 
hyposratizations of idealism and realism. Are we then to suppose that "realism" is proven 
by "Realitatsgegebenhcit"? 

35 . "Problem," p. 89. 
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of Kant's philosophy which are called idealistic be considered so pecu­
liarly idealistic as to be affected by Hartmann's philosophy of being? 
I shall make no futil~ attempt to defend Kant's idealism by deprecating 
the importance of the thing in itself; Hartmann, I think, is quite correct 
in his censures of those who, like his Marburg teachers, tried to explain 
the noumenon as a Grenzbegriff whereas Kant only argued that the 
concept of the noumenon is a Grenzbegr-iff. 

The major problem lies in Hartmann's attack on the S'Upreme prin­
ciple of synthetical judgment, or rather on the idealistic interpretation 
Kant gives to this principle. Here again I shall have to neglect mai:iy 
important points in which I think Hartmann is correct : his construc­
tion of the principle "A is not A" as a complement to the principle of 
analytical judgments, ''A is not non-A"; his emphasis upon the non­
judgmental character of much a prfori knowledge, etc. These points are 
important, but they are more by way of supplements to Kant's own 
theory and do not materially affect the main points in his theory. 

That the conditions of experience should be at the same time condi­
tions of the possibility of objects of experience is a statement which can 
be read in many ways. In order to avoid them, Kant has another and 
more caref.ul statement of the principl. "Any object stands under the 
necessary conditions of a synthetical unity of the manifold of intuition 
in a possible ex_perience."36 However, ,ve may interpret Kant to mean 
term "possibility of experience" is to be preferred to "possible experi­
ence," and at B 195 we read, ''The possibility of experience is thus that 
which gives all our knowings a priori objective reality." 87 Possible 
experience has its own laws, the laws of its own possibility, and these 
laws are the necessary conditions of any actual knowledge; but it would 
be a mistake to interpret them, in this section, as merely the formal 
conditions of experience; nothing in this section is asserted specifically 
about a priori synthetical judgments. and what is said is applicable to 
all synthetical judgments provided they be true. Because its laws are 
the same as the laws of our actual (true) experience as empirical sub­
jects, and because its formed content is the empirical reality we actually 
experience, we have the possibility of the coexistence of empirical 
reality and transcendental ideality if grounds for the latter can be 
found. It does not prove that we have this coexistence actually; it 
merely means that, so long as we consider objects as objects of experi-

36. K. d. r. V., B, 197. 
37. It is odd that Hartmann docs not emphasize the prf fcrability, in Kant's own 

thinking, of "conditions of possibility of experience" to 'conditi,;ms of nossible experience," 
since it seems to brinit Kant closer to his way of thinking: this subtle point has bJcn 
elucidated by Paton, Kant's Metaphysic of Experience, vdl. ii, . 90):A' 
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ence, the transcendental ideality of the conditions would not prejudice 
the empirical reality of their specifications in actual experience. Because 
the possibilities of experience do not extend to the things in themselves 
as they are ( or, in Hartmann, since they do not cover the entire 
Ansichsei'n of the object), we do not have a priori knowledge, or indeed 
any knowledge, of what is not under these conditions. Because there is 
no higher principle which unites the possibility of experience with the 
possibility of the existence of things in themselves, phenomena, says 
Kant, do not contain a priori determinations of things in themselves. 

Thus we have in Kant a three-level system of the relation of the 
subject to its counter-part: 

empirical realism-the objectivity of this or that spatial object 
and of this or that psychological subject ; corresponding, in 
Hartmann, to g11oseolog-isches Ansichsein, Realiti.itsgegebenheit. 

transcendental idealis1n-the ideality of the phenomenal object 
in a possible experience; the thesis that the conditions of the 
empirically real are, in part, conditions which underlie the possi­
bility of experience; and according to Hartmann, the ''dogma" 
that these principles are transcendentally subjective or ideal. 

metaphysical dualism-the speculative but unavoidable assump­
tion of the ultimate duality of the transcendental subject and the 
thing in itself which "affects" it, a dogma which is denied by neo­
Kantianism in favor of the transcendental subject (idealism) 
and modified by Hartmann in favor of the supreme sphere of 
being ( ontologism). 

If the discussion in the preceding section has any value at all, it 
shows that the first level does not properly concern us now. 'Ne must 
restrict our attention to the second and third. The third concerns us 
first. Kant assumes the ultimate duality not only to "limit knowledge 
in order to make way for faith," but also to provide for the material 
contents of experience which he did not believe were capable of an 
a priori justification. That existence is not dialectically derivative is an 
opinion shared by Hartmann, and it is not only made on empirical 
grounds ( the failure of science to deduce particulars), but also in order 
to avoid an ontological argument, Hartmann preferring the former 
ground and Kant perhaps the latter. Hartmann's monism is an objec­
tion to this dualism from the other side, however, since he holds the 
common principles of the subject and the object are common principles 
of being, and since the subject is, it must be under these conditions. 
Several objectionable features of this doctri1e can be seen immediatelf. 
We have already pointed out the poverty of this c-encep~ of being; if it 

1);' 
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were a real concept, and not just a limit, we should run into certain of 
the difficulties I shall point out in regard to the second level. If it is 
not a real concept, not a ''punctual unity," but a catch-all for all prin­
ciples, I can see no legitimate objection one may raise against it except 
that it is as empty as Parmenides' being. But let us forget for the 
moment being in general and consider the being of the subject. Hart­
mann is quite clear that Kant did not mean the transcendental con­
sciousness to be a hypostasized existent,38 yet he just as often argues 
against it as an unnecessary being. He says, "The vehicle of appearing 
must have reality, else there could be no such thing as appearance as 
such. Thus a 'thing in itself' would be made the foundation of the 
system, and indeed its knowableness would be recognized as a matter of 
principle, though Kant has declared the things in themselves to be 
unknowable." 39 Obviously if ''thing in itself" is to be interpreted as 
equivalent to being, Hartmann is no longer talking Kant's language 
and the objection does not meet the issue. On the other hand, if they 
are not the same, and they certainly were not for Kant, Hartmann's 
argument likewise fails. 

The notion of being has the di sadvantage of allowing us to think 
that we have made a beginning towards categorization, though this is a 
delusion for it leaves "all cows equally black." Thus no material objec­
tion can be made to Kant or to any other system on the ground that its 
highe t principle is not being; the only objection which can be legiti­
mately made is on a ''lower level" and concerns what this being is. 
Hartmann's ontology js, as we have seen, negativistic: ''The possibility 
of ontology remains, independent of the adequacy of its concepts." 40 

Any attempt to qualify Being seems to be either too specific or not to 
have ufficient evidence behind it. Hartmann's particular objection to 
idealism is that it does not allow Seinsprinzipien which are not Erkemif-
11ispri11::ipie11.n We must consider Hartmann's objections to idealism's 
equation of these two. To do so will lead us to the detailed study of 
the second level we mentioned above. 

A fundamental difference lies here. Kant says that the principles 
of actual experience must be like the principles of possible experience, 
that is principles from which the a priori character of actual experience 
can be derived , but not principles of any ultimate Ansichsein. Hart­
mann, on the other band, says it is sufficient if some of the principles 

38. Cf. K3nt's letter to M3rcus Hen, February 1772, and Mctaph ysik , p. 146. 
39. Mett1pl1ysik . p. 150. 
40. Metapl1)•sik , p. 280. 
41. !hid., p. 362 . 
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on the two sides of the knowledge-situation, imbedded in a common 
sphere of being, be the same, so that objective Ansichsein is at least 
under the partial domination of principles which also hold for the sub­
ject as a particular Seinsgebilde. Thus Hartmann, in effect, eliminates 
the second level altogether, regarding the empirical subject-object situa­
tion as metaphysically derivative from the peculiar nature of the being 
of the subject, placing over this duality a monism of common ontologi­
cal principles which are neutral as regards this distinction between sub­
ject and object. The degree of identity of principles on both sides is the 
degree to which knowledge can be extended; beyond that limit there is 
ineradicable ignorance. But the principles which give the mind a neces­
sary isomorphism with empirical existence are no more adequately 
described as principles of experience than as principles of being. The 
subject ubcrhaupt is a fiction, a prejudice Kant has taken from his 
standpoint to idealism. "The subject in general is a pure fiction of a 
standpoint, and with it idealism falls into the atavism of the dogmatic 
systems it has struggled against, in which the fiction of the intellect11s 
infinitus, archetypu.s, or divimts had played the same role. And so far 
as all these Potenzienmgen of the intellect, whether hypostasized or 
not, nevertheless are finally constructed only by analogy to the only 
intellect known to us men, so there is hidden in it, as probably in all 
epistemological idealism, a vestige of an old anthropomorphism." 42 

Hartmann's argument against this conception of Kant, constituting 
the central theses of his own epistemology, may be summarized in three 
theses: (a) Principles which are to provide for knowledge of objects 
are neither objective nor subjective in any definite sense, though they 
may appear almost indiscriminately on the subject and object sides in 
knowing. (b) Since these principles are not products of the ratio, that 
they should be rational or knowable does not lie in their essence, and 
a fortiori the a priori need not be known a priori. ( c) The object side 
in knowledge is homogeneous; that is we do not know a mere phenome­
non, with the being which has Ansichsein remaining heterogeneous with 
it and necessarily unknowable. What we know •Of an object is that part 
of it which is under principles which our knowing mind is under, and 
more specifically that aspect of this part which is not too "distant" from 
the subject and which lies within its own psychological or metaphysical 
limits of actualization. 

IV. THE IDENTITY OF PRINCIPLES 

"Only an identity of principles can bridge the duality of subject 

42. "Diesseits," p. 171. 
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and object without abolishing them; and therefore it is indifferent 
whether these principles are primarily principles of the object or of 
the subject, or stand neutrally above both of them." •a "That which is 
philosophically valuable in the intetlectus infinit1is is not the intellectus 
but the i11finitimi. It is not clear why this incontestable i11fi11itiim, which 
goes beyond the human ratio, should be attached to an intellect." H 

Thus argues Hartmann against the subject in general. At times he 
seems willing to allow it as a possible interpretation, as a matter of 
personal belief, but to be neither refutable nor provable and therefore 
to be a "transgre sion against the critical minimum of metaphysics." 
At other times he objects to Kant's formulation of the supreme principle 
as not even adequate to its own task; for example, apparently forgetting 
that Kant's principle is restricted to "objects of c.-rperience," he asserts 
that it stands ' 'in obvious contradiction to his theory of ideas" since the 
latter points out the divergence between subject and object conditions.j 5 

But for the sake of argument let us grant all of Hartmann's restrictions 
of the use of this principle in Kant, and then let us face the issue in its 
simplest form. Hartmann says, and I take this to be the central dis­
harmony between him and Kant "Principles of knowledge ... are 
ontic (seiende) principles of knowledge, which is possible only if knowl­
edge itself has a being, is a kind of being.•0 

\,Vhat are the ontic principles ·which thus cover knowing and being 
known as well as unknowable being? Hartmann does not say that the 
principles of being, or our knowledge of them, are wholly empty; it is 
only the 11nity of all principles about which ontology can say nothingY 
In fact, a very great deal can be said about being in extension; and we 
do know that some of the principles or conditions of knowledge are 
conditions or principles of beings known. They are ontic principles 
because knowledge is a being. They are not ''ideal." They are shared 
first of all by all subjects as peculiar kinds of beings (the root of inter­
subjective apriority) and by some aspects of all subject-beings and some 
aspects of all object-beings ( the root of transcendent apriority). This 
part of Hartmann's ontology is not negativistic, since we know a great 
deal about these beings we call knowers and some of their principles, 
or at least our conceptions of them. 

\' e have then to ask this question: Does the ontological assertion 

43. Metaphysik, p. 151. 
44. Ibid., p. 301. 
45. Mnap/1ysik , p. 350. 
46. Ibid., p. 253. 
47. Ibid., p. 310. 
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of the primacy of being to knowing hold its own when we come to spe­
cific and pregnant beings we call subjects? In other words, do the char­
acteristics which make being the fundamental and ultimate, even if 
intensionally empty, concept obtain also for particular things which we 
call specific beings (Seinsgebilde as contrasted with Sein)? Is it not 
rather that general ontological characterizations retire to the back­
ground as soon as the emphasis is placed upon the Gebitde which are, 
or which have being? And do we not find some Gebilde which are 
beings in the ultimate and empty sense, but not beings in any pregnant 
sense of the word? The last two questions must, I think, be answered 
affirmatively as far at least as the knowing subject is concemed.' 8 

Kant's entire philosophy is a denial that the subject and its knowl­
edge are beings under laws characteristic of things which are known 
''to be." Mind, the root of knowing, is not a thing among things or a 
being among beings; it is the knownness of being (Bewusst-scin). This 
known-ness is the condition of the assertion of being in any pregnant 
modal sense. Being as modally pregnant is a Siimeinheit, even though 
as a noumenon in negative understanding it is more than this, and that 
despite the fact that a science (ontology) of this empty being is, for 
Kant, impossible. The transcendental possibility of experience has a 
being, but its modality is empty, since modality has a meaning only 
through relation of an assertion to other possible experiences of the 
same thing; the significance of possible experience is to be found in its 
relation to actualized experience, in which being is known, and not to 
empty being itself. The objection may be made, of course, that knowers 
are existents; this is, in fact. the meaning of Hartmann's own "Coperni­
can revolution." •9 

But this raises the issue of the status of knowledge in a world of 
existence or being, and we mean here the world of being in a pregnant, 
assertible, and identifiable sense. Hartmann's solution to the problem 
as to how a kno\, ing subject can be and find its principles in a being­
world raises more questions than it answers. It leads unavoidably to a 
confusion between psychological categories ( being-principles in a preg­
nant sense) and logical or epistemological categories ( which are being­
principles only in an empty Parmenidean or indeterminate sense). In 
the midst of phenomenal being we are introduced to "transcausal deter­
mination " whose being is wholly irrational and can never be under­
stood; these transcausal relations lend to logic and ontology a spurious 
effectiveness i11 their own right. To be sure this is an error of post-

48. Cf. my "The Ps)•chophysical as a Pseudo-Problem," /011mol of Philosophy \'Ol. 

xxxvii, 1940, pp. 561-571 , where this point is argued in <lctail. 
49. Metapl1ysik, p. 277. 
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Kantian idealism too, but it is not an error in Kant since he held to a 
sharp distinction of spheres, with relations to each other obtaining 
between them only as ·wholes, not as an interpenetration of their 
"effects." The error is introduced by Fichte and is present in Hart­
mann; what Hartmann finds as the Plotinian and ''chorismic" errors in 
Kanes philosophy, that the categories are transcendent and their "appli­
cation" to experience must be justified, shows itself to be one of the 
strongest points in Kant's doctrine since it sets up limits to various 
types of explanation.50 

Hartmann avoids psychologism and anthropologism by not inter­
preting the knowledge principles as primarily principles of s-ubject­
beings, though the inter-subjective a pr-iori is psychologically conceived 
and all the a posteriori is existential and anthropological. The only way 
to find out whether a principle which is given with a priori evidence is 
transcendently a priori, that is, also a principle of objects, is to test it 
perhaps empirically so as to eliminate prejudices which are also a priori, 
but only subjectively so. The principles which are eliminated are not 
illusory and of no metaphysical significance; they are rather meta­
physical principles of being which apply only to some things (some or 
all subject-beings) and tell us much about them, rather than what they 
purport to assert. 

Here in this differentiation Hartmann is merely using an ontologi­
cal language to describe what Plato discovered and Kant repeated: 
namely, that the a priori is a principle of knowing and of the known, 
whereas the empiricaHy general characteristics of the empirical ego do 
not have this universality and objectivity. Hartmann is introducing into 
the negativistic sphere of empty being all of the distinctions Kant dis­
covered, so that being in the pregnant sense ( the only sense in which 
Kant used the word) is in effect distinguished from the necessary con­
ditions of its own knownness, which have being only in the negativistic 
but, to be sure, imprescriptable sense. And having once made this dis­
tinction, Hartmann goes on further in a Kantian way, distinguishing 
the knowable from the unknowable in the object by reference to the 
functions of the subject, admitting that the antinomies may be depend­
ent upon discrepancies between subject-conditions and world-conditions 
in the sphere of pregnant being and making the world as a whole (mere 
Sein) antinomiat in its own intrinsic nature.51 

50. How badly such a principle is needed by Hartmann is shown in his wholly 
un-Kantian attempt to solve the third antimony. Cf. Ethik, second edition, pp. 590-595. 

51. "Wie ist kritischc: Ontologie iiberhaupt moglich?" in Fm cl,rift fiir Paul Natorp. 
1924, pp. 174-5. , 
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To summarize: Kant and Hartmann differ primarily only in the 
names they give to the principles at the second level; all of the distinc­
tions pointed out by the former are admitted by the latter. Kant, how­
ever, considers being as a phenomenal, i. e., a pregnant, determination, 
and therefore inapplicable to the conditions of its own knownness. 
Hartmann ,uses being and principles of being in a much broader sense 
so that it applies to both. But since the boundaries between transcen­
dental conditions and phenomenal being coincide with that between 
being in an empty and in a pregnant modal sense, there is no real point 
at issue. All of the serious problems in this part of Kant's philosophy­
turning on the point of how actual experience is related to possible 
experience or to the possibility of experience-are left where they 
were by Hartmann. Transcausal determinations, categorial fundamental 
relations, and psychophysical fundamental relations do not aid us in 
solving the problem of the relation of the phenomenal to the super­
sensible, or of pregnant to tautological being. 

V. THE RATIONALITY OF CATEGORIES 

The second major ground on which Kant is criticized is his belief 
in the rationality of the principles of knowledge. By rationality here is 
not meant logical deducibility, for everyone is clear on the point that 
the -ultimate principles even of logic are not "deducible," and Kant 
admits that the characters of space and time are not ''logical," else they 
would be concepts and not intuitions. By rationality in this case Hart­
mann means knowableness, and if the a priori forms are not ideal, i.e., 
not functions .or productions of the ratio, Hartmann thinks they need 
not be known at all, and certainly their knowableness is not an a Pr·iori 
character of them, even though they must be known a pr·iori if they are 
to be known at all. Some of them, he thinks, may be irrational in a 
preeminent sense, that is, both alogical and unknowable. It is one of 
the strong points of Hartmann's writing that he does not confuse these 
meanings of the irrational. 

Let us examine Kant's theory of the status of the formal a priori 
elements in experience. For there to be an apriority, Kant requires that 
there be two characteristics: a certain trait or structure must be per­
vasive in experience and known to be such, and second it must be a 
condition of experience so that the occurrence of experience however 
characterized or categorized would be impossible without it. These two 
features (illustrated, for example, in the third paragraph of the Meta­
physical Exposition of Space, B 38-39) must coincide, and this is the 
distinctive feature of the Kantian a priori. The transcendental method 
of Kant is to take the former (as found in his "phenomenological" 
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description of space and time, the Aristotelian table of judgments, the 
axioms of natural science, etc.) and to make a critical regression upon 
their conditions. To make this clearer, let us consider space as an 
example: Kant says spatiality is a universal characteristic of all external 
experience, and he says so on grounds of his phenomenological ( to use 
Hartmann's own description) report of the experience which he imagi­
natively varies to see what happens if spatiality were abolished; and 
also on the basis of his dogmatic assertion of the validity of geometry 
(as in the analytical or regressive method in the Prolegomena). This is 
space as an intuited form of experience; it is known a priori as a feature 
of experience as we have it, thought it is not asserted to be a form to be 
intuited in all possible experience of a being otherwise constituted for 
experiencing and not to be a form necessarily present in things apart 
from all experiencing. Kant is here asserting an absolute minimum of 
formal apriority; if it were originally with the weight only of a de facto 
generalization from experience, it is nevertheless taken as a criterion of 
our sane human experience, and if it failed, experience as the stuff 
analyzed by Kant disappears; thus it becomes a kind of presupposition 
for future experience, giving the futurity which is a necessary even if 
not sufficient condition of apriority. Now Kant asks how we can assert 
this apriority which is an absolute minimum, or, to put it in another 
way, why is space a priori? He might have said space is valid of objects 
in themselves and in some way it migrates into experience, or he might 
have said it is an a posteriori human generalization; but in addition to 
the reasons (largely "phenomenological") he had for not doing so, there 
are deeper reasons lying in his transcendental method. They do not 
follow solely from the impossibility of an a priori knowledge of things 
in themselves nor from the impossibility of the Humean denial of 
a priori synthetical knowledge; they are dictated by Kant's desire for a 
metaphysical minimum, his desire to state what he finds in experience 
as only an experiential necessity. Kant says this intuited form can be 
said a priori to characterize all our experience, but at the same time to 
be known definitely as characterizing only this experience, if it is at the 
same time a form of intuition. Thus central to the Kantian argument 
is a principle which is formally like the supreme principle of synthetical 
judgments: the intuited forms are likewise the forms of intuition. 
Miitatis mtttandis, this is Kant's assertion of the identity of categories, 
but materially it is far different from Hartmann's ''minimal" reading of 
this supreme principle. If the transcendental condition, without which 
experience as it is constituted would be impossible, were not identical 
with the conditions which are necessary for the objeats as experienced, 
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we should have no grounds for connecting a priori necessity with uni­
versality. To be sure in Kant these conditions are not wholly rational; 
but they are necessarily knowable. 

Hartmann attacks Kant here at almost every point. 

(a) Erke-nntnisgesetz is not the same thing as Gesetzerkenntnis; 
the former is the prius of knowledge, the latter the posterius.~2 This is 
not a significant objection to Kant, however. The a priori is not first in 
order of time or obviousness; and if it asserts more than this, it erects 
metaphysical ( ontological, but at least non-epistemological) principles 
which are constructs or hypotheses to account for that which is known 
directly. Hartmann's grounds for doing this lie only in his interpreta­
tion of experience as a kind of being, which conception we have already 
discussed. And interpreted most narrowly, the statement is a truism. 
Kant would completely agree with the following assertion of the means 
of knowing conditions of knowledge: "Conditions are certainly, if at 
all, known with a priori evidence, though this evidence is not immediate, 
but mediated through that regressus (R·ii.ckgang resp. Riickschfoss)." ba 

(b) The concepts ,ve make of those conditions underlying the pos­
sibility of experience are and remain concepts of categories; they are 
not themselves categories. "Knowledge of principles is related to the 
principle which is in the same way that knowledge of objects is related 
to the transcendent object.~1 "Concepts of categories are nothing but 
attempts to comprehend a category or to progressively formulate it. 
Between them and the categories themselves there is the same tension 
of the progress of knowledge as obtains between the knowledge of the 
object and the object itself." 56 These statements are dependent again 
upon Hartmann's basic ontological theory, that the principles of knowl­
edge are antic principles of being which are shared by the object in 
itself and by the knower as a kind of being. To be sure, then, they are 
not correctly labeled psychological or cosmological principles or condi­
tions of knowing an object; but formally, ontological and gnoseological 
formulation of these principles is like the existential and psychological. 
That is to say, there are certain partially or wholly unknowable con­
ditions which are partially or wholly identical for the knowing-being 
and for the known-being. V.'e do not know the principle as it is or the 
object which it dominates; we know only that aspect of the principle 
which we intuit in that object. This principle is indicated or suggested, 
and on account of its compulsiveness it is inferred to dominate also our 

52. Metaphysik, p. 350. 
53. Metaphysik, p. 253. 
54. !hid. , p. 251. 
55. Loe. cit. 
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experiencing the object, since experience is also _a kind of being under 
universal ontological laws. Thus the principles of the a prj,ori structure 
(and for Hartmann, also content) of knowledge are not specifically 
subjective or objective, but neutral; still objective (realistic) or subjec­
tive (idealistic) interpretations could equally well account for the phe­
nomenon of apriority. They would, however, assert more than we 
know about the a priori than we can know a priori, ~hich is merely that 
there is an identity of principles on the two sides of the knowledge 
situation. Nevertheless, because Hartmann thinks this identity extends 
also to the real object ( thing in itself) he is asserting more than experi­
ence justifies, for the partial identity of principles is, at the very least 
possible, a partial identity of the appearance and our experience, in the 
duality we directly know. (Whether this is justified will be discussed in 
the last section, on the distinction between appearance and reality.) 

( c) Kant's theory of the transcendental consciousness is involved 
in his identification of the conditions of experience with the necessary 
features found in the experience; but Hartmann says that there is an 
identity of subjective and objective conditions in being, though these 
conditions appear only in a disguised form in a priori evidence in experi­
ence. Thus to Hartmann it appears that Kant's transcendental con­
sciousness as the "source" of these principles is merely an hypothesis, a 
metaphysical speculation unnecessary to Kant's own justification of the 
a pr-iori.~6 I£ the interpretati~ of Kant is correct whereby these condi­
tions must be identical in the three phases but have no relevance (as 
they cannot if the distinction between appearance and reality, however 
interpreted, is valid) to things in themselves, then this is not an hypothe­
sis but, as Kant thought, the sole sufficient condition of experience. 

Thus Hartmann's apriority is always merely hypothetical since it 
is a construction of being beyond experience, whereas Kant's apodicticity 
is found in a regressus upon conditions, found as it were beneath experi­
ence; Kant's apodicticity is therefore not hypothetical when regarded 
only in tenns of that experience based upon it, and not in terms of a 
neutral or objective ontology. To infer characters of being from experi-

56. ft is here that Wood 's criticism most nearl y approaches Hartmann's. "The critical 
epistemology is not incompatable with the transcendental idealism, yet Kant's argument 
from the one to the other is certainly inconclusive. I am convinced that the really signi• 
ficant insights of the critical epistemology could be preserved even if the whole transcendental 
paraphernalia were either abollshed altogether or else translated into psychological terms. 
Kant's metaphyrical idealism-for it is that despite Kant's professed repudiation of all 
dogmatic metaphysics-is, in relation to his critical rationalism, a mere suppclmentary 
hypothesis which has to compete on terms of equality with the riva hypothesis of realism ." 
("The Transcendental Method," in The Heritage of Kant, p. 1 .) For "psychological '' 
read "ontological," and the agreement is perfect. 
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ence (and by this being one must mean a modally pregnant being, 
another being than experience itself), is to construct an hypothesis 
which goes beyond the fact of experience. Thus, though it can be said 
that Kant's transcendental idealism is an ontological hypothesis, it is 
an hypothesis giving the minimum conditions of an actual experience. 
Hartmann's assertion of being is, since it contains non-experiential 
determination of both experience as a being and the being experienced, 
in contrast with it, speculative and dogmatic. In a word, Hartmann 
hypostasizes being as necessary in a way in which he admits Kant does 
not have to hypostasize the transcendental subject as a being in any 
pregnant sense.n 

Kant does not hold there may be no unknowable principles of 
Ansichsein, nor does he hold there may be no unknown aspects of the 
twelve categories and two forms. All that he denies is that there may 
be unknown principles which are a priori for experience as it is consti­
tuted. (\ e know this from his as ertion of the exhaustiveness of rus 
analysis.) But his theory in its essentials would not be adversely affected, 
as Ledger Wood has shown, by regarding the list of categories as merely 
a de facto analysis just as his statement of the forms of intuitions was. 
All that is essential is the assertion that every necessary principle in 
experience corresponds to a necessary condition of experience ; as to the 
manner of discovery, e need make no restrictions. 

VI. THE THING IN frSELF 

Finally, we come to the last decisive problem, that of the status of 
the trung in itself. Though Kant expresses himself sometimes loosely 
in regard to it, for purpose of evaluating Hartmann's criticism several 
easily documented theses may be taken as expressive of Kant's views: 

(i) The thing in itself is that" hich "affects" the senses to produce 
the "presentations of the things which are unknown in their nature," 
and the e presentations are phenomena.58 

(ii) What we do know is the phenomenon which is under condi­
tions which do not hold for the things in themselves but only for our 
own experiencing; therefore it is not only possible but also necessary 
that there be a p·riori knowledge of appearance.59 

57. Cf. Seelbach, ""· ci1 .. p. 14. On the hyposrasis of being as 3 n~ry fact, cf. 
my review of Weiss"s "Reality," in Ph,1osophy 11nd Phenomenological Research, vol. T, pp. 
114-119, l!H0. 

58. K. d. r. V., B, p. 164. 
59. K. d. r. V., A, p. 29. 
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(iii) But the thing in itself, not falling under these conditions, is 
not known a priori.00 

(iv) Furthermore, there is no resemblance between the quality of 
the phenomenon and that "character" of the thing in itself which "ex­
cites" the specific sensation in me; in fact, such a conception is mean­
ingless, and no a posteriori knowledge of the thing in itself is possible, 
or at least no a posteriori knowledge of it as it is in itself is possible.n 

( v) Nevertheless, the thing in itself is real, because it is logically 
required that tl~e appearance be of something real. It is the "other side 
of appearance."02 

The first of these theses requires little attention. It has long been 
realized that Kant committed a subreption in applying causality beyond 
possible experience. Furthermore, it is also generally recognized that a 
causal theory of knowledge is inadequate, regardless of the status of the 
entities supposed to be concerned in knowledge; and in this first thesis, 
and also in part in the fourth, Kant has not completely resisted the 
seduction of Locke's analysis. Hartmann is rightly insistent upon the 
"transcausal" character of the knowledge relation. 

Moreover, there is agreement as regards the fourth thesis in so far 
as Hartmann thinks of sensuous material as a system of symbols of that 
which is not sensuous 03 and Ka.nt holds that an "empirical ideality" can 
be attributed to the a posteriori sense contents.6 4 They agree that there 
is no ' 'migration" of the characters of things in themselves into sensa­
tion, and that there is no resemblance between a sensation and its corre­
late. Hartmann holds, however, that there may be an "intersubjective 
apriority" of the sense material; such a belief is not expressed by Kant, 
but there is no fundamental reason why he might not accept that view. 
Nevertheless, Hartmann does argue that there may be a posteriori 
knowledge of the thing in itself, for all true knowledge is of an Ansich­
sein; therefore their disagreement here is a mere cor.ollary of their 
divergent views concerning the second thesis. 

Similarly, little discussion of the last thesis is required. In both 
systems, appearance is of a real thing which is not limited to the sphere 
of experience. For Hartmann, the A11sichsein includes the "objectified" 
and the "transobjective" as continuous parts, with the boundary be­
tween them being shifted in the direction of the latter in the progress of 

60. K. d. r. V., B, p. 56. 
61. Prolegomena, sect. 13, note 2. 
62. K. d. r. V., B, 55; A, 391. Hartman would, of course, say "phenomenologically 

required." 
63. Metaphysik, pp. 382-387. 
64. K. d. r. V., B, 52-53. 
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knowledge. For Kant, however, this boundary is fixed, being that 
between the phenomenal world and the noumenal. The progress of 
knowledge occurs wholly within the former, with the transcendental 
object a mere x which is to be progressively characterized. The thing 
in itself, in its own nature, does not appear, if " e mean by that that it 
becomes phenomenal. It is at mo t the substratum of experience. It is 
here that Hartmann makes an illicit criticism. He says, "If the thing in 
itself is the partially appearing behind the appearance, and in its un­
known and infinite remainder but the continuation of the known, then 
it would be an astonishing coincidence if the accidental limits of pos­
sible experience were the same as the limits of the validity of the 
categories in it." 65 But for Kant there i not this continuity which 
Hartmann hypothesize and which he finds only on the basis of his 
original Anffa.ssung06 and becau e of his empty assertion of the com­
munity of all being. Therefore the limits of the former are not acci­
dental for Kant, and their coincidence with the limits of the categories 
is not astoni hing. In fact, they are essentially related as two different 
expressions of the basic heterogeneity between appearance and that 
which is (ambiguously) said to "appear" in it. 

Hartmann, however is here arguing from his own thesis of the 
ontic continuity which l ant denies in the second thesi . But the force 
of Hartmann's thesis of homogeneity is considerably weakened by one 
consideration. We have already seen how the concept of being is unable 
to effect any actual synthesis or categorization of "everything which in 
any sense is," and the spurious unity of Being is disrupted by the vari­
ous tensions which Hartmann finds within it. Here he as erts that the 
unknowable aspects or parts of the object depend for their unknow­
ableness not on any intrinsic peculiarity they have, but solely on the 
incapacity of the subject-being or the knowledge relation to "bridge the 
gnoseological distance" from the subject, and he admits that there is 
an undetermined point dependent only upon the nature of the being of 
the subject, and rnot on any intrinsic peculiarity of a specifically "un­
knowable" being, beyond which this boundary cannot be pushed. Thus 
the world of Being itself develops the heterogeneities he had decried in 
Kant's separation of appearance and reality.87 

Once again the loo eness of tl1e unification through the concept of 

65. Metapl,yrik, p. 227. 
66. Cf. above, p. 471 . 
67. The distinctioa b,,twccn appearance and reality returns in Hartmann with almost 

the same force a is in the Kritik der Urteilskraft, sect. 77, "Von der Eigcntiirnlichk~t des 
rnenschlichen Verstandes ... " For it is merely a pt,culiarity of knowing, says Hartman, 
that it takes its object from a perspective, and "Appca,rnnce is the objective structure o[ 
consciousocss differentiated from the objcct."-MetaphyflK, p. 225. 
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being is obvious when Hartmann comes to the problem of the antin­
omies. It was the discovery of the antinomies which led Kant to 
abandon rational ontology after he had written the dissertation of 1770. 

Kant's attempt to solve the antinomies does not fail to do justice to the 
Aporie itself; it is an attempt not to deny the antinomial character of 
the different aspects of experience, but rather to use these to show the 
distinction between phenomenally appearing and ontologically being. 
Hartmann, in denying the ultimacy of the distinction, is faced with the 
same kind of problem ( with a different coefficient, as it were). which 
Berkeley would have had to struggle with had he known of the anti­
nomial character of his metaphysical assertions. That is to say, when 
the distinction between appearing and merely being is regarded as acci­
dental, then esse, whether interpreted as percipi or Ansichse·in, itself 
becomes antinomial. Thus Hartmann develops, as the only alternative 
to Kant's distinction which will not rationalize the antinomies away, the 
highly speculative and uneconomical theory that "being itself is dishar­
monious, and conflict is the form of its being. In this case we must 
assume that the principle of contradiction does not actually, or at least 
only conditionally, obtain for the sphere of the ontic real." 68 Here. 
with the logical law as a form dominating only the ratio, the distinction 
between appearance and reality is surreptitiously introduced even after 
being has been made antinomial and chaotic. 

Vve have now seen that the divergences with reference to each of 
these theses, where they do exist, depend upon Hartmann's rejection of 
the second and third of Kant's views which I have listed at the begin­
ning of this section, or at least that part of them which says that the 
a priori conditions of phenomena are not conditions of things in them­
selves. But this thesis is absolutely central for Kant, and its rejection 
is decisive for Hartmann. Each philosopher gives an essentially similar 
picture of the fact of phenomenation; what Kant cannot do and what 
Hartmann attempts in spite of the acknowledged antinomies is to gen­
eralize beyond these phenomena as kinds of being to a general ontic 
continuity. This ontic continuity is not, however, as we have seen, 
necessary for accounting for the reality-phenomenon or for empirical 
realism.69 In Kant, the thing in itself provides only for aposteriority; 

68. "Wic ist kritischc Ontologic iimbuhapt rnoglicb?" pp. 174-175. Though it 
cannot be dogmatically asserted that this is Hartmann's final view, nevertheless at that 
(1924) it was thc only altcmative to Kant's theory which he gave more than a mere nod to. 

69. Kant is quite insistent upon the adequacy of his concept of object to satisfy all 
the phenomenological demands, and Hartman concedes this in admitting Kant's empirical 
realism. The fact that it is not a priori does not, as we have seen, touch any relevant 
point here. 



500 PHILOSOPHY AND PHENOMENOLOGICAL RESEARCH . . . . 

but to construct an a priori theory which is to apply to it is to assert 
more about it than we know, and indeed more than we need to know in 
order to understand the phenomena. Therefore Hartmann's ontology, 
which tries to do this, is speculative and, in Kant's sense, dogmatic. 

LEWIS WHITE BECK. 
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