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PREFACE 

In referring to Kant's Critique ~ ~ Reason, I adopt the 

convention of abbreviating the title to, simply, 'the Critique'. 

No other of Kant's Critiques is mentioned in the essay. When 

a page reference is required, I cite the appropriate page in 

the second edition of the Critique (for example, '(BlOC)'), 

except where the reference is to a passage in the first edition 

version of the Transcendental Deduction (in which case I write, 

for example, '(A120)'). Kemp Smith's translation of the Crit:i.que 

is used throughout. 

Other works mentioned in the essay nre referred to by 

author and title. Full description of these works is to be 

fOQqd in the bibliography on p~ge 89, where they are listed in 

the order in which references are made. Only works referred to 

in the essay are included in" the bibliography; works mentioned 

only in the Notes on the Text (pages 86-88) are fully described 

there A 

I am grateful to Professor James Noxon, my supervisor, for 

his perspicuous criticisms and s~npathetic admonishment. lowe 

thanks also to Professor A. Shalom for his persistent and resolute 

philosophical OIJpos i tion. 
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IN r:.'ROD uc'n ON 

The structure of Kant's ~igue £! ~ Feason makes it possible 

and, I believe, legitimate to dismantle and reconstruct individual 

sections o~ the Vlork wi thout thereby disturbing ti.le ·eotal edifice. 

The present essay is an exercise in just such piecemeal philosophical 

engineering. 

There are three basic stages on the way to Kant's account 

of the necessary and limiting features of experience Vlhich seem to 

me sufficiently coherent to allow of treating them independently. 

In the first stage, the Transcendental Aesthetic, Kant presents th·3 

conditions which determine the nature of experience so far as 

concerns the sensible, spatio-temporal component of experience. 

In the second, which I designate, roughly, the metaphysical deduction 
... 

(thus giving the title a larger scope than usually it has), there 

is an analogou.'3 presentation of the conditions which determine the 

nature of experience so far as concerns the conceptual and non-

empirical component of experience. In the third stage, the 

Transcendental Deduction, the conceptual elements of experience, 

the pure concepts discovered in the second stage, are firmly 

anchored to experience as necessary features when it is shown that 

no experience would be possible without unity of consciousness, 

and unity of consciousness would not be possible without the 

employment of the pu .... e c01Lcepts. 

My essay concerns the second of these three stages. 
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Namely, I propose to eXiJlore Kant' s metaphys~_cal deduction (in 

the broad sense) :tn order to discover how the conceptual features 

of experience, the pure concepts, are supposed to arise, and to 

discover what they are, and what they entail. I see a need for 

such exploration. Contemporary commentators (for example, P.F. 

Strawson in ~ Bounds £f~, and Graham Bird in Kant's fheorl 

.2! Knowledge) inari(1)ly appe3.r to underestimate the role of the 

metaphysical deduction, and are inclined to see the Transcendental 
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Deduction as significa.ntly more important. Other, older, commentators 

consciously or unconsciously seem to invest the metaphysical deduction 

with more force than it can possibly bear, and thus one often bep:ins 

to detect what amo~~ts to a radical assimilation of the metaphysical 

deduction to the Transcendental Deduction. 

Jonathan Bennett, in his Kant'~ Anallti~, seems to me to 

come closer to a correct view of the metaphysical deduction thrul 

his counterparts. He sees Kant as here laying down 'certain condi­

tions which •••• must be satisfied if one is to use concepts' (ibid, p 71). 

But yet Bennett devotes much of his attention to rescuing the 

metaphysical deduction from 'slitheri".i.b into triviality' (!ill, p 82), 

as if such fate was obviously in store for Kant's argument. He 

concludes his account of the metaphysical deduction with the hope 

that it :has 'lifted from our shoulde).'s the dead weight of the 

argur.lent from the table of jUdgments' (~, p 83). 

That justice ~as not been done to Kant's arguments is, to 

me, clear. 'l'he reconstructed argument which I propose to offer 
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is an attempt to claim redress for Kant: to show that the 

meta.physical deduction is importa:'1t and interesting, both as an 

independent philosophicnl enterprise and as an essential stage 

on the way to K~lt' s account of the structure of our experience. 

I am not concenled that the argwnent which I int8nd to 

trace out should reflect everything Kant does say; I am concerned 

only that it should reflect everything Kant really needed to say 

with respect to his main purpose. Thus I propose not to be 

concerned with Kant's transcendental psychology. I see that Kant 

often does argue as a transcendental psychologist, but I am not 

convinced that this was required to establish his conclusions. 

I think it true to say that Kant occasionally tries to embed 

propositions concerning the necessary ruld limiting features of 

experience in his reflections on our transcendental psychological 

constitution. But one must question the legitimacy of this 

enterprise: is it adequate to establish Kant's conclusions? Is 

it essential to the argument? It is my belief that it is neither. 

In the first place, it is not, I think, adequate to explain 

the necessary and limiting features of experience in terms of the 

6tructuri~g of the ht~an psychological consitution. As Kant himself 

observes in his Introduction ~ Logic, 

- 'If we were to take our principles from psychology, that 
is, from observations on our ~~derstanding, we should merely 
see how thougl:t takes place and how it is affected by the 
manifold subjective hindrances ~co~ditions; so that 
this would lead only to knowledge of continr,mt laws.' 

(~, p ~). 



But here, however, Kant must be valcen to refer to empirica.l 

psychology; and, of course, it is clear that an empirical investiga­

tion cannot yield necessary laws. Now transcendental psychology 

is not an empirical investigation, and for this reason it might 

be argued that it can invest the principles at which Kant is 

aiming with necesl'3ity. But we do not ~ret know what kind of 

investigation transcendental psychology is. As P.l". Strawson 

observes in The Bounds of ~ (p 15), Kant see~s to have 

conceived transcendental psychology 'on a kind of strained analogy' 

with empirical psychology. The difficulty is that it is not at 

all clear just how it is that we are supposed to become aware of 

our transcendental psychological constitution. Hanifestly we 

cannot simply make observations. Further, it follows from this, 

that when Kant informs us that, say, our transcendental synthesising 

activities provide this, or function like that, we seem to have no 

criteria by which to judge the correctness of his claims. 

In the second place, to say that transcendental psychology 

is not adequate to the task for which it was intended, but that it 

is an essential and functioning element in Kant's argument, is to 

say, if I'm not mistaken, that Kant has failed to match his intention. 

If, on the other hand, Kant'sconclusions concerning the necessary 

struc~ure of experience can be argued independently of transcendental 

psychology, then the threat of failure is not so immediate. 

It is my contention that there is a framework of arguments 

in the Critique, which, when stripped of references to transcendental 



psychology, does consi t ute at least .Erina ~ .?lausible grounds 

for Kant's conclusions. This essay is an attempt to expose such 

a framework. 
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I do not wish t o appear too concerned wi.th the weaknesses 

of transcendental psychology. l1y thesis is not that transcendental 

psychology' fails to achieve what it was perhaps intended to achieve. 

I prefer to try and exhibit the strength of an alternative frame-

work of arguments. If they are as strong as I imagine them to be 

it follows that transcendental psychology is redundant in the 

Critique, at least so far as I intend to take the argument. If 

they are not so strong, then, for the reasons I have already 

adduced, I do not think transcendental psychologising can rescue 

them. In neither case do I see the need to examine transcendental 

psychology at work. 

Schopenhauer writes in the Appendix (, Critic').sm of the Kantian 

Philosophy') to The \~orld ~ Will an<.! Representation, Volume II, 

that 'the logical basis of [Kant's] whole philosophy [is] the 

Table of Judgments' (p 430). This seems to me to be correct; 

accordingly, I shall begin to trace out the frameViork of the 

argument with which I sha.ll be concerned from Kant's Table of 

JUdgments. 

In detail, tLe essa.y is set out as follows. First, there 

is an examination of what Kant considers to be the elements of pure 

general logic as they are expressed in the Table of Judgments 

(Chapter One). Second, I give an account of what Kant briefly 
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asserts to be an important connection between general and 

transcendental logic (Chapter ~vo). Third, there is an examination 

of the elements of transcendental logic as they are expressed in 

the Table of Categories. It is clearly in the interests of a 

consistent development of the argument which I am pursuing that 

the categories should arise from the forms of judgments in the 

way which Kant alleges. Thus, it seems to me important to apply 

the general principle which ia supposed to govern the lin1e between 

categories and forms of judgments to each of the twelve correlates 

of the two Tables. This explains the.considerable detail of Chapter 

Three. Fourth, I attempt an account of the Schem.tism. Ny 

justification here is that I consider it crucial f.or a clear 

understanding of what Kant is doing to distinguish forms of 

judgments from pure or 'unschematised' categories, and to distinguish 

both from 6chematised categories. Kant contends that the categories 

apply to, or are referred to the object-in-general, and since the 

Schematism concerns the application of the categories to objects, 

there ought to be some illumination of Kant's claim in closely 

examining the Schematism (Chapter Four). Fifth, I try to explicate 

the Hetaphysical Deduction, which I take to be Kant's argument for 

the link between forms of jUdgments and categorie::; (which is to be 

contrasted with the assertion which was examined in Chapter Two). 

This constitutes Chapter Five. Finally, Kant's use of the notion 

of the object-in-general (to which I pay. considerable attention 

throughout the essay) entails certain interesting theses if the 
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full development of the argument is to be consistent. The most 

general and most exciting of these is the thesis which, in part, 

determines Kant's ultimate (transcendental) idealism: the thesis, 

in epigrammatic form, which holds that 'concepts determine objects'. 

In Chapter Six, I attempt a brief account of how this thesis is 

entailed by the argument which I have tried to reconstruct in the 

previous five chapters. 

The appendix, on page 81..j., is a tabulation of the occurrences 

of the expression 'object-in-general' and what I claim to be 

cognate expressions. Three of the passages in which these 

expressions occur and which were not mentioned in the text 

(largely because they are taken from the Transcendental Deduction) 

are quoted since, to some extent, tlley support the thesis which I 

have argued. 



At B78 in hin ,Ql-itiquc:. of !::.~ r.2dE.,<?,!! Kant stntes that pure general 

logic 'deals with nothing but the mere form of thought'; it 

embraces 'the 8_bsolutely necessary rules of th')ught without which 

there can be no employment whatsoever of the understP,.l'lding' (B76). 

Logic, then, thus conceived, is crucially central to the Kcmtian 

aim of explor:tng tbe nature and limi-ce of the huma.rl understanding. 

The discipline is not to be thought as a result of certain well-

established empirical facts about how human beings think and talk, 

such that logic does have appl:Lcaticm to thinking EUld talking. 

Rather, logic is to be thought as a presupposition of intelligible 

thought and discourse: it must have an application. We might 

SB.y here, echoing \'Jittgenstein's remark in th,) Ti'·3.ctatuG (5.:'/731), 

tha.t 'Wh~t m~kes logic ~ prio.ri is the impossibility of illogical 

thought' " 

But if there is a certain familiurity about Kant's 

conception of the fO .... Uluation of logic, the descdption which he 

offers of the elements of gt:neral logic is frequently unfamiliar. 

Kant is inclined to work within the scholastic tradition SO far 

as concerns logic, oold, of course, since Frege and the ~ncipia 

t~!!!.:.~t.tc~, the logic of the schools ond the logic of Aristotle 

have been rega.rded by most as more or less ihteresting r-~lics. 

This is, I think, part of the reason why recent cor.1mentators have 

tended to dismi;:;s Kant's ac-count of general or formal logic as 

8 
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quaintly historical, or, at worst, boriug nonsense. But while 

the Table of Judgments, which purports to list exhaustively all 

the logical forms of thought (or judgments), is not without 

certain peculiarities, it is, at the same time, not e~ltirely 

without interest. And since the pure concepts of the understanding 

are alleged to stand in some special relation to the logical forms 

of judgments, it is imprudently precipitate not to try thoroughly 

to understand what Kant is saying in the Table of JUdgments. 

The Table has four divisions, concerning, respectively, the 

quantities, qualities, relations and modalities of jUdgments. The 

first two divlsions reflect the orthodo~ readings of the component 

propositions of the categorical syllogism. Thus, subject-predicate 

judgments or propositions have both a quantity, expressed by the 

syncategoremes 'all', 'some', etcetera, and a quality, that is, 

they are either affirmative or negative. But Kant, curiously, does not 

think that the universal-particular distinction under the division 

quantity, and the affirmative-negative distinction under the division 

quality are sufficient fully to describe any judgment of subject­

predicate form under these two divisions. Under the first division, 

Kant wants to include with the universal and particular forms of 

judgments, a third form, namely the singular form. In a sense this 

a1dition lli~s a point. But this point is not obviously relevant tc 

what Kant purports to be doing in the Table of Judgments. He says 

that 'logicians are justified in saying that in the employment of 

jUdgments in syllogisms, singular judgments can be treated like 



those that are universal' (B96). At the same time, he insists 

that general logic 'considers only the logical form in the relation 

('If any knowledge to any other knowledge' (B79). On the grounds 
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of this last remark there seems to be no good reason for distinguish­

ing singular from universal forms of judgment, if, for logical 

purposes, the two forms each stand in exactly the same relations 

with other forms of judgments. There are, of course, important 

differences between universal end singular ju~lgm(?nts with regard 

to their respective semantics and grammar, but on Kant's account 

of general logic, and given his agreement with the convention 

that, in a syllogism, singular judgments may be treated for logical 

purposes as universal, it is not at all clear why these differences 

should be marked. out in the Table of JUdgments. One suspects here 

that Kant perhaps is more concerned to produce a third quantity of 

judgments in order to conform to a preconceived architectonic. 

The same suspicion arises in the case of Kant's second 

division, the qualities of judgments. There are, according to Kant, 

thr..::e qualities of jUdgmer.ts: affirmative, negative and infinite. 

The distinction between negative and infinite forms of judgment 

is exemplified in the difference between the jUdgment 'The soul is 

not mortal' (the negative form of judgment) and the judgment 'The 

soul is non-mortal' (the infinite form). The rationale for this 

distinction is obscure. There certninly appears to be a difference 

between the infinite forM, that is, we might say, a negative 

judgment with quasi-affirmative form, IDld both genuinely negative 
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and genuinely affirlnutive forms ..)f juo.z;ments. But is there a real 

difference ? 'l'o say IX is FI :i s to G3.y that x is not non-Fj and 

to say that x is not nOll-F amounts as much to the negation of IX is 

not F' as it amou..'1ts to the negation of IX is non-F'. This is to 

say that the affirmative judgme11t 'x is F' is the negation not only 

of the negative 'x is not F' but also of the infinite 'x is non-Fl. 

Tnere is really no interesting difference here conccrnL~g the logical 

forms of the infinite <'md negative judgment; there is only a minor 

and irrelevant d:tfference of verbal expression.'" 

It has been sUGgested that Kant already had in mind the 

correlate categories of the Table of C:J.tc60ries when he included 

the s:tngular cUld infinite forms of judgments in thE' 0arlier TC!.ble.*~' 

This would explain the fact that the presence of the.:-;c two forms in 

the Table of JudGments is not obviously justified. But one wants 

to think that this view is not correct. It is part of my thesis 

that there is a strict and argned progression f:com the logical 

forms of judgments to the categories. The view that K.:::nt alroady 

had in mind the categories when he constructed the tfable of 

JUdgments implies a serious deception iIi the way KDnt has set out 

his argument. This seems to me nonsense. Ks.nt m:i.gbt well have 

dispensed with the Table of JUdgments altogether were this the case, 

and si~ply asserted that there al'e twelve cat0gories. But I shall 

return to this point in due course (sc~e Chapter Two, pp28ff). 

The third and fou.'t'th division of the 'fable of JudGments, tIle 

relations and modalitiG13 of ju.dgments, are perplexing, both with 



respect to the status of the divis:i.ons themselves C_"ld "::ith respect 

to the constituents of each. ":;~·d.le it is clear that 8ny one 

subject-predicate judgment can tc '::'escribed as having both a 

quantity and a quality, it is equally clear that in the division 

concerning the relations of judgments there are two forms of 

judgment which describe, not the internal structure of a subject­

predicate judgment, but rather relations between at lea.st two 
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such jUdgments. These are the hypothetica.l and disjunctive forms 

of judgment. We seem now to be at a different level of analysis. 

We have ~loved from talk about jUdgments themselves to talk e.bo'.lt the 

relations between jUdgments. Yel;, curiously, Kant includes in 

this sarJe division, the c:3.tegorical form of judgment. Certainly, 

we might say, the categorical form of judgment does pick out ~ 

r~~_~tion, but it is the relation between a subject term and a 

pre~t~. t~rm within a judgment, and not a relation betwec~n 

judgments themselves. One would feel more comfortable had this 

distinction been noted, though of course one must remember that the 

strict line between predicate and propositional logic was only clearly 

and conscientiously drawn after Kant. 

l~ere is a further point here. So far from being merely 

one form of judgment among others. one would prefer to think that 

the categorical form of judgment is fundamental to the concept itself 

of a judgment. As Schopen.'1auer remarks, 'the form of the categor­

ica.l judgment is no tiling but the form of judgment in general, in 

the strictest sense' (,22 ~it, pl+57). The categorical form of 



judgment is, one might say, a p esupposition of mru{ing the kind 

of distinctions thnt Kant is after in the Table of Judgments. 

For example, to describe a judgment as universal or particular is 

to de'cribe the nature of the (dif:,tributive) relation which holds 

between the s \lbject and predicate terms of a categorical jUdgment. 

Perhaps, again, it is a preconceived architectonic which 

moves Kant to include the categorical form of judgment in the 

third division together with the relations hypothetical and 

disjunctive. Yet there v/ould be no cause f ur distress from the 

13 
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point of view of the architectonic if it were agreed that the 

categorical form ought not to appear wlder the divif'lion of relations. 

(I do not of course suggest that the categorical form be excluded 

entirely from the Table of Judgments. The categorical form of 

judgment is, I have said, intimately bound up with the very notion 

of a judglnent, and thus it justifies its place in the Table. I 

simply mean to question Kant's including this form with the other 

relations of judgments.) There is a third relation ,between 

judgments which might well have been included here, particularly 

since it is Kant's stated aim to rnal;:e the Table of Judgments 

exhaustive of all possible logical forms of jUdgments. I have 

in mind the conjunctive form of judgment. Ther t~ is ad aqua te 

eviden~e that the conjunctive form is important, I thinkj in that 

'&' is usually taken to be one of the four logical constants in 

modern logical systems. (Some qualification may be necessary 

here. \'yl1ile I do not think Kant had this in mind in neglecting to 



include the conjunctive form jn the Table of Judgments, it is of 

course possible to derive the conjwlctive form from a combination 

of negation and the hypothetical, or negc.'.tion and the disjunctive 

form, all of which are already included in the Table. But I 

shall say more about interderivability among the logical forms 

later (see· pp22-3).) 

Kant's conception of the disjunctive form of judgment, the 

third member of the third division is in itself not unfamiliar 

(he means simply exclusive disjunction), but when it comes to the 

derivation of the category 'community' from this form, certain 

problems arise. I leave a full discussion of the disjll.'1cti vel 

and also th~ hypothetical, form until then (see Ill' 38ff ). 

The fOt~th division of the Table of Judgments, concerning 
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the modalities of judgments, raises again tll~ problem of tho status of 

divisions with respect to each other. As with the relationel forms 

of judgments, when we talk about the modal forms of judgments we 

seem to be at a different level of analysis from mere-description 

of the internal structure of a judgment. Kant is perhaps aware of 

this when he calls modality t e. peculiar function' which concerns 

'only the value of the copula in relation to thought in general' 

(BlOO). TIlis, of course, is not so much a criticism of Kant's 

wanting to include modality as a fUl1ction in the Table of Judgments 

as just mild anxiety about the introduction of the term 'modality' 

(or 'relation') without any real explanation of how they relate to 

other distinctions to be fOlmd in the Table. One might be inclined 



to think, for all Kant says, that quantity, quality, relation, and 

modality are co-ordinate distinctions. Hanifestly this is not so: 

judgments can involve these forms in a variety of permutations. 

Kant does claim that the Table of JUdgments is supposed only to 

'specify the u!lderstanding completely and yield an exhaustive 

inventory of its powers' (BI05). And if 'inventory' here is taken 

literally then Kant does no more than he intends. But it is 

important to consider the 'powers' of the understanding in so 

far as concerns the human capacity to combine the forms of 

judgments in certain ways. As JonathiU1 Bennett points out, 

'The classificatory words in the table [of jUdgments] 
seem to offer no prospect of complex analysis such as 
might be possible in respect of "concept-employing 
performa"1cE:" or "use of the understandingr' or the like.' 

15 

(2,E cit, p83). 

There are however more important points to be made 

concel~ing the constituents of the modality division. The three 

kinds of modalitiesnre alleged to be 'problematic', 'assertoric' 

and 'apodeictic'. Problematic judcments are those in which 

'affirmation or negation is taken as m.:rely possible' (BIOO)j 

assertor:ic judgments are those in whi-=h 'affirmation or negation 

is viewed as real (true)' (loc cit); and apodeictic judgments 

are those in which affirmation or negation is viewed as necessary • 

• As I have already pointed out, Kant thinks that the 

modali ty of a judgment ccmcerns 'the value of the copula in 

relation to thought in general'. What he has in mind here is, 

I thiru{, obscure, and requires careful analysis. It may be 
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useful at this stage to look to the Vlork of the medieval logicians 

in order at least to be familiar' with explications of the problem 

at issue here which preced.ed Kant's. (It is doubtful that Kant 

would have paid very much attention to the work of the medieval 

logicians. Aristotle and Kant's compatriots Leibniz and Wolff 

seem to have provided most of the impetus in Kant's discussions of 

logic. Nevertheless it is interesting, and, I think, illuminating 

to see how close Kant is to the scholastic view of modality.) 

William of Sherwood writes, in his Introduction to Logic, 

of modal )ropositions thus: 

'It should be not ::!d that the adverbial modes can occur 
in discourse in two ways viz, by determinating [sic] 
either the action itself of the verb or the inherence of 
the predicate in the subject. Take, for example, "Socrates 
is running contingently". Here the word "contingently" can 
determinate the actiop.. as such, in which case the sense is 
"Socrates's running is contingent" and the proposition ip 
not modal. Ox' it can determinate the verb itself in 
respect of its inherence in or composition with the subject, 
in which case the sense is "the cOf:1posi tion [sic] 'Socra. tes 
is running' is contingent." In this case the propositio:'l 
is Iilodal since the adverb determinates the action of the 
predicate in tilL subject.' 

(p39) • 

I understand this passage to remark the difference between two kinds 

of propositions, thus: 

(1) 'Anything red is coloured' is a necessary proposition, 

that is, a modal proposition. 

(2) 'Somethin~ which is red is necessarily coloured' is 

not (011 this account) a modal proposition. 

What Kant h3S in mind when he talks about modal propositions, :i.t 

seeEls to me) are type (1) propositions. The modal judgment concerns 
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the value of the copula, for Kant, and this seems to echo 

Sherwood's description of a modal proposition as one which concerns 

the nature of the inherence of the subject in the predicate, that 

is, the nature of the copul<: tive link between the subject and 

predicate. (The qUB.liiication that the modal judgment concerns 

the value of the copula 'in relation to thought in general' is 

a puzzle. I cannot see that much depends on the qualification: 

in the first place 'thought in gelLeral' is not an expression 

which one encounters sufficiently often in Kant to think that it 

has some precise technical meaning; in the second place it is 

difficult to imagine what contrasts Kant has .in mind here: what 

other relations does the 'value of the copula' stand in ?) 

It is important, as Bennett point5 out (££ cit p78), that 

'the problematic must be distinguished from the possible and the 

apodeictic from the necessary'. The reason for this is that 

Kant wants to link the cc;,tegories 'possibili.ty' and 'necessity' 

to the problematic and apodeictic forms of judgments respectively. 

If there is to be a significant derivation of these categories from 

the forms of judgment in que st:i. O!'. then clearly the problematic 

and apodeictic jUdgments cannot themselves employ the conce~cs 

'possibility' and 'necessity'. In this case there would be no 

real e.xpla nation of the origin of the categories. However, on 

the account which I have just given, derived from William of Sherwood 

problematic and apodeictic judgments do not employ the concepts 

'possibility' or 'necessity'. Thus, 'Anything red is coloured' 



is an al)odeictic judgment, alth ugh the word 'necessary' or a 

correlate is not employed in the judgment. The judgment 

I Something which is red is necessa.rily coloured' is, on the above 

accouht, not a modal judgment, and therefore ~ fortiori not 

an apodeictic judgment, although it does employ the concept of 

necessity in the judgment. 

If this is in any way a correct account of what Kant 

is doing, then we can say that what he is concerned with in the 

fourth division of the Table of Judgments are judgments "hich 

~ necessary or possible judements; these are to be distinguished 

sharply from jUdgments of necessity or judgments of possibility_ 

There are yet further problems to be dealt with before we 

can securely leave the fourth division of the Table. The third 

modality of jUdgments Kant alleges is the assertoric mode. There 

is, however, or so it seems to me, something odd about calling 

'assertoricity' a mode. We might here look again to William of 

Sherwood for some illumination. ShervJood writes 

'An assertoric statement, then, is one that simply 
signifies the inherence of the predicate in the 
subject ie without determinating how it inheres. 
A modal statement, on the other nand, is one that does 
determinate how the predicate inheres in the subject.' 
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(op cit, p40). 

An assertoric judgment is not a modal judgment, according at least 

to Sherwood. 

But of course there is much more to be said here. There 

is a reason for Kant's identifying the assertoric as a form of 

judgment, and this perhaps provides a clue as to why the assertoric 



, 
is, for Kant, a modality_ The reason is, I think, parallel to 

that which Frege gave for distinGuishing between propositions which 

are asserted and those which are merely entertained.· Kant writes 

' ••• the two judgments, the relation of which constitutes 
the hypothetical judcmenc, dnd likewise the judements the 
reciprocal relation of ·which forms the ciisjunctive 
judgment (members of the division) are one and ..... 11 problem­
atic only. In the above example [ "If there is a perfect 
justice the obstinately wicked will be punished"], the 
proposition "'1'here is a perfect justice" is not stated 
assel'toricRlly, but is thoue;ht only as an optional 
judgment, which it is pOSl3ible to assume; it is only the 
logical sequence which is asse:ctoric.... The problematic 
proposition is therefore that which expresses only logical 
possibili ty. • • • The aSt, r;rtoric proposition deals with 
logical reality or truth.' 

(BIOO-l). 

We need the distinction between problematic and assertoric jUdgments 

in order to understand the relations between the component judGments 

in a complex proposition of either hypothetical or disjunctive form. 
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Since we do appear to need this distinction, and since the problematic 

form is a modality, it does not seem unreasonable to include the 

assertoric form of judgment along with the forms which concern the 

modalities of jUdgments. 

Yet this is st~ll not quite right. Kant calls the assel'toric 

form of judgment that in which 'affirmation or negation is viewed 

as real (true)'. And this expression i6 not as clear as it might 

be. Kant seems to be suggesting that besides the problem~tic form, 

- I I 

which concerns the mode possibility, and the apodeictic form, which 
, , 

concerns the mode necessity, there is the assertoric form, which 

concerns the mode Itrue~ But are truth (or falsity) modes? 

Certainly no judgment may be both problematic and apodeictic at 



the same time. But are the prob.Lematic and assertoric forms, or 

the apodeictic and assertoric forms r.1utuD_lly exclusive, in so far 

as it is correct to think of the ass .:: rtoric form of judgment as 

concerned with the mode 'true: In an apodeictic judgment for 

instance, 'affirmation or negation is viewed as necessary'. But 
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if they are viewed as necessary then it folloVls that the proposition 

at issue is tr~e. An affirmation or negation which is necessary 

is an affirmation or negation which is true. Therefore it cannot 

be the case that the modes 'true' (or 'false') sufficiently distinguish 

assertoric judgments from either problematic or apodeictic jUdgments. 

If this interpretation is the correct one, then either Kant's account 

of the assertoric form of judgment is incomplete, or it is altogether 

wrong. 

I am inclined to think Kant's account is just wrong here. 

Assertion cannot, it seems to me, be regarded as a logical function, 

which is of course what it must be,for Kant, in order that its place 

in the Table of JUdgments be justified. Certainly there is a 

problem about how to understand hypothetical or disjunctive judgments 

in this respect, and for this reason one ought to hesitate to dismiss 

Kant's account, since it was primarily intended to deal with just 

this problem. At the same time, as Wittgenstein points out in the 

Tracta:tus, there are sever~ difficulties in the Fregean position 

(which seems to me close enough to Kant's) when assertion is taken 

to be a logical function. Wittgenstein's idea was that assertion 

is already somehow involved in the very conCl3p t 0: a proposition. 
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But this of course is not a verJ satisfactory rosolution of the 

real problem. There is still the difficulty of how to make 

sense of a hypothetical or disjunctive if the con:ponent propositions 

are nll asserted. A way out here would be to think of a hypothetical 

as having a kind of non-analysable unity such that it could not be 

broken up into its constituent propositions a.nd a logical connective. 

(This, obviously would be no way out for Wittgenstein, for whom 

such a reduction was essential, in the Tract-atus.) 

A more satisfactory way here would be to ascribe to assertion 

only a psycholog~ cal, and not a logical function. (G. 3.1-1. A.'1scombe, 

in An Introduction to Wittgenstein's Tractatus, states, rather baldly, 

'''Assertion'' has onl:( a psychological sense.' (pllG).) This might 

mean, for eXGmp1e, that certain forms of propositions, the hypothetical 

and disjunctive forms notably, somehow indicated that their component 

propositions should not be taken to be true, but that the~! should 

only be 'considered' or 'ent~rtained'. All this would mean 

however that the aGsertoric form of judgment could not legitimately 

be included in the Table of Judgments, since it would not be a 

logical function. This, in turn, would mean that it would not 

be open to Kant to t:..'ace a category back to the assertoric form of 

judgment. As it happens this might not be ml entirely disastrous 

state C)f <3 ffairs. I shall have something to say la.ter about the 

category which Kant clair~s does arise from the Hssertoric form of 

judgment. 

For Kant, 'the logical functions of jUdgments ••• s})ecify 
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the understanding completely and yield an exhaustive inventory of 

its powers'. I have already suggested that there is some unclarity 

about how this is t~) be understood. Are we to suppose that the 

Table of Judgments comprises those and only those logical functions 

which are basic and non-derivable? (In the passage concerning 

the Table of Categories at Bl08 Kant alludes to concepts, the pred­

icables, which, while still pure concepts, are derivable from the 

twelve pure concepts which he lists as 'predicaments'. Is there 

an equivalent in the Table of Judgments? Is it perhaps possible 

that some of the members of the Table of Judgments are themselves 

derivable from others in the Table? ) 

A logician, no doubt, would be die;ressed to discover that 

there were twelve basic logical functions or constants. The 

primary motive in recent logic has of course been to economise 

radically on the number of functions necessary in a workable and 

useful system. Thus, we find \'/ittgenstein, in the Tractatus, 

making the claim that there is only one logical constant. Now 

while it would be pointless to criticise Kant for lack of economy 

in the Table of Judgments, since he had no intention of setting 

up an elegant and economical formal system, there is some force 

to the challenge that some of the logical forms are easily 

derivable from others in the Table. For example, with negation 

and, say conjunction (which I have suggested might legitimately 

have been included in the Table) the hypothetical and dir;junctive 

forms nre easily constructed. Negation and disjunction, or negation 



and the hypothetical, similarly, might be used to derive other 

logical functions. 

Of course such reduction of the Table of Judgments would 

not be without radical consequences. The Table of Categories, 
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for example, might have to be reduced to correspond with those 

functions 'which remained. There is, moreover, the question whether 

interdefinability or interderivability among the logical functions 

really affects the point with which Kant is concerned, namely that 

the twelve forms of judgments are logical functions of the human 

understandi ng. Does it matter that negation and disjunction can 

do the same work as the hypothetical when combined in a certain way ? 

This no more shows that the hypothetical is not a function of the 

human understanding than the fact that a hammer and chisel can do 

the same job as a plane would show that a plane was not part of the 

same toolbox to which the hammer and chisel belonged. 



CHAPTill TWO 

Kant calls his transcendental logic ( the logic whose elements 

comprise the categories) 'a logic of truth' (B87). This is 

a clue to the relation between general and transcendental logic 

which should, I thi.nk, be ta.ken seriously. 

'What is truth "I' asks Kant at B82. He goes on, 'The 

nominal definition of truth, that it is the agreement of knowledBe 

with its object, is assumed as granted.' Clearly Kant espouses 

some form of correspondence theory of truth. The important 

question which in~ediately arises on adopting such a theory is 

of Course whether there can ever be a general criterion for such 

truth. Kant explores this question thoroughly in his Introduction 

to LOPjic. 

There seem to be two possible criteria of truth conceived 

as knOWledge correspondine, with its object: a universal md.terial 

criterion, and a universal formal criterion. The fo .. 'mel' criterion, 

Kant argues, will not dOj a universal material criterion of truth 

is indeed self-contradictory: 

'For, beinG universal, it would necessarily abstract from 
all distinctions of objects, and yet bein~ a material 
criterion, it must be concerned with just this distinction 
in order to be able to determine whet:ler a cO.3ni tion 
agrees with the very object to which it refers. l\nd 
not merely with some object or other, which would really 

- mean nothing. But ma.terial truth must consist in this 
agreement of a cognition with the definite object to 
which it refers. For a cognition which is true in 
reference to one object may be false in reference to 
other objects. It is therefore absurd to demand a 

24 
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universal material criterion of truth, which is at 
once to abstract and not to abstract from all distinctions 
of objects. I 

(~, p/tl). 

But, on the other han.d, a universal formal criterion of truth looks 

morE: promising: 

'for formal truth consists simply in the agreement of the 
cognition with itself whe:':l we abstract from all objects 
whatever and from every distinct::_on of objects. And 
hence the u::1iv2rsal formal criterion of truth is nothing 
but univerEal logical marks of agreement of cognitions 
with themselves, or, wl.at is the same thing, with the 
general laws of the understanding and reason. 

These formal universal criteria are certa.inly not 
sufficient for objective truth, but yet they are to be 
viewed as its conditio sine qua ~. ' 

According to the Introduction !.£ LOp;ic, then, Kant believes that 

the only criterion of truth which is available to him is a universal 

formal criterion. 'l'he rules which constitute general or formal 

logic are such criteria, though they can only provIde a necess-"l.ry, 

and never a sufficient, condition for truth. The argument here 

is a fuller explication, it seems to me, of the passage at B83 

in the Critique which leads Kant to conclude that 'A sufficient 

and at the same time general criterion of truth cannot possibly 

be given'. 

However, such a conclusion seems to raise an acute 

difficulty. On the one hand Kant has insisted that truth is the 

agreement of lmowledge with its object; and, on the other, he 

has argued that the only criterion of truth available is a criterion 

which provides only a necessary condition for truth. This is 



unsatisfactory; moreover, Ka.nt lmows that it is unsatisfRctory: 

'for al thou~h our knowledge may be in cor~plete accordance 
with logical demands, that is, may not contradict itself, 
it is still possible that it may be in contradiction with 
its object. ' 
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But now the clair.! that transcendental logic is 'a logic of 

truth' begins to look weak. In order for transcendental logic 

importantly to be a logic of truth, where truth is correspondence, 

it must concern, in some way, objects (for truth is agreement of 

knowledge with its object). Yet it cannot concern particular 

objects, as Kant makes quite clear in his argument in the Introductio~ 

12 Logic against there being a universal material criterion of 

truth. Moreover, as a logic of truth, transcendental logic ought 

to conform to the claim Kant has made that we can only have aVi ilable 

u necessary condition for truth. The only way out, it seems, would 

be to link transcendental logic with some quite special conception 

of an object (which is not a material particular), such that a 

conflict with the formal demanus 0: logic alone renders truth 

impossible. 

This, almost bizarre, solution is exactly the solution 

which Kant selects. 

Transcendental logic is conceived as dealing with the 

elemellts of pure understanding and with the principles without 

which no object can be thought (see B125). In other words, 

transcendeatal logic concerns the rules of the understanding in 

so far as they concern objective experience. Transcendental logic, 
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Kant says 

' ••• should contain solely the rules of the pure thought 
of an object, [and] wouJ..ri exclude only those modes of 
knowledge which have empirical content. It would also 
treat of the origin of the modes in which we know objects, 
in so far as tha.t origin cannot be 8.ttributed to the 
objects. ' 

(B8o) 

The passage here is excitingly pregl1ant; indeed it is largely 

to determine the course of the argument with which we shall be 

concerned. 

Now perhaps we can begin to see the force of the claim 

that transcendenta.l logic is 'f:. .logic of truth': it is a logic 

of truth, where truth is conceived as ·the agreement of knowledge 

with its object, exactly in the respect that transcendental logic 

contains the rules of 'the pure thou~ht of an object'; thus, 'no 

knowledge can contradict it without at once losing all content, 

that is, all relation to any object, and therefore all truth' (B87). 

But, of course, it is yet quite unclear exactly what is 

involved in this talk about the 'pure thought of an object', or 

in,what it is elsewhere called) 'object-in-;-;eneral' (see Appendix). At 

present it will be sufficient to know simply that transcendental 

logic concerns the pure thought of an object, or the object-in-

general. Where general logic has been concerned with 'logical 

form in the relation of any knowledge to other lL'lowledge' (B79), 

transcendental logic is to be concerned, in some manner, with 

the thought of an object. On this principle we can at least begin 

to explore the elements of this transceQdental logic. 



But before I pursue that investigation (in Chapter Three) 

it might be well to consider a different account of the relation 

between general and transcendental logic. Such 3.Il examination 

is timely, since I have already allt-ded to the view that is held 

by some commentators that Kant constructed the Table of Judgments 

always with an eye to the derivation of the categories, and the 

account I propose to consider takes this line. 

In his Kant's Transcendental Logic, T.K. Swing talks about 

Kant's formal and material lo[ics (which are alleged to correspond 

-:0 Kant's terms 'gellerCil' alld 'transcendental' logic). The Table 

of Judgments, Swing claims, is a list of the concepts of an 

entirely formal logic; the Table of Categories is a list of the 

concepts of a material logic, that is, a logic which has immed~.3.te 

application to experience. But Swing can find no significant 

relation between the two: 

'If [the Table of Judgments] really is a formal table 
it can be of no use at all in the derivation of the 
categories because formal concepts can never be a guide 
in discovering matE'r~_al concepts. To derive the categories 
from the forms of judgments is to derive material terms 
from formal terMS. This is as impossible as the effort 
to draw water from a dry well. If the Table of JUdgments 
is a material table, it can indeed be used or the 
derivation of the categories. To derive the categories 
from the types Clf judgments is to derive materi&l terms 
from material terms. There is nothing ingenious about 
this. It is as obvious as digging gold from a gold mine. ' 

(2.E, ill, p 30). 

The v-lew makes nonsense out of Kallt. Happily, it is not, I think, 

a view which can boast either sUbtlety or pla.u3ibi~ ity. Swing's 

case is partly lo~cied by his taking the Table of Categories to be 



a list of material concepts. This seems to me to mismanage the 

term 'material', and, moreover, to ign.ore a consistently Kantian 

technique. Are the categories really material concepts ? 
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Certainly they are concepts which, it will be argued,relate 

necessarily to experience, but that hardly renders them 'material'. 

They are in no sense 'empirical' concepts, as Kant is at pains to 

insist throughout the Critia .. ue, and could hardly be confused with 

what might, with more justification, be called material concepts, 

for example, 'book', 'flower' and so on. Horeover, from Kant's point 

of view, it might be mor~ appropriate if the categories ~ to be 

called 'formal' and not material concepts: they do concern our 

experience, but not the content of experier.ce, simply the form 

it must take. 

If the case against there being any conceivable link between 

the Table of JUdgments and the Table of Categories rests on Swing's 

somewhat naive account, I think we ca.n perhaps safely ignore it. 

I turn now to an examination of the elements of the Table of Categ­

ories, and their relation to the forms of judgments, that is, to 

a detailed examination of t~e alle5ed links between general and 

transcendental logic. 



CH.APTER THREE 

In the Prolesomena 12 Any ~~ Hetaohysic, Kant writes that 

'the labours of the logicians lay at hand, though not yet 
quite free from defects, and with this help I was enabled 
to exhibit a complete table of the pure functions of the 
understanding which are, hO\'leVer, undetermined in rega.rd 
to any object. I finally referred these functions of 
judging to objects in general, or rather to the condition 
or'determining judr;ments as objectively valid, and so there 
arose the pure concepts of the understanding •••• 

If the argument which I am pursuing is to hans together, it seems 

to me important to see whether Kant is consistently applying this 

general principle in each case, and therefore to see whether the 

categories really 'arise from' the forms of judgment in the manner 

suggested. 

Corresponding to the quantities of judgments listed in the 

first division of the Table of Judgments, the Table of Categories 

includes in its first division the concepts 'unity', 'plurality' 

and 'totali ty' • T'nere Was some question as to whether Kant was 

entitled to include the singular form of judgment witli the other 

two quantities of judgments, since he seemed to ~grCG with the 

convention that for the purposes of the syllogism and logical form 

singular jUdgments may be treated as universal jUdgments. There 

are obviously, as I have said, important semantical and grammatical 

differences between universal and singular forms of judgment; these 

differences are reflected in one respect in this first division 

of the Table of Categories. The related concepts are alleged to 
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be 'unity' and 'tot.l1ity', and, of course, it mab~s a large 

difference whether we pick something out. under. the concept 't4"1ity' 

or under the concept 'to tali ty' • Independently of the issue of 

wheth~r the c:ategories really do arise from the forms of 

judgments, one is inclined to think that 'unit.y' in particular 

is an absolutely crucial concept for the purposes of making 

sense of one's experience. A radical sugges";ion here would be 

that one could not possibly employ any concept at; all without 

having the concept 'unity' first: that is, one could not classify 

things as 'a this' or 'a that' unless one could make sense first 

0: the idea of 'a' anything. If this is 60, then one is haj; pily 

prep~lred to i gnore the, fair.ly limited, convention that singular 

jUdgments be treated for the purposes of a syllogism , and applaud 

Kant for recoenising that the si..'1gular judgment at least ha.s the 

force of giving rise to the concept of unity. This would be 

fine, although there is of course a lot more to say (f(lr instance 

I don't want now to 'lppear to suggest that the various forms of 

judgment be included in the Table of Judgments simply because 

the categories should be referred to them: this is the very reverse 

of what Kant is suggesting). But Kant is curiously refractory here. 

The category 'unity' Kant relates to universal judBfficnts, and not 

to singular judgments; the category which is alleged to arise from 

singular judgm'cl1ts is 'totality'. This is just the rev·;rse of 

what one ... muld expect. Clearly singular jUdgments, for example, 

'This brick is green' are more obviously relat ed to the concept of 
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unity or oneness tlliAn they are 1 ) the concept of t~tality or 

allness. Perhaps the answer is that l{ant has simply made an 

error in the correlations of the first division of the Table of 

Judgments with the corresponding division of the Table of Categories. 

They ought, perhaps rather to read: 

Universal form of jUdgr.lCl1t 

Particular fo .. 'm of judgment 

Singular form of judgment 

'Totality' or 'Allness' 

'Plurality' or 'Someness' 

'Unity' or 'Oneness' • 

Yet even this emendation encounters some r~sistance. I~l a 

typical architectonic gesture Kant claims thut the third category 

in each division ar:!..ses from some kind of combination of the first 

tV!O (BIlO). If this is really so, then there is some sense to the 

original order of the fi .• st division of the Table of Categories. 

'Totality' does seem to express th ~ combination of 'un:1.ty' and 

'plurality': that is, totality is simply unified plurality. 

But if the order of the first division is reversed to correspond 

more realistically to the related forms of j'.ldt;mcnt, :i,t is more 

difficult to set:? how the concepts of tot.ality and plurality could 

yield the concept of unity. 

Since the point of I(ant' s wanting the third category in 

each divilSion to be formed from the combination of the first two 

in the. same division is quite obscure, and certainly is not 8. 

functioning element of the main arGuDent, and since nothing much 

hanS's, in general, upon thie: sort of manoeuvre's being :possible 

(pac~ Hegel), and finally since this very same di fficul ty arie.es 



wi th respect to the correlation vii thin the other divisions of 

the Table of Categories, it seems to me prudent to ignore l(ant's 

contention here, and to make the best possible sense of the 

correlations that is available to us. 

There is a certain amount of discomfort here, since it 
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was argued in Chapter One that perhaps Kant had not given adequate 

grounds for including the singular form of judgment in the first 

Table: one certainly does not want surreptitously, or worse, 

illegitimately to welcome back the singular form of judgment. 

But since the singular form of judgment does more obviously give 

rise to the concept of unity than any other form in the Table 

of Judgments, one perhaps ought to reconsider whether the arguments 

used to exclude the singular form f' re really watertight. One ­

point a.t which leaks might well appear is via the notion of 

logical form. It is a difficult term, a~d one which is certainly 

vulnerable to several iI:terpretations. Perhaps it is sufficient 

to say here that the interpretation which Kant gives ~o the term 

is such that reference to the convention that logicians have 

indulged in treating jUdgments of singular form as having universal 

form is of no consequence ( as Kant clearly thought it was, given 

his arguTll -,mts at B96). This either suggests that the convention 

is la~king in some respect, or it suggests that Kant worked with 

a concept of logical form, which, while it is never explained, 

seems to involve semantical considerations. It would certainly 

be interesting to pursue that. 
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The second division of the Table of Categories suggests 

correlations between the affir' .;ative form of judgment and the 

concept of reality, between the negative form and the concept of 

'negation', and between the infinite form and the concept of 

limitation. This last correlation is, I think, best ignored. 

The Table of Categories could well do without the concept of 

limitaticn, whatever it is. There are two reasons which might 

be advanced in support here: first, there is the difficulty which 

I have already discussed in Chapter One of ascribing to the 

infinite form of judgment a function which is not performed by 

the straightforward negative; and second, even though it may be 

that Kant is looking to the Table of Categories and the concept of 

limitation when he includes the infinite form of judgment in the 

first table, there is ~ not the faintest justification for 

relating the two, since such relation would depend on there being 

a clear and unambiguous sense w:lich attached to the concept. And 

Kant says nothing at all about the nature of the concept of 

limitation, eXc0pt tl~t it is to be seen as a combination of 

the concepts of reality and negation (and it is just impossible 

to guess his meaning here). Since I have already ventured to 

suggest that this particular architectonic fantasy of the third 

category of any division arising from the first two in the same 

di vision is better ignored, it seems to me thil.t there are sufficient 

grounds for neglecting a lengthy speculation about Kant's essential 

pOint. It looks like nonsense. 



The concepts of reality and negation arise respectively from the 

affirmative and negative forms of jUdgments. There is some 
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sense to this. When we make an affirmative judgment a.bout an 

object, we seem to be saying something about the world, or reality. 

'Objects are impenetrable' is an affirmative form judgment which 

says something about how things are in the world. A negative 

form judgment about an object again seems to say something about 

how things are not in the world. There is some discomfort here 

a t the Ol)posi tion between the concepts 'reali ty' and ' negation' • 

It is certainly right to say that the ability to make negative 

judgments presupposes the concept of negation; that is to say 

that the concept of negation does not arise specifically when a 

negative judgment is referred to objects. But then, clearly, 

this is not the sense of 'negation' which Kant is after here; 

rather it is the logicians' sense. Kant means, I think, the concept 

which is opposed to the concept of reality, whatever it might be. 

f'resumably the reason. for using the term 'negation' here is that 

there is really no obvious candidate to contrast with the concept 

of reality. 'Non-reality', I suppose would, as a matter of 

clarity, be the most appropriate, but even then there is something 

a little odd in saying that negative jUdgments about objects 

are re~lly saying something about 'non-reality'. \fuat Kant 

intends here is not, however, totally obscure, und it just so 

happens that we do not have a well-established use of any partic­

ular term to express what it is that he does intend. 'Negation' 
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would do as well as any other, just so long as it is borne in 

mind that Kant does not mean it in its logical sense.· 

Kant says little enough about the relations between the 

third divisions of his two Tables. Presumably, he considered 

that the categories in question so obviously arose from the 

correspondil1~ forms of judgment that any expl::.nation would be 

otiose. He does, of course, have a lot to say about the concepts 

of the third division in his chapter on the principles related to 

them, that is in his discussion of the analogies of experience 

but it should not, at this stage, be necessary to look to that 

for possible illumination. 

The substance accident model is, it seems to me, precisely 

what Kant contends that it is: namely it is an objectification of 

the subject-predicate logico-grammatical model. There are all 

kinds of subject-predicate form judgments which could not be said 

to give rise to the concept of substance (and accident). For 

example, the judgment 'Integrity is a virtue'. But there are 

none which obviously could "tie said to concern the 'pure thought of 

an object' or apply to 'the object-in-general'. One cannot 

plausibly take the judgment 'Integrity is a virtue' to be such 

a judgment, in any way which could suggest that integrity is 
. 

substa'hce and virtue its accident. One ought not to rest much 

weight on this observation however since we have yet to get clear 

precisely about the nature of the object-in-general. 

Is it possible, simila.rly, to conceive the concepts of 
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cause and effect a .S an objectif: ~a.tion of the hypothetical form 

of judgmellt '{ The same difficulty arises here as a result of 

the vagueness of Kant's remaxks about transcendental logic 

concerning 'the pUl'e thought of an object', or about the categories 

arising from the forms of judgment referred to the object in general. 

One might take him to mean that the categories arise from torms 

of judgments about objects ( although this does not seem to me at 

all what Kant has in mind). If this were the case, then it 

would be a gross distortion to say that any hypothetical judgment 

about objects expressed some cau~al relation. For example, the 

proposition 'If an object is red then it is coloured', or the 

proposition 'If object ~ is to the left of object~, then object 

b is to the right of object ~' both might be taken to be about 

objects in some sense, yet neither proposition of course expresses 

a causal relation.· Neither could thus be said to 'give rise' to 

the concept of cause. 

The answer, I think, is that, whether or not we take a 

proposition to be 'about' objects in this absurdly vasue sense, 

if any hypothetical proposition can be translated in terms of a 

relation which hold between constituent propositions, then it 

would not be, for Kant, the kind of judgment which could be said 

to giv~ rise to the concept of cause. Tnus, 'If an object is red 

then it is coloured' can natur.:--lly be translated into an expression 

of logical relation between two propositions, namely 'x is red' and 

'x is coloured'. Similarly, 'If object ~ is to the left of object 



~, then object ~ is to the righv of object~' is easily 

translatable in terrnlJ of a logica:i. relation between two propos­

itions 'a is to the left of b l and 'b is to the right of !,'. 

A hypothetical which we take to express a causal relation does 

not, of course, say that ';here is a causal relation between 

propositions: that would be nonsense. It says that there is 

a causal relation between objects (or events,perbaps): for 

example, billi,,:trd ball ~'s str·iking billiard ball E. stands in 

some causal relation to billiard ball !l's moving. * The 

argument that the categories 'cause'and 'effect' arise from the 

hypot'letical form of judgment which concerns 'objects', with 

a little re-organisation, seems to me to be adequate here. 

The t:hird member of the third division of the Table of 

Categories is variously designated 'community', 'reciprocity' 

or 'mutual causation' (I take it that the expression 'mutual 

causation' adequately reniers Kant's rem".!'k a.t Bl12 that, under 

this concept 'one thinb is not subordinated as effect, to another, 

as cause of its existence, but, simultaneously and reciprocally, 

is coordina.ted with it, as cause of the deterrnir!ation of the 

other'.) This concept is alleged to arise from the disjunctive 

form of jUdgment. As I have already briefly pointed out, K,Ult 

un.:lers.tands disjunction in its exclusive sense: that is, 'p or q' 

means 'eith8r p or q, but not both'. Curiously, Kant wants to 

aCId that, whichever disjunct does obtain , the whole judgment 

expresses all l)Oss::'bilities in, to use an anachronistic phrase, 



loe;ical space. The disjunctive judgment is supposed to exhaust 

all possi"tJili ties in logical space and to show that the relation 

between the disjuncts is one of mutual exclusion. Thus, Kant 

says 

'There is, therefore, in a disjunctive judgment, a 
certain community of the known constituents, such that 
they mutually exclude each other, and yet thereby 
deterni.."1e in their totality the true knowledge. ' 
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(B99i translator's italics). 

Kant must, I think, mean by 'true knowledge', 'knowledge of all 

possible states of affairs', rather than 'knowledge of all actual 

states of affairs'. The disjunctive judgment (if true) 

determines lr.llowleo.ge in the sense that what is the case must be 

a state of affairs expressed by one of the disjuncts, but it does 

not, of course, say which disjunct this is. Knowledge here is 

that (p or q or r •••• ) is the case, and not that p is the case, 

or q is the case, or r is the case, and so on. 

Kant himself admits that 

'·.in the case of one category, namely that of ~Icommunity" 
••• its accordance with t.he form of a disjunctive judgment 
- the form which corresponds to it in the table of logical 
functions - is not as evident as in the case of the others' 

(Blll-2) 

The use of the term 'community' itself is an odd one. Admittedly, 

for Kant, the disjun~tive judgment specifies a totality of 

possi'Q.lities, but it is hardly a totality of comnnmity. This 

would surely find better expression in the conjunctive form of 

judgment, '(p and q and r •••• )', which I have already suggested 

might appropriately have been included in the Table of JUdgments. 



We seem rather to have a totalit_" of exclusion, if that expression 

makes any sense: that is, each of the disjuncts excludes the 

possibility of any other disjunct's being the case; if one disjunct 

is the case, then every other is not the case. 

It seems to me that the best that can be done with this 

refractory· passage is to indulge a certain freedom of exposition 

afforded by the use of what are, allegedly, synonyms of 'community', 

namely 'reciprocity' or 'mutual causation'. In any disjunctive 

judgment, Kant says, 'if one member is posited all the rest are 

excluded, 3nd conversely' (Bl12): which is to say that the 

disjuncts reciproca.lly determine each other. Bearing in mind 

that the categories are supposed to concern the thought of an 

object, whatever t~at means, we might say that, if we imagine a 

'whole made up of things', 

'one thing is not subordinated to another as cause of its 
existence, but,simultaneously and reciprocall~ is 
coordin".ted with it, as cause of the determination of 
the other (as, for instance, in a body the parts of which 
reciprocally attract and repel each other)' 

(Bl12). 

I would guess that this remark means something like this: where,in 

the case where C bri~gs about E, we have a simple causal relation 

characteristic&lly expressed in a hypothetical form judgment, in 

the case where C brings about E simultaneously with E's bringing 

about C, we ha"e a relation of mutual causation, or reciprocity, 

characteristically expressed in terms of a disjunctive form of 

judgment. 
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Even if this is what Kant had in mind, it is still grossly 

unclear what kind of concrete situation would require the use of 

this category of mutual causation, and still more unclear why 

the disjunctive judgment would be an approRriate expression of 

such a situation. The obvious way of expressing a relation of 

mutual causation would be in terms 6f a conjunction of hypothetical 

judgments: 'if C then E, and if E then Cf. But a conjunction of 

hypotheticals is by no means (truth-functionally) equivalent to 

the exclusive disjunction 'p or qt. Compare the truth-tables 

which can be constructed in each case: 

«p ~ q) & (q ~ p) pAq 

T '1' T T TTT T F T 
TFF F F T T TTF 
7TT F TFF F T T 
FTF T FTF FFF 

Indeed, truth-functionally the conjuction of hypotheticals is 

equivalent precisely to the neeatio~ of the exclusive disjunction. 

Schopenhauer has ex~ressed the discomfort one feels here 

quite forcibly in his criticisms of Kant's arguments. He writes: 

'The deduction of the category of community or reciprocal 
effect from~he disjunctive form of judgment] is a really 
glari_1g example of the aC.ts of violence on truth which 
Kant ventures to commit •••• I also positively assert that 
the concept of reciprocal effect cannot be illustrated 
by a single example. All that we should like to ~aBS 
off as such is either a state of rest, to which the concept 
of causality, having significance only in regard to 
changes, finds no application whatever; or it is an 
alternating successioil of states of the same name that 
condition one rulother, for the explanation of which simple 
causality is quite sufficient.' 
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The only remaining aid to the discovery of what Kant 

could possibly be talking about here is the third analogy of 

experience, the principle which attaches to the category of 

community. But the third analogy is itself just notoriously 

obscure. One cannot help but feel that it might be better 

simply to leave further investigation of the concept of co~~unity, 

particularly when even the most liberal exposition of its 

possible meaning seems to reveal no crucial importance in our 

having 3uch a concept, so far as the need to structure our 

experience in certain ways is concerned. 

In the fourth division of the Table of Categories, 

'Of modality', there is an immediate, striking peculiarity. 

Kant derives not three concepts from the three forh.s of judgments 

in the fourth division of the Table of Judgments, but six. From 

the problematic form of jUdgment, Kant al13ges, there arise the 

concepts of possibility and impossibility; from the assertoric form 

the concepts of existence and non-existence; and from the apod­

eictic form the concepts of necessity and contingency. 
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Vfuy should Kant list the concepts here paired in opposites? 

Why here and not in the other divisions ? The most he is 

entitled to claim, it seems to me, is that, from the three forms 

of ju~gments there arise the concepts of possibility, existence 

and necessity. These concepts, when negated, give rise 

respectively to the concepts of impossibilitJ" non-existence and 

contingency. In this sense it might be more appropriate to 



describe these latter concepts as 'predicables': that is, still 

pure concepts, but those which are easily derivable from the 

basic categories, the 'predicaIlle:'1ts', whi .~r. do legitimately appear 

in the Table of Categories. The issue here is not, I think, 

particularly important, althou8h Kant's procedural inconsistency 

is puzzling.· 

It is not entirely clear how the derivaticn of the three 

concepts 'possibility', 'existence' and 'necessity' from the 

corresponding forns of judgments is achieved. I suppose that 

Kunt's idea here is that, since, in, for example, the apodeictic 

judgment affirmation or negation is viewed as necessary, when 

the apodeictic form of judgment concerns objects, the necessity of 

the af1irmation or the negation is reflected in the necessity of 

the existence of the objects in question. The clue to this 

interpretation is Kant's remark at BIll where he says that 

'necessity is just the existence given through possibility 

itself' • (Here Kant is trying to show, what I have already 

suggested. is pointless, that the third c8.tegory in each division 

arises from some combination of the first two.) Whatever this 

remark can mean, it seems to imply that Vie are to understand 

'possibility' and 'necessity' to be somehow related to the concept 

of existence. Thus, Kant might be taken to mean, not simply 

'possibility', but rather 'possible existence', and similarly 

'necessary existence. 

Further support for this interpretation is to be found 
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in Kant's wanting to relate the assertoric form of judgment to 

the concept of existence. Thus, the modality division of the 

Table of Categol'ics is concerned with modes of existence: possible 

existence, actual existence and :r..ecessary existence, while the 

corresponding division of the Table of Judgments is concerned with 

the logical modes. One can see some sen.se to this when one 

remembers that the catecories are supposed to con~ern, in some 

way, objects: thus, judgments can be formally described in terms 

of the logical modes, but things are to be described in terms of 

their mode of existence. 

The major question here seems to settle on the second 

concept of this division, namely, existence, just as in the first 

Table, the major question concerned the assertoric form of 

judgment. 

I have already voiced some suspicion about taking the 

assertoric form to be a logical function. If this suspicion 

has any ground at all then already the corresponding category is 

rendered insecure. But there is a further reason for thinking 

that the concept of existence has no place in the Table of 

Categories. Kant already has the concept of reality (from the 

affirmative form of judgment). Is there any need for the 

concept cf existence as well ? Is there any important difference 

here between 'reality' and 'existence' 'I 
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It has been suggested that the reason behind the distinction 

between the two concepts is tied closely to the Kantian dichotomy 



of phenomena and noumena.· That is, presumably. we talk about 

a noumenul reality ill contrast with a phenomenal existence. This 

is, I think, a wholly untenable view. The categories, of course, 

as Kant continually insists, are not to be employed with respect 

to noumena. Whatever 'reality' and 'existence' mean for Kant, 

it is clear that, since the employment of the categories is only 

possible when the categories are schematised, that is whe::-t they 

have a sensible component, they must at least mean 'reality in 

time (and space)' and 'existence in time (and space)' respectively. 

Noumena are not in time, and therefore cannot be described either 

as real or existent. 

Moreover, just because reality and existence as categories 

both require s'chemata i.f they are significantly to be employed, it 

follows that it is not open to Kant to draw out a difference, as 

some philosophers have done, between existence as familiar, 

spatio-temporal, non-abstract and non-fictitious being, and reality 

as either abstract or fictitious being. 

It seems to me that these worries, coupled with the 

suspicion that the assertoric form of jud~ment is not a logical 

function, are sufficient to suspend the category of existence from 

the Table of Categories, at least until some clear reason can be 

advanced for its inclusion. If it is suspended, does it th~n 

affect anything I have 50 far said? I think not. It is still 

possible to conceive the other two concepts of the fourth division 

to mean, as I have suggested they mean, 'possible existence' and 
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t necessary existenc~'. The prc' ,1ema. tic and apodeictic forms of 

judgment are those ill which, respectively, affirmation or negation 

are regarded as possible or necessary. But the category which 

arise's fron the affirmative form of ju(lgment is 'reality' (as 

'non-reality' or 'negation' arises from the negative form). If 

it is cor~ect to see no difference between Krult's conception of 

reality and his conception of existence, then it is possible to 

think that the categorjes which arise from the problematic and. 

apodeictic judgme~ts are 'possible existence (or reality)' and 

'necessary existence (or reality)'. 

I have suggested that three categories are only questionably 

to be included in the Table of Categories. In >0 far as Kant claims 

to have identified the tVlelve fundamental categories of the 

human understanding, that is, to have exhausted the possible 

functions of the human understanding, what does my disagreement 

here amount to ? 

The answer is, I think, that it does not amount to much. 

For Kant the categories arise from the logical forms of judgment. 

If it can be shown that the three categories which gi-re rise to 

anxiety here either do not arise from the logical forms of 

judgment, or the related forms of judgment are either incoherently 

expli~ated or not logi::al forms, then it follows that, on Kant's 
. 

own terms, the categories in question here are really not categories. 

If it is maintained that they are nevertheless categories then 

arguments must be adduced to show that categories can arise, and 



can be discovered, in a manner which is different from the.t 

which Kant suggests. In that cnse one ceases to explore the 

arguments of the Critique. 
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CHAPT1~ FOUH 

In my account of one link which was claimed to hold together 

general and transcendental logic (in Chapter Two), I left open 

the question of what was entailed by saying that the categories 

were referred to, or applied to the pure thought of an object, or 

the object-in-general. The difficulty which I now propose to 

discuss is that, if it has already been established that the 

categories have application to obejcts, in some sense of that 

word, then the Schematism appears to be unnecessary, since the 

Schematism purports to establish just that the categories do have 

application to objects of our experience. The Hetaphysical 

Deduction concludes that 'there arise precisely the same number 

of pure concepts which apply ~ priori to objects of intuition in 

general as •••• there }mve been found to be logical functions in 

all possible judgments' (BI05). Are we to understand this 

conclusion to render the Bchematism redundant ? 

The answer here clearly must be that the Schematism is 

not redundant: that whatever the Schematism does show, this is 

different from the claim that pure concepts apply (! priori) 

to the object-in-general, or, what I will argue is the same 

thing, objects of intuit:bn in general. In fact, the Schematism, 

as I uhderstan~argues that we can employ the schematised categories 

with respect to particular objects of our experience. What I 

think is required in order to distinguish the aim of the Schematism 
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from the conclusion allegedly established by the metaphysical 

deduction, is an explication of the Schematism which pays 

particular attention to drawing clearly what I believe to be 

crucial differences between pure or 'unnchematised' categories,· 

schematined categories, and forms of judgment. Only when 

these differences are clearly formulated is it, I think, permissible 

to attempt an account of the passage in the Critique which is 

generally called the Hetaphysical Deduction. Hence I continue 

to postpone the attempt to give an adequate account of the 

passage which constitutes the essence of the arb~ment which I am 

concerned to reconstruct. 

There are at least three accounts of the relations between 

forms of judgments, unschematlsed categories and schematised 

categories. The first is to be found in Graham Bird's Kant's 

Theory of Knowledge. Bird argues (on p 106) that a schematised 

category contains both a ',sensible' and an 'intelligible' component. 

An unschematised category contains only the 'intelligible' 

component. ~lhe particularity of the object to which a schematised 

category can refer is a function of the sensible component, that 

is, the component which invests the category with spatio-temporal 

significance, via the schema~ But, Bird writes, 

'Since the "intelligible" component ;is derived from the 
- logical classification of judgment forms, the pure 

categories might, but the schematised categories could 
not, be said to be identical with forms of judgments' 

(op cit pI06). 

Thus, a difference is made out between the unschematised and 



the schematised categories; but the unschematised category is 

alleged to be identical with the form of judgment to which it 

corresponds. 

The second account argues that the unschematised category 

is different from the form of judgment in that, implicit in the 

idea of an unschematised category is ~ it, in some sense, 

concerns objects, where the forms of judgment do not necessarily 

concern objects. But the schematised category is alleged simply 

to amount to a full sketch of ~ the categories concern objects. 

Thus, it is argued, all categories are in fact schematised, but 

this is simply not revealed by Kant until the chapter on the 

Schematism.* 

The third account, which I want to argue is the correct 

account, claims that the form of judgment gives rise to the 

unschematised pure category when applied to objects-in-general. 

An unschematised category, with the addition of a schema. then, 

and only then. can refer to particular objects presented in our 

experience. that is, objects which are to be found at particular 

points in space and time. I want to maintain that the spatio­

temporal nature of our experience is ~ invoked in the derivation 

of the categories from the forms of judgment; when the spatio­

temporal nature of our experience is invoked, that is,when the 

categories are schematised, only then is it legitimate to say 

that the (schematised) categories are genuinely employable within 

experience. The unschematised or pure categories I shall argue are 



not to be employed within our e:perience. This, I shall maintain, 

must be the case exactly because the categories have arisen only 

from Kant's investigation of one component of experience, namely, 

the understanding, and, as pure categories. are not also a function 

of Kant's account of sensibility as stated in the Transcendental 

Aesthetic.-

In order to ajudicate between these three accounts, I 

propose to adopt the following procedure: first. I shall try to 

show why Kant thinks there is a need for the Schematism, and what 
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in general terms it is; second, I shall attempt to be more precise 

about the exact nature of the Schematism; and third, I shall 

try to draw out the conclusions from the Schematism as I see it 

in order to get clear about the difference between an unschematised 

and a schematised category. 

One of the crucial difficulties which follows on the claim 

that there are pure, non-empirical concepts is that of showing 

how such concepts could have application to experienc~. This 

difficulty was, before Kant, generally ignored by philosophers 

like Descartes and Leibniz, who thought there were pure, a priori 

concepts, or, on the other hand, not seen to be a difficulty by 

the empiricist philosophers like Locke, Berkeley and Rume, who 

argueq there were no such concepts. Kant Vias under no illusion 

about the obstacles which confronted the claim that there were 

pure, ~ Eriori and non-empirical concepts. 

It was in order to solve just this set of problems that 
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the Schematism was required. The categories, which Kant had 

argued in the Transcendental Deduction that we must employ, 

manifestly had to have application to ex})erience if this were 

true. The Schematism was designed to capture, on the one hand. 

the pure ~ priori nature of the categories, and on the other, to 

capture the empirical nature of the sensible elements of 

experience. 

I have already ventured to suggest that Kant can be, and 

indeed iS t better understood VJithout reference to his doctrines 

of transcendental psychology. The schematism iSt importantly, 

equivocal with respect to transcendental psychology~ and commentators 

have frequently explained it in these terms. But must it be 

understood in this way? The equivocal nature of the Schematism 

is described accurately by II.J. Paton in his Kant's Metaphysic 

of Experience: 

'The main burden of [Kant's] doctrine is that the 
transcendental schema is a product of the transcendental 
synthesis of the imagination; but the account given 
of the schema in general suggests that the transcel'ldento.l 
schema might be a rule of the transcendental synthesis; 
and the transcendental schema is even described in one 
place as if it were the trqnscendental synthesis itself.' 

(op cit,Vol II, p 39). 

Yet despite the n~nifest ruobiguity here, Paton continues, 

'In spite of these difficulties I have little doubt tlUlt 
the transcendental schema is best regarded as a product 
of the transcendental synthesis of the imagination.' 

(loc ill). 

Unlike Paton, I have serious doubts as to whether this could 

intelligibly be the case. In so far as'I can understand what 'a 



product of the transcendental s nthesis of the imagination' could 

be, I think it is not what Kant could seriously have entertained as 

beine the transcendental schema. If I am wrong to think this, then 

it se'ems to me that Kant would have failed in the endeavour for 

which the Schematism was intended. 
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I ,understand a schema which is the product of the transcend­

ental synthesis of imagination to be, roughly, some kind of image. 

Thus, it is alleged, Kant draws together a pure concept with that 

to which it applies via a third thin[,;, namely an image, which 

image determines the correctness or incorrectness of the application 

of the concept. 

There is a major difficulty here. I am supposed to 

recognise an object under a certain concept via an image appropriate 

to that concept. But how do I recognise that the image which I 

have is just that image appropriate to that concept? ~hat would 

count as a criterion here 7 The problem of how one recognises 

that an object falls under a certain concept is simply reduplicated 

in ~his image theory in that one must now also recognise that 

the image is correctly or incorrectly associated with the concept. 

Further, how do I recognise that what falls under the concept 

corresponds to the right degree (and what could that mean 7) with 

the i~ge I have which is associated with the concept in question? 

I can be mistaken both in that I can misapply a concept, and in that 

I can have mislea.rnt the concept. How are these mistakes to be 

recognised as mist["1kes if my application of a concept is via an 
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image which is, presumably, private to me ? 

The Schematism, it seems to me, would be quite useless if 

Kant meant by 'schema' some image which was mysteriously supplied 

us. Yet there is strong evidence tha';:' this is just what Kant 

meant. He writes, for instance, 

'This representation of a universal procedure of imagination 
in providing an image for a concept I entitle the schema of 
this concept' 

(Bl?9-8o): 

It may be that there is some escape from what certainly appears to 

be a clearly incriminating remark such as this in the notion of 

a 'universal procedure of the imagination', but it seems unlikely 

in that Kant quite happily talks of images for concepts here. 

What is so curious about this kind of view is that, as 

Bennett points out (£2 cit p144), Kant has already recognised its 

incipient defects. At Bl?l the distinction was made between 

understanding as the faculty of rules (that is, the faculty which 

enables us to compare and relate concepts), and judgment as the 

faculty of subsuming things under rules ( that is, the faculty of 

concept application), and with respect to the latter faculty Kant 

writes that 

'If it sought to give general instructions how we are to 
SUbsume under these rules, that is, to distinguish whether 
something does or does not come under them •••• thnt could 
only be by means of another rule. This, in turn, for the 
very reason that it is a rule, demands guidance from 
judgment. ' . 

(B172). 

There is, according to Kant, something utterly vicious about trying 
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to provide general guidance in applying concepts. Indeed Kant's 

objection here is precisely the objection, couched in general terms, 

which I made to an account of the schema as image. Just as much 

as we need guidance from a judgment in applying a concept to an 

object, so we need guidance from a judgment in recognising that an 

image is appropriate to the concept 'in question, or in recognising 

that an image sufficiently corresponds with the object before us. 

If the schema. is an image, inevitably we become enmeshed in an 

infinite regression of rules which require guidance from judgments. 

And of course this is quite unsatisfactory. 

But there is a serious consequence which follows on dismissing 

the claim that there can be any general guida~ce in the application 

of concepts. Was not the Schematism supposed to provide exactly 

such guidancp. ? 

Happily, there is an escape for Kant. The Schematism, he 

reminds us, is not intended as a general guide in the application 

of ' all concepts; it purports to offer a guide in the application 

of the pure concepts alone. While the problem of giving some 

plausible explanation of how we in general go about applying empirical 

concepts remains, just because we are pursuing a transcendental 

inquiry it is possible, according to Kant, to 

'formulate by means of universal but sufficient marks 
the conditions under which objects can be given in 
harmony with these [pure] concepts' 

(B174). 

The task, then, of the Schematism is to sketch out the 



'universal and sufficient marks', that is, the schemata, which 

will reveal how it is possible for the pure concepts, when 

schematised, to apply to objects of our eA~erience. 

"iow, then, is the subsumption of intuitions, the 

application of category to appearances, possible ?' Kant asks at 

B177. 

If an object is to be subsumed under a concept, the 

representation of thut object must in some way be homogeneous 

with the concept, according to Kant. This homogeneity, he argues, 

is provided by the schema: the schema is on the one hand 

homogeneous with the concept, and on the other, with the object. 

There is a crucial passage in the chapter on Schematism 

which reveals the germ of this homogeneity. Since this passage 

is generally regarded as fiercely resistant to intelligible 

exposition, I propose to uttcmpt a closely explicative paraphrase. 

The passage reads (and I letter the component sentences for 

convenience} , 

'[a] Time, as the formal condition of the manifold of 
inner sense, and therefore of all representations, contains 
an ~ priori manifold in pure intuition. [b] Now a 
transce:1.dental determination of time is so far homogeneous 
with the cutegory, which constitutes its unity, in that it 
is universal and rests upon an ! priori rule. [c] But, on 
the other hand, it is so far homogeneous with appearance 
in that time is contained in every empirical representation 

• of the manifold. I 

(B177-8) 

The first sentence, [a], I take to recall what has already been 

established in the Transcendental Aesthetic: namely, that all 
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representations are subject to the formal condition of sensibility, 

Time. (';'/hen Kant means by I time I the a priori condition of 

sensibility, I adopt a convention of writing 'Timet with a capital 

tt'i when he means time in general, or particular points in time, 

or just the concept of time, I write ttime' with a lower case tt'.) 

The point here is further elucidated in the remark that 

Time 'contains an a priori manifold in pure intuition ' • This is 

to say that Time, as a formal condition of sensibility, determines 

that any sensible intuition should have, ~ priori, a certain kind 

of manifold, that is, I suggest, a certain type of structure. By 

this I understand that B...YJ.Y sensiblE'! intuition must have a possible 

'time-structure I , a structure which is demanded by the requirement 

that sensible intuitions conforr~ to the !! priori conditions of 

sensibility, which, in any particular intuition would. be given 

certain dimensions in terms of 'time series', 'time content l , 'time 

order ' and ~cope of time' (Kant uses these expressions at Bl84). 

The second sentence, [b], is one half of the key to the 

required homOGeneity between category and object, or appear~ce, 

in that it specifies the hornc.geneity of the cateeory with the 

transcendental detrmination of time, the schema. It is determined 

!. Eriori, accordi;1.g to the Transcendental Aesthetic, that sen:..:ible 

intUitions lli~ve what I am calling a 'time-structure ' • But the 

categories, too, are determinecl ~ priori, although by the formal 

conditions of understandinG, and not of ./Sensibility. Thus the 

transcendental determination of time, the schema, and the category 



are homogeneous to the extent that they have the same status as 

functions of ~ priori conditions of our experience. 

(There is a curious remark which occurs in sentence [b]: 

Kant says that the category constitutes the unity of the 

transcendental determination of time. I am neither confident about 

what this might mean, nor able to see thut it is of much consequence. 

The gram~atical structure of [b) shows that the unity of the 

transcendenta.l determination of time which is constitl'.ted by the 

category could not be the ground of the homogeneity of the 

transcendental determination of time and the category; the ground 

of the homogeneity is expressed in the clause following 'in that'. 

What, I think, Kant might mean here is that b!.cause it is the 

function of the (!ategory to provide unity to relJresentations, and 

because a transcendental determination of time determines something, 

namely representations, so the category indirectly unifies, or, better, 
~ 

fully delimits the scope of, the transcendental determination of time.) 

Tile third sentence of this passage, [c), concerns the other 

half of the key to the homogeneity of category and object, in that 

it specifies the homogeneity of the transcendental determination 

of time with a particular (empirical) object of experience. The 

transcendental determination of time and any empirica~ representation 

are horaogeneous to the extent that the empirical representation is 

a representation which, because it is empirical, conforms to the 

formal condition of sensible experience, namely Time, and thus it 

is temporal. 



This, it seems to me, is the accOlUlt which Kant wants to 

offer of the schema. It looks less exciting than one might have 

expected. The question which ought !:OVl to be asked is whether 

the homogeneity of the schema, or transcendental determination of 

time, and the category, on the one hand, and the scheml:l. and the 

object of e:x.-perient:e, or ap11earance, on the other, are sufficient 

to do the work which Kant requires of the schemata. 

It is difficult to know what would constitute an answer to 

this question. It is clear enough that the homogeneity of the 

schema and cateeory in terms of their common status -as functions of 

the ~ priori conditions of our experience is simply a reflection 

of the charact.eristic model which is adopted in the ,£tiiiquc, where 

the formal conditions of sensibility and t':1e f:>rmal conditions of 

the understanding work cooperatively to provide an intelligible 

structure within our experience. The homogeneity of the schema 
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and appearance similarly reflects another characteristically Knntian 

model, namely the form-content model. If x is determined by the 

formal condition of Time, then it follows! fortiori that X must 

occur at a particular time. The formal and ~ priori condition 

of Time does not of course itself determine at which particular 

time an appearance will occur (the reason for ~'s occurring at time 

tl rather than at time t2 is to be sought within the phenomenal 

world, and not in the formal conditions for such a world). But 

it follows from thrrt which it does determine that an appearance 

must occur at a particular time: nothing CCin occur as a representation 



which conforms to the formal co . . dition of Time without occurring 

at some particular time. 

There are important conclusions, for my purposes, which 

Kant draws from his account of the schema. It has been proved, 

he claims, that 

'pure ~ priori concepts, in addition to the func~ion of 
understanding expressed in the category, must contain 
! priori certain formal conditions of sensibility, 
namely those of inner sense. These conditions of 
sensibility constitute the universal condition under which 
alone the category can be applied to any object.' 

(B179) 

The addition is, of course, the schema. The category with such 

an addition is a 'schematised' category. The 'unschematised' 

category has only what Kant calls here a 'function of the 

understanding', that is, the power to unify representations, and, 

unlike the schematised category, cannot be applied to objects of 

experience. 

It is essential to follow through this distinction between 

schematised and unschematised categories. The motiv~ behind this 

attempt to explicate the Schematism was that it might help to 

make clear the nature of a pure, unschematised category, and to 

what such a category could apply_ We know now that a schematised 

category relates to particular objects of experience, and thus 

that ~the [schematised] categories have no other possible ' 

employment than the empirical'(B185). Bu tit is important to 

note that the pure, unschcmatised category is not, for this 

reason, without any further interest: the pure category 

60 



61 

retains, as Kant says, 'a fmlction of the understanding'. We 

ought not, of cour-se,to think that this means that the pure 

category therefore can be employed within ex~erience: it cannot, 

precisely because experience is the result of the necessary 

cooperation between understanding and sensibility. Nevertheless 

it is necessary to explore thi.s notion of a 'function of the 

understanding' in order to see just what status the pure category 

does have for Kant. 

Only the schematised categories have 'significance', 

according to Kant at B185. But yet, he maintains, this is not 

to say that pure categories are meaningless concepts, for 

'there d09s certainly remain in the pure concepts of 
the understanding, even after the elir.lination of every 
sensible condition, a meaning; but it is purely logical, 
signifying the bare unity of representations' 

(B186) • 

Kant appears to want to make out a difference between 'significance' 

and ' meaning' • I suggest that the distinction amounts to the 

difference between a concept which has both sense and reference 

(significance), and a concept which has only sense (meaning).· 

The schematised category has both a sense and refers to a particular 

object or appearance; the unschematised category has a sense, but 

refers to no particular object. The sense which the unschernatised 

category has is just that which 'signifies the bare unity of 

representations'. 

It is necessary now to look back to the three accounts of 

the possibl~ relations between forms of judgments, unschematised 
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and schematised categories to which I referr :: d at the beginning 

of this chapter, in order to see which, if any, is correct, and 

why. 

It has been sho\'ffi that the schematised categories are 

concepts which can refer only to objects which are elements in 

a specifically temporal experience; moreover, they can 50 refer 

only because it is ! priori certain thnt our experience is 

tempor~l (according to the doctrines of the Transcendental 

Aesthetic). The schemata are thus functions of the temporality 
, 

of our experience. Just for this reason, it seems to me that 

the second accowlt, which ~ees the Schematism as revealine 

something about the pure categories which was in fact already 

implicit in them, is mistaken. The pure categories arise from the 

logical forms of judgments we make. But that we make judgments of 

certain logical types in no sense determines that the categories 

which arise from them must have a temporal component, the schemata. 

One might say here that it would be possible to derive pure 

.categories from the forms of judgments employed by non-human 

intelligences whose experience was not spatio-temporal, and in this 

sense there v.:ould clearly be no reason to think that these Fure 

categories had any spatial, or temporal component. The only reason 
. 

that schematised categories are possible for human beings is 

precisely that it is ! priori certain, if the Transcendental 

Aesthetic is correct, that our experience is spath-temporal. 

There is, I think, adequate confirmation of this point 



in a remark of r~ant' s in the Pre ~egomena to r"o...ny li'utur·.: Hetaphysic. 

The logical forms of j1.1de;ment were, Kant says, referred to the 

object-in-general, 

'and so there arose the pure concepts of the understruldinG, 
concerning which I could make certain that this and this 
exact number only COi1.sti tute our \'Ihole cogni t ion of things 
from pure understanrlink; 

(o~ cit, p85, my italics). --
There is no reference here to our cognition of things from the 

point of view of [;ensibility, and clearly there would have to be 

if the categories were regarded by Kant as essentially having a 

temporal compo!1ent, whose nature was made clear only in the Schematism. 

The point here, I think, reflects the general claim I have 

already made concerning the stages of the argument of the Critique. 

In the argument which I um calling the metaphysical deduction 

Kant is pushing to the limit his exploration of the formal structure 

of the understffilding. Previously, in the Transcendental Aesthetic, 

he thoroughly explored the formal structure of sensibility. 

The account of the relations between forms of. judements, 

unschematiscd categories and schematised cater,ories which is to 

be found in Bird (,£E cit, p 106) is, I think, laore telling, though 

I am not at all happy about the identification of forms of judgments 

with uns~hematised categories. 

_ The force of this latter identification rests on the same 

'clue' which, as we shall see in the following chapter, Kant usos in 

his Hetaphysical Deduction: namely, that judgments and concepts 

have identical fUllctions in that both unify representations. 



To do justice to Bird, he does not ultimutely claim that 

it ~ correct to think of the forms of judsment as identi~al 

with schcmatised categories: he merely considers this a possible 

interpretation. Thus, he writes 

'Kant has,therefore, some grouT'd for saying that pure 
categorif's, divorced from any scnsible reference, are 
mere logical forms. But the sense in which this is true 
is corllpatiblc with the claim thRt a given judgment form 
does not always ~xpress a claim of the appropriate 
categorial type.' 
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(op cit, pl06). 

However, I do not fully understand the rationale which Bird 

offers here. I want to put it this wa-.,r. In the first place, 

if the logical fO:'Ms of jUdgments and the unschematised categories 

are identical, then for what reason did Kant move, not from the 

Table of JUdgments directly to the Transcendental Deduction and the 

Schematism, but rather from the Table of JUdgments to the Table of 

Categories, via the Hetaphysical Deduction, and only lli!! to the 

Transcendental Deduction and Schematism ? 

The ans\,.ier is th<>.t there is absolutely no reason to 

suppose that forms of judgments are essentially connected with, as 

Kant puts it, our cf'lcnition of things. Clearly not all judgments 

concern our cognition of things. Those which do give rise to the 

categories. (This, presumably,is the point which Bird makes in 

saying,. that 'a given judgment for'rr. does not always express a claL~ 

Q£ the appropriate categoriul type'.) Thus, if the forms of 

judglllcnts which do concern our cognition of thingn, that is which 

apply to objects-in-eeneral are those and only those which give 



rise to the pure categories. then it follows that the forms of 

judgment generally are not identical with the pure categories. 

It might be prudent to summarise the claims I have made 

here. I began by expressing some anxiety about the problematic 

remark that pure categories apply to the object-in-general, or 

to the pure thought of an object. In order better . to understand 

this. the Schernntism was examined ~ith the aim of elucidating the 

ideC'. of a schematised category. and thorefore the idea of an 

unschematised category. What has emerged is a clear distinction 

between forms of judgments, unschematised categories. and 

schematised categories. This clear, it is only now permissible 

to go on to consider the Metaphysical Deduction. the essence of 

the argument with which 1 am concerned. Nanifestly confusion 

would abound if it were not clear what the Hetaphysical Deduction 

purported to deduce, namely, the pure catesories. 



CHAPT:ill _ 'IVE 

What is generally known as Kant's Hetaphysical Deduction of 

the pure categories appears in the chapter entitled 'The Clue to 

the Discovery of All Pure Concepts of the Understanding. The 

core of the Deduction is, I think, to be found in two passages: 

'The Logical Employ~ent of the Understanding' from B92 to B94, 

and 'The Pure Concepts of the Understanding' from BI02 to BI06~ 

The Hetaphysical Deduction is certainly one·of the most 

obscure parts of the Critigue, but in many ways it is also the 

most frutiful. Although it is not always clear just what Kant 

is arguing, there are several acute insights into the nature of 

judgments, the nature of concepts, and the intimate relation 

between making judgments and having concepts. 

\Vhat, then, is to be made of the Deduction? The only 

occasion on which Kant uses the expression 'metaphysical deduction' 

is at Bl59, where he writes 

'!Inthe metaphysical deduction the ~ priori origin of 
the categories has been provel through their complete 
agreement with the general logical functions of thought. ' 

(BI59) • 

However, as Bird points out in his brief consideration of the 

Metaphysical Deduction, 

' ••• {t would be just as natural to think that this 
elusive property [a priority] is ascribed to categories 
on the basis of arguments in the Transcendental Deduction. I 

(£E cit, p 84). 

I am inclined to agree with Bird here, to the extent that the 
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arguments of the Transcendental Deduction seem more obviously 

intended to prove that the categories are ~ priori, in that 

they purport to show that we must employ the categories since 

they are instrumental in providing unity of consciousness, which, 

it is claimed, is an essential feature of any experi.ence at all. 

Yet, as we shall see, there is some sense in saying that the 

Hetaphysical Deduction shows the origin of the categories to 

be ! priori. 

In a more general sense, what the l-ietaphysical Deduction 

achieves, it seems to me, is an impressively perceptive account 

of the nature of concepts, both empirical and non-empirical concepts. 

In this sense, what Kant is deducing is not so much that there ~ 

pure ! priori concepts, but rather that, if there are, then they will 

have a certain n~ture. Pure concepts may be described in general 

terms, but we must wait until the Transcendental Deduction before 

it is established conclusively that the pure concerts are! priori 

just because we ~ employ them. This hypothetical. conclusion 

of the Metaphysical Deduction, I think, accords well with the 

fact that the Deductioa appears in a chapter which talks of a 

'clue' to the discovery of the pure concepts. Since the Deduction 

rests on a clue, it would be vain to hope that it could establish a 

categorical conclusion like 'there are pure ~ priori concepts'. 

In order to make clear exactly what it is I am claiming 

for the Hetaphysical Deduction, it might be prudent to say more 

precisely how I am locating it with respect to the Transcendental 
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Deduction. The Transcendental Deduction argues tha.t the pure 

concepts are ~ priori. But before that can be argued it must 

already have been established just what these concepts are, and 

wlmt it is to use them, and this is what is established in the 

Metaphysical Deduction. Thus, the Netaphysical Deduction is 

a stage on the way to the Transcendental Deduction. It is not 

a stage which can be ignored, as some critics ha'!€: wanted to 

suggest. Neither does it argue the same point as the Transcendental 

Deduction. 

The 'clue' to the discovery of the pure concepts is that 

judgments and concepts express an identical function of the 

understanding: . namely, they provide un:i.ty Among representations. 

'All judgmen ts', Kant says 

'are functions of unity among our representations; instead 
of an immediate representation, a higher representation 
which comprises the immediate representation ~~d various 
others, is used in lmowing the object, and thereby much 
possible Y.nowledee is collected into one. ' 

(B93-4) • 

Every judgment, no matter what its particular form, collects or 

comprehends or unifies a set of representations. ('Representation' 

is, of course, the most general Kantian expression for what might 

othe:::'wise be called 'mental c1)ntent'. Kant says of representations 

that 'whether they have for their objects outer things or not, 

[they] belong; in themselves, a.s d,,.terminations of the rnind, to 

our inner state'(B,50).) Thus, the singular judgment 'This 

nectarine is soft' drawb together the various representations 



which a.re appropriate to the co"'cept 'nectarine', with the 

further representation, namely, the softness of the obj(~ct, 

into some kind of cohesive whole. 

Aconcopt, sim~larly, it is argued, unifies representations. 
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Indeed a concept is a cOllcept 'solely in virtue of its comprehending 

other rep~esentations' (B94). This is to say, I think, that 

a concept just is that which brings t~CE'ther a diverse set of 

representations under itself: thus, in the judgment 'This 

nectar:!..nc is soft', as I have said, the concept 'nectarine' may 

involve several representations, a round shape, a yellowy red 

colour, the taste of peach and plum combined. 

The point which is being made clearly here is that there 

is an intimate link between judgments and concepts in that they 

both express a single function of the understandlllg. Indeed 

it emerges here that a concept 'is the predicate of a possible 

judgment'. This is to say, I think, that where we find a concept 

employed (in a judgment), it is always possible to re-express that 

judgment by analysing the concept in question into another judgment. 

Thus, 'This nectarine is soft' might be analysed as 'x is a nectarine' 

and 'x is soft', where the concept 'nectarine' in the original 

judgment becomes the predicate of a further judgment. 

The same point is made in more general terms at B92-3. 

Fir:::t, Ka!1t argues, 'besides intuition there is no other mode of 

knowledge except by means of concepts' (B92)j from this it follows 

that 'the knowledge yielded by the understanding, or at least by the 



human understanding, must therefore be by means of c~ncepts' (B93). 

But, Kant continues, 'the only use which the understanding c~~ 

make of t~ese concepts is to judge by means of them' (B93). To 

use concepts is to rnake judgments. 

This is an extremely important insight on Kant's part. 

Its familiarity is, I think, a mark of the respect with which 

philosophers since Kant (particularly Wittgenstein) have rega.rded 

it. Thus, one might consider it mere orthodoxy now to say, for 

instance, that, if to use concepts is to ~ake judgments, then it 

follows th.'lt to have grasped a concept, to know what it means, 

is to be able to make a certain kind of judgment. I can only 

be said, for example, to have the concept 'fuschia', if generally 

I can mal{e judGments which co!'rectly distinguish flowers which 

are fuschias from flowers which are not. By knowing the meaning 

o~ the word 'fUschia' is just my being able to recognise fuschia.6, 

characteristically in judgments like 'This is a fuschia'. 

One might pursue this point in all kinds of frui';ful ways. 

For example, one might bring its significance to bear on the 

rela.tion between having concepts a'1d knowing a lan5uage, or on 

what restrictions there are on the ability to acquire concepts. 

Of immediate interest here, for us, is hew the point reflects on 

the possibili~y of concept-acquisition. If it is true that one 

cannot be said to have a concept without olle's being able to make 

certain sorts of jUdgments, then it follows that, for instance, a 

child could not a.cquire e.ny concept without first lmowing heVl to 
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make a judgment. Thus, if we :. \~strict for the preGent the possib-

ility of making judgments to certain speci.fic forms of linguistic 

behaviour (although this rE>striction is not necessary in ~lJ1y obvious 

sense'), then it follows that a child must know, say, how to make 

a judgment of the form 'This is an F' before he can re ...... lly be said 

to be in a position to have acquired"" concept. In this sense 

one might say that the judgment forms are !:. priori. Since they 

are, and since, for K,Ult, the categories arise from, or originate 

in the forms of jUdgments. one begins to see the force of saying 

that the I~ priori origin of the categories has been proved through 

their complete agreement with the logical functio!l3 of thoue;ht', that 

is, through their agreement with the forms of judgr'lcnt. 

It nov! becomes necessary to concentrate only on the pure 

concepts of the understanding, and not pursue the general remarks 

about concepts which apply ar t'illch to empirical as to non-empirical 

concepts. The lletnphysical Deduction :;.s, of course, intended to 

deduce the pure concepts of the understanding. 

Empirical concepts relate to items within our experience, 

because they are empirical there Obviously crul be no question of 

their not relating to our experience. But the same is not true of 

pure concepts. How do they acquire their significance with respect 

to exp.erience. ': To some extent we have t"1lready explored this 

question in tile previous chapter when it Was noted that Kant 

insisted that pure cateGories, despite the absence of a sensible 

component, yet had a meaning. But +,here is more to say. 
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Empirical concepts clealy have an enpirical content which 

gives them their 3ignificance. Pure concepts, Kant argues, have 

a 'transcendental content', and thus are not evacuated of all 

signi'ficance. This transcendental content is provided 'by means 

of the synthetic unity of the manifold in intuition in general"Bl05). 

~fuat does.this mean ? 

Kant tells us at B93 that 'concepts are ~~sed on the 

spontaneity of thought'. If the manifold which lies before a 

concept is to be known 

'the spontaneity of our thoue;ht requires that it be gone 
through in a certain way, taken up and connected. This 
act I name synthesis.' 

(BI02). 

This is to say that if the content before Q concept is to be y~own, 

if the concept is to mean anything to us, what is required is that 

imagination 'synthesises' the manifold in such a manner as to 

connect it, or give it a unity. With pure concepts, the content 

or manifold will be a '~Anifold in intuition in general' ( and it 

is irnpor·tant to note that Kant qualifies 'intuition' as 'in general', 

by which I take it he means any intuition, and not necessarily the 

particular sensible intuitions of human beings). The act of 

synthesis, this 'blind but indispensable function of the soul' as 

Kant ~alls it at BI03, gives unity to the manifold in intuition in 

general. Thus, the pure concepts of the understanding immediately 

relate to the 'synthetic unity of a manifold in intuition in 

general'. 



There are several point.., which arise here. In the first 

place we seem r..ow to have two apparently correlate unities of 

manifolds or representations with which pure concepts are 

concerned. In Chapter Four it was argued that the f~~ction of 

a concept i.3 to unify possible representations. We might call 

this the "analytical unity' of a manifold of representations (as 

Kant apparently does in a, not quite clear, remark at BI05) , that 

is, a unity provided by the very nature of a concept. On the 

other hand, we now discover that there is also a synthetic unity 

among possible representations, that is, a unity provided by 

an act of s~lthesis in the imagination. 

Clearly, for Kant, pure concepts concern both an analytic 

and a synthetic unity. The major question is whether both are 

required. I have already said that I find Kant's trrulscendental 

psychology a puzzle, and invariably unnecessary to his arguments. 

The idea of a synthesis in the imagLlation which lies behind 

the employment of the concepts with which we are concerned, is 

a further example of the redundance of transcendental ps~rchology. 

Kant seems to l'c sa.ying that a concept provides unity 

among representations (an analytical unity) on the one hand, and 

on the other he tries to reinforce the claim by suggesting that 

certain (transcend:en tal) psychological acH vi ties lie behind our 

use of concepts. But if representations are given a unity simpl~' 

by being brought under a concept, in that this, precisely, is what. 

a concept provides, then is it really necessary to specify that 
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this same unity of representations is also a result of some act 

of the imagination ? Kant clearly is trying to fill out the 

picture in his characteristically diligent ~<nner, but it does 

not seem to me that the ornaments contribute anything to the 

skeletal structure we already havP-. If reference to these 

mysterious acts of the imagination is simply speculation, then 

it is, so far as I can see, of no philosophical importance. 

If Kant is making a philosop~:;_cal point then we must ask for 

the criteria by which to judge its correctness or incorrectness, 

and we must ask how it is that Kant feels himself to be in 
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the privileged position of discovering ~:oces6es in the imagination 

which are alleged to be common to all concept-employing human 

beings. The' t)xplanation' of our use of concepts in terms of the 

processes which underlie that use loo~:s more appropriate to the 

psychologists' experimental techniq~es, than to thJ philosopher; 

but yet, as Kant himself admits when he remarks, underhandedly, 

that we 'are scarcely ever conscious' of such processes (scarcell 

ever 7), there seems to be no experimental data on which even 

a psychologist might work. 

By point here is that, whether Kant is wrong or right about 

the sy~thetic processes involved in concept employ~ent (and even 

this ~s to be generous to Kant since there cml be no question of 

right or wrong where there are no criteria), the argument with 

which I am concerned can rely, for all purposes that I can· see 

as relevant, on t:1C idea that concepts, by their nat~lreJ provide an 



anRlytical U'1:tt~T among repres<:ntations. 

It rer~ains noVi to state the essence of the Hetaphysical 

Deduction. CleE~rly, the kind of work which the concept does is 

precisely the same as that done by the judgment. Th·) very same 

function of the understnnding is involved here, namely that 

function which provides unity among represe:1 ta tions. For this 

reason, since we already know the variety of ways in which this 

function is expressed in the logical forms of judLments, we have 

only to look to them to discover the pure concepts. The samd 

fUllctions of the understunding are expressed, in terms of 

judgments, in the Table of JudGments, and, in terms of concepts, 

in the Table of C&..tegories. As Kant says 

'In this manner there arise precisely the Sal,,? number 
of pure concepts of the undersb.nc1i..l1g which apply !: J2.riori 
to objects of intuiti.on in Genera.l, as, i.n the preceding 
table, there have been fou..'1d to be logical functions 
in all possible judgments. For these functions specify 
th'2 understandine completely und yield an exhaustive 
inventory of its powers. ' . 

(Bl05). 

The domain and function of the pure concepts of the 

understanding is now clearer. But it is not finally clear. 

The problem remains of how to understand the claim that pure 
, 

concepts 'a?ply ~ £riori to objects of intuition in general'. 

We have seen this claim expressed in a variety of v:ays (see the 

Appendix on p 84 for a full tabulation of the occurrence of this 

and cognate expressions). We are, however, at last in a 

position to reveal this clail'! in its tr'...te colours. In the 

attempt to reveal its meaning, the idealist implic9.tions of Ka11t' s 
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accOtUlt of the fo!'m'll structuring of the human und(:rstNlding 

will also become manifest.. 

76 



ClIAPT_ER SIX 

Kant's (transcendental) idealism is to be understood in a 

variety of WD:YS. Ond can, for instance, trace its development 

from the thesis that space and time are not independent of 

human sensibility, cUld that therefore experience of a spatio­

temporal world is a ~mction of our form of sensibility, and 

not of a spatio-temporal world which is independent of us. 

One can, on the other hand, trace the idealism from the thesis 

that experience of an objectiv€ world is a function of the use of 

certain kinds of concepts. These two ways, of course, must not 

be thought of as independent of each other. The one is determined 

by the doctrules of the Transcedental Aesthetic, and the other 

by the doctrines of what I have called the metaphysical deduction. 

Kan t 's idealism s~ems both frOGI his aCCOlln t of the formal conditions 

of sensibility and from his account of the formal conditions of 

the understanding. The vast and unique consistency of the Critigue 

£!. ~ ReQson is a reflection of the fact that when Kant describes 

experience as the cooperation of sensibility and the understanding, 

the implications of his accounts of both sensibility and the 

~iderstanding are thoroughly compatible. 

I propose here to say a little about the idealist 

implications of Kant's account of the understanding so far as they 

are part of the metaphysical deduction. I run aware, however, that 

they are idealist implic:l.tions only, and that they do not constitute 
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a full-blown idealist account of experience (precisely for the 

reason that experience is to be seen as the cooperation of 

sensibility ~ understanding). 

It has been argued that the meaning which a pure category 

retained, even after the elimination of all sensible features, that 

is, when free of a schema, was that which 'signified the bare 

unity of representations'. We have now to ask jt~st what this 

'bare unity of representations' amowlts to. 

There are two paf~ages which reveal what Kant had in mind 

here. The first occurs at A104 in the first version of the 

Transcendental Deduction. Kant writes: 

' ••• the object is viewed as that which prevents our 
modes of knowledge from being haphazard or arbitrary, 
and which determines them ~ priori in some definite 
fashion. For in so far as they relate to an object 
they must necessarily agree with one another, that is, 
must possess _that unity which constitutes the concept 
of an object. ' 

The second passage occurs at B137 in the second version of the 

Transcedental Deduction: 

'Understanding is, to use general terms, the faculty of 
knowledge. This knowlec.ge consists in the deten~inate 
relation of given representntions to an object; and an 
object is that in the concept of which the manifold of 
a given intuition is united.' 

It seems to me quite clear that Kant thinks the concept of an 

objec~ to be tlmt which, quite simply, compr.ehends in a unity 

possible representations and thus prevents the haphazardness or 

chaos of the undetermined input of our modes of knowledge (Whatever 

these modes happen to be). 
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What I want to suggest now is that it is exactly this 

concept of an object as that which prevents chaos and'lrbitrariness 

among representations produced by our modes of knowledge which 

Kant has had :in mind when he talked of the 'pure thought of an 

object', and of 'the object-in-general'. 'Object-in-general' 

just means the concept of a.."l object. T'ne concept uf an object is 

that which is constituted by a unity of representations. But since 

it is the function of the pure concepts to provide an analytical 

unity among representationa, we can per1:D.ps, at last, begin to 

see what Kant meant \.hen he talked about referring thll forms of 

judgment to the object-in-general in order to give rise to the 

categories. The pure concepts, the categories provide just that 

unity of representations which would constitute the concf.~pt of an 

object, which I am claiming means the same ns 'object-in-general'. 

V/hat reason is there to think that tile 5_dentification of 

the object-in-general with the concept of an object is correct? 

There Dre at least two, it seems to me. 

In the first pla::e, it i6 clear that, for Kant, the object­

in-general is not a thing: it has no ontological status. This is 

partly shown by the fact that a cognate expression is the 'pure 

thought of an object', and clearly that is not a 'thing'. The 

concept of a'1 object, of course, is not a thing either (pace It'rege): 

it is, as all concepts are for Kant, a function. We could no more 

imagine an encounter with an 'object-in-general' than we could 

imagine an encounter with an apple-in-general. All that is going 
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on is that Kant is using a substantive expressio:1. to refer to 

the criterion for identifying anything as an object, namely that 

representa.tions should have a unity, and, as Kant says, it is 

'that unity which constitutes the concept of em object' (AI04). 

In the s~cond place, there is a passage i:~ the first 

edition version of the Transcendental Deduction which really 

makes clear what ought to have been made clear before, and which 

we are in the process of ma.king clear now: 

'Now We are in a position to deterr:1ine !'""lore adequately 
our concept of an object i.."l general. All reprf'sentations 
have, as representations, their object, and can themselves 
in turn beCOf:le objects of other representations. Appearances 
are the sole objects which can be given to us immedio.te:ly, 
and tha.t in theT.1 which relates ir.l!nediately to the object 
is called intuition. But these appeardnces are not things 
in themselves j they are only represen ta tions, \·,hi ch in turn 
have their object - an object which cannot itself be 
intuited by us, and which may, therefore, be naned the 
non-empirical, that is, transcendental object := ~. 

The pure concept of this transcendental object, 
which in reality, throughout a:ll knowledGe, is always one 
and the same, is wha.t alone can confer upon all our 
empirical concepts in general relCl.tion to an object, that 
is, objective reality. This concept cannot contain any 
determinate intuitio~1, and therefore refers only to that 
unity which must be met '::ith in any ma~ifold of knowledge 
which st<.tl1ds in relation to "n object.' 

(AI08-9). 

We can never, legitimately, go beyond our intuitions if we are to 

make any sense, therefore we cannot legitimately and significantly 

talk about the transcendental object, 'which cannot itself be 

intuited by us'. But we can talk about the concept of such an 

object because, although no intuitions are available, the concept 

has a significance in that it refers to 'that unity which must be 



met Vii th in any !,;xlifold of kno •. ledge which stands in some 

relat:i.on to an object'. And, as we have seen, this unity is 

just exactly the concept of an object. 

To put it differently: the passage aims to elucidate 

the concept of an object-in-general. The first step in the 

elucidatidn is to lillk the conr::ept with the 'transcendental 

object = x'. The second Ste2 is to move quickly from talk of 

the transcendel:tn.l object (which cannot be significant talk 

since the transcendental object 'cannot itself be i~tuited by 

us') to talk of the concept of such an object. To talk of the 

concept of such an object is significant just in so far as it 

refers to a unity of representations in any manifold. But it 

is precisely this unity of representations in any manifold which 

constitutes the concept of en object. 

To understand the passage at Al09 in the w~y I suggest, 

then, indicates just what sense there is to the identification 

of the o1.::ject-in-gcneral with the concept of an object.· 
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Finally, if the object-i~l-general, or what is the same 

thing, the concept of an object is simply a unity of representations, 

and if it is precisely the function of the pure concepts to 

provide unity among representations, then it follows that in 

supplyine this unity then, by the very sa.me stroke, the pure 

c3.tegr·ry 'creates', as it were, or provides us with the concept 

of an object. Natur<llly it follows that the pure concepts of the 

understanding 'apply ~ priori to objects of intuition in ecneral': 



they nre what d L~~ , err:1ine such objects in [~neral in so far as 

they provide the unity which constitutes the concept of an object. 

The point can be eXl'resscd in broader terms. Clea.rly, 

if objects just are certain unities among representations, then 

we must look to what provides such u'1ity if we are to know objects 

at all. Since it is the function of the categories to ,-:;upply this 

unity, it follows that the categories determine what are to be 

objects for hunan experience. They do not of course fully deterr.line 

what are to be objects of human experience: as I have pointed out, 

Vie are dealing here only with the idealist implications of Kant's 

account of the structure of the understanding. A full-blown 

idealism would have to show that the representations which are 

unified by the categories are themselves conditioned,in so far as 

they are sensible intuitions.by the forms of our sensibility 

conceived as forms which reside ~ Eriori in us. 

It seems to me that the argument of what I have called, 

broadly, the metaphysical deduction, has noVi been exhausted. 

There is confirrnotion, I think, that what has been argued is 

precisely no more than Kant himself thought he had argued in a 

passage,at the end of the arGument I have been pursuine.in the 

chapter entitled 'Transition to H iJ.'ranscendental Deduction'. The 

passage seems to allay the suspicion that I·have perhaps illegitimately 

been employing remarks from the Tr:lnscedental Deduction in 

explicatinE what I have Vlo.nted to say is a section of the Critique 

which is i:1del--:endent of the Tr:.~nscendental Deduction. The 



retlarks may h;).'\i'.~ been, as a matter of clarity, and for the 

purposes of t':y exposition, necessa.l'Y, but this is not, I think 

to say that force of thcsF; remc-:..rks is not implicit in the 

are;ument which precedes them. C\nd certainly it woul d be 

foolLc:.rdy to thin.k tLat what is clear for Kant is cl ear for 
. 

anyone.) '1'he passage reads, 

'The question noV! arises v/hether !! priori concel"')ts 
do not also serve as ,ill teceden t conditions under which 
alone [mythinr.; can be, if not intui.t~(, yet thought 
as object in general. Ir, tha.t case all enpirical 
knowledge of objects would CO~.L:orm to such cO~'lceptsr 
because only ns thus presupposing then i:::; anything 
possible as object of e:>;:perience. Now a.ll experience 
does indeed contain, in addition to the irituition of 
the senses through which somethin.; is given, a c·x.cept 
of un object as being thereby Given, that is to say as 
appearin30 Concer,ts of objects in e;eneral thus 
underli~ all emr-irical lC10wledge as its £ priori 
conditions. The objective validity of the categories 
CtS ~ priori concepts re st;:; , there fore, on the fact that, 
so far as the form of thought is concerned, throueh them 
alone does experience becor~l':: possible. They relate 
of necessity and !: priori to objects of experience, 
for the reason that only by means of them can any object 
wha.tsoever be thought.' 

(B125-6). 

Kant's task is, as yet incomplete. It remains for him to 

show that we must employ the categories, and not simply that, 

'so far as the form of thought is concerned', the::,: 8.re objec I;i vely 

valid as a priori COnCel)ts. This task is completed in the 

Transcenrlental Deducti on, I take it, where it is argued, broadly, 

th:1t experience requires unity of consciousness and unity of 
, 

consciousness depends on the (emplo~jent of) the categories. 

Kent's task may be incom:)lcte still; mine, I hope :i.s 

completed. 



;: 'PJ'lmIX ON THE OBJEcr.r-IN-G~IERAL 

~'oughout the text, various remarks of Kmlt's have been taken to 

concern the object-in-eenera.l:, which I have genera.lly hyphenated 

to indicate tha t it is 3. technical expression. I find important 

references to the cbject-in-general and what I claim are cognates 

at the following points in the Critiqu2,' 

'Object in general': B125, B146, B148, B158, Al04, Al08. 

'Objects in general': B81, B88, Al06, AlII, Al15i (see also 

Prolegomena, p85 

'.Objects of intuition in general'; Bl05, B150, B154. 

'Pure thought of rul object'; B80. 

Expressions which are obviously related here, namely 'I!:anifold in 

intuition in general', and 'manifold of intuitions in general' appear, 

respectively at BI05 and at B154. 

Of ~articular interest among the occurrences of these 

expressions which I have not already quoted in context in the text, 

so far as concerns my thesis that the argument of the metaphysical 

deduction deals only with the structuring of the understanding, (and 

in which the forr.l" l conditions of sensibility are ~ invoy.ed), are 

three passages from the Transcenden";al Deduction: 

(a) 'To ,!;hink an object and to know an object are thus 
by no means the same thing. Knowledge involves two 
factors: first, the conce:)t, through which an objec ';; 
in general is thou~ht (the category) i and secoN'ly, 
the intuition through which it is given. 

(B146; trcUlslator's italics); 

(b) 'Space and time, as conditions under which alone objects 
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can possibly be given to us, are valid no further than 
for objects of the senses, and therefore only for 
experience. Beyond these limits they represent 
nothing; for they are. only in the senses, and beyond 
them have no re~lity. The pure concepts of the 
understanding are free from this limitation, and 
extend to objects of intuition in general, be the 
intuition like or unlike ours •••• ' 

(B148) ; 

'Apperception and its synthetic unity is, indeed, very 
far from being identical with inner sense. The forlner 
as the source of all combination, applies to the 
manifold of intuitions ~ general, and in the guise 
of the categories, prior to all sensible intuition, 
to objects ~ general.' ., 

(B154; translator's italics). 
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NOTES ON THE TI;'(T 

In referring to this second stage of the urr;ument I 
designa te it; the metRphysiqal deductl.on', that is, 
with lower case initial letters. 'Hetaphysical 
Deduction', with capital initial letters, refers to 
the arguments of the chapter entitled 'The Clue to the 
Discovery of All Pure Concepts of the Understanding' 
(B92 - 116). (See page 66 for a more specific 
identification of the passages which commentators 
generally hold to be the Netaphysical Deduction.) 

A.O.Lovejoy has suggested that the oddness of Kant's 
introduction of the idea of the il1fini te judgment is 
n result of a shifting use of criteria. On the one 
lwnd Kant seems to be referring to the 'size of the 
genus within the uenotative limits of which the subject 
is left by one of these "infinite judgments" (and there 
is no reason to suppose that it would be L~finite)'. en 
the other hand, Kant seerns to be referrir.g to 'the fact 
th;:;!.t "infiniteTl predicates ascribe no positive quality, 
no definite connotatio~, to their subjects'. Lovejoy 
concludes that 'Kant has fall~n into the exceedingly 
eler~entary error of co~fusing the basis of division 
which he should use for disting-uishing .species with that 
by whic.h the genera a::~e distinguished'. 
(See A.O.Lovejoy, 'Ka.nt's Classification of the Forms 
of Judgment' iT-eluded in the anthology Kant:Disuuted 
Questions, edited by 1'~.S.Gram (Quadrangle, Chicaeo, 1967), 
pp 277-8.) 

The suggestion is made by T. K. Swing in Ko.n t' s Transcen­
dental LO,jic (passim, but see especi.d.lly p 30). A casa 
against .this interpretation is argued in my Chapter Two, 
pp 28-9. 

The quality and modality of a judgment can also be 
expressed as fUl1cUons of a ca.tegorical judg:nent. Thus 
'quality' refers to the (affirr:.ative or neeative) nature 
of the copula in a categorical judgment; 'mod~.lity' refers 
to the monal nature of the copula in a categorical 
:jnngment. The hypothetical and disjunctive relations 
of judgl:Jer.ts might be sa.id to be relations between 
cateE;orical forms of jud£ltient. 

Frege writes that 'we need a specinl sign to assert that 
something or other is true' (pp 156-7 in rrr;mslations 
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fro:"! th · Phil<.. .3ophical ;,ri tincs of Gc \ Fregy' by 
P. ' • Geuch and iI . Black; see a lso pp 37 l U-2 • 
Thus, as AnSCOlilbe points out in An Intl'.:.': .;.?~tion to 
\'littgenstei~'G Trac~, 'for Frege, the IJss8rtion 
sign symbolises the difference between the thought 
of something's being the case and the judgment that 
it is the case it can thus never occur in an if 
claMe' (p 113). -

Page 36 • Kant writes at B183 
'Reality in the pure concept of the understunding, is 
that which corresponds to a sensation in generalj it 
is that, therefore, the ccncept of which in itself 
points to being (in time). Negation is that concept 
which represents not-being (in time).' 
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Page 37 • It is more likely that these two propositions would 
now be taken to be 'about' language rathE'r than 'about' 
anything else: that is, as analytic propof>itions they 
say something about the use of certain expressions. 

Page 38 .:: The necessity which Kant wants to retain in causal 
relationships is a necessity which determines the 
rela tions between appC'irances. He says 
'In order that this relation be known as determined, 
the relation between the two states must be so 
thought that it is thereby determined as necessary 
which of them must be placed before and which of 
them after, and that they .cannot be placed in the 
reverse relation' (B234). 
This, I think, adequa.tely forestalls the objection 
thut the necessity in a causal relationship might, 
for Ka;lt, be expressible in t 2rms of a necessary 
connection between propositior..s. Clearly, howev~r,the 
necessity Kant is here conc8rned with is a necessity 
in time, and could not therefore be taken to describe 
a relation between propositions. 

Page 43 fit In the Table of Categories in the Pro10t)omena to Any 
Future l1etaphy~)ic the moduli ties o.re list-ed simply as 
'possibility', 'existence' fu"1d 'necessity'; there is 
no men tiOll of _, impossi bil ty', ., non-exist,ence' or 
'contingency'. (See ~gomena, p60 ). 

Page 16 • In a discussion of this issue, Professor A. Shalom 
wrote: 
'But one point seems cl;ar: the assertion, by Kant 
himself, of noumenn. as distinct from phenomena, does 
not seem to allow fer the simple equation between 
existence and r~ality.' 



Page 1 .. 9 • 

Page 50 • 

Page 61 • 

I ~,,~ , C' the expressi( 1. 'unschematised c". ')ry' and 
such use l:lay appear to need justifi,::at:i since 
it does not occur in the 9ritique, or cH:lst 
in Kemp $!d th '5 transla tic.n. There is a ~ ~ i3ar 
justifica tioll. In the first place, Cl-S I point out. 
Kant himself distinguishes a schemn:~ised category 
from a pure cOl1Cel)t from which every sensible 
condition (ie the schema) has been eliminated. 
In the second place. there is a convcnl;ion among 
cOlitemporary commentators on Kant in which use is 
made of the locution 'ullschematised category' (see 
Bird • .£E cit. passim, a"ld Stra.wsoll, 2E ill, p 77). 

This account was suggested to me, in discussion, 
by Professor A.Jhalom. 

This distinction perhajc sounds too sophisticated 
cmd })03t-K;:;.ntian. But Bird writes i:~ r. footnote 
to p122 of his Kant ' s 'l'heory of Knowledge, 
'Anyone who pj.·efars to soa ~'r",go , r a t her than Hegel 
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or any nineteentj,l century Idealist as Kant's spiritual 
successor may legitimately point to a striking 
similarity between what Kant sa.ys at B140 and what 
Frege says ""t Gl'-=ater length of the distinction 
between sense and reference and a.ssociated idea. 
(ef Tr<m51ations from the Piriloso . hica1 .iritjngs of 
Gottlob Frege, ed . Geach and Black, pp59- 60. ) • 

. , 

R.P.i'lolff writes on this point: 
lIn fact, since we can neve:.:- go beyond our representa­
tions, the source of their unity must be sough':; in 
the concept of an object =~. and not in the object 
itself. 

Thus, the organisin~ and uniting principle of our 
representntions in a mode of knowledge is the concept 
of .an object = x. • 
(R.P. Wolff, I A Reconstruction of the Ar su.ment of the 
Subjective Deductivn l included in the 3llthology ~ 
edited by R.P.Wolff (Hacr:'lillan, London, 1968).) 
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