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Abstract

this dissertation it is arqued that Kant’s critique of Leibniz

In
as found in the amphiboly chapter of the Cricique of Pure Reason
ierives from nis theory of reflection. It is argued further that

this unfocused and ZIragmentary amphiboly chapter, which contains
the Leibniz-critique, can be seen to have a previously
unsuspected unity to it. The keys to perceiving this unity are
the appendix’s purpose, structure and mosaic composition.

h purpose of the appendix is not to present Kant's
Ccriticisms of Leibniz as s commonly thought, but rather it is to

sketch his theory of reflection. Not only is this attested to by

lant himself (A 270 / B 326), it is also made evident by the

"

structure of the appendix. Structurally, the appendix is built
arocund an introduction to the operation of transcendental
reflection and a discussion of the concepts of reflection, this
being the structure of each of the first three sections. By means

of each pair of concepts of reflection Kant claims to summarize



the basic tenets and origin of Leibniz’s philosophy. Kant also
claims that Leibniz’s whole philosophy rests on one seminal
error, which will be shown to be the omissicn of the operation of
transcendental reflection. To be sure, Kant claims Leibniz made a
number of other errors, but these various errors all derive from
the omission of transcendental reflection.

While this omission can be used to explain the other more
well-known epistemological mistakes with which Kant charges
Leipbniz, 1t i1s undeniable that there are certain textual
difficulcies with the appendix. These can be dealt with by the
nypothesis that the different sections were composed at different
times and then pleced together without detailed revisions. If
3uch 3 mosaic composizion Ls granted, then some allowance can be
made for the noticeable ilncongruities between these sections and
I2or occasicnal preoblematic passages. This does not, however,
warrant the claim that the appendix is not properly placed or
nimpcerzant. On the contrary, supplemented by clearer statements
s tneory of reflection and of his Leibniz-critique, the
following interpretation shows that the appendix is properly
placed and integral to the primary aims of the Critique of Pure

Reason.



1

<

n

j-

[

-
-~



beaucoup tout d’un coup er c’est le
Jéner gue Je Ie voulcir obliger 3 s’arréter & chaque pas qu’i
i c e gqu’il penses.

- Leibniz

Ca ich wihrend dieser Arbeiten schon ziemlich tief ins Alter
forcgeridcks bin (In diesem Monat ins vierundsechzigste Jahr,) so
nus Ich mit der Zeit sparsam verfahren, und die Aufhellung
sowohl der [n diesem Werke anfangs kaum vermeidlichen
Junkelheiten, als die Verteidigung des Ganzen von den verdienten
M3nnern, die 25 sich cu eligen gemacht haben, erwarcen.

~ Kant
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furnishes. This task finds warrant in Kant’s own view about

n
fu

understanding past thinkers:

(Ilz is by no means unusual, upon comparing the thoughts
which an author has expressed iIn regard to his subject,
whether Ln ordinary conversation or in writing, to find that
we understand him better than he has understood himself. As
ne nhas not sufficiently determined his concept, he has
sometimes spoken, or even thought, in opposition to his own
4, B 370).
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intencion (A

In order o do so, LT will pe necessary to develop three key
t2atures »f the appendi=x’s underlying osrganizacion: the —able of
Trnlepns o oreclecnlion, The presentation oL the pasico

nisunderstanding and Kant’s theory of reflection. Discussion of

~opics and oY the secondary literature dealing with them

tilminates in nhe presentation of the '‘mosaic 7“hesis’, I shall
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Zinely dovetailed ewmposition which might have forestalled the

difficulcies o which the appendix has given rise.
The mcsaic thesis accounts for the fragmentary and unfocused
character of Kant’s theory of reflection and Leibniz-critique. It

must be differentiated from the more familiar claim that the
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Zan sither claim that there are real inconsistencies in the text,

ow compositicon of the text, or one claims

hat these inconsistencies are only apparent and disappear on a

more penetrating understanding of Kant’s arqument.’ The mosaic

[l

thesis states that there are real inconsistencies in the rext,

inZcoh raflect different composition dates, but that a penetrating
infarpretation Of e text can find an implicit unity in the ctext
401N Ian :ocount Ior thess2 inconsistencies. The guestion is noc
mether or not there ire inconsisctencies, 1t is & guestion of how
ney are handled in one’s interpretation. Ther=afore, contrary to
2ok, mailntain thatothe diversity of ¥antian scholarship and
sdeprmion or his views  over last twe hundred years proves rhat
mne Iricigue does Jdemand more philological and chiloscpohical
pToenTnlon Ytnan mest tther philosoonical classics.”

Bazk w03, o. 1n3,

Jompars:, I0r 2xample, the diversity of and withir iust the
mainstream rantlan cnllosophy: German Idealism; Neo-Kantianism;

&3]
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f=-
u,
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tentlaiism; Phencmenology; and Pragmatism (for a brief
summary the reception, development and criticism of Xant’s ideas
ses HOffe 1°94, ch. 13, pp. 231 - 247).

Beck 1%c¢2, p. 1e9. Or in Beck’s words, it does cause “more
eyestrain” when studied under a philological and philcsophical

microscorpe.
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not arqued for better elsewhere. On the other hand, some of those

who view the appendix as important for its Leibniz-critique
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scholars whe have come to the same conclusion. In bringing out

tne Implicit unicy 2f Hant’s Leibnizc-cricique extensive use will
ne made of “he pest scholarship on the amphibely chapter offered
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Leibniz-critique is not obviously the same either in the Critigue
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corresponding tasks of the individual chapters of this scudy, we
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nall discuss that structure. The appendix has four sections. It

1

c2gins with —he appendix proper, which is fcllowed by a note and
W furtner supplemental sections. The first three sections have

Tne same toril. The second supplement, or last section, deals
with Kant’s very enigmatic four~fold table of the concept of

nothing. This last section is the most incongruous part of the

appendix. It 1s likely that a similar opinion led Adickes to call

2over, L1t should be noted that Kant himself introduces

5)
"

the second supplement as if it were an afterthought to the

Transcendental Analytic. He begins the section by stating,

"before we leave the Transcendental Analytic we must add some
1

remarks which, although in themselves not of special importance,

might nevertheless be regarded as requisite for the completeness

= Adickes 1889, o. 272, fn. 1, cf., Adickes 1887, p. 115.
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53 346).° This surely suggests that the

concerns only the completeness of his revised

aphysics’ and is not intended to be an integral

either his theory of reflection or his Leibniz-

cr this reason that this last secticen is not of

shall deal almost exclusively

This approach is fairly

L
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{section two),

and the second supplement

The names in parentheses have been added in

ome variety of expression when discussing the

nilla 1965 and Vollrath 1970.

(=

1, cf., Adickes 1924, 134,

PP.

later work Adickes modifies his opinion on division

There he claims that together these divisions act as
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here, with the exception of division IX, or the fourth section.

"he reader mav find it easier to follow the subsequent discussion

[

o0f the appendix if these divisions are pencilled into his own

ccpy of Kant’'s text:

ivision I A 260, B 316 - A 263, B 319
division II A 3, B 319 - A 268, B 324
More A 268, B 324 - A 230, B 336)
division III A 268, B 324 - A 270 / B 32¢
division LV A 270 / B 326 - A 277 / B 333
division V: A 277 / B 333 - A 28C, B 335
First Supplement A 230, B 33€ - A 289, B Z4g)
divisiecon VI A 280, B 33e¢ - A 280, B 337
division VTIL A 280, B 337 - A 286, B 342
division VIII: A 286, B 242 - A 289, B 346

The prasent scudy has five chapters. In the first chapter I

-

ve an introductory interpretation of the underlying structure

£ the appendlx and summarize the four tenets of Leibnizianism

¥

T

sions II, IV and VII that Kant argues are mistaken.

[

crom div

T

Chapter Two pbegins with a review of the secondary literature on
Xant’s Leibniz-critique as it is presented in the appendix and
2nds with a comprehensive interpretation and synthesis of the

various statements of the basic misunderstanding that Kant

transitional sections between the Analytic and the Dialectic.
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maintains at the heart ¢f the Leibnizian monadology. Chapter
Three explores the ways in which Kant’s use of transcendental
r=zflection is manifested in the Transcendental Doctrine of
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A8 already noted, zhe appendix 1s frequently described as
doscure., Many Ccommentators cver the last twe centuries share the

2pinion that 1T Ls one of the mest difficult parts of the
tigu2 to understand. The source of this charge can be easily

tdentifiad In the light Of the purpose and structure of the

The chief purpose of the appendix is to outline Kant’s
theory of reflection, and primarily the operation of
transcendental reflection. This is the reason why at the
beginning of each section Kant devotes some paragraphs to a
description of transcendental reflection itself. Having explained
he operaction in general terms, he then elaborates it through a

discussion ¢f a unigue class of concepts called ‘the concepts of
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reflection’. A curscry glance at the appendix reveals that
divisions II and IV are divided according to the different pairs
Of concepts of reflection: identity and difference; agreement and
cpposition; inner and outer; matter and form. They form the
Jrganizational macrix oI the body of the first three sections of

tne appendix, namely divisions II, IV and VII, in which Kant

arjues that the use of the concepts of reflection in a procedure
called ‘logical refleczion’ can be misleading. He claims that one

N
tn

Jan pe miszled by these concepts in reflecting legically, if one

conruses cthe empirical and the transcendental use of the

[N

Jndersc

{u

nding. For the most part, within the appendix Kant
2Xamines Logilcal rerflaczion in light 57 the transcendental

2mployment of the understanding. The Leibniz-critigue develops

T of These cfoncerns
In contrasting, rthrough transcendental! reflection, the two
ilfferent uses made of Zhe concepts of reflection by the

understanding, ant brings to light the alleged four orincipal
chilosophical tenets of Leibniz’s metaphysics. These tenets, he

contends, arise from the ambiquity indigenous to the use of the
concepts of reflecticn in logical reflection. Of course, Kant
maintains that he can show more than how these four and
presumably principal tenets of Leibniz’s monadology arose. Kant

claims that with transcendental reflection he can show that the
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/hole “intellectual system” (A 270 / B 3286) arises from a single
casic misunderstanding.
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1 light © summary of the purpose and

crganizational structure of the appendix, we can identify three
malin sources Of perplexicy. First, there is some disparity in
ZYant’'s summaries of the false Leibnizian tenets, which differ

vetween the ippendix proper, the note and the first supplement.

Second, Xant presents several different accounts of the basic

misunderstanding allegedly at the heart of Leibniz’s philosophy.
Finally, Xant discusses his theory of reflection twice, yeat in
Terms tnhat raquire s good deal of interpretation if we are to
synthesize nis comments

The focus of the first chapter is on the problems associated
Wwith the Zirst area mentioned. ¥ant’s various accounts of the

Lasic misunderstanding are discussed and integrated in the
Ioileowing chapter, while the disparities in Kant’s manner of
-ntroducing nis theory of reflecticn are considered in Chapter

;
nree.
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Chapter 1

The Four Tenets of Leibnizianism

I, Incroduccion

The body of the aprendix proper is divided by numbered sections,

peginning with the first palr and ending with the last pair of
hel P

concepts oI raflecticn. The note has the same structure, but is

instead divided by ordinal numbers (“Firscly,” ecc.). The firsec
supplement follows 3 similar order, but without any explicitc

partizion and 2xplicit alscussicn of the fcurth peir c¢f concepts
2f reflectlon. Unigue tCc the note and first supplement is the

A brief overview of the Leibnizian tenets at issue and of
Kant’s objections tc them, may be helpful before examining the
individual arguments more closely. His comments on the concepts
identity and difference and the principle of identity of
indiscernibles remain relatively uniform throughout the first
three sections of the appendix. Kant summarizes this principle in

the following way. An object is one and not many if on several
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occasions one’s concept of it always has the same predicates. The

challenge ®ant brings to this principle is to say that concepts
alone are insufficient to individuate physical objects.

The second tenet of Leibnizianism Kant discusses is the
principle of non-contradiction. He interprets this principle in
TWwO ways: Sirst, Kant summarizes it as the principle that
2pposirtion in reality cannot be thought; and second, he states

that 1t is the principle that realities never oppose one another.
This second summary is found in the note. There Kant is

spologetic acout attributing the paraphrase to Leibniz and states

that ne did not profess Lt, though nis successors adopted it.
Rant ccunters thils reading of the principle by claiming that
there is cppssition Ln the physical world and thus copposition can
L= thought 12 sne fonsiders empirical realicv.

The tnhird and Zourth tenets are less clearly formulated. In

the appendix proper the third tenet Kant discusses is the concept
oI & meonad :nd how Leipniz came to use this concept. In the note,
=fers to the2 troader theory of the monadology and
glves a r=ason why the notion of pre-established harmony was a
necessary addition to that theory. We shall look more closely at
his reasons below, but in the first supplement, Kant gives a more
detailled account of how one could arrive at the notion of a

monad.



In the appendix proper Kant’'s remarks on the concepts of
matter and form are directed against the general principle that

Lorm. He counters this supposed Leibnizian tenet
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~hat, 1in the case of human knowledge, form precedes
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matter. Comeclicating matters here 1s the fact that Kant mentions
four distinct notions of matter and form in the appendix proper,
ranging from the logical to the metaphysical. It 1s not clear to
which sense or senses the more general principle that matter

orecedes form i{s to be applied. What 1s clear is that Kant takes

In the note Kant changes hls examples and states that it is

&
L
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s doctrine of space and time that is mistaken. He argues

axperience.

O
&)

torm -f sSensibilitcy precedes the matter

is remarxs in the first supplement vary vet again. In contrast

\Q

2 rthe appendix prorcer and note, Kant does not isolate the

L 1Y

Zoncepts of matter and form in the first supplement and no
carticular Zeibnizian tenet is mentioned or arqued against.
This brief overview reveals that Kant’s discussion of the
tenets 2f Leibnizianism shows two specific types of variation.
First, the particular tenets of Leibniz’s monadology are

sometimes altered between sections. Kant’s discussion of the

first two tenets vary least between the sections, that of the

h
1

final tenet mest. Secend, the analysis of the different uses of

t
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the understanding varies in intent and details, since two quite
different aims are in play: refutation and explanation. Kant’s

goal 1s rebutcal when he discusses the first two tenets, while in

discussing the third and fourth his aim is diagnecstic. It is

cerhaps for this reason that the description of the particular
“enets fluctuztes more than it does in the first two tenets.

However, with respec:t to details the situation 1s somewhat

different and it 1s worth while examining the detail of all four

Nt Jounier-sArgumencs

L

all three versions of Kant’s argument against the principle of
the ldentlzy orf indiscernibles Zocus on the conditions which
2nable us o differentiate objects numerically. In the appendix
Sropsr Xant ontrasts the cognitive abilities needed to

n

Q

[¥7]

individuate twc type object: appearances and things in
themselves. Kant claims that each type of object is related to

different Zaculties of the mind. Things in themselves are objects

of the pure understanding and appearances are objects of
sensibility

Kant states that, if a thing in itself is presented to the

cure understanding several times and each time we can discern
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conceptually that it had the same properties, we could say it is
one thing and not many. This would be the way in which we would
differentiate cobjects if our use of the understanding were

transcendental. Kant maintains, however, that in the case c¢f

differentiating physical objects cur use the understanding 1is
empirical. According to him, therefore, if two drops of water are
oresanct=d —o the senses, then our ability to conceive their

wholly or in part 1s not relevant to differentiating

trhem numericzlly. In this case it is only a matter of seeing the
different places =23ch thing occuples. No comparison Of concepts
L3 required. XNant Zialms that multiplicizy and numerical
ilfference zare given by space, which he claims is a condition of
"here being 2ny outer appearances. He does not discuss how the
2mplrical use ©of the understanding operates in connection with
Thnese oblectis of sensibility. Instead, Kant discusses how space

curportadly makes outer appearances possible (A 264, B 320).

e
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Ssip

complerely

make a bigger space

xes tne numerical differentiation of objects

despite the fact that any part of space is

to any other,

if they are added together they

vibid) . A house with four rooms is bigger

zhan a house with two rooms;

tnat
exist in space
different po

this ailso holds

for any

(ibid) .

sitions,

Thus,

then

we

room sizes being equa

1

-,

Kant argues

two things which simultaneously

if two very similar things are in

can say that they are different
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things despite the similarity of our concepts of them. Our
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ncepcs any two particular drops of water may be completely
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similar, for example, but simply conceiving them simultaneocusly
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S not e that two drops of water exist. If, however, these

same things zre not merely conceived in the abstract, but are

ceserved, then we <an say there are two drops of water

1

{regardl

(D

ss Of how similar theilr concepts may seem to be to us).

So much for the appendix proper. In the ncte Kant’s
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he principle of the identity of indiscernibies
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new and Important concept called the transcendental

cirace. When considering whether things in general are one and not
many, Xant says that Leibniz did not consider the transcendental

©.ace of hals zoncepts (A 272 / B 328). If he did Kant says that
~2loniz would nave nad a2 means to diffsrentiate appearances from
things Ln themselves. Kant asks Us Lo sonsider & drop of water

igaln. Let us say that we have a complete conceprtual

representation Of its properties: “if I know a drop of water in

31l lts internal determinations as a thing in itself” (A 272 / B
328) . In this case Kant says that we cannot differentiate any two

drops of wat=r, unless we first distinguish the conceptual from
the spatial. If we are considering the concept of a drop of water
in the abstract, then Kant says the concept is in the
understanding. If, on the other hand, we are using the

understanding empirically, then not only do we have a concept of
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a drop of water, but we can also see it. Kant claims that it is
an the pasis 2f the latter and not the former that we determine

one or many drops of water before us.
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whether ther
One guestion that arises here is what Kant means by a
transcendental location. If we work from what Kant paraphrases

271 + B 327), then his claim is that Leibniz

o

reckoned among appearances (transcendental location a) or among

S more

[

things in themselves (transcendental location b). This
consisc=nt with his discussion of this principle in the appendix
oroper, but NSt censistent with what he has te say about

rranscendental lccations act the beginning ¢f the ncte. At the

teginning of the note it refers to the two primary faculties of
mind, namely sensibilicy and understanding.: There is no obvious
symmetry, howaver, Detween a cconcept being in the understanding

ranscandental locaticn a) and a concept being in sensibility

1

4

‘transcendental location b) in Kant’s discussion ©of the principle
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1y of indiscernibles, because when expanding on his

coint he appears to refer to real physical places. In division IV

B
Y]

nt claims that space 1s indifferent to the inner determinations

cf things :iibid): "“A lccation b can contain a thing which is

E.g. “"Let me call the place which we assign to a concept,

her in sensibility or in pure understanding, its

h
}-4.
[

1 locatcion” (A 268, B 324).
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ar and equal to another in a location a, just as
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easily as 1f the things were inwardly ever so different.” Though

we shall discuss this notion further in Chapter Three, I take it

up again briefly below in connection with Kant’s comments in the
first supplement.

oming now to the first supplement Kant provides another

summary ©of —heée problem he finds with the principle of identity of
ndiscesrnic.=2s. Kant says that Leibniz assumed that if a property
iz not O ©e Zound Ln a conceot, then it is also not to be found

. ouject corresponding to the concept either. He says

“nat one ne=d only look to the particularity of sensibility to
322 this, =.iborating ¢n his polnt by means c¢f the following

L
(o0}
i8]
t

b

de states that “the concept of a cubic foot of space,
whersver and however often I think it, is in itself throughout
one and the same” (A 282, 3 338). No matter when or where I think
cept >I a cukiz foct of space the concept remains the
same. Yet, as mentloned already any two real cubic feet of space
are distinguished merely by their different physical locations.

Xant cilaims that there is, therefore, a property that does not

62

elong to the concept of a cubic foot of space, which belongs to
space itself: “two cubit feet are nevertheless distinquished in
space by the mere difference of their locations” (ibid). The

concept cf a cubic foot of space does not contain the property of
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naving different locations, because Kant says that it stays the
same no matter where one thinks it to be. Things are different
with the empirical use of the understanding, because it makes use

of sensibilicy. The vroperty of having different locations is
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this empirical use. Kant states that these
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cenditions, “of the intuition wherein the
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2bject of this concept is given” (ibid).

rRant’s point migh:t be paraphrased this way. Cn any two

cocasions on owhich [ think the concept of a cubic foot of space,
That Joncepf 1as exaltly Che same properties. Yet, any two cubic

r

I=22C O space differ in lecation. The property of having
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2cacicns seems to be what makes them two, for tacit in

(T

“his argumant Is the process of intuliting the two separate

[
[}

ohysical olaces. In Xantlan ferms, the real contrast ought %o be
described as the differesnces between the transcendental places,

“hat 1s to say between ‘intulting’ or rather experiencing a cubic
¢t ot space (transcendental location a) and merely ‘thinking’
vtranscendenctal Location b). We could re-phrase Kant’s point
thls way. The concept of a cubic foot of space is the same no
matter how <Lten conceived, but it does not follow that the

amount of space intuited is the same regardless how often a

single foot of space is multiplied.
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(b) Agreement and Oppositcion
At first glance, Kant’s account of the principle of non-

he appendix proper simply states that if
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reality 1s represented by the pure understanding, then no
ocrposition can ke conceived between realities. To illustrate his
coint, Xant suggests an analogy with arithmetic. Just as three

suptracts [rom three without remainder, Kant claims Leibni

N

cznnot think opposition, Decause he conceives two realities in a
single sub =ct and concludes that their conseguences cancel each
other ourt A 2odf, 3 320f).

The proolsm with the Lelbnizian principle thus interpreted,

That =~—her

i

a

~
(V]

conceivable counter-examplas. We can

mentions The 2xampies 2f colliding cobjects and two psychic states
el 122 cl=sasure 2-rfsecs vain., In both cases Kant claims chat
IhNE CPDOSLULIIn petwesan forces or feelings provides counter-

zxamp.<s Co the principle. If we express Xant’s first counter-

instancs oy an =xample of billiard balls, his claim is that when

two of them ccllide, we see an example of real opposition.

[

Ccnceptually, the feeling of pleasure is the opposite of pain,
put Kant also suggests that the feeling of pleasure opposes the
feeling of pain, such that the pain of a pricked finger would be

impeded oy the pleasurable scent of the offending rose.
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modifies his interpretation of the
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crinciple. He says that, according to the Leibnizian principle of
ncn-contradicrion, realities [die Realitdten] can never conflict
with one ancther. Advocates of this principle, he says, ignore

nd reacticn.

[47]

Zhe rough and ready =xamples of reciprocal action
Rant states that there are cases of real conflict where two
things are ccmbined and cancel each other out like A - B = 0 (A
273/ B3 329, Instead of comparing this analogy with a sum whose
iamount 1s ero, as iln the summary of the Leibnizian position

which he aims o refute, Kant concedes that this holds true of

tinZepts 2T .2asc. He argues that it Ls not, however, true of
SMOlrical rzality. For axample, if one presses a stone with one’s

tinger, tha IZinger is also pressed by the stone. [t would be a
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ant movement is nil, there
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15 no real rpesitian bpezween inger and the stone. Since,
2Zfzording to Rant, Lelbnizian-Wolffians can only conceive of
opposition in absolute terms, the conly negation in reality of
which they Zan concelve is annihilation. Kant claims zhat this
notion of reality 1s not only oblivious to opposing forces in
nature, put it also falls short in the moral context. He says
tnat Leibniz’s successors argued that all evil in the world is a
consequence of the limits of creation. A consequence of this view

is that evil is wholly parasitic upon the good and has no

independent existence. Kant states that Leibniz seldom appealed
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£o this interpretation of the principle, but his successors
explicizly incorporated it into their systems.

Against this transcendent view of the moral order Kant urges
that i1ts proponents are unable to acknowledge real evil in the

world. It is as if the Leibnizian could only acknowledge

1

mecaphysical evil (the limits or imperfections of created beings)

i
(

and when he states that evil has no substantial existence, he

TmE3ns that there is in fact no real evil in the world. Committed
as che Leipbnizian 1is to the non-substantial nature of evil, Kant
suggests that he cannot admit the real evils under his nose, e.qg.

‘n nature disease and disasters) and in numan action {thefrc,

T

n a concept

[

mant Kant states

pos
)

'n the supp hat cpposition
snly occurs when affirmacive and negative concepts are combined

in one supjecc (A 282, B 338). Affirmative concepts alone do not

snerats contradictions. Kant says that the Leikbnizian concept of

)]

meticn in jeneral 1s an affirmative concept, whereas empirical
ality has ocppcsing motions for which this concept of reality
cannot account. The Leibnizian only maintains that all reality is
in agreement with itself because his purely conceptual

representation of the world cannot admit of patently obvious

examples of cpposition in nature.
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3 Kant’s Genetic Interpretation
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ion of the concepts inner and outer introduces the
second aim cf his summary of the Leibnizian tenets, his genetic

nterpretaction of the Leibnizian monadology.” In discussing the
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2 h pa of concepts cf reflection, he continues to
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differenci
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€ transcendental from the empirical use of the

understanding, but he nc longer argues for the falsity the former

and the truth of the latter. Instead, Kant presumes the truth of
nis positicn and orffers an estimation of how Leibniz came to
formusate nis nonions of the monad, the monadology, pre-
sstaklished harmeny and 3space and time.

(3) Inner znd Cucer

inonneg ippendix proper Xant tellis us that, contrary o the
feinion of L2lgnizlans, in object of the pure understanding has

no relation to anything other than itself. The inner

alsc been recognized by Fischer and Ameriks.

oI introducing the third and fourth tenets by the name of
the disputed principle, Fischer entitles them as follows: “Origin
cf the Monadology”; and "“Origin of the Leibnizian Doctrine of
Space and Time” (Fischer 1976, p. 147, 148, respectively).
Concerning the third pair of concepts of reflection Ameriks also
notes that, "Kant presents not so mush a counter argument as

7

rather a hypothesis... {Ameriks 1992, p. 255).

35



determinations of an appearance, on the other hand, are wholly
made up cf relations {A 265, B 321). Misunderstanding the proper

use of the understanding can arise when the ambiguities of the

cencepts of inner and outer. Kant avers that the concept of a
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iginated from such an errcr. In seeking to understand the
, Lelpniz uses the pure understanding transcendentally.
According to Xant, the only properties available to pure

understanding to consider in this situation are properties which

ar= Int2rnal to the mind (such as having representations or
“rinkinal
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th2 claim that we know of things which
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2rs with

xlst I1n spaze only through the senses and not by pure thoughct.

in order To make sense of our talk about substances in space,
~ant Ionjectures that Leibniz had to attribute some property he
srn2w To every individual substance. The only property XKant claims

Leibniz is =ntictled to is ‘tninking’ and thus the concept of rhe
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tlions, because Leibniz had no other properties
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€ te nim. He therefore interpreted them as a thinking

(ein Denken] or analogous to thinking (A 266, B 3

[Re]

1).
Kant expands his genetic interpretation in the note, from
accounting for the concept of a monad, to explaining the origin

of the whole monadology. He even addresses the pre-established
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harmony between individual monads. Leibniz is again described as

T the mind is directly acquainted with the thing in
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self. This, Kant says, 1s because he is misled by an ambiguity

oL the concepts of inner and outer, falsely taking himself to be

.

n
Il
o
]
O
ot
Q
5
T
a1
(e}
.
(7]
9]
el
3
0
ot
o)
M

considering monads or simp thing
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zazture of rossessing only inner qualities (an essence or

experience. Kant claims that
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internal nacture) onto the objects o

operties of place, shape, contact and motion are
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decerminaticons based on outer sensible relations and unavailable
~> Lelkniz, nhe takes the property of being simple from his own

inner representatlions, Or 2xperience of himself.
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© alludes to the doctrine of pre-

tablished narmony. He includes not only the physical influence

n
7]

2roobiects upon other cbiects, but also the physical influence of
the world onothe experiencing subject, suggesting that the
introduction of this harmony indicates his acknowledgment that

the purs understanding has no relation to the existence of

own representations and reflective activity
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Without effective and real outer relations,

monads cannot interact physically and thus a third cause®’ is

What Xant states in the ‘General Note on the System of the
Principles’ (B 288 - B 294) is a significant departure from this
interpretation of the problem with the Leibnizian notion of the
community of substances in the appendix. In the General Note he
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required te make sense of the apparent interaction between

ensible things. Pre-established harmony thus had to be
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_ntroduced oy Leibniz, because he needed to account for phy
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concepts cf reflection. This can be

Xant’s discussion of matter and form varies mcre than any of the

d.3Zongcertiny Zor che reader, because Kant claims that these
loncepts ars very impertant. They ground all reflection and are
_nseparaely tied o all employment cf the understanding (A 266,
E In =he zppendix proper Kant mentions no fewer than four
iiif=zran in 2 cresumably Lelbnizian conceptions of matter and
Zorm. He summarizes them by the principle that '‘matzer orecedes
corm’

Legicians formerly gave the name ‘macter’ to ¢

and the name ‘form’ to the specific difference. In any
judgment we can call the given concepts logical matter
: elation (by

g
.1.2., matter for the judgment), and their r
n
n

states that, pecause he thought the world through the

understanding alcne, Leibniz “had therefore to resort to the

of the copula) the form of the judgment. In every
~he constituent =2lements of it (essentialia) are the

mediating intervention of a Deity” (B 293) to account for the

community of substances.
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Kant reijects the principle that matter precedes form and

claims that for the empirical use of the understanding the

converse Of this principle is true; form precedes matter. He
repeats the cgenetic interpretation of the monadology described in

the appendix proper and expands it to include the concepts of
space and ctime. After projecting a universe of simple monads Kant
oniz assumed a Jdirect and immediate connection
cetween Zhings 1n themselves through the understanding. On this
issumption, Xant remarks, it would be right to think of space and

Time as properties oL things in themselves. But Kant challenges

reprasentations, which actually precede and make possible that

23]

>

which s Jlven to tne understanding ‘A 287, B 323). For

ant,
space and time are not the intelligible forms of things in

“hemselves, out rather are the sensible forms of appearances. As

4 priori s2nsible intuitions, space and time precede the given
data of exparience (ibid). As unique subjective conditions Kant

states that space and time are the original forms of all

perception. - Therefore, in any empirical use of the

“Da aber die sinnliche Anschauung eine ganze besondere

subjektive Bedingung 1ist, welche aller Wahrnehmung a priori zum
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understanding, form (or the sensible intuitions of space and

Time) precedes matter {or the things themselves which appear (A

268, B 324}). This is the so because representations of the
latter are possible only given the intuitive capacity of the
former

n the nocte Kant is clearer about the Leibnizian tenet at

issue and his problem with it. Referring to the Leibnizian

§=
N

doctrine of space and time, he claims cthat Leibniz’s mistake lay
in not raccynizing the unique subjective a priori mode of

tntuition, ..2. human sensibility. There are three steps to

[

Kant’s intz2rprecaticn of how Leibniz came to overlook this
£y and misunderscand space and time. First, if the relations
among things are represented solely by the understanding, then

nt s3ays ~hat those relations must be conceived in terms of

Jrounds and consequences. In Kant’'s Mrongovius Metaphysics
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jround “is that which, having been

cosized, ancther thing is posited determinately, the consequence
is that whizn 1s not posited unless something else is posited”."
For example, 1f one sees a footprint, one thinks there was once a

numan being present. - As for the second stage, Kant notes that

Leibniz claimed that space was a certain order in the community

Grunde liegt, und deren Form urspringlich ist” (Ak. III, p. 219).
Kant 1997, p. 162.
: Ibid, p. 163.
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claimed that ¢

and time the dynamic sequence of thelr states. He

nd time as the intelligible form of the relations

in themselves. Finally, Kant says that Leibniz

his in

1
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elligible order was the same order for
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ical world.
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‘s third step that Kant rejects, claiming thac

Leipniz overlcoked tchat the faculty of sensibility could have a
form oI intuition unigue to itself. He suggests that those who
“hink we can intulc things in themselves should sxamine their
tonceprs oL such things by the operation of transcendental
refleczion A 27¢ S B 232V, Kant suggests that cone would chen
r2alize ~hart space and Time are only properties of the way things
ippear, and are not properties of things in themselves,

Before 2xploring in more detail how Xant describes this
lp2racion I Transcendencal reflection, we need to look at the
2asic misunderstanding ®ant believes Leibniz made. A better
understanding of the different types and accounts of the basic

misunderstanding with which Xant charges Leibniz will help us

transcendental

the subject of

reascn why Kant envisions that we need
reflection. Leibniz’s basic misunderstanding is

the next chapter.
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Chapter 2

Leibniz’s Basic Misunderstanding

v

iculty in the

My

The orevious chaptear introduced three areas of dif
zppendix, geinting cut the troubling variability of expression

Wwizhn wihich Zant summarizes what he takes to be the four main

“enets of Leipniz’s monadoiogy. According to Xant, the Lelbnizian
Tenects are all miscaren, resulting from the ambiguity and
tonsequent nisincerpretation of the concepts of reflection. He

states that nis summary of these tenets was an unforeseen
zonseguence <f developing his list of the concepts of reflection.
Zant did not anticipate that the ambiguity of these concepts
would also summarize the key tenets of Leibniz’s philosophy.

ready ncted, Kant contends that he can show that

-+

As a
Leibniz’s whole philosophy derives ultimately from a single
error. When we survey the manner in which Kant expresses this
purported error we find a further anomaly in the fact that there
are several different accounts of one and the same error. The aim

of this chapter 1is to summarize these different accocunts and to



review the problems with the relevant secondary literature. There
are no fewer that seven distinct statements of Leibniz’s
fundamental =2rror, which can be subsumed under one or the arther

oI two types, either the logical or the epistemclogical.

The fundamental misunderstanding with which Kant charges
Leipniz is that he was without a critical philosophy. In terms of
the abeove classification system the different accounts of the

pasic misunderstanding can be synthesized in the following

manner. Kan

i1

2xplains why Leibniz made the logical mistakes by
introducing what he ~Zakes o be Leibniz’s mistaken dogmatic

2ristemology. These =z2pistemic problems arose because Leibniz did

nat giwe a Irictical =valuation of the mind’s own powers. Kant’s
critical sclution tce the =2pistemic preblems is to offer a
IrITICAL 2VAa.uatlon of these powers using transcendental
r2rflezricon. The mest Zundamental charge on the basis of which
Zertaln mere popular charges are developed is that Leibniz lacked
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This charge coincides with the main purpose of the appendix.
A3 stated in Chapter Cne, the presentation of the rudiments of a
theory of reflection is the primary purpose of the appendix.
Before turning to an exposition of this theory, however, I shall

review the shortcomings of the secondary literature concerning

>
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ritique of Leibniz.
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Nearly =very study of the Leibniz-critique 1i1s unsatisfactory in

insufficient attention is

-

one Or mcre of three ways: either (
vaid to the different accounts of the basic error, or (2) the

structure of the appendix is left out of account, or (3) the

Leibniz-critigue 1s assumed cto be the sole or primary purpose of
the appendix

The rfirst failure, while a fairly minor fault in icself,

leads To the seleccion of sne or another of the accounts as a

convenlant summary, sc that no comprehensive interpretation of
"n@ appendix or Leibniz-critigue is given at all. Sometimes the
failure o mention the differant accounts arises because The

Iommentators are unaware oL the underlving structure of the
ipcendix, Jome zommentators who make this second mistake =2ven
tralm that there 13 no structure to the appendix at all, ' that
he whol=s appendix 1s simply the result of XKant’s cbscure style
d onilosopny. To one commentator the appendix appears so
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Sts that the appendix may have only been
included in the Cricique by accident. ™ Others focus on only one

Cenet or cone account of the basic misunderstanding in the

E.g. Buchdahl 1969, pp. 544-548.
2 Kemp Smich 1962, pp. xx, xxii, xxiii.
- Déring 1904, o. 7.

Erdmann 1878, p. 37, fn. 1.



13 tecause they do not recognize the overall structure of

appendix,

the appendix. Still ot
“he appendix is to dis
indiscerniblas

concept of nature-” or
3ystem 0L cra-establis
wnlzh cZoncentrates on
1€ast has the merit of
zonsisctencly addresses
last menticned misinte
zonceprs Sf taner and
What r=smains unre
th2re ar=s four pairs Q
ippendix - and that Lt
Adic=es 12337, o.
978, ©. 247, Apranam
Marcin 1961, op.
Laywine 1993, pp.
Fereboo

the other pairs

ners

{Pereboom 1991,

maintain that the primary concern of
Leibniz’s principle ¢f the identity of

that Kant is introducing a relaticnal

that he 1s arguing primarily against the
hed harmony. ~ The former interpretation,
the concepts of identity and difference, at
focussing on a tenet that Kant

in each of the first three secrions. The
rpracations restrict themselves to the

Jute
cognized in such interpretations is that

[ concepts of reflection discussad in the
15 due to one basic misunderstanding that
Ll1f., Herring 1957/8, p. 395, cf., Hacking
1930, p. 184fF.
20 - 93.

39, 141.

p. 57)

m claims that this pair of concepts is independent of

and suspects that there is

no deep difference between the third and fourth pair of concepts

L}

foR

¥

reflaction (ibid, p
A.C
ing 1938, p. 1693).

. 57, 14) .
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. Zwing recognizes that Kant discusses four false tenets



ambiquity arises in each of the four. The principle of the

identity of indiscernibles is therefore not the most fundamental

misunderstanding wirth which Kant charges Leibniz, nor is it
Xant'’s oprimary concern in the appendix. However cruciel to Kant’s
cricical response tc dogmatlic spistemoicgy, the concepts of inner

and outer are not the most 1mportant palr Oof concepts of

reflection =ither. That role is given to the fourth pair, namely
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Cther -ommentators focus on the dogmati

(@]

epistemological

mistakes. Here Too the structure of rthe appendix is often not

cenetrated. 72 These authors the listing of che table of concepts
sforefl2c0tiin appears complecely arbicrary or irrelevant, while

since the same mistaxes were discussed in greater detail in the
Jranscendental Aestnectic and the Transcendental Analytic.

There zr2 z2lso those who stress the importance of the formal
failacy menzicned in —he zppendix In these Interpretations the

clacement 2I the appendix s orften qguestioned. Since

T

he logic of

illusion 1s scheduled to be discussed in the Transcendental

Martin :9e06, p. 99, Buchdahl 1969, p. 545ff., Lamacchia
1974, p. 1i3f., Malter 1981, pp. 283 - 299, C. Wilson 1990, pp.
73 - 76, 1°9%, pp. 475 - 460, Parkinson, 1982, p. 3f.

Hartnack 1967, pp. 92 - 96, Broecken 1970, pp. 174 - 177,

n
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Graubner 1972, o. 25
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scme of these commentacors hypothesize that Xant
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misplaced the appendix. They suggest that aim of the appendix
relates better to the task of the Transcendental Dialectic than

e Transcendental Analytic.
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Omission ©of the various accounts of the basic
misunderscanding becomes more signiiicant in a second way as
well. The third faulzt s that some commentators claim that the
crimary purgose Oof the appendix 1s the presentation of Kant’s
2ipbniz-cricigue. ' Omizcing the other acccunts, they claim to

ritique with only
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Anonym. Yertasssr 1793, ©. Z, M.G.U. Brastberger 1798, po.

243, note o, Zrdmann 1378, p. 37, Knauer 1381, p. 1, Uberweg

1325, o. 172f, Adickes 1837, p. 111, 1397, p. 245, 1324, p. 134,
iideon 1277, o. 25f., Zilsel 1913, p. 1436, Cohen 1917, p. 110,
Nundt 1224, 2. 228, EZwing 1938, p. 195, Hildebrandt 1955, o. 48,

, 1990, p. 81, Herring 1957/58, o. 395,
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Rérner 1%c, ¢. Z¢, Xemp Smith 1902, p. 118, Hartnack 1967, p.
31, E. Wolff 1367, p. 237, G. Buchdahl 1969, p. 544, Paton 1969,

wing 1969, p. 32, Fischer 1976, p. 144, Miles 1978, p.
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137, Hess 1981, p. 202, Kaehler 1981, p. 417, Parkinson 1981, p.
302, Finster 1986, p. 188, Imanishi 1989, p. 164, C. Wilson 1990,

©. 73, Andrews 1990, p. 157, Pereboom 1991, p. 51, Brook 1996, p.

0

eddle 1997, p. 8, Longuenesse 1998, p. 124.
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the mistakes.  Such interpretations are open to the charge of
pbeing arbitrary, because they neither address the other tenets or

accounts, ncr incorporate them into their interpretations of the
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rimary concern, then the appendix

appears tce nave a trivial task. If the formal fallacy were
entral, the appendix would be misplaced. If the exposition of
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iscussad in Jreater depth in the Transcendental Aesthetic and

o
—
NG
'
[
(v
I
4]
(@]
[
]
n
1]
3
1
{1
ct
3
G
3
(W)
[t}
T
oy
4]
o1
o
C
L
<
O
Lo
ry
0]
rn
[
1]
)
[m
}-
o]
3
}-
[0}

b

understocd 3s the orimary Joal of the appendix can it be
interpretad 1s systematic, properly placed, non-trivial, and noc
zntirely redundant. This approach has the penefit of being able

2 account Ior both the structure of the appendix and the various

versions <f the Lelbniz-critique. Furthermore, this thesis is

Hess, for example, summarizes four mistaken theses, but they
are not the same as those discussed in Chapter One (cf., Hess
1981, p. 217f). Moreover, only three of these theses are taken
from the appendix. The other thesis is taken from the
Transcendental Aesthetic.
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Jespite the freguent claim that Kant's Leilbniz-critique is

‘ imary purpose of the appendix, commentators often avoid or

1
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dol
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reject cutright the need for an explicit analysis of the accuracy

oI mant’s lnterpre:

ation Oof Leibniz. Thus, although Cassire

[at

say

[47]

that there i1s abundant and unambiquous evidence that Kant studied

gibniz’s New Zssays intensely, he avoids the question of whether

Kant properly understood the text: “this is of licttle importance
Tor the niszory of Zant's inctellectual evolution, since it is not

2 matcer 2I what Leipniz was, but of how Kant understood and saw
nim.” " EHven In contemporary analyses which focus on Kant’s

Lelbniz-rctritigue and theory of rerlection, the accuracy cof Xant’s
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11y examined,

ansuccessiul.” The lnaccuracy of Kant’s interpretation of
Zassirer 1981, ©, 99.

Malter 1981, p. 280, Reuter 1989, p. 111f.

Hildepbrandt 1955, pp. 25, 43, McRae 1976, pp. 82, 145,
Parkinscn 1981, p. 314, C. Wilson 1990, p. 100ff, 1995, p. 457ff,
Pereboom 1281, p. ©6. Martin claims that Kant’s theoretical
chilcsophy 1s in intention and in achievement a fundamental
discussion with Leibniz (cf., Belaval 1966, p. 1). Yet, even
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Leibniz has also led commentators to find philosophers to whom

Kant’s criticisms. Three other Leibnizians are
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suggested in the literacture, namely Wolff, Baumgarten, and the
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Which Oof the three is selected varies
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co o the commentatcr’s choice of the particular basic
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misunderstanding at the heart of the Leibniz-cri e.
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Those wno focus on epistemclogy’™ suggest that Wolff is the
supf=ct of ®ant’s strictures. Those who focus on the principle of
the identity orf Indiscernibles’ see strong connecticns with
Zaumgarten. WO Commentators even maintain that the appendix
sEpresents :ome 2L Xant’s own self-criticisms. Schnadelbach
T.alms That the appsendix contains a critical reconstruction of
The methodelogical foundation of rationalistic metaphysics and
QL3 2wn pre-Iritica: pnilosophy.’ Allison maintains chat the

icpendix 135 2ant’s attempt to previde a critical corrective to

Malter 1981, pp. 286, 294f, 299, Behn 1908, p. 5ff, Reuter

O

989, p. 119, C. Wilson 1995, p. 459.
Platner 1793, § 892, Adickes 1887, p. 112, 1897, p. 245,

Vaininger 1392, II, p. 449, Poppe 1907, p. 54f, Otto Lange 1958,
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Broscken 1970, p. 182, Graubner 1972, p. 243.

{

Schniadelbach 1977, p. 89
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Dissertation.'- Both commentators suggest that a closer

understanding of the appendix would be fruitful — as indeed the
cresent study will show it to be.

Though unigue, the approach to pbe taken here is not wholly
novel. There are a few commentators who mention that the omissiocon
of such an cperation is the fundamental charge Kant makes against
Leibniz in the appendix. The best account of Kant as a critic of
Lleibniz is Zarkinson. He lists a few of Kant’s accounts of the
razsic misunderstanding and states that, according to Kantg,

2ibniz uses ZIour palrs of concepts ©of reflecticn to generate
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feature of his philosophical system.
Lzipniz do=s not recognize sensibility and understanding as two

nowledge, assuming that sensation is just a
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rorm of confused thinking. Parkinson <laims that Kant’s reason

-1

for wny Leiiniz was misled by the concepts of reflection is that

h= was without transcendental reflection.' Though Parkinson

)

-

Alliscn 1978, p. 46, zf., also Alliscn 1983, pp. 237 - 238.
In R 1904 Kant states of the Critigue, that, “Through cthis
treatlse the value of my previous metaphysical publications has
been completaly destroyed. I shall now merely try to save the
correctness of the idea” (Ak. XVIII, p. 42, translation:

Werkmeiste
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o Parkinson 1981, p. 309.
i Ibid, p. 303. Kaehler also mentions this charge (Kaehler
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recognizes this basic charge, and though his paper represents an

excellent introduction cto the appendix, " he does not develop the

charge in relation to the four false tenets or in connection with
the other accounts of the basic misunderstanding Kant offers. We

now pegin £o look at the different accounts.

Z.2 Logical Miscakes
(2} Transcendencal Amphiboly
Th= informa: Zallacy with which Kant charges Leibniz is an

amphipcely, >r, Ln Iontemporary parlance, an ambiquity or

je%)

2Juivocatisn. A statement 1s amphibolous when the meaning of its
terms i1s lef7 amblguous by the sentence construction. Far from
peing diffizuln 2rrors 5L reasoning o spot or to avoid,
statements Sfntalning amphipolies are straight-forward enough to

e deliberat=ly employed, in advertising and promections, for

bt
e
8¢
p—

» £. 418) iIn attempts to develop Kant’s Copernican
Revolution, which he claims illustrates the shift from a position

of absolute reason to a position of finite or natural reason.

.
.

: Ct., also Paton’s essay (Paton 1969). Though less attentive

()

© Leibniz’s philosophy, it also provides an good summary of Kant

the errors of Leibniz.

9
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endeavor te drive safely 1

sensibility.

h

.” The meaning o

Tt

could mean

™

for instance the following example:

one 1

“Safe driving 1is

this advertising slogan 1is

foen

{

) that one must consciously

complish it. It could

¢}

s Lo a

(2) that one drives safely only 1f one does not have a
with any other vehicle or object. The amkiguity arises
f 32 combination of an awkward form of negation and the

in Zhe meaning

- a \ : ~
TS mean unntentc

22 malntaining that a concept

it has ncne.

ccncept has to the world by assuming it

lonal

pposed t©

One confuses

‘accident’ . On one reading ‘accident’

action’ and the negaticn is
one parses the sentence by reading
unintencional. The sentence is

of

intentional’. On the other

collision’. The negation i

(97}

¢ ordinary ambigquity or

ns ambivalent relations petween subjective

transcendental amphiboly Kant understands

or 1dea has a sensible
the relaticnship a

has a direct relation

when according to Kant it has only an indirect relation, through
Kant uses the term in this manner in two places. In
he speaks of, “...a transcendental amphiboly, i.e., a
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confusion of the pure object of the understanding with the

[

appearance” (A 270 / B 32€).°" The confusion in this case appears

etween Cwo Objects, an object of pure understanding and an
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Jbject of sensibility. Although this distinction deserves a more
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exposition, it will suffice for the present to recognize

sue is twofold: (1) it occurs when one
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moiguity at 1
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asserts that a certaln subjective representation corresponds to
in object :e.3. ncumenon, or thing in itself), which cannot 1in

crinciple ke Jiven empirically; and (2) it occurs when one claims

“hat & subj=sctlve represencation corresponds to an abstract or
intelligible object when it in fact corresponds to a sensible
icpearance

A transcendental amphiboly is also mentioned in a passage

-+
1

n § 4 of the Antinomies Kant emphasizes

tne disparity Detween an lmagined objective representation and
“ne Laws O 2xperience. Using potentially misleading and polemic

Language rant descripbes nis imagined interlocutor as follows:

For your object is only in your brain, and cannot possibly
pe given outside it, you have only to take care to be at one
with yourselves and to avoid the amphiboly, which makes your
idea into a supposed representation of an object that is
empirically given and therefore to be known according to the
laws of experience (A 484, B 512).%"

i Guyer and Wood translation.
The translation is corrected by this author, because Kemp
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We see here that the first sense of an amphiboly is
mentioned. Rant’s interlocutor claims that a certain subjective

on corresponds to reality when in fact it cannot in
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There are two accounts of the basic misunderstanding that
suggest that the second notion of a transcendental amphiboly
might b2 a2t the neart ¢f his Leibniz-critique. The firsc is found
in Kant’s discussion of identity and difference in the appendix
croper.’” Afzar discussing the different conditions for ascribing
tdenticy to objects of the understanding and objects of
sensipility, Xant states tnhat “Leibniz cook the appearances for
things-in-zhemselves, and so for ... objects of the pure
understanding” (A Zgd, B 320). Leibniz mistook cbjects of sense

or zhir

3

g3 «nown as they would be known solely by the pure
understanding. Leibniz thought that empirical cbjects were

objects directly accessed by the pure understanding. He mistook

Smith mistakenly translates the pronouns “eurem” and “euer” (Ak.

A)Y

III, p. 334} as “our” (Kant 1989, p. 435).
i The seven different accounts are not numbered in their order
of appearance in the zappendix.

55



what 1s given to the senses (appearances) as something given

directly tc the pure understanding (things-in-themselves).

(SR

The second account 1s found in Kant’s genetic interpretation

O
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Leibniz’s concept of the monad. Here Kant says that we are not
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ed with any properties pelonging to a substance other

e

“han those which can be found in space. Leibniz, according to
Xant, considers objects of the pure understanding and not objects

(%}

2L sense. He thus regards phenomenal substances as if they were

We must explore the eplistemological arguments in order to

understand ceczer the confusion between rhe empirical and the
Transcendentil use of the understanding, which XKant claims is
pehind the =rror of transcendencal amphibely. But first we shall

LIo% kriefly at the formal Kant -laims Leibniz made.
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‘he formal logical fallacy arises from Kant’s association of the

not all logical reflection the transcendental use of the
understanding. In order to properly understand what Kant thinks
formal logic consists in, it is necessary to review the

distinction between general and special logic, after which we
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shall take & look at the third account of the basic
misunderstanding of Leibnizianism.

Kant divides logic into general and special. In its special
employment logic is a tool or organon for a specific field of
nquiry. It then contains the practical rules for the
investigaticn of particular kinds of objects (A 32, B 76).
General logic, on the other hand, concerns the rules of thought
ind 1s either pure, applied or transcendental. Pure logic deals
Wwithn the 2 priori orinciples of all thought, abstracting from all

of sense, imagination,

)]

zmpirical fonditions like the influenc
s>ry, nablts and Inclinations. It deals only with the form of
“hought itself, lrrespective of its particular content and

by contrast, 1s concerned
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w.th lssues involved in the concrete applic pure logic.

ccidental psychological faccors in order to

%)

logic. Applied logic thus treats of the psychological principles,
surijects like attention, doubt and conviction, which are
implicated in the empirical use of pure logic. Finally,
transcendental logic differs from both pure and applied logic.
Kant states that transcendental logic is a science of the origin,
scope and objective validity of claims to knowledge (A 57, B 81).
It explores the origin of the mcdes in which we know objects in

so far as that origin is not empirical. Like pure logic,

57



—ranscendental logic abstracts from the empirical content of
knowledge; put unlike pure logic it does not completely abstract
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t of knowledge, namely not from the & priori
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ceontent. Transcendental logic examines the faculty of

erstanding as a possible a priori source of knowledge, just as

™

e a%

n the Transcendental Resthetic Xant treated of sensibility as a

=

@]

source of pure 3 pricori intulitions.

Transcendental logic, then, i1s similar to applied logic in
“hat 1t deals with subjective conditions governing the employment
e understanding and reason. It is unique, however, in that
these conditions ars not accidental, but universal and necessary.

riori

W

ource of concepts which

SJurmising that thers 1s a pure 3

0

r= neither 2mplirical nor sensible in origin (A 57, B 81), Kant
ilssects the faculty of understanding tn order zc find therein
“h2 poessible bircthplace of concepts necessary for experience and
snowledge A odff, B 89ff). The part of Transcendental Logic in
wnizh The Zaculfy of the understanding is dissected is called the

Transcendental Analytic. Here Kant aims above all to

r

Y

differentiate this legitimate employment of the understanding
from the misuse of general logic as an organon for extending
knowledge (& ©l1, B 85). It is the Transcendental Dialectic that
discusses the misuse of general logic, called the ‘logic of

illusion” (A ¢l1, B 86¢) and the ‘hyper-physical employment’ (A 63,

B 88) of the understanding. This use of logic is illusory
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because, acccocrding to Kant, general logic abstracts from all

content of knowledge and cannot therefore be validly used to
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ogic attempts to do just that. Kant’s point is that
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2f the origin, scope and objective validity of
“nowledge is required.
With these preliminaries out of the way, we turn now to the

srror with wnich Kant charges Leibniz. According to the third

oY)

aZtcount, Leizniz committed a purely logical error. This account

G

s found immediacaly before the third discussion of identity and
difference in the appendix. There Kant states that Leipniz made
the mistake 2f maintaining that if a property cannot be found in

tne concept 2f a thing in jgeneral, then it cannct be found in a

misinterpreting the dictum de omni et nullo. On this account
Leibniz committed a Icormal logical fallacy by confusing the guite
timate giccum with its converse. The dictum asserts that,
‘all that is strictly contained in the genus is also found in all
the species subsumed under it’. Kant claims that Leibniz

nterpreted the dictum in the following way: ‘what is not

(=S

contained in the genus 1s alsc not found in the species subsumed

under it’. Kant writes,
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it is indeed true that whatever universally agrees with or
ontradicts a concept also agrees with or contradicts every
articular which is contained under it (dictum de omni et
nullo); but it would be absurd to alter this logical
principle so as to read: -- what i1s not contained in a
universal concept i1s also not included in the partlcular
cencepts which stand under it... (A 280f, B 337)."

of

l'—i

it eibniz’s whole philosophy

=

<

Despic2 the improbabl

L 1Y

resting on zhis basic formal fallacy, Kant claims that:
“Mevertheless it is upon this latter principle that the whole

-ntellecrual system of Leibniz is based” (A 281, B 337).

I we =xprass the dicrum as a conditional we can see the

-ogical =rror Xant charges Leibniz with more clearly. The dictum
could be expressed as: ‘if it 1s strictly contained in the genus,
then 1t is Zound in all the species subsumed under the genus’.
This can be symbolically rendered as ‘A -> B’. Kant states that
~eibniz interprets the dictum negatively: ‘-A -> -B’. This is

2quivalent to ‘B -> A’, by contrapositcion and would read as
ftollows, ‘Only what is contained in the genus is found in the
species subsumed under 1t’. Kant’s charge, therefore, amounts to
the claim that Leibniz based his whole philosophical system on a
confusion regarding conversion of universal statements, or
equivalently, Leibniz confused ‘B, if A’ with 'B only if A’.
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2.4 Epistemological Mistakes

To explain why Leibniz committed these logical mistakes Kant

1)

rsverts tTo what he takes to be Leibniz’s mistaken dogmatic

¢

2pistemolcgy. Three particular mistakes are discussed: Leibniz
nolds that (1) there was only one source cof ideas and that (2) we
nave an intellectual grasp of the way things are, while remaining
3) unsware 2f the a priori and spontaneous operation of
apperception. It is the third mistakes that led Leibniz to posit

nadclogy described in the last chaprter.
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irthoaZfount of the basic misunderstanding of Leibnizianism
second version of nhls argument against the
crinciplie of ~he ldenticty of indiscernibles. Like the appendix

ic

0

rzoer, The note Qffers a summary of Leibniz’s ta
inderstanding in connection with the discussicn of the
concepts oI ildentity and difference. This time, however, Xant
says, “in a word, Lelbniz intellectualised appearances” (& 271 /
Instead cf recognizing two sources of cognitions Leibniz
maintained there 1s only one source of ideas, the understanding.
When he reflected cn appearances Leibniz could only interpret
them as a confused form of conceptual representation. It is
because this is to misunderstand the nature and content of

]

@

1sibility that Kant claims that Leibniz ‘intellectualized
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appearances’. He allows sensibility no mode of representation

veculiar to itself, but gives it instead the task of confusing

[o1)
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isterting the representations of the understanding (A 271 /

3]

This crharge repeats what Kant stated in § 8 of the
rzanscendencal Aescthetic. There Kant claims that Leibniz and
Wolff gave 2 “completely wrong direction to all investigations
into the nature and origin of human knowledge” (A 44, B &1),
cecause they do not correctly differentiate the sensible and
-ntel_oscrual =2lements of knowledge. Kant says that they
distinguisn sensiblility and understanding logically, that is
clely in t2rms of conceptual clarity and not transcendentally.
AsS 3 result xant claims that they interpret the difference

things in themseives and appearances as a difference only
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receptivity of our sensibility, remains
completely unknown to us. We know nothing but our mode of
cerceiving them — a mode which is peculiar to us, and not

necessarily shared in by every being, though, certainly, by every

numan being” (A 42, B 59).

Cf., A 276 / B 332.
See Appandix A below.
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Leibniz and Wolff not only misunderstand the nature and

content of human sensibility, they alsc give a completely wrong

41

[l

=

cn Co epistemology by failing to grasp that the difference

Y
m
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petween sensibility and understanding is “quite evidently

transcendenctzl” (A 44, B 61 he difference between the

3

transcendental and cthe empirical concerns the critique of

xnowlesdge, not the relaction of that knowledge to its obiject (A

37, B 81). As dogmatists, Leibniz and Wolff did not engage in a
creparatory criticlsm of reason’s capacities. They assumed the

asnderstanding has 3 direct grasp of the world, when according to

Jant, 1T 1s only related to the world via the intuitions received
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tbility. Kant suggests that Leibniz and
NelrfZ tnought they could learn about objects in the world solely
vy an anaiysis 0f thelr concepts of chem. Yetr, without a criltique
>f their own intellactual powers Kant says that they had no
r2ason o think that they could attain such knowledge. This is

.. N

h2 commeon Zate ©of reason, according to Kant: it ccmpletes, “its

b}

o

€ structures as speedily as may be, and only afterwards
{enqulrss]| whether the foundations are reliable” (A 5, B 9). Had
Leibniz and Wolff reflected on their dogmatic epistemology, they
would have seen that sensibility and understanding are different
sources of cognitions and that these two faculties differ both in

origin and in content. They would have realized that the concept
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an object must be taken in a twofold sense, as an appearance

n

C

and as a thing in itself (B xxvii, B 69j.

(b) The Concept of & Thing in General

In the 1ifch account Kant introduces the basic epistemclogical

(BN

£ we reflecc only

2rror in a different way. y in a logical
fasnicn, he goints out, then we contemplate the concept of a
thing 1n general or a thing in itself. This concept, however, has
ne direct emplrical reference, being insufiicient to pick out an
ltem In the world. Moreover, the understanding cannot be used
transcendenti.ly. The concept of things in themselves or noumena
3 Oof no use since it can do no empirical work. At best, it
signifies an opject as a thing in general, which is an abstracec
toncept naving no paerticular empirical referent. If one insists
>n using this concept independently of any empirical
de2termination, then according to Kant it is even self-
concradizoory: ...taken without sensible determination, and
independently of any empirical condition [the representation of
an cbject as a thing in general is], self-contradictory” (A 279 /
3 335). The contradiction arises because a transcendental use of
the concept of a thing in general presupposes possession of an

intellectual intuition; yet we humans do not have any such

capacity te intuit thing as they are according to Kant (A 267, B
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323} . In the absence of such a faculty, our abstract concepts
refer, as far as we know, tce nothing at all (A 279f, B 335f).
When he maintains that it is contradictory to claim that
scmething exists which, given our cognitive abilities, cannot in
crinciple ne Intuited, Kant is not claiming that the concept of a
ncumencon, as an object of pure understanding, 1s self-
contradictory (B 311).- This would be to imply that there is
snly one possible mode of intuition, namely sensible intuition.

Since there could possibly be other kinds of intuition, Kant does
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are logically impossible. He dces claim,

[

nowever, thnat they are not oSbjects of knowledge ‘for us’, for our

Lind of intuition. The conclusion i1s that we must either abstracec
Irom semantilc Cfonslderations, 1.e. the reference of our thought
Tl Jbjesns iltogether, as in formal logic, or conceds that our
toncepts can only refer to objects of the senses, given that our

intuition deces not extend to all things (A 286, B 342), which, he

enscry and non-intellectual.”
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sngirely
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Cf., Adickes 1924, o. 131f.

[t}

shall not discuss the implications of the different ways
in which Kant expands on the notion of direct intelligible grasp
oL the world in his lectures on metaphysics and Reflexionen
written in and around the time of the silent decade. He refers to
original, intellectual, logical, mystical, spiritual and
revelatory intuition, which can be distinguished from the
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Thus, we must renounce any claim to knowledge of things, or
any ability to meaningfully refer to things that cannot in
principle aprear to cur sensory apparatus. Kant does not,
however, dogmatically claim that his epistemology resolves the

uestion of whether or not there are actually existing objects

L2

apart from —hose we can 2xperlience. To argue that claim based
sclely on his analysis of the transcendental limits of knowledge
would force him into the unacceptable posiction of an idealisct.

Tre Ccrizical ovhilosopher is not persuaded by this kind of

'r not the r=alm of antlties that can in principle be =2xperienced

1s To-extensive with the sum total of existing entities.

Theres ire two “ypes oL ignorance according to Kancg,
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zccldental and necess fcrmer, ignorance of things, is a

i35 remedied by a dogmatic,
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ferent types of ‘intellectual cognition’ that Kant discusses,
namely divine cogniction and the pre-established harmony of innate
principles or concepts. Kant also associates these different
cognitive capacities with diverse thinkers (e.g. Plato,
Aristotle, Crusius, Malebranche, Swedenborg, Wolff, Baumgarten,
Leibniz).

‘ Cf., B xxxiv.
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1.e. systematic, enquiry concerning the possible object. The
2xistence <r this object can be confirmed or rejected based on
further observation. The second type of ignorance, ignorance of
the funcrion and limits of knowledge, cannot be remedied by

observation. Only cthrough an examination” of the sources of our

3
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dge dces Kant say we can absolve ourselves from the duty to

engquliry intc objects which transcend our epistemic capacities.
Only arter we nave provided this analysis of reason itself (A 758
3 726) and have gained insight into its origin and genuineness
A Ted B "2l!, can we say we are necessarily ignorant of a
carcticular Thing
7 was remark=d =2arlier that Kant’s associaticn of logical
reflection with the transcendental use of the understanding is

(g}

cverstated. This is seen in the fifth account. Leogical reflection

zazn b2 callsd abstract in either o

,_
I
=
O

ways. It can be either a
meae i rarlaction which assumes a transcendental use of the
understanding in izs comparison of concepts. In this case logical
reflection s used to gain knowledge about some abstract, non-

sensual objects. Or, it can also refer to a mode of reflection

which is derivative from, and dependent upon, an empirical use of

= Die Ergriindung, cf., the different names found in same

section for the requisite procedure to determine our epistemic
duties like, for example: die Kritik (A 761 / B 789, A 763 / B
792 (x2)); and die grindliche Vernunftpriifung (A 764 / B 792).
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the understanding. Both are pure modes of reflection, according
to Kant, but the latter does not presume to reckon with objects
other than those which can be empirically given. This sense of
logical reflection is not excluded in his discussion of
transcendental reflection, but since this is not stated clearly
2nough, his association of the transcendental use of the

understanding and logical reflection is potentially misleading.

In the fiZth acccunt Kant refers to the first of these two

minds of logical reflection. We must not be misled into thinking
tnat xant eschews all loglcal reflection. His position is rather
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wn=ther tne purported referent of a concept considered in logica
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in ckiect which is transcendent or one which is a

possinle cbiect of sxperience. Therefcre, transcendental

reflectlion .3 necessary in order to ward off the logical errors
discussed apove.
(2) Jverlocking the Act oOf Apperception

Tne sixcth account contains the first and only reference to
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the appendix. In the last paragraph of the first
supplement Kant again summarizes the error behind the
transcendental use of the understanding, stating that Leibniz
mistakenly employed the understanding transcendentally, because

“appercepticn, and with it thought, precedes all pcssible
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determinate ordering of representations” (A 289, B 345). Kant's

cur knowledge begins with experience, it
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S not all arise out of experience (B 1l). Apperception

i

pontanecusly synthesizes what is given to our senses before

gstract tninking ctakes place. According to Kant, Leibniz

fu
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2verlooks nhow the act of apperception precedes any conscious
ordering of or reflection upon empirical representations. In his

icgical and mectaphysical reflections Leibniz reasoned rashly,
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2meloying the understanding transcendentally, outside its prope

]
(3
{u
[
7}
()
O
(o]
0]
—3
e
(]
n
i
¥
[o%)
O
9]

ount s unique in that 1t suggests

that Lelopni:c aid this, not because he thought the difference
etween the sensible and the intelligible was cne of degrees, but
=Cause ne cvarlooked the role of apperception and ics tacit

Tunction in The empirical use of the understanding, 1:os inicial

This account 2f Leibniz’s logical errors relates to Xant’s
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axplanation 2f the ge Leibniz’s monadolcgy. We saw in the

-ast chapter now, a&according to Kant, Leibniz constructed his
mornadology, orojecting the guality of unity or singularity onto
rhe objects of the empirical world. In light of the sixth account

of the basic misunderstanding, we can interpret Kant to be saying

that this gquality was illicitly taken from the a priori act of

apperception. This (s a kKey element in Kant’s genetic
interpretation of the Leibnizian monadology. Leibniz thinks that
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reality 1s simple or monadic, because he attributes to objects
croperties derived from his own a priori and unifying operation
of appercepticon.

(d) Cmission of Transcendental Rerlection
We turn, finally to Xant’s last account of the basic
misunderscanding. Thus far we have seen that the basic

misunderstanding wicth which Kant charges Leibniz is that he

cypassed and misunderstood the human cognitive capacities before

1

ne set out -o Jdescribe, study and reflect on the world. This

mistake 1s pest a2xp.alned as the charge that Leibniz did net
2nyage in Transcendental f2flection. This final charge is thus
not only the fundamental mistcake witch which Kant taxes Leibniz;

i also shows how Kant 2xplains the leogical and do

In the introduction o nhis theory of reflection at the

beginning -I zZhe necte, Kant attrikfutes Leibniz’s

[}

misunderstandings to the absence of a transcendental topic:
“"naving no such transcendental topic, and being therefore
deceilved by the amphiboly of the concepts of reflection, the
celebrated Leibniz erected an intellectual system of the world”
(3 270 / B 326). Lacking a theory of reflection, Leibniz was
bound to be deceived, since he reasoned about the nature of

things solely through his concepts of them. For want of a
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transcendental topic he used general logic as an organon and was
misled in his claims to objective knowledge. A transcendental
topic, or namely “in distinguishing the cognitive faculty to
inich i1n each case the concepts properly belong, [would] provide
3 sure saZeguard against the surreptitious employment of pure

understanding and the delusions which arise therefrom” (A 269 / B

32%) .

According t2 Rant, Lelbniz i1s mistaken about the nature and
2rigin of our xnowledge both with regard to sensibility and
inderstianaing. We nhave s2en now Leibniz overlooked the unigue
Juarity of sensibility and now he was misled by not appreciating
The 3 prior: act oI zpperception. Through a transcendental topic,
i oooncept tnat lies 2t the heart of Kant’s theory of raflection,
Lt 1s possicle to :rrive at a more sultable accourt about the
crigin, soore and opliective valldity of human knowladge.

With =nhe foregoling analysis of the four renets of
~=ipnizianism and Kant’s Leibniz-critigue the importance of
Nnant’s thecry of reflection has been demonstrated. We now turn ro

an explicit exposition of that theory in order to develop more

thoroughly what Kant takes to bv Leibniz’s basic omission.

CE., A 2885 / B 325.



Chapter 3

Kant’s Theory of Reflection

S.i Introducszion

In the previdous chapter 1t was argued
42 theory of rerlection should be seen
criticism oI Leibniz. Thus, contrary t
forsgoing has shown -hat Kant’s Leibni
muln on what Leipniz ald or said as on
say. What Hant olaims Leipnilz failed =
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Though there have been attempts i
to present Kant’s theory of reflection

interpretation. The aim of this chapte

the theory briefly, particularly as it
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critique, indicating why it is central

s

Critigque. In the two subsequent chapte

that the failure to develop

as Kant’s most basic
“he

received opinion,
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o do was engage in

reflection’. The other
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this omission. In order to

ration, Kant’s theory needs
n the secondary literature
, there is no agreed upon
r is therefore to sketch
pertains to the Leibniz-

to the project of

rs I shall discuss



interpretations of the appendix, including some different
interprecations of Kant’s theory of reflection.
3.2 The Imporcances of Rerfleccion

mgortance and purpose oI transcendental reflection can only be
fully clarified in relation to Kant’s reasons for thinking that a
critigue oI pure reason 1s required. Engaging in transcendental

, & duty, and the whole Transcendental

l2ments L8 structured around his accempt o meet

[ )

Ttention in the second Preface Kant draws an

analogy B oxxii, fn. 2) petween the Copernican cosmological
nypcthesis and his proposed critical path for philcosophy.

Copernicus vroposed a heliocentric in opposition to a geocentric
model of the solar system. Instead of the earth at the centre of
the cosmos, he proposed that the apparent motions of the planets
could be better explained on the assumption that the sun is at
the centre. Analogously, Kant opposes to the natural assumption
that our knowledge ccnforms to the objects in the world the

nypothesis that the world can be explained better by assuming
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they must conform tc the a priori forms of human knowledge (B
wvid

Kant’s oproposed change in our mode of thinking (B xix, B

xxii, fn. 2} has a negative and a positive goal. The former is to

[

e

curb our natural inclination to seek knowledge concerning the way
things are. This should be done according to Kant, because he

zvers that it i1s the inevitabl

)

fate of human reason that by its
very naturs 1T 1s purdened by questions it cannot answer (A vii).
ritigque thus not only challenges those
al hebit and the trained skills in seeking answers
"o guestions apout the nature cof things as they are, the

2I the s«

o

ul and the existence of God, but it also is

2 deprive metaphysics of Lts influence once and for all (B
MEmit . Rant attempts no refute these specific metaphysical

Laims by assailing dogmatic epistemology lying

v

benind them,

‘dogmatism’ peing defined as the use of pure reason without a

17}

iclt

m 2L 1TS Own powers (B xxxv).
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Though I shall not do so here, this attitude towards
metaphysics needs to be weighed against both Kant’s tempered
claims regarding ‘necessary ignorance’, mentioned in the previous
chapter, and cther passages like A 849 / B 877, where Kant states
that although metaphysics cannot be the foundation of religion,

it must always continue to be a bulwark of 1it.
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The positive gecal of Kant’'s philosophy, by contrast, is to
extricate numan reason from what he sees as the darkness and
centradictions of metaphysical knowledge claims. This task is
limited to providing a propaedeutic analysis of the sources and

limits of ocjectively valid knowledge. Kant envisions this
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tep in a larger precject of finding a
secure path for the natural sciences. He does not claim tc

crovide the complete system of knowledge in the Critique, but

anily U3 nel2ssary <=lements.

The Jrlicigue thus represents Kant’s atteampt to furnish a
Sritigue .as selr-criticism) of human reason itself. ' He engages
tn this speculaticn, because he claims that pure reason has cthe
ceculiarity >f peing capable of measuring its own powers (B
wmwll Kant warns that zhis analysis should nct to be confused
Wlin a Iritijue OL DROOKs and systems (A xii, A 13, B 24), or with
an analysis of the nature of world as such (A 128, B Z26). His

Zf., A L2, B IS5, A 14, B 28; A 841 / B 869; A 850 / B 878.

(9]
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It seems possible that Kant came up with his first sker

his method of reflection early in the silent decade. Thus, for

V-

example, in a 1773 letter to Marcus Herz, Kant states that, “I
now find myself in possession of a system that completely solves

the hitherto unsolved riddle and brings the procedure of self-

isolating reason under sure and easily applicable rules” (Kant

(Ve

[

68, p. 119).
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subject matter 1s rather the modes of human cognition (A 11f, B
23}, nhis goczl seli-znowledge (A xi). It is in this vein that Kant
suggests tc his reader that,

we shall pe rendering a service to reason should we succeed
in discovering the path upon which it can securely travel,
=ven 1I, 3s & result of so dcing, much that is comprised in
“iroariginal aims, adeopted withourt reflecrticon, may have :o
Le abandoned as fruitless (B vii).

L Y
P

(£) The Episcemic Duty and Purpcse o erlaction

Che Jrlitigue 1s a treatise on the mecthod of an investigation of
The Llmits znd internal scructure of pure reason. The undoubted
mportance ot Fant’s theory of reflection in this investigation

=n3adying in transcendental reflection is the duty of the critical
ThinKer, bDut he structures -“he Transcendental Coctrine of

Bozn witnin the appendix and outside it Kant informs us that
the critical thinker has the duty to engage in transcendental
reflection. At the 2nd of division I of the appendix, Kant states
that transcendental reflection is a duty from which no one who
wishes to make a priori judgments about things can claim

- ~

exemption (A 2863, B 319). He also conciudes the Doctrine of

Elements by reiterating this same claim: “the resolution of all

Cf., B =xxili.
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our transcendent knowledge, into its elements (as a study of our
inner nature) is in itself of no slight value, and to the

hi

f—

osopher is indeed a matter of duty” (A 703, B 731).

e

Transcendental reflection has two purposes. First, it is

h

raquired for a transcendental analysis of the a priori sources of

knowledge. Transcendental reflection explicates the origin of the
LWO types oI representations which Kant claims are necessary for

cbiective <nowledge and synthetic a priori knowledge. Without the

o]
imH

nalysis ¢ zhe faculties of sensipility and understanding, Kant
maintains that one could not pe in a position to justify how
synthetic judgments are possible a priori, because the pure a
oricri sources of xnowledge would remain concealed. Second,
“ranscendental reflection makes an objective compariscn [eine

ciekcive Acmparation] of concepts gpossible. This is the

ocedure whereby a particular concept is examined and compared

Lat

I
with the sensible conditions of knowledge in order to see if an
2mpirical object can in principle be found to correspond to it.
Both purposes are summarized in the appendix, where Kant states
that transcendental reflection not only determines the limits of
the understanding (A 263, B 319),"" but also confirms his
hypothesis that we cannot have knowledge of things in themselves
(A 278f / B 334f). Since transcendental reflection differentiates

between the empirical and the transcendental uses of concepts and

Cf., A 280, B 336.
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confirms the hypothesis that we can only have knowledge of

s cbvicusly central to the project of the

oS

appearances it
Critique.
Both purposes are reflected in the architectonic structure

The Transcendental Aesthetic and the
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Transcendental Logic present the results of Kant’s examination of

the faculties of sensibility and understanding, respectively.

v

hese two faculties have different cognitive mediums and

mi

Ui
Imd
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functions. Moreover, each functions independently of

(L
el

he other and knowledge arises only when they work in unison. If
one accepts these presuppositions about the capacities of the

qumén mind, then one has the utmost reason to attempt to

carefully distinguish the influence on knowledge of the one from
the influence of the other (A 842 / B 870). “It is a strong

reason Icr carefully separating and distinguishing the one from
the other” (A 51f, B 75f). It is precisely this that Kant claims

In light of these presuppositions, the problems with
previous metaphysics can be outlined. First, Kant suggests that
most of his major predecessors conflated their classification of
one type of cognition with the other. In effect, they maintain
that there 1s essentially only one type of cognition. Second,

Kant also claims that since they did not recognize the different

types of cognition involved in knowledge, the collaboration of
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the two faculties was also overlcoked. The first problem is
discussed at length in the appendix, where both Locke and Leibniz
are said to have committed it, though in opposed ways. It is the
error of dogmatic epistemology, its ‘intellectualizing of
acpearances’, which Kant concentrates, although he also mentions
the errcr cf nis ccunterpart, the empiricist. Locke ‘sensualized
all concepts of the understanding’ (A 271 / B 327). Though they
committed the first error in opposed ways, Locke and Leibniz are

harged wich making the second mistake in common: both overlooked

9]

that objectively valid knowledge occurs only when sensibility and

UNe

2rstanding wWOrk together.

{2

At bctrom, the error of both dogmatists and empiriciscs
alike 1s the omission of transcendental reflecticn. Otherwise
they would have separated the two types of cognition and drawn
the approrriate consequences for the evaluation of judgments

about subiects like the world, the soul and the existence of God.

L

Having satisfied the requirements of transcendental reflection in
the Transcendental Aesthetic and Analytic, Kant goes on to apply
the resulting critical epistemology to traditional metaphysics in
the Transcendental Dialectic. The first job of the critical
thinker, then, is to isolate the epistemic contributions of the
thinker from what is thought, separating the contributions of the
different faculties. Kant writes: “If our faculty of knowledge

makes any such addition, it may be that we are not in a position
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to distinguish it from the raw material, until with long practice
of attention we have become skilled in separating it” (B 1f).
Kant claims 7o be the first to separate our capacity for
knowledge into its elements, 1solating the pure content of
knowledge from that which originates in experience and the

contribution of sensibility from that of the intellect:

What the chemist dces in the analysis of substances ... is
in still greater degree incumbent upon the philosopher....
Human reascn, since it first began to think, or rather,
reflect, nas never been able to dispense with a metaphysics;
put also has never been able to obrtain it in a form
sufficiently free from all foreign elements (A 843 / B 870).

lar passages throughout the Transcendental

[

There 3re sim

(]

2Zesthetic and Transcendental Logic in which Kant speaks in a
similar vein of the fruits of transcendental reflection. For

writes: “In the Transcendental Aesthetic we shall,
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nereiore, Iirst Isclate sensibility, by taking away from it

u
0O

2verything which the understanding thinks through concepts,

(93]
N

that nothing may be left save empirical intuition” (A 22, B
At the appropriate place Kant states something similar with
regard to the understanding: “In a Transcendental Logic we

isolate the understanding — as above, in the Transcendental
Aesthetic, the sensibility — separating out from our knowledge
that part of thought which has its origin solely in the

understanding” (A 62, B 87). The Transcendental Analytic is
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introduced in a similar way: “Transcendental analytic consists in
the dissection of all our a priori knowledge into the elements
that pure understanding by itself yields” (A 64, B 89) .-

The results of these examinations are then utilized in the
Transcendental Dialectic. This chapter deals with transcendental
illusions, which arise from the tacit application of principles
nct intended for empirical use. Even after attention is brought
70 these errors, however, Kant states that the illusion of
<nowleadge can remain, pecause the human mind continually projects
organizing principles in its natural drive for knowledge. The
Zritical philosopher cannot stop the natural illusicns which
ise Irom false projection, but he can attempt to expose the
deceptions and call for their correction. The primary error Kant
aims O 2xgose and correct is that reason 1s an independent
source of concepts and judgments by means of which it represents

Jpiects as they are in themselves.

0

J.2 Kant’s Statement of His Theory

We turn next to Kant’s critical corrective to dogmatic
epistemology as set out in divisions I and III of the appendix.
Both the appendix proper and the note begin with a summary of the

theory of reflection. It is for this reason that Adickes

separates the first from the second division in each of the first

Cf., A &85, B 90.
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three section c¢f the appendix, dividing the appendix proper into

ision T and II, the ncte into divisions III, IV and V and the

€.
<

i
first supplement into divisions VI, VII and VIII."® He claims
that the first divisicn in each section introduces Kant’s theory
aof reflection, on which a discussion of the four pairs of
concepts of raeflection follows.

, however, a number of problems with Kant’s
presentation of his theory of reflection. The first is the
equivocal way in which he labels and describes it, referring to
1T by four diZferent names: reflection; transcendental
reflection; transcendental topic; and objective comparison. The
first three terms are not as clearly differentiated frcm one
another as they all are from the fourth.” The second problem
Zcncerns the incompleteness of his presentation. Many guestions

ise IZIrom his theory that cannct be answered based on what he

[«s]
[N)

Adickes 188¢%, p. 272, fn. 1.

In the first division of the appendix it is not clear how
succinctly Kant intended to differentiate reflection from
transcendental reflection. What Kant says about the two
operations is very similar. In the following section I shall
discuss some problems with Kemp Smith’s translation of

significant passages in Kant’s presentation of this theory and

review some nuances of theory.
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says. These will be discussed in light of the secondary

i

lterature in the following chapter.
{(a) Division I
Reflection is first introduced as a procedure which is

unconcerned with deriving concepts from objects direcrtly.

-

’q

Instead, Kant states that, “reflection (reflexio) ... is that

of

[97]

cat
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ind in which we first set ourselves to discover the
subjective conditions under which we are able to arrive at
concepts A 280, B 31¢). Reflection, in other words, examines
tne cognitive faculties through which we can acquire

representacions of objects. In another passage, where Kant

contrasts loglical with transcendental reflection, cthis
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so referred to as transcendental reflection. The
relation ©f any given representations to sensibility or
understanding cannot be decided by logical reflection, according
to Xant, pecause the latter deals only in conceptual analysis. He
claims that the relations of representations to sensibility or to
understanding can be determined “only through the distinction of
the kind cf mode of cognition to which they belong, by means of a
transcendental reflection (reflexio)” (A 262, B 318).

It would be a mistake to think that in this passage Kant is
claiming that the dogmatist does not differentiate between

sensibility and understanding at all. The dogmatist neither lacks
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the distinction between sensibility and understanding, nor does

Kant say he does. What Kant claims the dogmatist does not

Jae

ize

[t

2Ccog s that the distinction refers to two types of

»

It
it

ognition and not di

&%)

erent degrees of a single type. According

0

«Q

to Kant, the distincticn between the sensible and the
intelliectual does nct concern the clarity of conceptual
representaticns (A 44, B 61f),"" but two different and
irreducible types of representations, which are necessary for
cbjective rkncowledge. Kant introduces reflection to examine these

facultlies and to show that they are not differentiated solely in
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whether the analysis of the two cognitive
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one also decides the relation petween the given
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representacions to those faculties. One might expect this to
involve a further procedure. In the second sentence of division I
Kant suggests there is a logical priority between two procedures,
put he does not develop the point. He states that reflection, “is
the consciousness of the relation of given representations to our
different sources of knowledge, through which alone their
relations to one another can be properly determined” (A 260, B

316) ."° This makes it sound as though there is one procedure to

Cf., also A 256, B 313, fn. a.
- Author’s translation. German: “Sie ist das Bewuftsein des
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do both jobs, to determine both a representation’s relation to
either sensibility or understanding and to other representations.
It is likely due partially to the equivocal reference of the

ronoun ‘their’ in ‘their relaticns to one another’ that Kemp

Hol

{n

mith translates this sentence differently, namely: “It is the
consciousness of the relation of given representations to our
different sources of knowledge; and only by way of such
consciousness can the relation of the sources of knowledge to one

thaer pe rightly determined”” This translation suggests cthat

{1

n

D

O

Re relaticons that are properly determined in reflection are

‘ot

rt
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cetwean the different sources of knowledge as opposed to the
relations among the representations. It 1s much more likely,
rer, tTnat Kant is referring to the relations between the
representations. In fact, the line immediately after this passage
=emphasizes that the relations under consideration are those
betwesn rerresentations: “Prior to all further treatment of our
represencaticns. .. A 280, B 316).

When Kant summarizes this aspect of reflection at the

peginning ¢f the Transcendental Dialectic, he again mentions two

tasks of transcendental reflection: assigning different

Verhdltnisses gegebener Vorstellungen zu unseren verschiedenen
rkenntnisquellen, durch welches allein ihr Verhdltnis

untereinander richtig bestimmt werden kann” (Ak. III, p. 215).
- Kant 1989, p. 276.
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representations to their proper faculty; and determining the
influence c¢f those faculties con the representations. Kant claims
that the composite effect of the faculties of sensibility and
understanding on pure a priori judgments needs toc be resolved

into simple accts:

this must happ=2n through transcendental reflection, through
which (as already shown) every representation is assigned
its place in the faculty of cognition proper to it, and
hence also the influence of the latter is distinquished from

ic (A 295, B 351).7

When we turn to the concepts of reflection, we find that

scribes them as employed in two ways. While the second has

]

<ant d

Guyer and Wood translation (Kant 1398, p. 385). German:
“...durch transzendentazle Uberlegung geschehen muf, wodurch (wie

schon angezeligt worden) jeder Vorstellung ihre Stelle in der inr

angemessenen Erkenncniskrart angewiesen, mithin auch der Einflufl

t
()

der legzteren aurlf jene unterschieden wird” (Ak. III, p. 235).

Kemp Smith: “In the case of pure a priori judgments this is a
task which falls to be discharged by transcendental reflection,
through which, as we have already shown, every representation is
assigned its place in the corresponding faculty of knowledge, and
by which the influence of the cne upon the other is therefore
likewise distinguished” (Kant 1989, p. 298).
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to do with the formation of categorical judgments,®’ the first

supports the view that transcendental reflection deals with the

"1

elations between representations. The ccncepts of reflection are

intreduced, first of all, as depicting the relations that
representacticons can have in a single state of mind: “the

relations in which concepts in a state of mind {in einem
Semiicszustande] can stand to one another are those of identity
and difference, of agreement and opposition, of the inner and the
outer, and Zinally of the Jdeterminable and the decermination
(matter and form)” (A 26l, B 317). These unique concepts describe

the range of possibl

M

relations all representations can have to
one ancther In either faculty. Kant’s discussion of the four

he concepts cof reflecticn can be misused 1f one
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y the single faculty of pure understanding. This

eibniz, who, Kant claims, did not
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ckxnowledge sensibility as a distinct source of representations.
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Though Kant makes a parallel charge against Locke, he does not

develop it in terms of specific tenets and the concepts of

=1

—

reflection.
Kant claims that though two concepts of objects may be
identical to one another, it does not entail that there are two

such objects in the world. Only the spatial differences

- I shall not discuss this use in depth, cf., Longuenesse
1998, especially Chapter Six.
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discoverable by intuition enable one to differentiate between
objects numerically. Moreover, Kant claims that, for Leibniz, all

Oobjects are in agreement with each another. He counters by

[¢4]

tating that real opposition arises when one considers what is
given to sensibilicy. Kant also states that Leibniz’s
representations of the objects of pure understanding are wholly
inward, having no outer relations. Things are different with

sen

wn

ibilicy, according to Kant, because all inner determinations
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Cts are =ntirely made up of relations based on outer
sense. Finally, as regards the last pair of concepts of
reflection, we find four different senses of matter and form.
crding <o logicians, Kant claims that (1) matter is the
universal and form its specific difference. Morecver, 2)
ccncepts are the matter of a judgment and their relation is its
torm. Intellectualiscs, Xant says, claim that (3) the composite
elements of an individual being are called its matter and the

mode in which those elements are connected its form. They also

maintain that (4) unlimited reality is the matter of all
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ibility and form its particular limitation. All these views
agree on one thing, according to Kant: they presume that matter
precedes form. Kant, however, arques that the converse is true:
when considering the relation of objects to sensibility, the form
of sensibility precedes the matter of sensations. “Space and time

come before all appearances and before all data of experience,
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re indeed what make the latter at all possible” (A 267, B
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In the note Kant does not discuss either the logical or the
metaphysical notions of macter and form mentioned in the appendix
proper. Instead Kant repeats his genetic interpretation of
Lelibniz’s monadclogy given in his discussion of inner and outer.
He does, however, address a complaint, which one would have

thought should have properly been raised in connection with the

previous pvalir Of concepts of reflection. Recounting the charge
that, according to his philosophy, we have no insight into the
inner naturs Of things, Xant replies £o his hypothetical objector
that, 1f what 1s meant is that we cannot conceive things in

.

themselves, then the complaint is illegitimate and unreasonable,
since the understanding has no direct relation to the worid. In
2ther words, 1if what 1s meant is that we are completely ignorant
cf the transcendent ground of appearances, then we should
acknowledge that we have come up against the mystery of the
scurce of our sensikility. On this question Kant says that
matters are “undoubtedly so deeply concealed” (A 278, B 334) that
we are unable to make any progress.

Outside of their role of defining the relations in which

representations can stand, Kant states that the concepts of

reflection also function in logical reflection. He says that they
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help determine the different categorical judgments. This is the

second of the two uses mentioned earlier. Kant writes:

Before constructing any objective judgment we compare the
concepts to find in them identity {(of many representations
under one concept) with a view to universal judgments,
difference with a view to particular judgments, agreement
with a view to affirmative judgments, opposition with a view
Lo negacive judgments, etc. (A ZoZ, B 318).

When the concepts of reflection operate in logical
reflection Xant says they should be called concepts of comparison
(conceptus comparationis] since they deal only with the
construction of the form of judgments and not with their content.
dhen it comes to the content of concepts transcendental
reflection is required, “since it bears on the objects
themselves” (A 262, 3 312) as they are given in sensibility.
Logical rerflection ignores any consideration of the origin, scope

and objective validity of its concepts; it deals only in a formal

n

comparison of concepts. It is therefore incapable of providing

anytning similar to transcendental reflection’s analysis of the

transcendental relations of our representations:

We may therefore say that logical reflection is a mere act
of comparison; for since we take no account whatsoever of
the faculty of knowledge to which the given representations
belong, the representations must be treated as being, so far
as their place in the mind is concerned, all of the same
order (A 262, B 318f).
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Kant contrasts his attention to the different origins of
xnowledge with the dogmatist’s position, which he characterizes
nere as maintaining that all representations originate in the
understanding. Their use of logical reflection does not consider
whether the given concepts fall under the conditions of sensible
intuition. This is & fault, according to Kant, since the
dogmatist does not recognize sensibilityv as a unique origin of
representacions and thus cannot distinguish between the
transcendental and the empirical use of the understanding; and
those who engage in logical reflection may be misled by natural

inclinacion or dogmatic prejudice into judging that a particular

1

thing =xists based solely on a general description of it. This

4

mistake i1s menticned at the beginning of division I. “Many a

judgment s accepted owing to custom or is grounded in

nclinatcion; b i

o

t since no reflection precedes it, or at least
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none follows critica

[

ly upon it, it is taken as having originated
in the understanding” (A 260f, B 31l6).

Without transcendental reflection, Xant states that one
could fall victim to ambiguity, mistakenly assuming the existence
of an object on the basis of a mere comparison of concepts, as in
the case of the two drops of water discussed above. The heart of
Kant’s misgivings about logical reflection is that those who
engage in it do not explicitly analyze the content of their

concepts and so cannot justify their claims to objectively valid
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knowledge. They assume that sensible content differs from
conceptual content only in degrees of clarity. Without
transcendental reflection the dogmatist is misled by his natural
habits and degmatic inclinations into thinking that they are
considering representations of things as they are, as opposed to
representations of things merely as they appear to sensibility.
Transcendental reflection is needed to facilitate an objective

comparison of concepts and avoid this problem. Kant thus defines

‘zranscendencal reflection’ in the following way:
the act by which I make the comparison of representations in
general with the cognitive faculty, wherein they belong, and
cy means of which I distinguish whether they are to be
compared with one another as belonging to the pure
undersrtanding or to s2nsibkble intuition, I call
transcendental refieccion (A 261, B 317).

Afcter assigning representations tc a cognitive faculty the
critical thinker gives an objective comparison of the content of
the concepts. Transcendental reflection is therefore necessary
preparatory work. Kant writes, “...transcendental reflection
(which concerns the things themselves) contains the ground of the
possibility of objective comparison of representations...” (A
260, B 319). The transcendental and empirical uses of the
understanding differ significantly in the way one should consider
the relations of representations to one another. Providing an

Objective comparison determines whether the given concepts or
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representations can correspond to something given in sensibility.
And according to Kant, only the empirical use of concepts is
valid, because only that use 1s verifiable by the general
conditions of sensibility outlined in the Transcendental
Aesthertic.

In sum, Kant maintains that Leibniz did not adequately

an

lyze the epistemic faculties because he did not engage in

s
m

transcendental reflection. Leibniz did not curb his inclinations

Y

which lead nim to believe that his concepts originated in the

understanding and represent the world as it is. Kant claims that
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“depends on the answer to the question, in which faculty of

xnowledge they belong together subjectively” (A 261, B 317).

{b) Division III

So much for Division I. We turn now to Division III in the note,
which begins with Kant’s introduction of different names for the
sources of knowledge and the operations of transcendental

reflection. He calls the former transcendental locations and the

Cf., A 262, B 317.
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latter a transcendental topic. There are two other places in the
Critique where Kant mentions ‘topics’. One of these references is
negative and the cther positive. Once we have examined these two
other references, the transcendental topic can be contrasted with
the table of categories.

At the beginning of the note Kant indicates unequivocally
that he is introducing new terminology. He writes: “Let me call

ace which we assign to a concept, either in sensibility or

[

che p

68, B

]

in pure understanding, its cranscendental location” A

4) . He goes on to introduce the transcendental topic in these

I

the critical assessment of the place assigned each

@]

oncept, taking account of their different uses, together with

he instructlion to determine this location for all concepts
according to rules, would be the transcendental topic” (A 268, B
324) Kant’s discussion of the misuse of logical reflection in

Author’s translation. German: “Auf solche Weise widre die

eurteilung dieser Stelle, die jedem Begriffe nach

n
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rschiedenheit seines Gebrauchs zukommt, und die Anweisung nach
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geln, diesen Ort allen Begriffen zu bestimmen, die
transzendentale Topik” (Ak. III, p. 219). Kemp Smith: “Thus the
decision as to the place which belongs to every concept according
to difference in the use to which it is put, and the directions
for determining this place for all concepts according to rules is

a transcendental topic” (Kant 1989, p. 281)
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the note supports the view that the ‘transcendental topic’ is a
general name for the specific operations of transcendental
reflection. For immediately after claiming that one may, for want

of transcendental reflection, commit a transcendental amphiboly

3

ALY

[in 1Y

/ B 325

[m i)

269

B

), Kant continues: ...having no such
transcendental topic ... the celebrated Leibniz erected an

incellectual system of the world” (A 270, B 326).

]
M

scribing the logic of illusion at the beginning of the

Transcendental Logic, XKant mentions attempts to provide a
rhetorical topic te =nhance dialectic, i.e. disputation. - He

Warns against such an addicion to logic on the grounds that it
merely imitates the mechodological thoroughness that logic
prascripes. 3Such a topic conceals the =mptiness of irts

pretensions and it is only the sophistical art of intentionally

W

iving lgncrance the appearance of truth (A 61, B 86!. Kant's
ccint 1s that no account of the rhetorical criteria of effective

debate and persuasion can overcome the abstractness of general

logic as he defines it. In the end, any attempt to use general

Kant, of course, does not use the word ‘dialectic’ in the
same way as Aristotle. ‘Dialectic’, no longer belongs to
rhetoric, but rather belongs to ‘transcendental logic’. “The
title ‘dialectic’ has therefore come to be otherwise employed,
and has been assigned to logic, as a critique of dialectical
Iillusion” (A 62, B 86).
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logic as an instrument for gaining knowledge, without providing a
gcreparatory exposition of the origin and scope of one’s
capacities Zor knowledge, amounts to nothing more than ‘mere
calk’” (A 61, B 386;.

Other than the references to a transcendental topic, there
is cne other reference to Kant’s own work as presenting a topic.
In § 10 of che Transcendental Analytic, namely, after introducing
the table of categcries, he excuses himself for not defining
them, even though he says he has a definition. He says that
providing this definition would only distract the reader from the
subject matter at hand. Along with the definition of the
zategori=s, 3 more complete summary of a priori ccncepts is
reserved as supplementary work. Kant suggests the latter would,
in any <ass, oe ian easy task with the aid of some ‘ontological

’ Ty

These could ke used to supplement the divisions

o]
j—s
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cady provided bty his own ‘systematic topic’ (A 83, B 109).

1

although Kant refers to his table of categories as a systematic

topic nhere, this passage must be supplemented by what he says
about the transcendental topic since the categories are clearly

differentiated from the concepts of reflection.

In a footnote found in § 39 the Prolegomena Kant writes
about this task. He states that one could use, “any good ontology
(for example, Baumgarten’s)...” (Kant 1977, fn. 29, p. 67).
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When Kant discusses the transcendental topic in the note, he
mentions what nhe calls Aristotle’s logical topic, describing it
as that which, “teachers and orators could make use in order ...
to find what would best suit the matter in hand, and then, with
some appearance of thoroughness, to argue or be eloquent about
it” (A 269f / B 325f). This corresponds to the first negative
remark about topics mentioned above. Kant’s positive remark,
nocwever, cannot pe taken to refer to the transcendental topic,
for he stateses that the latter contains no more than the four
airs of concepts of reflection (A 269 / B 325). The concepts of
eflecticn are different from the categories in that the former
serve to present the comparison of representations in their
manifold rslationships to one another, while the concepts of
reflecrtion do nct figure in representing the object according to
its unizy and reality, Zor example, but only enable the

reflective thinker to examine the subjective conditions of

<nowledge and the subjective relaticns of representations.

2.4 Conclusion

This concludes the outline of Kant’s theory of reflection. We
have seen that Kant describes transcendental reflection in a
manner consistent with the structure of the Transcendental
Doctrine of Elements. Only with transcendental reflection can one

adequately differentiate the pure transcendental use of the
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understanding from its empirical use; only through it can one

1ize thart there are two types of representations and

Al
m

,

cog

U

8%}

culties involved in knowledge; only then can one see that

t

knowledge arises only when the two sources of representations,
namely sensipility and understanding, work together.
We now turn to the secondary literature on the appendix and

shall find that the di

[N

un

continuicies of Kant’s arguments discussed
in the last three chapters have led not only to misunderstandings

concerning the Leilbniz-critique, but also concerning the appendix

'+

as a whole. shall comment on the different schocls of thought

on the appendlx 1n Chapter Five.
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Chapter 4

The Secondary Literature

4.1 Incroduction

This chapter contains a survey the most viable interpretations of
the appendix in the secondary literature. The examination of the
literature s structured around two important issues, the
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ment 2f the appendix and the commentator’s method of
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ation. As regards the former, there are three schools of

thought concerning the placement of the appendix. For ease of

ference I shall refer to them as the misplacement school, the
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heel and the proper placement school and discuss them in
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Z tion with the interpretive method they have adopted. There
are two dominant methods of interpretation. A diachronic method
is used by both the misplacement and relict schools. Employing
this method both schools interpret the appendix in light of
various historical considerations. The two primary factors
considered are its general editorial history and Kant’s

intellectual development over the silent decade. A synchronic

method of interpretation is used by the proper placement school.



The aim of tchese commentators is to interpret the appendix as it
stands and defend the position that the appendix can be
interpreted as properly placed and significant without appealing
To any potentially extraneous or misleading historical

consideraticns.
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Misplazacement Charge

The first school of thought maintains that the appendix is

misplaced within the architectonic design of the Cricigue.

Proponents of this scheeol claim that the subject matter of the
appenrdix progerly telcongs to the Transcendental Dialectic, but
since Xant’'s austere architectonic design did not sancrion its

Pt

inclusion there, 1 aced in the Transcendental Analytic

T

was p
irnstead. Although some proponents of this school focus on the
content of the appendix and others on its method, their analyses
of the appendix revolve around one particular question, namely
what 1s Kant's position cn ontology?

Seeking to answer this question, the commentators of this
school often lock to Kant’s intellectual indebtedness to and
tacit confrontation with Baumgarten’s Metaphysics. In order to
help determine the extent of this indebtedness they also look to

Kant’s Reflexionen and Lose Bldtter. Their claim is that Kant was
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initially concerned with dealing with issues involving ontology
when ne wrote the appendix. They look to these historical sources
for evidence that in the preparatory work for the appendix, Kant

was concerned with similar issues to those discussed in the

Lm 1}

In his 1889 edicion of the Critique, Adickes introduced the

guiding question of -he misplacement school, arguing that the

4

1ly belongs in the Dialectic. ' In the Critique
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logy is menticned a&s one of the four main parts of
metaphysics along with rational physiology, cosmology and
~heology (A 344 / B 874}, In the Transcendental Dialectic, Xant
iiscusses the mistakes made within the latter three fields, but
the firsc. Adick

picks up on what seems to be a missing

19
n

discussion oI ontology and assoclates it with the appendix.
Adickes claims that Kant could not find any room for a discussion
2f ontology in the Transcendental Dialectic so he placed it in
he Transcendental Analytic as an appendix. -

On the face of it, this view has a certain plausibility.

According to Kant, there are only three kinds of syllogisms,

Adickes 1889, p. 1, p. 272, cf., also Ewing 1938, p. 195,
Xemp Smith 1962, p. 419.
Adickes 1887, p. 111, Adickes, 1897, p. 245.
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either categorical, hypothetical or disjunctive (A 304, B 361).

—

he possible errors corresponding to these kinds of syllogisms
coincide with Kant’s Paralogisms, Antinomies and Ideal of Pure
Reason. Since these three chapters discuss rational physiology,
cosmology and theology respectively, ontology does not find a
olace in the Transcendental Dialectic. Adickes claims that this
was the reason why Kant included his rejection of traditional
antolegy in the appendix.

Adickes finds further support for his thesis in two

nistorical considerations. First, he claims that each of the four
calirs of concepts ¢f reflection can be traced back to
Zaumgarten’s views 2n ontology. " With this claim Adickes aims to

clck up on the contrast between Baumgarten’s position, expressly

denied by Kant, that ontology can know the inner determinations

of things in their gualitas and quantitas, although perhaps not
zlways distinctly. Second, Adickes also appeals to Kant’s Lose
Blitcar from Xant’s Nachlass. ™ In an essay discussing Kant’s

Nachlass, Adickes comments on the composition dates and the

content of various Lose Bldtter. ' The central sheet Adickes uses

- Adickes 1887, p. 112.

Baumgarten 1783 § 53, p. 21f, cf., Ak. XVII, § 69, p. 41.
Cf., Reicke 1889.

Adickes, 1897.
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to support his claim is I 9, which includes the same list of
the concept of nothing as is found in the fourth section of the
appendix. To support his claim that the appendix concerns Kant'’s

criticisms of ontology, Adickes refers to the last line of the

table on Rerflexion 5532, which reads: “the end of ontology.”**

#ans Graubner’s comprehensive analysis of the concept of form in
izigue 31s0 argues that the appendix discusses Kant’s
position on ontology. Like Adickes, Graubner suggests that the
ore-critical ontology Kant is discussing is most likely
Baumgarten’s Metaphysics.” Graubner also mentions that Kant did
not find room =nougn in the Transcendental Dialectic to discuss
mrology in the same way as Adickes.” Though Graubner maintains

zhat the appendix discusses ontology, he does not consistently

o]

zrgue that the appendix therefore belongs in the Dialectic. In
Zact, wnen he discusses the placement of the appendix he is of

“WO minds.

Reicke 1889, p. 26f. Many of these sheets are included in
the Akademie Ausgabe (e.g. I 9 is listed as Reflexion 5552, cf.,
Ak. XVIII, p. 218f).

Cf., Werkmeister 1979, p. 135.

. Graubner 1972, p. 243.

Ibid.
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Argquing for a t

41}

cit confrontation between critical and pre-

critical ontologies, Graubner cites a passage from the phenomena-
noumena chapter to show Kant’s confrontational attitude. In that

rassage Kant claims that ontology presumptuously claims to supply

synthetic a priorli knowledge about things in general and it musct
pe reclaced by the more modest Analytic of pure understanding (A
247, B 303).7" It is Graubner’s suggestion that the

Transcendental Logic {(including both Transcendental Analytic and

2lalectic) constitutes Kant's critical response to ontclogy.

critical ontology, Graubner makes a more attenuated claim
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placement rthan Adickes. He claims that, in light

of the content the appendix, it belongs to the Transcendental
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between the first and second chapter of the
Analycic of Concepts (between §§ 12 and 13). Nevertheless,
Graupbner claims that the appendix, situated as it is between the
ranscendental Analytic and the Dialectic, acts as a transitional
section dealing with the misuses of ontology, just as the
Dialectic discusses the misuse of psychology, cosmology and

theology.

Ibid.
- Ibid, p. 244.
- Ibid, p. 246.
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Further nuances separating Adickes’s and Graubner’s
positions are worth mentioning. Graubner suggests that the
central criticism Kant gives in the appendix concerns a misuse of
the understanding and is similar to the misuse of reason in the
Dialectic. He claims that the misuse of the understanding
discussed in the appendix amounts to using formal logic to

enerate c lusions about things that are beyond the scope of

O
0

|83
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wn
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the proper application of the understanding.” Kant calls the
misapplication of general logic dialectic (A 61, B 87). Since
this s a misuse of logic that Kant claims to reveal in the
Transcendental Dialesctic, Graubner argues that the method of the
arpendix, according to Kant’s own criteria, belongs there.

A potential problem for Graubner’s interpretation concerns
whether Xant really intended to refer to this misuse of formal

transcendent’ rather than a ‘transcendental’ use of
the understanding. The misuse of the understanding discussed by
Graubner i1s more properly called transcendent and this is among
the reasons why both Adickes and Graubner argue the appendix is
misplaced. However, Kant is clear that ‘transcendental’ and
‘transcendent’ are not interchangeable terms (A 296, B 352). It
is the transcendent and not the transcendental use that goes
beyond the limits of empirical conditions. All conclusions

regarding objects which are beyond the scope of possible

Ibid.
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experience are indefensible in Kant’s critical philosophy,
pbecause according to him the real application of the
understanding {and, therefore, the valid application of formal
locgic) is limited to only those concepts whose referent can be

ly given.

o]
'—J

empiric

[

Graubner responds to this problem by claiming that Kant’s
1se of the term transcendental is complex. He mentions certain
subtlecties of Kant’s usage,”™ arguing that there are three uses
Of the term. First, 1t 1s used to designate the non-sensible or
hyper-physical use of the understanding. This is the sense
e¢ferred to in the title of the appendix where Graubner claims it
refers o the sense in which it would be used to refer to
tradicional cntology, 2.g. “the transcendental philosophy of the
ancients” B 113). In a passage from the fourth secticon of the
apependix, which Graubner also cites as an example of how others
use the term, Kant states that, “the supreme concept with which
it is customary to begin a transcendental philosophy is the
division into the possible and the impossible...” (A 290, B 346).
This i1s how Baumgarten begins his Metaphysics. After introductory
comments concerning metaphysics and ontology, §§ 7, 8 of the
Metaphysics introduce the concept of nothing (nihil negativum),

. [

the impossible and the concept of something (nonnihil), the

e

Cf., ibid pp. 247ff.
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possible.”” Second, there is Kant’s more technical sense, which
contrasts the empirical with the pure an a priori origin of our
knowledge.  “I entitle transcendental all knowledge which is
occuplied not so much with objects as with the mecde of our
cognition Of objects in so far as it is to be possible a priori”

S Sense 1s not the same as the traditional and

(1]
=

{B 23)." Th
hyper-pnysical sense menticned above, since the distinction

belongs to an immanent analysis of the subjective conditions

49}

required ror cbjective knowledge and not to the question of
whether that <nowledge corresponds with reality. The final sense

is an extension of the second. Graubner argues that, despicte

a4}
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Kant’s criticisms of traditional ontology, he offering a
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critical version of ontology which he also ent

‘transcendencai’ . This version is the idea of a science for which

1

s Cricigue of Pure Reason lays down the architectonic design

[}

[

and the attempts To enumerate the essential concepts (A 13ff, B
27ff) . These concepts do not describe a non-relational reality, a
reality existing in itself, nor are they merely concerned with
the modes of our cognition as such; rather Kant is dealing with a

unique class of concepts, which are necessary for any objective

knowledge whatsoever. Kant claims that these concepts can be

Ak. XVII, p. 24.

Ct., A 56, B B80f; A 11f, B 25.
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deduced only by an immanent analysis of the conditions of human

The second school of thought claims that the appendix is a relict

of Kant’s =arlier pre-critical pericd. The members of this school
nhave Cwo concerns. First, they are preoccupied with the

di

in

ference bztween transcendental and logical reflection. In

]
H.
[

o!

(@l

opinion this distinction is a replica of the pre-critical
distincrion between the logical and the real use of reason.

second, they are suspicious of the mention of the transcendental
object, noumena and things themselves. They argue that reference

to thesa things 1s incompatible with Kant’s mature critical

There s also a general consensus amongst commentatcrs of
thls schocl concerning the composition dates of the different
sactions of the appendix. Gideon claims that the first section of

he appendix was written in the early 1770’s.- As support Gideon

ot

refers both to the strong emphasis on the difference between
sensibility and understanding and to the previously mentioned

conflicting uses of ‘noumena’ throughout the appendix. He is

Gideon 1977, p. 26: “Very probably the chapter belongs to
the preparatory work to the Critique, with which he was occupied
in the 70's.”
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disturbed by the looseness with which Kant wields phrases like

“ckjects themselves” (A 260, B 316), “things themselves which

appear” (A 268, B 324) and “objects of pure understanding” (A
265, B 321). It is in light of Kant’s use of such terms and the
apparent pre—-critical tenor of his thought in the appendix that

1]

mrdmann accounted for its inclusion in the Critique by saying

L

that it was included simply as a lapsus memoriae.”

v

Those who make the relict charge support their position with
a diachronic method of interpretation, which typically only
surveys tne historically relevant Reflexionen or Lose Bldtter.

They employ a variant ¢f a diachronic method called a redactive

method, which focuses ¢

o

1\ the general editorial history of the

(1) Norman Xemp Smith

Xemp Smith 1s the most celebrated proponent of the relict charge.

ike proponents of the misplacement charge, he thinks that the

-

47}

ppendix discusses problems more properly raised in the
Transcendental Dialectic. The driving force behind the appendix,
according to Kemp Smith, 1s not so much an interest in presenting

his position on ontclogy as Kant’'s inclination towards systems:

Erdmann 1878, p. 37, fn. 1.
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“Architectonic, that ever present source of so many of Kant’s
idicsyncrasies, has again interposed its despotic mandate.”™

Kemp Smith also sees some significance in the fact that Kant
did not remove certain passages within the appendix in the B-
gdition of the Cricigue, as he did with the Transcendental
Deducrtcion, the phenomena-noumena chapter and the Paralogisms. ™
He claims that the positive sense of noumena is not unequivocally
rejected in the appendix. For example, Kant still occasionally

r2rers t2 Them in the appendix: “If we are pleased to name this

3

object noumenon for the reason that its representation is not

sensible, we are free to do so” (A 288, B 345). According to Kemp
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erring to concepts which are censured in the B-
ion of -he Critique, =2.g. ‘things in general’ and
‘transcendenzal object’. Kant writes: “Consequently what we do 1is
o think something in general ... a merely logical form without
content, but which yet seems to us to be a mode in which the
object exists in itself (noumenon) without regard to
intultion...” (A 289, B 345f); and “Understanding ... does indeed
think for itself an object in itself, but only as transcendental
object, which is the cause of appearance....”

Kemp Smith summarizes his position in the following way:

“"Kant would seem, indeed, to have lapsed into the dogmatic

. Kemp Smith 1962, p. 419.
. Ibid, p. 407, fn. 2.
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standpoint of the Dissertation, distinguishing between a sensible
and an intelligible world and maintaining that pure thought is
capable of determining the matter of the latter.”* From this he
summarizes the Leibniz-critique as the charge that Leibniz did
not recognize that understanding and sensibility are two distinct
sources of representations. The reason why this error was
committed 1s that sensibilifty is regarded as confused thought.
“Leibniz, chrough failure to realise the dual character of
thought and sense, overlooked this all-important fact; and, in

isserzing that what is true for pure thought is valid of the
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ell victim to the fallacy which Kant entitles

Jespite the fact cthat this criticism appears tc arise from a

critical’ position, Xemp Smith claims that Kant did not have nis

crit.cal systam clearly in mind. He claims that the appendix’s
first three sections were, “successive expositions of one and the

same argument” and they, “were doubtless independently written,
and then later pieced together in this external fashion.”” This
external nature of their composition is the heart of the
patchwork thesis, for which Kemp Smith is well known. The core of

this thesis 1Is not merely that the different sections of the
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appendix were written at different times and then pieced
together, but that in the final analysis these section have no

internal unity and, most importantly, they are incompatible with

Kant’s cricical philesophy.
(ii) zZdgar Zilsel
Zilsel offers a3 unique interpretation of the appendix. His
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rily on the unique nature of the concepts of

reZlection. For example, at no place within the Critique is there
an account Of where these concepts come from. The concepts of

rafliection are strangely absent from the serial list of
representacions given on page A 320, B 377. There is also no

b
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discussion of how they can be arranged according to the t

oY)

Zategeories, as Kant

t
n
-

uggests in § 39 of the Prolegomena. Zilse
cfZers the unique thesis that not only was the appendix proper
Wwritten pefore 1772, but that the concepts of reflection were
developed primarily in order to advance his Leibniz-critique and
this use precipitated tc the development of the table of
categories. I shall confine myself here to two stylistic and
three philosophical reasons for his dating and interpretation of
the appendix.

First, Zilsel interprets Kant’s use of the term “things
themselves” [die Dinge selbst] as referring to noumena. Since

Kant’s mature pcocsition does not sanction such objects, Zilsel
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argues that this must mean the appendix proper was written in a
pre-critical period, when they were still accepted. Second, in
The introduction to the appendix Kant mentions custom and
inclination as possible reasons for accepting a judgment. Yet, in
the introduction to the idea of transcendental logic in general,

Kant claims that transcendental logic, as a branch of general

logic, is not concerned with the influence of the senses. It is
apstracted Zrom the force of habit and from all sources of
crejudice (A 33, B 77). Zilsel claims that the very mention of

custom and inclination at the beginning of the appendix proper”

tn

ndicates that it was written befcore the composition of the
Third, Zilsel mentions that Kant refers to sensibility and
understanding as two types of knowledge {die Erkenntnisarten].
s critical opinion concerning the functions of the
understanding and of sensibility, however, is that they can never
do each other’s work, nor can they achieve anything alcne.
Knowledge arises through the combination of sensibility and
understanding. In Kant’s critical philosophy these faculties do
not yield two different types of knowledge, differing in how
things appear and how they actually are. Fourth, since Kant
contrasts logical reflection and transcendental reflection in

terms of whether the content of knowledge is considered, Zilsel

Ccf., A 260, B 3le.
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argues that this distinction is identical to the difference
between the logical use of reason and the real use of reason
found in the Dissertation. Finally, Kant claims that the concepts
of reflection facilitate the construction of universal,
particular, affirmative and negative judgments. Zilsel interprets
the lack of zny mention of the categories in the appendix proper
as showing that the concepts of reflection were in fact
chilosophical precursors to the categories in Kant’s intellectual

development. After working on his Leibniz-critique with the

zzncepts of reflection, Zilsel claims that Kant then had a sudden
inspiration which led to the development categories. He writes:

A system of ‘concepts of comparison’ are in the most

intimate relationship to rudiments of the table of

judaments. A sudden inspiration and these elements could
1

nave linked themselves together. The concepts of reflection
would then be uncritical precursors to the categories.

i11) Max Wundt
Aundt also claims that the appendix is a relict of Kant’s pre-

critical period.- - He claims that the appendix stems from a

Zilsel 1813, p. 436.

It is interesting to note, however, that Wundt only refers
to the second secticon of the appendix or note when he cites the
textual source of his discussion of the appendix (Wundt 1924, p.
228) .
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period when Kant was working solely from the position of the
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ugural Dissertaticn. - Wundt’s interest is in the development
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xant’s thought in the ‘silent decade’, particularly in so far
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S it represents an incomplete attempt at providing a new

foundation for metaphysics. In pursuing this thesis Wundt claims
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chysics of metaphysics’, which is found in a 1781 letter to

Marcus Herz:-
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ous arguments in order to patch up my system; I

s ars pass by, in order that I might get to
that would satisfy me completely and at
arrived; so that I now find nothing I
main theory (something I could never
ous writings), though here and there
larifications would be desiraple. This
investigation will! always remain difficult, for it
les the metaphysics of metaphysics. "
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Wundt does not look to any other historical sources other
than Kant’s letters in his attempt to decipher Kant’s
intellectual development in this decade. He contends that the use

cf Kant’s Lose Bldtter to help fill in holes of our knowledge is

Ibid, p. 228.
Wundt 1924, p. 189, cf., Ak. X, letter 166, p. 269.
Kant 1967, p. 95.
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fanciful and pcintless, because of their uncertain dating. " What
is instructive about Wundt’s conclusion concerns the central
development Kant made in the silent decade. This development was
the separation of understanding and reason, specifying their
roles and ctheir native types of representations.- "
Wundt summarizes two significant stages in Kant’s

intellectual development in the silent decade. In the first stage

he contends that Kant’s critical position is represented by the

shift from the real use of reason in the Dissertation to a more
restricted ampirical use of the categories or real use of the
understanding. Wundt writes:

In any case there are two steps above all, above which the
progress of Kantian thought during this decade carried
itself out; the deduction of the categories and the
separation of the categories from the ideas. Perhaps we may
assume from the suggestions in the letters, that he climbed
the first step in 1772, the second in 1776.

Cf., H-J de Vleeschauwer, who says that appeals to the

eflexionen for dating Kant’s intellectual development are a

LU

‘makeshift sclution’ (Vlieeschauwer 1962, p. 44).
o Wundt 1924, p. 181.

Wundt 1924, p. 183. Erdmann also emphasizes the period
between 1771/2 - 1776 (Erdmann 1911, pp. 579 - 583). H.-J. de
Vleeschauwer stresses the influence on Kant’s thoughts by N.
Tetens’s Philosophische Versuche iliber die Menschliche Natur und
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In the Dissertation Kant stresses the importance of not
confusing the sensible with the intelligible. “[Ilt is of the
greatest ilmportance here to have noticed that cegnitions must
always be treated as sensitive cognitions, no matter how

sive
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he logical use of the understanding may have been in
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No matter how abstract an empirical concept
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comas in the process of the logical use of reason, it does not
thereby become an intellectual concept. Intellectual concepts and

relacions

1

r= Jiven by the inner activity of the intellect itself
and they are not abstracted from the empirical. No amount of
logical comparison removes the sensible origin of general
ampirizal concepts. ' The real use of reason in experience 1is
abstract, otut this is not to be understood as abstracted from
gxperience. What 1s abstract about the real use of reason is that
the concepts are given by the very nature of the intellect.-" We

come tO know these cconcepts, not through any particular sensible
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ep
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taticon, but rather through attending to how these

on

)
Ci

epts function in concrete experience.--"

ihre Entwicklung (1776-7) (Vleeschauwer 1962, pp. 68f, 82 - 88)
Kant 1992, p. 385 (§ 5).

s Ibid, p. 386 (§ 6).
Ibid.
Ibid, p. 387f (§ 8).
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n the Critigue Kant distinguishes between reason and the
understanding, restricting the real or concrete fcrmative action
of the mind to the understanding. “Sensibility, when subordinated
to understanding, as the object which the latter exercises its

function, 1is the scource of real modes of knowledge” (A 295, B

321, In. a). This move away from the real use of reason is also
reflected in the well-known critical thesis that all knowledge
presupposes a combination of sensibility and understanding. Pure

concepts of the understanding are the unity of the act or the
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Oor bringing various representations under one common

™

epresentation (A 68, B 93). Differentiating these concepts from
“hose empirically derived is the job of the Transcendental

Deduction (A 85, B 118).

(2]

as Kant nimself claims that this Deduction cost
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r st lapour (A xvi), Wundt finds support for his
account of the central questicon ¢f the silent decade. What is not
articulated clearly at the early stages of the silent decade,

according to Wundt, is the exact separaticn of the roles of both

understanding and reason. - He also claims that this leaves open

- Wundt does not mention it but the famous passage from the
introduction where Kant states the there are two stems of human
knowledge, namely sensibility and understanding {[der Verstand] (A
15, B 29), is not the only time Kant talks about the ‘stems of

knowledge’ in the Critique. In the Architectonic Kant states that
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the question of the precise restriction of the limits of the
understanding. The second phase is represented by the
introducticon of a clear separation of the categories of the
understanding from the ideas of reason. Wundt claims that the
second stage was not completed until around the summer of 1776 or

even 1777. Only then did Kant find his final formulation.'** This

f—

n
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rmula

(T

ion included the thorough-going restriction both of

~

on’s sole role in ordering the understanding (A 443f / B

~
12

a

wn

3oth the relict and the misplacement schools of thought are
challenged by another novel school, which claims that the

appendix is not only properly placed, but that it also has an

the unknown root of our faculty o knowledge, “throws out two

rt

stams, one of which is reason [die Vernunft]” (A 835 / B 863). It

seems clear that either Kant did not fully resolve the

(=]}

differences between reason and understanding, or at least the
passage from the Architectonic was written at such a time.
Wundt 1224, p. 182.
Wundt suggests that Tetens’s sensationalism may have been
helpful in completing this stage, because of Tetens’s distinct
separation of understanding and reason {(Wundt 1924, p. 181, fn.

1, p. 185, cf., also Vleeschauwer 1962, pp. 85 - 88).
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integral role in the structure and content of the whole Critique.

It supports its claims by using a synchronic method.

Methods
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(z2) The Proper Placement Defense

The third school of thought regarding the placement of the

appendix maintains that it 1s properly placed. In support of this

claim, this last school offers interpretations of Kant’s theory
of reflection. After developing this line of questioning, these

commenctators SJlaim that this theory also turns out to be a

cf the Critique. The main representatives

[RY
[
3
0.
fu
3
D
3
1
oY)
-
(o]
ry
O
@]
)}
Q.
ot
"~
1]

2f this schcol agrees on this point. Though the procedures of
s theory 2f reflection are considered central to these

e 1s some difference of opinion on how

1
o
M
[

interpretacions,

transcendental reflection is to be interpreted.

-]

ypically, the redactive considerations mentioned by the
other interpretations are dismissed. In Rudolf Malter’s
estimation, for example, they are simply irrelevant. He dismisses
the considerations of editorial history of the appendix and
argues that the appendix as it stands is a seamless part of

Kant’s critical position. " Peter Reuter also rejects that

historical considerations help to determine the status of the

Malter 1982, p. 125f.
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concepts of reflection. " Despite the boldness with which they
discard the help such considerations may possibly provide, both
authors conclude that the appendix is insufficient to resolve all
the guestions that arise.

As opposed to the other two schools, many commentators do
not find & oroblem with the placement of the appendix, nor are
they troubled by the likelihood of different composition dates of
its secrions. Among those 1s Hans Vaihinger, who has commented on

the composition date of the appendix claiming that it is an early

1

clece. In ract he estimates that, “the section ‘The Amphiboly of
the Concepts of Reflection’ ... turns out to be one of the
sarliest of the whole Cricique.”" Malter, a stalwart supporter

2f zhe aprendix’s existing cvlacement, agrees that the different
sections may nave oveen composed at independent times. He claims
that this dJdoes nct, however, entail that the appendix is a

relict. It conl

o
[

erlects how serious and difficult the subject

matter cf th end

1]
oY)

Ko)

ol % is. The repetition also reflects Kant’'s
2arnestness in attempting to think the matter through more

precisely.

e Reuter 1989, pp. 222, 229.

Vaihinger 1892, II, p. 529, cited by Zilsel (Zilsel 1913, p.

o
(9]
[
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the views of Wundt, Gideon, and Kemp
that there is any obscurity in the

(1) Rudolf Malrer
He rejects the need to

comments on

lacly denies

When Malter

the appendix.

conflicting developmental periods in
confident

% Malter 1is

Smith, he

arguments Kant makes in

different and
explain the appendix.-

appeal to
Xant’s thought to ex
the appendix can be easily integrated into the critical
In fact, he asserts
that Kant’s theory in the
whilst

that

programme of the Critigque of Pure Reason.
‘effortlessly proven’

a piece with his mature critical position,

an be

it can
were written at different

that

n

[N

poendix of
that the three section

o8

maintaining
ording to Malter the appendix 1s a very important section
‘mere appendix’

are a

times.
Acc
of the Crircigue and snhould not be iooked at as a
He focuses on tnhe appendix proper and rejects that the appendix
belongs to the Dialectic or involves fallacious syllogistic
According to Malter, the appendix deals with limits
the understanding established in the Transcendental
- The concepts of

and use of
Aesthetic and the deduction of the categories.':
in combination with transcendental reflection,

reflection,
preconditicn for establishing the objective comparison of given

Malter 1982, p. 125f.
Ibid, p. 126.
131f.
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representations and concepts. Transcendental reflection,
“...concerns the subjective side of the formation of judgment and
constitutes a self-relation of the knowing subjectivity.”'*" Given
representations and concepts can only be objectively compared

ter it has been decided ‘to which faculty they belong’. This

[V9)
e 8
ct

decision is made through transcendental reflection.

The objective comparison, the comparison of given
representcations in cognition according to the measure of the
cocncepts of reflection, presumes an act of determination,
wnich locates in which cognitive faculty the representations
belong and thereby also guarantees the proper formation of
synthetic a priori judgments. This act of determination [der

-

Entschelidungsakt] is transcendental reflection.™-

Malter makes three points about the transcendental

Y
]
t
—
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3

first, transcendental reflection is a subjective
creration; second, the concepts of reflection concern the form
and not the centent oI representations; and finally,
transcendental reflection is the main operation behind the whole
Critique. In presenting these three points belcw I shall also
introduce nis position on other relevant questions concerning the

appendix.

Ibid, o. 134.

= Ibid,

o]

141.
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Transcendental reflection is a subjective operation of the
understanding.-* Although a subjective operation, in making this
Zirst point Malter 1s loath to admit that Kant’s talk about
transcendental reflection determining to which ‘faculty
rapresentations and concepts belong’ should be interpreted at
face value. He rejects the implication that Kant is concerned
with the psvchology (the study of mental processes) or the

chencmenology (the discipline endeavoring to lay foundations for

]

atural sciences by describing the formal structures of sensual
axperience). “The talk about a given concept’s possible belonging
T2 pure understanding in fact only has a critical expository
Teaning.”- ' _Like Graubner, Malter argues that Kant is only
indulging zhe idiom of his opponent. Malter claims that the talk

of ‘belonging to a faculty’ can be misleading and we should

3

icerpraet Kant as simply embracing his opponent’s terms of

()
w
47}
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discussion Zor th argument.

Malter argues for the proper placement of the appendix on
the basls of the consistency between the appendix proper and the
note. He emphasizes the overlap between the procedure of
transcendental reflection and the transcendental topic and says,

that, “what Kant has to say about this discipline [viz., the

transcendental topic] merely repeats in other words what he had

Ibid, p. 132.

Malter 1981, p. 293.
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already stated in another place regarding transcendental
reflection.” - Malter claims that the rules for the correct
application cf the concepts of reflection are assumed to have

already been established by the general discussions presented in

(m]

he Transcendental Aesthetic and Analytic.*-* In fact, Malter’s

ncipal opjecticn to the relict charge is that the placement of

[N

'O

r
the appendix indicates rhat the procedure of transcendental

ction zacitly uses the conclusions developed in those

Y

2

o
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t,

Jhapters:
Transcendental reflection should do nothing other than make
the results of the Aesthetic and the Analytic — the
restriction of our knowledge o sensuously conditioned
knowledge — fruitful for the concrete formation of synthetic
2 priori judgments. In every individual case, transcendental
reflection advises whether a given representation in fact
stands under the conditions of sensibility and is thus

qualified for the formation of a synthetic a priori
judgmenc. -

Though Malter claims that the transcendental topic merely
repeats what Kant said about transcendental reflection, he
acknowledges that it remains open how Kant enumerated and derived
exactly four pairs of concepts of reflection. He emphasizes that

in the appendix transcendental reflection is used externally,

s Malter 1982, p. 147
2o Ibid, p. 132f, Malter 1981, p. 293.
T Malter 1981, p. 291.

125



that is to say it is used to confront other philosophical
positions. This application of transcendental reflection makes
its foregoing internal use fruitful. We shall discuss Malter’s
internal use under the third point below.

Malter’s second point addresses the fact that the concepts

lection are not mentioned in the list (see A 320, B 377) of

[a}}

h

2 re

1

the types 0of representations. The table, he claims, refers to the
content of the representations. Malter suggests that the concepts
Oof rerflection were not added to the list of representations since
they alter the actual content of the representations compared. "
The concepts of reflection function in the formal use of the
understanding itself.

As for the charge that Kant makes some questionable
references o noumena in the appendix, Malter rejects the view

that these references represent Kant’s own ideas and that the

pre-critical redolence. " If there are such
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refe2rences then, according to Malter, they arise because they
nelp Kant describe the position against which he is arguing.
Malter confidently appeals to the placement of the appendix for

confirmaticn that Kant not longer holds this pre-critical

- Ibid, o. 140.
2 Malter 1982, p. 130f.
Ibid, p. 126.
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attitude towards noumena, °- only mentioning them in connection

t

with Leibnizianism. “That Kant no longer holds this position in

[

the amphibely chapter, shows itself purely externally in that the
‘appendix’ comes afrer the Aesthetic and Analytic and thus
presumes their work and their results (presented In the
phencmena-ncumena chapter) .” -

Malter’s third point expands on the internal applications of
transcendental reflection. The internal is the application of
transcendental reflecrion to and by the knowing subject. The
Transcendental Aesthetic and Analytic delimit the scope of human
<nowledge and specifically the concrete use of the understanding.
Transcendental reflection is used internally to describe and

legitimate Kant’s rosition that the use of the understanding is
C g

restricted to empirical experience. It is thus an important
dperation for the Cricigue. Malter cites H.J. Paton approvingly,

who claims that, "“the whole Critique of Pure Reason may be

regarded as a work of transcendental reflection.”

Malter does not mention the fact that in the B-edition Kant
saw fit to alter some of the phenomena-noumena chapter, making
clearer the difference between the positive and negative senses
of noumena. This would go to support Kemp Smith’s query as to why
the appendix was not also modified in the 1787 edition.

- Malter 1981, p. 291.

Paton 1969, p. 74, cited by Malter (Malter 1981, p. 292, fn.

127



Although Malter does not mention him in his comprehensive
discussion of the concepts of reflection, one of the key
difficulties for Malter’s interpretation of the appendix concerns
a topic discussed in Zilsel’s interpretation of the appendix. “To
pe sure, the main difficulty set against the amphiboly chapter
wnich the interpreters should pursue is the fact that Kant
Jperates with a type of concept that is not sufficiently

sxplained eicher in the appendix itself, or in any other context

(@

ricigue.” " The origin of the concepts of reflection
remains a proglem, kecause if they are required (in combination
with transcendental reflection) in order to provide a critique of

oura reason, then the whole project rests on the assumption of

h

these “mystericus concepts” of reflection. Despite their
centrality in Malter’s estimaticn, he nevertheless admits that

oblem of the o

c1
3
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igin of the concepts of reflection remains

n

unanswered in his znalysis. " So do the questions to which

rn

y the concepts of reflection belong” and whether they have

ct
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ystematic status in connection with the table of categories.

These questions remain unanswered in Malter’s account precisely

8), cf., also Schnadelbach 1977, p. 93.
Malter 1982, p. 127.

e Cf., Paton 1969, p. 74.
Ibid.
Malter 1982, p. 150.
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because they are omitted in Kant’s, who does not say a word about
them in the Critigue.
Although his interpretation leaves us with an incomplete

ccount of transcendental reflection, Malter concludes that the

[o1]

d
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e

fu
e
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o] % promises to be a fruitful subject matter for further
engulry were its themes to be taken up in a contemporary

reworking of the Crirtigue. He suggests that transcendental

reflection is a promising topic of contemporary relevance since,
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light for the determining of the real business of the
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(A 203, B 319).-"
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ering the most comprehensive discussion of the

"3

ems surrounding the content of the appendix, Reuter’s

[

rob
interpretation is unique in that he does not arque that Kant’s
main geal in the appendix 1s to provide his Leibniz-critique.
Instead, Reuter claims that Kant’s aim in the appendix is to

present a new philosophical method. According to Reuter the,

argumentative goal of the amphiboly chapter would lie then,
not in a repetition of a fundamental insight of the Critique
of Pure Reason over against positions of pre-critical
philosophy — to which this chapter is much too often reduced

Ibid.
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—, but rather in the conception of a philosophical
method.... "

Like Malter’s discussion of the appendix, the new philoscphical
method that Kant introduces centres around the operation of
transcendentzl reflection. While Reuter offers an extensive

rehearsal of the literacture and of the problems with the

appendix, we shall only look at his views on transcendental

=1

a1

lection and the concepts of reflection.
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fu
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ke Malter, Reu

[l
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gr rejects the psychoclogistic or
cnenomenological interpretations of XKant’s talk about
transcendenrtal reflection determining to which faculty a concept
actually belongs. Rigorously adhered to, he says that such an
interpretation would 2ntail that transcendental reflecticon is a
juasi-empirical cr psychological operation, which considered only

oure intuitiocns and pure concepts, as Ddring has suggested. '’ On
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erpretation, transcendental reflection is a method of

Sseparating concepts only according to their use, not their

Jrl.

in. - The questicn at issue for transcendental reflection is

Ul

whether individual concepts have an empirical referent or not.:

This corresponds roughly to what in Malter’s interpretation is

Reuter 1989, p. 108.
Ibid, p. 99, cf., Déring 1904, p. 33.
Cf., Marx 1974,

s Reuter 1989, p. 101.
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called the external use of transcendental reflection. Only on the
basis of such an interpretation of transcendental reflection that
the Leibniz-critique makes any sense at all.'¥

Reuter discusses three questions that he sees facing his
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transcendental reflection: How does
transcendental reflection examine given representations?; What is
the relacionship between transcendental reflection and the

objective comparison of concepts?; and Where does Kant get the

p—

rules according to which the second level application of
transcendental reflection assigns given representations to either
2f the two transcendental locations?

If, with Rsuter and Malter, one rejects the psychological or

phenomenological reading of reflection, then what is rhe medium

Jiven 1in :=h

M
"

appendix ‘examine’ or ‘compare’ representations?

1y
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=2r Jdoes not attempt to solve this problem, because he sees

3
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goal as only to reconstruct Kant’s method of transcendental

"

eflection in greater detail. " He refers to Schnadelbach’s
Rerflexion und Diskurs'® as a model of the type of work that could
e done once his exposition of Kant’s theory of concepts of
reflection is completed. Schnéddelbach is concerned with the

translation of the idiom of conceptualism and reflection in
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Modern Philosophy into the language of contemporary linguistic
methods and discursive levels of lanquage.*® This programme is
again similar to what Malter suggests cculd be pursued in a
contemporary reworking of the Critigue. Schnéddelkbach claims that
Kant’s operation of transcendental reflection is the most
important source of this concept of reflection in the Modern

veriod.-' And like Malter and Reuter, Schnéadelbach also finds

that Kant’s theory of reflection is underdeveloped. "

-3

he second question Reuter asks is this: How do we use the
concepts of reflection to sort out the problem of the existence

Of an objective referent for any given concept? Malter claimed
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sorting representations were assumed and
not explicitly given. We must look to the third question in order

tc discusses Reuter’s response to the second. The third gquestion

L}

is the following: What is the relationship between transcendental
refiection and the objective compariscn of concepts? This is the
Juestion that most occupies Reuter. While it suggests a response
to the second, it also introduces further questions.

The relationship between transcendental reflection and the

objective ccmparison of concepts is explicitly discussed in the

secondary literature. Reuter summarizes what he sees as the two

#-  Schnadelbach 1977, p. 60.

« Ibid, p. 63.
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transcendental reflection is the

On the first,
precondition of any objective comparison of concepts. According
the

views.
(Reuter has Malter and some others in mind-*%),

main
to this view
concepts of reflection do not affect the actual content of the
representaticns and concepts they compare. One of the problems
Reuter has with this view i1s that it is not clear how
nscendental reflection provides an objective comparison of
for example, the concepts of

Tra
siLnce,

S,
To provide an objective comparison of concepts one must
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according to Malter
on only function in the formal use of the understanding
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gilven concept stands with the conditions of
one must have

in order to determine this,

ated and examined sensibility and

yet
Malter deals with this problem by arguing that the

ferentci

T

the conclusions of the Transcendental

understanding
X prasupposed
ic and Analytic. But Reuter guestions whether Malter
cwledges how dissimilar the internal and the external uses of
the internal

As Reuter sees 1it,

esth

i i reflecticn are.
the concepts of reflection presumes the separation of

o RN

sensibility and understanding as distinct faculties. The problem

use of
with Malter’s account is that it presumes a tacit appeal to the
Hess 1981, p. 211,

141, 1981, p. 290, cf.,

Malter 1982, p.

p. 132.
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fourth pair of concepts of reflection to account for the
difference of sensibility and understanding.:*

The second view also runs into a similar problem. The second
view focuses on transcendental and logical reflection as formal
operations cf the understanding. For example, Lange asks: How can
both logicel and transcendental reflection be procedures of the
anderscanding, when Kant states that transcendental reflection
deals with two different types of representations (A 262, B 319)?
Larnge responds py claiming that transcendental reflection must
oparate on two levels. - The first level of transcendental
reflection separates sensipility and understanding. Then, in a

-reflexive operation, transcendental reflection assigns

-

r2presentations to either faculty and provides an objective

comparison. This second level of transcendental reflection is

A1)
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speracion or the understanding which compares the formal aspec:ts
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entations and concepts.

Reuter 1s sympathetic to the second view - as presenting
Wwhat he sees as a more plausible account of the relationship
between logical and transcendental reflection. The main problem
with this two-level interpretation of transcendental reflection,

however, 1s that the text of the appendix is inadequate to

Reuter 1989, p. 103.
Cf£., Lange 1958, p. 45.
g Reuter 1889, p. 233.

s
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support such a complex operation.-*’ Reuter states that on the
assumption of the two-level theory, "...transcendental reflection
becomes a highly complex operation, to which Kant’s arguments in
the amphikboly chapter hardly bear witness.” "' Moreover, with this
two level interpretation of transcendental reflection, the second
problem is ccmpounded. That was the problem of the relationship
between transcendental reflection and the concepts of reflection.

With the two-level model this problem multiplies into the

ng two guestions: How do the concepts of reflection
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ilicacre the separation of the faculties of cognition? And: How
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with the two-level procedure: (1) How can only
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four concepts of reflection determine the transcendental
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ocatio or all concepts? - (2) How does the first-level
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caticn of transcendental reflection distinguish between
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sensibiiity and understanding? (3) Where does Kant get the rules

(u
0

ccording to which the second level application of transcendental
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eflection assigns given representations to either of the two

transcendental locations? Reuter’s response to the first problem

s Ibid, p. 105, cf., Schnadelbach 1977, p. 94.
B Reuter 1989, p. 107.
ves Cf., A 269 / B 325.
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is to argue that Kant’s claim that there are only four pairs of
concepts of reflection cannot be seriously maintained. " Since
the principle of the deduction of the concepts of reflection
suggested by Kant in the Prolegomena is missing, > Reuter claims
that the question regarding the completeness 0of the table of

concepts of reflection remains open. ~ He sees this as opening up
the furcher vossibility that a contemporary reconstruction of the

table ©of the concepts of reflection could satisfy the demands of

differ

1]

ntiating the transcendental locations.

Reuter does not think that the second and third problems can
be solved pased on what 1s presented in the text of the Critigue.
Sveaking of cthe second problem he notes that the function of the

concepts of reflection in rthe first level o

(=1}

transcendental
reflection is unclear. With the rejection of anything like a
chenomenclogical reading of reflection, the problem of how the
tirst lavel application of transcendental reflection establishes
the difference bDetween sensibility and understanding remains
unsolved. Reuter concludes that the relationship between the two
levels of transcendental reflection also remains

underdetermined. "' The exact rules for assigning representations

- Reuter 1989, pp. 213, 21le6.

= Ibid, 220.
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o Ibid, p. 232.
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to a transcendental location is simply not given. The third
problem 1s, therefore, also undecidable based on the appendix as
it stands.

Reuter mentions that these problems with Kant’s theory of

tion are compounded by the problem of Kant’s silence on the

reflec
relationship of it to the fundamental cognitive act of
apperception. “...Kant’s definitions in the amphiboly chapter are

decidedly underdetermined exactly in relation to the central
doctrine of the Crictigue of Pure Reason.”” In the end, Reuter

contends that a precise determination of the nature and function

[mi)

Of the concepts of reflection must be sought outside the scope of

tne text 0f the appendix.

This concludes the review of the secondary literature on the
appendix. Three different schools of thought employ different
interpretive methods and arrive at different conclusions
regarding the appendix. The disparity in the conclusions reached
1s most apparent with regard to their views concerning the proper
placement of the appendix. As for their interpretive methods,
poth the misplacement and the relict schools begin with the
difficult passages of the appendix and defend that the theory

operative 1in the appendix is not consonant with Kant’s placement
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cf the appendix. As regards conclusions, the misplacement school
claims that methodologically the appendix more properly belongs
to the Transcendental Dialectic than the Transcendental Analytic,
while the relict school claims that the appendix does not
preperly belong to the Critigue at all. Commentators employing a
synchronic method of interpretation counter these views by
claiming that the appendix 1s properly placed. They expand on how
the thecry benind the appendix justifies its proper placement and

=xplains its importance and argue that the operation of
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ction is central to the Critique. Alcthough I

nave already argued my position on the structure, purpose and
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next chapter.
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Chapter 5

Assessment of Literature

5.1 Introduccion

In this chapter two cthemes in the secondary literature will be
=xamined, since they present something of a challenge to the
interpretation of the amphiboly chapter adopted in the first

three chapters. The first theme arises cut of textual

difficulties facing any interpretation of the appendix. In

T

nagt=r Four we saw how the incongruities of the appendix have
led commentators to significantly different accounts of its
proper placement and content. A number of commentators challenge
the contention that the appendix is systematic, unique or even
important. In this chapter I arque that the passages that make
the appendix appear pre-critical or misplaced can be accounted
for by its mosaic composition.

The second theme on which I compare the preceding
interpretation with those in the literature is Kant’s theory of

reflection. In Chapter Two I claimed that most commentators do

not recognize the importance of Kant’s description of the



operation of reflecticn or its relevance to the Leibniz-critique.
In the preceding chapter we saw that those who recognize its
importance, namely Malter and Reuter, reject that transcendental

lecticn is involved in a transcendental analysis of the
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supjective crigins of knowledge. Though their claim that Kant is

not giving itical evaluation of the subjective origins cof
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knowledge will be rejecred, many of the questions they raise

garding this theory remain unanswered by Kant’s presentation of
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Though the text of the ampniboly chapter is not a polished work,
I nave argued that it is not a patchwork. The first three

chaprers discussed the discontinuities of the appendix. Chapter
Four examin=d the dififerent schools of thought regarding it. In
the first three chapters I attempted to present Kant’s position

1

more clearly by means of a synchronic interpretation of the

1]

i

cpendix. Before considering the first theme and some of the
specific problematic passages, which have led commentators to
call for revisions of the appendix, it may be useful to compare
tne different interpretive methods used in the different

interpretations of the appendix with my own.

140



(a) Interpretive Methods
The dominant methods of interpreting the appendix are three:
diachronic; synchronic; and retrogressive. The diachronic method
approaches the appendix in light of some particular historical
considerations surrounding it, typically either the appendix’s
editorial history or Kant’s intellectual development. The
synchronic method analyzes the appendix as it stands and
interprets the appendix in light of the evidence internal to the
Critique itself. The retrogressive method appraises a text in
light of the later works and thoughts of an author. I have not
tnciluded an in-depth discussion of the interpretations that
employ a rectrogressive method, because, in my opinion, they
disregard the main problems specific to the appendix. As a
17, their interpretations often do not examine the text
adequately. These interpretations discuss the appendix primarily
in terms of three later works: On a Discovery According to which
Any New Cricique of Pure Reason Has Been Made Superfluous by an
Earlier One (1790, nhereafter: On a Discovery); The Critique of
Judgment (1790); and What Real Progress Has Metaphysics Made in
Germany since the Time of Leibniz and Wolff? (1804, hereafter:
Frogress) .

Martin refers to a remark at the end of On a Discovery,

where Kant claims that, “The Critique of Pure Reason can ... be
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seen as the genuine apology for Leibniz....”*- He claims that
Kant’s philoscphy should be seen in intention and in achievement
as a real discussion of Leibniz’s philosophy, meaning that Martin
not only thinks Kant intended to discuss Leibniz’s philosophy,
cut that he believes Kant has genuinely understood it. However,
when Martin mentions the appendix in his own analysis, he only
focusses on the third pair of concepts of reflection (inner and
outer). He claims that Kant’s overall purpose in the appendix is
0 argue for the relational character of the Newtonian nature.
Although not wholly incorrect, his interpretation does not
address the rfact that the concepts inner and outer are only one
of four pairs of concepts of reflection. And, by Kant’s own
account, they are not even the mecst important pair.

T> take another example, Longuenesse argues for a greater
continuity petween the Critique of Judgment and the Critique of
Pure Reason than 1s generally recognized.-*” She argues that the
Transcendental Deduction and System of Principles of Pure
Understanding must be understood by the guiding thread of the
logical forms of judgments. When she discusses the appendix, her

aim is to show that the concepts of comparison illuminate and

o= Allison 1973, p. 160, cf., Martin 1961, p. 8, Hess 1981, p.
200.

= Longuenesse 1998, pp. 12, 163ff, cf., Liedtke 1964, p. 1ff,
Makkreel 1990, pp. 166 - 171.
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formalize the tacit mental functions performed by the mind in

[N

generating

1%}

mpirical concepts. She argues that the formalized
operations of comparison, reflection and abstraction help us
understand the a priori combinations of sensible representations
suggested by Kant. For the most part, Longuenesse’s interest in
the appendix is directed to the role of the concepts of
comparison in the reflective genesis of all concepts.™”' She only
has a tertiary interest in transcendental reflection or the
Leibniz-critique. Much of what she does say about the appendix is
2xplicitly intended to expand and complete Kant’s very cursory

gr2sentation of the role of the concepts of comparison in the

[N

Tormation of judgments (A 262, B 317f£).'"" She maintains that this
role of the concepts of reflection is not emphasized anough 1in

the secondary literature. "

Longuenesse 1998, pp. 131 - 1é66.

Ibid, p. 129f.

Although she mentions Graubner 1972, Miles 1978, and
Parkinson 1981 (Longuenesse 1998, p. 130, fn. 66), Longuenesse
appears to be unaware that there are a number of other attempts
at developing this relationship between judgments and the
concepts of reflection (cf., Knauer 1881, Déring 1904, Behn 1908,
Lange 1958, Liedtke 1964, Broecken 1970, Reuter 1989).
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To take yet another example, Andrews combines Kant’s
comments in the appendix with what he states in Progress.-® She
considers the four false tenets of Leibnizianism to be similar
enough in toth cases to combine them into a single Leibniz-
critigque. The variations in Kant’s summary of these tenets in the
appendix are not discussed and the difference between the
summaries of the four tenets in the two works is not viewed as

significant. " In the appendix proper Kant lists the four false

=nNecs

fu
wn

the orinciple of identity of indiscernibles, the

!

principle of non-contradiction, "' the concept of a monad and the

Andrews 1990, o. 157.
I disagree with Karl Ameriks, who states that “there is just
3 slight change in the tone and focus” between the arguments in

Frogress and the appendix (Ameriks 1992, p. 256).

In discussing Eberhard’s attack on Kant’s philosophical

O
~
b
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ality in the Critique, Andrews distinguishes between those
who interpret the principle of sufficient reason logically,
namely as an analytic principle of non-contradiction “as the
Wolffians do” (Andrews 1990, p. 161f), and those who interpret as
a synthetic principle about truths of fact. Andrews does not
mention that though in On a Discovery, Kant attributes the latter
interpretation to Leibniz (Allison 1973, p. 157f), in the
appendix he attributes the former to Leibniz, emphasizing the

Wolffian interpretation: “Although Herr von Leibniz did not
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principle that matter precedes form. In Progress Kant lists these
tenets as follows: principle of identity of indiscernibles;
principle of sufficient reason; system of pre-established
rarmeny; and monadology. - This is somewhat clcser to, but is
still not identical with, the list Kant gives in the note,
namely: the principle of identity of indiscernibles; the
principle of ncon-contradiction; pre-established harmony; and the
idealicy of space and time.

Althougnh zhis interpretive method and these examples of its

{u

cplication are not without merit, they do not serve my ends of

1t

antct’s
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xplainin eibniz-critique and some of the intricacies of

fe
3

the agppendix. The two dominant interpretive methods employed in

tne secondary literature make a closer inspection of the
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ly, they are more instructive and more
important for gaining a judicious and measured interpretation of

the appendix and Kant’s Leibniz-critique. I shall, therefore,

continue to focus my attention on these interpretations of the

indeed announce the above proposition [namely, that realities
never logically conflict with each other] with all the pomp of a
new principle, he yet made use of it for new assertions, and his
successors expressly incorporated it into their Leibniz-Wolffian
system” (A 273 / B 329).

Kant 1983, pp. 97 - 105.
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In the remainder of this section, I propose to supplement my
synchronic interpretation of the appendix presented in Chapter
Three with two theses, to be called the competence and the mosaic
thesis. They make it possible to find a middle path between the

diverse views offered in the commentaries which use the

U

ynchronic and diachronic methods. These two interpretive methods

+

have complementary strengths and opposing weaknesses. When the
diachronic method i1s used the appendix is analyzed in detail and

difficult passages are found. The strength of the synchronic
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assumes the proper placement and expands on the

'

lection espoused therein. The weakness of the
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v of
diachronic interpretations is that it leads commentators to see
“he appendix as improperly placed or in need of substantial

ravisi

#]

ns. The weakness of the synchronic interpretations is that

[t}
1

ZomMmentator

7]

often ignore the most difficult passages in the
appendix, wnich the other schools use to challenge the natural
assumption that the appendix is properly placed as it stands.

I shall assume a competence thesis, which entails that of
tWwo =2qually complete interpretations the one that demands the
least revisions of the text is the better, because it attributes
more competence to the author. The synchronic interpretations
tend to be incomplete in their analysis of the appendix. My

interpretation of the appendix is not only more complete than the

synchronic interpretations, but it also requires no changes. And
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since the diachronic interpretations tend to require substantial
changes, I claim that my interpretation is superior to both.

A combination of the insights derived from the two main
interpretive methods can fortify my own interpretation. I aim to
utilize the strength of one method to offset the weakness of the
other. Attention to the difficult passages by the misplacement
and the relict schools can be used to offset the truncated
exposition of Kant’s theory of reflection given by Malter and
Reuter. Thcugh this approach is warranted by my assumption of the
competence thesis, I think it is also strengthened when

supplemented by the mosaic thesis.

(b) Mosaic Thesis

The mosaic thesis is the hypothesis about the composition of the

ndix tch

D
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oY)

or t, although there is a single tacit position argued

in the text of

(i

he appendix, at least its first two sections were

(@)

v

written at different times. The hypothesis also contends chat
when the appendix was ccllated it was not edited rigorously.
Though there are minor slips and unrefined passages throughout
the appendix, the mosaic thesis makes it possible to defend the
position that the appendix is properly placed. At least when

learer statements of Kant’s Leibniz-critique and theory of

0

reflection are supplemented by a mosaic thesis are given, the

appendix exhibits a systematic unity that compensates and often
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accounts for its problems. It was because Kant considered these
matters important that he formulated his thoughts on the subject
more than once. - And the issues raised were difficult enough not
To have been resolved perfectly in the process.

I introduce the term ‘mosaic’ to contrast the more popular
‘patchwork’ cthesis and to suggest that a stronger unity is

present in the appendix than suspected by Kemp Smith. Adickes

architectonic system  and even offers some thoughts on some
possible cutlines which Kant used to compile the Critiqgue.- When
.dickes discusses the appendix, he argues that an appeal to
Kant’s Rerlexionen is suificient to show that it has a unified
subject matter. My application of the mosaic thesis has a
significantly more narrow application. I restrict it to the

analysis of the appendix and following competent historians of

Xant’s work, namely Wundt and de Vleeschauwer, ‘' I shall not

[ adopt this suggestion from Malter 1982, p. 125.

Adickes 1887.

Adickes 1889, pp. XVIII - XXVII, cf., Erdmann 1911. There is
also the suggestion from Ameriks that much of the Critique was
“the product of a series of hasty rearrangements” (Ameriks 1992,
p. 253).

e Wundt 1924, p. 181, Vleeschauwer 1962, pp. 44, 63, 77, cf.,
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appeal to Kant’'s Reflexionen or Lose Bldtter for the purpose of
interpreting or precviding hypotheses on the different composition
dates of the first two sections.

Compared to the cther diachreonic evidence, Kant’s letters
are still the best indicators cf his intellectual development,

despite the fact that they still leave profound gaps in our

knowledge of his intellectual development during the silent
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is very likely that the appendix was composed within
tne silent Jecade, but without better philological evidence on
the appendix, we are left with only less than adequate hypotheses

about how =2arly its sections were composed. This position on the

(3
0
3
'O

osition dates agrees with the bulk of the secondary
literature. Apart from cursory remarks by Heidegger,'® Erdmann-™

and Laywine,  which suggest that the appendix was composed guite

Seiser 1992, o. 52.

“Vermutlich ist dieser ‘Anhang’ sehr spdt, erst nach

2
CJ

11 der 'Kritik der reinen Vernunft’ eingeschoben”

{Heidegger 19706, p. 472).

“...Kant habe den Abschnitt iber die Amphibolie der
Reflexionsbegriffe erst spdter eingeschoben” (Erdmann 1878, p.
37, fn. 1).

Introducing the appendix she states: “After-thoughts added
to after-thoughts are not the most promising way to present or to
clarify ideas — especially complicated ones” (Laywine 1995, p.
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late in the silent decade, those commentators who analyze the

1}
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'O

ppendix closely accept that it is the one of the earliest
composed sections of the Critique. And except for the relict
school, actual composition dates are not usually proposed.
Support fcr a mosaic thesis can be found, not only in the
Kant introduces the fourth section, but also by some of
Kant’s own descriptions of the composition of the Critigque. In a
June 8, 1781 letter Kant writes to Biester (the secretary to von
Zedlicz, to whom the Critigque is dedicated) stating that the

ritigue respresents reflections made over many years, which were

It is fcr this reason that Kant
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suggests there are a few irregularities and some errata yet to ke
found in the text. -~ Kant writes something similar to Mendelssohn

n August lo, 1783. He writes that, “...the book is the product
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arly twelve years of reflection ... completed hastily, in

rn

four or five months....”" ' Kant goes on to say that he is
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20 oid to give the uninterrupted effort required te rounding,
smoothing and lubricating each of the work’s parts. It was his
hope that Mendelssohn would take up this task.

It is uncertain if Kant had his operation of transcendental

reflection in mind, but as early as 1772 Kant blamed his

329) .
o Ak. X, p. 272.
Kant 1968, p. 105.
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‘changing constitution for reflection’ for his failure to respond

£ lerz’s letters.”” And in a 1783 letter to Christian Garve,

N

C
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Kant responded to his altered and anonvmously published, review

N
t

o he Cricique, naming him, along with Mendelssohn and Tetens as
the only men he knows through whose co-operation the problems

raised by the guestion of how synthetic knowledge is possible
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ved. ™ Kant again states that the expression of his
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he Critigue — “ildeas that I had been working out
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xingly for twelve years in succession — was not worked out

1
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ficiently to be generally understandable.”'"- Kant clearly
acknowladges the unpolished nature of the Critique and contrary
o Cassirer, " he claims that it is the test of a theory’s

stabilizy zhat in the course of time its obscurities and

inequalities can be smoothed away (B xliv).

—

=

-

Ibid, o.

Kant 19¢7, pp. 103, 107, cf., p. %6.

-

Ibid, p. 100.

Cassirer writes that, “The Critique of Pure Reason is a
classic book, for the works of the great thinkers, unlike great
works of literary art, appear in their truest form when the seal
of perfection is not set on them, but when they still reflect the
incessant movement and the inner restlessness of thought itself”
(Cassirer 1981, p. 136).
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I now turn t£o a different set of problems and the ‘rough
edges’ of the appendix. In examining whether they support the
claim that it is a pre-critical work, I shall have occasion to

contrast my interpretation with the misplacement and relict

schools of thought.

5.3 The Misplacement and Relict Schools
The relict school delivers what appears tc be a candid summary of

“he weaknesses and pre-critical nature of the appendix. Though I

83}

agree that the appendix is at many points unfocused and
fragmentary, the conclusion that the appendix is a pre-critical
worx and does not belong in the Critigque is unwarranted. It is
worth whils, therefore, to examine the premises on which they

tase thelr ccnclusion. Challenging their interpretations of these

n

assages 1s not easy, kecause the passages are problematic.

'O

Nevertheless, I shall arque that an interpretation that presumes
2 competency and mesaic theses can account for virtually all the
questionable and problematic passages, mentionea by the
misplacement and relict schools and even those that they do not
mention. I shall begin with those questionable passages often
overlooked in the literature.

A guestionable passage can be found when Kant turns to the
fourth pair of concepts of reflection in the note. He begins by

summarizing the fallacy in Leibniz’s philosophy as the ‘fallacy
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of transcendental reflection’.-* Kant appears to have changed the
emphasis on the fallacy he is exposing. Initially it was said
that 1t was caused by the complete exception of transcendental
reflection, but this passage suggests that the fallacy originated
in either the use or misuse of transcendental reflection.
Although ®ant does noct appear to allow for the possibility of the
misuse of this operation, Kant might have been thinking of a
misuse of transcendental reflection at the time of composing this
passage. Still, this need not entail that the appendix is a pre-
critical weork, only an incomplete and an unpolished one. It seems

2van more likely, however, that Kant simply intended tc write

—

‘the rfallacy of logical reflection’, but in haste mistakenly

wrote ‘transcendental reflection’.

In another questicnable passage in the note Kant appears to
Zorget the .Limits he places on the transcendental topic. Having
aiready saild that the transcendental topic contains no more than

the above mentioned four pairs of concepts of reflection (A 269 /
B 322), after the fourth pair Kant goes on to claim that, “the
remaining concepts of reflection have to be dealt with in the

same manner” (A 277 / B 333). This passage implies that there are

o “Leibniz’s famous doctrine of time and space, in which he
intellectualised these forms of sensibility, owed its origin
entirely to this same fallacy of transcendental reflection” (A
275 / B 331).
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more concepts of reflection than the four discussed. Again, it is

that Kant simply composed the note hastily and in

’_a
=

not unlike

editi overlocked the passage.-**

3
2

Arguing that the appendix proper was written before Kant
thought up the table of categories, Zilsel appeals to (among

'

ther passages) the

O
(w1}

irst paragraph of division I, where Kant
states thet many Jjudgments are accepted owing to custom or
grcunded in inclination. This, Zilsel suggests, shows that Kant

wrote the appendix before he was clear abcut his critical system.

and inclinatlion on logical judgments (A 52f, B 77). Zilsel argues

that Xant must therefore have written the appendix before he had

developed transcendental logic.

Kemp Smith claims that this passage, which begins division v
and makes the note longer than the appendix proper, might be of
an earlier composition date than division IV (Kemp Smith 1962, p.
., also Adickes 1889, p. 272, fn. 1, cited by Kemp Smith).
This seems unlikely, because in the latter part of division V,
Kant appears to have a better grasp of the problem he finds with
logical reflection, than in any of the preceding divisions (cf.,
§ 2.4 (o) The Concept of a Thing in General, above). Given the
mosaic thesis, however, it is nevertheless feasible that division

V might have been composed separately from division IV.
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This passage need not be interpreted in this way. It is more
likely that Xant is simply stating that many a judgment is passed
on inadequate grounds. He claims that a reflective examination of
tne transcendental grounds of judgments is required to be in a

position to test whether any particular judgment is obiectively

ot

valid. Since reflection is required to provide this examination,
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tO be zxpected that Kant would mention custom and
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inciination te accentuate nhis point. His interest in providing
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for judgments is also shown in numerous
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which deal with the differences between prejudice
and judgment. Kant claims that reflection is the indispensable
step between the two. ™ For example, he writes: “reflection
means: TO compare something to the laws of the understanding and
r2ason. As & general rule, to judge scmething without reflection

If one concedes the importance of

proper could have been composed befere the Transcendental Logic
without being pre-critical.

The misplacement school overemphasizes Kant’s use of terms
like noumena, the transcendental object and things themselves.

Adickes’s appeal to Reflexion 5552 may support a connection

e See Ak. XVI, pp. 399 - 412 (R 2510 - R 2550), cf., Broecken
1970, p. 1l56ff.
R 2519, ak. XVI, p. 403.
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between the fourth section of the appendix and the Paralogisms;
out, on the assumption of the mosaic thesis, that need not imply
anything in regard to the first three sections. On this point I
think Malter is right to point out that the appendix is not
cencerned with inferences of reason, but with the misuse of the
understanding. Were the appendix dealing with the former, then

Xant could have easily placed it in the already lengthy appendix

to the Transcendental Dialectic.-*® As regards the guiding
juestion of the Misplacement School, Kant clearly states in his
Mrongovius Metaphysics lectures (1782-3) that it would be wrong

22 consider his transcendental philosophy as ontology:

.Transcendental philosophy] occupies itself with the
sources, the extent, and the boundaries of pure reason,
without busying itself with objects. For that reason it is
wreng to call it ontology. There we consider things already
cording to thelir general properties. Transcendental logic
stracts Irom all that; it is a kind of self-cognition.

The bulx of the relict school’s evidence in favour of their
interpretation also focuses on passages which mention
transcendental objects, noumena, and things themselves. In

response, I think that Malter is again right to suggest that Kant

For an analysis of that appendix (A 643 / B 671 - A 704 / B
723) see Hanel 1981.
Kant 1997, p. 116.
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is often referring to the dogmatist’s position when he mentions
noumena and things in themselves [die Dinge an sich]. When Kant
says that Leibniz took appearances for things in themselves (A
264, B 320), or regarded substances as noumena (A 266, B 331f),
Oor that appearances were to him representations of things in
themselves (A 270 / B 327), Kant does not himself ccmmit an
amphiboly by claiming the existence of things in themselves or
noumena. He 1s contrasting his critical position with what he

Ma
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ter’s approach does not, however, adequately deal with

all the precblematic passages that the relict school uses to

n

upport their position. I shall discuss in turn those passages

'O

ntion the transcendental cbject and things themselves.
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The transcendental object is mentioned twice in the appendix. The
first time it i1s mentioned does not pose a problem. Kant only
suggests that it may be the cause of the matter of an appearance
ind states that we are not able to decide this guestion (A 277 /
B 333). He appears to equate the transcendental object with the
thing in itself in this passage, but since he does not elaborate
on his point, little can be concluded in favour of the pre-
critical nature of his comment.

The second time the transcendental object is mentioned Kemp
Smith contends that Kant overstates his case. The understanding,

Kant writes, “...does indeed think for itself an object [einen
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Gegenstand] in itself, but only as transcendental object, which
is the cause oI appearance...” (A 288, B 344). There are two
problems with this passage. The first problem is that Kant says
that the understanding thinks an object in itself. The second

roblem is that this object is said to be the cause of an

0
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pearance. As regards the first problem, Adickes suggests that

N
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nt likely did not intend to say that understanding thinks an

ject in itself, but rather that it knows it. " He claims that
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were Kant to have said this, then we could interpret the second
mention of the transcendental object as signifying an

andetermined ooject or the negative sense of noumena. Though this
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ng the sense of the term from the first mention,

.t would allow the categories to have scme relation to it. In

M
n

support of his suggested modification Adickes refers to tne fact

tnat Kant distinguishes the negative from the positive sense of
noumena on the pages preceding the second mentiorn of the
transcendental objecrt.

Adickes’s approach to this passage is useful, especially if
one sought to provide an extensive explication of this difficult
passage. Nevertheless, something Kemp Smith mentions challenges
the feasibility of such a response. He contends that Kant is

referring to the positive sense of noumenon and thus the appendix

was written at such a time when Kant has not yet developed from

s Adickes 19241 p. 133.
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Immediately after the second

Kant states that we are

the more rationalist Dissertation.
Since the

mention of the transcendental object,
(A 288, B 345)

free to name this object a noumenon
passage in the appendix which menticns the transcendental
Kemp Smith’s claim

irsc

aquates 1t with the thing in itself,

warranted.
The line following this passage supports Adickes’s claim,
in that it suggests that the negative sense of noumenon

Ne are free to name this object a
It is

nowever,
mind.

what Kant has in
noumenon, because this concept does not refer to an object.

is
ted to the problem of the limits of our sensible knowledge (A

the B-edition

b

S L
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Ne can see that this is also how Kant explains the
(B

B 2451,
of the concept of a noumenon

Kemp Smith’s suspicions as to why these
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@s were not stricken in the B-edition can be allayed by the

reflect Kant’s critical position on

they already
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noumena.
This explanation of the first problem with Kant’s remarks on

ranscendental object intensifies a further problem. If a
noumenal object has no assignable positive meaning, then how can

1t be said to be the cause of an appearance? This leads us into

the problem of affection, which was first raised by Jacobi.™ ! I

the best work on this problem is Herbert
(1953, Kdln). He

B In my opinion,
Herring’s Das Problem der Affektion bei Kant
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shall not speak to this problem, because 1t is sufficient for my
purposes to shift the emphasis away from thinking the second

problem indicates a pre-critical position to its proper gquandary.
Moreover, this confiirms my position that the appendix deals with

importanc, difficult and unresolved questions of Kant’s critical

We can ncw turn to Kant’s references to “things themselves”
{die Dinge selbst, die Gegenstdnde selbst], which are also cited

Oy the relict school as clear indicators of the pre-critical
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appendix. The expression “things themselves” is

mentioned in connection with transcendental reflection and the

[ 1)
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concepts of refleccion. " Zilsel suggests that in the former

instances Kant reproduces the distinction between the real and
locgical use of reason in the distinction between transcendental
and logical reflection. He refers to a passage on A 260, B 319,
transcandental reflection ... bears on the

cojects themselves [die Gegenstdnde selbst]....” Zilsel maintains

summaries the different interpretaticns from Jacobi to N.
Hartmann and W.H. Walsh. His analysis of the literature reveals
two further and more feasible approaches to this problem in
addition to Hans Vaihinger’s initial three (Vaihinger 1892, II,
p. 53).

I shall discuss the latter below, but I shall not discuss A
2¢8, B 324.
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that Kant is referring to the positive sense of noumena or things

in themselves. This would make the use of transcendental

[

eflection mentioned in the passage similar to the real use of

Al

reason since i1t purports to represent the objects themselves.,

nce

A

pretation of this passage is not the only

[

Zilsel’s
feasible one and it does not recognize the central contrast Kant
is making in this passage. In his critical philosophy Kant
rejects the real use of resason, whereas in this passage he is
actually accentuating the relevant differences between
—ranscendental reflection and the purported misuse of the
understanding by the dogmatist. The dogmatist misuses logical
reflection by moving directly from conclusions derived from a
tcmparison 2f concepts o conclusions abcout objects. Kant claims
that without transcendental reflecticn the dogmatist cnly
considers apstract concepts of things and is mistaken if he
thinks he is thereby also conceiving things as they are.
According to Kant the only access we have to objects is sensible.
Nithout transcendental refection, the degmatist does not
recognize that he has a mistaken view of our epistemological
capacities. He overlooks the nature of sensibility completely,
pypassing any consideration of the sensible relation of concepts
=2 things.

With transcendental reflection, on the other hand, one can

analyze the subjective conditions under which alone Kant
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maintains we are able to arrive at objectively valid concepts of
cbjects. Thereby one can also realize the independent status of
sensibility as a source of representations, necessary for
empirical knowledge of the world. Transcendental reflection,
therefore, bears on the objects themselves in that it uncovers
the dual nature of our epistemic faculties through which objects
are xnown by us. This view 1s opposed to what Kant sees as bogus
attempts to know the world by pure concepts alone, cor empirical

pitions alone.™’

in

1

hapter Two, Kant nevertheless overstates

@]

As explained in

in2 association of the transcendental use of the understanding
wizh logical reflection. This overemphasis can be misleading,
cecause not all logical reflection presumes the transcendental
use of the understanding. His point is that only with

transcendental reflection does one properly separate the
emplrical from the transcendental use of the understanding.
Though Xant’s critical views did not get formulated quickly or
univocally, 1iI we concede the mosaic composition of the appendix,
then these passages must be weighed against Kant’s clear
statements of disagreement with the intellectualist’s position.

The occasional mentioning of the conditions under which the

This also suggests a way one could defend Kant’s conflating
of sensibility as the transcendental location with real spatial

lccations mentioned in Chapter Two.

162



intellectualist’s position would be right does not show that Kant
did not develop his mature critical ideas at the time of writing
these passages. On the contrary, it shows that he was aware that
there are distinct differences between the two positions. When
Xant sctates that space and time can be used as grounds and
consequents, 1f the pure understanding was directed immediately

f we intuit things as they are (A

[

0 objects (A 2687, B 323) or

257, B 323), " he is not repeating his pre-critical position. He

With the crictical character of the appendix defended, I now
turn to a defense of my interpretation of transcendental
reflection. In particular, I shall address Malter and Reurter’s

claim that Kant is not interested in 2xamining the origins of

5.4 The Proper Placement School

—

argued in Chapter Three that transcendental reflection (1)
analyzes the subjective origins of knowledge and (2) helps to
determine the sccpe of that knowledge. The two commentators who
interpret the appendix synchronically and expand on Kant’s theory
of reflection, reject (1), claiming that such an interpretation

cf Kant’s work undermines his true intent and reduces

Cf., A 283f, B 340.
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transcendental reflection to a phenomenological analysis of pure
representations. In this section, I shall argue that Kant does
not repudiate the analysis of the subjective origins of knowledge
simpliciter. Rather he claims that pure knowledge stems from
transcendental sources and that transcendental reflection plays a
role in determining not only the scope of objective validity
kxnowledge, but also i1ts subjective origin.

Malter 1imits the operation of transcendental reflection to

ex L Y TOo past eplstemological thecries the insights
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won in its nternal use, which is given in the Transcendental
Agsthetic and Analytic. Both Malter and Reuter suggests that
transcendental reflection must be seen as systematically prior to

tanding of logical reflection and the use of the
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nding it is a radically new philosophical method of

[¢7]
Y]

analyzing the functions (including logical functions) of the

mind, separating the conditions of sensibility from those of the

wn

[N

understanding. This thematic reflection or analysis
~nherefore, not to pbe identified with the reflective function of
the understanding. While Reuter suggests that Malter’s
interpretation of transcendental reflection does not place enough
emphasis on this point, they nevertheless agree on two important
points. First, they agree that transcendental reflection is

methodologically prior to proper logical reflection. And second,
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they also agree that Kant’s talk of representations ‘belonging to
a faculty’ should not be taken at face value.

Leaving aside Reuter’s proposed emendations to Kant’s theory

[ini]

of reflection and criticisms of Malter’s interpretation, it needs
0 be emphasized that transcendental reflection should not be
interpreted as a tacit function of the understanding. This is not
to say that Kant does not describe the understanding as

flective. He does. This reflective function is described in a
number >f places in Kant’s works. It is emphasized in the
Prolegomena, for example, where Kant states that the
understanding intuits nothing, but only reflects.- " This
particular function 1s suggested in Kant’s claim that the
concepts of comparison function in the construction of the

logical forms of judgments (A

Mo

62, B 317f). Thus, in a few of

Kant's Rerlexionen he describes concepts as reflective " and as
ideas of reflection. ' In the Mrongovius Metaphysics he states
chat concepts do not arise from sense, but arise from
reflection. ” He also mentions a particular mistake one can make,

Ak. IV, p. 288, Kant 1977, § 12, remark II, cf., R 409 Ak.
XV.1, p. 165f.
o R 28635 Ak. XVI, p. 552, R 3957 Ak. XVII, p. 365, R 4687 Ak.
XVII, p. 675.
o R 320 Ak. XV.1, p. 88, R 3917 Ak. 17, p. 342.

Kant 1997, p. 124.
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which is relevant to our analysis of his Leibniz-critique. The
mistake 1s to think concepts are formed by only a single faculty.
Thus, Locke thought their origin could all be traced to sensible
experience, and Leibniz to pure understanding. In regard to the

latter, Kant states that without something given in sensibility

ct

ne understanding wculd have nothing on which to reflect.:™
Regarding the question of whether Kant treats cf the
subjective origin of knowledge, Reuter argues that such an
interpretation of transcendental reflection is wrong, because it
would reduce the notion of transcendental reflection to a simple

sY

oY)

)

heclogical or phenomenological operation. He suggests that

'

3
[o¥]

rt’s theory snould be reformulated in a purely linguistic
manner in order to avoid any psychologistic overtones. Malter
suggests that these passages should be taken metaphorically or
polemically. He claims that when Kant says this, that he should
preted as simply imitating the idiom of his opponent. Let
us consider these suggested interpretations in turn, beginning

14

with Malcer

197]

Kant has no reason to be conciliatory when discussing the
question of the faculty to which representations belong. When he
talks of determining which faculty a concept belongs to, he is
not contrasting his view with the dogmatist’s, but explaining his

cwn distinction between logical and transcendental reflection.

>+ Ibid, p. 136.
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The latter operation is unique, because it accounts for
representations " that do not even belong to the same faculty of
knowledge. Morecver, this is the reason why transcendental
reflection can be said to bear on the things themselves as
discussed above.

Though Reuter’s suggestion fares somewhat better, it does
not justify ruling out any analysis of the origin of knowledge.
While 1t is a valid aim for Kantian research to interpret his

theory of

Y

eflection in wholly linguistic terms, the aim of the
cresent study is only to explicate how it relates to his Leibniz-
sritigue in the amphiboly chapter. Reuter’s linguistic re-
interpratation Of cranscendental reflection does not show that
Kant did not in fact present this operation in order to examine
the subjective origins of xnowledge. It this connection, it is

notin

S

WorT

r
R9]

that Reuter indirectly acknowledges a prcoblem with
nis suggestion. After rejecting the question of the origins of

representations and their phenomenological examination, he states

(@)
rn

., A Z02f, B 319. Malter proposes that the ‘letzteren’

{AK.

=1

II, p. 216) mentioned in this passage Kant refers is
logical reflection (Malter 1982, p. 142f) and not to the given
representations (cf., Lange 1970, p. 42). Although Malter aims to
make a sound point (that transcendental reflection and logical
reflection are not congruent operations), I maintain that his
interpolation his incorrect.
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that there is no medium in which Kant’s objective comparison of
concepts can be carried out. This is the case, because the medium
of Kant’s cperation of transcendental reflection is human
consciousness and its purported transcendental makeup.

It 1s true, however, that Kant is not primarily interested
in engaging in a phenomenological analysis of the origins of
representaticns. This is only a preliminary step in his larger
oproject of giving a critical examination of pure reason, which
determines nct only the origin, but also more importantly the
scope and the objective wvalidity of knowledge. A review of this
Juestion In terms of Kant’'s Mrongovius Metaphysics lectures can

help develcp my point. In the introduction to these lectures we

[

Iind themes of self-knowledge and critical examination familiar

1o the CJritigue. Kant states that transcendental philosophy
considers rsason itself and is occupied with three issues, namely
determining the scurces, extent and boundaries of pure reason. He
21s0 states that philosopbhy should nct be divided in terms of
objects, but in terms of cognition.- - This difference constitutes

a central point of dissimilarity between Kant’s critical and pre-
critical work. Cassirer summarizes Kant’s shift away from the
concerns of his Dissertation in this way: “The division between

objects, the dualism of the sensible and the intelligible world,

Kant 1997, p. 121.
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is displaced by a division between cognitive functions which are

—he basi

n

of any sort of objectivity.”--

In discussing the history cf metaphysics, Kant distances
nimself from the question of the origins of concepts. He
differentiates between physiology, the critique of pure reason
and systems oI science, noting that the first is an inquiry into
the origin of concepts and is really a part of psychology.-*
This, ne says, was the business of Locke and Leibniz. In so far
as Kant cricicizes both philosophers, it would be fair to assume
that Kant Ls not interested in adopting either’s philosophical

approach. As regards systems of science, he states that one such

3
€0}
w
O

peen propounded by Wolff. No one, however, says Kant, has

thought of oSrffering a critique of pure reason.  ‘ The introduction

Cassirer 1981, p. 125 and Hoffe 1994, p. 47, cf., p. 50.
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f., the following from the Vorarbelit zu den Prolegomena
{1783): “Nc one considered the possibility of such a priori

knowledge, although Herr Tetens could have suggested it” (Beck

Fh

1969, p. 415, fn. 76). And in the anonymous L. Lectures on
Metaphysics (c. 1790-1) Kant states that instead of dogmatic
philcsophy one could adopt “critique, or the procedure of
investigating and judging reason. Locke had dissected the human
understanding, and showed which powers belong to this or that

cognition; but he did not complete his work” (Kant 1997, p. 306,
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of these distinctions between physiology, critique and systems
suggests that Kant'’s critique of pure reason eschews both
physizlogy and systems. Yet, it must not be overlooked that Kant
at it is impossible to “disabuse the understanding of
these questions. They are so woven into the nature of reason that
we cannot be rid of them”- - This could be interpreted to mean
that 1t i1s natural for us to ask questions about origins and
expound systems, but that a critical philocsopher tries to avoid
them. On the other hand, it is probably more accurate to say that
nant 1s claiming that even the critical thinker must examine the
origins of xnowledge and expound systems, but only in sc far as
that sxamiration is limiced to the transcendental origins of
<nowledge. Moreover, this task must be carried out

rr

lo from what Kant states in the
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ricigue akocut the systama

ct

ic development of his ideas. Trying to
avold both shallow dogmatism and anti-metaphysical scepticism,
¥ant claims that one cannot give in to these injurious positions.
Not only 1s the criticism of the powers of pure reason necessary
to prepare for a thoroughly grounded metaphysics (B xxxvi), but
the execution of the plan prescribed by the critique, the future
system of metaphysics must, “follow the strict method of the

celebrated Wolff, the greatest of all the dogmatic philosophers”

Ak XXVIII, o. 540).
e Kant 1997, p. 126.

170



{(ibid). To do otherwise Kant states is to change work into play,
certainty into opinion and philosophy into philodoxy (B xxxvii).
What Kant rejects is indifference to these metaphysical questions
‘A x) or uncritical trust in our received opinions without
knowing its origin, extent and objective validity (A 3, B 7).

We can develop Kant’s thoughts on his critique of pure
reason further by discussing physiology. In the Transcendental
Doctrine of Method in the Critique Kant divides physiology into

three types: the transcendent, the immanent, and the rational (A

(89
=
(@)
tn

3 3§73

L 1}

3
i

. The first has as its object either the knowledge

O
n

the world or Ged, which transcends experience. The second type

O
1,

ohysiology examines either corporeal nature (physics) or
thinking rnature (psychology). Kant introduces rational physiology
as the narrcw definition of metaphysics (A 842 / B 870). He
states that -t treats of understanding and reason, but takes no
account of material nature.

Turning again to the lectures on metaphysics, we see Kant
describe metaphysics as including the summation of all pure
cognitions of reason clarified through analysis.”" It is because
Kant claims these pure cognitions arise from different human
sources of cognition that we must develop a science of

metaphysics.”” He does not reject systematic approaches to

Kant 1997, p. 138, cf., A 5, B 9.
Kant 1997, p. 115.
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ohilosophic problems. “Accordingly, the method of metaphysics is
both critical and dogmatic in order to systematically explore and
develcp a criterion for distinguishing between the cognitions
which legitimately arise from understanding and from

7

reason....” - Kant states that his critique has the goal of
prcducing a system of the self-cecgnition of our reason. “We must
therefore i1nvestigate the powers of the mind out of which the
cognitions arise, in order to see whether we can trust them,

regardless of whether they seem to be obviously true....” "

Trom these considerations we can see that Kant does not

fu
o

andon the analysis of the subjective origins of knowledge. On
the contrary, ne retains an analysis of the transcendental modes
of human cognition as a necessary step towards systematically
developing metaphysics as a science. Transcendental reflection is
the method oy which Kant carries out the determination of the
origins, extent and objective validity of nhuman knowledge.
Despite its lmportance, nowever, Kant does not describe

transcendental reflection extensively or clearly enough to answer

all the questions that arise.

e Ibid, p. 135.
o Ibid.
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5.5 Some Unresolved Questions

As the discussion of the secondary literature indicated there are
a number of interesting but unresolved questions about Kant’s
theory of reflection. Despite the expository aim of this
dissertation at least four unresolved questions remain unsolved.
They deserve to be mentioned briefly since they concern the
tenability cf the appendix as a systematic and unique part of the

ricigue, in which transcendental reflection plays an important

“,

role not oniy in Kant’s Leibniz-critique, but also in the aims of
the Cricigue orf Purs Reason.

The first guestion has already been mentioned by the other
synchronic interpretations of the appendix. Kant’s theory of
raflection s underdetermined. The majority of commentators fail
TC acknowladge that Xant says anything at all concerning
reflection. And even of those who do acknowledge this aspect of
Kant’s ohilosophy, the commentators are divided over the

compiexity of the operation. Reuter discusses the question of

~

whether transcendental reflection works at one or two levels.
This debate arises because Kant does not describe in enough
detail how transcendental reflection accomplishes what he says it
does and Reuter is right to point out the weaknesses of both
accounts of transcendental reflection. The single level
interpretation presumes the isolation and analysis of the

faculties of knowledge, whilst the two level interpretation
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demands an operation that 1s too complex to be adequately
supported by what Kant states in the appendix. If transcendental
reflection analyzes the subjective conditions under which alone
we can arrive at objectively valid concepts, then in the appendix

Xant has sketched only the mest basic features of such an

There 1s also a related question concerning the relationship
between transcendental reflection and objective comparison. Kant
states that the former is required for the latter, yet which type
DI representations does he thinks are to be given an objective
comparison with the conditions of sensibility? There seem to be
three possible answers to this second question, each with some
measure of plausibility. Based on Kant’s descripticns of the

ol
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ion of transcendental reflection, one could expect that

!

he

L

e 1s a select list of representations that shall be given an
objective comparison. The objective compariscn could be limited
to an internal comparison of those pure representations which
pelong to the faculties of understanding and sensibility. In this
case the objective compariscn could be interpreted in light of
Kant’'s aim of replacing the proud name of ontology with a mere
analytic of the understanding. Another type of representation
could be those indigenous to the faculty of reason, namely the
ideas ¢f the soul, the world and of God. In this case the

cbjective comparison could be seen as a part of Kant’s attempt to
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undermine claims to knowledge concerning such hyper-physical
cbjects. Alchough related to the criticisms of ontology these

representations are unique in that they are avowedly non-

1)

mpirical and relate to Kant’s arguments presented in the

Dialectic. In so far as the Critique aims to outline the firstc

principle of human knowledge, the objective comparison could alsc
pe used externally on any purportedly objective representations.
In this case, it could be the way in which we could understand

the external nature of Kant’'s general confrontation with
2mpirical and rationalist epistemologies like those of Locke and
=ibn’z. Xant states that these epistemologies entail that we can
<now through either empirical intuitions alone or pure concepts

zlone. Kant's cbjective comparison of representations, however,

enables him tc adjudicate between objectively valid and invalid

The third unanswered gquestion deals with the difference and
relacionship between the reflective apperceptive function of the

understanding and the method of transcendental reflection. Both

e

lalter and Reuter recognize that despite the significance of both
for his philosophy, Kant does not explicitly discuss how they

differ or how they work together. This is a serious limitation of
Kant’s theory of reflection. It is also interesting to note that
discussions of transcendental reflection appear to be limited to

the Critique. We do not find Kant discussing transcendental
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reflection anywhere else in his main works, though he does talk
about the faculty of understanding and the act of apperception as
reflective. For example, in his Anthropology he discusses
empirical and pure apperception. He calls pure apperception “the
purely [blop] reflective I.”-- Though the proper analysis of the
different notions of reflection in Kant’s works requires
independent study, Reuter mentions in passing that reflection is
the most vacillating concept in Kant’s philosophical corpus.-— We

ean that even 1n Kant’s most focused discussion of

o)
21}
<
i
n

scendental reflection, he does not dedicate sufficient

1
'

fu
3

attention to explaining it, especially considering its argued
centrality to the Transcendental Doctrine of Elements.

ol

inal unresclved gquestion that needs to be mentioned
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concern reflection: Where do they come from?
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Both Malter and Reuter ask about the origin of these mysterious

Reuter 1989, p. 82, fn. 2, cf., Zilsel 1913, p. 448. Reuter
gives the example that even in the Anthropology (1798) Kant does
not describe reflection in a uniform manner (Reuter 1989, p. 83,
fn. 4). In § 3 Kant describes our attempts to become conscious of
our representations as facilitated either by attention (attentio)
or abstraction (abstractio) (Ak. VII, p. 131). Yet, when he comes
to discuss the understanding in § 6 he describes it as ccntaining

attention, abstraction and reflection (reflexio) (Ibid, p. 138).
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concepts and do not find a satisfactory answer. The deduction of

the concepts of reflection that Kant mentions in the Prolegomena
Reuter suggests that the missing

is not found in the appendix.
deduction opens the door to increasing the list of possible

concepts of reflection. Malter’s caution and refraining from

peculating beyond what Kant has given us in the appendix is

n

whereas Reuter’s suggesticn that we could add to the

'O

rudenc,
concepts of reflection implies a certain ad hoc character
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t present in Kant’s explicit comment about
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the Prolegomena.
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What Kant does tells us about the concepts of reflection is
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the concepts of reflection in two roles.

use. He descrices
elimits the possible relations representations can

The second describes their role
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ingle state of mind.
rison in which they play a role in the

Sf compa
categorical judgments. The former I have

construction of
developed in light of the four false tenets argued in Kant'’s
Leibniz-critique, the latter i1s developed in different ways in

the literature, " but neither are sufficiently explained in the

Critique.

S Cf., fn 1€5 above.
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Conclusion

In the foregoing it has been shown that Kant’s Leibniz-critique
as found in the amphiboly chapter derives from his theory of
reflaction. It has been argued that the unfocused and fragmentary
amphibocly chapter of the Critique, which contains the Leibniz-
critique, can be seen to have a previously unsuspected unity to
it. The keys to perceiving this unity are the appendix’s purpose,
structure and mosaic composition.

The primary purpose of the appendix is not to present Kant'’s

[N

criticisms of Leibn

4

u

s is commonly thought, but rather it is to
sketch nis theory of reflection. Not only is this attested to by
Kant himself (A 270 / B 326), it is also made evident by the
structure of the appendix. Structurally, the appendix is built
around an introduction to the operaticn of transcendental
reflection and a discussion of the concepts of reflection, this
being the structure of each of the first three sections. By means
of each pair of concepts of reflection Kant claims to summarize

the basic tenets and origin of Leibniz’s philosophy. Kant also



claims that Leibniz’s whole philosophy rests on one seminal
error, which has been shown to be the omission of the operation
of transcendental reflection. To be sure, Kant claims Leibniz
made a number of other errors, but these various errors all
derive from the omission of transcendental reflection.

While this omission can be used to explain the other more
well-known epistemological mistakes with which Kant charges
Leibniz, it is undeniable that there are certain textual

difficulties with the appendix. These can be dealt with by the
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t

is that the different sections were composed at different
times and then pieced together without detailed revisions. If

such a mosaic composition 1s granted, then some allcowance can be

made for the noticeable incongruities between these sections and

r
[

occasion

n

1 problematic passages. This does not, however,

[

Q

warrant the

T

()

laim that the appendix is not properly placed or

unimportant. On the contrary, supplemented by clearer statements

|9

2f Kant’s ctheory of reflection and of his Leibniz-critique the

n

ore

[te]

oing interpretation shows that the appendix is properly
placed and integral to the primary aims of the Critique of Pure

Reason.
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Appendix A

The Single-Faculty Charge

The single faculty charge has at least two interesting historical
fzatures that deserve Zo pe menticned, even though they do not

Zit into the discussion of Chapter Two. The first interesting
tning about this charge 1is that it was not originally made
against Lelpniz. The second thing is about this charge is that
sven though 1t came to be attributed to Leibniz exclusively, atc
the time Leipniz was added to those Kant claims made the single
faculty charge, maintained that he was defending Leibniz.

In § 7 of the 1770 Inaugural Dissertation Kant charges Wolff
alone with viewing the difference between sensibility and
understanding as one of degrees of clarity. "' We find this charge
again in § 8 of the Transcendental Aesthetic, but at this time

both Leibniz and Wolff are charged.-** In the Critique (1781) Kant

Kant 1992, p. 387, cf., also anonymous L, lectures on
metaphysics from the mid-1770s (Kant 1997, p. 48).
S “The philosophy of Leibniz and Wolff, in thus treaeting the

difference between the sensible and the intelligible as merely



also makes & stronger claim, stating that they falsified
sensibility and appearances by teaching that the difference
between sensibility and understanding is only one of degrees of
clarity."** The appendix is unique in that sometimes Leibniz alone
is charged (A 271 / B 227) and sometimes the Leibnizian-Weclffian

system is charged (A 273 / B 273).

By the time of the Anthropology {(1798) Kant claims that

1
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bniz was ‘actually to pblame’ for the ‘real psychological

£2.

e’ between sensibility and understanding being
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ted 3s a 'merely formal’ distinction of conceptual
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clarity. ' 7Yet, between the time when Leibniz was first included

logical, has given a completely wrong direction to all
investigjaticns inte the nature and origin of cur knowledge” (A
14, B ol}.

“The concept of sensibility and of appearance would be

{1}

fu
—

sified, and out whole teaching in regard to them would be

Ty
M

ndered empty and useless, 1f we were toc accept the view that

rx

our entire sensibility is nothing but a confused representation
of things, containing only what belongs to them in themselves,
but doing so under an aggregation of characters and partial
representations that we do not consciously distinguish. For the
difference between a confused and a clear representation is
merely logical, and does not concern the content” (A 61f, B 43f).

Ak. VII, p. 140f, *.
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and the time when he became

(1781)
Kant claimed thac

(1798),
Leibniz.

h

cr

r

into the single faculty charge

the primary cause of the mistaken view
“The

the Critique was actually intended to be an apology

In the last paragraph of On a Discovery Kant writes:
Pure Reason can thus be seen as the genuine apology

1,

ritigue

c a
even against nis partisans whose eulogies scarcely

lison suggests that this is simply
This seems

- Leipniz,
do nhim any honour....” " Al

pcsturing in order to goad Eberhard.--

but when the passage is seen in the context of the
To

ical

olem

sible,
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ation and the single faculty charges it seems

It

ial

alsifi
indlcates an inconsistency on Kant’s part.
vrofessed defense of Leibniz’s hcnour arose as a

Rant’s
result orf an attack made on Kant which ameongst other things was

the charge that Leibniz falsified sensibility and

After the publication of the second edition of the

1787, the journal Philosophisches Magazin was

ippearances
founded. Its aim was profoundly anti-Kantian. Allison summarizes
the magazine’s purpose in the following way: “The avowed purpose

of the Philiosophisches Magazin is...to enable more people to

recover from the stupor induced by the Critique of Pure
The publication of the second edition of the Critique

-

Reason.”-!
Allison 1973, p. 160.
Ibid, o. 101.
p. 1o.
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was attacked in 1788-89 in four issues of the Philosophisches
Magazin. The attack infuriated Kant. It was the same kind of
recepticn Kant'’s Critique of Pure Reason found in its first
review in 1781. The result of that review was Kant’s Prolegomena

v

to any future metaphysics that will be able to come forward as
science (1783) and the result of Eberhard’s attack was his On a
Discovery According to Which Any New Critique of Pure Reason Has
Been Made Superfluous by an Earlier One (1790).

To my knowledge the falsification charge has not been

considered as significant since Eberhard’s challenge of it was

nis claim to fame in the late 1780’s. Although Eberhard rejected
th2 claim thact Leibniz falsified sensibility, I shall not go into

the detalls of his argument. Rather, I would like to look at a
ietter inspired by Eberhard’s challenge, which Kant wrote to
Reinhold on May 19, 178%. In recounting Eberhard’s attack for

Reirhold, Kant boldly denies that he charged Leibniz with

-

fying sensibility. He admits to claiming that Leibniz and

fals

¢}

Wolff treated the difference between the sensible and the
intellectual as merely formal, but he denies charging Leibniz
with falsifying sensibility — that, he says, is a fiction of

Eberhard’s brain.-- Kant writes:

= This echos the passage about amphibolies in the Antinomies
where Kant states that, “your object is merely in your brain and

cannot be given at all outside it; hence all you have to worry
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{Eberhardl cites p. 44 of the old edition of the
Critique of Fure Reason...and presents it thusly: “Here
Kant has accused the philosophy of Leibniz and Wolff of
falsifying the concept of sensibility and
appearance....” Now just as certain people finally come
to believe themselves the lies that they have often
repeated, so Eberhard becomes so carried away in regard
to the allsged use of this presumptuous expression
against Leibniz, that he attributes the word ‘falsify,’
which exists only in his brain, three times on one page
{289) to the author of the Critique. What does one call
someone wno deliperately rfalsifies a document in a
legal trial?--

job
}—4 .
w
t

ory nhas passed judgment on both Eberhard and Kant in
this case: Eberhard did indeed ‘falsify the document’, but the

‘author of the Cricigue’ committed perjury. It is true tharc

Ererhard falsely guoted the page reference on which Kant makes

the falsification charge. - The charge was in fact made on page
43 of the A-=dition and not page 44. However, Kant perjured
himself when ne denied that the ‘author of the Cricique’ did not

attribute the presumptuous expression ‘falsify’ to Leibniz. Kant
did not delete the falsification charge in the B-edition as his

cpeal to the ‘old edition’ would suggest. He might have been

{1

tninking of the Inaugural Dissertation, because there he said

about 1s agreeing with yourself, and avoiding the amphiboly that

would make your idea into a putative representation of something

given empirically” (A 484, B 512, Guyer and Wood translation).
Allison 1973, p. 170.

Eberhard 1789, p. 290.
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that sensibility is “poocrly defined” as confused cognition."*® Or

ne could have been thinking of the Prclegomena, where he said

[{H

oy

that his insight into the nature of sensuous cognition is
“spoiled”--* if it is seen as a confused mode of representation.
In the Cricigue, however, XKant writes: “Daf daher unsere ganze

ls die verworrene Vorstellung der Dinge sie

Sinniichkeliz nichts

L

... ist eine Verrdlischung des Begriffs von Sinnlichkeit und von

[72NRa

The commentary on this letter that I am aware of is

rT]

inconsequencial. For example, Allison notes that Kant was wrong,
put does not pursue the charge. " Vaihinger acknowledges Kant’s
blunder, regrets the fact and moves on. - He goes on to guote a

cassage from the appendix in which Leibniz alone is charged:

[

[

...sensibilicy [is| for him only a confused mode of

by

epresentat.cn, and nct a separate source Of representations” (A

39}
~1

Q 7

o

320). The guestion remains why Kant came to think that

(el

eibniz

t
£

a

wn
G

rimarily to blame for the mistake he originally
attributes to Wolff and why, when the charge against Leibniz is

the strongest (the falsification charge), Kant claims to have

Kant 1992, p. 387.

I.e

. “verdorben” (Ak. IV, p. 290, cf., Kant 1977, p. 34).
Ak. III, p. 66 (A 43, B 60).

e Allison 1973, p. 17C, fn. 14.
Vaihinger 1892, II, p. 450.
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been actually defending him. To answer these questions we would
have to explore the extent of Kant’s actual acquaintance with

z’s philosophy and the time at which he gained it. Both

[=n

o

elibn

1

emain subjects worthy of further study. "

-

[

- One specific question that needs to be addressed is whether

Kant had actually read Leibniz’s New Essays before writing either

fu

issertacion cr the 1781 Crircique. The falsification

O
D

the 1770

s that RXant'’s Dissertation was not influenced by

()
¥
[o1]
a1
«Q
M
w
o]
(e
0
M
w
T

the reading of the Raspe (1765) or Dutens (1768) editions of
s work as 1s commonly thought by Cassirer, for example.
He claims that the Raspe edition of the New Essays elevated

L=eibniz to the status of a contemporary.

Leibniz conce agailn stood among them as a contemporary, as
though raised from the dead. Only now did the whole breadth
and criginality of his thought, hitherto clouded by academic
tradition, emerge. In this bock, it was of an event which
was a Jdeclsive lirruption into universal intellectual history
and all 1ts problems and interests (Cassirer 1981, p. 928).

After an extensive review of Kant's contemporaries around
65, Tonelll comes to a completely different conclusion. He
argues that there was in fact no collective response in Germany
to the Raspe edition of Leibniz’s work. And if we could say there
was a collective response, then it was anything but positive
(Tonelli 1974, p. 452). He concludes that if the New Essays had

an lmpact on Kant’s 1770 Dissertation, then the impact was unique
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To him.
There are two dissertations devoted to the guestion of
whether the New Essays effectively altered Kant’s thoughts and

l2ad to the 1770 Dissertation. In 1908 Robert Merton cited eight

¥e)

Century scholars (Paulsen, Erdmann, Janitsch, Fischer,

-

Reihl, Windleband, Vaihinger, Adickes) in support of the claim

that Kant’'s reading of the New Essays facilitated some key

[
foa
n

tinctions in his Dissercation. In 1928 Georg Feichtinger
clalmed that he can not find any evidence that Kant even read the
New Essays. He claimed that Kant certainly knew of them in 1783
when it is mentioned in connection with Locke’s Essay in the
Frolegomena, but Feichtinger arqgued Kant was already on the way
towards his critical philosophy before the German publication of
the New Essays. According to him, therefore, an interpretation of
Kant’s first steps towards his transcendental philosophy that
does not appeal to Leibniz is viable. And he argued that such an
interpretation is more consistent with the evidence available in
Kant’s letters of the time. And one might say that it is also
consistent with the historical nuances of the single faculty

charge discussed above.
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