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Abstract and Keywords
This chapter provides a novel account of Kant's idea of the 
transcendental unity of appreciation and the role it performs 
in creating the illusion of mental substance. It differentiates 
Transcendental Deduction from Metaphysical Deduction. It 
also explains three paralogisms and how they influenced 
Nietzsche. This chapter discusses how Kant's thoughts 
decisively influenced Nietzsche's own account of selfhood as 
synthesis and his critique of metaphysics.
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Nietzsche's debt
In Chapter 6, I will argue that Nietzsche's critique of 
metaphysics is crucially dependent on the transcendental 
psychological theory Kant sketches in the Transcendental 
Deduction and the use he puts it to in the Paralogism's attack 
on rationalist arguments for the existence of mental 
substance. This claim is central to my interpretative 
hypothesis that Nietzsche's debt to Kant cannot be accounted 
for by reference to Schopenhauer (who displays limited 
understanding of the Deduction and the Paralogisms and 
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makes no positive use of this aspect of Kant's transcendental 
psychology in his own account of the ‘world as 
representation’).1 Unfortunately, the Transcendental 
Deduction is the most difficult of Kant's texts to interpret, and 
arguably one of the most difficult texts in the history of 
Western philosophy. So before we can see what Nietzsche 
appropriated and to what extent he may have misappropriated 
Kant, we must pass through the valley of the shadow of some 
thorny Kant exegesis.

The Deduction introduced
Kant began his career committed to Leibnizian/Wolffian 
metaphysics and Newtonian physics. By the time he had 
written his Inaugural Dissertation, he had arrived at the view 
of space and time presented in Chapter 4. This allowed Kant to 
claim that Newtonian physics was correct as a 
characterization of the world of appearances; Leibnizian 
argument can independently establish the character of things‐
in‐themselves.

This resolution was unstable. First, we need some intellectual 
resources beyond sensibility to be able to construct Newtonian 
theory, in particular, the  (p.147) concepts of substance and 
causality, and seemingly a priori principles concerning them; 
reason thus leaks into appearances. Second, there is a 
question about the status of these principles themselves. They 
are clearly a priori, but are they analytic or synthetic? If they 
were analytic, there would be no problem about their 
application to either appearances or reality.2 All attempts to 
show that they are analytic have failed. Furthermore, it is 
difficult to explain why historically there have been competing 
conclusions from reason about the nature of reality, if the 
deliverances of reason are analytic. It looks as though these 
principles must be synthetic. Now synthetic a posteriori truths 
are easy to come by, given empirical intuition. How are we to 
account for synthetic a priori truths? We lack any intuitive 
connection to things‐in‐themselves. If we are not directly 
aware of things‐in‐themselves, there is something inexplicable 
about the mind and reality being in harmony in this fashion. 
Descartes had ascribed the assurance we have that our a 
priori beliefs correspond to reality to the non‐deceiving God. 
Kant was not having any of that.
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There is a solution: what if the mind imposed order on its 
experience at an intellectual and an intuitive level? 
Transcendental idealism resolved the problem of synthetic a 
priori knowledge for geometry; perhaps the same approach 
would work for metaphysics? Lacking the consensus we have 
over geometry, we need some sort of argument that will justify 
the synthetic a priori principles of metaphysics that we need to 
do Newtonian theory. There is the answer: we can do 
Newtonian theory, but we need these principles to do it, so 
these principles must be true. Could a sceptic not reply that 
perhaps we are mistaken in thinking we can do Newtonian 
theory?

However that may be, we can be sure that we have 
experience. Understand by experience the capacity to 
encounter nature‐for‐us and to make assertions about it at all. 
That is something the sceptic cannot deny. If we can show that 
there are ‘quasi‐Newtonian’ concepts and principles 
presupposed in any assertion‐making about appearances at all, 
then it will follow that since we can ‘have experience’, the 
world of experience must be quasi‐Newtonian.3

 (p.148) Thus we have an argument establishing that certain 
synthetic a priori principles must be true of the experienced 
world if we are to have experience, which we do. The 
explanation for this remarkable harmony is that we impose 
this structure in the act of generating experience, just as 
geometrical truths’ a priority was explained. We cannot impose 
order on what we cannot experience. Therefore the 
application of these synthetic a priori principles must be 
limited to experience, and cannot be applied beyond it. The 
residual reality remains unknowable: a safe haven for God, 
immortality, freedom, and morality.

The project of isolating and justifying those a priori
contributions of the mind to experience which are intellectual 
rather than intuitional will take place in two stages. First, the 
legitimacy of the concepts deployed in synthetic a priori truths 
must be vindicated in the face of Humean objections. Locke 
had argued vigorously against the thesis that certain of our 
ideas are innate and not acquired from experience, as part of a 
larger empiricist attack on rationalist claims to a priori
knowledge. If Locke could show that a concept could not be 
acquired from experience at all, and that the innateness 
hypothesis was implausible, then the use of such a concept to 
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establish a metaphysical claim must be rejected. Hume 
repeated this strategy with devastating results. For Locke had 
always assumed that ‘good’ concepts could be acquired from 
experience, even if this took some showing. With the Lockean 
toolkit in Hume's hands, we find that many ‘good’ concepts 
cannot be generated from experience and thus must be 
rejected on empiricist scruples. Kant's argument in the 
Deduction provides an alternative mechanism of acquisition 
for such concepts. Without tracing them to experience directly, 
Kant displayed their connection to experience so that an 
empiricist would have to accept them. Intellectual 
representation of empirical objects requires acts of rule‐
governed synthesis; the rules needed for synthesis turn out to 
be the categories themselves. Thus if an empiricist is to accept 
that we can think about empirical objects at all, he must 
concede that we have at least some concepts that do not have 
an empirical origin. Second, the Analytic of Principles 
vindicates a body of metaphysical claims, ‘quasi‐Newtonian’ 
principles that make substantive claims about  (p.149) 

nature. Though these claims are implicit in Newtonian theory, 
they are nonetheless not verified by direct appeal to 
experience.

The Deduction is usually divided by Kant scholars into two 
distinct discussions, the Metaphysical Deduction (CPR A 65/B 
90–A 83/B 116) and the Transcendental Deduction (CPR A 84/
B 116–A 130/B 169). The Metaphysical Deduction is titled ‘On 
the Guide (Lauterkeit) for the Discovery of All Pure Concepts 
of Understanding’, though Kant refers to this discussion as 
‘the metaphysical deduction’ (CPR B 159). The Transcendental 
Deduction is in the text ‘On the Deduction of the Pure Concept 
of Understanding’. These two texts are chapters 1 and 2
respectively of the Analytic of Concepts, as contrasted with the 
Analytic of Principles that follows.

The functions of the Metaphysical Deduction and the 
Transcendental Deduction are distinct. Both are concerned 
with non‐empirical (or, as Kant calls them, ‘pure’) concepts. 
The Metaphysical Deduction offers us a theory of what a non‐
empirical concept is which departs from both the rationalist 
notion of an innate idea and the empiricist notion of an idea of 
reflection. The Metaphysical Deduction suggests that our own 
cognitive processing imposes syntactic forms on our thoughts, 
and that these forms can be exhaustively specified. For each 
syntactic form, there is a corresponding ‘category’. These 



Kant on Metaphysics

Page 5 of 32

PRINTED FROM OXFORD SCHOLARSHIP ONLINE (www.oxfordscholarship.com). (c) Copyright Oxford University Press, 2019. All 
Rights Reserved. Under the terms of the licence agreement, an individual user may print out a PDF of a single chapter of a 
monograph in OSO for personal use (for details see www.oxfordscholarship.com/page/privacy-policy). Subscriber: University of 
Nottingham; date: 28 January 2019

categories are concepts representing forms that empirical 
facts must have which parallel the forms judgements must 
have.

The Transcendental Deduction shows that using such concepts 
is inescapable if we are to possess even the most rudimentary 
kinds of empirical knowledge, thus justifying their use in the 
face of empiricist objections. It does this by establishing that 
we must employ the categories if our would‐be‐
representations are to have objective references or content 
(i.e. if our mental states are to be representational) at all. 
While doing this, Kant establishes that unity of the experiential 
field, unity of the cognitive self, and use of the categories, all 
go together. Finally, a cognitive processing model is proposed 
in which not only are thoughts given quasi‐linguistic form, but 
in which sensory states are as well, thus allowing thought to 
mirror what is perceived. The ‘module’ which effects these 
tasks, thus generating enipirical knowledge, along with the 
physical world, out of the data of sense, is the imagination.
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Categories
Kant wants to show that certain concepts have legitimate 
employment in the sphere of experience, though these 
principles are not arrived at via abstraction  (p.150) from 
experience. The strategy exploits the formal properties of a 
judgement; in what follows, we will find it helpful to 
reinterpret ‘judgement’ to mean ‘sentence in the language of 
thought’. Though Kant seems to be classifying judgements into 
kinds much as Aristotle seemed to classify terms into kinds,4

many judgements will simultaneously belong to several kinds. 
Since the basis for the classification is formal, it is plausible to 
suppose that the forms of judgement are syntactical forms. 
Kant associates each form of judgement with a non‐empirical 
concept. Yet Kant repeatedly characterizes concepts as rules. 
What sorts of rules, then, would constitute the formal 
properties of a judgement? Presumably formal rules, and what 
else could these be but syntactical rules? This explains how an 
individual judgement can possess many different forms 
simultaneously. For example, ‘If the rain falls, then the 
pavement is soaked’, contains both the features of two 
categorical judgements and one hypothetical judgement, 
though it is properly classified as the latter. One way to 
characterize this is to say that by following one generative 
rule, the rule for categorical judgements, we yield ‘The rain 
falls’ and ‘The pavement is soaked’. Using these judgements as 
input, we can apply the rule for the construction of 
hypothetical judgements to yield ‘If the rain falls, then the 
pavement is soaked’. Since Kant refers to these rules also as 
‘functions of judgement’ I suggest that we read him as 
identifying the forms of judgement with rules or functions for 
generating well‐formed formulas. Notice here that whether 
‘the rain falls’ is regarded as a categorical judgement or as an 
antecedent is a function of where it falls in a larger context by 
virtue of the rules that have been applied in generating it.

 (p.151) The fact that Kant starts his analysis at the level of 
the judgement, rather than at the level of the concept, 
suggests that he distinguishes one concept from another by 
the functional roles mental tokens play in the context of a 
larger whole, the context of the judgement. This holism 
enables Kant to escape from the false alternative: either 
categories are abstractions from experience, or else they are 
innate ideas.
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Kant closely associates the forms of judgement, and the 
categories that flow from them, with a faculty he calls the 
understanding. We should take this as saying nothing more 
than that the mind has the capacity to generate judgements by 
the application of syntactical rules to information. If it helps to 
picture the fact that these functions are performed by 
imagining a module labelled ‘The Understanding’ into which 
mental tokens flow and out of which emerge syntactically 
correct sentences in the language of thought, then there is 
little harm in speaking this way.5 Kant claims that the 
understanding is a unity, and that from the unity of the 
understanding we can derive twelve forms of judgement. He 
means nothing more dramatic by this than that a cognitive 
system that represents sententially (in the language of 
thought) must possess an interconnectedness of its syntactical 
forms as the forms of one language.

The idea of associating the categories with the table of the 
forms of judgement avoids one of Hume's problems with the 
concept of causality. Hume can find no distinct impression 
from which we receive the concept of causality. Kant's 
response is that claims are more than just bundles of 
information; they are structured bundles of information. The 
concept of causality lies not in any component of the 
judgement (the concept of this billiard ball, of that billiard ball, 
of motion, etc.) but in the structure of the judgement as a 
whole, in how those components are arranged. If Kant can 
show that a non‐empirical concept can be identified with a 
syntactical structure indispensable for language, then such a 
concept is vindicated, impression or no impression.

The Metaphysical Deduction, then, is just the idea that one can 
discover the short list of basic categories by way of examining 
the short list of basic syntactical  (p.152) forms or ‘forms of 
judgement’.6 Now the notion of a form of judgement is 
reasonably clear: it is just the notion of a rule for the well‐
formedness of sentences in the language of thought. For 
example, the Form of Negative Judgement could be 
paraphrased this way: ‘If “P” is a sentence, then “It is not the 
case that P” is also a sentence’. The list of the forms of 
judgement should be the minimum of such basic rules 
necessary to characterize the syntax of the language of 
thought.
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Now the question is: what is the difference between a form of 
judgement and its corresponding category? A category is the 
form of the experienced fact; it is the rule for the structure 
experiences must have for a syntactic form to be used in a 
statement to represent that experience correctly. For example, 
one of the twelve forms of judgement is the Hypothetical; in 
reconstruction, the rule: ‘If “P” is a sentence and “Q” is a 
sentence, then “If P then Q” is a sentence’. To say that P 
causes Q is to say that the sentences ‘P’ and ‘Q’ can be 
truthfully concatenated into a conditional statement. For each 
of the twelve judgement types, there is supposed to be a 
category. But it doesn't work as neatly in each case as it does 
for causality and substance.7
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 (p.153) The Transcendental Deduction
The Metaphysical Deduction proposes that the twelve 
categories are syntactical rules, necessary if we are to have 
complete thoughts at all. The Transcendental Deduction shows 
that categories have legitimate employment, but only in 
empirical claims, despite their being neither empirical 
concepts nor innate ideas.

Kant claims that the categories are conditions of empirical 
consciousness analogous to the forms of intuition, space and 
time. Unfortunately, this analogy has generated more 
confusion than clarity in Kant's readers, who read ‘empirical 
consciousness’ to mean ‘sensation’ or ‘perception’. Though 
Kant writes of perception, ‘empirical consciousness’ is better 
read to mean ‘thoughts with empirical content’. For there to 
be thoughts with empirical content, we must have sensations 
that lend empirical content to these thoughts. Simultaneously, 
we must have the syntactical forms that make a mental state a 
thought at all. How are these two processes linked?

At the sensory level, the mind takes in the data as the data of 
one, unified mental apparatus (this operation Kant calls 
‘synopsis’, without which there would be nothing to judge 
about: CPR B 127, n. 48) and then assigns spatio‐temporal 
relations to it, for example, assigning a particular red datum to 
a particular spatiotemporal location in the phenomenological 
field. The formal structure that guides the mind in this 
assigning activity is isomorphic with that of Euclidean 
geometry (and the related temporal structure). For an analogy, 
consider the assignment of a particular colour value to a pixel 
by software generating a virtual reality environment. This 
formal structure cannot be identified with phenomenological 
or physical space, any more than the virtual space produced 
by a particular piece of software can be identified with the 
structural features of the software responsible for the space 
having the character that it does.8 (p.154) Nonetheless, the 
two are very closely related to each other. This explains why 
Kant refers to space and time as ‘forms of intuition’, though it 
may be more appropriate to reserve this term for those 
structural features of the mind by virtue of which space and 
time come to have the structure that they do.

The product of the operations of the sensibility is animal 
consciousness.9 For though we can now be conscious of 
spatiotemporal regions as qualified by perceptible attributes, 
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thus yielding something akin to objects and something akin to 
consciousness of them, we could not characterize this as 

human consciousness. What human beings possess beyond 
sensibility is the capacity to produce quasi‐linguistic 
representations of phenomena, to ‘think’ about them or ‘judge’ 
about them. We can without too much distortion characterize 
this as uttering sentences in a language of thought. Kant 
believes that to make meaningful, well‐formed assertions in 
the language of thought, further operations on the phenomena 
are necessary. Once we see what those operations are, we are 
compelled to adopt a much richer account of the structure of 
conscious experience.

This structure is object‐structure, something that is missing 
from an awareness of a spatiotemporal field qualified by 
attributes at locations. For though region R1 at t1 may be red, 
region R2 at ti may also be red, and both regions may be red 
at t2, none of this adds up to observing an apple endure over 
time.10 For that, we need to organize the data further so that 
these qualified regions become seen as unified into an object. 
The Kantian notion of object is the notion of a referent.

What is striking in Kant's account of this process of 
‘objectification’ is that he seems to have held something 
anticipating Frege's context principle. Suppose that the 
concept of a Kantian object is the same as that of a referent. A 
referent is to be understood in relation to a referring 
expression (a name). If an expression acquires the function of 
being a referring expression only in the context of a sentence 
(or judgement), then neither objects nor thoughts about 
objects can stand alone. For something to be an object, it must 
be referred to by a referring expression. For something to be a 
referring expression, it must be so in the context of a 
sentence. For a sentence to serve as a representation of the 
object, other  (p.155) expressions in the sentence (predicates) 
must also represent. This means that objects must present 
themselves to us as embedded in facts or states of affairs. But 
just as there must be rules for concatenating expressions into 
sentences, lest a sentence be just a mish‐mash of expressions, 
there must be isomorphic rules for organizing phenomena into 
states of affairs so that these sentences might map or 
represent them. This operation is executed by the imagination, 
but it performs it under the direction of a system of rules that 
impose syntactical order both on thoughts and on phenomena. 
The module where this system of rules can be found Kant calls 
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‘the understanding’. With syntactic order imposed both on the 
phenomenon and the sentential representation of it, a lexicon 
can then be drawn on for making claims about the object—that 
it is an apple, that it is red, etc.

At this point it is important to head off a possible 
misunderstanding that talk of ‘organizing phenomena’ might 
induce. One might think that before phenomena get organized 
into facts, the mind is presented with a mere chaos of 
impressions. Such a picture fails to take sufficient account of 
the prior role the forms of intuition play in organizing the data 
of sense into a spatiotemporal framework. The visual 
presentation of an apple sitting on a table is the same for a 
consciousness that possesses sensibility but no understanding, 
and a consciousness that possesses both sensibility and 
understanding. The understanding does not lift us out of some 
sort of Jamesian ‘blooming, buzzing confusion’ into orderly, 
stable perceptual experience. Nor does the understanding lift 
us out of blind unconsciousness into the light of sheer sensory 
awareness. Rather, what it does is lift us out of brute, mute 
awareness of the apple on the table, and into a state in which 
we interpret (or imagine) the apple as an object. Kant is not 
vulnerable to the charge that he has a too intellectualistic 
account of sensation, because the Deduction properly 
understood does not provide us with an account of sensation 
at all.

To see why this must be so, consider the case of animal 
consciousness. How one locates animal consciousness within 
Kant's philosophy is crucial to interpreting correctly his 
account of the relationship between sensation and thought. It 
is clear from the organization of the text into a 
‘Transcendental Aesthetic’ and a ‘Transcendental Logic’ that 
Kant draws a sharp contrast between sensation and 
conception; this is his point of departure from the rationalist 
and empiricist tendency to run these together under the 
ambiguous term ‘ideas’. The argument of the Deduction 
concerns the role the categories play in enabling intuition. If 
Kant is claiming that conceptual resources are necessary to 
sensation, this leaves him on the horns of a dilemma 
concerning animal consciousness: either they have conceptual 
resources they almost  (p.156) certainly do not possess, since 
animals would have to synthesize their experiences by way of 
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the categories, or else they do not sense at all. Kant could not 
have accepted either conclusion. Therefore ‘experience’ must 
mean for Kant something more than animal consciousness, but 
something distinct from pure thought.11

The only way out of this dilemma is to regard experience as 
something more than sensation, involving conceptual 
resources not available to animals. Interpreting ‘experience’, 
awareness of empirical objects, as ‘thought with empirical 
content’ satisfies this condition.

If this is correct, it follows that the premiss of the 
transcendental argument (i.e. that we have experience) 
designed to rebut the empiricist sceptic is stronger than it 
seems, and the argument is thus weaker. On the rejected 
interpretation, the empiricist has to contend with the objection 
that the categories are the condition of the possibility of 
sensory awareness, something the empiricist obviously cannot 
deny the existence of while still being an empiricist. On my 
interpretation, we have a more plausible argument that may 
leave the empiricist unmoved. For an empiricist to reject 
Kant's argument now would involve not denying that we have 
sensation, but that we are aware of empirical objects qua
objects. This is conceivable, for this is precisely what animal 
consciousness is.

Matters are complicated by the fact that Kant calls experience 
‘empirical intuition’. Did Kant intend the term ‘empirical 
intuition’ to carry with it the presumption of objecthood and 
thus the application of the categories? In the preceding 
chapter, I characterized intuition as ‘awareness of an 
individual’. Does this mean the same thing as ‘awareness of an 
object as an object’? Since empirical intuitions play a 
prominent role in the Transcendental Aesthetic, it might seem 
that Kant is claiming that the account of the sensibility there is 
incomplete, pending a discussion of the role the understanding 
plays in contributing objecthood to the construction of an 
intuition. Conversely, we might take the absence of the 
discussion of objecthood in the Transcendental Aesthetic to 
imply that an intuition is a purely sensory affair, not involving 
any contribution from the understanding.

Consider the following passage that seems to suppose the view 
that intuitions require the categories. ‘The manifold given in a 
sensible intuition is  (p.157) subject necessarily to the 
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original, synthetic unity of apperception; for solely through 
this unity is unity of intuitions possible’ (CPR B 143). We might 
read this passage as saying that in us intuition is subject to 
apperception (object‐awareness). For the second clause does 
not say that it is solely through this unity that intuition is 
possible. It says that solely through this unity is the unity of 
intuition possible. This interpretation seems supported 
elsewhere. In the following passage, Kant seems to include 
animal consciousness under the heading of ‘intuition’ as in

the uncombined manifold of presentations can be given 
in an intuition that is merely sensible, i.e. nothing but 
receptivity; and the form of this intuition can lie a priori
in our power of presentation without being anything but 
the way in which the subject is affected. But a manifold's 

combination (conjunctio) as such can never come to us 
through the senses; nor, therefore, can it already be part 
of what is contained in the pure form of sensible 
intuition; and the power must be called understanding…
(CPR B 129–30)

What I wish to suggest here is that we have merely a 
terminological difficulty, rather than a difficulty in the 
structure of Kant's thought. If we take ‘intuition’ to mean 
sensation without objecthood, then the understanding 
contributes objecthood, thus transforming an intuition into an 
intuition of an object. If we take intuition to mean awareness 
of an object, then the understanding contributes the elements 
necessary to make a sensation into an intuition.

What is clear is that Kant associates ‘experience’ and 
therefore objecthood with what he calls perception. Thus he 
says at B 161: ‘all synthesis, the synthesis through which even 
perception becomes possible, is subject to the categories.’ It is 
not clear that the contrast to perception is total blindness. 
Rather, I suggest we deflate the notion of perception in Kant to 
what I have been characterizing as awareness of empirical 
objects qua objects, or, interpretation of the empirical field in 
terms of the objecthood.

Later, Kant tries to explain that the pure intuitions of space 
and time also involve conceptual resources, but that this only 
means our capacity to relate to space and time as objects, 
which I take to mean objects of possible judgement (CPR B 
161, n. 305). Again, it is not clear whether Kant wishes to 
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distinguish between pre‐conceptualized intuitions and post‐
conceptualized intuitions, or to use the term ‘intuition’ to 
designate that which is already conceptualized.

In summary, animals have a kind of awareness of individuals 
through their senses that enables them to respond to them. 
This is to be distinguished from awareness of an object as an 
object, a fine distinction but a crucial one. Whereas a dog sees
an apple on a table, a human being sees that an apple is on a 
table. To see that an apple is on the table goes hand in hand 
with judging in the light of  (p.158) experience that an apple 
is on the table. Expressed in our Fregean argot, we can see 
that, and therefore can judge that, there is an x, such that x is 
an apple and x is on the table. The ‘x’ is our introduction of 
referentiality into our awareness, something that the dog 
cannot do. But for us to do it, we need syntax, the rules of 
syntax, and thus the categories. Since the categories are 
equivalent to certain important non‐empirical concepts, this 
shows that the use of these concepts is legitimate, despite the 
failure of an attempted empiricist reduction of them to raw 
sensations.

The preceding discussion may puzzle the reader well‐versed in 
the Kantian corpus as focusing exclusively on the unity of an 
object or the unity of an intuition. What happened to the unity 
of the self, the mysteriously named ‘transcendental unity of 
apperception’? It is often thought that there is some more 
powerful argument lurking in Kant's discussion of the 
transcendental unity of the apperception, based on some 
transparent, immediately evident quasi‐Cartesian premiss 
about the self as object of introspection. Such a premiss seems 
more evident than any claim to the effect that we are aware of 
objects or have perceptions. However, it is misleading to think 
that there is some distinct argument here. Rather, there is the 
same argument with a different focus.

Kant claims that I am at least aware of my thinking. Kant 
agrees with Descartes that this claim is indubitable, and 
therefore something from which one can safely infer. Kant's 
use of this claim in the Deduction is peculiar, however. For he 
begins by observing that in any thought, there will be a 
plurality (or ‘manifold’) of content brought together in the 
thought. While the plural content can be, in some sense, 
derived from the data of sense, the unity of the thought 
containing the content cannot be simply read off the data of 
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sense. This unity must, then, be produced by an act of rule‐
governed synthesis. Thus, the sheer awareness of thinking 
reveals the inescapable role of the categories. For there to be 
one thought with empirical content, there must be, beyond the 
data furnished by the sensibility, a synthesis of this data into 
the form of a unified thought. Once this synthesis has been 
accomplished, ipso facto, a thinker exists, since a thinker is 
just that which has a thought. The conditions of this synthesis 
imply the legitimacy of the categories.

Suppose that the data of redness was presented in one mind, 
call it M1, while the data of apple‐ish shape was presented in 
another mind, call it M2. In no way could we say that either 
M1 or M2 are thinking the thought ‘the apple is red’ or (if this 
is all the data there is) any thought at all. Nor would we say, if 
Mi and M2 are not in communication with each other, that 
there is some larger system, M1+M2, that collectively has the 
thought that the apple is red. For in either  (p.159) 

alternative, there has not been the requisite act of synthesis 
that combines the two elements, together with the rule that 
governs categorical judgements, to form the unified judgement 
‘the apple is red’.

Now in a way, our example is a ladder that must be kicked 
away, for it trades on the notion that M1 and M2 are already, 
just intrinsically, minds in their own right. Because a mind is 
something that thinks a thought, M1 and M2 are not yet minds 
at all, for absent the necessary synthesis and the rule to 
govern it, there is no thought, and therefore no thinkers. 
Conversely, should there be, somehow, the requisite act of 
communication between Mi and M2 such that rule‐governed 
synthesis did occur, and the thought ‘the apple is red’ 
transpired, then M1+M2 would constitute a mind. This shows 
that, for Kant, the notion of a mind is a purely functionalist 
one: a mind just is the occurrence of one or more connected or 
connectible judgements. Thus whenever there are 
appropriately combined contents and therefore judgement(s), 
‘mind happens’. The mind that happens is nothing above and 
beyond the fact that judgement happened. This is what Kant 
means when he says that ‘the I think must be capable of 
accompanying all my presentations’ (CPR B 131).

When we are aware of an object (in the sense of a referent) it 
has unity by virtue of its necessary embedding in a fact or 
state of affairs, and a fact must have sentence‐like structure. 
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When Kant writes of the unity of apperception, his focus is 
instead on the judgement, rather than the truth conditions of 
the judgement. To apperceive is simply to be in a state of 
intellectual awareness, be aware of something in a judging 
way. To be aware in a judging way is to have a certain 
complexity to one's cognitive state. This complexity must 
possess the form necessary for the state to be an assertion of 
anything, to wit, syntactical form. If I were not in a state which 
exemplified the form of judging, the components of my state 
could not come together into anything like a judgement. 
Therefore I would not be in a state of intellectual awareness. 
We should not confuse Kant's concern here with some Lockean 
or Parfittian concern over the conditions of continued identity 
over time. The topic is what lends a state unity as an 
intellectual act, not what binds together many such acts over 
time.

If that is correct, then there should not be any question of an 
‘Objective Deduction’ versus a ‘Subjective Deduction’ or the 
advantages of one over the other. That said, there is a passage 
of the ‘A’ Deduction that seems to lend priority to the unity of 
the self over the unity of the object. Kant says that

since we have to deal only with the manifold of our 
representations, and since that x (the object) which 
corresponds to them is nothing to us—being, as it is, 
something that has to be distinct from all our 
representations—the unity which the object makes 
necessary  (p.160) can be nothing else than the formal 
unity of consciousness in the synthesis of the manifold of 
representations. (CPR A 135)

This passage (the entire section from p. 133 to p. 138 is relevant) 
not only establishes a link between the unity of the object and the 
unity of the subject. It suggests that the unity of the object is 
derived from the unity of the subject. In a sense, this is true: the 
unity of the object is the product of the operations of the mind. But 
on the interpretation we have been offering, there is an exact parity 
between what the mind does to create empirical facts, and what the 
mind does to create empirical judgements. The unity of the 
judgement and the unity of the judged are both products of the 
same transcendental ‘act’. This passage suggests that the unity of 
the object is somehow projected into our sensory information after 
we discovered the unity of the subject.
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This idea is the result of Kant's over‐hasty characterization of 
what his view really is. On the object pole, what is in question 
is not the unity of an object, but the unity of a fact within 
which an object is embedded. Only in this way can we make 
sense of the idea that objecthood presupposes the categories, 
for there is nothing about the common‐sense notion of an 
object that demands them. Facts possess the sentence‐like 
structure that makes the involvement of the categories, 
themselves sentence‐like structures, plausible. The necessary 
embedding of objects in facts leads us from objects to 
categories. By contrast, the unity of the self (in a cognitive act) 
is the unity of an act of judging. Thus the notion of the unified 
self cannot be literally understood as a model for the notion of 
an object. If we are to think in terms of a ‘projection 
hypothesis’, the best we can do is think of a fact being a 
projection of an act of judgement. Why then does Kant speak 
of objects instead of facts?

This slip is not too difficult to explain. If we take the simplest 
kind of empirical judgement, we are likely to be thinking of a 
categorical judgement, a claim that a substance is qualified by 
an attribute. Since the concept of substance is nothing but the 
concept of an object minus its attributes, it is easy to confuse 
the fact in which the object is embedded with the object itself. 
In your mind's eye, visualize the fact that a particular apple is 
red. Do you visualize anything beyond a red apple? Probably 
not.

Even so, the ‘projection hypothesis’, if ‘it is present in CPR A
133–8, is probably incoherent. We could not (1) judge that the 
apple is red, (2) notice the unity of our cognitive state, (3) 
acquire the notion of a thing with unity, (4) project that notion 
into our sensory field, and (5) thereby arrive at the experience 
of a unified apple, (6) which we then notice is red, (7) thus 
leading us to judge that the apple is red. It is more helpful to 
think of the upsurge of cognitive unity, fac (p.161) tuai unity, 
the forms of judgement, and the categories as coeval; this was 
Kant's considered view of the matter as well.12 We shall see 
below whether Nietzsche's use of a projection hypothesis, 
probably derived either from a reading or misreading of CPR A 
133–8, is vitiated by a similar incoherence.

The Paralogisms
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For Descartes, sheer awareness of thinking revealed 
something more than synthetic unity: the existence of a 
substance.13 By the end of the Meditations, Descartes hoped to 
have proved a great deal about the mind: that it was non‐
composite, that it was a property‐bearer in which thoughts 
inhere, that it is radically distinct from matter, and so on. 
Though Descartes himself never succeeded in showing that 
the mind was immortal, clearly it was his hope to make the 
idea of immortality more plausible by his account. The 
prospects for immortality are bleak if the mind is composite, 
adjectival on another substance, or identical to some physical 
system such as the body. Kant's first target in the Critique of 
Pure Reason is what he calls ‘rational psychology’—the 
attempt to spin substantive metaphysical conclusions about 
the self from the mere fact of my thinking. Accordingly, Kant 
begins with the model of the mind established in the 
Deduction. Because the mind is this way, Descartes is 
irresistibly tempted to argue from certain features of first‐
person awareness to metaphysical conclusions that support 
the belief in immortality. Kant shows that by an equivocation 
of terms, the rational psychologist takes the characteristics of 
the thinking self to be more than they are. Kant is not averse 
to the idea that human beings are immortal. But this is 
supposed to be an object of faith, not demonstration.14

 (p.162) The first three paralogisms argue (1) that the self is 
a substance (as opposed to a property of another substance), 
(2) that the self is simple or atomic (as opposed to an 
aggregate), and (3) that the self is the enduring substratum of 
change.15 All the rational psychologist needs is a reason to 
think that the self is a genuine substance. According to Kant, 
this move comes about by virtue of a misunderstanding of the 
conditions of the possibility of empirical thought. The 
necessary unification of contents leads to a transcendental 
illusion of a substantial self.

As Hume pointed out, when we introspect during an act of 
judgement, we find no substantial self amid the objects of 
introspection. What we do find, Kant claims, is the peculiarly 
empty fact that ‘all these contents are mine’. This further 
judgement reflects nothing more than the potential unity a 
plurality of contents must possess if I am to join them together 
in a judgement. Yet this further judgement, ‘and it is I who am 
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thinking this thought!’ does not represent an empirical fact 
the way that ‘this apple is red’ does. It is utterly empty of all 
but formal content.

 (p.163) According to Kant, this purely formal content gets 
misinterpreted by the rational psychologist as an 
extraordinary introspectible fact about the self. For any given 
judgement P, I can always further judge that I judge that P. 
This further judgement takes the ‘I’ as a logical subject. 
Aristotle had claimed that one of the marks of primary 
substance is that it is a subject of predication without being 
predicated of anything else in turn. The ‘I’ as logical subject 
also never appears as the logical predicate of some further 
judgement. We appear to have hit metaphysical bedrock. The 
rational psychologist takes the purely formal fact that we 
know we can always construct a first‐person prepositional 
attitude judgement from any judgement we make, to be the 
introspection of the self as primary substance. Having made 
that identification, the rational psychologist goes on to argue 
that since primary substances cannot undergo destruction, 
neither can the self. The relevance to the hope for immortality 
is clear.

Kant's initial concern in the Transcendental Logic was to reply 
to an empiricist concern: concepts crucial to empirical 
science, substance and causality, could not be shown to have 
an empirical genesis. Kant's reply was to shift ground from 
ideas to judgements and show that thoughts with empirical 
content require structure that cannot have an empirical 
genesis anyway. The empiricist does not have the option of 
paring away bogus innate ideas to reveal a solid core of 
empirical thought, for without the structure the categories 
makes available, there is no thought at all. Just as the 
empiricist tried to recreate the genesis of empirical concepts, 
Kant was obliged to provide a parallel account of how the 
mind generates the structures necessary for thoughts about 
empirical fact. This account showed that facthood itself is 
imposed on the sensory field much as space and time are.

But it showed more. The very unity of awareness that 
constitutes our introspective selves is itself imposed on the 
conceptual field: the self is also a product of synthesis. This 
paradox provided Kant with a tool for attacking inflated 
notions of selfhood prevalent in the rationalist tradition. 
Nietzsche's encounter with Kant's thought decisively shaped 
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his own account of self as synthesis and his critique of 
metaphysics. But thinking that the synthetic falsifies, that 
facts are the product of synthesis, and truth a mapping from 
thoughts to facts, he concluded that the truth is not truth. He 
inspired a vertigo which today lures us to an abyss into which 
deconstruction has already fallen.

 (p.164) Appendix: textual issues concerning the 
Transcendental Deduction
Since the chief purpose of this chapter has been to give an 
exposition of Kant's claims in the Transcendental Deduction 
and the Paralogisms with an eye to how this material 
influenced Nietzsche, I have spared the reader the narrower 
issues of textual exegesis that exercise Kant scholars. 
However, rather than dogmatically present my exegesis 
without at least some mention of the interpretative choices I 
have made and what motivates them, I thought it best to 
consign this material to an appendix. Kant scholars will find 
some of what they want here, while others may safely skip this 
material and go on to Chapter 6.

There are three textual issues: (1) The first‐edition Deduction 
versus second‐edition Deduction, (2) the long Deduction 
versus short Deduction, and (3) the precise location of the 
crucial argument that deduces the categories.

The Transcendental Deduction was significantly revised for 
the second edition. There is the question of the relationship 
between the first‐edition Deduction chapter (CPR A 84–A 130) 
and the extensively rewritten second‐edition Deduction 
chapter (CPR B 116–B 169). The first edition is filled with 
psychological claims about how it is that consciousness can 
become unified and by what means awareness of unified 
objects is possible. If we wish to understand Kant's 
transcendental psychology fully, this material, largely absent 
in the second edition, cannot be dismissed. However, the very 
absence of this material from the second edition shows that 
while Kant's discovery of the argument of the Deduction may 
have resulted from reflection on these psychological 
processes, an adequate exposition of the central argument did 
not strictly require them. This is not to endorse Strawson's 
anti‐psychologistic approach. For Kant, philosophical and 
psychological theorizing cannot be separated. Rather, it is a 
matter of how much psychology is needed to accomplish the 
goal of the Deduction. Suppose that I were to present a text 
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introducing decision theory as a piece of explanatory 
psychology, and I included a lengthy discussion of the 
psychological causes of the desires. In a revision of such a 
text, I might choose to delete this discussion as unnecessary 
for understanding decision theory. One might claim that 
whereas the first text was psychology, the second was 
concerned with ‘the logic of action concepts’ or somesuch. To 
reply that I am still concerned with psychology, pared of 
superfluous issues, is a perfectly straightforward reply; the 
burden would be on the other to show that there is a clear 
contrast that can be made out between an empirical theory 
and the ‘logic’ of the concepts it employs. Kant came to feel 
that much less was  (p.165) needed than had been offered in 
the first edition, and that this excess of detail had obscured 
the main contours of his argument. I propose we take him at 
his word and largely set aside the first‐edition Deduction in 
favour of the second.

There is a further question about when the Transcendental 
Deduction can be said to end; Kant scholars divide into 
advocates of the ‘short Deduction’ reading, who restrict the 
Deduction to the Analytic of Concepts, and advocates of the 
‘long Deduction’ reading, who regard the Deduction as a long 
argumentative strategy not completed until the end of the 
Transcendental Analytic as a whole. The difficulty that 
commentators have had in locating the Deduction rests on 
uncertainty about what Kant is even attempting to accomplish 
with his argument. Since causality is a category, and the 
Deduction is supposed to vindicate the categories in some 
sense, there is some confusion about the function of the 
Second Analogy later in the Analytic, which also concerns 
causality. If the Second Analogy is essential for accomplishing 
Kant's goals concerning causality, then it is tempting to 
conclude that the work of the Deduction is not done when the 
Deduction chapter ends. This is generally called the ‘long 
Deduction’ interpretation, which claims that the Deduction 
chapter is only a fragment of a larger argument encompassing 
the Analytic as a whole. Now in one sense this is innocuous 
enough; surely Kant is not finished with his tasks, whatever 
they may be, at the end of the Deduction chapter, or else the 
book would have ended right there. But it obscures his 
intentions to refer to the arguments of the Analytic collectively 
as a Deduction of the Categories. To count as a ‘long 
Deduction’ interpretation, one must claim something stronger 
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than that Kant's task in the Analytic is not complete until the 
Analytic is complete, for this is trivial. Rather, the claim is that 
the express task the Deduction chapter announces is not 
completed there. Such an interpretation requires us to believe 
that Kant seriously misunderstood the character of his own 
enterprise, even after revising the text substantially in the 
second edition.

Kant himself provides us with ample clues about what the 
differing tasks of the Deduction and later parts of the Analytic 
(such as the Second Analogy) are. In his architectonic, he calls 
the Deduction the heart of an ‘Analytic of Concepts’ whereas 
the Analogies and other Principles are part of an ‘Analytic of 
Principles’. Kant was acutely sensitive to the difference 
between elements of thought that have sentential form and 
those that have subsentential form. He must make this 
distinction to make the surprising claim that categorical 
concepts, which one would think are subsentential elements of 
thought, are really syntactical rules, and are thus implicated in 
the structure of completed sentential thoughts. The contrast 
between an Analytic of Concepts and an Analytic of  (p.166) 

Principles ought to signal to us that in the former, Kant is 
concerned to vindicate the legitimacy of each of the 
categorical concepts, thus preventing us from dismissing 
every claim in which they appear. If the concept of causality is 
illegitimate, then every causal claim must be dismissed. The 
Principles, however, are plainly concerned with vindicating 
specific claims employing the categories. Kant wished to prove 
(1) that not all causal claims are illegitimate and (2) that 
everything we can experience has a cause. Clearly, if some 
argument showed that the concept of causality had no sense 
or proper employment, every claim that contains reference to 
causality will be impugned, including the claim that everything 
we can experience has a cause. However, simply showing that 
the concept of causality is not illegitimate is compatible with 
holding that not everything we can experience has a cause. It 
is even compatible with holding that nothing has a cause. After 
all, once we have contented ourselves that the concept of 
redness is legitimate, and that claims using it are not to be 
impugned simply for containing reference to redness, it hardly 
follows that everything is red.
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Restricting ourselves to the second‐edition Deduction chapter, 
where precisely do we find this argument? This too is a matter 
for contention. We find section 20 ending with: ‘the manifold 
in a given intuition is subject necessarily to the 
categories’ (CPR B 143), which certainly sounds as if Kant's 
mission had been accomplished (this is in fact the case). But in 
section 21 we read: ‘hence in the above proposition I have 
made a beginning of a deduction of the pure concepts of the 
understanding’ (CPR B 144, emphasis mine), thus seeming to 
imply that section 20 did not complete the task. To compound 
the confusion, in section 26, whose very title ‘Transcendental 
Deduction of the Universally Possible Use in Experience of the 
Pure Concepts of Understanding’ suggests that it is only here 
that we find what we seek, we learn that ‘in the 
transcendental deduction we exhibited the possibility of [the 
categories] as a priori cognitions of objects of an intuition as 
such (§§ 20, 21)’ (CPR B 159).

There is less confusion here than meets the eye. First, the 
sentence ‘hence in the above proposition I have made a 
beginning of a deduction of the pure concepts of the 
understanding’ does not tell us to which proposition it refers. 
If it referred to the passage in section 20, ‘the manifold in a 
given intuition is subject necessarily to the categories’, then 
this would suggest that Kant had not yet deduced the 
categories. But Kant does not tell us that. For all we know, he 
may be referring to one of the premisses of the section 20 
argument, not to its conclusion. This would be compatible with 
regarding the task as complete by the end of section 20. But 
the most natural reading of the reference to ‘a beginning’ is 
the immediately preceding proposition, ‘the empirical 
consciousness of a  (p.167) given manifold of one intuition is 
just as subject to a pure a priori self‐consciousness’ (CPRB
144). This is not the conclusion to the argument of section 20; 
it is the first premiss of section 20: ‘The manifold given in a 
sensible intuition is subject necessarily to the original 
synthetic unity of apperception’ (CPR B 143). It is a further 
question to ask what makes apperception possible. The answer 
to that question is judgement. And judgement is already 
clearly and intimately connected with the categories, entailing 
that sensible intuition requires the categories.
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On this reading, section 20 is the Deduction proper; section 21 
is a gloss on it. This squares with Kant referring in section 26 
to an already completed Deduction said to have taken place in 
sections 20 and 21. The only remaining question is: what is 
going on in section 261 Why is it even there? Here I think Kant 
has made a tactical error. Section 26, while furnishing us with 
a new argument, both presupposes section 20 and concludes 
with nothing stronger than what section 20 has already shown. 
Kant knew that section 26 presupposed section 20. He failed 
to see that it does not establish anything new.

What section 20 shows is that we cannot encounter an 
empirical fact without employing the categories, because 
every fact is complex, or ‘manifold’. To experience this 
complexity as one fact (a prerequisite of encountering 
anything within the fact‐structure as an object) this complexity 
must be unified: some form must be imposed on it. This ‘form 
of fact’ is isomorphic with the ‘form of thought’. It is this that 
enables us to think about the fact. A form of thought is a 
syntactical form in the language of thought. This, in turn, is 
associated with a category. Thus in every empirical object we 
encounter, the empirical fact it is embedded in exemplifies 
some categorical concept or other.

In section 26, Kant reminds us that space and time as forms of 
intuition are also pure intuitions. A pure intuition is non‐
empirical awareness of a non‐empirical individual. Thus we 
can be aware of space as an individual though it has no 
sensible properties. Similarly, a circumscribed region of space 
can be the target of a pure intuition. The fact that space and 
time are both forms of intuition and pure intuitions leads Kant 
to a further conclusion. Since space and time are pure 
intuitions, whatever has been said in the Deduction about 
empirical intuitions ought to apply to them too. The argument 
of section 20 can be restated, with the intuitions of space and 
time replacing the arbitrarily selected empirical intuition. This 
would license the conclusion that we must employ the 
categories to be aware of space and time as objects. Since 
space and time are also forms of intuition, the intuiting of 
space and time should accompany any empirical intuition at 
all. Therefore, all the empirical intuitions of objects occupying 
space and time will also be subject to the categories.
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 (p.168) The first part of this argument is interesting. It 
seems to imply that to be aware of space and time as objects, 
the manifold regions of space that comprise them must be 
synthesized into a unity according to a rule. On the face of it, 
this conflicts with the claim in the Transcendental Aesthetic 
that: ‘we can present only one space; and when we speak of 
many spaces, we mean by that only parts of the same unique 
space. Nor can these parts precede the one all‐encompassing 
space, as its constituents, as it were (from which it can be 
assembled); rather, they can be thought only as in it’ (CPR A 
25/B 39, emphasis Kant's). If Kant is concerned with synthesis 
into an object of judgement, and that taking space as an object 
is different from having spatialized presentations, then no 
trouble need arise. However that may be, there is the further 
question of how it is that empirical objects inherit the relevant 
feature of space by virtue of occupying positions within it. 
After all, space is odourless, and all socks occupy space, but it 
does not follow that all socks are odourless.

The argument concerning space and time as pure intuitions 
does no work for Kant other than to show the application of 
the categories to empirical objects in so far as they occupy 
space and time. It appears that the difference between 
sections 20 and 26 comes down to the claim that each
empirical object requires the categories (20) as opposed to the 
claim that all empirical objects require the categories (26). The 
vanishing difference between these two claims, combined with 
Kant's impression that they were somehow distinct, is what 
accounts for his tactical error and confusing remarks 
regarding where exactly the Deduction is supposed to have 
taken place. The argument happens twice, one time too many. 
But the argument of section 20 is superior in clarity, and less 
roundabout in execution, than section 26. Both conclude that 
the categories pervade all of nature. The latter seems more 
impressive in its claim that the categories pervade all of 
nature because nature is coextensive with space and time. But 
if each empirical fact is informed by at least one category, then 
all of nature is covered this way too, for there are no 
supernatural empirical facts.

Notes:

(1) WWR, ‘Criticism of the Kantian Philosophy’, 438–91.
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(2) Kant's view of analytic truths is that they are instances of 
logical laws; that is why they are a priori. Thus ‘All bachelors 
are unmarried’ is a prioribecause ‘For all x, if x is U and x is M, 
then x is U’ is a law of logic. Kant's metaphor of concept 
containment is clear: ‘U’ is notationally contained in ‘x is U 
andxis M’ (CPR A 7/B 11—A 10/B 14). Quine's objection, at 
least at this juncture, hinges not on any denial of the apriority
of logical law, but on the claim that ‘xis U andxis M’ is 
synonymous with ‘bachelor’ is a priori knowledge. See W. V. O. 
Quine, ‘Two Dogmas of Empiricism’, in From a LogicalPoint of 
View (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1953), 20–
46.

(3) Suppose that we could survey all possible worlds. In some 
of them, Newton's laws would prevail. Assume the truth of 
Newtonian theory. To say that something is physically possible 
is to say that it happens in one of these worlds. Now imagine 
that we could introduce variations on these laws: in some 
worlds, gravity is stronger, in others, light behaves somewhat 
differently, etc. Worlds that are either Newtonian or near‐
Newtonian are ‘quasi‐Newtonian’. Now take the worlds in 
which there are experiences sufficiently similar to ourselves in 
some sense (at the least, sharing the same forms of intuition). 
Call these the ‘experiential’ worlds. Kant's claim would be that 
the set of quasi‐Newtonian worlds and the set of experiential 
worlds are coextensive. This interpretation is made more 
plausible once we consider that for Kant Euclidean space and 
time are our forms of intuition, and that every Newtonian 
world is also a Euclidean world. So at least the Newtonian‐
Euclidean spatiotemporal worlds are coextensive with the 
Kantian‐Euclidean intuitional worlds. An experiential world 
has to be at least an intuitional world too.
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(4) Aristotle argued in the Categories that reality presents 
itself to us and is spoken of as structured in certain 
fundamental ways. For example, when a ball is blue, a quality 
is attributed to a substance. To say that there are substances 
and qualities, these being but two of the many categories 
Aristotle canvases, means that reality contains these as 
metaphysical kinds. However, one could also easily read his 
text as concerned with enumerating a list of basic concepts 
necessary for representing reality, or even as merely 
concerned with what minimal linguistic resources are needed 
for speaking of it, as when he writes, ‘Of things said without 
any combination, each signifies either substance or 
qualification or a relative or where or when or being‐in‐a‐
position or having or doing or being‐affected’ (Cat. l b25). The 
sentence is about what is said, about our linguistic resources, 
and yet they are characterized by way of what they signify, 
which concerns the character of the world. Rather than say 
that Aristotle is ambiguous, it is fairer to say that he is 
simultaneously doing ontology and linguistics, connecting the 
two domains with ‘signifies’.

One can easily imagine that Aristotle arrived at his list of 
categories by examining the parts of speech and extracting the 
basic kinds of words. The kinds of words served as a clue to 
the basic metaphysical types: nouns correspond to substances, 
verbs to actions, adjectives to attributes, etc. Kant takes the 
same tack, but appeals to types of sentences rather than 
words. Again, Kant no more writes explicitly of language than 
Aristotle does, but grammatical considerations do seem to 
have served as the clue to basic metaphysical types. Aristotle, 
Categories, in The Complete Works of Aristotle, trans. J. L. 
Ackrill and ed. Jonathan Barnes (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1984).

(5) We should not think of the various faculties as box‐like; 
rather, they are functional systems that may very 
wellpenetrate each other. One mental activity may, in one 
context, be seen to be a component of one function, and 
therefore ‘in’ that faculty, while in another context the same 
activity may serve a different function, and therefore be ‘in’ 
that faculty. This explains how Kant can be both quite serious 
about his faculty talk, while being free in his assignment of 
activities to faculties at different points of his writing. The 
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‘module’ metaphor is a ladder to be thrown away once the 
relationships between the various activities are made clear.

(6) Kant has been criticized for the arbitrariness of the 
categories, but one can make too much of this. In our post‐
Fregean terminology, Kant is trying to express the minimal 
syntactical resources for a language that includes 
quantification, classes, truth‐functions, and modality. If we 
were to translate Kant's table into resources more familiar to a 
post‐Fregean audience, we would need: sentences (which 
would yield ‘Affirmative’ judgements); some basic truth‐
function like Scheffer's stroke (which would yield ‘Negative’, 
‘Hypothetical’, and ‘Disjunctive’ judgements); quantifiers, 
names, and predicates (which would yield'Categorical’, 
‘Universal’, ‘Particular’, and ‘Singular’ judgements); andone 
modal operator, either possibility or necessity (whose absence 
would leave us with ‘Assertoric’ judgements, ‘Problematic’ and 
‘Apodeictic’ judgements being interdefinable given one modal 
operator and negation). Beyond quantified modal logic, I 
mention class membership only because Kant is explicitly 
committed to it as a distinct function by positing that Negative 
and Infinite judgements are distinct, that there is something 
being said by ‘Apples are non‐animals’ not said by ‘Apples are 
not animals’. If there is a difference, it must be that the former 
posits a complement class and the latter does not.

What matters about members of the table is not that they are 
irreducible, but that they are syntactical. Kant himself claims 
that we could, using the table as a basis, construct further 
concepts; it seems to matter little if we could reduce the list. 
The problem with the Metaphysical Deduction is not the table. 
Rather, it is that the individual categories make little sense in 
relation to their form of judgement. Though substance, 
causality and the modal categories make sense, it is utterly 
unclear what is intended by the association of the remaining 
forms with the categories of unity, plurality, totality, limitation, 
and community, or what they have to do with their associated 
forms of judgement .Themostsenseone can make of them is 
simply to identify them with their associated forms, whereas 
with causality, we have independent notions of the form and 
the category. Since none of the categories do any work except 
the relational and modal ones, it may not matter.
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(7) Clearly this cannot be the whole story, as there are true 
conditionals which do not express causal claims. Kant 
recognizes this; the theory of schematism is meant to address 
this problem.

(8) If I were a brain in a vat, being stimulated in precisely the 
same way that I would be stimulated if I were looking at the 
Mona Lisa, there would still be a question about whether 
anything I said regarding the Mona Lisa was correct. 
Depending upon what theory of reference one adopted, my 
expression (or thought) ‘Mona Lisa’ might refer to the real 
Mona Lisa (in which case many of my thoughts about Mona 
Lisa wouldbe incorrect), the Virtual Mona Lisa (in which case 
some of these very thoughts might be correct, e.g. ‘I see the 
Mona Lisa’), or it might refer to the proximate causes of the 
brain state associated with the thought ‘I see the Mona Lisa’, 
that is, the states in the computer that generated the 
stimulation.

Space for Kant, like the Mona Lisa in my example, is an 
intuition, although a ‘pure’ and not ‘empirical’ intuition. I 
suspect that some confusions in Kant literature concerning 
whether space can be identified problematically with some 
feature of noumena (the famous ‘neglected alternative’) or 
with some feature of the mind by virtue of which we intuit 
under the form of space, or with a ‘pure intuition’ , are 
problems that wouldbecome more tractable if we were to 
clarify the various accounts of reference each interpretation 
tacitly involved. Though this remark obviously owes something 
to Putnam, I am especially indebted to Hugh Chandler for 
suggesting it to me.

(9) Kant never claimed in the Transcendental Aesthetic that 
the resources of the sensibility were sufficient for geometrical 
knowledge, only that they were necessary. Presumably a 
geometer needs to be able to think as well to form geometrical 
concepts.

(10) We must not confuse Kant's problem with the Ship of 
Theseus problem. Kant is not asking what principles we ought 
to follow to unify correctly several distinct parts together into 
a single whole, or what principles enable us to identify 
correctly two seemingly diverse entities as the same entity. 
Rather, Kant is interested in what conceptual resources are 
necessary for us to be able at any given moment to be able to 
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regard a ship as an entity at all. Despite the reference to time 
in my example, and Kant's frequent mention of temporal 
disparateness being unified in the first‐edition (‘A’) Deduction, 
identity over time is not Kant's concern here.

(11) The same point applies if one considers perception 
instead of sensation. Kant cannot suppose that animals cannot 
perceive items in their environment. He cannot suppose that 
they are presented with ablooming, buzzing confusion. Nor 
can he claim that animals require intellectual resources 
associated with the capacity to think and have language to do 
so. If we use the term ‘perception’ to refer to what animals do, 
Kant cannot be concerned with perception in the Deduction. 
Though he does use the term to refer to what the Deduction 
describes, it is a term best avoided in exegesis.

(12) The passage presenting these difficulties only occurs in 
the ‘A’ Deduction.

(13) For Descartes, ‘thinking’ includes many ‘mental’ states 
that we would not think of as involving the entertaining of 
something with propositional content—the sensation of pain, 
for example. But in the specific instance of thinking Descartes 
appeals to in the cogito argument, doubting my own existence, 
we are concerned with a purely intellectual act. For Kant, 
awareness of thinking means only awareness of states 
involving propositional content—awareness of pain, for 
example, would be excluded.

(14) The Paralogisms occur in distinct versions in the first and 
second editions. I focus on the first edition because it helpfully 
disentangles four distinct threads of paralogistic reasoning 
that are combined into one discussion in the second edition. 
Also, I set aside the fourth Paralogism, which concerns 
Cartesian scepticism (and replies to it with a variety of 
phenomenalism) as not relevant to my main concerns here. 
Kant's motive in rewriting the Paralogisms chapter is that the 
fourth Paralogism, which stresses the ‘transcendental idealist’ 
aspect of Kant's solution to the problem of the external world, 
is replaced by the ‘Refutation of Idealism’, which stresses the 
‘empirical realist’ dimension of Kant's thought.

(15) These discussions all hearken back to Aristotle's account 
of the concept of primary substance in the Categories, and his 
analysis of change in the Physics. In the Categories, Aristotle 
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had seen significance in the fact that we speak in topics and 
comments, from which he concluded that the world comes in 
things and properties. The concept of substance is the concept 
of a property‐bearer. When we say that man is a rational 
animal, we are predicating rationality and animality to man. 
Man is a substance. When we say that Socrates is a man, we 
are predicating man to Socrates. Aristotle calls substances 
that can inhere in substances ‘secondary substances’. Those 
substances that are only subjects of predication and never in 
turn predicated of something else, Aristotle calls primary 
substances.

In the Physics, Aristotle gives an account of change that 
exploits these distinctions, while disposing of the ancient 
Greek controversy over permanence and change. For Aristotle, 
change is the replacement of properties inhering in a 
substance with other properties. One day my face is pale. The 
next day it is sunburned. The face persists, but paleness is 
removed and replaced with redness. As an analysis of change, 
this raises a problem for understanding origination and 
destruction. In the Physics analysis, for change to occur, there 
must be an enduring something that undergoes the change. If 
the change were from existing to no longer existing, what 
could be said to undergo this? What is it that at one time has 
the ‘property’ of existing, only to have that property removed 
and replaced by the property ofnot existing? There are two 
possible responses. One is to come up with a special account 
of origination and destruction that differs from the changes an 
enduring thing undergoes. This was Aristotle's approach, and 
it has the merit of keeping the concept of substance firmly 
yoked to the notion of an ordinary, medium‐sized object. 
Aristotle, Physics, in The Complete Works of Aristotle, trans. J. 
L. Ackrill and ed. Jonathan Barnes (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1984).

The other is to take this difficulty as the discovery that 
substances cannot be originated or destroyed. Therefore, 
ordinary medium‐sized objects, which are subject to 
origination and destruction, are not genuine substances. The 
subsequent history of Western philosophy was shaped by this 
notion of indestructible substance. It is this notion that 
Descartes and Leibniz made use of to support the belief in 
immortality. Furthermore, we can also see that an aggregate 
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of parts could in principle be disaggregated; such a thing 
could undergo origination and destruction too, although not by 
‘property swap’. So if a genuine substance is to be 
indestructible, it also must not be an aggregate.
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