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Introduction: Kant’s Anatomy of Logic

KANT SCHOLARSHIP, especially in the last decades, has increasingly
come to investigate and appreciate the importance of logic in Kant’s
philosophy. One of the results of the research has been that Kant is
now commonly seen as the �rst to advocate a relatively modern view of
logic as formal: Kant puri�ed the logic of his time by banishing several
topics that are decidedly non-formal, especially those of an ontological
and psychological nature.1

�is is obviously a signi�cant result. It is unfortunate, however,
that the interest for Kant as a pioneer of formal logic has generally
eclipsed the fact that he entertained a much richer notion of logic than
his views on formal logic alone might make us believe. One may begin
to appreciate this point if one realizes that Kant, although he purged
formal logic (or ‘pure general’ logic, as he called it) from ontological
and psychological notions, did not excise them from the purview of
logic altogether. Ontological concerns �nd their place in transcendental
logic, psychological concerns in a discipline called applied logic. Both
disciplines, although not formal in the sense of pure general logic,
are nevertheless branches of logic. �is fact alone shows that Kant
entertained a notion of logic that is much broader than a focus on
formal logic alone suggests. It is the aim of this dissertation to provide
a comprehensive investigation into this broader and richer Kantian
conception of logic. By way of setting the stage let me brie�y introduce
Kant’s taxonomy of logics, a taxonomy that will be investigated in
detail in the chapters to follow.

A more precise account of the way in which Kant thought how
logic must be divided can be found in his main work, the Critique of
Pure Reason. �ere Kant de�nes logic as ‘the science of the rules of

1 See for example MacFarlane (2000), pp. 20–22 and esp. 95–113; Longuenesse
(2006), p. 163 n. 8.
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understanding in general’ (A 52/B 76). He then proceeds to divide logic
according to the way logic can be practised: either with regard to the
general use of the understanding (general logic) or with regard to its
particular use (particular logic). General logic ‘contains the absolutely
necessary rules of thinking, without which no use of the understanding
takes place, and it therefore concerns this [understanding] without
regard to the di�erence of the objects to which it may be directed’,
and it is given the alternative name ‘elementary logic [Elementarlogik]’
(A 52/B 76).2 Particular logic, on the contrary, ‘contains the rules for
correctly thinking about a certain kind of objects’, and Kant says it
can be called ‘the organon of this or that science’ (A 52/B 76).3 General
logic, in turn, is subdivided into pure logic and applied logic. Applied
general logic concerns the ‘rules of the use of the understanding under
the subjective empirical conditions that psychology teaches us’, and is
called a ‘cathartic of the common understanding’ (A 53/B 77–78). Pure
general logic, on the other hand, abstracts from these psychological
conditions of thought. It is the ‘pure doctrine of reason’, and it is said
to be ‘properly scienti�c, although brief and dry, as the scholastically
correct presentation of a doctrine of the elements of the understanding
requires’ (A 53–54/B 78). �is pure general logic is what commentators
often call ‘formal logic’.

After having made these distinctions, Kant contrasts general logic
with transcendental logic. He introduces this distinction by referring
back to the Transcendental Aesthetic: just as there are both pure and
empirical intuitions, we can also distinguish two ways of thinking objects:
a pure and an empirical way. Transcendental logic is then said to be a
logic that ‘did not abstract from all content of cognition’; rather it
would contain ‘merely the rules of the pure thinking of an object’,
which would ‘concern the origin of our cognitions of objects insofar

2 In the preface to the second edition of the Critique it is clear that general logic is
the kind of logic that is to precede science, as it is called ‘the outer courtyard to
the sciences’ (B IX), which serves to judge knowledge, whereas the acquisition of
knowledge is to be consigned to the sciences themselves.

3 �e Cambridge translation has ‘special’ for ‘besonder’. I have chosen to use ‘partic-
ular’ instead, because it singles out speci�c groups or classes, and does not have
the connotation of ‘unusual’ that ‘special’ has. Still, ‘special’ can be defended
on account of the traditional use of the Latin forms ‘generalis’ and ‘specialis’ for
distinguishing more and less general sciences, or in the context of seventeenth-
and eighteenth-century philosophy, general and special metaphysics. Both terms
are used in the secondary literature, although ‘special’ is more common.
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logic

general logic particular logic

pure 
general logic

applied 
general logic

transcendental logic

Figure 1: Kant’s Taxonomy of Logics

as that cannot be ascribed to the objects’ (A 55/B 80). Kant’s taxonomy
of logics can be visualized as I have done in Figure 1 (I have placed
transcendental logic on its own outside the tree, as its place is hard to
assess on the basis of a �rst reading of Kant’s text). Although much is
unclear about these divisions, Kant’s taxonomy of logics shows that he
indeed entertained a richer notion of logic than is often recognized.

�is dissertation aims at understanding in more detail how exactly
Kant thought about these logics, what their relationships are and how
we must place transcendental logic in this picture. In order to attain this
goal, I pursue two subsidiary aims. In the �rst place, I will investigate
the way in which Kant characterizes pure general logic and distinguishes
it from particular logic, applied logic, and transcendental logic. �is not
only provides us with a solid grasp of Kant’s conception of pure general
logic, but also of Kant’s conceptions of the various other branches of
logic.

In the second place, I will investigate Kant’s conception of the
various logical disciplines that he distinguishes from pure general logic,
which requires a reconstruction and evaluation of their contents. I will
do this not only for particular logic and applied logic, but also for two
parts of logical disciplines, viz. the general doctrine of method (which
is part of pure general logic) and the transcendental doctrine of method
(which is part of transcendental logic).

I will not provide a reconstruction of the contents of the doctrines
of elements of both pure general logic and transcendental logic. �e
reason for this is simple – there are already quite a number of very
decent contributions that discuss and analyse the contents of both
parts. It will su	ce to refer to these.4 �e doctrines of method of both

4 For a treatment and analysis of the contents of the doctrine of elements of Kant’s
general logic, see especially Stuhlmann-Laeisz (1976) and Tolley (2007). Capozzi
(2002) is the �rst volume of a commentary on the Jäsche Logic. For the contents of
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logics, however, do merit treatment here, as they have not (or hardly)
been discussed as separate disciplines.5 �e present study thus aims
to investigate and explain the taxonomy of logics that is depicted in
Figure 1.

A Brief Survey of Some Recent Research on Kant’s View on Logic

Now although there is relatively little scholarly attention regarding
the exact way in which Kant distinguished several logical disciplines,
and hardly any (if at all) regarding the contents of these logical dis-
ciplines, it is certainly not the case that Kant’s views of logic have
been neglected. In general, however, one can say that most work
on Kant’s logic has been done from the perspective of clarifying his
philosophical views. �e most prominent example of this concerns
the role logic plays in the metaphysical deduction of the categories.
In this context, Kant’s view on general logic has received consider-
able attention, usually focusing on Kant’s conception of judgement.
�e classic source here is the book by Klaus Reich on the com-
pleteness of the table of judgements, and more recently Reinhardt
Brandt, Michael Wol�, and Béatrice Longuenesse have made notable
contributions to this topic.6 In their e�orts to render the metaphys-
ical deduction an understandable and even cogent argument, they
have greatly contributed to our understanding of Kant’s views on
logic. Still, because of the focus of this line of research, it has not
provided an in-depth study of Kant’s overall views on logic and its
divisions.

Another strand of the literature, related to the �rst but more pertin-
ent to our concerns, seeks to determine the demarcation between formal
(i.e. pure general) and transcendental logic as well as the roles they play

the doctrine of elements of transcendental logic one can consult any commentary
on the Critique of Pure Reason. Prien (2006) provides an analysis of Kant’s doctrine
of concepts in both general and transcendental logic.

5 I know of no treatment of Kant’s conception of the general doctrine of method,
apart from the appendices to Falkenburg (2000), pp. 355–385 . �e transcendental
doctrine of method has received attention in commentaries on the Critique, at
least since Heimsoeth (1966–1971) (the fourth volume of which is devoted to the
Transcendental Doctrine of Method). For my assessment of this scholarly attention,
see chapter 7.

6 See Reich (1986 [1948]), Brandt (1991), Wol� (1995), and Longuenesse (1998).
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in the overall Kantian structure. In her study of this speci�c distinction
María Jésus Vázquez Lobeiras classi�es the various positions taken in
this debate as follows.7

A �rst group of commentators considers transcendental logic to be
a replacement of formal logic. �is view, which was common among
Kant’s idealist successors, is generally considered obsolete among Kant
scholars today.8

A second group considers transcendental logic to complement formal
logic. According to the proponents of this view, both formal and tran-
scendental logic have a well-de�ned task. �ey do not agree, however,
on what these tasks consist in. Some have argued that formal logic
provides the rules for analytic thought (or analytic judgements) only,
whereas transcendental logic concerns synthetic thought (or synthetic
judgements).9 Others have argued that that formal logic is more general
than transcendental logic, in that formal logic provides the rules for
all thought, whereas transcendental logic provides the rules for the
a priori thought of objects only.10 Others again have claimed that
transcendental logic is a particular logic for metaphysics or philosophy,
that is, a logic that somehow refers to metaphysical or a priori objects,
and that provides a kind of methodology for metaphysics.11

A third group, �nally, claims that transcendental logic forms the
foundation for formal logic, as only transcendental logic ensures the
reference of thought to a content that is thought. According to this
view, formal logic is not an independent discipline.12

Nowadays it is the second view that is dominant among scholars,
and especially the view that transcendental logic is a particular logic is

7 See Vázquez Lobeiras (1998), chapter 1, for an overview of this literature. Her
classi�cation can be found on pp. 58–62.

8 Vázques Lobeiras mentions Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel as proponents of this
view, as well as Hermann Cohen and Gerhold Prauss (although the latter limits
his claim to the issue of truth).

9 For example Norman Kemp Smith.
10 For example Herbert James Paton. His discussion with Kemp Smith on this issue

has become a classic in the Kant literature. See Kemp Smith (1999 [1923]), pp. 172,
176, 182–183, Paton (1931), Paton (1936), p. 213, Smart (1955), and Paton (1957).

11 Vázquez Lobeiras mentions Giorgio Tonelli, Tillmann Pinder, and Michael Wol�,
among others.

12 Vázquez Lobeiras mentions Salomon Maimon, Adolf Trendelenburg, Friedrich
Überweg, and Rainer Stuhlmann-Laeisz (among others) as proponents of this
view.
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100 Elementarlehre. 11 T. Transscend. IJogik.

(als blosse Bestimmung des Gemüts) gedacht. An-
schauung und Begriffe machen also die Elemente aller
unserer Erkenntniss aus, so dass weder Begriffe ohne
ihnen auf Art korrespondireilde Anschauung, noch
Anschauung' ohne Begriffe ein Erkenntniss abgeben
können. Beide sind entweder rein, oder emprisch.
Empirisch, wenn Empfindung (die die wirkliche Gege'n-
,vart des Gegenstandes voraussetzt) darin enthalten ist:
rein aber, wenn der Vorstellung keine Empfindung" bei...
gemiseht ist. -Man kann die letztere die Materie der
sinnlichen .Erkenntniss.. nennen. Daher enthält reine

76 Anschauung 'lediglich die Form, unter welc·her· etwas
angeschaut und reiner Begriff allein die Form des
Denkßns eines Gegenstandes überhaupt. Nur allein reine
Anschauungen o4er Begriffe sind a priorl :r.nöglich, em-
pirische nur a posteriof'l.

Wollen ,vir die Recepti vitä t unseres Gemüts,
Vorstellungen zu empfangen, sofern es auf irgend eine
Weise afficirt wird, Sinnlichkeit nennen; so ist da-
gegen das Vermögen, Vorstellungen selbst hervorzubringen,
oder die Spon'taneität des Erkenntnisses, der ,rar-
sta nd. Unsre Natur bringt es so mit sich, dass die
Anschauung niemals anders als sinnlic;b. sein. kannr d. i.
nur die Art enthält, wie wir von· Gegenständen afficirt
werden. Dagegen ist das den Gegenstand
sinnlicher zu denke)).; der Ver s t, a I{eine
dieser ist der andern vorzuziehen. Ohne
Sinnlichkeit würde uns kein Gegenstand gag'eben, und
ohne Verstand keiner gedacht werden. Gedanken o1u}.e
Inhalt sind Anschauungen ohne Begriffe sind' blind.
Daher 1st es eben so notwendig, seine Begriffe
zu machen, (d" L ihnen den Gegenstand in der An..
schauung beizuftigen,) als seine Anschauungen· sich ver..

in .welcher ich den von Kant nicht gegebenen nächsthöheren Be.
griff. über. der allgemeinen und besonderen Logik als ,,.gew6hnliche
LQgik" bezeichne:

Logik.

I' t· I=-gewöhnliche---.---,
I1
tale ,besondere I .

reine angewandte
Es ist also ungenau, wenn Kant die transscendentale Logik im

11 und IV direkt neben die allgemeine steHt, als wenn die heiden
Arten die Uüterabteilungen eines nächsth?heren Begriffs ·wären..Figure 2: Erich Adickes (1889)

Figure 3: Norman Kemp Smith (1923)

Figure 4: Michael Wol� (1995)
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CHAPTER 4. KANT AND THE FORMALITY OF LOGIC 83

as an example of a particular domain of objects that would require special rules (presumably,

those of transcendental logic)—as opposed to the “rules of thinking überhaupt” contained

in general logic.5 All of these passages suggest that Kant takes transcendental logic to be a

special logic. However, the evidence is not conclusive. Kant characterizes the special logics

as organa of the various sciences (A52/B76), and in places, he denies that transcendental

logic is an organon.6 For now, we will leave the question open (see figure 4.1).

Figure 4.1: Kant’s taxonomy of logics.

LOGIC
(the science of the rules of the understanding in general)

GENERAL
(absolutely necessary rules of

thought which apply without regard

to di↵erences in the object)

SPECIAL
(rules of correct thinking as

regards a certain kind of object:

organon of this or that science)

TRANSCENDENTAL
(laws of understanding and

reason in so far as they relate

a priori to objects)

PURE
(abstracts from empirical psychology:

a canon of understanding and

reason, in respect of what is formal in

their employment)

APPLIED
(considers empirical conditions

of use of understanding:

cathartic of common
understanding)

Of these divisions, only pure general logic corresponds to what we now call “logic.” The

special logics contain the principles of particular sciences, insofar as these can be seen as

defining “forms of thought” characteristic of these sciences (JL:18, PL:508). Applied logic,

5“Aber nachdem die obiecte Verschieden seyn, müssen auch verschiedene Regeln des Denkens
seyn, z. B. Andere Regeln im Gegenstand der Erfahrung als im Gegenstand der blossen Vernunft
(Tugend), andere Regeln des Verstandes vor äussere Erfahrung als vor innere. Jede Wissenschaft
hat ihre besondere Regeln. // Es muss aber doch auche eine Geben, die vor allen Wissenschaften
vorhergeht und die Regeln des Denkens überhaupt enthält. Hier muss von allem unterschiede der
obiecte abstrahirt werden.”

6For example, at R:2162: “In der transcendentalen Logik ist die materie allgemein bestimt und
unterschieden; daher criterien der warheit, aber kein organon.” But compare A1011/B245, where
the Critique of Pure Reason is said to be “a special science” aiming at an “organon of pure reason.”

Figure 5: John MacFarlane (2000)

Figure 6: Otfried Hö�e (2004)

Figure 7: Georg Mohr (2004)
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widespread.13 In recent years this view has been challenged by scholars
who maintain that transcendental logic is either general or that it is
neither general nor particular.14

�e debates on the relations between formal and transcendental
logic can perhaps be best illustrated by considering the diagrams that
various commentators have provided of Kant’s taxonomy of logics (see
Figures 2–7 overleaf; they are arranged chronologically).15 Two things
become clear from these diagrams. In the �rst place, they all follow Kant
in dividing logic into (at least) general and particular (or special) logic,
and in dividing general logic into pure general and applied general
logic. Secondly, the diagrams neatly show the di�erences of opinion
on the nature of transcendental logic and its relation to formal or pure
general logic. Most scholars give it a place as a species of particular logic
(Wol�, Hö�e, and Mohr), whereas others create a third branch of logic
on the same level as general and particular logic, which implies that
transcendental logic is neither general nor particular (Kemp Smith and
MacFarlane). Adickes is the only commentator to oppose transcend-
ental logic to what he calls ordinary logic,16 thus placing transcendental
logic even higher up in the tree of logics. Matters become even more
complex if we add to this a recent suggestion by Clinton Tolley, who
argues that transcendental logic is just as general as general logic, which
may imply that transcendental logic is a species (or even sub-species)
of general logic.17

Clinton Tolley’s work on Kant’s conception of logic deserves special
mention. In the past few years, Tolley has built up a comprehens-
ive interpretation of Kant’s logic, arguing that Kant was much more
innovative than he is generally considered to be. His dissertation,

13 In addition to the scholars mentioned above, the view is held by (to name a few)
John MacFarlane, Otfried Hö�e, Elfriede Conrad, Wim de Jong, Riccardo Pozzo,
Georg Mohr, Jay Rosenburg, Bernhard Prien, Jill Vance Buroker, and Timothy
Rosenkoetter.

14 For the �rst view, see Tolley (2012); the second view is held by Vázquez Lobeiras
(1998).

15 �e diagrams are taken from Adickes (1889), p. 100n; Kemp Smith (1999 [1923]),
p. 169; Wol� (1995), p. 204; MacFarlane (2000), p. 83; Hö�e (2004), p. 120; and
Mohr (2004), p. 165.

16 What ‘ordinary logic’ is, Adickes does not explain, however. He only says that
it designates ‘den von Kant nicht gegebenen nächsthöchsten Begri� über der
allgemeinen und besonderen Logik’, Adickes (1889), p. 100 n.

17 See Tolley (2012). Tolley does not provide a diagram, however.
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Kant’s Conception of Logic (2007), is the �rst English monograph on
Kant’s logic, and it is a rich and stimulating book. It not only provides
ample discussion of the characteristics of Kant’s pure general logic and
some discussion of the characteristics of the various logical branches,
it also provides in-depth discussion of Kant’s doctrines of concepts,
judgements, and syllogisms. He has made further contributions in
a series of articles.18 In this way, he has succeeded in establishing a
commanding interpretation of Kant’s logic that cannot be ignored
by anyone investigating the topic. As a result, Tolley is an important
discussion partner in the present study. As will become clear, I do
not agree with all his conclusions, and I will criticize some of them at
various places. In particular I will criticize his treatment of the way in
which Kant distinguishes transcendental logic from pure general logic.
Moreover, Tolley devotes little attention to branches of logic other than
pure general and transcendental logic. But it is only fair to say that I
am indebted to his painstaking readings, and I would like to think of
this dissertation as a further con�rmation of his claim that Kant was
not only innovative in his views on pure general logic, but also in his
views on the other branches of logic.

Finally, I should mention another very helpful line of research, which
aims to provide the historical context of Kant’s views on logic by tracing
its reliance on the early modern logical tradition. Important scholars
in this �eld are Giorgio Tonelli and Norbert Hinske.19 Although these
contributions tend to emphasize the historical context of Kant’s views
so strongly that they hardly provide more systematic analyses of Kant’s
own views, they constitute a formidable basis for such analysis, and I
have bene�ted greatly from them.

�e present study adds to this existing research in the following ways.
In the �rst place, it is the �rst study that comprehensively investigates
Kant’s division of logic into various branches. Secondly, in doing this,
it is one of the �rst that investigates into the nature and contents of
the branches of logic that Kant distinguishes, providing a detailed

18 Tolley (2006), Tolley (2008), Tolley (2011), Tolley (2012), Tolley (forthcoming–a),
and Tolley (forthcoming–b). �e forthcoming papers, as well as his dissertation,
can be downloaded from Tolley’s website, <http://philosophyfaculty.ucsd.edu/
faculty/ctolley/publications/>.

19 See for example Hinske (1998) and Tonelli (1994). More work in this tradition is
done by Pozzo (1989), Pozzo (2000), Vázquez Lobeiras (1998), Conrad (1994),
Stark (1987), and Capozzi (2002) – it seems to be a predominantly Italo-German
specialty.
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treatment of Kant’s notion of applied logic, as well as a treatment of
Kant’s notion of particular logic.20 Moreover, it is the �rst study of the
general and the transcendental doctrines of method as coherent logical
doctrines. Especially with regard to the latter it is striking that existing
research has not yet come up with an encompassing interpretation of
the nature and function of the second main part of the Critique of Pure
Reason. �e present study develops an interpretative framework for
understanding these parts of the transcendental doctrine of method on
the basis of an account of the whole.

Methodological and Philological Remarks

�is book aims to provide a historical reconstruction of the views of
Kant. �is reconstruction is based on the one hand on text-immanent
interpretation of Kant’s text, as well as a conceptual analysis of the
concepts he uses in delineating the various branches of logic. On the
other hand more historical methods are employed, not only in o�ering
some developmental history of Kant’s views (especially in chapter 1),
but also in comparing Kant’s views with those of a number of his
predecessors in order to better understand his position (especially in
chapters 3, 4, and 5).

�e sources that are used in this study are in the �rst place Kant’s
published works. �ese have been written and approved by Kant
himself, and should form the basis of any interpretation of his thought.
�e research presented in this dissertation focuses on Kant’s critical
period, and the text that is used most is of course the Critique of Pure
Reason (both the 1781 and the 1787 editions), as in this book we �nd the
most extensive views on logic and its branches, in particular transcend-
ental logic. I also use other published works from the critical period,
notably the Prolegomena (1783) and the Streitschrift against Eberhard,
On a Discovery… (1790). For the overview of the pre-critical period in
chapter 1 I use the relevant pre-critical writings.

In his published works, however, Kant does not say very much with
regard to his views on logic. It is therefore useful to try and supplement
the views from the published work with the material pertaining to
his lecturing activity. Kant lectured on logic during his entire career,

20 Some work on Kant’s notion of particular logic has been done by Wim de Jong
and especially Michael Wol�. I discuss their suggestions in chapter 4.
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from 1755 up until 1796.21 In the margins and on the empty pages of
the compendium that he used, Meier’s Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre, he
made numerous notes in order to prepare his lectures. �ese notes
have been collected and published in volume XVI of the Akademie
Ausgabe, as the so-called ‘Re�ections’ on logic. In addition, there are a
number of transcripts from his lectures, made by students, that have
been preserved. Some of them have been published in volume XXIV
of the Akademie Ausgabe; some more have been published in volumes
8 and 9 of Kant Forschungen. �ese transcripts were either made for
personal use or produced for students wealthy enough to pay for them.
Transcripts were regularly copied by students trying to generate some
extra income or even by professional writers. �ere seems to have been
a lively trade in them.22

With regard to the Re�ections and the transcripts, there are several
well-known problems.23 With respect to the Re�ections there are two
main problems. In the �rst place, the notes have been jotted down over
the course of four decades, and it is hard to know with certainty at what
time a Re�ection was written. Erich Adickes has dated the Re�ections
using an elaborate system. His views are considered debatable, but the
system is the best we have – no-one has since considered it worthwhile
to make another attempt at this herculean philological task (a task that
has become highly problematic anyway because many manuscripts
have been lost or damaged during the Second World War).24 I follow
Adickes’s dating, and when I cite Re�ections, I provide in parentheses
the range of dates Adickes assigned to them. However, I leave out the
least probable dates (marked by more than one question mark or by
added parentheses).

21 With regard to Kant’s lecturing activity the classic source is Arnoldt (1909 [1892–
1893]). A more recent resource for this subject is the invaluable website ‘Kant in the
Classroom’, maintained by Steve Naragon: <http://www.manchester.edu/kant>
(Naragon (2006)). J. Michael Young, in his translation of the logic lectures for the
Cambridge Translation, provides a helpful introduction.

22 See Adickes (1911), pp. 280–281; cf. Lehmann (1961), p. 16.
23 Elfriede Conrad provides a useful account of the philological problems of the

various sources pertaining to Kant’s lectures on logic in Conrad (1994), pp. 43–74.
My presentation is indebted to hers.

24 �ere have been attempts at revising parts of Adickes’s dating. Elfriede Conrad
has argued that the β 1 Re�ections should be dated 1756–1757 rather than 1752–1757
(as Adickes thinks) on account of Kant changing from Meier’s Vernunftlehre to its
excerpt, the Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre in 1757 (Conrad (1994), pp. 65–74). She
also refers to work on the dating of Re�ections by Norbert Hinske, see p. 51 n. 159.
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�e second problem of the Re�ections is that it is di	cult to un-
derstand which views Kant actually expounds in the notes due to their
fragmentary nature. In addition it is also di	cult to ascertain to what
extent the notes represent Kant’s own view and to what extent they
are merely explanations or elaborations of the doctrines expounded
by Meier. Using the notes thus requires comparison with the lecture
transcripts and with Meier’s compendium. Even if one is fully aware of
these philological problems it remains problematic to rely solely on the
Re�ections when making claims about Kant’s views – which does not
imply that they cannot be useful when handled in combination with
the other available sources.

�e use of the lecture transcripts comes with several problems
as well. A �rst di	culty is in fact the same as the second problem
I discussed with regard to the Re�ections: it is sometimes hard to
distinguish between the views of Kant and those of Meier. A second
problem concerns the reliability of the transcripts: to what extent do the
transcripts match Kant’s actual address? �e quality of the transcripts
varies considerably, and it is obvious that the students, most of whom
were teenagers when attending university, cannot be expected to have
always perfectly understood the material.25

�e third problem is that we know very little about the provenance
of the transcripts that have survived. �ere is limited information
concerning who wrote the transcripts, when they were written and
when the lecture was given on which the transcripts are based. �e
problems are even more serious because of the way the transcripts
were produced. Often original notes were combined with transcripts
already existing, so that compilations resulted. Sometimes transcripts
were copied more or less adequately. As a result of this, it is di	cult to
reliably use the transcripts. When compared with Meier’s compendium,
other available transcripts on logic and the Re�ections, the logical
transcripts can be useful for studying Kant’s views, but one must be

25 Kant himself complained about the quality of such notes, as he tried to get hold
of sound copies for his own use or for friends who asked for them. In a letter from
October 20, 1778, to Marcus Herz, answering to such a request, he writes (X:242):
‘�ose of my students who are most capable of grasping everything are just the
ones who bother least to take explicit and verbatim notes; rather, they write down
only the main points, which they can think over afterwards. �ose who are most
thorough in note-taking are seldom capable of distinguishing the important from
the unimportant. �ey pile a mass of misunderstood stu� under what they may
possibly have grasped correctly.’
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very careful. In the present study, I rely on the work of Steve Naragon
for dating the transcripts. On his website ‘Kant in the Classroom’ he
has collected the results of most (if not all) philological research on the
transcripts.26

A �nal word needs to be said on the logic textbook published in 1800
under Kant’s own name, Immanuel Kant’s Logic. A Manual for Lectures,
better known as the Jäsche Logic after its editor, Gottlob Benjamin
Jäsche (1762–1842). It is widely used by Kant scholars as an authoritative
source for Kant’s views on logic, even though its status as such is highly
contested. Jäsche was asked to edit a compendium on the basis of Kant’s
lecture by Kant himself,27 and he had at his disposal Kant’s own copy
of Meier’s Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre, including all the Re�ections.
He also used one or more transcripts. �ere is no evidence that Kant
reviewed the book before it was printed. Modern scholarship severely
criticizes Jäsche’s edition for compiling transcripts and Re�ections from
various periods, for adding or changing things on his own account,
and for failing to provide a decent philological account of his work.
�e conclusion of the research on the Jäsche Logic is invariably that
the Jäsche Logic is not a reliable source for Kant’s views, and that it
can only be used when compared carefully with the transcripts, the
Re�ections and the published works. For criticism on Jäsche’s editing
procedures, I refer to the relevant literature.28 In the present study I
have only sparingly used the Jäsche Logic, always trying to back up
passages from this book by Re�ections.29

For the editions and translations used, I refer the reader to the
Bibliography that can be found in the back matter.

26 Naragon (2006), in particular the page <http://www.manchester.edu/kant/Notes/
notesListPublished.htm>.

27 Jäsche says so in his preface, IX:3, and Kant a	rms this in a declaration in 1801,
see XII:372.

28 �e most important work on the reliability of the Jäsche Logic is that by Terry
Boswell, Boswell (1988) and especially Boswell (1991). For more criticism see Stark
(1987), pp. 126–129, and Conrad (1994), pp. 62–65.

29 Only in my reconstruction of the contents of the general doctrine of method I use
the Jäsche Logic more extensively. But even there I treat him more as a contemporary
witness than as a �rst-hand source of Kant’s views.
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Overview of the Dissertation

Before turning to the main chapters of this dissertation, the reader may
�nd it useful to obtain an overview of the whole.

In chapter 1 we start our investigation by taking a look at Kant’s
pre-critical period. I will trace the development of Kant’s views on logic
and its divisions, and I will show how Kant came to expel certain topics
from the core of logic and accomodate them in other branches of logic.
�is becomes clear especially by examining the way in which Kant
criticized traditional practical logic.

Chapter 2 will then turn to Kant’s critical conception of logic. �is
chapter provides a thorough conceptual analysis of Kant’s concept of
pure general logic. I will investigate and explain Kant’s characterization
of this core discipline of logic, as well as the way in which Kant de-
marcates this core discipline from other kinds of logic. I will argue
that with generality Kant captures two kinds of abstractness. General
logic is abstract in one sense because it does not refer to the di�erences
among (various kinds of) objects, and in this sense general logic is
distinguished from particular logic. General logic is abstract in another
sense because it does not concern the way in which a cognition is related
to the object it refers to, and in this sense general logic is distinguished
from transcendental logic. I will argue then that with purity Kant wishes
to distinguish pure general logic from applied general logic, a kind of
logic that incorporates empirical psychological cognition concerning
the way in which the human mind works. �is pure general logic is
also necessary, and I will argue that for Kant this is connected with the
assessment of logic as constitutive or normative for thought. Finally, I
will consider the term formal, which is used frequently by commentators
to refer to the discipline that Kant calls pure general logic. I will argue
that Kant indeed considered this discipline to be formal, and that he
uses the term mostly to refer to the abstractness of pure general logic
in the sense of not transcendental, but that he also uses it to capture
abstractness (in both senses) as well as purity and necessity, and that
in this sense formal logic is equivalent to pure general logic.

In chapter 3 I will continue my investigation of Kant’s notion of pure
general logic. �is chapter, however, focuses on the second main part
of that logic, which deals speci�cally with method: the general doctrine
of method. �e main aim of this chapter is to provide a reconstruction of
the contents of this discipline. Because Kant never wrote a textbook on
logic, we must do so mostly on the basis of the material pertaining to his
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lecturing activity as well as the Jäsche Logic. Relying on these sources,
I will argue that for Kant the general doctrine of method provides
an account of the systematicity of cognition. For this purpose, Kant
includes in the general doctrine of method topics such as distinctness,
thoroughness and proofs. �ese topics can be best understood in the
light of their contribution to the systematicity of cognition. Moreover,
in line with the general nature of the discipline, the discussion of
systematicity does not refer to any particular aspects of the object
of cognition.

After having treated Kant’s conception of pure general logic in
chapters 2 and 3 we must turn to the other logical disciplines in Kant’s
taxonomy of logic. In chapter 4 we �rst enter the domain of logics that
do take into account the nature of the objects of cognition, particular
logics. Kant conceives of particular logic as a logic that is valid only for
a speci�c kind of objects. After analyzing Kant’s characterizations of
particular logic, the main aim of the chapter is to assess a number of
proposals for what a particular logic of mathematics would be, and
to propose a new suggestion. I will argue that it is unlikely that the
proposals made by two commentators, Michael Wol� and Wim de
Jong, concern logical rules Kant himself had in mind. Subsequently, I
develop my own view that certain analytic principles presupposed by
geometers (as Kant characterizes them), such as ‘the whole is equal to
itself’ and ‘equals added to equals give an equal’ can be understood as
rules pertaining to the particular logic of mathematics.

Chapter 5 then deals with another logical discipline, the one that
Kant calls applied logic and that takes into account empirical psycho-
logical cognition concerning the human mind. �e main aim of this
chapter is to investigate Kant’s notion of applied logic and to obtain
an understanding of what such a logic would contain. I argue that
applied logic is a logic that diagnoses and helps preventing errors that
are due to the interaction between the understanding and sensibility.
Moreover, I discuss an example of a topic that Kant would include in
applied logic, viz. prejudice, showing how his views on this issue indeed
concern the way in which sensibility interferes with the understanding.
A concomitant aim of the chapter is to argue that Kant’s anthropology
contains empirical psychology, and that therefore his conception of
anthropology is broader than is usually acknowledged.

After the investigations of general logic, particular logic, and ap-
plied logic, the �nal two chapters turn to Kant’s most famous and
revolutionary kind of logic: transcendental logic. In a sense these two
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chapters are the transcendental counterparts to chapters 2 and 3. In
chapter 6 I investigate Kant’s characterization of transcendental logic
as concerned with the content of cognition, arguing that this refers to the
relation of cognition to its object. �e categories concern the a priori
part of this relation because they make possible the a priori synthesis
of the manifold of intuitions. Subsequently, I engage in the debate on
the precise place of transcendental logic in Kant’s taxonomy of logics
by discussing the question whether transcendental logic is general or
particular. I argue that transcendental logic is general with respect to
the object treated, but that it is restricted in a di�erent respect, viz. with
respect to the origin of cognition: it is restricted to a priori cognition of
objects.

�e last chapter of this dissertation, chapter 7, discusses Kant’s
conception of a transcendental doctrine of method. �e �nal section of
the Critique of Pure Reason provides such a doctrine of method. �is
section has received quite some attention from scholars, although not
to the same extent as the transcendental doctrine of elements. However,
interpretations of the transcendental doctrine of method generally focus
on speci�c issues, most importantly the philosophy of mathematics,
about which Kant says very interesting things in this section of the
Critique. But there is hardly anyone who has considered the nature of the
transcendental doctrine of method as a coherent whole. In this chapter,
I provide such a comprehensive reading. On the basis of an analysis of
Kant’s characterizations of this transcendental doctrine of method, I
argue that it is a doctrine of method that speci�es the idea and structure
of the system of reason (that is, a critical system of philosophy) that is
to be established on the basis of the Critique. In the second part of the
chapter, I then turn to the contents of the Transcendental Doctrine of
Method in order to see whether it can actually be understood as such
a discipline. Kant’s elaboration of his intentions are not worked out
in an entirely clear-cut manner, but I argue that all four chapters of
the Transcendental Doctrine of Method can be shown to concern the
systematicity of the system of reason.

I conclude this dissertation with a brief résumé of the results of the
investigations in the preceding chapters. I will return, in particular, to
the questions concerning the taxonomy of Kant’s logics and the place
of transcendental logic within that taxononomy.



CHAPTER 1

Logic and Its Divisions in Kant’s Pre-Critical Period

IN ORDER TO START OUR INVESTIGATION into Kant’s conception
of logic and its various branches, I want to provide a brief sketch of
the way in which Kant’s views developed in the pre-critical period.
Although my main focus in this book will be on the critical period, it
is useful to have an understanding of the steps on the way to Kant’s
critical position. Some commentators have even gone so far as to call
the study of the genesis of Kant’s philosophy, following Kuno Fischer,
the ‘clavis kantiana’.1 I would not want to go that far, but an overview
of this development may serve as a useful introduction to my topic.

�ere are two main developments that are interesting for our pur-
poses: the development of Kant’s general conception of logic and the
way in which Kant increasingly came to expel certain topics from the
theoretical and abstract core of logic, relegating them to various other
logical disciplines.

I will treat both developments alongside each other. �e main part
of this chapter traces these developments in the notes Kant made in the
compendium he used for his lectures on logic (Meier’s Auszug aus der
Vernunftlehre) and the transcripts students made of his lectures. �en I
will brie�y discus some important passages from some of his published
pre-critical works.

Given the complexity of the topic it is, I’m afraid, impossible to do
full justice to it. For instance, I will not go into the more meta-logical
question whether Kant conceived of logic as intensional or extensional
and whether his views on this changed in the course of the decades.2
Even more important, I will not treat the development of transcendental

1 See for example Vázquez Lobeiras (1998), pp. 63–65.
2 On this particular question see Schulthess (1981), chapter 1, who argues that Kant

initially considered logic to be intensional, but that he shifted to an extensional
view of logic in the critical period. Cf. Nussbaum (1992).
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logic in this pre-critical period. �is is a research project of its own, and
I cannot begin to do justice to it. Moreover, some research has already
been done on this issue, notably by María Jesús Vázquez Lobeiras.3

Instead, the main focus of this chapter is on the development of
Kant’s views on the division of logic into a core branch of what even-
tually became pure general logic and various other branches of a more
methodological nature. �is development can best be approached by
tracing the way in which Kant dealt with the traditional division of
logic into two parts, usually called ‘theoretical logic’ and ‘practical
logic’. �e young Kant was no exception to this tradition, and in his
lectures on logic (the �rst of which he held in the winter semester of
1755/1756) he initially took over the discussion of practical logic from his
textbook, Meier’s Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre. However, in the course
of the 1760s and 1770s his views on logic changed considerably. One
of the important e�ects of this change was the rejection of practical
logic as it was traditionally conceived. More and more Kant reduced
logic to theoretical logic only, removing most contents of traditional
practical logic. Eventually, Kant split the treatment of method into a
number of parts. In theoretical logic (or as Kant came to call it, pure
general logic) there remained only a small, formal part dealing with
method, often called a ‘general doctrine of method’. A second part
ended up as ‘applied logic’, treating the empirical, subjective elements
of human understanding. Finally, a more speci�c treatment of method,
tied to particular sciences, was relegated to a discipline called ‘particular
logic’.

1.1 Kant’s Earliest Views on Logic and Its Divisions: the 1750s and
1760s

In his earliest notes in his copy of Meier (which derive from the 1750s
and 1760s) Kant characterizes logic quite consistently as the ‘science
of the objective rules of the correct use of reason in general’.4 In two
notes Kant is more elaborate on the nature of logic, and there he lists

3 See Vázquez Lobeiras (1998), especially chapter III. She points especially to the
Inaugural Dissertation and its distinction between a logical and a real use of the
understanding as a major step in the development of a transcendental logic.

4 Re�ection 1579 (1760–1770), XVI:18, cf. XVI:20; see also Re�. 1574 (1760–1768),
XVI:14; Re�. 1784 (1769–1770), XVI:25.
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some characteristics in a systematic way. In Re�ection 1579 we learn
(and I paraphrase):

1 that logic is a science of reason because its object is reason;
2 that it is a science;
3 that it does not treat subjective laws of how one actually thinks

(which belongs to psychology), but laws of how one ought to
think; and

4 that it does not only treat the particular laws of pure reason,5
but also the laws of ‘applied reason’.6

Re�ection 1599 provides a similar kind of list, which, however, omits (1)
and (2) above and instead adds that logic does not deal with the origin
of concepts (which is the business of metaphysics).7 It is clear, then,
that already at an early stage in his career Kant views logic as a science
that excludes quite a lot: it does not contain subjective, psychological
rules nor any metaphysical rules.

We can get a better understanding of Kant’s view of logic when also
considering the way in which he divides logic. It is a di	cult taks to
distill a clear picture from the notes, for they contain a bewildering
number of distinctions.8 Nevertheless, some distinctions feature more
often and also more consistently. �ese are the distinctions between
the common and the learned use of the understanding, between natural and
arti�cial logic, and between theoretical and practical logic. �e �rst two
are closely related to each other and can be explained very brie�y, but
the latter needs some more attention.

Common cognition, or the common understanding, Kant explains, is
based on experience.9 At best it yields general cognition on the basis
of concrete cases, that is, by means of induction.10 It cannot see the
connection with �rst principles,11 nor does it proceed according to

5 �ese particular laws presumably are those of metaphysics, which is de�ned in
the same Re�ection as the ‘science of the objective rules of the correct use of pure
reason’, XVI:18 (my emphasis).

6 Re�. 1579 (1760–1770), XVI:20–21.
7 Re�. 1599 (1769–1770), XVI:29–30.
8 Pozzo (1989) has provided a very detailed historical discussion of most of the

distinctions.
9 Re�. 1572 (1752–1756), XVI:11.
10 Re�. 1572 (1752–1756), XVI:11; 1579 (1760–1770), XVI:18; 1583 (1769–1770), XVI:25.
11 Re�. 1571 (1752–1756), XVI:8.



20 Chapter 1 – Logic and Its Divisions in Kant’s Pre-Critical Period

rules consciously.12 Learned cognition, or the learned understanding, on
the other hand, is based on an understanding of �rst principles and
general cognitions, from which more particular cognition is derived.13 It
cognizes the general in abstracto,14 and proceeds consciously according
to rules that have already been learned in advance.15

Closely connected to this distinction is the distinction between
natural and arti�cial logic. Rules of a natural logic are those that are not
cognized distinctly – one merely thinks in accordance with them. Rules
of an arti�cial logic, in contrast, are known distinctly, and they must be
established before one can think according to an arti�cial logic.16 If
we link this to the distinction between common cognition and learned
cognition, it is clear that common cognition (at least when it is healthy)
is cognition according to a natural logic, whereas learned cognition is
cognition according to an arti�cial logic.

Now these distinctions clarify to a certain extent Kant’s views con-
cerning logic and the use of the understanding; they do not, however,
tell us very much about logic. �e reason for this is that Kant does not
seem to consider natural logic a real logic: at least in one passage he
denies that it is a logic.17 More interesting for our purposes is the way
in which Kant handles the traditional distinction between theoretical
and practical logic, in particular because, as we will see, later Kant starts
to criticize severely the traditional conception of practical logic.

Before turning to Kant’s views on this matter, it is useful to take a
brief look at this traditional conception of practical logic.18 It was
customary in logic manuals in Kant’s time to distinguish between

12 Re�. 1579 (1760–1770), XVI:18.
13 Re�. 1571 (1752–1756), XVI:8; 1579 (1760–1770), XVI:18.
14 Re�. 1583 (1769–1770), XVI:25.
15 Re�. 1579 (1760–1770), XVI:18. It must be noted that Kant also distinguishes between

healthy and unhealthy understanding. �ese would seem to be two species of
common understanding. Healthy understanding is characterized in terms similar
to common understanding: it proceeds from the particular to the general and it is
based on experience. It o�ers a small but no less sound contribution. Proceeding
from an unhealthy to a healthy understanding is done by means of a cathartic. In
two passages, healthy understanding is said to be common understanding (Re�.
1576 and 1578). See Re�. 1573 and 1575 (1760–1768), XVI:12–14; 1579 (1760–1770),
XVI:19, 22–23; 1580 (1769–1775), XVI:23–24; 1581 and 1582 (1769–1770), XVI:24–25.

16 Re�. 1562 (1754–1755), XVI:3–5; 1571 (1752–1756), XVI:8; 1579 (1760–1770), XVI:17–19.
17 Re�. 1571 (1752–1756), XVI:8.
18 My account is indebted to the research of Conrad (1994), pp. 79–86.
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theoretical and practical logic, a custom which in Germany derived
from Christian �omasius, who had divided his Vernun�t-Lehre (1691)
in an ‘Introduction’ and an ‘Execution [Außübung]’.19 Christian Wol�
took over the distinction, although in his German Logic (1713) he did
not make this explicit. His follower Ludwig Philipp �ümmig, however,
did so in a compendium extracted from the German Logic (1725).20
Wol� approved of this, for commenting in 1726 on his German Logic
and on �ümmig’s compendium he explains this state of a�airs as
follows:

What I have expounded in the Logic can, as Mr Professor �ümmig has
done in the Latin Institutiones which he has produced with great skill‘
on my philosophy on the basis of the German works for easier use of
the students at universities, and which is publicly acknowledged in
France as the best philosophical compendium, be divided into two main
parts, the �rst of which shows the theory, or the rules of logic, whereas
the other shows the praxis or the manifold uses of the rules. […] In
the theory I treat the three e�ects [Würckungen] of the understanding,
as they are commonly called, the concepts, the judgements, and the
syllogisms of reason; in the execution I show the uses of this doctrine
in discovering the truth, both through experience by means of the right
use of the senses, and through reason by means of the right use of the
understanding; further in judging the truth, in judging and reading
books, in convincing, in refuting and in disputing.21

Indeed, in the later Latin Logic (1728) Wol� divided the material
explicitly into a ‘theoretical part’ and a ‘practical part’.22 Following
�omasius and Wol�, many logic manuals in the eighteenth century

19 Such divisions of logic into a theoretical and a practical part can already be found
in the later Middle Ages as the distinction between logica docens and logica utens;
other predecessors are the Port-Royal logic and Leibniz. For an overview of the
view of practical logic in the Enlightenment and before, see Schneiders (1980); for
more details on the origins of the distinction between Doctrine of Elements and
Doctrine of Method in the Critique of Pure Reason in traditional logic, see Pozzo
(1989) and Conrad (1994), pp. 75–100.

20 He divides his logic in a part ‘De theoria logicae’ and a part ‘De usu logicae’. See
Ludwig Philipp �ümmig, Institutiones philosophiae Wol�anae, pp. 4 and 22.

21 Wol�, Ausführliche Nachricht, § 55 (GW I.9:180–181); the edition cited is the second
edition from 1733; translation mine.

22 Strangely enough, however, he does not explain this division. In the Prolegemena
to the work Wol� only de�nes logica arti�cialis docens and logica arti�cialis utens. �e
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divided logic into a theoretical and a practical part. Meier, for example,
in his Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre (the manual Kant used for his lectures)
de�nes as follows:

In logic [Vernunftlehre], the rules of learned cognition and of learned dis-
course are either applied to particular kinds of them or not. �e former
is the practicing logic [ausübende Vernunftlehre] (logica practica, utens),
the latter is the teaching logic [lehrende Vernunftlehre] (logica theoretica,
docens).23

As is clear from these passages, theoretical logic is concerned with
the three basic acts of the understanding: concept, judgement and
inference, whereas practical logic deals with the application of these acts
in science and in concrete situations. For an impression of the contents of
the practical part of logic, it is useful to look at the topics dealt with in,
for example, Meier’s compendium.24 After dealing with the rules of the
understanding in the theoretical part,25 Meier goes on to treat method:
he explains what method is, its use and several speci�c kinds of method
(e.g. analytical and synthetic methods). A next section is devoted to the
delivery of knowledge in discourse and in writing (covering topics from
rhetoric, argumentation theory and hermeneutics), whereas the �nal
section deals with the character of a scholar (o�ering psychological

former is ‘scientia dirigendi facultatem cognoscitivam in cognoscenda veritate’,
and he continues: ‘diciturque per eminentiam Logica, propterea quod ea sola
philosophiae pars est’. ‘Logica arti�cialis utens’ is de�ned as a ‘habitus sive ars
dirigendi facultatem cognoscitivam in veritate cognoscenda’. Consequently, the
di�erence between both is that between a science and an art. See Wol�, Philosophia
rationalis sive logica, §§ 10–12 (GW II.1:112–113; the edition cited is the third edition
from 1740).

23 XVI:72–73, translation mine.
24 More on this in chapter 3.
25 Although Meier explicitly distinguishes theoretical and practical logic (as seen

in the passage cited), he says in his introduction of the Vernunftlehre (the larger
compendium of which the Auszug is an extract) that he does not apply that division
to the structure of his compendium, but that for didactical reasons he mixes
theory and application (Vernunftlehre, § 13, pp. 13–14). Indeed, the Auszug aus der
Vernunftlehre does not have two parts labelled ‘�eoretical Logic’ and ‘Practical
Logic’. Still, the compendium is divided into four parts, the �rst of which deals
with the basic acts of the understanding, and the other three deal with topics
traditionally belonging to practical logic. Cf. Conrad (1994), pp. 81–82.
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and anthropological observations regarding this particular sub-species
of man, the scholar).

Although brief, this gives us some background to Kant reception of the
traditional distinction between theoretical and practical logic. In the
notes from the 1750s and 1760s Kant distinguishes them by stating that
theoretical logic presents the conditions that perfect cognitions have to
ful�l (a task he calls ‘adjudication’), whereas practical logic teaches how
to actually ensure that a particular cognition does ful�l these conditions
(‘execution’). �us we read in Re�ection 1579 (1760–1770):

It [logic] is theoretical or practical. �e former contains rules of ad-
judication [diiudication] and prescribes the conditions of a complete
cognition [vollkomenen Erkentnis]. �e latter contains rules of execution
[execution] and prescribes the means for attaining these conditions.
(XVI:22)

It would seem, therefore, that theoretical logic deals with the rules for
determining whether a cognition is logically valid, whereas practical
logic o�ers guidance when one actually, in concreto, wishes to obtain a
(more) perfect cognition. �e former would thus present the charac-
teristics of logical validity (and probably their justi�cation), whereas
practical logic is concerned with producing cognitions that actually
comply with the rules laid down in theoretical logic.26 It is probably
because of this that Kant in the 1760s also applies the terms ‘critique’
to theoretical logic and ‘organon’ to practical logic.27 Designating
practical logic as an organon emphasizes its productive character; the

26 I have not been able to trace the origin of these characterisations of theoretical
and practical logic. Pozzo (1989), p. 171, considers it ‘o�ensichtlich’ that they
derive from the German academic tradition, and cites a passage from Baumeister’s
Institutiones philosophiae rationalis (1735); Baumeister, however, does not explicitly
distinguish adjudication from execution. In the passage to which Pozzo refers,
Baumeister distinguishes theoretical from practical philosophy, stating that practical
philosophy teaches the application of theories to praxis. In another passage (which
Pozzo does not mention) Baumeister speci�cally treats the distinction between
theoretical and practical logic, stating that the task of practical logic is to o�er the
way in which the mind can be led to easily �nd and legitimately judge the truth
(‘altera uero parte [parte practica] tradatur modus specialior operationes mentis
ita dirigendi, ut ueritas et inueniri facile et diiudicari legitime queat’; Institutiones
philosophiae rationalis, § 60, p. 44).

27 See for example Re�. 1566 (1760–1770), XVI:6, and 1585 (1769–1770), XVI:26.
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critical character of theoretical logic is linked almost exclusively to the
fact that common understanding needs a critique in order to become
reliable as a proper science, a critique that can be taught properly only
if it is based on theoretical logic.28

Such characterisations of practical logic are prima facie quite un-
derstandable. Using (theoretical) logic in order to produce logically
valid arguments is di�erent from studying theoretical logic itself. But
what should we expect from practical logic for this productive process?
In the 1760s Kant often repeats that the rules of practical logic are
subjective, and this is contrasted with the objective rules of theoretical
logic. As he writes:

[E]very objective logic is theoretical, for it shows what belongs to an
in itself perfect cognition; it is practical, however, only insofar as it
has subjective principles, i.e. when one knows which means are required
in order to make them so according to the laws of our understanding and
reason.29

�e important point here is that the subjective character of practical
logic refers to the laws of the human intellect. Next to this note Kant
reminds himself: ‘subjective logic: on the laws according to which our
reason works’.30 �is is clari�ed in other notes by the fact that the rules
of practical logic are not only subjective, but empirical as well: they take
psychological facts about the human mind into account. An objective
logic, as Kant also often writes, lays down the rules according to which
one should think, whereas a subjective logic treats the rules according
to which we actually think31 – and supposedly the rules for making the
latter conform (ideally) to the former. Another note has it thus: ‘One
can, however, consider the subjective conditions in concreto and become
acquainted with both the instrument of execution and the obstacles.’32
As such, the fallibility of the human mind necessitates a practical part
of logic teaching how to cope with its particular di	culties and still
produce logically valid cognitions.

28 Re�. 1571 (1752–1756), XVI:8.
29 Re�. 1566 (1760–1770), XVI:6; translation and emphasis mine.
30 Ibid.; translation mine.
31 See for example Re�. 1579 (1760–1770), XVI:21.
32 Re�. 1579 (1760–1778), XVI:22.
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All in all, then, in Kant’s earliest characterizations theoretical logic
is an arti�cial logic that not only helps the common understanding
become learned, but also systematically provides the rules according to
which the learned understanding has to proceed. Practical logic teaches
how to implement the rules of theoretical logic as instantiated in actual
thinking done by the human intellect, providing subjective, empirical
principles that guide thinking.

1.2 1770s: General Logic and the Criticism of Practical Logic

Around 1770 Kant’s views on logic start to shift. �is is most evident
in the notes Kant made in his textbook. Already the way in which
Kant de�nes logic testi�es to this, as he calls it ‘an a priori science of
the [crossed out: general] pure laws of the understanding and reason
in general, not of the particular use. �us, as it is applied in common
cognition and in the sciences without distinction of object’, emphasizing its
generality more than he did before.33 What is more, in his notes he starts
to distinguish between judging or assessing cognition, and producing it,
designating the former with the terms ‘critique’ or ‘canon’ and the
latter with the term ‘organon’.34 Kant also links this to the distinction
between an analytic and a dialectic:

General logic, considered as canon, is the analytic of common under-
standing; considered as organon, it is dialectic. Logic, which should be
an organon, is not general, but it follows the critique of science, not
merely the analysin thereof.35

Kant thus thinks now that logic cannot produce cognition but only
assess it. We also �nd the �rst notes in which Kant states that logic
has to do with the form of cognition rather than with its content.36 One
characterization of logic given is the following: ‘�e canon of all formal

33 Re�. 1603 (1773–1775), XVI:33.
34 Re�. 1601–1603 (1773–1775), XVI:31–33.
35 Re�. 1602 (1773–1775), XVI:32.
36 Re�. 1603 (1773–1775), XVI:33: ‘Hence it [logic] is only an organon concerning the

form of the understanding’s cognition, not its content.’
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use of the understanding is logic.’37 In Re�ection 1612 we �nd another
list of characteristics which summarizes Kant’s view (I paraphrase):

1 Logic is a science of reason, both with respect to its matter (it
has reason as its object) and its form (it is an a priori science);

2 Logic concerns objective laws, how one ought to think, not
subjective ones, how one actually thinks;

3 Logic concerns the general use of reason, not the particular
use, because it is not restricted to a particular object; it is an
analytic canon, not a dialectic organon.38

Turning to the student transcripts of Kant’s lectures on logic in the
1770s, we �nd that the Blomberg Logic (1771) and the Philippi Logic (1772)
present views that follow the notes from the 1760s. Only the Bauch Logic
(before 1772) has a marked emphasis on the generality and formality of
logic.39

Concerning the issue of practical logic, however, the notes and the
transcripts present a similar picture. From approximately 1769 onwards
Kant starts to voice criticism of the traditional understanding of prac-
tical logic and his own earliest conception of it.40 In fact, he raises two
critical points: its inherent tautology and its supposed generality. Kant
himself, however, does not clearly distinguish the two, although in the
course of the 1770s his emphasis shifts from the former to the latter,
which is an indication that for Kant the issue of practical logic becomes
tied more closely to that of methodology.41

37 Re�. 1608 (1773–1775), XVI:34.
38 Re�. 1612 (1773–1775), XVI:36.
39 See for example KF 9:16–18.
40 It is possible that some additions containing this criticism derive already from the

1760s. �is concerns the additions to Re�. 1579 (which Adickes dates 1760–1778),
XVI:20, line 21 (where Kant asks: ‘Whether there is a practical logic?’); XVI:22, lines
14–17 (where Kant notes that a general practical logic cannot be taught, ‘for the
application of rules requires not another rule but rather healthy understanding’);
and XVI:23, lines 16–21. �is would be in line with the fact that similar concerns
surface in the Announcement of the Programme of His Lectures for the Winter Semester
1765–1766. Nevertheless, most of the Re�extions dealing with this issue are from
the 1770s.

41 Chiara Fabbrizi, in a paper presented at the 11th International Kant Congress in
Pisa in 2010, Fabbrizi (forthcoming), claims that Kant rejected practical logic
because it is merely formal and can, as such, not have freedom as an object. �is
is undoubtedly correct, but this particular criticism is not to be found in any pre-
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�e �rst characteristic of practical logic that provokes criticism from
Kant is its inherent tautology. Practical logic, understood as o�ering
guidance in the actual execution of logic, would consist of a body
of rules laying down the way in which to proceed. As such, it is a
body of rules for the application of other rules (those of theoretical
logic). �is situation, of course, would quickly call for another set of
rules guiding the application of the rules (of practical logic) that guide
the application of the rules (of theoretical logic). �is process can be
repeated in in�nity, and this regress shows the impossibility of practical
logic as a body of rules guiding the application of rules. According to
Kant, the practical logicians of his time do not even o�er a new set of
practical rules for the application of theoretical rules, but rather they
repeat the rules of theoretical logic. As such, his characterisation of this
problem as tautological becomes comprehensible: practical logic tries to
solve the problem of the application of theoretical rules by repeating
the theoretical rules, which is a pseudo-solution: idem per idem. In the
Philippi Logic (1772) his explanation of the tautology of practical logic
is very clear:

It is a mistake among scholars that they prescribe the conditions under
which a cognition is perfect; with which they believe they have given
the means to attain perfection. All practical logics are of that kind. �ey
are tautological and instead of prividing means for solving questions,
they repeat the same questions. �ere is, however, no other way in logic.
�e execution of the rules cannot be taught, because I cannot do that
except by giving rules.42

Kant makes clear that the only way to break out of this tautology is to
use common understanding. Such understanding in concreto, based on

critical Re�ection, lecture transcript or publication. Fabbrizi indeed develops it
on the basis of the Critique of the Power of Judgment. I therefore do not think it is
a criticism Kant had in mind in his rejection of practical logic in the pre-critical
period.

42 XXIV:338–339, translation mine. Cf. Re�. 1579 (1760–1778), XVI:22 (cited in foot-
note 40 above); 1590 (1769–1770), XVI:27 (‘ihre practische Regeln sind alle tau-
tologisch’); 1613 (1773–1777), XVI:36 (‘practische logic hat resolutiones vagas, die
verstekt tautologisch seyn’); and 1675 (1776–1778), XVI:75 (‘Man kan ein Erkenntnis
practisch machen, aber die praxin nicht lehren, weil dieses wieder Regeln erfodern
würde, deren Anwendung doch vom Gesunden Verstande erwartet würde’).
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experience, is the only possible help for knowing when and how to
apply any rules.

�e second characteristic of practical logic that provokes Kant’s
criticism is its supposed generality. In fact, here Kant’s understanding of
theoretical and practical logic becomes closely related to the distinction
between general and particular logic. As I indicated above, this latter
distinction appears in Kant’s notes on logic at the beginning of the 1770s,
and soon it is applied explicitly to the issue of practical logic. Logic,
Kant argues, is a general science: general not in the sense that it deals
with general propositions only, but general in the sense that its object is
general. Logic does not con�ne itself to a speci�c type of object; rather,
its object can be said to be reason überhaupt.43 As such, it is valid for all
reasoning whatsoever, irrespective of the speci�c contents or objects
thought about. Now Kant applies this new distinction to the issue of
practical logic by realising that any rules for the execution of logic,
that is, any rules for the application of theoretical logic to instances of
reasoning in concreto, need to be informed by the speci�c type of object
to which these rules are to be applied. It is not surprising that in this
period Kant sometimes de�nes the di�erence between theoretical and
practical logic as follows: ‘�eoretical logica only shows us the rules for
learned cognition, while the practical applies these rules to particular
cases.’44 Of course, if logic is considered to be general, and if practical
logic is considered to be particular in this sense, the conclusion must
be that practical logic is not a part of logic proper. �at is indeed what
Kant claims. He often expresses this by distinguishing within practical
logic between a dialectic and an organon, the former being a (supposed)
general practical logic, the latter a particular practical logic. �us in
his notes we �nd the issue expressed as follows:

[Logic is] [n]ot of particular and determinate, but of general use.
Precisely because it is not determined with respect to any object it
is therefore a principium only of adjudication, not of the construction of
cognition, a canon and not an organon. General logic has no practical
part (except for the critique of common reason). �e canon of reason
in general is analytic; the organon of the use of the understanding in

43 Re�. 1579 (1760–1778), XVI:20. Cf. the Bauch Logic (before 1772), KF 8:9–23, which
o�ers a comprehensive, but repetitive and disorganized account of the distinctions
and relations I describe.

44 Blomberg Logic (1771), XXIV:38.
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general would be dialectic (where without distinction of content one
produces merely the form of understanding and reason, which can be
given true as well as false cognitions, and therefore [breaks o� ]
�e organon of the sciences can only be found in accordance with
acquaintance with their nature, object, and sources of cognition.45

�is state of a�airs thus makes it clear that practical logic cannot be
general, and that general logic cannot be practical: the general part of
practical logic is a sophistic logic of illusion; the part of practical logic
that remains, the organon, is not general, and hence not part of logic
proper.

1.3 Towards the Critical View: Doctrine of Method and Particular
Logic

In the notes that Kant jotted down from around 1780 onwards we �nd
his mature view on logic. �is is of course what we would expect. In the
next chapter I will analyse this mature view. Here, I will limit myself to
discussing the �nal stage of Kant’s criticism of practical logic.

From what we have seen above, it is understandable that Kant gives
up the distinction between theoretical and practical logic. �e relevant
distinction becomes that between general and particular logic instead.
�is can indeed be found in Kant’s notes and the transcripts from
approximately 1780 onwards. In the transcripts dating from around 1780
Kant consequently criticizes practical logic for its supposed generality.
He explains, clearer than before, that practical logic needs reference to
the contents of cognition, and can thus never be general. What is new,
however, is that Kant seems to allow for a new distinction within general
logic that must replace the distinction theoretical/practical: a dogmatic
versus a technical part. �e clearest introduction of this distinction can
be found in the Hechsel Logic (ca. 1780); I will quote it extensively as it
illustrates the criticism of practical logic very well:

A further question is whether logic can be divided into a theoretical
and a practical part. Logic cannot be applied except to objects. General
logic, however, treats the judgement of the understanding, without
distinction of objects, and it is an investigation of the rules not in

45 Re�. 1612 (1773–1777), XVI:36; cf. Re�. 1579 (1760–1778), XVI:23.
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concreto but in abstracto. Practical logic would be the application of
logic to particular cases. Such a logic presupposes a certain knowledge
of particular objects. Every science is an applied logic. E.g. mathemat-
ics, theology, medicine pp. �ese all contain an application of logic.
�us there is no general practical logic if one would want to establish
it as a particular science. Logic must not be divided into a theoretical
and a practical part, but into a dogmatic and a technical part.46

Kant goes on to explain the function of the dogmatic and technical
parts of logic. �e former is not di�erent from what he previously
called theoretical logic: it comprises the rules of the understanding
and of reason, and Kant calls it a canon that abstracts from all the
content of cognition. �e explanation of the technical part, however,
contains new ingredients: it is described as ‘the prescription of academic
rules according to which we designate all logical distinctions’.47 A little
further this is described di�erently:

[T]he practical part exists merely for this reason, insofar as one con-
siders the form of a system. A system needs particular terminologies,
of which the division of all the parts that are found in a system, as well
as all designations, would form the practical part. One can see from
this that this practical logic teaches nothing but the form of the system,
which is, however, rather a kind of technical logic.48

Of course, in order for Kant not to fall into the mistake that he had
criticized himself, this technical part cannot make any reference to the
content of cognition. It is intended as a completely general kind of
dictionary of the technical terms that are needed within logic, especially
with regard to systematicity of cognition. Considering this latter charac-
teristic, the technical part of logic can be seen as a natural extension of
theoretical logic, which consists of the doctrines of concept, judgement
and inference. A system can be viewed as an ordered combination of in-
ferences, just like an inference is an ordered combination of judgements.
As such, it is not strange that Kant thought it to be part of general logic.
�e shift in name from theoretical/practical to dogmatic/technical thus
marks a change in Kant’s conception of logic. He understands logic

46 KF 9:284–285, translation mine.
47 KF 9:285, translation mine.
48 Ibid., translation mine.
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as general, that is, as abstracting from the cognition of objects. �is
means that especially the second part of logic, the traditional practical
logic, changes accordingly, and is reduced to a technical part of general
logic.

�is new division of logic into a dogmatic and a technical part can
be found in all transcripts of around 1780.49 Already at this time these
two parts are called ‘doctrine of elements’ and ‘doctrine of method’ as
well, labels that remain in use in later lecture transcripts.50 It is also the
view recorded in the Jäsche Logic (IX:17–18).

1.4 Kant’s View on Practical Logic in His Published Works

In his published works Kant does not explicitly treat practical logic
often – in fact the term ‘practical logic’ appears only once, in the Critique
of Pure Reason. Still, the developments that we saw in the previous
sections do surface in the published works. It is remarkable, however,
that in the published works we see these developments occurring earlier
than in the notes and lectures. As will become clear, already in the 1760s
Kant conceived of a particular logic, and already in 1770 the idea of a
general doctrine of method is suggested. Still, the Critique of Pure Reason
neatly repeats the criticism of practical logic found in the lectures of
the 1770s, and also unequivocally records the existence of particular
logic. I will brie�y treat the relevant passages.

In 1765 Kant published his Announcement of the Programme of His
Lectures for the Winter Semester 1765–1766. In this small booklet Kant
explains his view on the teaching of logic, distinguishing between
two kinds of logic (II:310–311). First there is the ‘critique [Kritik] and
precept [Vorschrift] of healthy understanding’, a kind of logic that is to
be taught to students upon entering the university, and which serves
to purge the understanding from prejudice and error, after which the
student is properly prepared to embark on the study of science. �is
kind of logic Kant promises to o�er in his lecture on logic. �e second
kind of logic is the ‘critique and precept of real learning’, which is to
form an organon of the sciences. �e task of this organon is to make
explicit and put to right the methods applied in a particular science.

49 See the Pölitz Logic, XXIV:508; the Vienna Logic, XXIV:794; and the Warsaw Logic, KF
9:513–514.

50 See the Dohna-Wundlacken Logic (1792), XXIV:700.
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�is kind of logic can only be taught after learning a science, Kant
explains, as in order to ful�l this task it requires the acquaintance of
its subject matter. Kant goes on to give the example of the organon
of metaphysics that he intends to o�er at the end of his lecture on
this discipline; it thus seems that every science is to be provided with
an organon of its own, which deals with the methods speci�c to that
science.

Comparing these views to those we discussed in the previous sec-
tions, it is clear that the �rst kind of logic is directed at making explicit
the natural logic of the (healthy) common understanding, a process that
is critical or cathartic at the same time. �e other type of logic, however,
is not easily squared with the view of practical logic characteristic of
Kant’s notes of the 1760s. Here Kant does not speak of the empirical
and subjective factors one needs to take into account when applying
logic. He rather intends a more advanced kind of logic, dealing with
the method of the sciences; as such, the conception of this second type
of logic similar to the particular logic as it appears in the notes and
transcripts of the 1770s.

�e next passage in which we come across the issue of practical
logic is to be found in the Inaugural Dissertation of 1770. In its �fth
section, Kant discusses the relation between method and science. He
�rst speaks of a type of logic that is similar to the second type discussed
in the Announcement, in that it provides sciences with their method,
which can only be accomplished ‘[a]fter a science has attained a certain
fullness and orderliness’ (II:410). Kant then goes on to discuss the
method of metaphysics, which is said to need a treatment of method
that precedes any metaphysical work. In speaking of this methodology,
Kant suggests the existence of a general doctrine of method, being a part
of logic:

Hence, since the method of this science [metaphysics] may not be well
known at the present time, apart, that is, from the kind which logic
teaches generally [generaliter] to all the sciences, and since the method
which is suited to the particular character of metaphysics may be wholly
unknown, it is no wonder that those who have devoted themselves to
this enquiry, seem, hitherto, to have accomplished scarcely anything at
all with their endless rolling of their Sisyphean stones. (II:411)

�is indeed suggests that there are two di�erent kinds of treatment of
scienti�c method: one which is part of general logic and which is valid
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for all sciences, and one which is speci�c to a particular science. �is
would be in line with the view we encountered in the lecture notes and
transcripts dating from around 1780.

1.5 Logic and Its Divisions in Kant’s Pre-Critical Period: Conclusions

In this chapter I have provided an overview of the development of
Kant’s views on logic and its divisions in the pre-critical period. We
have seen that Kant characterizes logic in an increasingly general and
formal way, and that he relegates discussion of various methodological
topics to other discipines.

As I have shown, this development becomes evident in particular
when we look at Kant’s views on practical logic. Starting with a view of
practical logic as dealing with the empirical and subjective features of
the human mind needed in order to correctly apply theoretical logic,
Kant later becomes convinced of the impossibility of practical logic.
�e most important reason for this impossibility, however, its supposed
generality, indicates that Kant’s understanding of practical logic has
shifted: its relevant feature is not subjectivity anymore, but particularity.
�is is also clear from the alternative Kant o�ers: instead of a general
practical logic he envisions a particular organon, a methodology dealing
with the particular sciences. Nevertheless, soon after this, Kant comes
to introduce in general logic a small part concerning method, namely
a general doctrine of method. Moreover, as we will see, the empirical,
subjective aid to reasoning (the earlier conception of practical logic)
returns in the Critique of Pure Reason as applied logic, a subdiscipline of
general logic, now distinguished from pure general logic by its empirical
nature.

It can thus be argued that although Kant rejected practical logic,
he did not consider the traditional contents of this discipline to be
useless – he merely distributed these contents over a number of di�erent
disciplines. �ese disciplines (general doctrine of method, applied logic
and particular logic) can be said to be part of logic in a broad sense,
but only the general doctrine of method is part of logic in the strict
sense, that is, pure general logic, which o�ers the necessary rules of
thought. Applied logic is very closely tied to psychology and perhaps
anthropology, and each particular logic is tied to the particular science
to which it belongs. In the chapters that follow, we will study the various
parts of this new logical constellation.





CHAPTER 2

Kant on the Nature of Logic in the Critical Period

IN ORDER TO GAIN A BETTER UNDERSTANDING of Kant’s concep-
tion of logic, its various branches and the relationship between logic
and method, the present chapter will introduce his critical views on
logic. As we will see, Kant makes a sharp distinction between a core
branch of logic (which he called ‘pure general logic’) and a number
of logical disciplines that are more methodological in nature. In the
three chapters following the present one, we will turn to three logical
disciplines that deal speci�cally with various methodological topics
(the general doctrine of method, particular logic, and applied logic).
�e aim of the present chapter is more introductory: to understand
what Kant took logic to be and what divisions he made in logic.

In the Introduction, I have provided a �rst overview of Kant’s
taxonomy of logic, which can be summarized in the following �gure,
which I repeat from there:

logic

general logic particular logic

pure 
general logic

applied 
general logic

transcendental logic

Figure 2.1: Kant’s Taxonomy of Logics

�e story so far might seem straightforward. �e real problem begins,
however, when we try to understand what Kant exactly means by his
distinctions. �is problem is most pressing for the distinction between
pure general logic, often called formal logic in the secondary literature,1

1 I will not use the terms ‘formal logic’ and ‘pure general logic’ interchangeably,
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and transcendental logic. �e exact nature of the relation between
these two disciplines is the object of an old but still lively discussion,
in which scholars disagree on the question whether pure general logic
presupposes transcendental logic or vice versa.2 Because the di�erence
between pure general logic and transcendental logic concerns the
relation of cognition to objects, this discussion is closely related to
the debate on the role of objects in logic, a question which in fact
concerns the interpretation of the formality and generality of pure
general logic.3 Does pure general logic have any relation to objects,
and if so, in what sense? �e answer to this question has consequences
for the interpretation of transcendental logic, as the latter concerns
the a priori thinking of objects. It has consequences as well for the
interpretation of the criterion for distinguishing general from particular
logic. And as becomes clear from these last questions, there also seems to
be a relation between transcendental logic and particular logic. Indeed,
given the way in which Kant introduces transcendental logic (namely
as a logic treating the pure thinking of an object, as opposed to general
logic which treats thinking in general), one is inclined to rank it as a
particular logic. �is, however, raises questions concerning the relation
between transcendental logic and metaphysics (is transcendental logic

for two reasons. In the �rst place, Kant uses the term ‘formal logic’ only once in
his entire oeuvre, at A 131/B 170: ‘Since merely formal logic, so conceived, abstracts
from all content of cognition (whether it be pure or empirical), and concerns
itself merely with the form of thinking (of discursive cognition) in general, it can
also include in its analytical part the canon for reason, the form of which has its
secure precept, into which there can be a priori insight through mere analysis of
the actions of reason into their moments, without taking into consideration the
particular nature of the cognition about which it is employed.’ �is one passage,
however, does not seem to me enough to warrant the claim that one could single
out pure general logic as formal logic. Especially not because, in the second place,
Kant uses the term ‘formal’ also to refer to the categories of transcendental logic.
�e term ‘formal’ thus has to be speci�ed before it can speci�cally designate pure
general logic. Consequently, I will refer to pure general logic if I mean pure general
logic, and refrain from using the term ‘formal logic’, even though I will argue that
Kant’s conception of pure general logic can (with the appropriate restrictions) be
called ‘formal’.

2 Decades ago Herbert James Paton and Norman Kemp Smith already debated these
issues, see especially Paton (1936), Kemp Smith (1999 [1923]) and Paton (1957).
Recent contributions to the debate include Vázquez Lobeiras (1998), Ficara (2006),
Tolley (2007) and Mosser (2008).

3 On this question see especially Schulthess (1981), MacFarlane (2000), Anderson
(2004), Anderson (2005) and Tolley (2007).
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supposed to be a methodology for metaphysics?) as well as concerning
the relation between transcendental logic and other particular logics.

�e aim of this chapter is to clarify Kant’s view of pure general
logic. From the above review of problems we can see that this involves
understanding the divisions Kant makes, understanding the criteria
with which Kant demarcates the various divisions, and understanding
the relations between the divisions. After an introductory section on
Kant’s overall view of logic, I will investigate what Kant means with
the generality and the purity of pure general logic. I will argue that
Kant characterizes general logic primarily as abstract in section 2.2. I
will show that Kant takes the abstractness of general logic in two ways,
one of which distinguishes general logic from particular logic, while the
other distinguishes general logic from transcendental logic. After that,
I will argue in section 2.3 that Kant characterizes pure general logic as
a branch that abstracts from psychological principles, a feature that
distinguishes pure general logic from applied general logic. Having
discussed both abstractness and purity, I can turn to the necessity of logic
in section 2.4. In this section I will investigate Kant’s claim that general
logic provides the rules ‘without which no use of the understanding
takes place’. I will show that there is a tension between this claim and
the way in which Kant seems to divide general logic into pure and
applied general logic. �e upshot of my investigation is that necessity
in the end only accrues to pure general logic, and that it implies that
pure general logic is constitutive of the understanding in isolation,
but normative for the understanding in concreto. �e �nal section is
concerned with Kant’s notion of formal logic, arguing that although the
notion is taken up by many commentators, this is due mostly to the
importance of formal logic for the history of logic after Kant, not to
the importance Kant awards to the notion. I will show that Kant uses
the terms ‘form’ and ‘formal’ rather loosely, although he seems to use
it mostly to distinguish general logic from transcendental logic. �e
terms are also linked closely with the necessity of logic.
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2.1 Logic: Its Nature and Subject Matter

Kant’s view of logic stands in the early modern tradition of logic, and it
is helpful to compare his view with the views that were common in his
days. Without going into this extensively, I will provide some crucial
markers.4

In general, early modern logicians were highly critical of the tradi-
tional, Aristotelian logic. Especially syllogistics was seen as a useless
and contrived arti�ce that did not help to acquire new knowledge.
John Locke, for example, spoke disdainfully of ‘those arti�cial and
cumbersome Fetters of several Syllogisms, that clog and hinder the
mind, which proceeds from one part to another quicker and clearer
without them’.5 Decartes, Locke, and Hume, among others, sought to
replace (or at least supplement) traditional logic with a logic of ideas
that was geared towards discovery, and which was concerned more with
epistemological topics.6

Partly because of this, logic often became a logic of cognitive fac-
ulties: it focused strongly on the way in which the mind works and with
the way in which ideas are generated.7 �is was re�ected in the use of
a much more psychologistic vocubulary. As Falkenstein and Easton
state it, early modern logic ‘dealt with “concepts” rather than terms,
“judgments” rather than propositions, and “reasoning” rather than
arguments, and it saw all of these fundamental explanatory categories
as grounded in contents or operations of the mind’.8 �is was also
re�ected in the way in which early modern logicians characterized the
nature of their discipline. In the Port-Royal logic, for example, Arnauld
and Nicole characterize their subject matter as ‘the art of conducting
reason well in knowing things’.9

In the German academic tradition, similar views can be found. �e
Enlightenment tradition that started with Christian �omasius was
also critical of the overly technical nature of Aristotelian logic, and

4 For useful overviews of early modern logic, see Nuchelmans (1998a), Nuchelmans
(1998b), Nuchelmans (1998c) and Franklin (2006). For contributions that assess
Kant’s views in the context of this tradition, see George (1997), Easton (1997),
Michael (1997), Pozzo (1989), and Capozzi and Roncaglia (2009).

5 John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Bk. IV, Ch. XVII, § 4, p. 672.
6 Cf. Michael (1997).
7 See especially Buickerood (1985).
8 Easton (1997), p. i.
9 Arnauld and Nicole, Logic or the Art of �inking, p. 23.
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emphasized the need for a logic that is useful for purifying thought
from prejudice and avoiding error, a logic helping the common man in
everyday thinking.

�e main author of textbooks on logic in eighteenth-century Ger-
many, Christian Wol�, had a more traditional view, however, and this
was an important in�uence for Kant. It is true that Wol�, in the line
of �omasius, thought logic had to be useful and he included many
epistemological and psychological topics in his logic. He was not as
critical of Aristotelian logic, however, and his textbooks, with their
pronounced emphasis on systematicity and order, relied heavily on the
syllogistics that was criticized so sharply by the likes of Locke, Hume
and �omasius. Wol� also de�ned logic as a science rather than an art,
namely as the ‘science of directing the cognitive faculty in knowledge
of the truth’.10 Note, however, that also for Wol� logic concerns the
faculty of cognition and that it aims at directing the mind in the cognition
of truth – both elements that can also be found in the logic of ideas.

All in all, then, although the logics common in Kant’s days di�ered
in their assessment of traditional logic, they shared the use of a more
psychologistic idiom. We shall see that the latter is also the case for
Kant, although this does not mean that Kant mixes psychology with
logic. Let us turn to his own characterization of logic.

As said, in the introduction to the Transcendental Logic Kant de�nes
logic as ‘the science of the rules of understanding in general [Wis-
senschaft der Verstandesregeln überhaupt]’ (A 52/B 76). �e �rst thing we
should note is that Kant calls logic a science. �is is in fact a break with
most of the traditional views (except Wol�). Kant’s clearest discussion
of the distinction between science and art is to be found in the Critique
of the Power of Judgment, where he says:

Art as a skill of human beings is also distinguished from science (to be able
from to know), as a practical faculty is distinguished from a theoretical
one, as technique is distinguished from theory (as the art of surveying
[Feldmeßkunst] is distinguished from geometry). And thus that which
one can do as soon as one knows what should be done is not exactly
called art. Only that which one does not immediately have the skill
to do even if one knows it completely belongs to that extent to art.
Camper describes quite precisely how the best shoe must be made, but
he certainly was not able to make one. (V:303–304)

10 Wol�, Latin Logic, § 1, GW II.1:107; translation mine.
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Kant thus has a rather subtle view of science: it does not only comprise
knowledge of facts – also knowledge of how to do things (without
having the actual skill in doing them) belongs to science rather than to
art. �is subtlety is also present in Kant’s view of logic, and it can be
seen from his characterization of pure general logic as a canon rather
than an organon. A canon, Kant says, is ‘the sum total of the a priori
principles of the correct use of certain cognitive faculties in general’
(A 796/B 824). Pure general logic as a canon is thus a sum total of a priori
principles of the correct use of the understanding. Characterized in this
way, pure general logic might seem to be a practical discipline, maybe
even an art: it is about the use of the understanding. But from what
Kant says about science in the Critique of the Power of Judgment, we can
see that also this knowledge of how to use the understanding belongs
to science, as long as it does not treat the actual skill in reasoning. In
this respect, then, Kant is justi�ed to call pure general logic a science.

�ere is more to say about the scienti�c nature of logic for Kant. But
before I can go into that, I have to say something about Kant’s view of
the subject matter of logic. As Kant’s de�nition of logic already indic-
ates, the subject matter of logic consists in the rules of the understanding
in general. Among commentators it is by now common to point out
that this characterization di�ers from the modern, post-Fregean con-
ception of logic, according to which logic concerns propositions and
the relations of implication between them.11 Here again we can point
to the early modern tradition, in which it was common to view logic
as being concerned with the human mind. Kant’s view is stated most
explicitly in the Jäsche Logic: logic ‘has reason as its object’, and the state
of a�airs is summarized in the apt phrase: ‘Logic is thus self-cognition
of the understanding and of reason, not as to their faculties in regard
to objects, however, but merely as to form.’12

11 See for example Longuenesse (2006), pp. 136–137.
12 IX:14. Kant himself says the same in Re�ections throughout his career: in Re�. 1579

(1760s, additions from later half of 1770s), XVI:20: ‘Names of logic: [later addition: a
priori] science of reason. Not because of its form but rather because of its object.
[later addition: Because of its matter. Object. Reason in general, not applied to a
particular object.]’; in Re�. 1612 (1773–1777), XVI:36: ‘Logic is a science of reason
concerning both matter and form.’; and in Re�. 1629 (1780s, addition from 1780–
1804) XVI:46: ‘denomination. Logica. Vernunftwissenschaft. Scientia rationalis
nicht [later addition: blos] der Form nach, sondern dem obiect nach: der Vernunft
selbst.’ Cf. Re�. 1586 (1769–1770), XVI:26, and 1594 (1769–1770), XVI:28. See also
Pölitz Logic, XXIV:505: ‘Das Object der Logik ist das obere Erkentnißvermögen. Die
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�e use of both ‘understanding’ and ’reason’ as the subject matter
of logic may seem confusing, but this can be understood from the fact
that Kant uses both these terms to designate what he also calls the
‘higher faculty of cognition’, or ‘the understanding in general [Verstand
überhaupt]’: the three faculties of the understanding (in a more narrow
sense), the power of judgement, and reason (in a more narrow sense).
�is becomes clear from the introduction to the Analytic of Principles:

General logic is constructed on a plan that corresponds quite precisely
with the division of the higher faculties of cognition. �ese are: under-
standing, the power of judgment, and reason. In its analytic that doctrine
accordingly deals with concepts, judgments, and inferences, corresponding
exactly to the functions and the order of those powers of mind, which
are comprehended under the broad designation of understanding in
general [des Verstandes überhaupt] . (A 130–131/B 169)

�e use of the term ‘reason’ as equivalent to this understanding in
general is testi�ed on A 835/B 863: ‘By “reason” I here understand,
however, the entire higher faculty of cognition’.13

With this division of the understanding in general into three fac-
ulties, and of the subject matter of logic into three topics, Kant remains
close to the traditional view of the subject matter of logic, which was
commonly given as the three acts of the understanding: conceiving,

De�nition der Logik als scientia rationalis ist 2deutig, sie ist rational der Form nach,
darin ist sie aber von den andern noch gar nicht unterschieden, die eigentliche
Ursache der De�nition liegt darin, daß die Vernunft ihr Object ist und zwar nach
den algemeinen Gesezen des Gebrauchs derselben.’; and the Hechsel Logic, KF
9:278: ‘Die Logic ist die einzige Wißenschaft, die der Materie nach rational ist,
andre Wißenschaften sind nur der Form nach rational. Die Logik ist der Form
nach rational, weil sie aus der Vernunft geschöpft, auch der Materie nach rational,
weil ihr Obiect die Vernunft is.’ In Kant’s writings, however, this characterization
of logic cannot be found.

13 For another clear presentation of this, see the Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of
View, VII:196–197. After stating that the understanding is the higher cognitive
faculty (as opposed to the lower one, sensibility), Kant goes on to say: ‘�e
word understanding is, however, also taken in a particular sense, namely when
it is subordinated to understanding in a general sense as one member of a division
with two other members; and then the higher cognitive faculty (materially, that is,
considered not by itself, but rather in relation to the cognition of objects) consists
of understanding, the power of judgment, and reason.’ See Wol� (1995), pp. 89–94,
for a more detailed analysis of Kant’s notion of the understanding in general.
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judging and inferring. However, Kant does not agree entirely with
this traditional view. His main criticism is that the act of conceiving
does not exist independently from judging, and neither does inferring.
Judging is the only independent act of the understanding, in which
(somehow) the other acts are contained. Kant famously sums this up
in the �rst section of the chapter on the clue to the discovery of the
categories: ‘We can, however, trace all actions of the understanding back
to judgments, so that the understanding in general can be represented
as a faculty for judging’ (A 69/B 94). �is can be understood from Kant’s
de�nition of judgement as ‘the mediate cognition of an object, hence
the representation of a representation of it’ (A 68/B 93): for a judgement
we thus need the (subject) concept that refers to the object, as well
as the capacity to mediately relate the predicate concept to the same
object that the subject concept refers to (inference).14 �is doctrine
is already present in his pre-critical works, most conspicuously in the
essay On the False Subtlety of the Four Syllogistic Figures (1762), where he
argues that ‘the higher faculty of cognition rests absolutely and simply
on the capacity to judge’ (II:59), on the basis of claims that (distinct
and adequate)15 concepts are not possible without judgements and
syllogisms, and that the understanding and reason consist in the same
fundamental faculty, the capacity to judge.

For Kant, then, logic is isomorphous to the understanding in general,
as the latter is the subject matter of the former. Now it is not my
intention to go into the thorny issues concerning the precise way in
which the structure of logic is interconnected with the understanding as
a capacity to judge, an isssue that is closely related to the metaphysical
deduction of the categories. A thorough investigation of these issues
is provided by Michael Wol�, who argues that the functions of the
understanding govern the basic acts of the understanding and can
result in concepts, judgements and inferences; moreover, he argues by
means of a painstaking analysis of the metaphysical deduction that Kant
provides an argument for the completeness of the table of the categories

14 For more on this, see Wol� (1995), especially pp. 87–110.
15 To be precise, the Cambridge Translation has ‘complete’ as a translation of ‘voll-

ständig’ here. �at, however, is an unlucky choice, since in the logic of Kant’s days
the term ‘complete’ (completus) referred to the degree of distinctness of a concept
su	cient for always recognizing the object corresponding to the concept (its
completudo or Ausführlichkeit. Here Kant clearly means the adequacy (Vollständigkeit,
adaequatio) of concepts, namely the distinctness of its characteristic marks, and I
translate accordingly.
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by means of deriving the four basic functions of the understanding
(the quantitative, qualitative, relational and modal functions) from the
idea of the understanding as a capacity to judge.16 What is relevant for
our purposes is the fact that this derivation allows Kant to systematize
logic, for the functions of the understanding are not only the basis
for the categories, but also for the forms of judgement. Of course,
one can doubt whether Kant succeeds in doing this in a coherent or
convincing way, as has often been done, but at least Kant claims that his
metaphysical deduction is successful. Taking this for granted, however,
this derivation of the basic functions of the understanding from the
idea of the understanding as a capacity to judge makes Kant’s logic a
systematic discipline, especially if we take into account the fact that for
Kant both concepts and syllogisms are logical forms that derive from
judgement. In the Architectonic Kant de�nes a system as ‘the unity
of the manifold cognitions under one idea’ (A 832/B 860). And indeed,
Kant claims to have uni�ed the ‘work of the logicians’, which was
‘already �nished though not wholly free from defects’ by means of the
‘principle’ provided by the ‘act of the understanding that contains all
the rest and that di�erentiates itself only through various modi�cations
or moments in order to bring the multiplicity of representation under
the unity of thinking in general’ – that is, the act of judging.17 �e
systematicity of logic provides further support for Kant’s view of logic
as a science, for systematicity is one of the main characteristics of a
science.18

�ere is thus a case to be made for the view that Kant saw logic as a
science. It must be granted, however, that Kant is not entirely consistent
on the scienti�c status of logic. �is is perhaps clearest from the fact
that whereas Kant says that logic is a science, one of its branches, viz.
applied general logic, is denied the status of a science: applied logic
‘can never yield a true and proven science’ (A 55/B 79). But more doubts
can be raised. Wim de Jong, for example, has argued that for Kant logic
does not provide objective cognition, and that on account of this he
viewed logic not as a genuine science. With a ‘genuine science’ De Jong

16 Wol� (1995). In his book Wol� explicitly deals with the structure of the under-
standing and of logic, see pp. 87–94.

17 Prolegomena, IV:323.
18 See A 832/B 860 and compare the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, IV:467:

‘Every doctrine that is supposed to be a system, that is, a whole of cognition ordered
according to principles, is called a science.’
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seems to mean: theoretical, rational science. He argues that instead
of such a genuine science, logic is for Kant a ‘practical science in the
tradition of the ars conception of logic’.19

I will not go further into this issue, for I think Kant is far too unclear
about it to warrant any robust conclusions. I do think, however, that
where Kant explicitly calls logic a science, he means to say primarily that
logic is a systematic discipline that has the understanding in general as
its subject matter, and that it is systematized by means of the principle
of the act of judging.

2.2 Logic Is General

Let us now turn to Kant’s characterization of the generality of general
logic in the introduction to the Transcendental Logic. �is character-
ization is complicated, for Kant attributes various characteristics to
general logic which do not all seem to hang together with generality,
at least not in any straightforward sense. Moreover, in the initial intro-
duction and in two summarizing passages he provides slightly di�erent
characterizations of general logic. Let us start with sorting this out by
taking a look at these three passages. �e �rst introduction of general
logic is as follows:

Now logic in turn can be untertaken with two di�erent aims, either as
the logic of the general or of the particular use of the understanding.
�e former contains the absolutely necessary rules of thinking, without
which no use of the understanding takes place, and it therefore concerns
this [use of the understanding] without regard to the di�erence of the
objects to which it may be directed. (A 52/B 76)

�e second passage is part of the summary Kant gives of his division
of logic. It runs:

As general logic it abstracts from the contents of the cognition of the
understanding and of the di�erence of its objects, and has to do with
nothing but the mere form of thinking. (A 54/B 78)

19 De Jong (2010), p. 250 and 259. De Jong bases his claims primarily on an argument
that makes plausible that the laws of logic are neither analytic nor synthetic
judgements.
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Finally, Kant rehearses his conception of general logic at the beginning
of the second section of the introduction to the Transcendental Logic.
He says:

General logic abstracts, as we have shown, from all content of cognition,
i.e. from any relation of it to the object, and considers only the logical
form in the relation of cognitions to one another, i.e., the form of
thinking in general. (A 55/B 79)

In these passages, we �nd a rather complicated amalgam of character-
istics that Kant ascribes to general logic. Roughly, Kant says (1) that
it contains rules that are absolutely necessary for the use of the under-
standing; (2) that it abstracts from objects in some sense; and (3) that
it has to do with the form of thinking. For ease of reference, let us call
these characteristics (1) necessity; (2) abstractness; and (3) formality.
Kant’s convoluted introduction of general logic raises a number of
questions. In the �rst place, one would want to understand each of
these characteristics – what do they tell us exactly about general logic?
Secondly, it is important to understand in what way these characteristics
are related to one another, and �nally, whether one of them can be
considered the de�ning one for general logic.

With regard to the second question: Kant’s phrasing suggests the
following picture. As it is mentioned �rst, necessity seems to be the
most important characteristic. �is natural assumption is reinforced
by the connective ‘therefore [also]’, which connects abstractness to
necessity: it seems to be a consequence of the necessity of general logic
that it is also abstract. In what follows, however, I will argue that this
suggestion cannot be correct. Rather than necessity it is abstractness
that de�nes general logic and distinguishes it from both particular and
transcendental logic. Necessity on the other hand is a characteristic
of pure general logic, not of general logic as such. As the necessity of
logic is thus closely related to its purity, I will treat this characteristic
(and my reasons for connecting it to purity) in section 2.3, where I
investigate Kant’s notion of pure general logic. Formality is treated
in section 2.5. In this section I will con�ne myself to explaining what
Kant meant by the characteristic I dubbed abstractness.
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2.2.1 �e Abstractness of General Logic: �ree Characterizations
�e abstractness of general logic concerns the fact that general logic
deals with the understanding ‘without regard to the di�erence of the
objects to which it may be directed’ (A 52/B 76). �is characteristic
tells us something about the way in which general logic disregards
the objects of any cognition.20 Unfortunately, Kant does not always
seem to be consistent in what he says concerning this abstractness.
�is has been noted by Clinton Tolley, who distinguishes two di�erent
interpretations of the abstraction performed in general logic, both of
which can be supported by passages from the Critique.21 According
to him, the passage from A 52/B 76 just cited is an example of a less
strict gloss of the abstractness of general logic: it deals with the fact
that general logic is valid for any kind of object – leaving open the
possibility that general logic treats thought as being directed to objects
in general. But he also distinguishes a stronger gloss which cuts o�
this latter possibility, stating that general logic does not deal with
objects at all, but merely with the form of thinking. One of the most
important sources for this gloss is a passage found only a few pages
after the less strict passage just cited. Here Kant says: ‘[g]eneral lo-
gic abstracts, as we have shown, from all content of cognition, i.e.
from any relation of it to the object’ (A 55/B 79; emphasis mine). �is
passage would indeed seem to make a stronger claim than the passage
from A 52/B 76. Tolley argues further that this second, stricter, gloss
is actually Kant’s considered opinion on the abstractness of general
logic.22

Tolley is certainly right in pointing out the ambiguity in Kant’s
conception of the abstractness of general logic. But matters are even
more complicated than he makes us believe. In his stricter gloss Tolley

20 Kant says roughly the same on B IX: logic abstracts ‘from all objects of cognition
and all the distinctions between them’, and on A 54/B 78 he says that general logic
‘abstracts from all contents of the cognition of the understanding and of the
di�erence of its objects’. Note that in both passages the characterization from
A 52/B 76 is combined with other characterizations, which we will shortly deal with.

21 Tolley (2007), pp. 127–136.
22 Tolley calls these two readings the ‘object-neutral’ gloss and the ‘non-intentional’

gloss, which correspond with the less strict and the stricter reading respectively.
In the terms that I introduce below, these readings conform to the ‘di�erence’
characterization (Tolley’s object-neutral gloss) and the ‘relation’ and ‘object’ char-
acterizations (Tolley’s non-intentional gloss).
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collapses two characterizations of the abstractness of general logic
that are in fact quite di�erent. For Tolley also considers the following
passage as supporting the stricter gloss: logic is ‘justi�ed in abstracting
– is indeed obliged to abstract – from all objects of cognition and all
the distinctions [Unterschiede] between them; and in logic, therefore,
the understanding has to do with nothing further than itself and its
own form’, adding that it is much more di	cult for any discipline ‘to
enter upon the secure path of a science’ if (as in metaphysics) reason
‘does not have to do merely with itself, but has to deal with objects too’
(B IX; emphasis mine). In this passage, we can (as Tolley does as well)
recognize the less strict gloss where Kant says that logic abstracts
from all the distinctions between objects. But Kant also states that
logic abstracts ‘from all objects of cognition’. �is characterization
is certainly stronger than the less strict gloss, and indeed it expresses
quite perfectly what Tolley considers the stricter interpretation to mean:
completely eradicating the object from general logic. �e problem,
however, is that this very strict reading does not seem to me to be
equivalent to the passage in which general logic is said to abstract
from the relation of cognition to the object. Tolley thus collapses two
quite di�erent characterizations of the abstractness of general logic
into one.

Consequently, I think we should distinguish not two, but three
di�erent characterizations of the abstractness of general logic in Kant’s
Critique:

1 general logic abstracts from the di�erence between objects (of
cognition);

2 general logic abstracts from the content of cognition, that is,
from the relation of cognition to objects;

3 general logic abstracts from the objects of cognition.23

23 To repeat: the ‘di�erence’ characterization equals Tolley’s object-neutral gloss,
whereas Tolley’s non-intentional gloss collapses both the ‘relation’ and the ‘object’
characterization. In other secondary literature it is not uncommon to see my
‘di�erence’ characterization dubbed ‘generality’, and my ‘relation’ characterization
‘formality’. I consider these labels to be misleading, however, because (as I will
argue) the generality of Kant’s logic amounts to more than just abstractness in
the ‘di�erence’ sense, and because formality does not only or always concern
abstractness in the ‘relation’ sense – see section 2.5 below.
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As has been noted, the ‘di�erence’ characterization is found three times
in the Critique;24 the ‘object’ characterization can be found two times.25
It is the ‘relation’ characterization, however, that is found most often
in the Critique – I have been able to �nd eight occurrences.26

Kant thus presents a rather confusing picture concerning the ab-
stractness of general logic. Because of that it is not surprising that
various commentators have di�erent opinions on the matter. As said,
Clinton Tolley dismisses the ‘di�erence’ reading and opts for the stricter
gloss – which seems to be most akin to our ‘object’ reading, given the
fact that among all the passages Tolley provides in support of his read-
ing only one concerns the ‘relation’ characterization (our number two),
whereas all others concern the ‘object’ characterization (our number
three). Other interpreters, however, such as Béatrice Longuenesse and
Bernd Prien, argue that for Kant general logic has some reference to
objects.27

In the following, I will argue that Kant used two of the three charac-
terizations in order to distinguish general logic from two other branches
of logic, and that these two characterizations should not be read as
contradictory. �e third characteristic (the ‘object’ characterization)

24 See footnote 20 above. It is also found in the Jäsche Logic, where it is said that the
rules of logic ‘are necessary without quali�cation, for every purpose and without
regard to any particular objects of thought’ (IX:12), that ‘general logic […] deals
with all objects in general’ (IX:15), and that logic is ‘a science a priori of the necessary
laws of thought, not in regard to particular objects, however, but to all objects in
general’ (IX:16).

25 It occurs together with the �rst on B IX and on A 279/B 335. On B XXIII and A 150/B 189
Kant comes close to giving this characterization. Clinton Tolley (Tolley (2007),
p. 135) also adduces some passages from other texts. He quotes two passages from
On a Discovery: ‘logical principles (which abstract completely from everything
concerning the possibility of the object), merely concern itself with the formal
conditions of judgment’ (VIII:194); and the principle of contradiction ‘is valid for
thought in general, without regard to any object’ (VIII:195); a passage from the
Jäsche Logic: ‘General logic […] abstracts from all objects’ (IX:17); and Re�. 5665
(1780s), XVIII:323: ‘Logik handelt vom Denken ohne object’.

26 See A 54/B 78, A 55/B 79, A 61/B 86, A 76/B 102, A 131/B 170, A 132/B 171, A 150/B 189 and
A 239/B 298.

27 Longuenesse (1998), pp. 88, 106–107, and Prien (2006), p. 9�, think that for Kant
the logical form of judgements refers to objects; a similar view is held by Allison
(2004), pp. 84–87 and by Pinder (1979). Paton (1936), p. 191n, holds a somewhat
more cautious position, namely that formal logic (his term for pure general logic)
‘always assumes that there are objects of thought’ but that it ‘is under no obligation
to explain what such objects are’.
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is, I suggest, a looser way of referring to the abstractness of general
logic. In section 2.2.3 I will then turn to the question of the extent to
which general logic exactly abstracts from objects. I will suggest that
Kant does admit objects in general logic, but that this object is nothing
more than the extremely abstract and general conception of an object
in general.

2.2.2 Why �ree Characterizations of the Abstractness of General Logic?
Let us now turn to the fact that Kant o�ers three di�erent characteriza-
tions of the abstractness of general logic. As I pointed out, Kant says
in the �rst place that general logic ignores di�erences between objects,
in the second place he says that general logic abstracts from the content
of cognition, which he identi�es with the relation of cognition to the object;
and �nally, he sometimes says that general logic abstracts from all objects
of cognition.

Now in what follows, I will argue that for the �rst and the second
characterization we can �nd a satisfactory explanation. For the third,
however, I can �nd none. As such, I propose that the third one is a loose
way of referring to the abstractness of general logic, which is captured
more accurately by the two other characterizations taken together.

I thus think that the only relevant distinction between the charac-
terizations Kant gives of the abstractness of general logic is the one
between abstracting from the di�erences between objects and abstracting
from the content of cognition, and that for that reason that is the only
one that requires explanation. In my view, Kant uses these two char-
acterizations of the abstractness of logic in order to contrast general
logic to two other logical disciplines, viz. to particular logic and to
transcendental logic. �ey are meant to cover two sides, so to speak, of
the same discipline.

Let us �rst see, then, what Kant means when he stresses that general
logic ignores di�erences between objects. �e main goal for Kant here is,
I would suggest, to distinguish general logic from particular logics, that
is, from the methodologies (or ‘organa’) of speci�c sciences. Particular
logics concern ‘the rules for correctly thinking about a certain kind
of objects [Gegenständen]’ (A 52/B 76). �eir rules explicitly take into
account the nature of the objects of a speci�c science (about this more
in chapter 4). General logic, in contrast, does not. As noted, in this
respect general logic is allowed to treat its concepts as referring to
objects in a general sense, as long as it does not draw on any di�erences
that may be made with regard to these objects.
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�e second contrast requires some more explanation. �e important
term here is the content (Inhalt) of cognition, from which general logic
is said to abstract. Now it is important not to con�ate this notion of the
content of cognition with another notion of content used in the context
of logic, that of the content of concepts. As was customary in eighteenth-
century logic, Kant speaks about the content of concept in contrast
to its extension (Umfang). If taken in these senses, content is the set of
characteristic marks contained in a concept, whereas its extension is
the set of concepts (or possibly objects) contained under a concept. For
example, the content of the concept ‘man’ consists in the characteristic
marks ‘animal’ and ‘rational’, whereas its extension consists in the
concepts ‘male’ and ‘female’ (or possibly all human beings).28 When
Kant speaks about the content of cognition in characterizing general
logic, he is not talking about this conception of content. As Kant
explicitly speci�es, with the content of cognition he means here the
‘relation of it to the object’ (A 55/B 79). I would suggest that Kant’s main
goal with this is to distinguish general logic from transcendental logic. In
the Critique of Pure Reason Kant uses the locution ‘relation to the object’
mostly if not always in connection with the task of transcendental logic.
Already in the same Introduction to the Transcendental Logic he says:

For without intuition all of our cognition would lack objects [Objekten],
and therefore remain completely empty. �e part of transcendental
logic, therefore, that expounds the elements of the pure cognition of the
understanding and the principles without which no object [Gegenstand]
can be thought at all, is the transcendental analytic, and at the same
time a logic of truth. For no cognition can contradict it without at the
same time losing all content, i.e., all relation to any object [Objekt], hence
all truth. (A 62–63/B 87; emphasis mine)29

Elsewhere Kant links the relation to an object with the objective reality
of concepts, for example in the Transcendental Deduction: ‘[t]he pure
concept of this transcendental object [Gegenstande] (which in all of

28 Of course, for Kant the content of a concept determines its extension, in the sense
that the concepts or objects falling under a concept (its extension) all have the
characteristic marks that are contained in the concept (its content). I thank Johan
Blok for pointing this out to me, and for helpful discussion on the topic.

29 Cf. A 94/B 126–127, B 137, A 111, A 145–146/B 185, A 197/B 242–243, A 244–245,
A 255/B 311, A 489/B 517, in all of which Kant relates the locution ‘relation to an
object’ with (elements of) transcendental logic.
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our cognitions is really always one and the same = X) is that which
in all of our empirical concepts in general can provide relation to an
object [Gegenstand], i.e., objective reality’ (A 109). Similar passages can
be found in numerous other places.30

My reading that Kant uses the phrase ‘content of cognition’ to distin-
guish general logic from transcendental logic is con�rmed by the way in
which he introduces the latter in the Introduction to the Transcendental
Logic. After having said that general logic ‘abstracts, as we have shown,
from all content of cognition, i.e. from any relation of it to the object’,
he proposes the idea of a transcendental logic (‘in which one did not
abstract from all content of cognition’, A 55/B 80) on the basis of the
consideration that there is a distinction between empirical and pure
intuition. Both, I would argue, are elements of the content of cognition,
for in order to relate cognition to objects, we need empirical intuition
(sensation) as well as pure intuition (the forms of space and time). Tran-
scendental logic, in contrast to general logic, discriminates these kinds
of content. Moreover, it also concerns ‘the origin of our cognitions of
objects, insofar as that cannot be ascribed to the objects’ (A 55–56/B 80).
As such, it is clearly distinguished from general logic. It must be
added that transcendental logic introduces a third kind of content into
cognition, namely ‘transcendental content’: the synthetic unity of the
manifold of cognition brought about by the categories (see A 79/B 105).

�ese remarks must su	ce here for our discussion of the abstractness
of general logic – transcendental logic will be the proper subject of
chapter 6. For our present aim, we can conclude from our gloss of the
content of cognition as its relation to objects by means of transcendental
logic that the second, ‘relation’ characterization of the abstractness
of general logic is not a puzzlingly di�erent phrasing of the ‘di�er-
ence’ characterization, but in fact concerns a di�erent distinction Kant
wishes to highlight: that between general logic and transcendental
logic. Hence, the ‘relation’ characterization of abstractness does not
indicate a level of abstraction stricter than that of the ‘di�erence’
characterization, but an abstraction in a di�erent respect: not from the
discrimination of various types of objects that our concepts may refer to,
but rather from the concern for the transcendental question whether or
not these concepts are objectively real. Admittedly, this second question
is more fundamental, but that does not mean that there is any kind of
contradiction between both kinds of abstractness.

30 See for example A 596/B 624, A 670/B 698 and A 781/B 809.
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Let us return to the passages with which we started. If my inter-
pretation is correct, we can understand why Kant on A 52/B 76 starts
with characterizing the abstractness of general logic as the abstraction
from the di�erences between objects; after all, in that speci�c context his
concern is to distinguish general from particular logic. Neither is it
a coincidence that on A 55/B 79 Kant characterizes the abstractness of
general logic as the abstraction from ‘the content of cognition, i.e., its
relation to the object’, for here his explicit concern is to distinguish general
from transcendental logic. When he takes both characterizations of
abstractness together one page before this, on A 54/B 78 (where he says
that general logic ‘abstracts from all contents of the cognition of the
understanding and of the di�erence of its objects’), I take him to o�er a
complete characterization, as is �tting in the passage where he sums up
his conception of pure general logic in two rules – here Kant must be
complete, even though he has not yet introduced transcendental logic
and we have to turn the page in order to fully understand this complete
characterization of the abstractness of general logic. A similar thing
can be said about the passage from the second edition preface (B IX),
where logic is said to abstract from the di�erence in objects (and thus
to be non-particular) and also to abstract from ‘all objects of cognition’
– that is, from objects the thought of which includes transcendental
considerations. Here too Kant gives the complete characterization
of the abstractness of general logic, as both non-particular and non-
transcendental.

To sum up, for Kant the abstractness of general logic consists in
(1) not being concerned with the possible di�erences between objects
that concepts refer to, while only treating concepts as referring to
objects in the broad, general sense31 – this concerns the ‘di�erence’
characterization which distinguishes general from particular logic; and
(2) not being concerned with the objective reality of concepts, that is,
with the question whether or not concepts have a relation to objects
of (possible) experience – this concerns the ‘relation’ characterization
which distinguishes general from transcendental logic.

31 Cf. the clear statement at A 397: ‘Because in thinking in general we abstract from
every relation of the thought to any object [Objekt] (whether of sense or of the
pure understanding), the synthesis of conditions of a thought in general […] is
not objective at all, but merely a synthesis of thought with the subject, which is,
however, falsely taken to be a synthetic representation of an object [Objekts].’
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2.2.3 How Abstract Is General Logic?
In the previous section, I have argued that two of the three characteriz-
ations that Kant provides of the abstractness of general logic have a
speci�c function in Kant’s architectonic of logic – they serve to distin-
guish general logic from particular logic on the one hand, and from
transcendental logic on the other. �e third characterization, which
seems to be the strictest in demanding that general logic abstract from
objects all together and which I have called the ‘object’ characterization
is not accounted for. It is this characterization, however, which clashes
most clearly with the interpretations of Kant’s logic that allow or even
demand that general logic has a relation to objects. And not only is
there tension between this characterization and the interpretation of
some commentators, but we can also �nd passages in Kant’s own works
that certainly suggest that logic has to do with objects. �e most famous
passage is probably the one from § 19 of the Transcendental Deduction,
where Kant states: ‘�e logical form of all judgments consists in the
objective unity of the apperception of the concepts contained therein’
(B 140). �is is often taken to mean that the logical form of judgement
includes objects in a certain sense.32 Moreover, as some scholars have
argued, Kant’s formulation of the principle of contradiction, ‘no predi-
cate pertains to a thing that contradicts it’ (A 151/B 190), indicates that
it is about objects.33

�e problem can also be seen in the way Kant sometimes speci�es
the logical form of judgement. �e clearest passages can be found in the
Jäsche Logic, which however draws on certain Re�ections. For example
in § 29 of this book the form of judgement is speci�ed as follows:

‘In categorical judgments x, which is contained under b, is also under
a […] In disjunctive ones x, which is contained under a, is contained
either under b or c, etc.’ (IX:108)34

Here we have a judgement characterized not only by a connection
between two concepts (a and b), but also by the relation of these

32 For references, see footnote 27 above.
33 Tillmann Pinder consequently takes it as evidence that the logical form of judge-

ments includes objects, Pinder (1979), pp. 318–319.
34 Cf. also another passage in the Jäsche Logic, § 37, IX:111. Jäsche probably drew on

the following Re�ections for these passages: Re�. 3042 (1773–1777), XVI:629; Re�.
4634 (1772–1773), XVII:616–617; Re�. 4674 (1773–1775), XVII:645
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concepts to an x. �is x is quite easily identi�ed as the object that
the judgement is about. It therefore seems as if objects have a place in
general logic after all. How is this to be understood? Two possibilities
come to mind: either the ‘object’ characterization should also be taken
seriously, and the other passages suggesting that general logic has to
do with objects must be explained away; or the ‘object’ characteriz-
ation should be taken as a loose way of referring to one of the other
characterizations (or to both), and general logic must be taken to deal
with objects in a certain sense after all.

What we have seen in the previous section allows us to draw some
conclusions concerning the present problem. We saw that Kant says that
general logic abstracts from the di�erences between objects in order
to distinguish it from particular logic. As such, the rules of general
logic do not take into account any di�erences between objects. �e
x of a judgement must be at least as abstract as an object in general.
Furthermore, we saw that Kant says that general logic abstracts from
the relation of cognitions to objects in order to distinguish general logic
from transcendental logic. On account of this, the rules of general logic
do not consider whether and how judgements are related to objects
of (possible) cognition, that is, whether or not these judgements are
objectively real. �e x of judgement must thus be general enough to
stand for both objects that can be known and objects that cannot be
possibly known – that is, it must not distinguish between objects that
can and that cannot be given in intuition.

�at leaves us with the �nal question of how to assess the third
characterization of the abstraction of general logic, the ‘object’ charac-
terization. Must we say, on account of it, that we should abstract from
the x entirely?

Before I will try to �nd an answer to this question, it is a good idea to
re�ect on another question �rst: why would logic in Kant’s conception
need any reference to an object? For Kant an object is that which uni�es
representations – it is ‘that in the concept of which the manifold of
a given intuition is united’ (B 137). As such, an object has a role in
transcendental logic, where it is that in which intuitions are united. If
objects have a role in general logic, it would have to be that in which (or
on account of which) concepts can be united. An object would then be a
counterpart to the unity of judgement. And indeed, in the passages in
which Kant uses the x of judgement, the x seems to have such a role. For
Kant sometimes uses that account of judgement in order to clarify the
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distinction between analytic and synthetic judgements. For example in
the Jäsche Logic (which is taken over almost verbatim from Re�ection
3127 (1764–1768, XVI:671):

An example of an analytic proposition is, To everything x, to which the
concept of body (a + b) belongs, belongs also extension (b).
An example of a synthetic proposition is, To everything x, to which the
concept of body (a + b) belongs, belongs also attraction (c). Synthetic
propositions increase cognition materialiter, analytic ones merely forma-
liter. �e former contain determinations (determinationes), the latter only
logical predicates. (IX:111)

In this passage, it is the x that is the entity in which the two concepts
employed in the judgement are united – in the case of both analytic
and synthetic judgements. In the case of analytic judgements, of course,
we do not really need the x, for we can analyse the concepts that are
connected in order to ascertain that the predicate was already contained
in the subject concept. But this is not the case for synthetic judgements.
No analysis can establish the unity of the two concepts. Here we
de�nitely need the x of the judgement in order to understand the way
in which the two concepts are connected. As such, the most general
form of judgements needs the x of judgement, and thus an extremely
general concept of the object that the judgement is about.

In this light, Kant’s criticism of traditional logic in § 19 of the Tran-
scendental Deduction can be understood better. He there complains:
‘I have never been able to satisfy myself with the explanation that the
logicians give of a judgment in general: it is, they say, the representation
of a relation between two concepts.’ (B 140) �is explanation, however,
leaves undetermined ‘wherein this relation consists’. �is criticism can
certainly be leveled at the logic of Kant’s rationalist predecessors
who considered all judgements to be based on analytic conceptual
containment. Kant, of course, in showing that not all judgements are
analytic, cannot be satis�ed with conceptual containment as the form
of judgement in general; in his view, those logicians indeed did not
determine wherein the relation between the concepts in a judgement
consists. In this § 19 Kant goes on to specify his view on this relation,
de�ning judgement as ‘the way to bring given cognitions to the objective
unity of apperception’ (B 141). �is emphasis on the need for an objective
element in judgement is what is present as well in the passages from
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the Jäsche Logic cited above, and it is the reason why general logic in
Kant’s conception would need reference to some notion of an object.35

Let us return now to the question whether for Kant general logic
also abstracts from objects whatsoever. I think we can gain a better
understanding of the role of objects in Kant’s general logic if we turn
to his discussion of the notion of objects in the �nal pages of the Tran-
scendental Analytic. �ere Kant opposes the traditional (Wol	an) way
of starting ontology with the distinction between the possible and the
impossible. Such a division, Kant says, presupposes a higher concept
that is divided, a concept that is disregarded by traditional ontology.
According to Kant, this concept is the ‘concept of an object [Gegen-
stände] in general (taken problematically, leaving undecided whether
it is something or nothing)’ (A 290/B 346). �is is quite remarkable, for
this implies that even ‘nothing’ is an object in general – a very general
notion of object indeed! Kant proceeds to list four ways in which this
highest concept of an object in general can be divided into something
and nothing. �ese four ways result from applying the categories to the
concept of an object in general. For example, the categories of quantity
result in a division into an object of a concept to which an intuition
corresponds (something), and an object of a concept to which no intu-
ition corresponds (nothing). Another example is the application of the
categories of modality. Here an object in general becomes ‘something’ if
its concept is not self-contradictory; it becomes ‘nothing’ if its concept
is self-contradictory (Kant calls this nothing a nihil negativum). �is
division according to modality implies that even the object of a self-
contradictory concept is an object in general, taken problematically.36

In the passage from the end of the Transcendental Analytic I quoted,
Kant provides a very general and in a sense very empty conception of
an object in general. Now what I would like to suggest, is that this
object in general is what is designated by the x of judgement. Why
would this be the case?

A �rst thing to note is that the concept of an object in general,

35 I do not think this is the only thing at stake in § 19 of the Transcendental Deduction.
For one, Kant contrasts his objective unity of judgement with a subjective unity.
�is falls outside of the scope of the present investigation, however.

36 It is strange, however, that Kant should give the concept of ‘a rectilinear �gure with
two sides’ as an example of a self-contradictory concept, since on A 220–221/B 268
he gives the concept of ‘a �gure that is enclosed between two straight lines’ as
an example of a concept that is not self-contradictory, but rather impossible to
construct in space. �is latter characterization would seem to be correct.
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which leaves undecided whether it is something or nothing, is such a
general notion of an object, that it includes even the object of a self-
contradictory concept. Now such a notion is certainly abstract enough
to comply with the ‘di�erence’ characterization of the abstractness
of general logic, for it is by de�nition a notion of an object that is
void of any distinctions. But this notion is also abstract enough, I
would suggest, to comply with the ‘content’ characterization. For the
distinction between a something and a nothing in the quantitative sense
has to do precisely with the question whether something in general is
an object of possible experience or not – that is, it has to do with the
relation of cognition to objects. Consequently, the notion of an object
in general abstracts from this transcendental concern and includes both
objects that are objects of possible experience and objects that are not.
As such, Kant’s notion of an object in general is abstract enough to be
admitted in general logic if measured against the ‘di�erence’ and the
‘content’ characterizations of abstractness.

But as I already indicated, the notion of an object in general is
even more radically abstract, for it also abstracts from the concern
whether the something is or is not an object of non-contradictory
concept. So in e�ect there is (even literally!) nothing that is not an
object in general. �erefore, I think it is plausible that he thought that
judgements, considered in the abstraction required for general logic,
have an object – but nothing more than an object in general taken
problematically, leaving undecided whether it is something or nothing.

On the basis of these considerations, I would like to suggest that
for Kant the logical form of judgement includes reference to an object
in general, and that thus general logic does not abstract from this
object in general. As a consequence, the ‘object’ characterization of the
abstractness of general logic should not be taken in a very strict sense,
but rather as a loose way of referring to that abstractness.

Still, to say that general logic abstracts from objects all together
is not as misguided as this conclusion might seem to suggest. Kant’s
notion of an object in general is so extremely general, and so extremely
empty, that even a series of nothings can be said to be objects in this
sense. �erefore, saying that general logic abstracts from objects does
convey Kant’s point fairly clearly. Only if you apply Kant’s notion of
an object in general to this phrase it becomes irreconcilable with my
interpretation. But if you take ‘object’ to mean what it means in a more
colloquial sense, namely a speci�c object of cognition (which thus has
to be (able to be) given in intuition), then the statement that general
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logic abstracts from objects gives you pretty much the gist of what Kant
means. �e ‘object’ characterization can thus taken to be a loose way
of referring to the abstractness of general logic.

2.2.4 General Logic: Conclusion
Let me brie�y summarize what we have established so far. For Kant
the generality of logic is an important but complex characteristic of
logic. Its most important feature, I have argued, is the fact that general
logic is abstract – it somehow abstracts from objects of cognition. I have
further argued that Kant speci�es this abstraction in two important
ways. In the �rst place general logic is distinguished from particular logic
because it abstracts from the di�erences between objects, which particular
logic does not. In the second place general logic is distinguished from
transcendental logic because it abstracts from the relation of cognition to its
object, which transcendental logic does not. I have �nally argued that a
third characterization of the abstractness of general logic (namely that
it abstracts from objects of cognition) is a loose way of referring to the
other two kinds of abstraction.

We have also seen that Kant says about general logic that it is
necessary and formal. �ese characteristics will be taken up after I have
dealt with the purity of logic.

2.3 Logic Is Pure

�e other main characteristic that Kant employs in singling out pure
general logic is its purity. Kant uses this characteristic in order to make a
distinction with respect to general logic, as he writes: ‘Now general logic
is either pure or applied logic’ (A 52/B 77); consequently, there must be
a pure general logic and an applied general logic. Kant has a rather
idiosyncratic conception of ‘pure’ and ‘applied’ here, as he himself
admits – applied logic does not comprise ‘certain exercises to which
pure logic gives the rule’ (A 54/B 78) – a conception of applied logic
that was common in his time.37 Rather, for Kant applied logic concerns
the conditions under which thought is exercised in the case of human
beings, as pure logic is said to abstract ‘from all empirical conditions
under which our understanding is exercised, e.g. from the in�uence of
the senses, from the play of imagination, the laws of memory, the power

37 For more on this, see chapter 1.



Logic Is Pure 59

of custom, inclination, etc., hence also from the sources of prejudice,
indeed in general from all causes from which certain cognitions arise
or may be supposed to arise, because these merely concern the under-
standing under certain circumstances of its application, and experience
is required in order to know these’ (A 53/B 77). A few pages later Kant
adds to this that applied logic ‘deals with attention, its hindrance and
consequences, the cause of error, the condition of doubt, of scruple,
of conviction, etc.’ (A 54/B 79). �e issues mentioned here refer to a
rather coherent view of error and its sources. Kant touches upon this at
various places in his works, most prominently in his lectures on logic
and on anthropology. For although it was clear to Kant that applied
logic is not part of logic proper, he did deal with it in his logic lectures.
Probably this is merely due to the fact that Meier treats these topics in
his textbook, and it is a fact that in the lecture transcripts and Kant’s
notes one often encounters disapproving remarks concerning the fact
that Meier includes these topics in his textbook.

In chapter 5 I will discuss Kant’s conception of applied logic and
its contents in more detail. For now, it is enough to look brie�y at the
general and rough outlines of Kant’s theory of error, which can be
found in the Critique of Pure Reason. At the start of the Transcendental
Dialectic Kant explains that any interaction of the understanding with
other faculties (and especially with those of sensibility) may cause the
understanding to deviate from its own laws.

In a cognition that thoroughly agrees with the laws of the understand-
ing there is no error. In a representation of sense (because it contains
no judgment at all) there is also no error. No force of nature can of itself
depart from its own laws. Hence neither the understanding by itself
(without the in�uence of another cause), nor the senses by themselves,
can err; the �rst cannot, because while it acts merely according to its
own laws, its e�ect (the judgment) must necessarily agree with these
laws. But the formal aspect of all truth consists in agreement with
the laws of the understanding. In the senses there is no judgment at
all, neither a true one nor a false one. Now because we have no other
sources of cognition besides these two, it follows that error is e�ected
only through the unnoticed in�uence of sensibility on understanding
[…]. (A 293–294/B 350) 38

38 Cf. Jäsche Logic (IX:53). See also Re�. 2244 (1760–1769), XVI:283–284; 2250 (1771),
XVI:286; and 2259 (1790–1804), XVI:288.
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Consequently, the distinction between pure and applied logic is a
distinction between studying the laws of the understanding as it acts
in isolation and studying the laws of the understanding as it inter-
acts with sensibility. Presumably, one can establish speci�c rules in
order to prevent the errors that the understanding may make when
interacting with sensibility.39 �at may be the reason why Kant calls
applied logic ‘a cathartic of the common understanding’: it is to purify
thought from errors caused by the interference of sensibility with the
understanding.

�is view of the distinction between pure and applied logic implies
that pure logic is in fact an idealized logic in the sense that it provides
the rules of the understanding in an idealized setting in which it is not
bothered by other mental faculties. Applied logic, on the other hand,
is a discipline that deals with the concrete application of logical rules
given the mental framework in which the understanding happens to
work in human beings. It is a discipline that teaches us to approach the
ideal set by pure logic. �is, I think, is what Kant wants to say when
characterizing applied logic as

a representation of the understanding and the rules of its necessary
use in concreto, namely under the contingent conditions of the subject,
which can hinder or promote this use, and which can all be given only
empirically. (A 54/B 78–79)

�e fact that Kant calls applied logic a representation suggests that
applied logic provides a speci�c point of view on pure logic, namely
a point of view that takes into account the empirical conditions given
by the mind. �e rules of the necessary use of the understanding, I take
it, refer to the (idealized) rules given in pure logic, which are now,
however, viewed in their concrete use – which requires the empirical
imput concerning the way other mental faculties can interfere with this
idealized, necessary use.

�e rules of this applied, cathartic logic are thus based on empirical,
psychological cognition of the way in which the various faculties of
the mind work and interact, and as such applied logic is a branch of
logic that is based on empirical principles. Moreover, because it treats
the interference of sensibility with the understanding, it takes into

39 See for example Re�. 2344 (1752–1756) for a number of ‘Regeln der
Aufmerksamkeit’ (XVI:325–326).
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account the sources of cognition. In both respects it is not logic proper, i.e.
pure general logic. Pure general logic is a logic that provides the rules
according to which the understanding works on its own, in isolation
from the other faculties of the mind. In this idealized situation, the
understanding will not and cannot act against these logical rules.

2.4 Logic Is Necessary

In our discussion of the generality of logic we have seen that Kant
not only connects generality to what I have called abstractness, but also
to necessity and formality. In the present section I will investigate the
notion of necessity; formality will be the topic of the next section.

Although Kant mentions necessity only once in the passages char-
acterizing general logic, it does seem important to him: he starts his
characterization of general logic with this feature, stating that general
logic contains ‘the absolutely necessary [schlechthin notwendige] rules
of thinking, without which no use of the understanding takes place’
(A 52/B 76). Moreover, this view is not con�ned to this single passage in
the Critique of Pure Reason – we can �nd many similar passages in the
materials pertaining to Kant’s lectures on logic.40 In all these passages,
we �nd that the necessary rules of logic are those that do not depend
on a speci�c object or science, but that abstract from the di�erences
between objects. In almost all cases necessary rules are contrasted to
contingent rules (sometimes to conditionally necessary rules), which
do refer to speci�c objects (and thus are rules of a particular logic). A
representative passage is the following from the Vienna Logic:

All rules for the use of our powers are either absolutely necessary or
conditionally necessary. Without the former no use of the understanding
occurs at all[;] without the contingent rules, the use of the understand-
ing for a certain purpose will come to an end. �e necessary ones
must be such that they hold of the understanding without distinction
among objects. �ey must concern only the form of the understanding.
(XXIV:790)

40 See Re�. 1620 (1780–1789), XVI:40–41; Pölitz Logic, XXIV:502; Busolt Logic, XXIV:608;
Vienna Logic, XXIV:790–791; Dohna-Wundlacken Logic, XXIV:693; Bauch Logic, KF 8:4,
7–9; Hechsel Logic KF 9:273–274; Warsaw Logic, KF 9:506–507. Cf. Philippi Logic,
XXIV:339; Jäsche Logic, IX:12–14.
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Kant makes clear in these passages that logical rules that depend on
objects (rules of particular logic) are contingent, and valid only for
thinking about these objects. If, for example, a logical rule refers to
mathematical objects, or metaphysical objects (cf. Pölitz Logic, XXIV:502;
Jäsche Logic, IX:12), its validity is contingent on the fact that one thinks
about these objects. One could say that such rules are necessary for
thinking about these particular objects, but as it is perfectly possible
to think without thinking about these particular objects, they are
not necessary for thinking in general. On the other hand, for Kant
logical rules that do not take into account the objects thought about
are necessary for thought in general. Because they abstract from the
di�erences between the objects thought about, they apply to all thought
whatsoever. Rather than expressing how to think about particular
objects, they express how we think at all – without them ‘no use of the
understanding takes place’.

It must be noted that Kant consistently links necessity with ab-
stracting from the di�erences among objects, not with the other two
characterizations of generality I distinguished – the ‘relation’ and
‘object’ characterizations. As such, this necessity seems to apply to
general logic as distinguished from particular logic – which is pretty
obvious, because Kant makes it clear that particular logical rules are
not necessary in the present sense. Whether or not transcendental logic
is necessary in this sense, is a question that is harder to settle. Tran-
scendental logic is distinguished from general logic not on account
of an attachment to a particular kind of object, but on account of its
treatment of the relation between cognitions and objects. We will come
back to this issue in chapter 6.

But what does Kant mean when he says that there can be no use
of the understanding without the rules of general logic? A possible
interpretation would be to say that the rules of general logic de�ne what
it is to use the understanding, or what it is to think. �is interpretation
thus makes the rules of general logic constitutive for thought. Just like
the rules of the game of hearts make the game that is played hearts
rather than bridge, so logic (the rules of the understanding) make the
activity that is undertaken thought rather than something else. On
this interpretation, the rules of logic lay down what it is to think, and
anything that does not comply to these rules simply does not count as
thought.

�is is not the only possible interpretation, however. One could also
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argue that Kant did not mean to be so strict, but that he only considers
general logic to be normative for thought. �is interpretation cannot
immediately be derived from Kant’s characterization of general logic as
necessary in the Critique of Pure Reason, but instead rests on a passage
from the Jäsche Logic:

In logic, however, the question is not about contingent but about neces-
sary rules; not how we do think, but how we ought to think. �e rules of
logic must thus be derived not from the contingent but from the necessary
use of the understanding, which one �nds in oneself apart from all
psychology. In logic we do not want to know how the understanding
is and does think and how it has previously proceeded in thought, but
rather how it ought to proceed in thought. (IX:14)

Here it seems that the rules of logic only prescribe what would be correct
thought, and not so much describe how it proceeds. �at implies that
there can be thought (properly so called) that does not comply with
the rules of logic, a possibility ruled out by the other interpretation. Of
course, when opting for this interpretation one has to read the passage
from the Critique of Pure Reason in a less strict way – saying that no
thought is possible without the rules of general logic can then only
amount to saying that all thought must be accountable against the rules
of general logic, that is, that everything that counts as thought must be
bound to the rules of general logic as the rules that tell whether or not
the thought is logically correct. �is reading, then, ascribes to Kant
the view that general logic lays down norms for thought, with which
thought should comply but with which it can fail to comply.

Both interpretations are held by commentators. Recently Clinton
Tolley has investigated the issue thoroughly, carefully distinguishing
both readings (which he calls the constitutive and the normative in-
terpretation respectively) and forcefully arguing for the constitutive
interpretation.41 He notes that the vast majority of commentators
opts for the normative interpretation, however. Béatrice Longuenesse,
for example, takes the passage from the Jäsche Logic as her point of
departure, and claims that Kant ‘is more explicit than they [Arnauld and
Nicole, whose logic is not just preoccupied with the way we happen to
think, but establishes norms for thinking well] are about the normative
character of logic: logic, he says, does not concern the way we think

41 See Tolley (2006); Tolley (2007), pp. 494–551.
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but the way we ought to think’.42 Next to Tolley, also James Conant
holds the constitutive view.43

As is already clear, both interpretations can be textually suppor-
ted. For the constitutive interpretation we can adduce, apart from
the quotations from the Critique and the similarly worded passages
from the lecture transcripts already mentioned, some further passages
from the Critique. For example, when Kant discusses the principle of
contradiction, he says:

Whatever the content of our cognition may be, and however it may
be related to the object, the general though to be sure only negative
condition of all our judgments whatsoever is that they do not contradict
themselves; otherwise these judgments in themselves (even without
regard to the object) are nothing. (A 150/B 189)

Saying that a self-contradictory judgement in itself is ‘nothing’, I take
it, implies that there is no such thing as a self-contradictory judgement,
because it is not a proper judgement in the �rst place. �is passage
may thus be read as supporting the constitutive interpretation of the
laws of logic. One can also point to a passage as ‘I can think whatever I
like, as long as I do not contradict myself’ (B XXVIn), which implies that
anything that contradicts itself (and thus violates the rules of logic) is
not a thought.

�e normative interpretation, as we saw, rests primarily on the
passage from the Jäsche Logic I quoted. One might, of course, argue
that that does not provide a reliable source, as the Jäsche Logic was not
written by Kant himself. For this passage, however, Jäsche could rely
on Kant’s notes in Meier’s textbook and on lecture transcripts, where
we can �nd similar passages.44 Moreover, the normative interpretation

42 Longuenesse (2006), p. 137. Clinton Tolley provides a number of further references
for scholars who hold this view, among whom Robert Hanna and R. Lanier
Anderson; see Tolley (2006), p. 399 n. 4 and Tolley (2007), p. 496 n. 21. I could
further add that John MacFarlane also holds the normative view, and explicitly
says that ‘[t]he point is that no activity that is not held accountable to these rules
[of logic] can count as thought, and not that there cannot be thought that does not
conform to these rules’ (MacFarlane (2000), p. 87).

43 Conant (1991), pp. 128–134.
44 In the Re�ections Kant writes almost litterary the same in Re� 1579 (1760–1770),

XVI:21; 1599 (1769–1770), XVI:30; 1612 (1773–1777), XVI:36; 1627 (1790–1804), XVI:43;
1628 (1780–1789), XVI:46; 1629 (1780–1789), XVI:47. In the lecture transcripts similar
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may be buttressed by other passages, for example the following from
the introduction to the Transcendental Logic:

But concerning the mere form of cognition (setting aside all content),
it is equally clear that a logic, so far as it expounds the general and
necessary rules of understanding, must present criteria of truth in these
very rules. For what contradicts these is false, since the understanding
thereby contradicts its general rules of thinking and thus contradicts
itself. (A 59/B 83–84; emphasis mine)

By calling whatever contradicts the laws of logic false, Kant implies
that it still counts as a representation, or a thought. �is points to the
normative interpretation of logical laws.

In his careful study of this issue, Clinton Tolley argues in a number
of steps for the constitutive interpretation. He starts with investigating
normativity in the practical sphere, arguing that the moral law has
two di�erent kinds of subjects: subjects such as human beings, which
are not purely rational, and subjects such as the so-called holy will,
which is purely rational.45 Now with respect to the latter the moral
law can be said to be constitutive, for a holy will cannot fail to act in
accordance with the moral law. With respect to human beings, however,
the moral law is not constitutive, but normative.46 In logic, Tolley then
argues, there is no room for anything like free choice (as there is in
human beings with regard to acting or not in accordance with the moral
law), and thus the understanding cannot choose to think contrary to
logical laws. Tolley thus concludes that the relation of logical laws
to the understanding is constitutive rather than normative. In order,
�nally, to explain the passages from the Jäsche Logic and other sources
that logic tells us how we ought to think, Tolley invokes the moral end of
all human activity. When thinking is seen as a means for the ful�lment
of that end, and if thinking is the activity constituted by logical laws,
we might still say that we ought to think logically – in order namely to
ful�l the moral end.

Now although I am certainly sympathetic to Tolley’s reading, I
think he misses the mark on some points; moreover, I do not �nd his

passages are found for example in the Blomberg Logic (XXIV:19 and 24); the Vienna
Logic (XXIV:791–792); and the Dohna-Wundlacken Logic (XXIV:694).

45 See Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, IV:414, 439.
46 Tolley (2006), pp. 377–379; Tolley (2007), pp. 506–512.
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way of saving the ‘normative passages’ convincing. In the following,
I will provide a reading that is inspired by his, but qualifying it in an
important way that, I think, does more justice to Kant’s text and strikes
a better balance between the constitutive and normative elements in
Kant’s view of logic.

In the �rst place, I think that for Kant the understanding, when
viewed in isolation, cannot fail to comply with its own laws, that is,
with the laws of pure general logic. �erefore, I would say that the laws
of pure general logic are constitutive for the understanding considered
in isolation. �at is not only suggested by the passages in which Kant
says that the rules of general logic are the absolutely necessary rules of
thought without which no use of the understanding is possible; Kant
states it most clearly in the passage quoted in section 2.3 in which he
says that ‘[n]o force of nature can of itself depart from its own laws.
Hence neither the understanding by itself (without the in�uence of
another cause), nor the senses by themselves can err’ (A 294/B 350). In
this respect I agree with Tolley.

I disagree, however, when he argues that there never is an oppor-
tunity for human beings to think contrary to the laws of logic.47 For
the passage just cited not only says that the understanding on its own
cannot deviate from its own laws, but at the same time it implies that
the understanding can deviate from its own laws if it is in�uenced by
sensibility. So the understanding as it works in concreto in human beings
is able to make logical mistakes. We may then say that logic is normative
for the understanding in concreto.

�e passages in which Kant says that logic tells us how we ought to
think con�rm this. What Tolley misses about these passages, is that
they stand in the context precisely of distinguishing pure general logic
from applied general logic. Whereas psychology and applied logic can
tell us how we actually think, which mistakes we make and how to avoid
them, pure general logic, with respect to this actual thought, that is, with
respect to the understanding in concreto tells us how we ought to think. In
these passages Kant thus does not say something else about logic – he
just changes the topic. Here he talks about the use of the understanding
in the concrete human mind, whereas in the passages from the Critique
of Pure Reason he talks about the understanding in isolation.

47 To be sure, Tolley allows for human beings to make second-order mistakes, that is,
that we think that we have produced a judgement when in fact we have not. See
Tolley (2006), p. 391.
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I thus think that the necessity that Kant awards to general logic in
the Critique is constitutivity rather than normativity, but the reason for
that is that Kant talks about the understanding in isolation there. It
does not obliterate the possibility that general logic is normative in
another respect. In this way it is possible to do justice to all passages
involved here, without needing recourse to the moral end of mankind.

Before we turn to the formality of logic, there is one problem in Kant’s
account of the necessity of logic that still needs to be discussed. �is
problem arises because, as we have seen, general logic comprises both
pure general and applied general logic. As a consequence, it seems logical
that the rules of both disciplines are necessary in the sense just outlined.
After all, Kant explicitly says of applied logic that ‘it is to be sure general
insofar as it concerns the use of the understanding without regard to
the di�erence of objects’ (A 53/B 77). �e ‘di�erence’ characterization
of abstractness thus applies to applied logic, and therefore it should
also be necessary.

We have also seen, however, that the necessity of general logic is
best interpreted as constitutivity for the understanding in isolation,
and as normativity for the understanding in concreto. Now the problem
is that it is far from straightforward to say that this necessity can be
awarded to applied logic as well. For as we have seen applied logic is
based on empirical, psychological principles concerning the way in
which the human mind is constituted, in order to provide rules that
prevent us from making mistakes. From many passages in Kant’s works
we can learn that in this respect at least applied logic is not necessary.
In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant says:

What I call applied logic […] is thus a representation of the under-
standing and the rules of its necessary use in concreto, namely under the
contingent conditions of the subject, which can hinder or promote this
use, and which can all be given only empirically. […] [G]eneral and
pure logic is related to it as pure morality […] is related to the doctrine
of virtue proper, […] which can never yield a true and proven science,
since it requires empirical and psychological principles just as much as
that applied logic does. (A 54–55/B 78–79)

From this it is clear that Kant does not consider applied logic to be a
proper science. �is casts doubts on any claim to necessity that applied
logic could make, but Kant is not explicit here. In some notes in his copy
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of Meier’s textbook, however, we �nd clearer statements concerning
necessity. In Re�ection 1628 (dated 1780–1789), for example, Kant says
the following about logic, just after he has stated that its rules are
necessary and essential of thought in general:

It [logic] is, however, not based on empirical [later addition: psycho-
logical] principles; for otherwise it could not contain necessary rules
for every understanding. It needs no investigation of the origin of
concepts; it concerns concepts as such, not by what means they are
engendered in us, but what they are. Empirical psychology is not its
basis.48

�is passage clearly implies that a discipline that is based on empirical,
psychological principles, i.e. applied general logic, cannot contain
necessary rules for every understanding. An even clearer statement is
found in the Vienna Logic:

Some logicians presuppose psychology in their logic. Since this is an
empirical science, there would arise from this a science of how we think
under various hindrances, not of how we ought to think. �ere would
be nothing but contingent and natural laws. But that is not what we
are asking about. Logical rules must be derived from the necessary use
of the understanding. (XXIV:791–792)

�e Jäsche Logic has a similar passage, which probably derives (partly)
from the Re�ection just cited. It runs as follows:

If we were to take principles from psychology, i.e., from observations
concerning our understanding, we would merely see how thinking
does take place and how it is under various subjective obstacles and
conditions; this would lead then to cognition of merely contingent
laws. In logic, however, die question is not about contingent but about
necessary rules; not how we do think, but how we ought to think. (IX:14)

Moreover, Kant also says regularly that necessary rules are a priori and
do not derive from experience – a characteristic that cannot be awarded
to the rules of applied logic.49

48 XVI:44, translation mine.
49 Cf. Re�. 1620 (1780–1789), XVI:40; and 1628 (1780–1789), XVI:46.
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Consequently, there is at least one sense in which pure logic is
necessary but applied logic is not. �erefore, the way Kant introduces
general logic in the Critique of Pure Reason, calling its rules ‘absolutely
necessary [schlechthin notwendig]’ (A 52/B 76), is already misleading. It
suggests that the rules of general logic (that is, both pure and applied
general logic) are necessary in every respect, whereas we have seen that
some rules of general logic (namely those of applied general logic) are
not necessary in the sense of being valid for every understanding.

But what about the sense of necessity with which we are concerned
here, being the rules without which no use of the understanding takes
place? Here as well I have doubts as to the necessity of applied logic.
From what we have seen about the constitutivity and normativity and
about applied logic, there would seem to be a pretty well-de�ned role
for applied logic that is not a constitutive one. Let me explain.

Applied logic is the discipline that teaches how to use the under-
standing ‘under the subjective empirical conditions that psychology
teaches us’ (A 53/B 77). As such, it must be important for the normative
role of logic, which is precisely the role in which the rules of logic serve
as norms for the concrete use of the understanding in cooperation
with other mental faculties. Applied logic helps human beings to think
in accordance with logical rules even when distracted or misled by
the other faculties of the mind. �is implies that it is pure general logic
that is normative for the understanding in concreto and constitutive
for the understanding in isolation, and that the rules of applied logic
are not normative or constitutive in this way – they are perhaps better
characterized as instrumental for making our concrete understanding
conform to the norms provided by pure general logic.

Still, this implication that the rules of applied logic are not necessary
in the sense outlined, however, is at odds with Kant’s quite clear
connection of necessity to generality, which implies that both pure
and applied logic are necessary. I do not presume that there is an easy
and convincing solution to this problem, but I will suggest a possible
one. My suggestion is that it is most likely that Kant did not consider
applied logic to be necessary (that is, either constitutive or normative),
and that he was merely sloppy in tying necessity to generality and
perhaps also in stating that applied logic is general.

�e suggestion that Kant may not have wanted to connect generality
and necessity as strictly, or perhaps may not have been fully committed
to the generality of applied logic, can be seen from the following passage
from the introduction to the Transcendental Logic:
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[Applied logic] therefore has empirical principles, although it is to be
sure general insofar as it concerns the use of the understanding without
regard to the di�erence of objects. On this account it is also neither
a canon of the understanding in general nor an organon of partic-
ular sciences, but merely a cathartic of the common understanding.
(A 53/B 77–78)

Here Kant is quite careful in the way in which he awards generality to
applied logic. He explicitly says it is general in the sense of di�erence-
abstractness – but the insofar implies that there are other senses of
generality that do not accrue to applied logic. �e fact that Kant
distinguishes various senses of generality �ts nicely with the three
characterizations of generality we have distinguished above. And I
would like to suggest that Kant has in mind precisely necessity as the
characteristic that cannot be awarded to applied logic.

Apart from this hint as to the generality and necessity of applied
logic, we can also point to the fact that Kant sometimes refers to
pure general logic using the term ‘general logic’ – for example on
A 130/B 169. Kant does not seem to think of applied logic as a ‘full
member’ of general logic. �e same sentiment may be discerned in
Kant’s designation of applied logic as ‘merely a cathartic of the common
understanding’ – applied logic does not seem to be a truly independent
branch of logic, but more a kind of ancillary appendix to it.

If we turn to the later Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (1785),
we see that Kant’s position with regard to applied logic is more extreme
– he denies that it is logic at all:

Logic can have no empirical part, that is, no part in which the general
and necessary laws of thinking would rest on grounds taken from
experience; for in that case it would not be logic, that is, a canon for
the understanding or for reason, which holds for all thinking and which
must be demonstrated. (IV:387)

A logic with empirical principles (applied logic) simply is not logic, and
logic is equated to the canon for the understanding – which according
to the Critique of Pure Reason is pure general logic (A 53/B 77).

All in all then, I would like to suggest that for Kant it is pure general
logic that is necessary in the sense of constitutive for the understanding
in isolation and normative for the understanding concreto.
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2.5 Logic Is Formal

�e last characterization Kant gives of logic that we will treat is its
formality. As said earlier, Kant explicitly applies the adjective ‘formal’
to logic only once, but he uses the terms ‘formal’ and ‘form’ quite often
in the context of discussions on logic. Because of that, and because
almost all secondary literature refers to Kant’s conception of logic as
formal, it is important to investigate this notion.50

Before turning to Kant’s view of the formality of logic, it is important
to realize that for Kant the notion of form is a relative one. It plays a
role in many places at many levels, and therefore what it means must
always be explained relative to the context, more speci�cally, relative
to the matter that it is the form of. �e most general treatment of the
notion of ‘form’ and its companion notion of ‘matter’ is contained
in the Amphiboly chapter of the Critique. �ere he lists a number of
particular applications of the matter–form scheme:

�ese are two concepts [viz. matter and form] that ground all other
re�ection, so inseparably are they bound up with every use of the
understanding. �e former [matter] signi�es the determinable in gen-
eral, the latter [form] its determination (both in the transcendental
sense, since one abstracts from all di�erences in what is given and from
the way in which that is determined). �e logicians formerly called
the general the matter, but the speci�c di�erence the form. In every
judgment one can call the given concepts logical matter (for judgment),
their relation (by means of the copula) the form of the judgment. In
every being its components (essentia) are the matter; the way in which
they are connected in a thing, the essential form. Also, in respect to
things in general, unbounded reality is regarded as the matter of all
possibility, but its limitation (negation) as that form through which one
thing is distinguished from another in accordance with transcendental
concepts. (A 266–267/B 322)

50 Kant is often hailed as the �rst one to ever speak of formal logic, for example by
MacFarlane (2000), pp. 20–22 and esp. 95–113. Wol� (1995), p. 207, esp. n. 44,
however, claims earlier ancestry for this term (most importantly Joachim Jungius
in his Logica Hamburgensis of 1638), but Longuenesse (2006), p. 163 n. 8, argues
that formality nevertheless plays a ground-breaking role for the �rst time in Kant’s
work.
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Two of the applications Kant mentions belong to logic: the universal
versus the speci�c di�erence, and given concepts versus the logical form
of judgement. �e �rst belongs to the traditional theory of concepts,
the second concerns the theory of judgement. �is shows the relativity
of the concepts of form and matter – a concept is a combination of
form and matter in the theory of concepts, but only matter in the theory
of judgement.

�is feature of Kant’s use of the terms ‘form’ and ‘formal’ makes
interpreting the use of these terms in the context of logic di	cult. As
we will see, Kant uses the terms to refer to a number of features of logic,
so that it is hard to understand what he means precisely. In the end I
think we must say that the terms, despite their huge importance in (the
history of) logic after Kant, add little to our understanding of Kant’s
views on logic.

But let us see what Kant says about the formality of logic. �e one
passage in which Kant explicitly speaks of formal logic is to be found
in the �rst section of the Analytic of Principles. Kant writes:

Since merely formal logic, so conceived, abstracts from all content of
cognition (whether it [the cognition] be pure or empirical), and con-
cerns itself merely with the form of thinking (of discursive cognition)
in general, it can also include in its analytical part the canon for reason,
the form of which has its secure precept, into which [precept] there
can be a priori insight through mere analysis of the actions of reason
into their moments, without taking into account the particular nature
of the cognition about which it is employed. (A 131/B 170)

In this passage Kant gives both a negative and a positive character-
ization of formality. �e negative one consists in contrasting form to
a kind of matter: content of cognition. Given the context, this would
mean that formal logic is general in the sense of non-transcendental –
formality then implies abstractness in the ‘relation’ sense of the term
(see section 2.2). �e positive one consists in linking formality to the
form of thinking – we will discuss what that means below.

As to the negative characterization of the formality of logic: in
another passage from the �rst section of the Introduction to the Tran-
scendental Logic, we �nd an even clearer statement in which Kant
designates the ‘formal’ as the concern of pure general logic: ‘[a] general
but pure logic therefore has to do with strictly a priori principles and
is a canon of the understanding and reason but only in regard to what is
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formal in their use be the content what it may (empirical or transcendental)’
(A 53/B 77; last emphasis mine). �is sentence, which is supposed to
be a summary of what pure general logic is, indeed sums up quite
nicely what we saw before: logic is pure because it does not employ any
empirical (psychological) principles and thus is not a cathartic; it is
general because it does not regard the content of cognition. But what
is important now is that formality is linked (again) to the content of
cognition, which is now speci�ed by ‘empirical or transcendental’. I
take him to refer here to the two kinds of content that play a role in the
relation of cognitions to objects, as is the proper topic of transcendental
logic: empirical content, which eventually lies in sensation, and the
transcendental content that is given by the categories (see section 2.2).
Again, thus, formality is linked to abstractness in the ‘relation’ sense.

In another passage, however, from the second edition preface to the
Critique Kant spells out the formality of logic in di�erent terms: ‘logic
is the science that exhaustively presents and strictly proves nothing but
the formal rules of all thinking (whether this thinking be empirical or
a priori, whatever origin or object it may have, and whatever contingent
or natural obstacles it may meet with in our minds)’ (B IX). It is probable
that the reference to empirical or a priori thinking is intended to say that
formal logic is not transcendental logic, as transcendental logic con�nes
itself to the a priori thought of objects. But Kant links more to formality
here: formal logic is also said to be not particular (it ignores the kind
of object) and that it is not applied (it ignores the contingent or natural
obstacles it may meet in our minds). Conceived thus, formal logic is
equated to pure general logic, and formality comprises abstractness
in the ‘di�erence’ and the ‘relation’ sense as well as purity. All in all it
would seem that the negative side of Kant’s notion of the formality of
logic implies mostly that it is not transcendental, although Kant also
seems to use it to exclude particular and applied logic.

But what does the positive side of the notion of formality amount
to? As we saw, this positive side links the formality of logic to the
form of thinking. Now although Kant does not often give a positive
characterization of the form of thought, a few things can be learned
from what he says.

In the �rst place, Kant says that the form of thought concerns ‘the
logical form in the relation of cognitions to one another’ (A 55/B 79).
As Kant says this immediately after stating that general logic abstracts
from the content of cognition, we can understand this logical form to
be the consequence of abstractness in the ‘relation’ sense.
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In the second place, Kant claims that the form of thought has rules
or precepts ‘into which there can be a priori insight through mere
analysis of the actions of reason into their moments, without taking
into account the particular nature of the cognition about which it is
employed’ (A 131/B 170).51 �is implies that the rules of logic are rules
that govern our understanding and reason, for only if that is the case
it is possible to get to know them by analysing the actions of these
faculties. �is of course does not mean that in practice we cannot
make mistakes, e.g. if we think we have reasoned according to the
book when in fact we have not, for our reasoning may be compromised
by all kinds of factors, as testi�ed by the need for an applied logic.52
Still, when considered in isolation, the analysis of the understand-
ing and of reason must yield the rules of logic – and indeed, this is
what Kant claims in many of his lectures on logic.53 Consequently,
calling logic formal is saying that it explicates the laws according
to which our understanding works. �is feature connects formality
to the necessity of pure general logic, as explained in the previous
section.

�e same idea can be encountered in the Jäsche Logic and in the
notes Kant made in his copy of Meier’s textbook. In these passages we
�nd an interesting equation of the form of thought with its necessary
laws: ‘this science of the necessary laws of the understanding and of
reason in general, or what is one and the same, of the mere form of
thought as such, we call logic’.54 �is idea is developed in Re�ection
1620 (dated 1780–1789):

* �e understanding is the capacity of rules. A general logic, therefore,
only expounds the necessary rules of thought without distinction of
objects, i.e. of the matter** about which one thinks, thus only the form
of thought as such and the rules without which it is impoosible to
think.55

51 Cf. Re�. 1629 (1780–1804), XVI:49: ‘Die reine Logik ist ganz Analytik, d.i. Logik der
Warheit. Denn sie enthalt blos die Regeln a priori von der Form des Denkens, und
diese können nur dadurch, daß unsere Verstandeshandlungen analysirt werden
und man das, was das object betrift, wegläßt, erkannt werden.’

52 See section 2.3 and chapter 5.
53 See e.g. Jäsche Logic, IX:16; Pölitz Logic, XXIV:506.
54 IX:13. Cf. IX:53.
55 XVI:40, translation mine.
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�e asterisks refer to additions (the �rst dated 1780–1804, the second
1780–1789) that read:

* [�e necessary rules of the understanding are general rules, and the
rules of the understanding that are general in every respect are merely
[rules] formal rules, i.e. are not about a determinate object [Gehen auf
kein bestimmt obiect].] �e general rules are necessary: either only in a
particular [besonderer] respect for cognition of certain objects, or in all
respects, so that without them thought as such is impossible.
** Not those, according to which we cognize objects, but [those accord-
ing to which we] think as such, which is only a part of cognizing.56

In these passages Kant claims that the form of thought is nothing but
the set of those laws of the understanding without which there is no
thought at all: the laws that are necessary in the sense I explained in
section 2.3. Moreover, these necessary rules are said to be abstract in
the ‘di�erence’ sense I explained in section 2.2: they abstract from
the di�erences among objects. What Kant says here therefore repeats
almost verbatim what he says in the Critique of Pure Reason about general
logic:

�e former [general logic] contains the absolutely necessary rules of
thinking, without which no use of the understanding takes place, and it
therefore concerns this [understanding] without regard to the di�erence
of the objects to which it may be directed. (A 52/B 76)

Consequently, the positive side of the formality of logic is equated here
to necessity and abstractness in the ‘di�erence’ sense.

Taking all this together, we see that Kant uses the terms ‘form’
and ‘formal’ in a rather loose way. �ey are alternatively and in various
combinations taken to refer to abstractness (both in the ‘relation’ and the
‘di�erence’ sense) and to necessity. Kant seems to use the term mostly in
distinguishing general logic from transcendental logic, as the negative
characterization of formality suggests. �e positive characterization,
on the other hand, seems to be linked closely to the necessity of pure
general logic.

All in all, we see that it is not entirely without ground that many
commentators use the term formal logic as a synonym for pure general logic.

56 XVI:40–41, translation mine.
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However, Kant’s actual use of the term is far more vacillating, and as a
consequence I do not think it is a very helpful term for understanding
Kant’s views. �e interest for the term seems to derive mainly from the
importance of formal logic later in history.

2.6 Kant on the Nature of Logic: Conclusions

What Kant says about logic, its division and its characteristics is not
as extensive as one would wish, and seems incoherent at times. In this
chapter I have tried to o�er a coherent reading of the characteristics
Kant speci�es for the core of logic, that is, pure general logic. �is not
only provides information about pure general logic, but also about
the other logical disciplines that are distinguished from it, viz. applied
general logic, particular logic and transcendental logic.

My analysis has shown that it is the characteristic of generality that
does most of the work for Kant’s conception of pure general logic. I
have pointed out that Kant’s talk of generality captures two abstractions,
which demarcate general logic from two other logical disciplines. In
the �rst place generality is abstraction from the di�erences among the
objects that concepts and judgements refer to – in this sense generality
serves to demarcate general logic from particular logic. In the second
place generality is abstraction from the content of cognition, that is,
the way in which cognition is related to objects – and in this sense
generality serves to demarcate general logic from transcendental logic.

Next to generality, Kant also uses purity to single out pure general
logic. I have shown that this concerns the abstraction from the inter-
action of the understanding with sensibility, and that as such purity
serves to demarcate pure general logic from applied general logic.

General logic is further said to be necessary. I have shown that this
characteristic is rather problematic. It says that the rules of general logic
are constitutive of thought, whereas I have also shown that Kant does
not seem to consider the rules of applied general logic to be constitutive.
What I have suggested as a solution to this problem, is that Kant
considered pure general logic to be constitutive of thought if we regard
the understanding in isolation, but that it is only normative with regard
to the understanding in concreto, that is, in interaction with the other
faculties of the human mind. Applied general logic, in this reading,
is a mere ancillary, cathartic discipline that only helps us realize the
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normative use of logic: it teaches us how the various faculties of the
mind can interfere with the understanding and lead it astray.

Finally, Kant often stresses the formal character of pure general logic,
which, according to my reading, mostly implies that it is not concerned
with the way in which cognition is related to objects, i.e. that it abstracts
from transcendental concerns. Sometimes, however, Kant also uses the
characteristic of formality in a more speci�c sense, and then it captures
abstraction in both senses as well as necessity and purity – in this sense,
formal logic is identi�ed with pure general logic.





CHAPTER 3

�e General Doctrine of Method: A General Account of
Systematicity

AS WE HAVE SEEN, even although Kant gradually cleansed pure
general logic of several methodological elements such as applied logic
and particular logic, he retained a general doctrine of method as a part of
pure general logic. Indeed, all the transcripts of the logic lectures as
well as the Jäsche Logic contain such a doctrine of method. But what is
this general doctrine of method exactly about? In the introduction to
the Transcendental Doctrine of Method of the Critique of Pure Reason
Kant provides a brief description of it:

[S]ince general logic is not limited to any particular kind of cognition of
the understanding (e.g., not to the pure cognition of the understanding)
nor to certain objects, it cannot, without borrowing knowledge from
other sciences, do more than expound titles for possible methods and
technical expressions that are used in regard to that which is systematic
in all sorts of sciences, which �rst makes the novice familiar with names
the signi�cance and use of which he will only learn in the future.
(A 708/B 736)

In this characterization of general logic Kant refers here to the two kinds
of abstraction we distinguished in the previous chapter: the reference to
the kind of cognition (that is, the pure cognition of the understanding)
captures the abstraction from transcendental-logical concerns, whereas
the reference to certain objects captures the abstraction from particular-
logical concerns. If these two abstractions are taken into account, the
only element of the former practical logic that remains in formal logic
is the general doctrine of method: a catalogue of possible methods and
of terms that concerns the systematicity of knowledge.

Not much research has been done on Kant’s general doctrine of
method, but we have a rather elaborate analysis by Brigitte Falkenburg
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in an appendix to her book on Kant’s cosmology.1 In my treatment I am
indebted to her lucid work on this topic. �e emphasis of this chapter
is somewhat di�erent, however. Whereas Falkenburg reconstructs the
topics pertaining to Kant’s general doctrine of method with the use of
modern logical means, I rather try to assess what is actually contained in
Kant’s general doctrine of method and how the topics that I �nd (Kant’s
doctrines of systematicity, proof, and thoroughness) are connected.
Another important treatment of Kant’s general methodology is that by
Hein van den Berg in his dissertation on Kant’s philosophy of science.2
In the course of analyzing Kant’s conception of proper science in order
to assess the scienti�c status of biology, Van den Berg provides succinct
characterizations of many of the issues with which I deal here.

�e aim of the present chapter is therefore to investigate the doctrine
of method as contained in Kant’s lectures on logic and in the Jäsche
Logic. Apart from the general statement in the �rst Critique we just
discussed, the material from Kant’s lecturing activity is all we have
to obtain a clearer picture of his conception of the general doctrine
of method. I will therefore �rst, in section 3.1, make an inventory of
the topics contained of the doctrine of method in the lecture material.
Subsequently section 3.2 will provide a uni�ed reconstruction of these
topics as the contents of the doctrine of method.

3.1 �e Contents of the Doctrine of Method in Kant’s Logic Lectures

�e �rst problem we face in analysing Kant’s doctrine of method as it
�gures in Kant’s account of logic, is the fact that the lecture transcripts
and the Jäsche Logic di�er from one another in this respect. Moreover,
these sources present other methodological problems, most importantly
assessing the extent to which they present Kant’s views. I have explained
the problems in the introduction, but in the course of this section I will
address some further, more speci�c issues.

While considering the material pertaining to Kant’s lectures on logic
we have to bear in mind that Kant modelled them on the textbook he
used, Meier’s Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre. �e contents of the doctrine
of method are determined at least partially by this source and need not

1 Falkenburg (2000), pp. 353–385.
2 Van den Berg (2011a); some of the material has been published in Van den Berg

(2011b).
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always re�ect the view of the lecturer. It is therefore useful to compare
the transcripts and the Jäsche Logic with Meier’s textbook. Consequently,
I will �rst give a very brief survey of the contents of the latter. I will
then turn to the lecture transcripts and the Jäsche Logic.

3.1.1 �e Parts on Method in Meier’s Compendium
Meier’s textbook3 has four main parts, entitled ‘On Learned Cognition’,
‘On the Method of Learned Cognition’, ‘On Learned Discourse’ and
‘On the Character of a Scholar’. �e �rst part, which is by far the
largest of the four, contains a general discussion of cognition as well
as a treatment of the traditional three acts of the understanding, viz.
concept, judgement and syllogism. �e second part, on method, not
only contains a general de�nition of method (‘a more noticable or
greater order of thoughts’4) and a discussion of its use, but also char-
acterizations of various methods and their uses, such as synthetic and
analytic, mathematical, arti�cial and natural, syllogistic, tabular, divi-
sional, Socratic and Platonic, chronological and geographical methods.
Furthermore, we �nd brief discussions of science, art, doctrine and
discipline, system, methodical a�ectation and meditation. �e third
part, on learned discourse, consists of four chapters that deal with
words, style, speeches and writings, and not only distinguishes and
characterizes various kinds of style, but also gives practical advice for
writing and speaking. �e �nal part, on character, lists the various
dispositions that a scholar should have, and the way in which these can
be trained and cultivated.

All in all, the parts in Meier’s compendium that deal with method
and practical matters form a broad-ranging set of topics. He treats
not only the methods of thinking, but also those of writing and speak-
ing, and includes more personal and psychological insights useful to
students aspiring to become academic scholars.

3.1.2 Kant’s General Doctrine of Method in the Early 1780s
In the transcripts of the lectures on logic dating from around 1780,5
the second part of logic is designated with the Meierian title ‘Of the

3 For more on Meier and his textbooks, and also on his relation to Kant, see Pozzo
(2000) and Pozzo (2005).

4 XVI:776; translation mine.
5 To this period belong the Vienna Logic, the Hechsel Logic, the Warsaw Logic and the

Pölitz Logic. �ese transcripts are very closely related (see Stark (1987)). �e last
part of the Vienna Logic, however, is missing, which leaves us with three doctrines
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Method of Cognitions’,6 but it is alternatively called ‘practical part of
logic’.7 Most striking in the introduction to this second part of logic
in the lectures of the 1780s is the pronounced emphasis of its formal
nature. We are told that the rules of method depend on and di�er on
account of (1) the cognition of the objects; (2) the cognition of the
end to which the cognition is directed; and (3) the cognition of the
subject.8 However, ‘[l]ogic ignores all of this and deals merely with the
form of the understanding and of reason’.9 Consequently, this part of
logic, which Kant calls ‘doctrine of method’ is abstract and pure in the
senses I have explained in chapter 2. Kant further says that a doctrine
of method ‘should be the last thing in any science, for much is required
to show the way on which one is to proceed in a science, and many
sciences are so tangled together that one simply does not know how
to distinguish them’.10 I take Kant to refer with this last remark not
to the doctrine of method as a part of (formal) logic, the part he is
introducing right now, but rather to what, in the Critique of Pure Reason,
he calls particular logic, the methodologies speci�c to particular sciences.
�is is con�rmed by the next line: ‘Basically, however, method will
mean here nothing but the titles and the termini technici in the case of
method[;] logic cannot do more, for it is a propaedeutic to all sciences
and consequently cannot know what belongs to each in particular’.11

of method dating from this period. Of these three, the Warsaw Logic and the Pölitz
Logic match for the largest part almost verbatim, although the Warsaw Logic often
misses a sentence or two that is present in the Pölitz Logic. �e doctrine of method
of the Hechsel Logic is the most extensive of the three. �e introduction to the
doctrine of method in the Pölitz Logic di�ers from the one in the other two (see
Pölitz Logic, XXIV:597.7–33; Hechsel Logic, KF 9:487.321–489.359; Warsaw Logic, KF
9:652.569–582).

6 Hechsel Logic, KF 9:487; Warsaw Logic, KF 9:652.
7 Pölitz Logic, XXIV:597; translation mine.
8 �is is reminiscent of the division of various kinds of method in the lectures of the

1770s, see Blomberg Logic, XXIV:290–291; Philippi Logic, XXIV:480. In these lectures,
Kant does not yet go on to state that logic cannot deal with such issues.

9 Hechsel Logic, KF 9:487; cf. Warsaw Logic, KF 9:652.
10 Hechsel Logic, KF 9:488; cf. Warsaw Logic, KF 9:652.
11 Hechsel Logic, KF 9:488; translation modi�ed and �rst emphasis mine; cf. Warsaw

Logic, KF 9:652. Although the introduction to the doctrine of method in the Pölitz
Logic di�ers from the ones in the Hechsel Logic and the Warsaw Logic (see footnote 5
above), also in the Pölitz Logic the formality of logic is emphasized: ‘Die Quellen
der Erkenntniß kann sie nicht angeben, denn sie abstrahirt von allem Inhalt, sie
hat blos mit der scholastischen Form der Wißenschaft zu thun’ (XXIV:597).
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After this emphatic reminder of the formality of logic and its doctrine
of method, Kant turns to the concept of method itself. Method is
de�ned as ‘unity of a whole of cognition according to principles’ –
which probably means that method provides or establishes the unity
in a whole of cognition.12 If the principles are not empirical, but rather
‘universal principles of experience’ (or ‘principles of reason’), we can
‘produce a thoroughgoing connection’ and the result is ‘a system, in
that we discover the nature of the whole through the connection of the
manifold’.13 �is latter kind of method, relying on rational principles,
is called method in a strict sense; if one relies on empirical principles it
is merely manner (Manier).14 After addressing the di�erence between
method and style (the former applies to thought, the latter to expos-
ition), Kant turns to the di�erence between popular and scienti�c
method: the former has popular interest as its aim, the latter has the
aim of science, viz. knowledge.15 Popular method thus starts from
what people �nd interesting, whereas scienti�c method starts from �rst
elements. In addition to a di�erence in methods (concerning thought),
there is also a di�erence between popular and scienti�c manners (thus
concerning exposition). A popular manner of expounding knowledge
that has been thought out according to scienti�c method conveys
this knowledge in such a way that its scienti�c, scholastic form is
hidden.16

�e di�erence between scienti�c and popular method is closely
connected to the distinction between analytic and synthetic method.
�e synthetic method ‘begins with principles of reason and proceeds
towards things that rest on principles [Principiaten]’; using this method
‘I begin with de�nitions and proceed to axioms, corollaries, with all
their consequences’, alternatively, it proceeds ‘from the simple to the

12 Hechsel Logic, KF 9:488; Warsaw Logic, KF 9:652.
13 Hechsel Logic, KF 9:488.
14 Again, the Pölitz Logic di�ers slightly. �ere Kant connects the scholastic form of

science (see footnote 11 above) to a ‘System der Erkenntniße wo immer die Idee des
Ganzen zum Grunde liegt die die Einteilung bestimmt’ (XXIV:597). �e di�erence
between method and manner is here con�ated with that between method (applying
to thought) and style (applying to exposition); cf. (XXIV:597–598).

15 Hechsel Logic, KF 9:490; cf. Warsaw Logic, KF 9:653; Pölitz Logic, XXIV:598.
16 Warsaw Logic, KF 9:653; Pölitz Logic, XXIV:598. In the lecture transcripts the distinc-

tion between scienti�c and popular method on the one hand and scienti�c and
popular manner on the other is not always clear, however. Cf. Hechsel Logic, KF
9:491–492; Warsaw Logic, KF 9:654; Pölitz Logic, XXIV:597–598.
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composite’.17 �is method, which is said to be ‘the most perfect of
all’, is closely related to systematicity: ‘even if I have thought the thing
analytically, the synthetic method is what �rst makes it a system’.18
�e analytic method, on the other hand, proceeds ‘toward principles
from things that rest on principles’, and it is linked with popularity,
exposition and discovery.19

�e rest of the transcripts follow Meier’s catalogue of methods
closely. Notable di�erences are: (1) the discussion of doctrine, discipline
and science is omitted;20 (2) the discussion of the Socratic, Platonic
and catechetic methods has been expanded into a sizeable section
on the acroamatic and erotomatic methods, the former of which is
merely teaching, the latter of which involves asking questions and
which in turn is divided into the Socratic or dialogic method and the
catechistic method; (3) the third and fourth parts of Meier’s textbook
are treated very brie�y, in line with the emphasis on the formality of
the doctrine of method. Indeed, in the Pölitz Logic, Kant is reported to
remark repeatedly ‘[t]hat does not at all belong in logic’.21

What is furthermore noteworthy is that the chapter on syllogisms
(immediately preceding the doctrine of method) contains a section
on loci. Discussing the place of various cognitions, Kant notes that
‘every system has determinate places for the parts of the system’.22
In opposition to common cognition, learned cognition (or science)
is brought into a system, which is then de�ned as follows: ‘A system
presupposes the form of the whole before the parts, where the parts
have to be determined in accordance with the idea of the whole’.23
In the other lecture transcripts of the period (Pölitz Logic, Warsaw
Logic) the discussion of system is less pronounced. In general, Kant’s
discussion of loci is mostly geared towards the architectonic of the
sciences – the emphasis lies on determining to which science a cer-
tain concept belongs, or how a concept is to be taken in various
sciences.

What we have seen so far is in line with Kant’s statements in the
Critique of Pure Reason, where, as noticed, he characterizes the gen-

17 Hechsel Logic, KF 9:492; cf. Warsaw Logic, KF 9:654; Pölitz Logic, XXIV:598–599.
18 Hechsel Logic, KF 9:493; cf. Warsaw Logic, KF 9:654; Pölitz Logic, XXIV:598–599
19 Hechsel Logic, KF 9:492–493; cf. Warsaw Logic, KF 9:654; Pölitz Logic, XXIV:598–599.
20 It was present in the earlier lectures: Blomberg Logic: XXIV:293; Pölitz Logic, XXIV:483.
21 Pölitz Logic, XXIV:601–602; translation mine.
22 Hechsel Logic, KF 9:486.
23 Hechsel Logic, KF 9:114.
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eral doctrine of method as an abstract catalogue of technical terms
regarding systematicity and method. �e emphasis on abstractness is
clearly present in the lectures as well, and compared to Meier he indeed
pays considerably less attention to learned discourse and to character.
Furthermore, large parts of the doctrine of method can indeed be
characterized as a catalogue of technical terms, as Kant de�nes many
concepts that concern method (e.g. the concept ‘method’ itself, ‘style’,
‘system’) and lists various methods.

What method adds to cognition is structure, as is clear from the
way in which Kant de�nes method. A special case of an ordered
body of cognition is constituted by a system. �e synthetic method
is the speci�c method that brings about such systematicity; although
both the analytic and the synthetic methods are kinds of scienti�c
method, the synthetic method seems to be the scienti�c method par
excellence.

3.1.3 �e Contents of the Doctrine of Method in the Jäsche Logic
�e other source for determining Kant’s conception of the general
doctrine of method is the Jäsche Logic. As is well known, the Jäsche
Logic has to be approached with care, as it is not clear to what extent
the contents re�ect Kant’s views and to what extent Jäsche provided
his interpretation of what Kant may have thought. With regard to
the doctrine of method we do know that the Jäsche Logic does not
present it in the exact way in which Kant treated it in his lectures, for
Jäsche explains in his preface that he changed the presentation of this
part of Kant’s logic. Because Kant wanted the doctrine of elements to
contain only the treatment of concept, judgement and syllogism, Jäsche
relegated everything that Kant treated before the doctrine of concept
to the introduction, which consequently became much larger than was
usual. He describes the consequences for the doctrine of method as
follows:

�e consequence of this was then also that the Doctrine of Method, as
the other principal part of the treatise, had to turn out that much
shorter, the more the materials that had already been treated in the
Introduction, as for example the doctrine of proofs, etc. – which, by
the way, are now rightly included in the sphere of the doctrine of
method by our modern logicians. It would have been a repetition as
unnecessary as improper to give mention to this material yet again in
its proper place, only in order to make the incomplete complete and to
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put everything in its proper place. I have nevertheless done the latter
with respect to the doctrine of de�nitions and of the logical division of
concepts, which in Meier’s compendium belongs to the eighth section,
namely, to the doctrine of elements of concepts, an order which even
Kant left unaltered in his exposition.24

�e result of Jäsche’s work is thus that the introduction of the Jäsche
Logic is a strange mixture of what should have ‘properly’ been in there
and what does not belong there but rather should be in the doctrine
of method. �e doctrine of method, in turn, contains not everything
that ‘properly’ should have been in there, for instance the doctrine
of proof, and there may be other such topics. Consequently, from a
survey of the Jäsche Logic we can at best establish a list of topics that
are contained in the doctrine of method, but this list is not necessarily
exhaustive.

If we then turn to the contents of the Jäsche Logic, we �nd the task of
the General Doctrine of Method being described as dealing ‘with the
form of a science in general, or with the ways of acting so as to connect
the manifold of cognition in a science’.25 As in the section immediately
before science is de�ned as ‘a whole of cognition as a system, and
not merely as an aggregate’,26 we see that here as well the Doctrine of
Method is connected to systematicity – both with the question what a
system is and how to establish one. �ese characterizations do not di�er
much from what can be found in the Critique. In the sections that follow,
however, Jäsche introduces some new considerations: ‘�e doctrine of
method is supposed to expound the way for us to attain the perfection
of cognition.’27 �e perfection of cognition is immediately speci�ed

24 Jäsche Logic, IX:4–5 (translation modi�ed).
25 § 96, IX:139. Jäsche probably copied this statement from Re�. 3333 and 3332

(XIV:783–784; both dated 1780–1789, maybe 1776–1779): ‘Die practische Logik han-
delt blos von der Form einer Wissenschaft überhaupt und des Vortrags derselben.
Also von der Methode’; ‘Die Methodenlehre handelt nur von der [Mannigfaltigen]
Art, das Mannigfaltige der Erkentnis zu einer Wissenschaft zu verknüpfen.’ He may
have used Re�. 1629 (XVI:50, s-Zusatz dated 1776–1804) as well: ‘Elementarlehre
und Methodenlehre. Die letztere ist die Lehre von der Form einer Wissenschaft
überhaupt.’

26 § 95, IX:139. �is is taken literally from Re�. 3323 (XVI:780, dated 1769–1770 or 1771,
maybe 1764–1768 or 1772–1775.

27 § 97, IX:139. Jäsche may have drawn this from Re�. 3326 (XVI:781, dated 1770–1771
or 1773–1778, maybe 1769).
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as the concern for the distinctness (Deutlichkeit), the thoroughness
(Gründlichkeit), and the systematicity of cognition.28

What is in fact contained in the doctrine of method, however,
does not live up to these expectations in an easily recognizable way.
Jäsche �rst treats the distinctness of cognition more or less extensively.
Explaining that distinctness has to do with both the content and the
extension of concepts, we �nd two sections devoted to these two aspects
of distinctness, which deal with de�nition and exposition on the one hand
and with division on the other. �ese two topics were indeed mentioned
by Jäsche in his introduction as properly belonging to the doctrine of
method. After thus dealing with distinctness, the Jäsche Logic �nishes
with a list of a number of methods. �is list remains very close to those in
the lecture transcripts: it lists scienti�c and popular method, systematic
and fragmentary method, analytic and synthetic method, syllogistic
and tabular method, acroamatic and erotomatic method. All in all,
although what is contained in the Doctrine of Method is in line with
what Jäsche had explained in the preface, we do not �nd everything
he has mentioned: it does not specify what a system is (apart from
mentioning the systematic method), nor does it treat thoroughness.

As one may expect on the basis of Jäsche’s preface, both systematicity
and thoroughness are dealt with in the introduction of the Jäsche Logic,
although not very extensively. �e term ‘system’ is characterized in
section IX,29 the term ‘thoroughness’ in section VI.30 Moreover, the
doctrine of proof, which Jäsche had explicitly marked as a proper part
of the doctrine of method, is treated in section IX of the introduction.

28 �is speci�c threefold speci�cation of the perfection of cognition that is to be
treated in the Doctrine of Method cannot be found anywhere in Kant’s notes in his
copy of Meier’s textbook. �e closest match I could �nd, which at least combines
the three concepts Jäsche mentions, is from the practical part of the Logik Busolt,
where the scienti�c method is characterized as follows: ‘diese gehört für Gelehrte
und man sieht dabei besonders auf die Gründlichkeit. sie trägt alles in abstracto
vor, nehmlich Ordnung und Deutlichkeit ist das Hauptwerk dabei’ (XXIV:683).
As it is, it is likely that Jäsche has either taken it from the lecture transcripts he
used, or introduced it himself. Of course, Kant (following Meier) recognized
distinctness as one of the four logical perfections (see e.g. Pölitz Logic, XXIV:517).
Moreover, in the Critique of Pure Reason Kant calls systematicity a logical perfection
of cognitions (A 838/B 866). �e connection between thoroughness and perfection
is less common in Kant, but is to be found in for example Re�. 2052 (XVI:214,
dated 1776–1778).

29 IX:72; cf. also section VI, IX:48–49.
30 IX:47.
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However, proofs are also treated in the last three sections of the part
concerned with syllogisms – the sections immediately preceding the
doctrine of method.31

All in all, the Jäsche Logic is a bit of an outlier with respect to the
doctrine of method. His characterization of the nature of the doctrine of
method is quite similar to the way in which Kant himself characterized
this part of logic, although Jäsche adds to this the concern for perfection,
which is explicated as the concern for disctinctness, thoroughness
and systematicity. �e actual contents of the doctrine of method seem
unbalanced in comparison to this general statement, as Jäsche treats
predominantly de�nition and division. Still, in the introduction Jäsche
includes (brief) characterizations of some topics he considers to prop-
erly belong to the doctrine of method, viz. systematicity, thoroughness
and proof.

3.2 Unifying the Contents of Kant’s General Doctrine of Method

Our survey of the contents of the general doctrine of method has yielded
the following: the doctrine of method deals with method in a general,
abstract way. It o�ers a list of various methods and explains the meaning
of technical terms regarding method. Because the form of science
should be systematic, the doctrine of method seems to consider the
methods that are to produce systematic form the most important ones.
We also saw, however, that according to Jäsche the doctrine of method
properly includes treatment of distinctness, thoroughness and proof.

At �rst sight, this list of topics presents a rather disorganized picture.
It is justi�ed, then, to inquire whether there is an underlying unity
to this part of Kant’s logic. In the present section, I will show that
it is possible to reconstruct a more or less uni�ed picture of Kant’s
conception of the general doctrine of method. I will argue that the
topics found in the previous section can all be connected to Kant’s views
on systematicity, and that although Kant’s own treatment is sketchy, it is
possible to reconstruct the contents of the general doctrine of method
as concerning systematic form. For that purpose, I will start discussing
Kant’s conception of systematicity and then turn to the doctrine of
proof and thoroughness in order to see how these topics link up to
systematicity.

31 IX:135–136.
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3.2.1 Systematicity
In the logic lectures we �nd characterizations of the concept of system
that do not di�er greatly from one another. �ey lean on Meier’s
de�nition, which runs as follows: ‘A system [Lehrgebäude] (systema)
is a set of dogmatic truths that are connected to one another in such
a way that taken together they form a cognition that can be regarded
as a whole’32. Kant, however, voices at least two criticisms. First, a
system need not be a set of dogmatic (rational) truths – it may very
well be a set of empirical ones.33 Second, and more importantly, Meier
is not speci�c enough about the way in which these cognitions are
connected.34 According to Kant, it is essential to a system that there
is an idea of the whole that precedes the determination of the parts.
�is characterization of the essence of a system can indeed be found
in all the logic transcripts, in the Jäsche Logic (‘[a] system rests on an
idea of the whole, which precedes the parts’35) and in Kant’s published
writings. �e most well-known characterizations can be found in the
Critique of Pure Reason, and because there are no essential di�erences
between what Kant says in the Critique and what we �nd in the lectures,
I will focus on the text he wrote and published himself.

In the Architectonic chapter of the Transcendental Doctrine of
Method, Kant de�nes a system as follows:

I understand by a system, however, the unity of the manifold cognitions
under one idea. �is is the rational concept of the form of a whole,
insofar as through this the domain [Umfang] of the manifold as well as
the position of the parts with respect to each other is determined a priori.
�e scienti�c rational concept thus contains the end and the form of
the whole that is congruent with it. �e unity of the end, to which all
parts are related and in the idea of which they are also related to each
other, allows the absence of any part to be noticed in our knowledge
of the rest, and there can be no contingent addition or undetermined
magnitude of perfection that does not have its boundaries determined
a priori. �e whole is therefore articulated (articulatio) and not heaped

32 § 104, XVI:276; translation mine.
33 Blomberg Logic, XXIV:100; Philippi Logic, XXIV:399; Logik Busolt, XXIV:631; cf. Pölitz

Logic, XXIV:530 (‘das Object macht keinen Unterschied in den Systemen’); Vienna
Logic, XXIV:831; Logik Hechsel, KF 9:333; Warsaw Logic, KF 9:556.

34 See especially Logik Busolt, XXIV:631.
35 IX:72. Cf. IX:24, where the systematic connection of cognitions is described as the

‘combination of them in the idea of a whole’.
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together (coacervatio); it can, to be sure, grow internally (per intus
susceptionem) but not externally (per appositionem), like an animal body,
whose growth does not add a limb but rather makes each limb stronger
and �tter for its end without any alteration of proportion. (A 832/B 860)

We may note several elements here.36 Firstly, there is a manifold – here
a manifold of cognitions, which refers to concepts and judgements and
probably syllogisms as well. Secondly, in a system the manifold forms a
whole. �at on its own is not enough, however, for an aggregate is also
a whole consisting of a manifold of cognitions. �e di�erence between
an aggregate and a system lies in the way in which the whole and the
parts are related – in an aggregate the parts precede the whole, in a
system the whole precedes the parts.37 What this means for a system is
that, thirdly, an idea of the whole precedes the establishment of a system
and its parts, and that this idea determines not only the extent of the
system but also the place of the parts in it, that is, their place relative to
one another and relative to the whole. As Kant explains in the appendix
to the Transcendental Dialectic:

If we survey the cognitions of our understanding in their entire range,
then we �nd that what reason quite uniquely prescribes and seeks
to bring about concerning it is the systematic in cognition, i.e., its
interconnection based on one principle. �is unity of reason always
presupposes an idea, namely that of the form of a whole of cognition,
which precedes the determinate cognition of the parts and contains
the conditions for determining a priori the place of each part and its
relation to the others. Accordingly, this idea postulates complete unity
of the understanding’s cognition, through which this cognition comes
to be not merely a contingent aggregate but a system interconnected
in accordance with necessary laws.38

It is clear, then, that the most important characteristic of systematicity
is the idea (or the principle, or the end) of the whole that determines

36 Cf. Falkenburg’s explanation of Kant’s notion of systematicity, to which I owe a
great deal, Falkenburg (2000), pp. 376–385, esp. p. 378. Cf. also Van den Berg
(2011a), pp. 22–32 and Van den Berg (2011b), pp. 9–11.

37 Vienna Logic, XXIV:891, Jäsche Logic, IX:72.
38 A 645/B 673; already in the introduction to the Transcendental Dialectic it is made

clear that reason is the faculty of the highest unity of our cognitions, and that
reason is the faculty of principles (A 298–299/B 355–356).
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the relations of the parts to one another and to the whole. Also the
‘necessary laws’ referred to play an important role in this determination.
However, it remains unclear what Kant actually means by this idea
and by these laws; neither is it clear how the idea is to determine the
relationships between the parts.

Let us therefore consider a more concrete example. Kant’s concep-
tion of systematicity is understood best for the case of a system of
concepts, as has been elaborated most clearly by Brigitte Falkenburg
and Hein van den Berg.39 �eir reading draws mostly on the appendix
to the Transcendental Dialectic, which is called ‘On the Regulative Use
of the Ideas of Pure Reason’ and from which I have already cited a
general characterization of systematicity.

In the traditional theory of concepts, to which Kant adhered,40
concepts can be characterized in terms of their intension and in terms of
their extension.41 �e intension of a concept concerns the characteristic
marks (other concepts) that are contained in the concept. �e concept
‘human being’, for example, contains in it the characteristic marks
‘animal’ and ‘rational’, i.e. its intension consists of these two concepts.
�e extension of a concept, on the other hand, concerns the concepts
that are contained under the concept. For example, under the concept
‘human being’ are contained the concepts ‘man’ and ‘woman’. A concept
that is contained in another concept is said to be a higher concept, and
relative to the lower concept it is called its genus; the lower concept is
called a species relative to the higher one. Now the fact that concepts
are related by being contained in or under each other makes it possible
to construct hierarchies of concepts. Paradigmatic examples of such
hierarchies are so-called Porphyrian trees. In a Porphyrian tree concepts
are ordered from high to low, from the highest genus to the lowest
species. Every lower species is formed by adding a characteristic to its
genus – its speci�c di�erence. In the small Porphyrian tree that we could
produce from our example we would have the highest genus ‘animal’,
to which we can add the speci�c di�erence ‘rational’ in order to obtain
the species ‘human being’. �e concept ‘human being’ could in turn be

39 Falkenburg (2000), pp. 376–385; Van den Berg (2011a), pp. 22–32; Van den Berg
(2011b), pp. 9–11. My discussion is indebted to both.

40 For a detailed analysis of this theory of concepts and Kant’s adherence to it, see
De Jong (1995b).

41 In the Jäsche Logic this theory of concepts is also expounded; my presentation is in
line with it; see §§ 7–16, IX:95–100.
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regarded as a genus relative to both ‘man’ and ‘woman’, which result
from adding the speci�c di�erences ‘male’ and ‘female’ respectively.42
Such Porphyrian trees can be extended by further determining the
intension of concepts and further specifying their extension. �e �rst
is done by de�nition and analysis, the second by division.

A de�nition, Kant explains in the Critique of Pure Reason, is the complete
concept of a thing, and it must be both precise and original.43 Completeness
concerns the clarity and su	ciency of characteristic marks. It is thus
equivalent to what in Kant’s time was usually called the distinctness of a
concept, for a concept was said to be distinct if its characteristic marks
are clear, that is, if one is conscious of these marks.44 Precision requires
that a concept contains no more characteristic marks than is needed
for completeness; originality, �nally, that the de�nition is not the result
from any derivation, for then it would require proof.45 A de�nition, for
Kant, is thus the way in which one can determine the intension of a
concept.

For Kant proper de�nitions are possible only for mathematics.46
�e reason for this is that mathematical de�nitions are synthetic, that is,
mathematical de�nitions produce the concepts they de�ne by arbitrarily
combining a number of characteristic marks. In philosophy concepts
are not de�ned synthetically, but analytically: the concept to be de�ned is
given, and by means of analysis one seeks to determine its characteristic
marks. In this process of analysis, however, we cannot be certain that we
have obtained all characteristic marks that are needed for the complete
and precise concept. Because of this Kant does not want to speak of
philosophical de�nitions, but rather of expositions. In a similar manner
the de�nition of empirical concepts is argued to be impossible – in this
case the result of (empirical) analysis is an explication of the concept.

�e intension of concepts is thus determined by de�nition (in the

42 For accounts of Porphyrian trees, see De Jong (1995b), Anderson (2004) and
Anderson (2005).

43 A 727/B 755. I depart from the Cambridge translation, and give ‘complete’ for
‘ausführlich’ (the Cambridge translation has ‘exhaustive’), as the Latin equivalent
of ‘Ausführlichkeit’ is ‘completudo’ – see Jäsche Logic, IX:62; cf. Meier’s Auszug, § 132
(XVI:327) and § 149 (XVI:353).

44 Jäsche Logic, IX:61–62; cf. Meier’s Auszug, § 137 (XVI:338–339).
45 A 727/B 755.
46 A 729/B 757. For the di�erence between mathematical and philosophical de�nitions

see also the pre-critical (but in this respect similar) treatment in Inquiry concerning
the Distinctness (1764).
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case of mathematics) or analysis (in the case of philosophy). What about
the other direction, that of the extension of concepts? �e extension
of concepts is speci�ed by means of logical division. Kant explains this
process in most of his logic lectures (and Jäsche included it in his
edition), and makes clear that it concerns the division of the sphere of a
concept:

�e determination of a concept in regard to everything possible that is
contained under it, insofar as things are opposed to one another, i.e.,
are distinct from one another, is called the logical division of the concept.47

In his lectures, Kant sometimes gives the example of dividing the
concept of animal into animals that live on the land, animals that live
in the water and animals that live in the sky.48 By means of dividing a
concept one thus obtains lower concepts, concepts that are less general:
there are more characteristic marks contained in them, but there is less
contained under them. Now the proper divisions of concepts, we learn
further from the Jäsche Logic, proceeds in accordance with three rules:

1. that the members of the division exclude or are opposed to one
another, that furthermore they 2. belong under one higher concept
(conceptus communis), and �nally that 3. taken together they constitute
the sphere of the divided concept or are equal to it.49

�ese rules together make sure that the hierarchies resulting from
division are orderly and complete: they ensure that there is no overlap
among the members of a division, that there are no cross-overs from
one branch of a division to another and that the divisions are all
complete.50 It is further important that Kant distinguishes dichotomies
from polytomies: the former concerns divisions into two members, the
latter divisions into more than two members.51 Dichotomies result from
dividing a sphere into two opposing parts, for example, triangles are

47 Jäsche Logic, IX:146.
48 For example Vienna Logic, XXIV:925–926; Logik Hechsel, KF 9:418–419; Warsaw

Logic, KF 9:622.
49 Jäsche Logic, IX:146.
50 Anderson (2004), esp. pp. 505–514, makes a case that these rules ensure the

uniqueness of conceptual hierarchies, which of course is an important result with
a view towards the systematicity of cognition.

51 Jäsche Logic, IX:147.
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either equilateral or not equilateral. Such dichotomies require only
the principle of contradiction, and hence they are the most basic kind
of division. �e empirical division of concepts is not based on the
principle of contradiction alone, and may thus equally well consist in
polytomies (cf. the example concerning animals I gave above).52

If we now take stock, we see that by determination of the intension
of concepts through de�nitions or analysis and by speci�cation of their
extension through division, we can construct a system of concepts.
Such a system starts from a highest genus and is speci�ed by means of
divisions and subdivisions (in accordance with the rules given above)
into numerous branches. In the appendix to the Transcendental Dia-
lectic Kant alludes to this conception of conceptual systems, providing
more concrete examples. �e �rst example concerns the postulation
of a fundamental power when confronted with the various powers
of the mind, such as sensation, consciousness, imagination and the
like.53 Reason demands to search for uni�cation of these powers in
order to reduce this manifold to a more fundamental unity, which in
turn would allow the derivation of the various powers from the more
fundamental power(s). �e second example is more relevant for our
purposes, as it concerns the systematic unity of species and genera of
empirical concepts – Kant brings up the case of chemists who in his
time reduced all species of salt to the two main genera of acidic and
alkaline salts, but still searched for the fundamental material that united
these two genera, and for the even more fundamental principle that
unites both salts and earths (stones and metals).54 In the explication
of this example, Kant invokes three logical principles that govern the
construction of systems of concepts. �e �rst is the principle of genera,
which demands that the multiplicity of things should be reduced to as
little genera as possible, up until a single highest genus – it is a principle
of homogeneity. �e second principle is the principle of species, which
points to a possibly highest variety of species and sub-species – a

52 Probably Kant derived these views on division from the Port-Royal Logic, which
gives equivalent rules of division and also distinguishes divisions into two opposites
from divisions into more members (pp. 124–125). Although Wol	an logics often
did treat logical division, I have not encountered this latter emphasis – e.g. Meier’s
Auszug, §§ 285–291 (XVI:612–619) and Baumgarten’s Acroasis logica (1773), §§ 192–
205 (pp. 50–54). Wol� himself did not explicitly treat logical division as far as I
know.

53 A 648–651/B 676–679.
54 A 651�/B 679�.
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principle of speci�cation. �e last principle is a principle of continuity,
and it postulates a continuous transition from species to species, so
that there are no gaps in the system. Together these principles direct
the construction of a complete system that brings the greatest diversity
under the greatest unity.

With this brief outline of Kant’s views on concepts and their relations
we are in a better position to understand his account of systematicity.
At least we have encountered candidates for the necessary laws in
accordance with which a system is constructed: the rules of logical
division ensure the construction of a system in which the parts have
a determinate relation to one another (as genera and species) and to
the whole, and the rules given in the appendix to the Transcendental
Dialectic are even more clearly logical rules for the construction of
systems. Such rules must be the ‘necessary laws’ in accordance with
which the parts of a system are related.55 �e example of a conceptual
system did not, however, yield much with regard to the idea of the
whole that is so important in Kant’s conception of a system. It would
seem likely that the concept of the highest genus of the Porphyrian
tree is that idea. �is would �t the examples Kant gives of empirical
research, where the idea of a fundamental material determines the form
of the system of concepts of salts and earths in that it (if the system will
be completed) determines the way in which the branches of salts and
earths and their parts are related to each other and to the higher genus
of the fundamental matter. Still, if this is what Kant means, then the
idea that lies at the basis of a system is in fact no more than that of any
principle that is able to systematically unify a given manifold.

Another example that Kant provides in the appendix to the Tran-
scendental Dialectic might be more helpful. On A 662–663/B 690–691
he discusses the relations between the orbits of celestial bodies. He
points out that in the course of our investigations of the forms of these
orbits we may replace our initial hypothesis of circular planetary orbits
for elliptical orbits, and postulate also parabolic and even hyperbolic
orbits for comets. �ese hypotheses, he explains, are made on the basis
of the a	nity between these orbital forms, which are all conic sections.
But this procedure also leads us to the discovery of the common causal
principle underlying the unity in orbital forms: gravitation: ‘�us under

55 Cf. Van den Berg (2011a), p. 31, and Van den Berg (2011b), pp. 10–11. Van den Berg
also includes in the conditions that govern systems the speci�cation of upper and
lower limits.
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the guidance of those principles [of systematic unity] we come to a unity
of genera in the forms of these paths, but thereby also further to unity in
the cause of all the laws of this motion (gravitation)’ (A 663/B 691). Our
discovery of the systematic unity of orbital forms leads to the unifying
principle, which is the mathematical concept of conic sections. �e
actual causal principle that underlies this unity is the law of universal
gravitation, however.

Returning to our discussion of conceptual systems, we can �nally
note that we can now also explain why Jäsche, in his doctrine of method,
treats the distinctness of concepts. �is distinctness, we saw, comprised
the treatment of de�nitions and expositions on the one hand, and that
of division on the other. It is exactly these two procedures that are
central to Kant’s account of the construction of conceptual systems,
as our discussion of the latter has shown. Jäsche himself says about
as much: ‘�e distinctness of cognitions and their combination in a
systematic whole depends on the distinctness of concepts both in regard
to what is contained in them and in respect of what is contained under
them.’56 Hence, the doctrine of method of the Jäsche Logic is concerned
with systematicity more than it would seem at �rst sight.

3.2.2 Kant’s Doctrine of Proof
�e doctrine of proof is one of the topics that according to Jäsche
properly belong to the general doctrine of method. �is is plausible,
for in proofs propositions are related to one another as premises and
conclusions. In this respect, proofs are not very di�erent from syllo-
gisms. A proof, however, may equally well be a single syllogism as a
series of them,57 and may also consist of other things, most importantly
in mathematical proofs.58 In order to understand the way in which
proofs contribute to systematicity, let us review Kant’s account of proof,
which is sketchy, but signi�cant.

One of the few de�nitions that Kant gives of a proof can be found
in the Dohna-Wundlacken Logic: ‘To prove is to hold something to be true
on account of a ground.’59 For this purpose, a proof has to consist of
the following three parts: (1) the proposition that has to be proven (the
conclusion); (2) the ground of proof (Beweisgrund or Beweisthum), or its

56 Jäsche Logic, IX:140.
57 See �e False Subtlety of the Four Syllogistic Figures (1762), II:49.
58 Cf. Wol� (1995), p. 202. See also chapter 4.
59 Dohna-Wundlacken Logic, XXIV:748.
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matter; and (3) the consequence, or the way in which (1) follows from
(2) – the form of the proof.60 In a proof we thus connect one or more
grounds to a conclusion in such a way that the latter is seen to follow
from the former. Following Meier, Kant sometimes clari�es this by
specifying that the ground of proof in a single syllogism is the middle
term. �e reason for this is that the middle term in a syllogism is the
only concept that does not occur in the conclusion, but is the crucial
part of the premises.61 As an example of such a (simple) proof, we �nd
in the Dohna-Wundlacken Logic the syllogism ‘everything extended is
divisible, all bodies are extended, hence all bodies are divisible’.62 In
this example, the proposition ‘all bodies are divisible’ is of course the
conclusion, the ground of proof consists in the two premises, more
precisely in the middle term ‘extended’, and the consequence is the
form of the syllogism, viz. the form of the �rst �gure syllogism Barbara.

Now what is important for our purposes is the fact that Kant distin-
guishes between propositions that can be proven and those that cannot
be proven, or at least do not require a proof. Such indemonstrable
propositions form the basis for all proofs:

All certainty is either unmediated or mediated, i.e., it either requires a
proof, or it is not capable of and does not require any proof. Even
if so much in our cognition is certain only mediately, i.e., through
a proof, there must still be something indemonstrable or immediately
certain, and the whole of our cognition must proceed from immediately
certain propositions.63

�us in order to ensure the certainty of our cognitions, we have to
prove all our judgements from other judgements that ground them,
until we have reached indemonstrable propositions that serve as the
�rst principles of our knowledge. �ese indemonstrable propositions

60 Pölitz Logic, XXIV:561; Vienna Logic, XXIV:892; Warsaw Logic, KF 9:599; cf. Blomberg
Logic, XXIV:230–231; Philippi Logic, XXIV:442; Dohna-Wundlacken Logic, XXIV:748.
See also Jäsche Logic, IX:71, which however only gives the ground of proof and the
consequence as constituents of a proof. In Meier’s Auszug we �nd these constituents
of proof in § 191, XVI:483–484.

61 See Re�. 3203 (1755–1757), XVI:710; in Meier’s Auszug this is found in § 358, XVI:711–
712.

62 Dohna-Wundlacken Logic, XXIV:748.
63 Jäsche Logic, IX:71. Cf. Pölitz Logic, XXIV:561 (‘Alle unsere Erkenntniße müßen von

immediate gewißen Sätzen anfangen’).
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can be speci�c to a science, for example the �rst principles of math-
ematics (Kant gives the example ‘that three points always lie in a
plane’, A 732/B 760),64 or they can be absolutely �rst principles – the
principles of pure understanding given by transcendental philosophy.
Kant explicates the fundamental nature of these principles as follows:
‘A priori principles bear this name not merely because they contain in
themselves the grounds of other judgments, but also because they are
not themselves grounded in higher and more general cognitions.’65

Consequently, Kant’s doctrine of proof plays the role with regard to
judgements that is played by analysis, de�nition and division with
regard to concepts. Proofs connect judgements in an orderly way,
thus producing a body of propositions in which all propositions are
proven from a small number of indemonstrable propositions. If we
compare this account of the structural relations of judgements with that
regarding concepts, it is interesting to note that Kant o�ers nothing to
ensure the uniqueness of the proof structure. Whereas in the case of
conceptual hierarchies the rules of division ensure that such hierarchies
are orderly and complete, no such rules are given with regard to the
relations of judgements. Nevertheless, also in a system of judgements
it should be the case that the place of all the parts is determined by
the idea of the whole.66 In this regard, then, Kant’s doctrine of proof
remains incomplete. Still, this does not diminish the fact that this
doctrine has a crucial role to play in Kant’s account of the systematicity
of cognition.

3.2.3 �oroughness
One element mentioned by Jäsche as belonging to the general doctrine
of method still remains, and that is thoroughness (Gründlichkeit). Like
systematicity, however, thoroughness does not receive explicit attention
in the Doctrine of Method of the Jäsche Logic, and neither can such a
treatment be found in the doctrines of method of the lecture transcripts.
In order to see whether Jäsche’s assessment that it belongs to the
doctrine of method is plausible, we have to see whether it connects to

64 For more on mathematical principles see section 4.3.
65 A 148/B 188.
66 Of course, the view that there is one unique proof structure in a science cannot

accomodate the fact that often there are more possible proofs for a theorem. If
Kant would indeed hold this view, he would have to account for this fact.
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the other contents of the doctrine of method, and especially whether it
is connected to Kant’s conception of systematicity.

For that purpose, let us look at the Introduction of the Jäsche Logic,
where thoroughness is brie�y treated under the heading of the logical
perfections of cognition as to its quantity. �ere, thoroughness is char-
acterized as a ‘scholarly, scholastic perfection’, and it is said to consist
in ‘a purposeful exactitude in formalities’ (IX:47).67 �oroughness thus
concerns the judicious application of formal criteria to cognitions.
�is is con�rmed by the fact that it is opposed both to popularity and
to pedantry; the former is the easy and universal communicability of
cognition to others, the latter is a fanaticism for formalities unchecked
by a concern for the true end of cognition. Popularity, as the aesthetic
perfection of cognition as to its quantity (IX:39), is not incompatible
with thoroughness; popularity rather presupposes it (IX:19). �ey are
distinguished, however because thoroughness is a perfection with
respect to the laws of the understanding, whereas popularity is one with
respect to the laws of sensibility (cf. IX:36). In this respect thoroughness
does not really seem to add anything to systematicity. �is impression
is strengthened by the opposition of scienti�c and popular method
in § 115 of the Jäsche Logic, where scienti�c method is said to concern
thoroughness.

In many passages from material pertaining to Kant’s logic lec-
tures, however, thoroughness is given a more speci�c meaning, as it
is linked with what is called the intensive distinctness of cognition. In
the Jäsche Logic this link is made as well, where we �nd that intens-
ive or deep distinctness, which ‘grows […] with the further analysis
of the concept in the series of subordinated marks’ is necessary for
the thoroughness and cohesion of cognition (IX:59). �e opposite
of intensive distinctness is extensive distinctness, which has to do with
the aggregation of coordinated marks. �e link of thoroughness to
intensive distinctness can be understood from the fact that Kant calls
partial concepts (marks contained in a concept) the grounds of cog-
nition of the concepts in which they are contained.68 For instance,
the concept of animal is a ground of cognition of the concept of
man. �oroughness of cognition, as the German term, Gründlichkeit,

67 Cf. Re�. 2064 (XVI:218; dated 1790–1804): ‘Die Zwekmäßige Genauigkeit in For-
malien ist Gründlichkeit (scholastische Vollkomenheit, schulgerecht).‘ Cf. also
Re�. 2061 (XVI:216; dated 1780–1789).

68 Jäsche Logic, IX:95.
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makes clear, concerns the grounds of cognition; in the context of
concepts, it therefore consists in specifying the marks contained in
a concept.

�is view of thoroughness can also be found in notes Kant made in
his copy of Meier’s textbook, for example where Kant with regard to
‘cognition considered as to the totality of marks’ distinguishes between
a whole of marks ‘as an aggregate or as a series, extensive and intensive,
the former for completeness [Ausführlichkeit], the latter for thoroughness
of the system’.69 In some of the transcripts of the logic lectures we �nd
more pronounced statements of this view. �e Vienna Logic provides a
lucid example:

A concept whose marks are clear is distinct. Marks are subordin-
ate or coordinate. Subordinate marks constitute a series, and if we
progress in the series of subordinate marks then this is profunditas,
thoroughness. Here we ask �rst of all what the immediate mark of
body is. Extension. What is extension? etc., until we �nally come
to marks that constitute basic concepts [Grundbegri�e]. Profundity is
progress in the series of subordinate marks until we come to their limits.
(XXIV:847)

�e thoroughness of a concept thus concerns its grounding by means
of an analysis into the characteristic marks it contains right up until
the basic concepts. Hence, thoroughness is linked intimately to Kant’s
conception of systematicity, and it �ts seamlessly into his account of a
system of concepts.

It is noteworthy that thoroughness is not only connected to con-
cepts, but also to the doctrine of proof and thus to the systematic
connection of judgements. �is is clear in the �rst place from Kant’s
characterization of syllogism, in which the notion of ground is linked
with propositions: ‘In every inference there is a proposition that
serves as a ground, and another, namely the conclusion, that is drawn
from the former, and �nally the inference (consequence) according
to which the truth of the conclusion is connected unfailingly with
the truth of the �rst proposition.’70 Moreover, we saw in the pre-

69 Re�. 2295 (1780–1789), XVI:304; translation mine. Cf. Re�. 2293 (1776–1804),
XVI:303, and Re�. 2361 (1776–1804), XVI:332.

70 A 303/B 359–360.
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vious sub-section that in a proof a conclusion is linked to more
fundamental propositions as the ground of proof of the conclusion.
Consequently, any proposition that is adequately proved from �rst
principles would count as a thorough cognition. �at Kant indeed
uses the term ‘thoroughness’ in the broader sense, i.e. as also refer-
ring to proofs, can be seen from the Critique of Pure Reason, where
he speaks about mathematics: ‘�e thoroughness [Gründlichkeit] of
mathematics rests on de�nitions, axioms, and demonstrations.’71 Here
it is clear that thoroughness is a general term used to characterize
the fact that in a systematic science like mathematics not only the
concepts are properly grounded on fundamental concepts by means
of de�nitions, but also the theorems are properly grounded on axioms
by means of proof. Axioms are ‘synthetic a priori principles, insofar
as they are immediately certain’ (A 732/B 760) – the �rst principles
of mathematics. As a �nal con�rmation that thoroughness can also
refer to judgements, we may look at Kant’s views on grounding. In
the 1755 dissertation New Elucidation he de�nes a ground as follows:
‘[t]hat which determines a subject in respect of any of its predicates’
(I:391). To determine a concept, in turn, is de�ned as ‘to posit a pre-
dicate while excluding its opposite’ (I:391). Hence, a ground is that
which posits a predicate with respect to a subject while excluding the
opposite. A ground is thus that which justi�es a judgement. As Kant
says:

�e concept of a ground, as it is commonly understood [and Kant
agrees with it], establishes a connection between the subject and some
predicate or other. A ground thus always requires a subject; and it also
requires a predicate, which it can unite with the subject.72

�is is not the place to discuss Kant’s important and complex account
of grounding more thoroughly,73 and this brief treatment must su	ce

71 A 726/B 755, translation modi�ed.
72 I:392. �at grounding applies to judgements is commonly accepted. �at it can

also apply to concepts, is less well-known. For an account in which the application
to concepts and conceptual structures is emphasized, see Van den Berg (2011a),
pp. 22–32; Van den Berg (2011b), pp. 9–11.

73 For good treatments of Kant’s notion of ‘grounding’, see Falkenburg (2000),
pp. 367–373; Longuenesse (1998), pp. 345–358; Van den Berg (2011a), pp. 32–84;
Van den Berg (2011b), pp. 11–16.
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to buttress the claim that Kant’s notion of thoroughness applies to
judgements as well, even though in the lectures on logic it is explicitly
connected to concepts only.

All in all, then, Kant’s conception of thoroughness can be linked to
his views on systematicity. �e thoroughness of concepts concerns their
grounding in elementary concepts, and the thoroughness of judgements
concerns their provability from �rst principles.

3.3 �e General Doctrine of Method: Conclusions

In this chapter I have investigated Kant’s conception of a general
doctrine of method, discussed its contents and analysed the connections
between these contents. �is gave the following list of topics covered in
a general doctrine of method: systematicity, distinctness, thoroughness
and proofs. I have argued that, among these topics, systematicity is of
central concern for the doctrine of method, and that the other topics
can be linked to systematicity. Kant �eshes out systematicity most
prominently with regard to concepts, in treating the way in which their
intensions and extensions can be determined by de�nition, analysis
and division. But I have argued that systematicity refers to judgements
as well, as can be seen from Kant’s doctrine of proof and his conception
of thoroughness. �e result of this investigation is therefore that the
characterization of the general doctrine of method that Kant provides
in the Critique of Pure Reason, namely that it ‘expound[s] titles for
possible methods and technical expressions that are used in regard to that
which is systematic in all sorts of sciences’ (A 708/B 736), is very apt
indeed.

What makes the general doctrine of method a part of (pure) general
logic, is its abstractness. �is abstractness consists, �rstly, in the fact
that it does not take into account any speci�c cognition about the
objects of knowledge – it is thus abstract in the �rst sense I have
distinguished in section 2.2, that is, it does not pertain to particular
logic. It consists secondly in the fact that it is not concerned with the
objective reality of concepts – it is thus abstract as well in the second
sense I distinguished: it does not cover any transcendental-logical
concerns. Finally, it does not refer to any interactions between the
understanding and sensibility for which we would need psychological
knowledge – it thus pertains to pure logic rather than applied logic.
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Hence it is evident that systematicity is a properly logical requirement
for cognition.74 As such, one can characterize Kant’s conception of a
general doctrine of method as a puri�ed and properly formal variant
of the traditional fourth part of logic on method (next to the parts on
concept, judgement, and inference).75

74 Cf. Longuenesse (1998), pp. 149–153; Van den Berg (2011a), pp. 22–32; Van den
Berg (2011b), pp. 8–11.

75 Because of the generality of the general doctrine of method, I cannot agree with
Tonelli (1975), p. 189, when he states that ‘the general division into �eory of Elements
and �eory of Method reproduces on another plane the division of some German
treatises on Logic into a General and a Special Logic’.





CHAPTER 4

Particular Logic and the Methodology of Speci�c Sciences

IN THIS CHAPTER I will investigate Kant’s conception of particular
logic, or the ‘logic of the particular [besonderen] use of the understanding’
(A 52/B 76). �is investigation is especially important for the assessment
of transcendental logic: can transcendental logic be considered a par-
ticular logic for metaphysics, as Giorgio Tonelli has argued? Partly
in order to answer this important question, which will be taken up in
chapter 6, the present chapter will treat Kant’s conception of particular
logic.

In chapter 2 we have already discussed Kant’s characterization of
particular logic. In his view, it ‘contains the rules for correctly thinking
about a certain kind of objects’ and can be called ‘the organon of this
or that science’.1 I have argued that general logic, in contrast, treats
concepts as referring to objects in a broad, logical sense. �e objects
that a particular logic refers to are not objects in general, but the speci�c
objects of the various sciences. As such, it is more appropriate to speak
of particular logics in the plural, as each science that has a proper
domain can have a particular logic of its own, next to the rules of pure
general logic that are valid for all sciences.

In the present chapter, I will �rst present and discuss the few fairly
general statements concerning particular logic that can be found in
Kant’s texts (section 4.1). Kant, however, provides no extensive dis-
cussion of the topic. Clearly, he did not see it as his task to provide
particular logics for various sciences. Consequently, the best one can
do in order to further clarify Kant’s conception of particular logic is to
reconstruct some paradigmatic examples that can be derived from the
few hints Kant gives. I will do so with regard to the particular logic of
mathematics. For this I can partly fall back on suggestions o�ered by
Michael Wol� and Wim de Jong. Michael Wol� argues that the rule of

1 A 52/B 76.
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mathematical induction pertains to the particular logic of mathematics.2
Wim de Jong, inspired by Michael Friedman, makes a more general
case for the procedure of geometrical proof as the particular logic
of mathematics.3 I will discuss their suggestions in section 4.2. In
section 4.3 I will then start to build my own case. I will �rst present an
overview of Kant’s conception of the various principles of geometry,
comparing his views with the geometry textbooks of his days (editions
of Euclid’s Elements and Christian Wol�’s textbooks). I will argue that
the way in which Kant distinguished various kinds of principles is
similar to the eighteenth-century editions of Euclid in distinguishing
theoretical from practical principles, but that he followed Wol� in
sharpy distinguishing principles particular to geometry (axioms and
postulates) from principles that are common to more than one science
(analytic principles). In the remainder of the section I will then argue
that these analytic principles presupposed by the geometers are (part
of) the particular logic of mathematics.

4.1 Kant on Particular Logic

In chapter 1 we have seen how Kant’s view of particular logic originated
from what was traditionally called ‘practical logic’. Kant came to view
practical logic as inherently contradictory, for in order to be practical,
logic would require reference to the objects of knowledge, something
which pure general logic, cannot accomplish as a consequence of its
generality. In Kant’s new conception, the logical rules that do have
reference to speci�c kinds of objects are relegated to particular logics,
which constitute the organon of speci�c sciences. In order to start our
investigation, let me quote Kant’s characterization of particular logic
in the introduction to the Transcendental Logic again:

�e logic of the particular use of the understanding contains the rules
for correctly thinking about a certain kind of objects. �e former
[general logic] can be called elementary logic, the latter [particular
logic], however, the organon of this or that science. In the schools
the latter [particular logic] is often stuck before the sciences as their
propaedeutic, though in the course of human reason it is certainly the

2 Wol� (1995), pp. 210–221.
3 De Jong (1997); Friedman (1992).
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latest to be reached, once the science is already long complete, and
requires only the �nal touch for its improvement and perfection. For
one must already know the objects rather well if one will o�er the rules
for how a science of them is to be brought about.4

From these lines we can gather the following claims. First, a particular
logic contains rules that are applicable only to a speci�c kind of objects.
Second, a particular logic serves as an organon for the science it applies
to (that is, for the science that treats the objects to which the particular
logic is restricted). �ird, it must have been at least a fairly common
practice in Kant’s days to include preliminary sections containing par-
ticular logical rules in academic textbooks. Fourth, particular logical
rules can be made explicit only in a late stage of the development of
the relevant science. Fifth, particular logical rules serve to improve a
science and to make it perfect. Sixth, particular logical rules bring about
a science of the objects it applies to.

Claim 1 o�ers the relation to a speci�c kind of object as the primary
characteristic of particular logic. It is on account of this feature that
particular logic is called particular, and is distinguished from general
logic, which is valid for any object whatsoever (cf. chapter 2). Apart
from this primary characteristic, claims 4 through 6 seem to o�er
the most immediate clari�cations of the contents and the function of
particular logic. �e most natural reading of these claims, I think, would
be that particular logic has the function of systematizing or ordering
already acquired cognition. It would thus not contribute to �nding
new cognitions, but rather organize them into a properly connected,
systematic body of knowledge. Making a systematic science out of a
mass of cognitions would then be the �nal step required to make that
science perfect.

�e problem with this reading, however, is that it e�ectively reduces
particular logic to the general doctrine of method I treated in chapter 3,
for that part of general logic already has the task of organizing a body
of knowledge into a systematic science. Moreover, this reading does
not make sense of the primary characteristic of particular logic, namely
that it is concerned with a particular kind of objects (claim 1). �ese
problems could perhaps be eliminated if we take particular logic to be
a doctrine of method speci�c to a science – that is, a discipline that
teaches how to systematize and order a speci�c science. From the passage

4 A 52/B 76–77.
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at A 52/B 76–77 it does not become clear, however, whether this is what
Kant means.

Claims 2 and 3 provide other means of investigating Kant’s con-
ception of particular logic, and they suggest to scrutinize his notion
of ‘organon’ and to examine eighteenth-century textbooks on various
sciences. I will do both consecutively.

4.1.1 Particular Logic and Kant’s Conception of Organon
Since Kant characterizes particular logic as an organon for a particular
science, it is helpful to assess his conception of organon. However,
important as Kant’s conception of organon may be for the characteriz-
ation of the Critique of Pure Reason, it is by no means a univocal notion.
Several meanings of the term are generally distinguished in Kant’s
works. Giorgio Tonelli, for example, argues that Kant speaks about
organon in two ways: either as an instrument for extending cognition, or
as an instrument for assessing and correcting cognition.5 According to him,
Kant uses the term ‘organon’ in the passage on A 52/B 76 in the corrective
sense.6 Sonia Carboncini and Reinhard Finster, who have o�ered the
most systematic discussion of Kant’s conception of organon as far as
I am aware, distinguish two other meanings of the term ‘organon’,
either that of systematizing cognition, or that of extending cognition.7 In
their view, both readings are possible interpretations for the passage
at A 52/B 76, and state that it cannot be decided which of the two Kant
has intended there.

All in all, then, we have three possible functions of an organon:
(i) extending cognition; (ii) systematizing cognition; and (iii) assessing
and correcting cognition. �e fact that the term is used in so many

5 Tonelli (1994), pp. 80–84. At p. 108 Tonelli even distinguishes three meanings:
organon ‘(1) as an instrument for extending cognition (a) in general, (b) as a
particular instrument, or series of particular instruments, for a particular science
or for some particular sciences; (2) as an instrument for correcting and limiting
a certain kind of cognition, both in general, and for a particular science; (3) as a
list, or a non-alphabetically ordered dictionary of technical terms.’ However, for
our understanding of particular logic (1a) and the general variant of (2) can be
dismissed. (3) can be dismissed as well, as it does not concern the content but
merely the form of an organon. One could produce dictionaries for any body of
cognition; Wol�’s Mathematisches Lexicon, for example, is a dictionary of technical
terms, but it would be strange to call it a particular logic just for that reason.

6 Tonelli (1994), p. 60.
7 Carboncini and Finster (1982), pp. 26–27, 34. In the �nal part of their article, they

also mention the corrective function of an organon, see p. 55.
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di�erent ways is partly understandable, as the literal meaning of ‘or-
ganon’ is ‘instrument’, and calling something an instrument does not
yet tell you what its function is. Indeed, Kant sometimes explicitly
states this equivalence between these two terms, and he also often (but
not always) accompanies the use of the term ‘organon’ with an explicit
speci�cation of its function or use.8

�e di	culty of understanding Kant’s conception of organon is thus
a real one; still, the ambiguity of the term is mainly due to uses outside
of the Critique. If we stick to the Critique itself, the picture is far less
di	cult. Let us look at the relevant passages. �e clearest de�nition
of the concept in the Critique can be found in the Introductions. Kant
there speaks of an ‘organon of pure reason’, and says it would be ‘a sum
total of all those principles in accordance with which all pure a priori
cognitions can be acquired and actually brought about’ (A 11/B 24–
25). He adds that ‘[t]he exhaustive application of such an organon
would create a system of pure reason’. �e term ‘organon’ refers here
unmistakably to an instrument for extending cognition (although it is
highly probable that Kant here intends a non-existing organon). In
addition, we can interpret Kant as saying that an organon has also a
systematizing function, if we take creating a system to mean more than
just obtaining a complete set of cognitions, namely, to actually organize
the cognitions and arrange them into a systematic whole.

�e second main use of the term ‘organon’ in the Critique is in the
introduction to the Transcendental Logic, especially in the sections
following the one in which Kant introduces the distinction between
general and particular logic. In the third section (called ‘On the Division
of General Logic into Analytic and Dialectic’), the term ‘organon’
is used frequently, and exclusively in the sense of an instrument of
extending knowledge, albeit only in a negative sense of a ‘putative
organon’: ‘this general logic, which is merely a canon for judging, has
been used as if it were an organon for the actual production of at least
the semblance of objective assertions, and thus in fact it has thereby
been misused’ (A 61/B 85). Again, a little later, Kant rejects the use
of general logic as ‘a tool (organon) for an expansion and extension
of its cognitions [Kenntnisse], or at least the pretension of so doing’
(A 61/B 86).

Finally, in the Transcendental Doctrine of Method Kant returns to
the same theme, stating that the philosophy of pure reason ‘does not

8 Both facts can be witnessed at for example A 61/B 86.
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serve for expansion, as an organon, but rather, as a discipline, serves
for the determination of boundaries, and instead of discovering truth
it has only the silent merit of guarding against errors’ (A 795/B 823).
Here an organon is not only explicitly said to concern the expansion
of cognition, it is also explicitly said not to have a limiting or corrective
function.9

Now the picture that emerges from these quotations is relatively
clear: in the Critique of Pure Reason an organon is primarily concerned
with extending cognition; a secondary function seems to be the system-
atization of cognition, whereas there is no evidence that Kant awards a
corrective function to an organon.10 Still, the strict opposition between
the functions of extending and systematizing, as it is presented by
Carboncini and Finster, may be a bit contrived. In systematizing a
collection of cognitions, one may discover that speci�c theorems are still
lacking, and that may contribute to discovering new facts. Conversely,
discovering new facts and proving new theorems may lead to changes in
the way a given body of cognitions is systematized. Both readings of the
function of particular logic are thus not incompatible, and it is possible
that Kant considered particular logic to have both functions. �is gloss

9 Apart from the ones I cited, there are six other occurrences of the term ‘organon’
in the Critique of Pure Reason: two more in the passage from the Introduction I
already cited from (A 11/B 25 and A 12/B 26); one in the Transcendental Aesthetic
(A 46/B 63); two more in the passage from section III of the introduction to the
Transcendental Logic I already cited (A 61/B 85–86); and one in section IV of that
introduction (A 63/B 88). Only the occurrence in the Transcendental Aesthetic does
not concern either the putative organon for the extension of a priori cognition
or the use of general logic as an organon of extension. In that passage Kant
probably intends to characterize the Transcendental Aesthetics as an organon for
mathematics (cf. Carboncini and Finster (1982), p. 41), for in order to ensure the
certainty of the Aesthetic as ‘a theory that is to serve as an organon’ Kant argues
that his account of sensibility is necessary to explain the possibility of making
out anything ‘synthetic and a priori about outer objects’ (A 48/B 66). As such,
although the context di�ers, the term ‘organon’ would still concern the extension
of cognition.

10 �is result matches the fact that Tonelli relies on sources other than the Critique in
order to support the interpretation of organon as having a corrective function (that
is, apart from the occurrence of the term ‘organon’ in the characterization of partic-
ular logic on A 52/B 76, which he takes as supporting the corrective interpretation
as well). �e most important references that Tonelli gives for the corrective reading
are the lecture on philosophical encyclopaedia (Lehmann, p. 60), Re�ection 4986
(dated 1776–1778, XVIII:52), the Critique of Pure Reason itself (A 52/B 76), and the
Jäsche Logic (IX:13).
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of the systematizing function of particular logic brings it close to our
interpretation of the general doctrine of method as concerning the
systematicity of cognition, however. In order to distinguish both, one
would have to emphasize that particular logic systematizes a speci�c
science by treating forms of proof that are speci�c to the objects of that
science.

4.1.2 Particular Logic and the Propaedeutics to Textbooks
Because Kant indicates that what he calls particular logic was tradition-
ally treated as a propaedeutic to the sciences, it is useful to examine
the introductory sections of eighteenth-century textbooks. Here I do
not have the opportunity to pursue this investigation in any manner
that would do justice to the topic. Instead, I will cast a brief glance at
the textbooks Kant himself used for his lectures on mathematics and
physics.

Kant based his lectures on mathematics on Wol�’s Anfangsgründe
aller Mathematischen Wissenschaften.11 Like the other mathematical text-
books Wol� wrote, it contains a prefatory discussion of the mathem-
atical method, called ‘Brief Instruction on the Mathematical Method,
or Way of Teaching’.12 In accordance with Wol�’s conviction that
the methods of philosophy and mathematics are one and the same,
the ‘Brief Instruction’ does not o�er anything above or beyond the
treatment of the philosophical method in Wol�’s logic. Wol� here ba-
sically surveys his views on de�nitions, concepts, principles, theorems,
propositions, proofs, problems, corollaries and remarks. �is treatment
does, of course, refer to speci�cally mathematical examples. But even
this is not di�erent from the treatment in Wol�’s logic, for there the
examples are predominantly mathematical as well. Nevertheless, Kant
was critical of Wol�’s equation of the mathematical and the philosoph-
ical method, and he argued that the elements of the Wol	an method
(especially de�nitions, axioms and demonstrations) are applicable only in
mathematics (see A 726–735/B 754–763). It is therefore quite likely that
Kant considered the methodological introduction contained in Wol�’s
Anfangsgründe as pertaining to the particular logic of mathematics.

Be that as it may, if we take Wol�’s introduction to the mathem-
atical method as a particular logic or an organon for mathematics,
it is predominantly an organon that deals with the systematization of

11 He also possessed a copy, see Warda (1922), p. 40.
12 GW I.12:1–32, translation mine.
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mathematical cognitions. It explains how to construct a system, starting
from the simpler elements (concepts and their de�nitions, principles)
and proceeding towards the more complex theorems and problems,
which need to be securely proven. Wol�, however, also treats ways of
acquiring cognition, especially the ways how to �nd de�nitions (§§ 15–
19, 23–25 and 28).13 Moreover, his treatment of principles includes
remarks on the way in which they can be established. Nevertheless, the
general tendency of Wol�’s method is more one of systematizing than
of extending cognitions.

Let us turn next to the textbooks on physics. Kant used three dif-
ferent textbooks for his lectures: Johann Peter Eberhard’s Erste Gründe
der Naturlehre, Johann Christian Polykarp Erxleben’s Anfangsgründe
der Naturlehre and Wenceslaus Johann Gustav Karsten’s Anleitung zur
gemeinnützlichen Kenntniß der Natur, besonders für angehende Aertzte, Ca-
meralisten und Oeconomen.14 �ese three books are fairly similar in that
they all contain a �rst chapter in which a number of introductory and
methodological issues are discussed. In all three these issues concern
the demarcation of physics from other sciences (most notably from
applied mathematics) and its place in the architectonic of the sciences,
the division of physics into its several branches, and discussion of the
method of physics. All three authors discuss observation and experiment
as the speci�c methodological tools of physics.15 Especially Eberhard
elaborates on the way in which observations and experiments are to
be conducted, whereas Erxleben refers to other textbooks for this,
while Karsten does not enter into any detail at all. Erxleben also treats
hypotheses as an important instrument for advancing physics.16

�e methodologies contained in the introductory sections in the
textbooks Kant used for his lectures on physics thus predominantly
concern the way in which physicists expand their knowledge (by means
of observation and experiment), and it touches on the way they system-
atize it (in treating the division of physics into its branches). Moreover,
in the Vienna Logic the methodological treatment of observation and
experiment is linked to an organon, namely Francis Bacon’s Novum

13 GW I.12:8–10 and 13–16.
14 Eberhard (1767 [1753]); Erxleben (1772) – Kant owned a copy of this edition, see

Warda (1922), p. 34; Erxleben (1787 [1772]), which contains additions by G.C.
Lichtenberg; Karsten (1783).

15 Eberhard (1767), §§ 7–10, pp. 5–10; Erxleben (1772), §§ 4–5, pp. 3–4; Erxleben
(1787 [172]), §§ 4–5, pp. 3–4; Karsten (1783), § 3, pp. 3–4 (XXIX:188).

16 Erxleben (1772), §§ 8–9, pp. 5–7; Erxleben (1787 [1772]), §§ 8–9, pp. 5–6.
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organum: ‘�e Lord Chancellor Baco de Verulam contributed to this
[to the order in thought] in his organon for the sciences, in that he
called attention to the method in physics, namely, to observation and
experiments.’17

4.1.3 Kant on Particular Logic: Conclusion
So far, our discussion of Kant’s own remarks, his conception of organon,
and the textbooks on mathematics and physics that he used, suggest
that he conceived of particular logic as a logic that is concerned with
methods for expanding and systematizing cognition, rather than with
correcting or limiting cognition. Still, Kant says very little about this
particular logic, and what he says is not unambiguous. What is clear is
that a particular logic is concerned with a speci�c kind of object, and
that a particular logic is connected to a speci�c science because of that.
�e exact function and especially the contents of a particular logic,
however, remain relatively obscure.

4.2 �inking about Kant’s Conception of Particular Logic: Two
Suggestions

In this section I will begin to investigate what Kant would actually
consider to be a concrete example of a particular logic. As I said above,
Kant did not provide such examples himself, at least not explicitly. �e
best we can do is therefore to try and reconstruct paradigmatic examples
of (parts of) a particular logic. We are not completely at sea in trying to
do so, for a number of scholars have made some suggestions as to what
would count as a particular logic of mathematics for Kant, or at least
as an example of a rule pertaining to that particular logic. �e most
important contribution in this regard, in my opinion, is contained in
Michael Wol�’s book on the completeness of the table of the categories.
Another contribution is that by Wim de Jong, who has been inspired
by Jaakko Hintikka and Michael Friedman. �ese contributions share
the view that for Kant mathematics needs patterns of reasoning distinct
from those contained in general logic.

Friedman’s arguments for this view is perhaps the best-known.18

17 XXIV:804. Of course, Kant also took the motto for the Critique of Pure Reason from
Bacon.

18 Friedman (1992), esp. chapter 1.
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Figure 4.1: Euclid, Proposition I.1

He argues that Kant needs construction in intuition in mathematical
proofs because of the limitations of the logic available to him. Basically,
Friedman argues that the logic available to Kant is too limited to
formally capture in�nity. Consequently, it is incapable of representing
notions such as continuity and denseness, whereas certain proofs in
mathematics crucially depend on these notions. Friedman gives the
example of the �rst proposition of Book I of Euclid, which deals with
the construction of an equilateral triangle by means of constructing
two identical circles on the end points of the line that is to become the
base of the triangle (see Figure 4.1).19

�e problem with Euclid’s proof, Friedman points out, is that
without recourse to a continuity axiom there is no proof that the in-
tersection point of the two circles (point C) actually exists. Now for
Kant, Friedman argues, construction in pure intuition serves to make up
for this logical defect, for in pure intuition we represent space as a ‘given
in�nite magnitude’ (A 25/B 40). As a consequence, rather than by means
of a logical axiom, ‘denseness is represented by a de�nite fact about
my intuitive capacities: namely, whenever I can represent (construct)
two distinct points a and b on a line, I can represent (construct) a third
point c between them’.20 �e mathematical method thus enables the
mathematician to do what from a modern perspective should be done
by means of polyadic logic. What Friedman’s interpretation comes
down to, then, is the claim that Kant’s method of mathematics provides
means to extend general logic in such a way that mathematical proofs

19 �e example is dealt with in Friedman (1992), p. 59�.
20 Friedman (1992), p. 64.
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can be established. Moreover, Friedman thinks that this feature makes
mathematical cognition synthetic: ‘Since the methods involved go far
beyond the essentially monadic logic available to Kant, he views the
inferences in question as synthetic rather than analytic.’21 All in all,
views such as Friedman’s imply that one has to investigate the procedure
of construction in intuition in order to understand the way in which Kant
sought an extension for the logical means available to mathematicians.22
As we will see, Michael Wol� and Wim de Jong have indeed done so,
and they have drawn conclusions that are in this respect similar to
Friedman’s.

In this section, I will discuss two suggestions of what, according to
Kant, might be contained in the particular logic of mathematics. �e
�rst suggestion I will discuss is that of Michael Wol�. He suggests that
the rule of mathematical induction is a rule of the particular logic of
mathematics, but I will argue that this is not a convincing example of
what Kant would have considered a rule pertaining to the particular
logic of mathematics. After that, I will turn to a more general suggestion
proposed by Wim de Jong. He discusses Kant’s theory of geometrical
reasoning against the background of what he calls the Classical Model
of Science and Proclus’ account of mathematical reasoning, and he
suggests that this procedure is what Kant would call a particular logic of
mathematics. I will argue that both suggestions, although illuminating
in their own right, cannot be taken as examples of particular logical
rules that Kant may have had in mind.

4.2.1 Michael Wol�: �e Rule of Mathematical Induction
As I said, Michael Wol�, in his book on the completeness of Kant’s
table of the categories, suggests that the rule of mathematical induction
is a rule pertaining to the particular logic of mathematics. �is rule

21 Friedman (1992), p. 65.
22 �ere is ample debate about this claim concerning the role of construction in intu-

ition. In opposition to views such as Friedman, which see the role of construction
in intuition as patching up the limited logic available to Kant, there is the view
that construction in intuition plays a more epistemological role, especially with
regard to the self-evidence of mathematical axioms. �is view has been defended
by Charles Parsons – see especially Parsons (1992 [1969]) and Parsons (1992) –
and Emily Carson – see Carson (1997). I do not wish to enter into this debate,
but I tend to agree with Lisa Shabel’s view that both interpretations do not really
contradict one another, and that both could be correct (see Shabel (2006), p. 125
n. 29).
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concerns the proof of a proposition involving an integer, which is to be
proven for all values of that integer – for instance the statement that
n + 2 = 2 + n.23 �e proof of such a proposition by means of mathematical
induction proceeds as follows. First, one proves the proposition for the
so-called base case – in our example that could be the case n = 1. Second,
one has to prove the inductive step: namely, that if the proposition
holds for n = r, then it also holds for n = r + 1. If both premises have been
proven, one can conclude that the proposition holds for all values of n.

Now Wol� argues that this rule of mathematical induction is a rule
that Kant might have considered to be part of the particular logic of
mathematics. In the �rst place, Wol� connects the rule of mathematical
induction to what Kant in the Critique of Pure Reason calls ‘symbolic
construction’.24 �is link, however, seems weak, and it remains unclear
why he thinks there is such a link in the �rst place. Although it is obvious
that the rule of mathematical induction belongs to algebra, this does
not imply that Kant also thought of this rule speci�cally when speaking
about symbolic construction. Nothing in the passage that Wol� refers
to is connected to this speci�c rule. �e other reasons Wol� o�ers for
his suggestion are indirect. He argues that the rule of mathematical
induction has been used in mathematics since at least Euclid, who uses
it in his proof of proposition 9 of Book IX; later Blaise Pascal and Jacob
Bernouilli explicitly described this manner of reasoning, and only in
the nineteenth century did the name ‘mathematical induction’ become
�xed. Consequently, Wol� claims, it is a rule that �ts Kant’s description
of particular logic: it is reached only ‘once the science is already long
complete, and requires only the �nal touch for its improvement and
perfection’.25 Moreover, the rule of mathematical induction is valid
for a speci�c domain only, viz. that of the natural numbers.26 Hence,

23 �e example is Wol�’s.
24 A 734/B 762. �e passage runs as follows: ‘Even the way algebraists proceed with

their equations, from which by means of reduction they bring forth the truth to-
gether with the proof, is not a geometrical construction, but it is still a characteristic
construction, in which one displays by signs in intuition the concepts, especially
of relations of quantities, and, without even regarding the heuristic, secures all
inferences against mistakes by placing each of them before one’s eyes.’

25 A 52/B 76.
26 Wol� expands on Frege’s treatment of mathematical induction in order to show this,

and ends with quoting Bertrand Russell’s Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy:
‘We now know […] that mathematical induction is a de�nition, not a principle.
�ere are some numbers to which it can be applied, and there are others […] to
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according to Wol� it is a logical rule that is speci�c to a certain kind of
object.

�e rule of mathematical induction thus �ts quite well to two
characteristics Kant gives of particular logic, and because of that it is
instructive to discuss it in this context, as Wol� does. �e rule provides
mathematics with a speci�c way of arguing from the truth of a base
case and the validity of the inductive step to the truth of all cases. It
would thus seem to be a rule that can help to discover new cognitions
(and that is indeed what Wol� thinks the function of particular logic is
according to Kant). Wol�’s suggestion is of limited use, however, as it is
unlikely that Kant himself thought of this example. Wol�’s attempt at
linking the rule of mathematical induction to a passage in the Critique
is not convincing. Moreover, Kant was hardly aware of the cutting-edge
mathematics of his day: although he taught mathematics, he did so
on the basis of Christian Wol�’s textbook, which was not up to the
more advanced standards of late eighteenth-century mathematics.27 As
such, I do not think that this example is useful to draw any conclusions
concerning Kant’s conception of particular logic.

4.2.2 De Jong: Construction in Intuition
�e second suggestion I will discuss is one made by Wim de Jong.28
He proceeds from an example of geometrical reasoning taken from
the Critique, viz. the proof of proposition I.32 of Euclid’s Elements, and
analyses it from the point of view of what he calls the Classical Model
of Science and of Proclus’ approach to geometrical reasoning in Euclid.
Let me �rst present his reading of this example concerning the so-called
angle-sum theorem.29

In the Transcendental Doctrine of Method Kant illustrates the
procedure of construction in intuition as follows:

�us I construct a triangle by exhibiting an object corresponding to
this concept, either through mere imagination, in pure intuition, or

which it cannot be applied. We de�ne the “natural numbers” as those to which
the proofs by mathematical induction can be applied, i.e. as those that possess all
inductive properties.’ Quoted from Wol� (1995), p. 218 n.

27 For a somewhat polemical statement of this view, see Rusnock (2004).
28 His work on this topic has been taken in a related though slightly di�erent direction

by Ron Rood, see Rood (2005). I will not go into his views extensively, but provide
some discussion in footnotes.

29 De Jong (1997); cf. Rood (2005), chapter 4.
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on paper, in empirical intuition, but in both cases completely a priori,
without having had to borrow the pattern for it from any experience.
�e individual drawn �gure is empirical, and nevertheless serves to
express the concept without damage to its universality, for in the case
of this empirical intuition we have taken account only of the action of
constructing the concept, to which many determinations, e.g. those of
the magnitude of the sides and the angles, are entirely indi�erent, and
thus we have abstracted from these di�erences, which do not alter the
concept of the triangle. (A 713–714/B 741–742)

According to this account, construction in pure intuition allows us to
realize the concepts of mathematics and show that there is an object
corresponding to the concept. But that is not all. In mathematical
proofs as well the mathematician takes recourse to construction in pure
intuition. Consider the following description Kant gives of the proof
of the angle-sum theorem, which concerns the equality of the sum of
the (interior) angles of a triangle to two right angles (see Figure 4.2; I
have added references to the �gure in the quotation for clari�cation):

But now let the geometer take up this question. He begins at once
to construct a triangle [ABC]. Since he knows that two right angles
together are exactly equal to all of the adjacent angles that can be drawn
at one point on a straight line, he extends one side of his triangle [BC
to BD], and obtains two adjacent angles [BCA and ACD] that together
are equal to two right ones. Now he divides the external one of these
angles [ACD] by drawing a line [CE] parallel to the opposite side [BA]
of the triangle, and sees that here there arises an external adjacent
angle [ACE] which is equal to an internal one [BAC], etc. In such a way,
through a chain of inferences that is always guided by intuition, he
arrives at a fully illuminating and at the same time general solution of
the question. (A 716–717/B 744–745.)

�is passage can be clari�ed, according to De Jong, by appealing to
Proclus’ analysis of the way in which theorems in Euclid are proven.
Proclus’ view was very in�uential, and could at least be known to Kant
via the summary in Leibniz’ New Essays.30 According to this analysis,
a mathematical proof should at least consist of an enunciation, a proof
(apodeixis) and a conclusion, and possibly contains a setting-out or ecthesis,

30 New Essays, Book IV, Chapter XVII, § 3 (LAA VI.6:476).
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Figure 4.2: Euclid, Proposition I.32

a de�nition or speci�cation and an auxiliary construction or machinery.31 I
will explain these terms brie�y in their proper order. �e enunciation
is the statement of the proposition to be proved. In the next step,
the setting-out or ecthesis, an arbitrary individual geometrical �gure
is introduced. A de�nition or speci�cation may be needed for a more
precise determination of the �gure. Often some auxiliary construction or
machinery is needed as well in order to be able to prove the proposition.
�e actual proof follows in the proof or apodeixis, after which the
conclusion restates the proposition that has now been proved.

Let us apply this to the example of the triangle in the quotation
from the Critique. �e enunciation of the problem is not present in this
quotation, but ‘this question’ in the �rst line refers to the question that
is posed to the philosopher a few lines earlier, viz. ‘Give a philosopher
the concept of a triangle, and let him try to �nd out in his way how the
sum of its angles might be related to a right angle’.32 �e setting-out or
ecthesis consists in the construction of the triangle. �e example lacks a
speci�cation, and proceeds immediately with the auxiliary construction
or machinery: the extension of one of the lines and the addition of the
line parallel to the opposite side of the triangle. �e next stage, the
proof (apodeixis), consists in the actual proof that the internal angles
are equal to the angles on a straight line. �e conclusion, �nally, is not
given explicitly, but referred to by the ‘fully illuminating and at the
same time general solution of the question’; it is, of course, that the
internal angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles.33

31 De Jong (1997), p. 154. Cf. Rood (2005), pp. 103–117.
32 A 716/B 744.
33 It is interesting that Leibniz’ summary in the New Essays (see footnote 30 above)

matches this reconstruction nicely – it also lacks the speci�cation stage: ‘Geo-
meters start their demonstrations with the “proposition” [enunciation] which is
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In this analysis, construction in intuition takes place at two stages:
the setting-out is the construction of a �gure corresponding to the
mathematical concept present in the enunciation, whereas the auxiliary
construction adds elements to this construction that make it possible to
prove the enunciated proposition.

Now Wim de Jong argues, in line with Beth and Hintikka, that
the conclusion in this kind of geometrical reasoning results from ap-
plication of the logical rules of universal generalization and of existential
instantiation. Roughly, the crucial element in both rules is the move from
the proof of an individual case to the general case, which is admissible
if the individual is chosen arbitrarily.34 �ese rules, De Jong argues, do
not fall within the scope of Kant’s general logic, but ‘[t]hey are patterns
which have to be conceived as (regulative) principles belonging to what
constitutes according to Kant a “logic of the special employment of
the understanding” ’,35 i.e. a particular logic.36

Now what are we to think of De Jong’s suggestion? I think we
must concede that the rules of existential instantiation and universal
generalization (to which Friedman’s views are very much akin) form
an illuminating example of what construction in intuition does for
mathematical reasoning from a modern perspective. De Jong’s claim is,
basically, that the function that is performed by those modern logical
rules was performed by construction in intuition in Kant’s account of

to be proved, and then prepare the way for demonstration of it by o�ering the
“exposition” [ecthesis], as it is called, in which whatever is given is displayed in a
diagram; after which they proceed to the “preparation” [auxiliary construction],
drawing in further lines which they need for the reasoning – the �nding of this
preparation often being the most skilful part of the task. When that has been done,
they conduct the “reasoning” [proof ] itself, drawing conclusions from what has
been given in the exposition and what has been added to it in the preparation;
and, with the aid of truths already known or demonstrated, they arrive at the
“conclusion” [conclusion].’

34 More precisely, the rule of universal generalization is given as α(a) ∴ ∀x α(x),
provided that the individual constant a is arbitrary; the rule of existential instanti-
ation is given as ∃x α(x), α(a) ⊃ β ∴ β, provided that the individual constant a is
arbitrary. See De Jong (1997), pp. 154–155.

35 De Jong (1997), p. 155.
36 Ron Rood takes a more general, but similar approach, arguing that ‘Proclus’

methodological framework can be considered as a special logic of mathematical proofs’
(Rood (2005), p. 159). �e way in which he elaborates this, however, does not
seem to add much over and above the claim that the setting-out and the auxiliary
construction are crucial, non-logical elements in mathematical proof.
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mathematics. However, I do not think that this link is enough to make
the further claim that for Kant construction in intuition is a logical
feature of mathematics, even if it would be a particular, non-general
logical feature.

4.3 Analytic Principles and the Particular Logic of Mathematics

Untill now, I have discussed various suggestions as to what the particu-
lar logic of mathematics would consist in for Kant. We have seen that
the suggestion by Michael Wol� (the rule of mathematical induction)
does indeed �t Kant’s description, but that it is doubtful that Kant
himself would have been aware of the role of this rule in mathematical
reasoning. A similar conclusion can be drawn with regard to the sug-
gestions made by Wim de Jong (the rules of existential instantiation
and universal generalization). �ey do a good job of making sense of
the speci�c nature of geometrical reasoning, but it is doubtful whether
Kant had them in mind when speaking of particular logic. Of course,
I do not wish to argue that the general framework of construction in
intuition that De Jong points to is not crucial for Kant’s conception of
mathematical reasoning. I only think it unlikely that Kant had that in
mind when talking about the rules of particular logic. It would seem
that he had more speci�c rules in mind. Following a suggestion of
Michael Wol�, I will now argue that Kant actually mentions a number
of more speci�c rules for mathematical reasoning that can be said
to belong to a particular logic of mathematics – so called ‘analytic
principles’ that are presupposed by geometers.

After having discussed the rule of mathematical induction extens-
ively (see above), Michael Wol� adds an afterthought in the concluding
remarks of his section on particular logic that is more important than
he himself seems to acknowledge. He suggests that his rule of math-
ematical induction (along with the logic of Frege’s Begri�sschrift) is an
analytic principle underlying arithmetic, and that this analytic principle
of arithmetic is analogous to what Kant calls the ‘analytic principles’
of geometry. He refers to B 16–17, where Kant mentions the analytical
principles presupposed by geometers, and he cites the examples Kant
gives of such analytic principles: ‘e.g., a = a, the whole is equal to itself,
or (a + b) > a, i.e., the whole is greater than its part’, of which Kant
says that they ‘only serve, as identical propositions, for the chain of
method and not as principles’ (B 17). Wol� thus claims that the rule of
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mathematical induction is to arithmetic what these analytic principles
are to geometry. Whatever the precise role of these analytic principles
is, remains unclear (Wol� says that they serve to ‘ground the rules of
operation that �nd their application in it [in arithmetic/geometry]’37).
However, because Wol� considers the rule of mathematical induction
an example of a particular logical rule, it is clear by implication that
he must consider the analytic principles of geometry as rules of a
particular logic as well. Moreover, he explicitly states that these analytic
principles of geometry were added to Euclid’s Elements only in much
later times, thus only once the science was ‘already long complete’ (see
A 52/B 76). �is again implies that Wol� considers them to be rules
of a particular logic. Unfortunately, Wol� does not elaborate further
why he thinks Kant would indeed consider these rules to be part of
the particular logic of geometry. In the following, I will provide such
reasons.

4.3.1 Kant on the Principles of Geometry
To start with, let us consider the way in which Kant thinks about
the principles of geometry. �is is best compared to Euclid’s classical
presentation of geometry and its principles in the �rst book of his
Elements. In the Elements Euclid �rst gives a number of de�nitions of
geometrical terms such as ‘point’, ‘line’, ‘circle’, ‘triangle’, etcetera (the
modern standard edition contains 23 de�nitions).38 �en Euclid gives
�ve postulates, which run as follows:39

Epo-1 To draw a straight line from any point to any point.
Epo-2 To produce a �nite straight line continuously in a straight

line.
Epo-3 To describe a circle with any centre and distance.
Epo-4 �at all right angles are equal to one another.
Epo-5 �at, if a straight line falling on two straight lines make

the interior angles on the same side less than two right
angles, the two straight lines, if produced inde�nitely,
meet on that side on which are the angles less than the
two right angles.

37 Wol� (1995), p. 220.
38 Euclid (1956), vol. 1, pp. 153–154.
39 Euclid (1956), vol. 1, pp. 154–155.
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Finally, Euclid provides us with �ve common notions, which are said to be
common because they are common to more sciences than just geometry
(and in this sense they are to be contrasted with the postulates, which
are proper to geometry).40 �ese common notions are the following:41

Ecn-1 �ings which are equal to the same thing are also equal
to one another.

Ecn-2 If equals be added to equals, the wholes are equal.
Ecn-3 If equals be subtracted from equals, the remainders are

equal.
Ecn-4 �ings which coincide with one another are equal to one

another.
Ecn-5 �e whole is greater than the part.

It is important to note that the modern standard edition of Euclid’s
Elements di�ers from the eighteenth-century editions of this text.42
�e most relevant di�erence for our purposes concerns the number
and order of principles. �e postulates (sometimes called ‘desirables
[Begehrungen]’43) were generally reduced to the �rst three, while the
number of common notions (often called ‘principles [Grundsätze]’, or
’axioms’) was expanded to thirteen. �is was achieved not only by
swallowing up postulates Epo-4 and Epo-5, but also by adding more
variants of common notions Ecn-2 and Ecn-3. In short, these eighteenth-
century editions generally gave up the di�erence between principles
proper to geometry and those common to more than one science in
favour of a di�erence between practical principles (postulates) and
theoretical principles (Grundsätze or axioms).44 Figure 4.3 provides a

40 Confusingly, for our purposes, these common notions are also called ’axioms’ in
many translations. For the sake of clarity, I will stick to ’common notions’ when
referring to Euclid’s common notions (or axioms).

41 Euclid (1956), vol. 1, p. 155.
42 Shabel (2003), pp. 44–49 provides a helpful discussion of a number of major

di�erences between eighteenth-century editions of the Elements and the modern
one. My discussion is indebted to hers. �e eighteenth-century German editions
of the Elements I have consulted are the following: Scheßler (1723), Pirckenstein
(1744), Tacquet (1745), L[orenz] (1773), L[orenz] (1781), Lorenz (1781), Hau� (1797)
and Lorenz (1798 [1781]).

43 E.g. Scheßler (1723) and Pirckenstein (1744).
44 It must be noted that of the editions I consulted, Scheßler (1723) sticks to the

distinction between proper and common principles – his Grundsätze do not
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Figure 4.3: Principles of geometry according to Euclid and
according to 18th-century editions of Euclid

schematic representation of the relation between Euclid’s principles
and those of eighteenth-century editions.

Let us now turn to Kant. In Kant’s works we �nd three kinds of
geometrical principles, which he calls axioms, postulates, and analytic
principles, respectively.45 I will treat them consecutively.

Axioms Kant discusses axioms in the Transcendental Doctrine of
Method, where he de�nes them as ‘synthetic a priori principles, insofar
as they are immediately certain’.46 Mathematical axioms are immedi-
ately certain, Kant explains, because the concepts contained in them
are connected in the construction of the concepts in pure intuition. In
the Transcendental Doctrine of Method he gives the following example
of an axiom of geometry:

refer to geometrical objects, nor do they contain any of Euclid’s postulates –
and he accordingly calls them ‘Axiomata oder allgemeine bekandte Warheiten’.
Pirckenstein (1744) also refers to the generality of his Grundsätze by calling them
‘Allgemeine Wissenschaft’, but his actual two sets are characterized rather by the
terms theoretical and practical respectively. Note that I use the terms ‘theoretical’
and ‘practical’ here and in the remainder of this chapter in the sense of providing
cognition and providing instructions for actions, rather than in the sense in which
they �gure in Kant’s overall philosophical framework as concerning cognition and
ethics respectively.

45 Because we should be careful in distinguishing Kant’s conception, in particular,
of axioms from the conception present in both Euclid and the eighteenth-century
editions, I will always use the term ‘Kant’s axioms’ to refer to them, in line with
Kant’s own use of the term ‘Axiom’. When referring to the theoretical principles of
the eighteenth-century editions of the Elements, I will use the German ‘Grundsätze’.

46 A 732/B 760.
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Kax-1 that three points always lie in a plane 47

�e Critique of Pure Reason further contains the following examples of
principles of geometry that Kant explicitly calls axioms:

Kax-2 [t]hat the straight line between two points is the shortest 48
Kax-3 between two points only one straight line is possible 49
Kax-4 two straight lines do not enclose a space 50

To these we might add two others which seem to be of a similar nature,
although Kant does not explicitly call them axioms but merely principles
of geometry:

Kax-5 that in a triangle two sides together are always greater
than the third 51

Kax-6 no space has been found that has more than three dimen-
sions 52

We can note a number of things about these axioms of geometry. First,
all six axioms refer to speci�cally geometrical objects like points, lines,
planes, triangles, or to the metric of space itself. �ese principles are

47 A 732/B 761.
48 B 16. Cf. Prolegomena, IV:301, where this axiom is called a ‘principle [Grundsatz]’,

but that immediately after Kant speaks of ‘the simplest axioms’ of mathematics, of
which axiom Kax-2 is obviously meant to be an example.

49 A 163/B 204. Cf. A 300/B 356. On A 24 the principle is mentioned as well, but there
it is called merely a ‘Grundsatz’.

50 A 163/B 204. �is principle is alluded to as well at A 47/B 39 and A 220–221/B 268,
without being called either an axiom or a principle.

51 A 25/B 39. Cf. A 164/B 205, ‘[w]ith three lines, two of which taken together are greater
than the third, a triangle can be drawn’ – for more on this variant, see footnote 54
below.

52 A 24. �e formulation makes the principle seem to be an empirical proposition.
But see B 41, where it is formulated as ‘space has only three dimensions’ and where
Kant explicitly says it is not empirical. Cf. also Prolegomena, IV:284, where the
principle is said to be ‘built upon the proposition that not more than three lines
can cut each other at right angles in one point’, of which in turn Kant says that it
‘can, however, by no means be proven from concepts, but rests immediately upon
intuition, and indeed on pure a priori intuition, because it is apodictically certain’
(IV:284–285). �is certainly makes at least the proposition concerning cutting lines
an axiom.
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thus axioms because they are a priori and immediately certain, but axioms
of geometry because they refer to geometrical objects. �ey provide
immediately evident cognition of the basic characteristics of space.
Second, we see that Kant’s axioms have most in common with the pos-
tulates of Euclid’s Elements, which are also speci�c to geometry because
they mention geometrical objects. However, none of Kant’s axioms
is present in Euclid’s text. One could interpret Kax-2 and Kax-3 as
equivalent with or as corollaries of the �rst postulate.53 Yet there seems
to be a crucial di�erence between the theoretical cognition concerning
lines expressed in Kax-2 and Kax-3 and the practical possibility of
drawing or constructing (straight) lines. Kax-5 is in fact to be found in
Euclid’s Elements, but as a theorem, viz. proposition I.20: ‘In any triangle
two sides taken together in any manner are greater than the remaining
one’.54

�e picture changes somewhat if we compare Kant’s axioms to those
in the editions of Euclid that were current in Kant’s own time. In these
editions we also �nd the �rst postulate that has a (weak) link to Kax-2
and Kax-3, and Kax-5 occurs as a theorem as well. But in addition
we �nd that in these editions Kax-4 is generally contained among the
Grundsätze (but in one edition it is merely a note to a de�nition).55 To
sum up: if we compare Kant’s axioms to the principles of the Elements,
we can say that they comprise both postulates and Grundsätze from
the eighteenth-century editions of the Elements, and are most akin to
the postulates from Euclid’s text. �e essential feature of geometrical
axioms for Kant is that they provide us with a priori, immediately certain
cognition of the basic characteristics of space.

53 Béatrice Longuenesse indeed interprets them as ‘variations on Euclid’s �rst postu-
late’ (Longuenesse (1998), p. 284 n.), referring to remarks Heath is supposed to
have made on p. 232 of the �rst volume of his translation. On that page, however,
Heath does not mention either of Kant’s axioms.

54 Euclid (1956), vol. 1, p. 286. �e variant of Kax-5 given on A 164/B 205, viz. ‘[w]ith
three lines, two of which taken together are greater than the third, a triangle can be
drawn’, is in fact Euclid’s proposition I.22: ‘Out of three straight lines, which are
equal to three given straight lines, to construct a triangle: thus it is necessary that
two of the straight lines taken together in any manner should be greater than the
remaining one’ (Euclid (1956), vol. 1, p. 292). For more on the di�erence between
both formulations, see Friedman (2010), pp. 588–589.

55 It is Grundsatz 12 in the Lorenz editions, Pirckenstein (1744) and Hau� (1797),
axioma 13 in Tacquet (1745), and a note to de�nitio 22 (concerning many-sided
�gures) in Scheßler (1723).
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Postulates �e second kind of mathematical principles that Kant dis-
tinguishes are postulates.56 In the section on the Postulates of Empirical
�ought a mathematical postulate is said to be a ‘practical proposition
that contains nothing except the synthesis through which we �rst give
ourselves an object and generate its concept’.57 Kant gives the following
example:

Kpo-1 to describe a circle with a given line from a given point
on a plane

�e �rst thing to note about Kant’s conception of geometrical postu-
lates is that the example he gives is precisely Euclid’s third postulate
(which �gured also as the third postulate in the eighteenth-century
editions). Kant thus seems not to di�er from Euclid here. �is, however,
raises the question how Kant’s postulates di�er from Kant’s axioms.
We saw that Kant’s axioms correspond to Euclid’s postulates insofar
as they refer to speci�cally geometrical objects, although none of the
axioms Kant actually mentions matches any of Euclid’s postulates. Now
Kant’s postulates also share the speci�cally geometrical character with
his own axioms and with Euclid’s postulates. So what is the di�erence
between Kant’s conception of axioms and of postulates? It would seem
to lie in the practical nature of postulates as opposed to the theoretical
nature of the axioms. In this, Kant is closer to the division made in the
eighteenth-century editions of Euclid’s Elements between postulates as
practical principles and Grundsätze as theoretical principles (although,
as I have argued, Kant’s view of the theoretical principles, his axioms,
is stricter than that of his contemporaries).58

But we need to say more about Kant’s postulates. For in his de�nition
of postulates he says that a postulate gives an object and generates a concept.
�is, I think, connects postulates to Kant’s conception of de�nitions of

56 For more on Kant’s conception of geometrical postulates, see Laywine (1998) and
Laywine (2010).

57 A 234/B 287. Cf. Critique of Practical Reason, V:11, V:31; Jäsche Logic, IX:112.
58 Laywine (1998), p. 284 n. 5, has trouble distinguishing Kant’s axioms from common

notions and postulates precisely because she fails to see that eighteenth-century
editions of Euclid’s Elements di�er from our modern edition, and that Kant’s
classi�cation di�ers from both. It is useless to ask, as she does, whether Kant uses
the term ‘axioms’ in the sense of common notions or in the sense of postulates, if,
as I am arguing here, Kant considered axioms to be di�erent both from common
notions (or analytic principles) and from postulates.
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mathematical concepts. Mathematical de�nitions, Kant holds, contain
an arbitrary (willkürliche) synthesis of characteristic marks that can be
constructed in pure intuition (A 729/B 757). For example, the mathem-
atical de�nition of a circle is ‘a […] line every point of which is the
same distance from a single one (the center-point)’.59 Now according
to Kant, in the case of mathematical concepts, the de�nition of a
mathematical concept ‘also exhibits a priori in intuition’ the object
that it refers to (A 729/B 757). Kant also says of arbitrary concepts that
cannot be constructed a priori (he gives the example of the concept of
a chronometer) that ‘then the object and its possibility are not given
through this arbitrary concept’ (ibid.) – implying that in the case of
arbitrary concepts that can be constructed a priori, the object and its
possibility are given through the concept. On Kant’s conception of
mathematical de�nitions, then, postulates demanding the possibility of
a certain construction (in this case of a circle) seem to be super�uous,
for they seem to coincide with the de�nitions.

Kant’s lectures on logic from around 1780 clarify his views, and show
that although for Kant postulates are intimately related to de�nitions,
they do have a role of their own. �is is made clear in Kant’s discussion
of nominal and real de�nitions and his criticism of the way in which
Wol� conceived these two kinds of de�nition. It is a happy coincidence
that in these passages Kant often uses the example of the de�nition
of a circle. From Kant’s criticism of Wol� we learn what according to
Kant is the precise function of a de�nition:60

Wol� de�nes it [a real de�nition] as one that clari�es the generation,
but that is false. He says for example: the circle is the curved line the
points of which are all the same distance from the centre point. He
calls this a nominal de�nition. �e real de�nition reads as follows: it
is generated when a straight line moves around a �xed point. �is is
not right: the �rst is the real de�nition, and the generation or the other
de�nition already follows from it.61

59 A 731–732/B 759–760. In this passage Kant actually denounces the traditional
de�nition of a circle for containing the super�uous characteristic mark ‘curved’,
which I thus left out in the quotation – hence the ellipsis.

60 I will go into more detail with regard to Wol�’s views on de�nitions and postulates
below.

61 Pölitz Logic, XXIV:573, translation mine.
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Kant says here that Wol� distinguishes a nominal de�nition from a
real one because the latter is concerned with the genesis of the object.
We also see that Wol�’s nominal de�nition of a circle states that it is
the line every point of which is equidistant from the centre, whereas
according to his real de�nition a circle arises when a straight line moves
around a �xed point. We should note that Wol�’s nominal de�nition
equals Kant’s own (real) de�nition of a circle, and that Wol�’s real
de�nition is very much like Kant’s postulate Kpo-1 – it equally tells us
that a circle is to be constructed by means of a line and a point. Kant,
however, says that what Wol� calls a nominal de�nition is in fact the
real de�nition, and that the Wol	an real de�nition is only a consequence
of the Wol	an nominal de�nition. So in e�ect Kant’s conception of the
situation is a shifted version of Wol�’s conception: what Wol� called a
nominal de�nition is the real de�nition for Kant, and what Wol� called
a real de�nition is a consequence of Kant’s real de�nition. Matters are
stated more clearly in another transcript from the same period:

Real de�nitions are the actual de�nitions, then. When Wol� says that
the genesis of the concept can also be comprehended from the real
de�nition, this is false. For the genesis must be inferred subsequently
from the real de�nition. For it makes possible the judgment as to how
it could have arisen. His examples bring to light what we have said –
as, e.g., he sets forth as a real de�nition that a circle is a curved line
which moves around a �xed point, and whose parts are equally distant
from the mid-point[;] the �rst is super�uous, because it can be inferred
from the last. �e genesis is only a deduction from the real de�nition.
�at is all Wol� says, too. Otherwise, real de�nition has nothing to
do with the genesis, but only with the internal possibility of the thing.
(Vienna Logic, XXIV:919–920)

Again, for Kant the only de�nition of a circle is a real one. From what
he says about Wol�’s de�nition, we can see that it is the last part of the
quoted de�nition that is the real de�nition according to Kant, viz. that a
circle is a line whose parts are equidistant from the centre. �e fact that
it can be actually constructed by rotating a curved line around a point,
Kant states, can be deduced from that real de�nition.62 As I see it, Kant
indeed holds the view that the consequence of the de�nition stating

62 �e constructive procedure invoked here is slightly di�erent from the more familiar
one that involves rotating a straight line around a �xed point.
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that the object corresponding to the de�ned concept can be generated
is a postulate. �is becomes clear from the following passage from a
letter to Herz from 1789, in which he explicitly equates postulates with
practical corollaries from a de�nition:

Furthermore, the possibility of a circle is not merely problematic, de-
pendent, as it were, on the practical proposition ‘to describe a circle
by the movement of a straight line around a �xed point’; rather, the
possibility is given in the de�nition of the circle, since the circle is
actually constructed by means of the de�nition, that is, it is exhibited
in intuition, not actually on paper (empirically) but in the imagination
(a priori). For I may always draw a circle freehand on the board and
put a point in it, and I can demonstrate all properties of the circle
just as well on it, presupposing the (so-called) nominal de�nition,
which is in fact a real de�nition, even if this circle is not at all like
one drawn by rotating a straight line attached to a point. I assume
that the points of the circumference are equidistant from the center
point. �e proposition ‘to describe a circle’ is a practical corollary of
the de�nition (or so-called postulate), which could not be demanded
at all if the possibility – yes, the very sort of possibility of the �gure –
were not already given in the de�nition. (XI:53; translation modi�ed)

From this letter we learn that the real de�nition (concerning equi-
distance) concerns the mathematical construction in intuition, which
preserves all the idealized features of a circle that are hard to actually
reproduce in any empirically drawn circle. As such, the real de�nition
takes care of the possibility of the construction. �e practical procedure
by means of which we can actually construct a circle that matches the
object that the real de�nition refers to, is given by the postulate, and this
postulate is an immediate consequence of the de�nition – a practical
corollary.63

63 Laywine (1998), pp. 286–287 n. 9, also discusses the relation between postulates
and de�nitions in Kant’s philosophy of mathematics, focussing especially on the
question which of the two is more fundamental. She suggests that de�nitions
are more fundamental and that in them their realizability in space is (implicitly)
guaranteed; postulates make this possibility of concrete instantiation explicit.
Eventually, however, she settles on the view that ‘[i]n any case, it is clear that there
is some kind of chicken-egg relationship, on Kant’s view, between postulates and
de�nitions’.
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�e upshot of our discussion of postulates is thus that Kant con-
sidered geometrical postulates to provide the procedure for actually
constructing the geometrical objects the possibility of which is already
given by their real de�nition. �ese postulates thus take over (part
of) the role of real de�nitions in the Wol	an sense. �e practical
nature of postulates distinguishes them from axioms, which provide
theoretical cognition of the basic characteristics of space. Both axioms
and postulates are, however, proper to geometry.64

Analytic Principles Finally, Kant distinguishes certain analytic principles
of geometry. He introduces these right after he discusses the syntheticity
of geometry and its axioms, conceding that geometry also needs a
number of analytic principles:

To be sure, a few principles that the geometers presuppose are actually
analytic and rest on the principle of contradiction; but they also only
serve, as identical propositions, for the chain of method and not as
principles, e.g., a = a, the whole is equal to itself, or (a + b) > a, i.e., the
whole is greater than its part. And yet even these, although they are
valid in accordance with mere concepts, are admitted in mathematics
only because they can be exhibited in intuition. (B 16–17)

In Kant’s discussion of the Axioms of Intuition we �nd another example
of such an analytic principle of mathematics, again in contrast with
proper axioms: ‘[f]or that equals added to or subtracted from equals
give an equal are analytic propositions, since I am immediately con-
scious of the identity of one generation of a magnitude with the other;
but axioms ought to be synthetic a priori propositions’(A 164/B 204–
205). We thus have the following set of analytic principles:

Kap-1 a = a, the whole is equal to itself
Kap-2 (a + b) > a, i.e., the whole is greater than its part

64 One could ask whether Kant conceived of postulates as principles. As far as I
know, Kant does not explicitly call them principles in his published works, and
their status as corollaries of de�nitions would seem to argue against this. In the
logic lectures, however, postulates are sometimes called principles (e.g. in the Pölitz
Logic, XXXIV:582); the same wording is used in the Jäsche Logic), and Kant often
says that postulates are indemonstrable – a characteristic of principles.
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Kap-3 equals added to equals give an equal
Kap-4 equals subtracted from equals give an equal

In the next section, I will discuss these principles thoroughly. For now, it
su	ces to note three things concerning these analytic principles. Firstly,
it is immediately clear that they are equivalent to Euclid’s common notions
– Kap-1 is akin to Ecn-1, Kap-2 is identical with Ecn-5, and Kap-3 and
Kap-4 are identical with Ecn-2 and Ecn-3 respectively. In the eighteenth-
century editions of Euclid’s Elements, the situation is similar: Kap-1–4
are all Grundsätze of geometry. Secondly, in contrast to Kant’s axioms
and postulates, these analytic principles do not refer to speci�cally
geometrical objects. �is is of course in line with their ‘common’ nature:
they are principles applicable in all mathematical sciences, and in the
sciences that employ mathematics as well (most importantly, of course,
natural science). Finally, it is quite unclear on what grounds Kant
considers these principles to be analytic. As has been noted by several
authors, they are not analytic on Kant’s terms, at least not in any obvious
way.65 For the remainder, however, I will ignore this problem, and refer
to these principles as ‘analytic principles’ for the sake of convenience.

Sources of Kant’s Classi�cation of Geometrical Principles Let me now brie�y
recap our discussion of Kant’s views concerning geometrical principles
(Figure 4.4 provides a schematic representation of the various views
on geometrical principles). I have distinguished axioms, postulates and
analytic principles, and I argued that Kant’s axioms are most akin to
Euclid’s postulates in that they refer to speci�cally geometrical objects,
that Kant’s postulates are corollaries to de�nitions which are akin to
Euclid’s postulates in that they concern the possibility of geometrical
objects, and that Kant’s analytic principles are most akin to Euclid’s
common notions. Kant thus seems to uphold both the distinction
between proper and common principles (his axioms and his postulates
are proper, his analytic principles are common) and the distinction
between theoretical and practical principles (his axioms and his com-
mon notions are theoretical, his postulates are practical). We have
also seen, however, that this division does not correspond exactly to

65 See Anderson (2004), pp. 525–526 n. 49, who thinks Kant erroneously considered
these principles to be analytic. De Jong (2010), pp. 247–248, expresses similar
reservations, concluding that ‘it is rather dubious why (2) and (3) [i.e. our Kap-1
and Kap-2] are analytic according to Kant’s own standards’.
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Figure 4.4: Principles of geometry: Kant versus Euclid and the
18th-century editions of Euclid

the eighteenth-century editions of the Elements, which use only the
distinction between theoretical and practical to classify their principles.
As such, although in these editions Kant’s postulates and analytic
principles are to be found neatly among the postulates and among
the Grundsätze respectively, Kant’s axioms are found both among the
postulates and the Grundsätze. It seems unlikely, therefore, that Kant
derived the classi�cation of the various principles from these texts.

A more likely source, I think, is Christian Wol�. Wol� wrote sev-
eral textbooks of mathematics: the multi-volume Anfangs-Gründe aller
Mathematischen Wissenschaften, the one-volume Auszug aus den Anfangs-
Gründen aller Mathematischen Wissenschaften, and the later Elementa
matheseos universae, a more rigorous and eventually even more volumin-
ous text than the Anfangs-Gründe. Kant possessed all these works, and
lectured on mathematics using the Auszug, so it is likely that his views
on mathematics were in�uenced by these books.66 As is well-known,

66 �ere are substantial di�erences between the presentation in the Anfangs-Gründe
and that in the Elementa. �e latter is more rigorous, and it probably better presents
Wol�’s views. �e Elementa, for example, replaces many geometrical axioms with
de�nitions and derivations from de�nitions. However, as the presentation of the
Anfangs-Gründe is closer to Kant’s views, I will focus on that text. �e main point I
wish to make is not weakened by turning to the Elementa, and in footnotes I will
provide some discussion of it. See Sutherland (2010), pp. 163–169, for some more
details on the di�erences between the Anfangs-Gründe and the Elementa, especially
concerning the di�erences in Wol�’s treatment of the concept of similarity.
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Wol� advocated a rigorous mathematical method, that grounded the
certainty of mathematics on the logical derivation of theorems from
de�nitions and principles.67

I will not go into the details of this methodology, apart from Wol�’s
conception of de�nitions and principles. In his discussion of the
mathematical method Wol� argues that de�nitions, which are ‘distinct
concepts by means of which things are distinguished from one another,
and from which one derives the other things one knows about it’,68
come in two kinds, nominal and real de�nitions. Nominal de�nitions,
Wol� explains, ‘indicate a number of characteristics from which the
thing that bears a certain name can be known’.69 �e example given is
the de�nition of a square as a �gure that has four equal sides and equal
angles. �e main purpose of a nominal de�nition consists in enabling
one always to pick out the objects that correspond to the concept
de�ned. A real de�nition, on the other hand, is ‘a clear and distinct
concept of the way in which a thing is possible’.70 �e real de�nition
of a circle is that it is described when a straight line moves around a
�xed point. �e main purpose of a real de�nition is to understand the
possibility of the object that corresponds to the concept de�ned.

In the case of principles Wol� again distinguises two kinds: whereas
axioms state that a property does or does not accrue to a thing, postu-
lates state that something can or cannot be done. Both are, however,
deduced immediately from de�nitions. An example of an axiom is the
proposition that all the lines that can be drawn from the centre point
of a circle to its perimeter are equal (deduced immediately from the
real de�nition of a circle); an example of a postulate is the proposition
that a straight line can be drawn from any point to any point (deduced
immediately from the de�nition of a straight line), or that a circle can
be described from any point with any diameter (deduced immediately
from the real de�nition of a circle).71

67 Wol� sets out his views on the proper mathematical method in various places, most
prominently in the fourth chapter of the ‘Discursus praeliminaris de philosophia
in genere’ of the Latin Logic (GW II.1-1:53–71). His mathematical textbooks all
contain a preliminary section on the mathematical method that presents the same
material.

68 GW I.12:5; translation mine.
69 GW I.12:6; translation mine.
70 GW I.12:6; translation mine.
71 ‘De methodo mathematica brevis commentatio’, § 30, GW II.29:9–10; ‘Kurtzer

Unterrricht, von der Mathematischen Methode’, § 17, GW I.12:17. �e example
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In keeping with his demand for methodological rigour, Wol�’s
actual presentation of mathematics is di�erent from the eighteenth-
century editions of the Elements.72 �e most important di�erence for our
purposes is that Wol� transferred Euclid’s common notions (Kant’s
analytic principles) from geometry to arithmetic, where he included
them as principles. More precisely, Kap-1 (the whole is equal to itself) is
similar to Grundsatz A1, and Kap-2–4 (the whole is greater than its part;
equals added to/subtracted from equals give an equal) are identical
with Grundsätze A8, A3 and A4 respectively.73 �e principles that Kant
designated as axioms of geometry (as far as they are contained in

of an axiom is contained in both texts, the line postulate only in the German
text, the circle postulate only in the Latin text. Strangely enough, both postulates
that Wol� mentions in his methodological introductions are not contained in
his actual treatment of geometry. In the German text there are no principles
marked explicitly at all as postulates (but that is not strange, as he uses the generic
term Grundsatz throughout), and in the Latin text there are only two postulates
– Postulate 1 is ‘A quovis puncto A ad quodvis punctum B posse duci lineam rectam’,
and Postulate 2 is ‘Lineam rectam terminatam AB utrinque produci potest’ (§§ 20–
21, GW II.29:122–123). In both the German and the Latin case, the postulates
mentioned in the methodological introduction are replaced by real de�nitions
in the actual treatment. For this reason Shabel (2003), pp. 142–143 n. 15, seems
to be quite justi�ed to claim that ‘for Wol�, there is no real di�erence between
de�nitions and postulates: both allege the constructibility of some mathematical
object’. In this respect, Wol� is closer to Kant than Kant himself was willing to
admit (compare Kant’s criticism of Wol�’s treatment of de�nitions).

72 For Wol�’s dissatisfaction with earlier presentations of geometry, see for example
his preface to the ‘Elementa geometriae’, GW II.29:119–120. Shabel (2003), pp. 52–
56, provides an overview of the way in which Wol�’s presentation of geometry
di�ered from the editions of the Elements of his time, as well as from other
eighteenth-century geometry textbooks that emancipated from the Elements, such
as those by Lamy, Legendre and Segner.

73 GW I.12:44–46. I have added an ‘A’ to the numbers of the arithmetical principles in
order to distinguish them from those of geometry, which I will provide with a ‘G’.
It must be noted that in the Elementa Wol� gives Kap-2–4 as theorems rather than as
principles (theorems A1, A4 and A7 respectively, GW II.29:33–35), and accordingly
he o�ers proofs of them. Still, they are all contained in the chapter called ‘De
principiis arithmeticae’, so they are at least very basic arithmetical theorems. It must
further be noted that Kant’s analytic principles are not only contained in Wol�’s
arithmetic, but also in his ontology. In his Latin Ontology we �nd them in a chapter
called ‘De quantitate & agnatis notionibus’. More speci�cally, Kap-1 is contained
in § 351, Kap-2 in § 358, and Kap-3 and Kap-4 in § 371 and § 374 respectively. Wol�
provides explicit reference to the fact that they are also principles in arithmetic,
even giving the exact paragraph numbers.
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18th-C. editions 
of Euclid

Begehrungen/Postulates
(practical)

Grundsätze/Axioms
(theoretical)

Kant Axioms (proper, theoretical) Analytic principles
(common)

Postulates (proper, practical)

Axioms of geometry Principles of arithmetic

Postulates of geometry 

Wol�

Figure 4.5: Principles of geometry: Euclid, Wol�, and Kant

the Anfangsgründe) are found in geometry, either as a principle or as a
theorem – Kax-3 is identical with Grundsatz G2, and Kax-4 and Kax-5 are
Zusätze 1 and 2 to Grundsatz G2.74 Kant’s postulate, moreover, is found
as a de�nition in geometry, viz. Erklärung G5.75

We thus encounter Kant’s distinction between axioms and analytic
principles much neater in Wol�’s presentation of mathematics than in
the eighteenth-century editions of Euclid’s Elements (see Figure 4.5 for
a schematic representation). Moreover, both Kant and Wol� consider
the principles that Kant calls axioms to be proper to geometry, and
those that Kant calls analytic principles to be common to more than one
science. For Wol� they are part of geometry and arithmetic respectively,
and in his view arithmetic is a more general mathematical discipline
than geometry. In the Anfangsgründe as well as in the Elementa Wol�
�rst treats arithmetic before turning to geometry, the reason being that
‘all other parts of mathematics presuppose its cognition [viz. that of

74 GW I.12:129. Again, in the Elementa Wol� changes their status to theorems. It must
be noted, however, that in the Elementa geometry has only two postulates (identical
to Epo-1 and Epo-2) and no further principles.

75 GW I.12:121. In the Elementa it is problem G5 (GW II.29:134). In line with Kant’s
discussion of Wol�’s treatment of de�nitions (see above), Wol� gives a nominal
de�nition of a circle in de�nition G17 (GW II.29:124), using the characteristic
of equidistance from the centre point. Problem G5 then provides what could be
called the real de�nition – it is important to note that Wol� explicitly equates
his problem G5 with Euclid’s third postulate, as can be learned from his index
of Euclidean propositions (GW II.33:[532]). As noted in the previous footnote,
Euclid’s �rst two postulates are postulates in Wol�’s Elementa as well.
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arithmetic]’.76 Furthermore, Kant’s distinction between axioms and
postulates is also closer to Wol� than to the editions of the Elements,
notwithstanding Kant’s own criticism of Wol�’s views on nominal and
real de�nitions. Kant’s criticism is directed at Wol�’s idea of a nominal
de�nition rather than at the link between de�nitions and postulates. For
both, postulates are practical principles, as opposed to the theoretical
axioms and analytic principles.

4.3.2 Kant’s Analytic Principles as Rules of the Particular Logic of
Mathematics

Now that we have clari�ed Kant’s views on the various kinds of prin-
ciples of geometry, we can return to the matter of a particular logic of
mathematics. It is my contention that what Kant calls analytic principles
of geometry are in fact part of the particular logic of mathematics, and
in the present section I will o�er a number of reasons for this view.

In interpretations of Kant’s philosophy of mathematics these ana-
lytic principles are hardly discussed, in favour of treatment of the
axioms. �is is partly due to the fact that they are regularly considered
to be general logical rules. Robert Hanna, for example, equates Kap-1
to the ‘logical law of identity’,77 and Lisa Shabel says that the analytic
principles are ‘logical principles that apply to any scienti�c discipline’.78
�is view would also seem to be suggested by the relation of Kant’s
analytic principles to Euclid’s common notions, which, after all, are
common to more than one science rather than particular to one science.
It is against such views that I have to argue for the particular nature of
Kant’s analytic principles in order to buttress my claim.

Let us begin with two rather casual observations. First, in order for
Kant’s analytic principles to be rules belonging to the particular logic
of mathematics, they have to be used in fact in geometrical reasoning.
�at this is the case is not hard to see, nor is it surprising – they are after
all common notions in Euclid’s Elements. For example, in the angle-
sum theorem (see Figure 4.6), the crucial, �nal step of the proof is
accomplished by using Kap-3, equals added to equals yield equals. For
since we know that ∠BCA + ∠ACE + ∠ECD equals two right angles, and

76 GW I.12:36, translation mine. In the Elementa Wol� even says that arithmetic is (part
of) the mathesis universalis, together with algebra (calculus litteralis), GW II.29:21.

77 Hanna (2001), p. 142.
78 Shabel (2006), p. 124 n. 26. Cf. also Barone (1999 [1957–1964]), p. 197, who calls

these principles ‘principi della logica formale’.
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A

B C D

E

Figure 4.6: Euclid, Proposition I.32

that ∠BCA = ∠BCA,79 and since we have shown that ∠ACE = ∠BAC and
that ∠ABC = ∠ECD, we use Kap-3 to conclude that also ∠BCA + ∠BAC
+ ∠ABC equals two right angles – equals (∠BCA and ∠BCA) added to
equals (∠ACE and ∠BAC) added to equals (∠ABC and ∠ECD) yield equals
(two right angles and two right angles). Kant’s analytic principles thus
perform an important role in geometrical reasoning – as this example
shows, it provides an argument form that infers a conclusion (that
the three internal angles of a triangle equal two right angles) from a
number of premises (the equality of three angles on one point of a
line to two right angles and the three equality relations between the
individual angles).

Second, it is telling that Kant’s analytic principles are not contained
as principles in the material pertaining to his lectures on logic, but
that they are contained as such in the lectures on mathematics.80 �is
suggests that Kant indeed saw them as pertaining to mathematics rather
than to general logic. To be sure, my statement must be quali�ed. For
Kap-1, a = a, is in fact contained in the Jäsche Logic. In the preface
that Jäsche added, he equates the proposition ‘A = A’ to the ‘logical
principle[…] of identity’ (IX:7). �is however, does not really contradict
my claim. For it is clearly Jäsche who is responsible for this equation

79 Note that this is itself an application of Kap-1, the whole is equal to itself.
80 To be precise: Kap-1 is to be found on XXIX:53, ‘Eine jede Größe ist = sich selbst.

3 × 2 = 3 + 3 = 8 – 2 = 18/3’; cf. XXIX:63, ‘Wenn 2 Grössen (Zahlen, Verhältniße)
einer 3ten gleich sind: sind sie einander selbst gleich’. Kap-3 and Kap-4 are found
on XXIX:54, ‘ gleiches zu gleichem + : gibt gleiche Summen’ and ‘gleiches – von
gleichem gibt gleichen Rest’. Kap-2 is not to be found, but another principle that
Kant may have thought to be such an analytical principle and which is closely
related to Kap-2 is contained in the lectures: ‘alle �eile [sind] dem ganzen gleich’
(XXIX:57). Kant also mentions this principle in the pre-critical prize essay as an
indemonstrable proposition (II:281).
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of the formula ‘A = A’ to the principle of identity, not Kant himself.
I know of no place where Kant himself says that the formula is the
logical principle of identity, and I think there is a speci�c reason for
that, to which I will turn in a moment. Moreover, even if Kant would
allow an equation of the formula to the logical principle of identity,
it would still not imply that also the speci�c gloss Kant gives of the
principle on B 17, viz. the whole is equal to itself, is equivalent to the
logical principle of identity.

A somewhat more serious objection to my claim is that Kap-2 (the
whole is greater than its part) is in fact contained in two transcripts
of Kant’s lectures on logic, namely in the Vienna Logic (dating from
around 1780) and in the Philippi Logic (early 1770s). Still, even these
occurrences do not decisively speak against my claim, for in the two
passages they serve merely as examples, not as logical principles. In
the passage in the Vienna Logic, Kap-2 is given as an example of a
proposition that can be accepted without investigation, but which
nonetheless requires re�ection (XXIV:862). A few lines further we �nd
also Kax-3, the geometrical axiom that there can be only one straight
line between two points, as an example of the same kind of proposition.
Now this occurrence of Kax-3 certainly does not compel us to call it a
general logical principle, and just as little should it compel us to do so in
the case of Kap-2 because of this occurrence. �e passage in the Philippi
Logic is a bit obscure – it is contained in the discussion of fallacies,
and runs as follows: ‘Postulatio principii is the proposition: the whole is
greater than a part of it.’81 A parallel passage in the section on fallacies
of the Busolt Logic (dated before 17190 and probably 1770s) is clearer,
where we �nd the following: ‘Petitio principii. Petere principium, is asking
for a principle, postulare principium is demanding that one prove it.’82
Postulating a principle, then, is merely demanding that one prove a
principle, which is of course not necessary for a principle. In that case,
the occurrence of Kap-2 may be nothing more than an example: one
errs if one demands a proof of the principle that the whole is greater
than its part. Whatever is the case, it is clear that it is hard-pressed to
classify Kap-2 as a principle pertaining to general logic on the basis of
this passage.

Of course, a perusal of the lecturing material does not amount to
a satisfactory argument that Kant’s analytic principles are rules of the

81 XXIV:480, translation mine.
82 XXIV:681, translation mine.
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particular logic of mathematics. �e reliability of the transcripts as
representative of Kant’s actual views must be discounted, and of the
mathematics lectures we only dispose over the notes taken by Herder
in the early 1760s. Nonetheless, the fact that the analytical principles
are mentioned in the mathematics lectures but not in the logic lectures
is a telling indication of their status.

But let us turn to considerations less casual. In my view it is very
important to note that Kant’s analytic principles concern are relations
of equality or of being greater than. �is, I submit, makes these principles
valid only for magnitudes, or quantities,83 and thus for a particular set of
objects only (although admittedly a very large set). �is in turn makes
these rules into rules of reasoning particular to the sciences dealing
with magnitudes – mathematics.84 Let me explain these claims.

In my discussion of the sources for Kant’s analytic principles, I
already noted that equivalent principles not only occur in Wol�’s
arithmetic, but also in his ontology, in the section on the quantat-
ive properties of things.85 Wol� therefore explicitly connects these
principles to quantity indeed. But let us see how he exactly de�nes
equality. In the same section on quantitative properties we �nd the
following de�nition: ‘Equality is abstractly de�ned as the identity of
quantity.’86 Identity, in turn, is de�ned a few chapters earlier, where
Wol� states: ‘We call things identical if they can be substituted for one
another without changing any predicate [salvo quocunque praedicato]

83 Whereas Wol� only uses ‘quantitas’ as a Latin equivalent of the German ‘Größe’,
Kant uses two terms to translate ‘Größe’, viz. ‘quantum’ and ‘quantitas’. A quantum is
relatively concrete, and in this sense a table, for example, is a magnitude (quantum).
It is de�ned as ‘the consciousness of the homogeneous manifold in intuition in
general, insofar as through it the representation of an object �rst becomes possible’
(B 203). Quantitas is a more abstract property that a quantum has – it is ‘the answer
to the question “How big is something?” ’ (A 163/B 204), that is, it concerns the size
of a quantum. As the di�erence is not terribly relevant for my purposes, I will use
the term ‘magnitude’ just as Kant often uses the term ‘Größe’, without specifying it.
For a detailed analysis of Kant’s notions of quantum and quantitas, see Sutherland
(2004b).

84 Herbert James Paton would agree to this, I think; he writes (Paton (1936), p. 210):
‘�us he [Kant] would not regard “A = B” as a form of judgement, because although
many di�erent terms may be substituted for A and B, all these terms must be
quantities; that is, they must refer to a certain kind of object, while a pure form
must apply to every possible kind of object.’

85 See footnote 73.
86 § 350, GW II.3:274; translation mine.
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that pertains to one of them either absolutely or under a given con-
dition.’87 For equality Wol� gives an analogous substitution rule, viz.
‘�ings are equal if they can be substituted for one another without
changing quantity [salva quantitate].’88 It is clear, then, that for Wol�
identity is a far stronger condition than equality – if two things are
identical, i.e. identical with respect to any and all predicates, they are
also equal, i.e. identical with respect to quantity, but if two things are
equal, they need not be identical.89

In the case of the relations ‘greater than’ and ‘smaller than’ the
relation with quantity seems more obvious than in the case of equality.
Still, it is interesting to see that Wol� de�nes these relations explicitly
in terms of equality: ‘Greater is that the part of which is equal to the
whole of another thing; smaller, however, that which is equal to a part
of another thing.’90 Consequently, these relations can be reduced to the
more basic notions of equality and part and whole, and these relations
are thus de�ned for quantities.91

Wol�’s equivalents to Kant’s analytic principles are thus principles
that apply to magnitudes only. �is can be seen also from the fact
that Wol� not only provides a rule of the equality of a whole to its
parts taken together, but earlier also provides a rule concerning the
identity of a whole with its parts taken together.92 Again, the identity
relation is a stronger condition than the equality relation. For Wol� at
least, the principle that the whole equals all its parts taken together is
a particular principle in comparison to the principle that the whole is
identical with all its parts taken together. Consequently, also the (other)
principles (the ones that Kant designates as analytic principles) are not
relations of identity, but more particular ones concerning the relations
of magnitudes.

�e fact that Wol� clearly distinguishes equality relations from
identity relations need not imply that Kant distinguishes them in a
similar manner. Daniel Sutherland, however, in an important article
on Kant’s views concerning fundamental geometrical relations, has

87 § 181, GW II.3:148; translation mine.
88 § 349, GW II.3:274; translation mine.
89 In Baumgarten’s Metaphysica, the textbook Kant used for his lectures on meta-

physics, quantity and equality are treated in the same way. See especially § 70,
XVII:42.

90 § 352, GW II.3:352; translation mine.
91 Again, Baumgarten treats things in the same way, see § 160, XVII:60
92 § 342, GW II.3:268.
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argued that Kant actually did distinguish them in this way, and that
he also held that equality is identity of quantity.93 Sutherland not
only cites a number of passages in which Kant more or less explicitly
ties equality to magnitude,94 but he also provides a comprehensive
interpretation of Kant’s views on mathematics that has magnitude as its
central concern.95 �is is not the place to go into a detailed discussion
of his interpretation. Instead, I will provide an argument to the same
e�ect by drawing on what is, to my mind, the most instructive case of
an explicit distinction between identity and equality in Kant’s works:
his discussion of incongruent counterparts.

In the 1768 essay Concerning the Ultimate Ground of the Di�erentiation of
Directions in Space, Kant shows that there is a gap in Leibniz’s and Wol�’s
treatment of congruence. Leibniz thought that equality and similarity
were su	cient conditions for congruence, with equality being identity
of quantity, and similarity being identity of quality.96 Kant’s point is that
even though two �gures or objects may be exactly equal and similar,
they may fail to be congruent. �e well-known examples he gives are
those of left and right hands, and (scalene) spherical triangles from
opposite hemispheres:

If two �gures drawn on a plane surface are equal [gleich] and similar
[ähnlich], then they will coincide with each other. But the situation is
often entirely di�erent when one is dealing with corporeal extension,
or even with lines and surfaces, not lying on a plane surface. �ey can
be exactly equal and similar, and yet still be so di�erent [verschieden]
in themselves that the limits of the one cannot also be the limits of
the other. […] A spherical triangle can be exactly equal and similar to
another such triangle, and yet still not coincide with it. […] I shall call

93 Sutherland (2005).
94 �e passages, cited by Sutherland (2005), p. 147, are the following: Critique

of Pure Reason, A 263–254/B 319–320 and A 272/B 328; the prize essay What Real
Progress Has Metaphysics Made in Germany since the Time of Leibniz and Wol�?, XX:282.
Cf. Sutherland (2010), p. 190 n. 58.

95 Sutherland elaborates this interpretation in the contributions already cited and in
Sutherland (2004b) and Sutherland (2004a).

96 I derive my discussion of Leibniz from Sutherland (2005), pp. 143–145, and
Rusnock and George (1995); see also Sutherland (2010). Note that Wol� provides
exactly this de�nition of equality; his de�nition of similitude is di�erent (see the
Latin Ontology, § 195, GW II.3:160), but equality and similitude together de�ne
congruence, see § 465, GW II.3:353.
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a body which is exactly equal and similar to another, but which cannot
be enclosed in the same limits as that other, its incongruent counterpart.
(II:381–382)

Kant here not only refers to the terminology of Leibniz and Wol�,97
but also explicitly links his notion of equality to magnitude and that of
similitude to shape (i.e. a quality):

It is apparent from the ordinary example of the two hands that the
shape of the one body may be perfectly similar to the shape of the
other, and the magnitudes [Größe] of their extensions may be exactly
equal, and yet there may remain an inner di�erence between the two,
this di�erence consisting in the fact, namely, that the surface which
encloses the one cannot possibly enclose the other. (II:382)

�ese passages make it clear that also for Kant equality is not the same
as identity – incongruent counterparts are examples of objects that
are equal but not identical. More speci�cally, also for Kant, equality
is identity of quantity. �is use of terminology is not con�ned to the
pre-critical period – also in the Prolegomena and in the Metaphysical
Foundations of Natural Science Kant discusses incongruent counterparts
in precisely those terms.98 Moreover, in the Dohna Metaphysics we �nd
that Kant gives de�nitions of ‘greater than’ and ‘smaller than’ which
are exactly those given by Wol� and Baumgarten, i.e. they de�ne these
relations in terms of equality.99

�e fact that Kant indeed distinguishes equality from identity, and
that he ties the former to magnitude, gives us reason to consider Kant’s
analytic principles as being con�ned to magnitude, and thus as prin-
ciples with a restricted scope. �is view is con�rmed by the passages
in which Kant mentions Kap-3 and Kap-4: ‘For that equals added to or
subtracted from equals give an equal are analytic propositions, since I
am immediately conscious of the identity of one generation of a magnitude
with the other’.100 Here it is made explicit that these analytic principles

97 Note that Kant’s explication of congruence as having the same limits is exactly
Wol�’s geometrical de�nition of congruence, see de�nition G2 of the Elementa,
GW II.29:121; this geometrical de�nition is derived from the de�nition of congru-
ence as the equality of similars in the Latin Ontology, § 469, GW II.3:354.

98 See IV:285–286 and IV:483–484.
99 XXVIII:637.
100 A 164/B 204–205; emphasis mine. �e German of the last part is as follows: ‘indem
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concern identity of magnitude – and Kant is even more speci�c, as he
speaks of identity of the generation of magnitudes. Consequently, Kant’s
analytic principles, although common to more than one science in that
they are common to all mathematical sciences, are also rules pertaining
to a speci�c set of sciences, namely the mathematical sciences. �ey are
not common to all sciences, and as such they can be said to pertain to
the particular logic of mathematics.

As a conclusion, I would like to return to the characteristics of par-
ticular logic that Kant gives in the introduction to the Transcendental
Logic. If Kant’s analytic principles are rules of a particular logic indeed,
they should have these characteristics. In that introduction, Kant ar-
gues, �rst, that a particular logic contains rules that are applicable only
to a speci�c kind of objects. Second, a particular logic serves as an organon
for the science it applies to (that is, for the science that treats the objects
to which the particular logic is restricted). �ird, it must have been at
least a fairly common practice in Kant’s days to include preliminary sec-
tions containing particular logical rules in academic textbooks. Fourth,
particular logical rules can be made explicit only in a late stage of the
development of the relevant science. Fifth, particular logical rules serve
to improve a science and to make it perfect. Sixth, particular logical rules
bring about a science of the objects it applies to.

I have argued that Kant’s analytic principles are valid only for
magnitudes – they thus satisfy the �rst characteristic. �e principles can
also be said to be (part of) an organon for mathematics in that they help
discover new cognitions and, especially, in that they make explicit cru-
cial steps in mathematical proofs, thus promoting the systematicity of
mathematics. �is also relates to the �fth and sixth criteria. As concerns
the place of these principles in the textbooks of his days – the common
notions or Grundsätze of Euclidean geometry were indeed contained in
the very �rst part of geometry textbooks, right after the de�nitions and
the postulates. In the case of Wol�’s mathematical textbooks, they were
contained in the �rst section of the �rst part, concerning the principles
of arithmetic. So indeed the analytic principles were ‘stuck before the
science’. As regards the fourth characteristic, it is in fact the case that
some scholars have argued that the common notions of Euclid are later
interpolations. �is claim is dubious, however.101 Still, if this view was

ich mir der Identität der einen Größenerzeugung mit der andern unmittelbar
bewußt bin’.

101 See Heath’s discussion of this hypothesis in Euclid (1956), vol. 1, pp. 221–222.
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also known in eighteenth-century Germany, Kant might have thought
this about his analytic principles. I have not been able to �nd any
reference to this issue, however, in Kant nor in any of the mathematical
texts I have consulted.

Still, in general Kant’s analytic principles do seem to possess the
characteristics he awards to rules of a particular logic, and that lends
further credibility to the claim that Kant considered them as rules of
the particular logic of mathematics.

4.4 Particular Logic: Conclusions

In this chapter I have investigated Kant’s conception of particular logic,
a conception that has hitherto received very little scholarly attention. An
analysis of Kant’s explicit remarks concerning particular logic yielded
the result that a particular logic concerns a speci�c kind of object
and that as such it is connected with a speci�c science. Moreover, his
remarks suggest that a particular logic concerns methods for expanding
and systematizing cognition.

An investigation of the suggestions made by Michael Wol� (the rule
of mathematical induction) and Wim de Jong (the rules of universal
generalizaion and existantial instantiation) brought me to dismiss their
suggestions because I do not think they provide candidates that Kant
himself could have actually conceived of as examples of particular
logical rules. In the remainder of the chapter I have argued that the
rules that Kant calls ‘analytic principles’ presupposed by the geometers
are actually rules of a particular logic of mathematics. �is concerns
rules such as ‘the whole is equal to itself’, ‘the whole is greater than its
part’ and ‘equals added to equals give an equal’.

In order to buttress this claim, I have �rstly provided an extensive
comparison of Kant’s conception of the principles of geometry with
those of Euclid, eighteenth-century editions of Euclid and Wol�’s
mathematical textbooks. I have argued that for Kant axioms are the-
oretical principles that refer to geometrical objects, postulates are
practical corollaries of de�nitions which provide procedures for actually
constructing geometrical objects that correspond to the de�nitions,
and analytic principles are theoretical principles that do not refer to
geometrical objects but which are common to more that one science,
that is, common to all mathematical sciences. I have also argued that
although Kant’s distinction between theoretical and practical principles
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(axioms versus postulates) may derive from the eighteenth-century
editions of Euclid, the more important distinction between principles
proper to geometry and those common to all mathematical sciences
derives not from these textbooks, but rather from Christian Wol�.

After this comparison, I have provided various arguments for think-
ing that the analytic principles are actually particular logical rules. Not
only does Kant never refer to them as logical principles but rather
presents them as pertaining to mathematics, it is also the case that
Kant (just like Wol� and others) thought that they refer speci�cally to
magnitudes. Moreover, the analytic principles to a large extent possess
the characteristics Kant awards to rules of a particular logic.



CHAPTER 5

Applied Logic: Error and Its Prevention with the Help of
Empirical Psychology

WE NOW TURN to the following logical discipline, applied logic. As we
saw in chapter 2, applied logic is described in the Critique of Pure Reason
as ‘directed to the rules of the use of the understanding under the
subjective empirical conditions that psychology teaches us’ (A 53/B 77).
Hence, applied logic is intimately connected to empirical psychology.

Within Kant’s view of the architectonic of the sciences, however,
empirical psychology has a somewhat awkward place. It is not a proper
science, as the preface to the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science
makes clear (IV:471). Moreover, Kant never wrote a text explicitly
devoted to empirical psychology. Still, empirical psychology was tra-
ditionally part of metaphysics, and the textbook Kant used for his
lectures, Baumgarten’s Metaphysica, indeed contains a part on empirical
psychology. Kant himself, however, was not satis�ed with this state
of a�airs, and in order to cleanse metaphysics of this empirical taint
he transferred empirical psychology to anthropology (even though he
retained some empirical psychology in his metaphysics lectures). In
order to study Kant’s views on empirical psychology, we must therefore
turn to Kant’s lectures and writings on anthropology.

Now in the past decade interest in Kant’s anthropology has risen
steadily. As a result of this new engagement anthropology has come
to be recognized as an important supplement to Kant’s philosophy –
the empirical and less formal side to a system otherwise (in)famous
for its strong a priori and formal nature.1 In these interpretations,
however, Kant’s anthropology is always taken as a practical discipline,
i.e. as a discipline dealing with human action and comportment within

An earlier version of this chapter has been published as Zinkstok (2011).
1 See especially Louden (2000). Note that I use the term ‘discipline’ not in the

Kantian sense, but rather as a general term indiscriminately referring to any more
or less systematic or scienti�c body of knowledge.
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society, be this action moral or merely pragmatic.2 �is is not strange,
as Kant explicitly advertises his anthropology as an anthropology from
a pragmatic point of view, as the title of his book on the subject (1798)
makes clear. Moreover, he also explicitly envisioned a moral anthropology,
for example in the Metaphysics of Morals (1797):

�e counterpart of a metaphysics of morals, the other member of the
division of practical philosophy as a whole, would be moral anthropol-
ogy, which, however, would deal only with the subjective conditions in
human nature that hinder people or help them in ful�lling the laws of a
metaphysics of morals. It would deal with the development, spreading,
and strengthening of moral principles (in education in schools and in
popular instruction), and with similar teachings and precepts based
on experience. (VI:217)

Notwithstanding such statements, these interpretations of anthropol-
ogy as a practical discipline are one-sided. �ey also tend to downplay
the empirical-psychological contents of anthropology. In order to over-
come this one-sidedness, I will in this section argue for the theoretical
relevance of Kant’s anthropology.

�e aim of this chapter is twofold. �e main aim is to investigate
Kant’s notion of applied logic in order to obtain a clear picture of its
contents. A concomitant aim is to argue that for Kant anthropology
contains empirical psychology and that therefore the relevance of
Kant’s anthropology is broader than is usually acknowledged. Because
understanding Kant’s view of empirical psychology and its relation to
anthropology is a prerequisite for understanding applied logic, I will
�rst deal with the concomitant aim. Section 5.1 will thus �rst provide an
overview of common interpretations of Kant’s anthropology, which are
all limited to the practical domain. In section 5.2 I will then show that
for Kant empirical psychology is a part of anthropology, and that thus
anthropology also has theoretical relevance. In section 5.3 I will analyse
what Kant says about applied logic; it will become clear that applied
logic is a branch of logic that diagnoses and helps preventing errors
that are due to the interference of sensibility with the understanding.

2 I use the term ‘practical’ here and below in a wide sense, i.e. as encompassing both
moral and non-moral action. �is is in contrast to Kant’s use of the term in (for
example) the Critique of the Power of Judgment, where it is explicitly tied to morality
(e.g. on V:171).
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Section 5.4 will then provide an important example of what according
to Kant is a topic for applied logic, viz. prejudice. In elaborating this ex-
ample, I will illustrate how empirical psychology informs applied logic.

5.1 Kant’s Anthropology and Its Common Interpretation

When speaking of Kant’s anthropology, one generally refers to the
book Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View, which Kant published
in 1798. �is book is the spin-o� of the lectures on anthropology that
he o�ered every year from 1772 until 1796, as a companion course to his
lecture on physical geography. Together these courses formed a kind of
popular introduction to knowledge of the world, and they were indeed
Kant’s most popular lectures.3

In the Anthropology Kant de�nes this discipline as a ‘doctrine [Lehre]
of the knowledge of the human being [Kenntniß des Menschen], system-
atically formulated’ (VII:119).4 He distinguishes two points of view from
which anthropology can be pursued: a physiological and a pragmatic
one. Physiological anthropology concerns ‘what nature makes of the
human being’, whereas pragmatic anthropology concerns ‘what he as a
free-acting being makes of himself, or can and should make of himself’
(VII:119). As follows from the fact that Kant, with his anthropology
lecture, wanted to prepare his students for the world outside of the
university, his lecture provides a pragmatic anthropology. Taking the
faculty of memory as an example, Kant explains that theoretical reason-
ing on the physical causes of memory in the brain is a futile enterprise.
More successful is the following approach:

But if he uses perceptions concerning what has been found to hinder
or stimulate memory in order to enlarge it or make it agile, and if he
requires knowledge of the human being for this, then this would be
a part of anthropology with a pragmatic purpose, and this is precisely
what concerns us here. (VII:119)

3 For more on Kant’s anthropology lectures, see Stark (2003), as well as Brandt and
Stark (1997).

4 Note that a doctrine (Lehre) is not taken here as Doktrin, which is opposed to Kritik
(cf. Critique of Pure Reason, B 25). It rather refers to the way Kant also uses the
term ‘Lehre’ in the preface to the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science (IV:467).
Moreover, keep in mind that the Lehre of anthropology concerns an empirical
discipline.
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�e Anthropology is divided into two main parts. �e �rst, the ‘Anthro-
pological Didactic’, concerns the ‘manner of cognizing the interior as
well as the exterior of the human being’ (VII:125, translation modi�ed),
and it treats the three main faculties of the human mind: the faculty
of cognition, the feeling of pleasure and displeasure, and the faculty
of desire.5 In all three cases, Kant treats both the higher and the lower
part of the faculty (e.g. in the case of the faculty of cognition both
the understanding and sensibility). �e contents of this part thus
present the human mind as it is given in all human beings. �e second
part, the ‘Anthropological Characteristic’, concerns the ‘manner of
cognizing the interior of the human being from the exterior’ (VII:283,
translation modi�ed). �e ‘Characteristic’ treats the notion of character
and especially the di�erences in character among human beings, more
speci�cally, di�erences that depend on for example sex, nation and race.

As I indicated above, interpretations of Kant’s anthropology have
focused on its practical orientation. Reinhard Brandt (partly together
with Werner Stark), for example, has argued that although Kant started
his anthropology lectures as a theoretical course on empirical psych-
ology, by the Winter Semester of 1773–1774 the lecture had undergone a
‘pragmatic turn’.6 After this turn, Brandt argues, Kant’s anthropology
is a ‘doctrine of prudence [Klugheitslehre]’, in which students are taught
the rules of the game that is human society. Now although Brandt
concedes that in this new science of pragmatic anthropology there
are still traces of the older psychological content, he is quite adamant
that ‘Kant frees himself from the idea of the natural cognition of man
as an empirical psychology qua theoretical discipline’,7 and that he
starts to ‘increasingly refrain from presenting his new discipline [viz.
anthropology] as psychology, and even emphasize that his anthropol-
ogy is not psychology’.8 Moreover, Brandt claims that ‘anthropology
has, as a practical discipline, changed its epistemological place’ in that
it ‘is excised not only from metaphysics, but also from the academic
disciplines in the narrower sense, to which physics and empirical psych-
ology belong’.9 For con�rmation of his reading, Brandt draws on the

5 �is division is of course also to be found in the Critique of the Power of Judgment,
V:178�.

6 Brandt (1994); for the term ‘pragmatic turn’, see, Brandt and Stark (1997), p. xvii.
7 Brandt (1994), p. 21.
8 Brandt and Stark (1997), p. xi.
9 Brandt and Stark (1997), p. xiv.
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passages in the Anthropology and the lectures in which Kant explicitly
says that he is dealing with pragmatic anthropology, and he also points
to a letter Kant sent to Marcus Herz toward the end of 1773, in which
he distances his approach to anthropology from the psychosomatic
approach of Ernst Platner, who published his Anthropologie für Aerzte
und Weltweise in 1772.10 Brandt further argues that the anthropology
lectures are not identical to the moral anthropology Kant calls for in
some of his writings.11 Although Kant touches on moral issues here and
there in the lectures, he never uses the terms ‘categorical’, ‘imperative’
or ‘autonomy’.12

Robert Louden has a somewhat di�erent approach. Although he
shares Brandt’s view that Kant’s anthropology is a practical discipline,
he explicitly hails Kant’s anthropology as ‘the second part of mor-
als’, thus interpreting it as moral anthropology.13 Louden admits that
Kant nowhere in his lectures nor in the Anthropology explicitly says
he is treating this moral anthropology, and he also concedes that the
anthropology lectures do not o�er a systematic and straightforward
account of it. Still, disagreeing with Brandt, he is convinced that
moral anthropology is an important ingredient of Kant’s anthropology:
‘[a]lthough Kant nowhere (i.e., neither in the anthropology lectures nor
anywhere else) hands over to readers a single, complete, tidy package
of moral anthropology, I aim to show that a bit of careful detective
work nevertheless can lead us to some ful�lled hopes regarding Kant’s
philosophia moralis applicata.’14 Louden goes on to elaborate on the
moral dimension of anthropology, dealing with Kant’s treatment of
particular, subjective hindrances to carrying out the moral law, the
relevance of knowledge of the world for making morality e�ective in
the lives of human beings, and the way in which anthropology speci�es
the ‘moral map’ that orients our life at the ‘normative destination’ of
humanity.15

Although it is clear that Brandt and Louden disagree concerning
the moral dimension of Kant’s anthropology, they do agree that it is a
practical discipline: anthropology deals with human action, be it moral

10 X:145–146. I come back to this issue in the next section.
11 For example in the Metaphysics of Morals, VI:217.
12 Brandt and Stark (1997), pp. xlvi–xlvii.
13 Louden (2003); cf. Louden (2000), esp. chapter 3.
14 Louden (2003), p. 64.
15 Louden (2003), pp. 67–75; the quotations are on p. 72. Firla (1981) and Frierson

(2003) emphasize the moral importance of anthropology too.
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or merely prudential. In what follows I will not challenge this line of
interpretation by arguing that Kant’s anthropology does not concern
action at all – rather, I will show that the use of some of its contents
does not limit itself to practical matters (whether moral or pragmatic),
but that it is relevant as well for applied logic.

5.2 Empirical Psychology and Anthropology

As I already indicated, applied logic is a branch of logic that ‘is directed
to the rules of the use of the understanding under the subjective
empirical conditions that psychology teaches us’ (A 53/B 77). It is thus a
branch of logic that is informed by empirical psychological knowledge.
In order to prepare our investigation of applied logic, in the present
section I will argue that Kant’s anthropology indeed contains empirical
psychology; and that for him empirical psychology, although a prob-
lematic discipline and not a proper science, is still a viable enterprise.
In order to see this, we have to take another look at the anthropology
lectures, more speci�cally at its �rst and biggest part, the part which is
called ‘Anthropological Didactic’ in the Anthropology.

As said before, this �rst part of Kant’s anthropology deals with
the three main faculties of the mind. It derives mainly from Kant’s
concern with the empirical psychology as it was taught in the Wol	an
tradition. More speci�cally, it is based on the empirical psychology
part of Alexander Baumgarten’s Metaphysica, the textbook Kant also
used for his metaphysics lectures. In fact, even before Kant started
lecturing on anthropology in 1772, he already treated the empirical
psychology part in those metaphysics lectures, and quite extensively
at that. �roughout his lecturing career it remained a substantial part
of his metaphysics lecture, even though he scaled it down because
he incorporated the material in his anthropology lectures.16 However,
although Kant retained empirical psychology in metaphysics, from

16 See the letter to Marcus Herz of 20 October 1778 (X:242): ‘My discussion of
empirical psychology is now briefer, since I lecture on anthropology.’ In the
metaphysics lectures empirical psychology can be found in the following transcripts.
For the 1760s: Herder Metaphysics, XXVIII:143–144, 850–886 and 924–931. For the
1770s: Metaphysics K1, XXVIII:1519–1520 and Pölitz Metaphysics), XXVIII:228–262. For
the 1780s: Mrongovius Metaphysics, XXIX:877–904. For the 1790s: Pölitz Metaphysics),
XXVIII:584–590; Dohna Metaphysics, XXVIII:670–679; Metaphysics K2, XXVIII:815–816;
and Metaphysics K3, XXIX:1009–1024.
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1770 onwards he was very clear that it does not properly belong there:
being an empirical discipline, it has no place in metaphysics, which is
by de�nition a priori.17 In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant explains this,
as well as the reason for retaining it in his lectures on metaphysics:

[Empirical psychology] comes in where the proper (empirical) doc-
trine of nature [Naturlehre] must be put, namely on the side of applied
philosophy, for which pure philosophy contains the a priori principles,
which must therefore be combined but never confused with the former.
Empirical psychology must thus be entirely banned from metaphysics,
and is already excluded by the idea of it. Nevertheless, in accord with
the customary scholastic usage [Schulgebrauch, i.e. academic usage]
one must still concede it a little place (although only as an episode) in
metaphysics, and indeed from economic motives, since it is not yet rich
enough to comprise a subject on its own and yet it is too important for
one to expel it entirely or attach it somewhere else where it may well
have even less a	nity than in metaphysics. It is thus merely a long-
accepted foreigner, to whom one grants refuge for a while until it can
establish its own domicile in a complete [ausführlichen] anthropology
(the pendant to the empirical doctrine of nature). (A 848–849/B 876–
877)

It would thus seem to be the case that Kant came to consider empirical
psychology as a part of the empirical discipline of anthropology. Indeed,
in the Critique of the Power of Judgment Kant repeatedly characterizes
empirical psychology as an anthropological discipline, for example
where he claims that psychology ‘is really merely an anthropology of the
inner sense, i.e., knowledge of our thinking self in life, and as theoretical
cognition it also remains merely empirical’.18 But what is important
in this quotation is not only the fact that empirical psychology is
said to be part of anthropology, but also that Kant characterizes it
as a theoretical discipline. Indeed, in other works it is con�rmed that
empirical psychology is part of the doctrine of nature (as opposed to
the doctrine of freedom). �is can be made clearer by drawing on
the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science. �ere Kant divides the
doctrine of nature in general into that of outer sense (the doctrine of
body) and that of inner sense (the doctrine of the soul). Both, we learn

17 See the Inaugural Dissertation, II:397. Cf. Brandt (1994), p. 16.
18 V:461; cf. V:277.
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further, have a rational and a historical (empirical) part (IV:467–468).
He thus explicitly allows for an empirical theoretical discipline treating
the soul. It is this doctrine of nature of inner sense that is explicitly
called the anthropology of inner sense in the third Critique.19 I would
suggest, therefore, that for Kant a ‘complete anthropology’ not only
comprises the empirical counterpart to practical philosophy (moral
anthropology), but also part of the empirical counterpart to theoretical
philosophy (next to empirical physics): the empirical doctrine of man
as an object of outer sense (anthropology of outer sense, i.e. doctrine
of the body, or medicine) and of inner sense (anthropology of inner
sense, i.e. empirical psychology).20

One may raise several objections to this account. Whereas Kant in
the passages just cited relegates empirical psychology to anthropology
as a theoretical discipline, in other places he claims that a theoretical
empirical psychology is not viable. He does so most conspicuously in
the Anthropology. With regard to inquiring into the natural causes of
human mental faculties, he says that ‘all theoretical speculation about
this is a pure waste of time’ (VII:119). And already in a letter to Marcus
Herz of 1773, Kant raises such criticism, in contrasting his plan for the
anthropology lecture with Ernst Platner’s book Anthropologie für Aerzte
und Weltweise, which was published in 1772:

�is winter I am giving, for the second time, a lecture course on
Anthropology, a subject that I now intend to make into a proper academic
discipline. But my plan is quite unique [gantz anders; viz. di�erent from
Platner’s]. I intend to use it to disclose the sources of all the sciences, the
science of morality, of skill, of human intercourse, of the way to educate
and govern human beings, and thus of everything that pertains to the
practical. I shall seek to discuss phenomena and their laws rather than
the �rst grounds of the possibility of the modi�cation of human nature

19 Cf. the Metaphysics of Morals, VI:385; and What Real Progress Has Metaphysics Made
in Germany since the Time of Leibniz and Wol�?, XX:308.

20 An early reader of Kant, G.S.A. Mellin, is quite clear in dividing Kant’s view of
anthropology thus: see the lemma ‘Anthropologie’ in Mellin (1797), pp. 277–282.
Also Kim (1994), pp. 147–153, in his careful investigation of Kant’s conception of
anthropology, proposes this as a reconstruction of Kant’s views. It must be noted,
of course, that medicine does not belong to the (physical) doctrine of body as it is
actually treated in the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science; rather, it would
be part of biology, or the doctrine of organisms. �is is outside of the scope of this
study, however.
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in general [erste Gründe der Möglichkeit der modi�cation der menschlichen
Natur überhaupt]. Hence the subtle and, to my view, eternally futile
inquiries as to the manner in which bodily organs are connected with
thought I omit entirely.21

�is objection, however, is not justi�ed. One must realize that in
the eighteenth century there were di�erent approaches to empirical
psychology (and to anthropology in the broader sense), and that Kant’s
criticism in the passages cited is directed against a speci�c kind of
psychological investigation rather than against empirical psychology
in general. Kant criticizes an empirical psychology that searches for the
physical or biological causes of mental processes – an approach that
can be designated as physiological psychology.22 What is problematic
is the attempt to trace back mental phenomena to their ‘�rst grounds’.
Hence Kant does not think that empirical psychology can be a science
in which phenomena are explained by grounding them. �is kind of
psychology would involve tracing mental phenomena back to their
physical, corporeal grounds – something Kant is not very optimistic
about. In short: Kant criticizes a naturalistic empirical psychology,
an approach that was known as physiological psychology.23 As it is,
Kant’s criticism of a speci�c approach to empirical psychology (viz.
physiological psychology) does not imply that other approaches to

21 Letter to Marcus Herz, end of 1773, X:145 (translation modi�ed).
22 See Sturm (2008) for more on eighteenth-century physiological approaches to

psychology. He mentions Johann �eodor Eller (1689–1760), Ernst Platner (1744–
1818), Johann Gottlob Krüger (1715–1759), Charles Bonnet (1720–1793) and David
Hartley (1705–1757) as representatives of this approach. It must be noted, by the
way, that Sturm uses the term ‘empirical psychology’ to designate the (among
others) Wol	an approach to the science of man; he also, alternatively, refers to
physiological approaches as ‘anthropological’, as the latter term was commonly
understood to refer to man as a whole, i.e. comprising both mind and body. If I
use these terms here, however, I do not follow Sturm. I use the term ‘empirical
psychology’ as a general term for the science of the mind, encompassing both the
Wol	an and the physiological approach.

23 I thus do not agree with �omas Sturm when he states that Kant ‘never claims
that these anthropologies [viz. physiological ones] cannot be scienti�c’ Sturm
(2008), p. 496. As Kant says physiological psychology is ‘eternally futile’, I do not
see how Sturm can conclude that Kant ‘never argues against the possibility of a
physiological anthropology’ (Sturm (2008), p. 499). In my view, Kant’s remarks do
not seem to leave open much room for the possibility of a scienti�c physiological
psychology.
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empirical psychology are equally problematic. Indeed, it would be very
strange if Kant would take a discipline he considers entirely futile to
be an important source for his anthropology.

Still, this is not to say that Kant is highly optimistic about the
prospects of empirical psychology as a science. As is well-known from
the famous passage in the preface to the Metaphysical Foundations of
Natural Science, Kant denies psychology the status of a proper science:
‘[y]et the empirical doctrine of the soul [empirische Seelenlehre] must
remain even further from the rank of a properly so-called natural
science than chemistry’ (IV:471). He gives two reasons for this. First,
psychology does not easily lend itself to mathematization; and second,
in psychology one cannot properly isolate phenomena and conduct
experiments. �is claim and the reasons Kant gives are di	cult to
interpret, and I will not go into this too deeply. Su	ce it to say with
regard to the �rst reason that psychology, dealing with phenomena of
inner sense, does not allow the a priori construction of its objects in
space, only in time – its mathematical treatment is thus more di	cult
than that of physics.24 �e second reason Kant gives concerns a number
of problems encountered in trying to investigate mental phenomena: it
is di	cult to get hold of such �eeting phenomena, and they do not lend
themselves to systematic, repeated observation, but only to thought
experiments. Moreover, observation of one’s own mental phenomena
tends to alter these phenomena.

In the Anthropology Kant addresses this second, methodological
reason for the lower scienti�c status of empirical psychology as well.
�ere he does not only draw attention to the disturbing e�ect that
observing someone has on his or her behaviour, but also to the fact that
observing oneself is di	cult: that ‘when the incentives are active, he
does not observe himself, and when he observes himself, the incentives
are at rest’.25 Moreover, Kant expresses serious reservations concerning
the value of introspection: it easily leads to ‘enthusiasm [Schwärmerei]
and madness’, especially when one tries to observe the inadvertent course
of one’s mind (VII:132–134). Because of these methodological problems
with which empirical psychology is confronted, Kant came to advocate

24 See Sturm (2001) for a convincing argument for this speci�c ‘restricted impossi-
bility claim’.

25 VII:121. �e Cambridge translation has ‘and when he does not observe himself’ (my
emphasis) in the second part of this sentence, which is a mistake. �e original has
‘und wenn er sich beobachtet’.
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a di�erent methodological approach. Empirical psychology should rely
on the observation of actual behaviour rather than on introspection.26
Indeed, in the Mrongovius Anthropology (1784/1785) we �nd the remark
that ‘�is [the state of one’s mind] I can experience just as well by
means of attention to my actions’.27 Similar remarks can be found in the
Menschenkunde (1781/1782; XXV:856–857), and also in the Anthropology
Kant states that one can obtain knowledge of human beings through
social intercourse, and that the main features of characters in novels
and plays ‘have been taken from the observation of the real actions of
human beings’, which is why they are useful to anthropology (VII:120–
121). Consequently, the methodological emphasis in Kant’s study of the
human mind shifts from introspection to observation of behaviour.

In sum, the problems with empirical psychology for Kant come
down to two things. In the �rst place there are methodological reasons on
account of which Kant argues that no kind of empirical psychology can
be a proper science: mathematization is impossible, and experiment-
ation and introspection are unviable methods of research. Although
these reasons imply that empirical psychology cannot attain the highest
scienti�c status, they do not relegate empirical psychology to �ction –
it can still be a systematically ordered science. Indeed, Kant proposes
that instead of relying on introspection, (any kind of) empirical psych-
ology should rely rather on observation of external behaviour in order
to draw conclusions about internal psychological mechanisms. �is
comes down to a methodological restriction. Secondly, there is Kant’s
criticism of physiological psychology on account of the impossibility
(or at least di	culty) of getting to know the material causes of mental
phenomena. With this, Kant limits the scope of empirical psycholo-
gical knowledge. As a result, he considers a speci�c kind of empirical
psychology (viz. physiological psychology) futile, because it aims at
obtaining knowledge of precisely those material causes. �e upshot is
thus that empirical psychology is restricted: both in its method and in
its scope. What he does not argue for, however, is the impossibility of
empirical psychology.

Still, even if empirical psychology is a viable theoretical discipline
that is part of a complete anthropology, how does this square with

26 See Sturm (2001), esp. pp. 174–178, for more details on this. Sturm argues that Kant,
with this methodological stance, argues especially against Baumgarten, whom he
considers to be a strong proponent of introspectionist psychology.

27 XXV:1219–1220 (translation mine). Cf. Sturm (2001), pp. 174–175.
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Kant’s repeated claims that anthropology is a pragmatic discipline?
Certainly it cannot be denied that Kant’s anthropology has a pragmatic
aim, and that its main intention was to provide knowledge of the
world in order to teach what man ‘as a free-acting being makes of
himself, or can and should make of himself’ (VII:119). For that purpose,
anthropology is to provide students with knowledge that helps them
to go about in the world, and to govern and in�uence both themselves
and others. It thus aims at knowledge of man as a citizen of the world:

Such an anthropology, considered as knowledge of the world, which must
come after our schooling, is actually not yet called pragmatic when it
contains an extensive knowledge of things in the world, for example,
animals, plants, and minerals from various lands and cultures, but only
when it contains knowledge of the human being as a citizen of the world.
(VII:120)

�ere is thus no doubt concerning the aim of Kant’s anthropology: it
is pragmatic, and therefore practical. �at does not mean, however,
that everything it contains is pragmatic or practical in nature as well.
�e passage just cited indeed con�rms this, as it presents theoretical
knowledge of the world (here speci�cally of physical and biological
objects) as a �rst step in the direction of a pragmatic discipline: just in
virtue of containing this theoretical knowledge it is ‘not yet’ pragmatic.
Rather, it has to be applied to, implemented in a pragmatic context.
Hence Kant does not have any problems with presupposing theoretical
knowledge as a source for anthropology – and it is obvious that an
important part of the knowledge you need in order to govern yourself
and deal with other people concerns psychology.

In order to clarify this further, it is useful to distinguish here between
anthropology as the lecture course Kant o�ered, and the complete
anthropology as it is part of Kant’s encyclopaedia of the sciences.
As I argued, in the latter Kant distinguished between a theoretical
and a practical branch of anthropology, empirical psychology being
part of the theoretical branch. �e lecture course can conversely be
thought of as a mixture of both branches: it has a strong pragmatic
slant (and may justly be called pragmatic anthropology because of
that), but incorporates the parts of theoretical anthropology (empirical
psychology) where it is necessary to grasp the pragmatic knowledge
that is the purpose of the course.

It will be clear that the results we have obtained so far deviate from
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the common interpretations of Kant’s anthropology I discussed in the
previous section. Although Brandt is certainly right that the pragmatic
anthropology as Kant taught it is a practical discipline, his claims
do not hold for the broader conception of anthropology, which, as I
have argued, encompasses at least some theoretical cognition. More
speci�cally, according to Kant this broader conception of anthropology
contains empirical psychology, as the quotations from the Critique
of Pure Reason and the Critique of the Power of Judgment prove. Any
arguments that can be found in Kant’s works against the viability of
empirical psychology, I have argued, are to be understood as directed
at speci�c approaches to or methods applied in empirical psychology,
not at empirical psychology in general. It is thus clear that even after
the ‘pragmatic turn’ in the lectures Kant thought that a theoretical,
empirical psychological part within anthropology was viable. It is
therefore, I would suggest, more plausible that this pragmatic turn was
con�ned to anthropology as the speci�c lecture course, and did not apply
to the more encompassing discipline of a complete anthropology.

Further, it is perfectly all right if Louden singles out the moral
relevance of Kant’s anthropology. At the same time, however, it will
by now be clear that this point of view is one-sided, and should be
complemented by a broader view which encompasses not only the non-
moral side to human action in society, but also the theoretical parts
that have relevance outside of the merely practical.

5.3 Applied Logic as a �eory of Error

Now that we have reached the conclusion that Kant’s anthropology
contains empirical psychology, let us turn to the main aim of this
section – Kant’s account of applied logic. In chapter 2 we saw that
Kant makes a distinction within general logic between pure general and
applied general logic. His use of the term ‘applied logic’ is somewhat
idiosyncratic here, as he himself admits: it does not comprise ‘certain
exercises to which pure logic gives the rule’, as was common in his time
(A 54/B 78). Rather, it concerns the conditions under which thought is
exercised in the case of human beings, as can be inferred from the fact
that its counterpart, pure logic, is said to abstract

from all empirical conditions under which our understanding is exer-
cised, e.g. from the in�uence of the senses, from the play of imagination,
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the laws of memory, the power of custom, inclination, etc., hence also
from the sources of prejudice, indeed in general from all causes from
which certain cognitions arise or may be supposed to arise, because
these merely concern the understanding under certain circumstances
of its application, and experience is required in order to know these.
(A 53/B 77, translation modi�ed)

A few pages later Kant adds to this that applied logic ‘deals with atten-
tion, its hindrance and consequences, the cause of error, the condition of
doubt, of scruple, of conviction, etc.’ (A 54/B 79, translation modi�ed).

Now what do these characterizations of applied logic tell us about
this discipline? It seems quite clear that applied logic provides a descrip-
tion of the way thought proceeds in concreto, as carried out by actual
human beings. Moreover, as especially the last description quoted
reveals, applied logic is in e�ect an empirical doctrine of error: it deals
with the obstacles to correct reasoning, the ways in which concrete
thinkers (may) go astray. �erefore, by looking at what Kant says
about error and its causes, we can learn more about applied logic.

�e basics of Kant’s view of error can be found (among other places)
in the Critique of Pure Reason. At the start of the Transcendental Dialectic
Kant explains that error can arise when the understanding interacts
with other faculties (and especially with those of sensibility). Such
interaction may cause the understanding to deviate from its own laws:

In a cognition that thoroughly agrees with the laws of the understand-
ing there is no error. In a representation of sense (because it contains
no judgment at all) there is also no error. No force of nature can of itself
depart from its own laws. Hence neither the understanding by itself
(without the in�uence of another cause), nor the senses by themselves,
can err; the �rst cannot, because while it acts merely according to its
own laws, its e�ect (the judgment) must necessarily agree with these
laws. But the formal aspect of all truth consists in agreement with
the laws of the understanding. In the senses there is no judgment at
all, neither a true one nor a false one. Now because we have no other
sources of cognition besides these two, it follows that error is e�ected
only through the unnoticed in�uence of sensibility on understanding
[…].28

28 A 293–294/B 350. Cf. Jäsche Logic, IX:53. See also Re�. 2244 (1760s), XVI:283–284;
2250 (1770s), XVI:286; and 2259 (1780s–1790s), XVI:288.



Applied Logic as a �eory of Error 161

Hence, as applied logic deals with error, and as error is caused by the
illegitimate interaction of the understanding with other faculties of the
mind, applied logic has to deal with this interaction among mental
faculties.29 �e distinction between pure and applied logic, therefore,
is a distinction between studying the laws of the understanding as
it acts in isolation and studying the laws of the understanding as it
interacts with sensibility, for that will teach us what kind of misleading
in�uence sensibility may have on the understanding. �is state of
a�airs explains as well why applied logic needs recourse to empirical
psychology: understanding the way in which human beings can go
wrong in concrete instances of reasoning must be based on empirical
knowledge of the various faculties of the mind and the way in which
they interact – that is, it must be based on empirical psychology.

Indeed, in the Jäsche Logic applied logic is characterized in exactly
these terms. In the �rst section of the introduction, which expounds the
concept of (pure general) logic, it is made clear that pure general logic
does not take recourse to psychological, contingent principles, because
‘[i]n logic we do not want to know how the understanding is and does
think and how it has previously proceeded in thought, but rather how
it ought to proceed in thought’ (IX:14) – that is, pure general logic is
not a descriptive discipline, but one o�ering prescriptive rules. �e
second section then turns to the divisions of logic (in the broad sense),
and there we �nd applied logic de�ned as follows:

In pure logic we separate the understanding from the other powers
of the mind and consider what it does by itself alone. Applied logic
considers the understanding insofar as it is mixed with the other powers
of the mind, which in�uence its actions and misdirect it, so that it does
not proceed in accordance with the laws which it quite well sees to
be correct. Applied logic really ought not to be called logic. It is a
psychology in which we consider how things customarily go on in our
thought, not how they ought to go on. In the end it admittedly says
what one ought to do in order to make correct use of the understanding
under various subjective obstacles and restrictions; and we can also
learn from it what furthers the correct use of the understanding, the
means of aiding it, or the cures for logical mistakes and errors. But

29 Of course, Kant distinguishes transcendental error as well, caused by transcendental
illusion. Applied logic does not deal with that, only with what one could call
empirical error.
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propaedeutic it simply is not. For psychology, from which everything
in applied logic must be taken, is part of the philosophical sciences, to
which logic ought to be the propaedeutic. (IX:18)

�is passage con�rms my interpretation of applied logic and its relation
to psychology. In order to explain errors as made by actual human
beings and to enable one to deal with them, we need a discipline that
tells us how the understanding interacts with other faculties of the
human mind, and how these interactions can make the understanding
deviate from its own laws. Such consideration presumably gives us
rules, additional to those of pure general logic, that teach us how
to avoid or to overcome the errors we are prone to – or at least it
shows what kind of processes need care and attention in order not to
run o� course. Given this characterization of applied logic, it is not
surprising that the passage in which Kant introduces applied logic
in the Critique of Pure Reason, indeed mentions a number of mental
faculties that might interfere with the understanding: ‘the in�uence of
the senses, […] the play of imagination, the laws of memory’ (A 53/B 77).
Neither should it be a surprise that these three faculties are all treated in
Kant’s anthropology.30 �erefore, connecting this to the results of the
previous section, it will be clear that there is a close connection between
applied logic and anthropology, at least to the part of anthropology
that consists of empirical psychology. Because Kant relegates empirical
psychology to anthropology, it is in anthropology that we must seek
the principles that applied logic requires in order to ful�l its task. In
order to substantiate this claim, I will now turn to a concrete example
of what applied logic would be.

5.4 An Example of Applied Logic: Prejudice

Although Kant had a rather clear view of applied logic, and repeatedly
indicates its place in the broader science of logic, he never actually
o�ered an explicit applied logic. However, we can reconstruct an
example from his works, especially from his lectures on logic and his
anthropology. I will reconstruct the case of prejudice. In the eighteenth

30 VII:153–167 (the senses); VII:167–196 (the imagination); and VII:182–185 (memory,
being a sub-faculty of the imagination).
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century, prejudice was commonly dealt with in logic,31 and Kant, in
his lectures on logic, is no exception. According to the Critique of
Pure Reason treatment of ‘the in�uence of the senses, […] the play
of imagination, the laws of memory, the power of habit, inclination,
etc., hence also from the sources of prejudice’ pertains to applied logic
(A 53/B 77). Consequently, an analysis of what prejudice is and how it
is caused should provide us with a concrete example of what applied
logic is about and how it is connected to anthropology.

Prejudices, according to the Jäsche Logic, are ‘provisional judgments
insofar as they are accepted as principles’ (IX:75). A provisional judgement,
in turn, is a judgement ‘in which I represent that while there are more
grounds for the truth of a thing than against it, these grounds still do not
su	ce for a determining or de�nitive judgment, through which I simply
decide for the truth’ (IX:74). Hence the main problem of prejudices
is that they are taken as objective and determining instead of merely
provisional; they are caused by the mistake that ‘subjective grounds
are falsely held to be objective, due to a lack of re�ection, which must
precede all judging’.32

For Kant, thus, prejudice is a source of error: any cognition built
on principles that are provisional judgements, and that thus rests on
merely subjective grounds, is liable to error. To see what Kant’s account
of prejudice has to do with empirical psychology, and thus why it is
part of applied logic, we have to look into the sources of prejudice –
after all it is these sources that Kant says are treated in applied logic.
Now the principal sources of prejudice, as the Jäsche Logic tells us,
are ‘imitation, custom, and inclination [Nachahmung, Gewohnheit, und
Neigung]’.33 Similarly, in the Critique of Pure Reason Kant mentions both
custom and inclination and connects them with the sources of prejudice
(note the ‘hence’ in the quotation given above). Even though prejudice
itself is not treated explicitly in the Anthropology, we do �nd a treatment
of its sources. I will go over them brie�y.

Inclination is de�ned in the Anthropology as ‘habitual sensible desire’
(VII:251; cf. VII:265). Inclination thus explicitly pertains to sensibility,

31 See for example §§ 1011–1016 of Wol�’s Latin Logic, GW II.1:729–733; §§ 168–172
of Meier’s Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre, XVI:396–429.

32 IX:76. For similar accounts of prejudice, see the Vienna Logic, XXIV:863�; Philippi
Logic), XXIV:424–425; Re�. 2530 (1775–1778), XVI:406–407.

33 IX:76 (translation modi�ed; the Cambridge translation has ‘habit’ for ‘Gewohnheit’.
Cf. Blomberg Logic, XXIV:166; Philippi Logic, XXIV:425; Pölitz Logic, XXIV:547–548;
Re�. 2519 (1760s), XVI:403; Re�. 2550 (1790s or early 1800s), XVI:412.
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more speci�cally to the sensible part of the faculty of desire. Hence, if
inclination serves as a basis for a judgement, this judgement is subjective
and cannot serve as a principle for objective knowledge. If it is taken
thus, however, it is a prejudice. �is source of prejudice, therefore, can
be understood only by inquiring into the way the faculty of desire
interferes with the understanding.

Custom is also treated in the Anthropology, and it is de�ned as
‘subjective-practical necessity […], and so designates a certain degree
of will, acquired through the frequently repeated use of one’s faculty’
VII:147). In a note from the 1780s Kant alternatively describes it as ‘the
ease of execution through frequent repetition.’34 He connects custom
to the law of association as it belongs to the reproductive imagination:
‘empirical representations that have frequently followed one another
produce a custom in the mind such that when one idea is produced,
the other also comes into being’.35 �is interpretation of the basis for
the subjective necessity of custom is con�rmed by a note in Kant’s logic
textbook, where he writes that concepts belong to a consciousness
‘partly in accordance with laws of the imagination, thus subjectively,
or of the understanding, i.e., objectively valid for every being that
has understanding’.36 Consequently, custom is a subjective necessity,
not an objective one, based upon the workings of the reproductive
imagination.37 Hence, a prejudice arises if a judgement based on custom
(i.e. based on subjective necessity deriving from the laws of association)
is taken for a sound judgement expressing an objective necessity and on
which one can safely base other judgements. In order to understand and
explain the possibility of this kind of prejudice, we need to understand
the way in which the reproductive imagination works and how it
interferes with the understanding.

Imitation, �nally, is the least clear-cut case. In his Anthropology Kant
treats it most conspicuously in the context of explaining genius, i.e.
the ‘originality of the cognitive faculty’.38 Imitation is contrasted with
genius, as the latter is supposed to produce original things. Still, not all
imitation is considered harmful for genius: it is indispensable in order

34 Re�. 1510 (1780s), XV:829 (translation mine).
35 VII:176 (translation modi�ed). For the distinction between productive and repro-

ductive imagination, see the Critique of Pure Reason, B 152.
36 Re�. 3051 (late 1770s to 1780s), XVI:633.
37 Cf. Kant’s treatment of David Hume’s conception of custom in the Critique of Pure

Reason, B 127–128, A 760/B 788, and A 765/B 793.
38 VII:224. Cf. the Critique of the Power of Judgment, V:309 and 318–319.
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to learn ‘certain mechanical basic rules, namely rules concerning the
appropriateness of the product to the underlying idea; that is, truth in
the presentation of the object that one is thinking of’ (VII:225, transla-
tion mine). Here imitation is connected to a treatment of imagination,
something which is explicit in a note where Kant writes: ‘Imagination
[…] is either productive or reproductive. �e �rst belongs to genius, the
second to imitation and memory’.39 In this speci�c context, however,
it is not clear what imitation has to do with prejudice. �e most likely
connection can be found in Kant’s treatment of character. For Kant,
the character of a person is closely related to authenticity – it refers to
traits that are characteristic or peculiar. In the 1770s Kant notes: ‘the
spirit of imitation aims at the singular, and is also not characteristic
[eigenthümlich]’,40 and ‘Imitator: no character’.41 He is more speci�c on
what character is in another note dating from the 1780s:

For character in general it is required, �rst, that man has a will of his
own, that is neither imitated nor guided by someone else. �erefore he
has to decide on the basis of his own consideration what he decides,
not on the basis of fashionable rules of life. At the same time he has to
be not so weak as to want to please and comply with everybody […].
Second, he must practice not to act through instinct and tempers or
whims, but according to principles; in the same vein not according to
custom. �ird, he has to keep word to himself, even if only in order to
know that his intention will not be futile, that is to say perseverance or
�rmness of intention: tenax propositi vir [a man �rm in purpose], not
out of stubbornness, but out of principles. Fourth, always keep word
to others, so that he has character also in the eyes of others. Hence
choice of maxims.42

From these notes, I suggest, we can gather that for Kant imitation is a
form of distortion of one’s own character, leading one to act in ways
that are not based on proper, objective principles. Obviously, these
notes have a pragmatic slant – they concern our behaviour towards
others. Nonetheless, analogous considerations apply to the context of
logic: blindly adopting other people’s judgements and taking them as

39 Re�. 1504 (1780–1784), XV:805.
40 Re�. 761 (1772–1773), XV:332 (translation mine).
41 Re�. 1495 (1773–1778), XV:759 (translation mine).
42 Re�. 1517 (1780s), XV:865–866 (translation mine).
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objective grounds for other cognitions makes one liable to mistakes.
Hence it is not di	cult to see that imitation can be a source of prejudice.
However, it remains unclear what psychological knowledge is needed
in order to explain imitation. It may be the case that the (reproductive)
imagination plays a role, as is hinted at in the passages on imitation and
genius – the imagination may be (partly) responsible for the process
of copying other people’s judgements, or that of getting so used to
those judgements that one starts trusting them as if they were based
on sound principles. Perhaps it is character, or rather the lack thereof,
which explains one’s susceptibility to imitation. Reading through the
anthropology lectures and the Re�ections pertaining to them, I cannot
�nd more conclusive leads. In this case, therefore, the link between
anthropology and empirical psychology remains weak.

Taking stock, the example of prejudice makes clearer what applied
logic is, and how it is connected to anthropology. As we saw, the sources
of prejudice all have to do with the interaction of the understanding
with other faculties, which lead one to take subjective grounds as if they
were objective. Understanding such errors, and being able to avoid
them, therefore requires knowledge concerning the various faculties of
the human mind. For this kind of knowledge applied logic has to draw
on the empirical psychology as it can be found in anthropology.

5.5 Applied Logic: Conclusions

In this chapter I have investigated Kant’s conception of applied logic.
I have argued that applied logic is a branch of logic that deals with errors
that arise from the interference with the understanding by sensibility.
Because empirical psychology is the science that treats the various
faculties of the mind and their interaction, it is understandable that
applied logic rests on empirical psychology.

An important concomitant aim of this section was furthermore to
argue for a new view of Kant’s conception of anthropology. Interpret-
ations of Kant’s anthropology that solely stress its practical (moral
or pragmatic) nature fail to recognize its theoretical relevance. As
a complement to such interpretations, I have argued, �rst, that a
complete anthropology comprises empirical psychology, i.e. the empir-
ical, descriptive study of the faculties of the human mind. Although
Kant is critical of a number of methodological tools used in empirical
psychology, and although he denies the possibility of certain kinds of
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empirical psychology altogether, he nonetheless does not want to get
rid of it completely. In Kant’s view, empirical psychology, even though it
is not a proper science, still enables us to obtain systematically ordered
knowledge of the mind that can be used in various other disciplines.
Among these disciplines are not only moral anthropology (the ap-
plication of moral principles in the case of human beings, including
the speci�c obstacles and hindrances to moral behaviour that derive
from the speci�c mental constitution of human beings) and pragmatic
anthropology (the application of knowledge of human beings in the
service of prudential comportment in society), but also applied logic.

Because of this connection to anthropology, on might as well, in
analogy to moral anthropology, call applied logic logical anthropology,
or, as Kant calls it himself in a note in his textbook for his lectures on
logic, anthropological logic: ‘anthropological logica is applicata’.43

43 Re�. 3332 (1780s, perhaps late 1770s), XVI:783.





CHAPTER 6

Transcendental Logic and the a priori Content of
Cognition

IN THE PRESENT CHAPTER AND THE NEXT, we turn to the �nal,
and for Kant’s project certainly the most important, branch of logic –
transcendental logic. I have already brie�y discussed transcendental
logic in contradistinction to pure general logic in chapter 2. �ere I
argued that Kant demarcated pure general logic from transcendental
logic by means of its abstractness, or rather, one of the senses of abstract-
ness. Pure general logic is abstract in the sense that it does not regard
the ‘content of cognition’, that is, its relation to the object, whereas
transcendental logic is concerned precisely with this relation. Indeed,
Kant introduces transcendental logic as a logic that does ‘not abstract
from all content of cognition’, and that contains ‘merely the rules of
the pure thinking of an object’ (A 55–56/B 80).

But Kant says more when introducing transcendental logic, and it is
useful to cite the relevant passages here. �e de�nition just given already
stresses that transcendental logic concerns the pure or a priori thought
or cognition of objects. �is is further explained by Kant as the concern
for the origin of cognition, something with which, again, general logic
has nothing to do: ‘that logic that contained merely the rules of the
pure thinking of an object would exclude all those cognitions that
were of empirical content. It would therefore concern the origin of our
cognitions of objects insofar as that [origin] cannot be ascribed to the
objects; while general logic, on the contrary, has nothing to do with
this origin of cognition’ (A 55–56/B 80). A page and a half later Kant
recapitulates as follows:

In the expectation, therefore, that there can perhaps be concepts that
may be related to objects a priori, not as pure or sensible intuitions but
rather merely as acts of pure thinking, that are thus concepts but of
neither empirical nor aesthetic origin, we provisionally formulate the
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idea of a science of the pure cognition of understanding and of reason,
by means of which we think objects completely a priori. Such a science,
which would determine the origin, the domain, and the objective
validity of such cognitions, would have to be called transcendental
logic, since it has to do merely with the laws of the understanding and
reason, but solely insofar as it is related to objects a priori and not, as
general logic, to empirical as well as pure cognitions of reason without
distinction.1

Any interpretation of Kant’s notion of transcendental logic should
explain the characteristics that he ascribes to this logic here: that it
concerns the origin, the domain and the objective validity of a certain
kind of cognitions, namely, the pure cognition of understanding and
of reason by means of which we think objects completely a priori.
And it is the aim of this chapter to do just that. I will go about by
addressing two speci�c issues, in the course of which I will clarify what
it means that transcendental logic in some way concerns the content of
cognition and the three aspects just mentioned. �e �rst issue, treated
in section 6.1, concerns the precise nature of the content of cognition, the
element by means of which Kant distinguishes transcendental logic
from general logic. I will investigate this notion and engage critically
with especially one recent contribution by Clinton Tolley, which also
focuses on this notion. I will argue that although Tolley is right in
emphasizing that for Kant the content of cognition in this context
consists in its relation to the object, his interpretation of what this
relation consists in is inadequate. I will argue instead that this relation
is established by means of the a priori synthesis of the manifold of intuition
into a representation of an object. �is section thus deals with the objective
validity of cognition.

�e second issue, which is the topic of section 6.2, concerns the
question whether Kant considered transcendental logic to be a par-

1 A 57/B 81–82. �e Cambridge translation has in the �rst line: ‘a science of pure
understanding and of the pure cognition of reason’, following the text of the A and
B editions. I follow Timmermann’s (and Erdmann’s) suggestion that a hyphen
is missing after ‘Verstandes’. In the last line the Cambridge translation has ‘but
solely insofar as they are related to objects a priori and not, as in the case of general
logic, to empirical as well as pure cognitions of reason without distinction’, as they
prefer the reading of the Akademie-Ausgabe over the text of the A and B editions.
Here I think there is no reason to depart from the A and B editions.
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ticular logic. �is section deals with both the domain and the origin
of cognition. �e suggestion that transcendental logic is a particular
logic, which has been most forcefully championed by Giorgio Tonelli,
and which is common currency in modern Kant scholarship, seems
to be a plausible view at �rst sight. �e view has been challenged,
however, in two recent contributions by María Jesús Vázquez Lobeiras
and Clinton Tolley. On the basis of the results of my extensive treatment
of Kant’s notion of particular logic in chapter 4 and the relevant texts
from the Critique I will argue that Tolley and Vázquez Lobeiras are
right in denying that transcendental logic is a particular logic, but that
their reasons are not convincing. Especially Tolley tends to simplify
both the view of his opponents and Kant’s own position. For although
he is right to argue that the scope of transcendental logic in terms of
objects is just as general as that of general logic, he neglects the fact
that Kant explicitly restricts transcendental logic in terms of the kind
of cognition it concerns. In criticizing his opponents, he is therefore in a
sense merely tilting at windmills. I will argue thus that transcendental
logic is not a particular logic on account of the supposed particularity
of its object, because its object is just as general as that of general
logic. Still, transcendental logic is restricted in scope because it only
codi�es rules for a priori cognition, not for empirical cognition. As such,
it is my contention that whereas general logic concerns all cognition
about all objects, and particular logic concerns all cognition about
some objects, transcendental logic concerns some cognition about all
objects.

6.1 Transcendental Logic and the Content of Cognition

Because transcendental logic is distinguished from (pure) general logic
by not abstracting from all content of cognition, we have to investigate
what Kant meant by the content of cognition and especially what he
meant by the speci�c kind or element of content that transcendental
logic deals with.

Unfortunately, content is a rather obscure notion in Kant’s philoso-
phy, even though the term might seem so simple. Perhaps because of
its deceptive simplicity, the notion has not received much scholarly
attention, as is testi�ed by the fact that two important Kant dictionaries
in use today, that of Eisler and that of Caygill, do not include it as a
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lemma.2 �e same holds true for the dictionary compiled by Mellin
around 1800.3 Nevertheless, it is an important notion – as is already
testi�ed by its role in demarcating transcendental logic from pure
general logic – and it deserves serious study. Because of that, it is
fortunate that there is one very recent contribution that treats Kant’s
notion of content explicitly and exclusively – a study by Clinton Tolley.4
In the following I will draw on his work, but also engage critically with
it.

6.1.1 Tolley’s Account of the Content of Cognition
Let me �rst brie�y provide the main lines of Tolley’s position. In
his paper Clinton Tolley casts the views extant among commentat-
ors concerning Kant’s notion of the content of cognition into three
categories, which he designates as a psychologistic interpretation, a
Russellian interpretation, and a third view, his own, which may be called
a content-as-relation interpretation. �e psychologistic interpretation takes
the content of cognition to consist in ‘some inner private introspectible
feature of a mental state, perhaps akin to an image or picture’. As
proponents of this view Tolley mentions A.J. Ayer, Lewis White Beck,
Jonathan Bennett, Alberto Co�a and Michael Potter.5 �e Russellian
interpretation, on the other hand, takes the content of cognition to be
the object referred to, and interprets this content along the same lines
as Frege’s notion of reference. Here Tolley mentions John McDowell,
Jay Rosenberg, Derk Pereboom and Timothy Rosenkoetter.6 His own
interpretation, �nally, takes the content of cognition to consist in its
relation to the object, and this is taken along the same lines as Frege’s
notion of sense. Tolley acknowledges that he is not the �rst to suggest
this (he mentions Wilfrid Sellars, Gerhard Knauss, Charles Parsons,
Robert Hanna and Robert Greenberg as earlier proponents of this
view), but he notes that these scholars have not provided proper textual
support for it.7 In the elaboration of his own view, Tolley sharply

2 See Eisler (2002 [1930]) and Caygill (1995); the omission of the lemma ‘content’
has been noted by Rosenkoetter (2009), p. 205 n. 41 and by Tolley (2011), p. 20
n. 11.

3 Mellin (1797–1804).
4 Tolley (2011). Tolley treats Kant’s notion of content in other contributions as well,

notably in Tolley (2007) and Tolley (2012), but far less extensively.
5 Tolley (2011), p. 1.
6 Tolley (2011), pp. 1–2.
7 Tolley (2011), p. 2.
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distinguishes a cognition’s relation to its object both from the act of
cognition and from the object of cognition. He then proceeds to give
arguments for the theses that content of cognition is to be equated
with its relation to the object and that content is not to be equated
with either the act or the object of cognition.8 �e arguments Tolley
provides are the following.9

For the identi�cation of the content of cognition and its relation to
the object, Tolley gives a number of passages from the Critique of Pure
Reason in which Kant explicitly equates the two.10 He discounts the
Russellian interpretation (which can rely on textual evidence as well)
because the passages it relies on are predominantly found in the Jäsche
Logic and the Re�ections, arguing that it is more likely to �nd unreliable
or elliptical formulations there than in the works Kant prepared for
publication himself.11

For the distinction between the content of cognition and the object
of cognition Tolley provides two arguments. First, Tolley argues that
Kant holds that true and false judgements both relate to an object –
not only a true judgement relates to an object (as is clear from Kant’s
nominal de�nition of truth, that it is ‘agreement of cognition with
its object’, A 58/B 82), also a false one: ‘a cognition is false if it does
not agree with the object to which it is related’ (A 58/B 83). To give an
example (the example is mine): the judgement ‘�e current president of
the United States of America was born in Hawaii’ is true and it relates
to the object Barack Obama; the judgement ‘�e current president of

8 Tolley’s actual presentation is more complex, as he defends six theses, three of
which concern the points I mention; the others in fact double up the content/object
and content/act distinctions by also stating that the relation of cognition to object
is distinct from both object and act of cognition; a �nal thesis e�ectively states
that the act of cognition is to be distinguished from content, relation and object
of cognition. So all in all Tolley treats all six possible relations between content,
relation, act and object, only a	rming the identity of content and relation.

9 Tolley’s account, again, is more complex. He distinguishes the content of concepts
sharply from the content of intuitions (as cognitions are for Kant either concepts
or intuitions, see A 320/B 376–377), and gives a di�erent interpretation for each. In
the following, I will, however, focus on the case of concepts for brevity’s sake, only
touching on his account of the content of intuitions at the end of my presentation
of Tolley’s views. For a more elaborate case concerning intuitions, see Tolley
(forthcoming–b).

10 Tolley (2011), p. 8. �e passages he cites are found on A 55/B 79, A 58/B 83, A 62–
63/B 87, B 67; I have already quoted some of these passages in chapter 2.

11 Tolley (2011), pp. 7, 9.
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the United States of America was born in Kenya’ is false – but it relates
to the object Barack Obama all the same. �e di�erence between a
true and a false judgement thus lies not in its object, but in the relation
to the object, Tolley argues: it is agreement or opposition. And indeed
Kant states that truth ‘concerns precisely this content’, where ‘this
content’ refers back to ‘the content of cognition (relation to its object)’
in the immediately preceding clause (A 58–59/B 83). Consequently,
Tolley argues, although a true and a false judgement have the same
object, their content, that is, their relation to that object, is di�erent.
Hence, Tolley concludes, the content of cognition is distinct from its
object.12

�e second argument for the same conclusion is based on Kant’s
distinction between analytic and synthetic judgements. Tolley argues
that in an analytic judgement the subject and predicate concepts relate
to the same object, and do so in the same way: they relate to the object
by means of the same (partial) concept. It is hard to understand what
he means, for his view leads to very strange conclusions. I can only try
to make sense of it, but in the end I fear I cannot provide any sensible
reading of his views. For let us consider the following example (again,
the example is provided by me, elaborating what Tolley has in mind
presumably): in the judgement ‘all bodies are extended’, both concepts
relate to their object by means of the concept ‘extension’, although
in the case of the concept ‘body’ the concept ‘extension’ is a partial
concept contained in the concept ‘body’. Both concepts thus relate
to the same property of the object (being extended) by means of the
same (partial) concept (’extension’) – thus their relation to the object is
identical. For synthetic judgements this is not the case: although again
the subject and predicate concept of a synthetic judgement relate to the
same object, they do so in a di�erent way, that is, by means of di�erent
(partial) concepts relating to di�erent properties of the same object.
For example (again provided by me): in the judgement ‘all bodies are
heavy’, both concepts relate to the same object, but they do so by means
of di�erent partial concepts. Presumably, ‘body’ relates to the object
by means of the partial concept ‘extension’, whereas ‘heavy’ relates to
this object by means of a di�erent partial concept. In this case there
is thus a distinction between the object of cognition and the relation
of the cognition to that object, Tolley argues, and because again Kant
characterizes the di�erence between analytic and synthetic judgements

12 Tolley (2011), pp. 5–6, 10.
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as one ‘according to the content’13, he concludes that the content of
cognition is distinguished from its object.14

�e argument for the distinction between the content of cognition
and the act of cognition is somewhat looser. Tolley basically argues
that because in order to make synthetic judgements that are valid for
everyone else just as they are for me, a judger must be able to relate his
cognition in the same two ways to the object as everybody else is able
to. �is implies that the relation of cognition to its object, and thus
the content of cognition, is independent from the individual acts of
cognition.15

At least two things are noteworthy in Tolley’s account. In the �rst
place, Tolley more or less explicitly connects Kant’s notion of the
content of concepts to his notion of the content of cognition as its
relation to the object. �e former concerns the intension of concepts,
and as we have already seen, it concerns the partial concepts contained
in a (complex) concept – e.g. the partial concepts ‘animal’ and ‘rational’
that make up the content of the concept ‘human’. �e latter concerns
the relation of a cognition to its object. Now although it is by no means
evident if and how the former can be linked to the latter, Tolley does not
spill much ink over it. Moreover, in his dissertation (published in 2007),
Tolley explicitly distinguishes the two notions: ‘this containment-“in”
sense of conceptual “Inhalt” seems to be of a quite di�erent sort from
the sense given by Kant in those passages which articulate the formality
of logic [and which speak of the content of cognition as its relation to
the object, JZ]’ – and Tolley even proposes not to use the term ‘content’
for the content of a concept, but rather the term ‘intension’, so as to not
con�ate the two notions.16 Tolley has thus clearly shifted his position,
and that calls for an explanation. Now in fact Tolley does seem to
realize that there is something to argue for, as in another very recent
article he addresses the issue in a footnote. He says the following:

We can connect the earlier conception of the content of a cognition as
(i) the cognition’s relation to an object with the present conception of

13 Prolegomena, IV:266.
14 Tolley (2011), pp. 10–12.
15 Tolley (2011), pp. 13–16.
16 Tolley (2007), pp. 352–353. Tolley is not the only one, moreover, to make this

distinction between the two kinds of content – see for example Rosenkoetter
(2009), p. 205.
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content as (ii) what is contained or thought ‘in’ the cognition in the
following manner: when we relate to an object by thinking of it, say, as
a human, we are implicitly relating to it as we would be by explicitly
thinking of it as rational and as an animal. �e converse is also true:
thinking a set of concepts as related (e.g. <animal + rational>) just is
representationally relating to an (indeterminate) object that bears the
marks represented by those concepts (some thing that is animal and
rational). �is follows from Kant’s persistent rejection of the analysis
of the abstraction involved in concept-formation as the abstraction of a
new something (abstrahere aliquid), a something that has a self-standing
independent existence, rather than merely involving the abstraction
from something else (abstrahere ab aliquo), a focus on a non-independent
aspect of a thing […].17

In my opinion, however, these remarks are not su	cient to buttress
the claim that we can equate the two notions of content. Granted that
if we relate to an object by thinking of it as a human, we implicitly
relate to it as we would by explicitly thinking of it as rational and
as an animal: how does this give us anything more than a statement
about the conceptual relations between ‘human’, ‘rational’ and ‘animal’,
and at best a relation to the (general-logical) conception of an object
in general? It does not yet tell us that we need the partial concepts
‘rational’ and ‘animal’ in order to establish the relation to the object of
the concept ‘human’. It would even seem that the analysis of a concept
is enough to establish its relation to an object, which would imply that
the instruments of general logic su	ce for this. Certainly that cannot
be what Kant meant. Neither does the reference to Kant’s theory of
abstraction take us further, for that only tells us that no concept has an
independent existence apart from the object from which it is abstracted
– but that is valid for concepts just as much as it is for partial concepts.18
Kant’s account of abstraction does not tell us that we need the partial
concepts contained in any concept in order to relate to objects – nor
does it explain this.

Still, let us try to understand what Tolley may mean. If the content

17 Tolley (2012), p. 434 n. 38.
18 Indeed, in the examples I provided above, it is not much of a help to explain

the relation between the concept ‘body’ and the object by means of the relation
between the partial concept ‘extension’ and the property of the object, for how is
this last relation to be explained?
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of a concept, that is its intension, must be or establish the relation of
the concept to the object to which it is to apply, then presumably a
concept relates to the object through the partial concepts contained
in it. To use the familiar example: the concept ‘human’ must relate
to all human beings by means of the partial concepts ‘animal’ and
‘rational’. Because these partial concepts relate to the properties of
being an animal and being rational, which are shared by all human
beings, one might say that the concept ‘human’ relates to the objects it
applies to because its partial concepts relate to certain properties that
pertain to the objects. One could further specify this by noting that the
object to which the concept applies is given in intuition, and that the
relevant properties must be somehow given as intuitive marks. �at
implies that the partial concepts contained in the concept ‘human’ are
related to the intuitive marks contained in the complete intuition of a
human being.

�is reading of the content of concepts as establishing the relation
between concept and object is not without basis in Kant’s text. For in
the famous Stufenleiter passage Kant classi�es a concept as a species of
cognition (which is an objective perception), and says of it that it relates
to the object ‘mediately, by means of a mark [Merkmal], which can be
common to several things’ (A 320/B 377). �is would seem to con�rm
Tolley’s reading. However, if we further investigate Kant’s account of
the relation of concepts to objects, I think we have to abandon this
interpretation. Let me explain.

�e Stufenleiter passage is not the only place in the Critique were Kant
treats the way in which a concept relates to an object. Two other passages
allow us to make a more precise reconstruction of the relationship under
scrutiny. Firstly, in the Metaphysical Deduction Kant writes: ‘Since
no representation pertains to [geht auf ] the object immediately except
intuition alone, a concept is thus never immediately related to an object,
but is always related to some other representation of it (whether that
be an intuition or itself already a concept)’ (A 68/B 93). He continues
to provide the following example:

So in the judgment, e.g., ‘All bodies are divisible,’ the concept of the
divisible is related to various other concepts; among these, however, it
is here particularly related to the concept of body, and this in turn is
related to certain appearances that come before us. �ese objects are
therefore mediately represented by the concept of divisibility. (A 68–
69/B 93–94)
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Secondly, on the �rst page of the Transcendental Analytic we read the
following:

but they [objects] are thought through the understanding, and from
it arise concepts. But all thought, whether straightaway (directe) or
through a detour (indirecte), must ultimately be related to intuitions,
thus, in our case, to sensibility, since there is no other way in which
objects can be given to us. (A 19/B 33)

Now the �rst thing that these passages make clear is that eventually
concepts relate to objects by means of intuitions. �is is the crucial
element in Kant’s account which Tolley glosses over. Going up in a
conceptual tree does not bring us a hair closer to intuitons – and
neither does going down the tree, for that matter, for according to Kant
there are no lowest concepts. �e relation of a concept to an intuition
can only be established in a judgement, not in a conceptual tree. But
Tolley’s account has even more problems. For the passage from the
Metaphysical Deduction also tells us how a concept is related to an
object in case it is not immediately related to an intuition. For there he
describes a case where in a judgement a concept is related to another
concept, and through that second concept to an intuition. It is the
concept of divisibility that is related to the concept of body, which in
turn is related to intuition. What we must note here is that the concept
‘divisible’ is a concept that is higher than the concept ‘body’, and is
contained in the latter concept – divisibility is part of the content of
the concept of body.19 So it is the partial concept that relates to the
object by means of the concept it is part of. If we compare this to
Tolley’s account, we can see that it has two shortcomings: it does not
take into account the di�erence between concept and judgement, and
he presents the mediating relation of concepts the wrong way around.
For according to his interpretation, it should be the concept of body
that relates to the object by means of the concept of divisibility. If the
content of a concept is its relation to the object, then the content of
the concept ‘body’, which at least comprises the concept ‘divisible’,
should be the mediating element. From Kant’s text we can see that this

19 To be precise, divisibility is not an immediate partial concept of the concept of
body, but it is a partial concept of the concept of extension, which is a partial
concept of the concept of body. It is thus what Kant calls an attribute of the concept
of body. See On a Discovery, VIII:230.
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is not the case. Consequently, I can see no basis for Tolley’s view that
the content of a concept is its relation to the object – on the contrary,
Tolley seems to turn Kant’s actual views upside down.

A second noteworthy point of Tolley’s account of the content of
cognition that I would like discuss is the fact that it implies that the
relation of cognition to the object can consist in a number of quite
di�erent things. In the course of his article, we �nd that the relation of
cognition to the object is taken to consist in (1) agreement or opposition
(according to the argument based on Kant’s account of truth)20; (2) the
partial concepts contained in a concept (according to the argument
based on the distinction between analytic and synthetic judgements)21;
(3) the spatial relation of a perceiving subject to the object (according to
his account of the content of intuitions, which I have glossed over in my
overview)22. Now whatever the merit of each of these suggestions on its
own, it is suspicious, to say the least, if an account of a single notion ends
up in providing three speci�cations of that notion that are so disparate
as these three. Clearly Tolley thinks all three are a speci�cation of a
relation between cognition and object, but he o�ers no guide as to
when to apply which speci�cation.23 If we add to this the result of
our analysis of his reading of content of concepts as their relation to
the object, we can conclude that Tolley’s interpretation is �awed in
its elaboration. Nevertheless, I think he is right in claiming that the
content of cognition should be read in the context of characterizing
transcendental logic as the relation to its object, and in the remainder
of this section I will explain why I think so.

6.1.2 �e Content of Cognition and Synthesis
I will not spend much time explaining why I think that for Kant in the
context of characterizing transcendental logic the content of cognition
consists in its relation to the object. For one, Kant says so himself a
number of times.24 Moreover, transcendental logic, which Kant says

20 Tolley (2011), pp. 5–6, 10.
21 Tolley (2011), pp. 10–12.
22 Tolley (2011), p. 12.
23 One might surmise that he intends to link the �rst speci�cation to judgement, the

second to concepts, and the third to intuitions, which would yield a rather neat
picture. Tolley does not explicitly say so, however, and such an account would
need more textual basis than Tolley provides.

24 See A 55/B 79, A 58/B 83, A 62–63/B 87. I have already cited some of these passages
in chapter 2.
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does not abstract from all content of cognition, is concerned precisely
with the relation of cognitions to objects. As Kant says it in his �rst
introduction of transcendental logic, this logic is a science that contains
‘the rules of the pure thinking of an object’ (A 55/B 80), or alternatively,
‘a science of pure understanding and of the pure cognition of reason,
by means of which we think objects completely a priori’ (A 57/B 81). It
is su	ciently clear, then, that the content of cognition in this context
concerns its relation to objects.

So although Tolley is right in pointing to the fact that Kant at crucial
moments characterizes the content of cognition as its relation to the
object, we have also seen that his further account of what this relation
to objects consists in does not come o� the ground. Let us see, then,
whether we can provide a more convincing reading of this issue.

I think we can �nd the crucial clues as to what Kant meant with the
content of cognition in the context of transcendental logic precisely
there where he introduces the core elements of this logic, viz. the
categories. �ere Kant says that the content of cognition is generated
by synthesis:

�e synthesis of a manifold, however, (whether it be given empirically
or a priori) �rst brings forth a cognition, which to be sure may initially
still be raw and confused, and thus in need of analysis; yet the synthesis
alone is that which properly collects the elements for cognitions and
uni�es them into a certain content […]. (A 77–78/B 103)

Now if synthesis generates the content of cognition, and if the content of
cognition is its relation to its object, then synthesis must be responsible
for this relation. So we must �rst investigate what Kant means with
synthesis here, before we can answer the question how this synthesis
establishes the relation between cognition and object. If we know that,
we can see what it means that transcendental logic takes into account
the a priori content of cognition.

So what is synthesis according to Kant? He de�nes it as follows:
‘By synthesis in the most general sense, however, I understand the
action of putting di�erent representations together with each other and
comprehending their manifoldness in one cognition’ (A 77/B 103).25 An

25 Cf. Kant’s characterization on B 130: ‘all combination, whether we are conscious
of it or not, whether it is a combination of the manifold of intuition or of several
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example might be the putting together of a number of sensations, for
instance those of a yellow colour, a curved shape and a sweet smell into
the intuition of a banana.

�is synthesis, we are told in the next paragraph, is the work of
the imagination. But this synthesis alone does not produce cognition,
for it consists merely in the putting together of sensations. Cognition
only arises when the understanding steps in. Kant says it as follows: ‘to
bring this synthesis to concepts [auf Begri�e] is a function that pertains to
the understanding, and by means of which it �rst produces cognitions
in the proper sense’ (A 78/B 103). Cognition is thus produced by an
interplay of synthesis and concepts.

We can understand what Kant means if we consider Béatrice Longue-
nesse’s seminal analysis of concept as rules.26 Concepts serve as rules
for Kant, she maintains, in two senses. �e sense that is relevant for us
is that a concept is a rule ‘insofar as it is the consciousness of the unity
of an act of sensible synthesis or the consciousness of the procedure
for generating a sensible intuiton’.27 �is concerns precisely the way
in which a concept can give unity to the synthesis of a manifold of
intuition. Let us see what that means by considering two examples.

In the case of an empirical concept, for instance the concept of a
banana, the concept serves as a rule for the synthesis of an empirical
manifold of sensible intuitions into a representation of a banana. If I
see the shape and the colour of a banana, my concept of a banana tells
me to expect the sweet smell. �is rule is an empirical rule, derived
from my earlier experiences by means of comparison, abstraction and
re�ection. It may change, if I learn more about bananas.28

concepts, and in the �rst case either of sensible or non-sensible intuition, is an
action of the understanding, which we would designate with the general title
synthesis’.

26 Longuenesse (1998), pp. 48–52.
27 Longuenesse (1998), p. 50.
28 Longuenesse uses an example of Kant himself, that of the concept of body (A 106):

‘�us the concept of body serves as the rule for our cognition of outer appearances
by means of the unity of the manifold that is thought through it. However, it can be
a rule of intuitions only if it represents the necessary reproduction of the manifold
of given intuitions, hence the synthetic unity in the consciousness of them. �us in
the case of the perception of something outside of us the concept of body makes
necessary the representation of extension, and with it that of impenetrability, of
shape, etc.’



182 Chapter 6 – Transcendental Logic

In the case of a mathematical concept matters are similar, but the rule
is not derived from earlier experience, but it is arbitrarily put together.29
Moreover, it serves as a rule for the manifold of pure intuition, that is,
the manifold of space and time. So the concept of a triangle is a rule for
synthesizing the pure manifold of space, more in particular, it speci�es
in what way the representations of three lines are to be synthesized in
order to obtain a triangle.30

Synthesis, then, is a procedure in which the imagination collects and
puts together the elements necessary for producing a representation. If
this synthesis is guided by a concept, the result is cognition. �e content
of the cognition, I therefore suggest, consists in the set of intuitions
put together in a way speci�ed by a rule given in a concept.

�e next question we have to deal with is how this account of the
content of cognition explains the relation of cognition to objects. In
fact this link is not very complicated. For it is a basic tenet of Kant’s
philosophy that cognition ultimately depends on intuition for its rela-
tion to objects. Kant states this at the very start of the Transcendental
Analytic: ‘In whatever way and through whatever means a cognition
may relate to objects, that through which it relates immediately to them,
and at which all thought as a means is directed as an end, is intuition.’
(A 19/B 33) He repeats this at the beginning of the Transcendental Logic
as well:

Our cognition arises from two fundamental sources in the mind, the
�rst of which is the reception of representations (the receptivity of
impressions), the second the faculty for cognizing an object by means
of these representations (spontaneity of concepts); through the former
an object is given to us, through the latter it is thought in relation to
that representation (as a mere determination of the mind). […] Without
sensibility no object would be given to us, and without understanding
none would be thought. �oughts without content [Inhalt] are empty,
intuitions without concepts are blind. (A 50–51/B 74–75)

Intuition on its own is not su	cient to provide us with objects. An
object is de�ned by Kant as ‘that in the concept of which the manifold of
a given intuition is united’ (B 137). So indeed a synthesis of the manifold

29 See Kant’s treatment of mathematical de�nitions, A 729–730/B 757–758.
30 See Kant’s example of the synthesis involved in triangles on A 105. Cf. Young

(1992).
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of intuition is necessary in order to provide an object for a cognition.
�is, then, is the way in which the content of cognition is generated by
means of synthesis.

We yet have to see, however, how this account of the content of
cognition is linked to Kant’s conception of transcendental logic. �is
link is complicated, and concerns one of the main points that Kant
wants to make in the Critique of Pure Reason. I will only provide the
most relevant outlines.

�e synthesis of intuitions into the representation of an object, Kant
maintains, does not only depend on some empirical concept guiding
the empirical synthesis of intuition. In order for such synthesis to be
possible, there must also be a pure synthesis of the pure manifold of
intuition given in space and time:

�e pure form of intuition in time, on the contrary, merely as intuition
in general, which contains a given manifold, stands under the original
unity of consciousness, solely by means of the necessary relation of the
manifold of intuition to the one I think, thus through the pure synthesis
of the understanding, which grounds a priori the empirical synthesis.
(B 140)

�is synthesis, which depends on the original unity of consciousness,
is the a priori procedure that generates the representation of an object,
and that ensures the objective validity of cognition:

�e synthetic unity of consciousness is therefore an objective condition
of all cognition, not merely something I myself need in order to cognize
an object but rather something under which every intuition must stand
in order to become an object for me, since in any other way, and without
this synthesis, the manifold would not be united in one consciousness.
(B 138)

Precisely this pure synthesis is at issue in transcendental logic. Kant
makes this clear in the section in which he introduces the categories,
awarding these pure concepts of the understanding a fundamental role
with respect to this synthesis:

Now pure synthesis, generally represented, yields the pure concepts of
the understanding. […] Transcendental logic, however, teaches how
to bring under concepts not the representations but the pure synthesis
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of representations. �e �rst thing that must be given to us a priori
for the cognition of all objects is the manifold of pure intuition; the
synthesis of this manifold by means of the imagination is the second
thing, but it still does not yield cognition. �e concepts that give this
pure synthesis unity, and that consist solely in the representation of this
necessary synthetic unity, are the third thing necessary for cognition of
an object that comes before us, and they depend on the understanding.
(A 78–79/B 104)

So the categories play a crucial role in the synthesis of the manifold of
intuition into an cognition: they are concepts of the most fundamental
syntheses of intuitions, namely the syntheses that generate the funda-
mental structure of objects. It is thus understandable that Kant calls
the categories ‘concepts of an object in general, by means of which
its intuition is regarded as determined with regard to one of the logical
functions for judgments’ (B 128). It is clear as well that the categories
are of fundamental importance to the generation of the content of
cognition, that is, for establishing the relation between cognition and
object. �e categories themselves have an a priori relation to objects
because they make objects possible; they provide other cognitions
with their relation to objects in the sense that they make possible the
synthesis of representations of objects out of the manifold of intuition.
Indeed, in the metaphysical deduction of the categories, Kant explicitly
links the categories to the content of cognition:

�e same function that gives unity to the di�erent representations in
a judgment also gives unity to the mere synthesis of di�erent repres-
entations in an intuition, which, expressed generally, is called the pure
concept of understanding. �e same understanding, therefore, and
indeed by means of the very same actions through which it brings the
logical form of a judgment into concepts by means of the analytical
unity, also brings a transcendental content into its representations by
means of the synthetic unity of the manifold in intuition in general, on
account of which they are called pure concepts of the understanding
that pertain to objects a priori; this can never be accomplished by
general logic. (A 79/B 104–105)

To sum up then, when Kant distinguishes transcendental logic from
general logic by stating that transcendental logic does not abstract
from all content of cognition, we can indeed understand this content



Is Transcendental Logic a Particular Logic? 185

of cognition as a relation to an object. It is speci�cally the a priori
component of this relation that is treated in transcendental logic, and
this component consists in the pure synthesis uni�ed by the categories.

6.2 Is Transcendental Logic a Particular Logic?

Now that we know in greater detail how transcendental logic is distin-
guished from pure general logic, we can take up the further question
whether transcendental logic should be characterized as a particular
logic. �is question is of obvious relevancy to an assessment of the
place of transcendental logic in Kant’s taxonomy of logics. But this
question also deserves scrutiny because commentators do not agree on
an answer to it. By far the greatest number of commentators, among
whom Giorgio Tonelli, Michael Wol�, John MacFarlane and Otfried
Hö�e, classify transcendental logic as a particular logic.31 Some of these
scholars explicitly state that transcendental logic is a particular logic
for metaphysics, others do not specify for which science it is supposed
to be a particular logic (but what viable candidates there would be
apart from metaphysics or philosophy as such is hard to imagine).32
It is more interesting to see the reasons these commentators give for
thinking that transcendental logic is a particular logic (if they give any
at all). Broadly speaking, two reasons are given: some argue that the
(kind of) object of transcendental logic is particular; others argue that
the kind of thought or cognition that transcendental logic deals with is
particular.33

�e textual basis for claims such as these seems to be rather straight-
forward, for Kant all but literally calls transcendental logic a particular

31 Tonelli (1994), pp. 80–87; Wol� (1995), p. 210; MacFarlane (2002), p. 48; Hö�e
(2004), pp. 199–120. See also Pinder (1979), p. 319, Conrad (1994), p. 26, De Jong
(1995b), p. 639, Pozzo (1998), pp. 301–302, Mohr (2004), vol. 3, p. 165, Rosenberg
(2005), p. 90, Prien (2006), p. 40, Buroker (2006), p. 79, and Rosenkoetter
(2009), p. 204, 209. Stuhlmann-Laeisz (1976), pp. 6–7, provides a somewhat more
sophisticated version of this view.

32 Wol�, Tonelli, Hö�e and Pinder all name metaphysics, the others I have cited do
not.

33 Hö�e and Tonelli rely on the particularity of the object of transcendental logic,
whereas Wol�, Paton, and Pinder rely on the particularity of thought or cognition;
MacFarlane refers to both. �e other commentators cited give no clear reason as
far as I can see.
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logic. As we have seen, Kant says of particular logic that it ‘contains the
rules for correctly thinking about a certain kind of objects’ (A 52/B 76),
and only a few pages later he says about transcendental logic that it
contains ‘merely the rules of the pure thinking of an object’ and ‘would
exclude all those cognitions that were of empirical content’ (A 55/B 80).
Kant adds to this that transcendental logic ‘has to do merely with
the laws of the understanding and reason, but solely insofar as they
are related to objects a priori and not, as in the case of general logic,
to empirical as well as pure cognitions of reason without distinction’
(A 57/B 81–82). �e conclusion that this logic is a particular logic then
seems to be the logical one to drawn.

Giorgio Tonelli, who has arguably spent the greatest e�ort on
proving that transcendental logic (and the Critique of Pure Reason as a
whole) is a particular logic, has provided some more reasons for this
claim.34 Apart from referring to the passages just cited, he argues that
transcendental logic can be an organon in the sense of correcting cogni-
tion (see also section 4.1.1 above), linking this to the organon function
of particular logic. Moreover, he points to some textual evidence in
the Volckmann Metaphysics (dated halfway the 1780s), where the link
between transcendental logic and particular logic is made explicit:

With respect to the pure use of reason, however, a particular logic will
be needed, which is called transcendental philosophy; here we consider
not objects, but rather our reason itself, as is the case in general logic.
One could also call transcendental philosophy a transcendental logic,
in which we do not consider objects, but our understanding itself,
where we see which are the elements of our pure cognition of reason;
what are its extent and limits, without dealing with the object.35

�e view that transcendental logic is a particular logic, however, has
been challenged. María Jesús Vázquez Lobeiras has argued that al-
though there are indeed reasons to think that transcendental logic
is a particular logic, this characterization is not correct. She argues
that particular logic, just as general logic, corresponds to the usus
logicus from the Inaugural Dissertation (1770), and that transcendental
logic corresponds to the usus realis. And although transcendental logic

34 Tonelli (1994), pp. 80–92.
35 XXVIII:363, translation mine.
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is restricted to a priori cognition whereas general logic is not thus
restricted, transcendental logic is general in the sense that it has to
do with experience in general, while particular logics have to do with
determinate domains of experience. As such, the distinction general
–transcendental is orthogonal to the distinction general–particular.
In her view, transcendental logic is not a particular logic, that is, a
methodology for metaphysics, connected to logic as one of its particular
branches. It rather shares with general logic the genus of purely rational
science, whereas it di�ers speci�cally from general logic in that it treats
the pure thought of objects.36

More recently, Clinton Tolley entered the debate, strongly arguing
that transcendental logic is just as general as pure general logic is.37
He opposes two versions of what he calls domain-sensitive interpreta-
tions of the distinction between general and transcendental logic: the
(nowadays obsolete) domain-exclusive interpretation, which says that
general logic deals with analytic judgements whereas transcendental
logic deals with synthetic ones (Tolley mentions Friedrich Ueberweg,
Hermann Cohen and Norman Kemp Smith as proponents of this
view); and the (nowadays broadly accepted) domain-subordinative in-
terpretation, which says that while general logic is concerned with all
thinking, transcendental logic is concerned with a particular subset of
thinking (Herbert James Paton, Giorgio Tonelli and Michael Wol�,
among others, are mentioned as proponents of this interpretation).
Against especially the latter view Tolley raises a number of issues,
the most important of which is that transcendental logic does not
concern a speci�c kind of object, but rather any object, and therefore,
‘because transcendental logic, no less than the traditional logic, would
thereby provide a necessary condition for any case of thinking and
understanding, the new logic should also be unrestrictedly general in
its scope’.38 He goes on to argue that rather than in terms of domains,
both logics are distinguished because they treat di�erent aspects of
thought: general logic treats its form, whereas transcendental logic
treats its content (and although Tolley does not say so explicitly, he
probably means the a priori content of cognition). Apart from textual
evidence from the Introduction to the Transcendental Logic and the

36 Vázquez Lobeiras (1998), esp. pp. 216–217; Vázquez Lobeiras (2001).
37 Tolley (2012).
38 Tolley (2012), p. 424.
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Metaphysical Deduction, he also provides a systematic argument based
on Kant’s doctrine of conceptual content.39

So basically there are two views extant: the view that transcendental
logic is a particular logic, either on account of the particularity of
its object (Tonelli and others), or on account of the particularity of
the kind of cognition it treats (Wol� and others); and the view that
it is not a particular logic – either because its object is unrestictedly
general (Tolley), or because the distinction general–transcendental is
orthogonal to the distinction general–particular (Vázquez Lobeiras).
In the following I will argue that transcendental logic is not a particular
logic, among others because the object of transcendental logic is general.
In this respect, I thus agree with Tolley and Vázquez Lobeiras and
I disagree with Tonelli and others. I will also argue, however, that
transcendental logic is restricted to a speci�c kind of cognition, but
that this does not diminish its generality in terms of objects. In this
respect, Wol� and others are therefore right, and Tolley is wrong in
dismissing their interpretations.

6.2.1 Transcendental Logic and the Six Characteristics of Particular Logic
�e most convenient way to investigate the supposed particularity of
transcendental logic is to assess it in the light of the six claims Kant
makes concerning particular logic which I distinguished in chapter 4.
�ese are the following. First, a particular logic contains rules that
are applicable only to a speci�c kind of objects. Second, a particular
logic serves as an organon for the science it applies to (that is, for the
science that treats the objects to which the particular logic is restricted).
�ird, it must have been at least a fairly common practice in Kant’s
days to include preliminary sections containing particular logical rules
in academic textbooks. Fourth, particular logical rules can be made
explicit only in a late stage of the development of the relevant science.
Fifth, particular logical rules serve to improve a science and to make it
perfect. Sixth, particular logical rules bring about a science of the objects
it applies to. Because of the work done in chapters 2 and 4 as well as in
the earlier sections of the present chapter, it is su	cient to treat most
of these claims brie�y. As will become clear, I will treat the �rst one in
more detail in the next subsection.

39 In the course of this argument, Tolley relies again on the supposed identity of the
content of concepts and the content of cognition as its relation to the object. I
have already criticized this view in section 6.1.1 above.
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According to the �rst claim, a particular logic is distinguished from
general logic because it does not abstract from the di�erences among
objects but rather takes into account the nature of a particular kind
of object. As I have argued in chapter 2, this is the main distinction
between general and particular logic. I also argued, however, that
this distinction between general and particular logic di�ers in kind
from the distinction between general and transcendental logic. �e
latter distinction is one between a logic that does not concern content
of cognition at all (pure general logic) and one that does treat some
content of cognition, namely, a priori content (transcendental logic).
I can see no reason why it would be justi�ed to say that taking into
account the nature of a particular kind of object and treating the a
priori content of cognition comes down to the same thing, or even that
the one implies the other. Still, this issue deserves further scrutiny, if
only because it is the main distinction between general and particular
logic. I will therefore come back to this issue below.

�e second claim concerns the fact that a particular logic is an
organon for the science it applies to. In section 4.1.1 I have pointed out
that Kant alternatively sees the function of an organon as extending,
systematizing or correcting cognition, but I have also argued that (at
least within the Critique of Pure Reason) he primarily sees an organon
as extending cognition, and sometimes as systematizing it. Now it is
very clear that for Kant transcendental logic cannot be an organon that
extends knowledge. He says so explicitly in the Introduction to the
Transcendental Logic: ‘Since it [the logic of truth, viz. transcendental
logic] should properly be only a canon for the assessment of empirical
use, it is misused if one lets it count as the organon of a general and un-
restricted use, and dares to synthetically judge, assert, and decide about
objects in general with the pure understanding alone.’ (A 63/B 88)40

Concerning the third claim: we simply do not know for sure the
place of transcendental logic in textbooks on (Kantian) metaphysics.
Kant views the Critique of Pure Reason to come before any supposed
science of metaphysics: it is ‘a science of the mere estimation of pure
reason, of its sources and boundaries, as the propaedeutic to the system
of pure reason’ (A 11/B 25). Moreover, Kant says that this critique is ‘a

40 I can therefore not agree with Tonelli (1994), pp. 82–84, who strongly argues that
a particular logic can also be an organon in the sense of correcting knowledge, and
who tries to prove that transcendental logic is an organon in this sense, and thus a
particular logic.
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preparation, if possible, for an organon, and, if this cannot be accom-
plished, then at least for a canon, in accordance with which the complete
system of the philosophy of pure reason, whether it is to consist in the
ampli�cation or mere limitation of its cognition, can in any case at least
some day be exhibited both analytically and synthetically’ (A 12/B 27).
If we may take these remarks to be applicable to transcendental logic,
then it seems clear that transcendental logic has a place at the beginning
of any metaphysics. Whether that implies that it is a particular logic
for this science, is not yet clear.

�is issue is connected closely to the fourth claim, which concerns
the fact that a particular logic is the ‘latest to be reached, once the
science is already long complete, and requires only the �nal touch for
its improvement and perfection’ (A 52/B 76). It is immediately clear
that this characteristic does not apply to transcendental logic. Kant
certainly does not see metaphysics as a science that is already long
complete – it rather is a science of which its very possibility has yet to
be assessed. Probably Kant states this most emphatically in the preface
to the Prolegomena:

My intention is to convince all of those who �nd it worthwhile to
occupy themselves with metaphysics that it is unavoidably necessary to
suspend their work for the present, to consider all that has happened
until now as if it had not happened, and before all else to pose the
question: ‘whether such a thing as metaphysics is even possible at all.’
(IV:255)

�e prefaces and the introductions to the Critique likewise maintain this
view, which is epitomized in the central question of the Critique: ‘How
is metaphysics as a science possible?’ (B 23). Consequently, transcendental
logic cannot be a logic that is the latest to be reached – rather it is the
very �rst thing that needs to be done before even considering to engage
in metaphysics.

With this we have in fact also dealt with the �fth claim – transcend-
ental logic does not perfect metaphysics, but it rather investigates the
very basis of this science. Claim 6, �nally, is covered already as well –
bringing about a science of a certain kind of objects is precisely what
an organon does, and as such my comments pertaining to the second
claim also apply here.

My assessment of transcendental logic in the light of the charac-
teristics of particular logic leads me to the tentative conclusion that
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there is no reason to suppose that Kant viewed transcendental logic as
a particular logic. �is conclusion is tentative because we yet have to
take a closer look at the �rst claim. For if there would be a speci�c kind
of object with which transcendental logic is concerned to the exclusion
of other kinds of objects, then we would have to say that transcendental
logic is a particular logic after all.

6.2.2 A Particular Kind of Object for Transcendental Logic?
Let us then investigate the question whether transcendental logic relates
to a particular kind of object only, and should therefore be classi�ed
as a particular logic. As I have said above, there are at least three
commentators who think that the object of transcendental logic is
particular (Giorgio Tonelli, Otfried Hö�e, and John MacFarlane) and
I think it is a good start to see whether their suggestions in this respect
have any merit to them. I will show that these scholars do not provide
a convincing candidate, and that there is textual evidence for thinking
that Kant actually held the view that the object of transcendental logic
is just as general as that of pure general logic.

Giorgio Tonelli leaves us no doubt that he thinks the object of
transcendental logic is particular. One of the main arguments he gives
for the claim that transcendental logic is a particular logic ends with
the conclusion that ‘it is quite clear that transcendental logic concerns
our knowledge of a very special kind of object.’41 �e reasoning leading
to this conclusion, however, does not yield a terribly clear picture of
what kind of object that could be, for he provides nothing more than
the following:

[Transcendental logic] concerns the rules of the pure thinking of an
object (A 55; B 80). �at is, it is the science of the pure knowledge
whereby we think of objects entirely a priori. It deals with the laws of
the understanding and of reason insofar as they are referred to objects
a priori (A 57; B 81).42

�e best I can glean from this is that Tonelli proposes that the particular
kind of object transcendental logic is concerned with is a priori objects,
presumably with the exclusion of empirical objects. Whatever these a
priori objects might be remains unclear, however (it is not even clear

41 Tonelli (1994), p. 85.
42 Ibid.
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whether Kant indeed speaks of a priori objects, or that he speaks of an
a priori reference to objects; Tonelli here chooses the adjective over the
adverbial reading of ‘a priori’). Tolley suggests that Tonelli means to
say that transcendental logic is concerned with the ‘special objects of
metaphysics’, and that makes a fair amount of sense, certainly because
Tonelli unmistakably thinks that transcendental logic is a particular
logic for metaphysics.43 Tolley is not entirely clear, however, what he
himself thinks the special objects of metaphysics are. �ey comprise
at any rate the objects of the traditional special metaphysics, that is,
God, the world-whole and the soul.44 But Tolley also seems to suggest
that the objects of the traditional general metaphysics, or ontology are
included.45 He points to the fact that Kant treats the former in the
Transcendental Dialectic, and the latter in the Transcendental Analytic
(which he even explicitly advertises as a critical replacement of ontology,
see A 247/B 303).

What are we to think of this suggestion? In my opinion, there are
two ways of making sense of Tonelli’s view that transcendental logic
has a particular kind of object, both of which, however, do not provide
a viable interpretation of transcendental logic as a particular logic. For
if we take him to mean that transcendental logic is restricted to the
objects of both special and general metaphysics, we end up restricting
the domain of objects of transcendental logic in no sense whatsoever. In
order to show this, we only need to treat general metaphysics. General
metaphysics, or ontology, was traditionally concerned with the most
general properties of objects. Christian Wol�, for example, de�nes
ontology as ‘science of being in general [scientia entis in genere], insofar
as it is being’.46 Wol� makes it clear that because ontology treats of
being in general, it applies to all beings, and can be used universally: ‘�e
use of ontology extends everywhere.’47 So for Wol� the concepts of ontology
are the most universal concepts in his philosophy. In the case of Kant,
the categories are also extremely general. He explictly connects the

43 Tolley (2012), p. 420.
44 Tolley (2012), p. 421.
45 Tolley (2012), p. 421. His argument for refuting this view on pp. 423–424, how-

ever, only comes o� the ground if he restricts this view to the objects of special
metaphysics.

46 Wol�, Philosophia prima sive ontologia, § 1, GW II.3:1; translation mine. Cf. Alex-
ander Baumgarten, Metaphysica, § 4, XVII:24, who de�nes ontology as ‘scientia
praedicatorum entis generaliorum’.

47 Wol�, Philosophia prima sive ontologia, § 9, GW II.3:5; translation mine.
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categories to objects in general on B 128: ‘I will merely precede this with
the explanation of the categories. �ey are concepts of an object in general
[Gegenstand überhaupt], by means of which its intuition is regarded as
determined with regard to one of the logical functions for judgments.’ At
the end of the Amphiboly appendix, he makes this connection again,
and goes on to explain this notion of an object in general. �is notion is
so extremely general, that it is even more general than the most general
notions of traditional ontology (the possible and the impossible), and
it encompasses the something and the nothing. I will not go into this
issue further, for I have already discussed this passage in chapter 2.
�ere I argued that pure general logic is valid for any object that falls
under this notion of an object in general. For our present purposes, this
implies that a restriction of the domain of transcendental logic to the
objects of ontology is no restriction at all, and that it cannot provide a
ground for considering transcendental logic as a particular logic.

�e other option for Tonelli’s view to make any sense, is to take
him to restrict transcendental logic to the domain of objects of special
metaphysics only. �at, however, results in the very unlikely claim that
Kant saw transcendental logic to deal only with the world-whole, God
and the soul. It would imply that the categories and the principles
of the understanding that make possible our cognition of objects of
experience are an insubstantial part of transcendental logic.

Tonelli’s suggestion therefore does not come o� the ground. Tran-
scendental logic is not restricted to the objects of (special) metaphysics,
and cannot be called a particular logic on account of that. I do think,
however, that the passages on which Tonelli relies point to a certain
restriction for transcendental logic – but one in terms of the kind of
cognition it treats, not in terms of objects. I will come back to this below.

Let us turn then to the second suggestion, provided by Otfried
Hö�e. He is equally committed to the claim that transcendental logic
is restricted to a speci�c object. He provides the following explanation:

since Kant’s transcendental logic investigates something which general
logic ‘has nothing to do with’, namely the ‘origin of our cognition of
objects insofar as this cannot be ascribed to objects themselves’ (B 80),
it is expressly directed to the mere understanding (Logic, IX: 15) as its
speci�c object, and thus belongs to the domain of special logic. It is
thus a two-part special logic belonging to metaphysics.48

48 Hö�e (2010), p. 130.
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�e speci�c object that transcendental logic is concerned with, and
which Hö�e seems to think makes it into a particular logic, is the ‘mere
understanding’. �is suggestion, however, takes us even less far than
that of Tonelli, for in my view Hö�e is simply confused. �e passage
from the Jäsche Logic to which he refers does not say at all what he thinks
it says. We read there, that in transcendental logic ‘the object itself is
represented as an object of the mere understanding’. �is certainly
does not mean that the understanding is the object of transcendental
logic. It rather says that transcendental logic is concerned with objects
insofar as they are cognized by the mere understanding. �is seems
to me to be a restriction in the kind of cognition rather than in the
kind of object. And even if the passage would say what Hö�e thinks it
says, it would be far more likely that the understanding is the object of
transcendental logic in the sense of being its subject matter, just as the
understanding is the subject matter of pure general logic (see section 2.1
above).49 After all, transcendental logic is called a logic because it is a
science of the rules of the understanding (cf. A 52/B 76). But on account of
this restricted subject matter one would even have to call general logic a
particular logic.

�e third suggestion comes from John MacFarlane. As I said, he
does not unambiguously choose for either kind of cognition or kind of
object as ground for the particularity of transcendental logic. But with
regard to the latter he suggests the following in a footnote:

Kant seems to regard the restriction of transcendental logic to objects
capable of being given in human sensibility as a domain restriction, like
the restriction of geometry to spatial objects. �us, for instance, he says
that transcendental logic represents the object ‘as an object of the mere
understanding,’ while general logic ‘deals with all objects in general’
(JL, 15). And in R 1628 (at 44.1–8), Kant uses ‘objects of experience’
as an example of a particular domain of objects that would require
special rules (presumably, those of transcendental logic) – as opposed
to the ‘rules of thinking überhaupt’ contained in general logic. �ese
passages imply that transcendental logic is a special logic, in Kant’s
sense. Still, I am not aware of any passage in which Kant explicitly says
this.50

49 See also the passage from the Volckmann Metaphysics that Tonelli adduces and that
I have cited at the beginning of the present section.

50 MacFarlane (2002), p. 48 n. 35.
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MacFarlane is relatively careful in his conclusion here (in the main text
less so). His reasoning, however, is less careful. His juxtaposition of his
own view in the �rst line of the footnote and the passage from the Jäsche
Logic suggest that he identi�es ‘objects capable of being given in human
sensibility’ with ‘object of mere understanding’, but I can see no reason
why that identi�cation would be justi�ed. Further, in the Re�ection
MacFarlane cites Kant indeed speaks of objects of experience, but he
there contrasts them to ‘objects of mere reason (virtue)’. Kant does not
mention transcendental logic here at all, so it would be hard-pressed
to defend his conclusion on the basis of this Re�ection alone. Still,
MacFarlane’s suggestion deserves some more attention, not in the least
because more commentators seem to share his view.51 Moreover, it is
a view that seems to make the most plausible case for restriction of
transcendental logic to a speci�c kind of object. After all, we know that
the categories can provide knowledge only of objects that can be given
in sensible intuition. �at is a claim Kant repeats time and again in the
Critique.52 However, I do not think that this reading is correct.

As I just argued, Kant characterizes the categories as concepts of
objects in general. �e object of transcendental logic thus is the object
in general, ‘taken problematically, leaving undecided whether it is
something or nothing’ (A 290/B 346). Such a general notion of an object
includes both objects that correspond to certain intuitions and objects
‘to which no intuition that can be given corresponds’ (A 290/B 347).
Although this latter object is a ‘nothing’ in a certain respect, it is still
a subclass of the object in general. �is implies that the categories do
also apply to objects that cannot be given in sensibility. Of course,
Kant makes it abundantly clear that the categories can provide no
cognition of such objects; still, we can think of these objecs by means
of the categories. And indeed, Kant himself allows this explicitly in
discussing the examples of the concept of a spirit and the concept of
God:

Once I have pure concepts of the understanding, I can also think up
objects that are perhaps impossible, or that are perhaps possible in
themselves but cannot be given in any experience since in the connec-
tion of their concepts something may be omitted that yet necessarily
belongs to the condition of a possible experience (the concept of a

51 For example Rosenberg (2005), p. 90, and Buroker (2006), p. 79.
52 See for example on A 63/B 87–88.
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spirit), or perhaps pure concepts of the understanding will be extended
further than experience can grasp (the concept of God). But the elements
for all a priori cognitions, even for arbitrary and absurd fantasies, cannot
indeed be borrowed from experience (for then they would not be a
priori cognitions), but must always contain the pure a priori conditions
of a possible experience and of an object of it, for otherwise not only
would nothing at all be thought through them, but also without data
they would not even be able to arise in thinking at all. (A 96)

�e idea of the use of categories with regard to supersensible objects
is certainly not a new idea. Many commentators have for example
pointed out that Kant’s philosophy must allow so-called unschematized
categories precisely in order to allow thoughts about metaphysical
objects, especially with regard to practical philosophy.53 �e notion
of unschematized use of the categories is not uncontested, but even if
one does not think it has a place in Kant’s philosophy,54 one can still
argue for the need of the categories in thinking supersensible objects.55
Without further going into this debate, I think we can at least conclude
that Kant does not restrict transcendental logic to the thought of objects
capable of being given in sensibility.

All in all, then, my investigation of transcendental logic leads me
to conclude that it is not a particular logic. With regard to all six
claims concerning particular logic, transcendental logic does not �t
the bill, most importantly with regard to the particularity of objects
that is characteristic of a particular logic. Rather, on account of the
generality of its object, transcendental logic should be considered a
branch of general logic.56 In this respect I agree with Clinton Tolley,

53 See for example Tolley (2012), p. 439; Ameriks (2000 [1982]), pp. 66–67, 82 n. 99,
290; Watkins (2005), pp. 190 n. 8, 324.

54 Michael Friedman, for example, does not seem to leave room for unschematized
categories, see Friedman (2000), p. 27. I owe this reference to Tolley (2007),
p 145n22.

55 Toni Kannisto, for example, makes a strong and well-argued case for a symbolic
use of the schematized categories with regard to such objects, see Kannisto (2012),
pp. 205–218.

56 Some scholars classify transcendental logic as the most general of the particular
logics, that is, as a particular logic that deals with a particular class of objects
which happens to consist in all objects whatsoever. See for example Pozzo (1998),
pp. 301, 307; also Jill Vance Buroker may view it thus, as she says of transcendental
logic that it falls ‘under pure general logic’, Buroker (2006), p. 79. Given such
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and I see no reason to adopt the more agnostic position of Vázquez
Lobeiras, who only wishes to assess transcendental logic on the general–
transcendental axis, but remains neutral on the position of this logic
on the general–particular axis.

6.2.3 A Particular Kind of Cognition for Transcendental Logic?
Notwithstanding the fact that we cannot characterize transcendental
logic as a particular logic (mainly because of the generality of its object),
there is something about transcendental logic that makes it more restric-
ted than pure general logic. I have explained this already in presenting
the views of a number of commentators, and I have also pointed to this
a number of times in the preceding section. For transcendental logic,
according to those commentators, is a particular logic because of the
particularity of the kind of thought or cognition that it deals with.57 To
cite a prominent proponent of this view, Michael Wol�: transcendental
logic ‘has to do with a particular kind of cognition of the understanding,
namely with the pure (neither empirical nor mathematical (referring to
non-empirical intuition)) cognition of the understanding’.58 Herbert
James Paton is more elaborate in his statement of the view:

Formal Logic [viz. pure general logic] is concerned with the necessary
rules, or the necessary form, of all thinking, whether empirical or pure,
whether analytic or synthetic. Transcendental Logic, on the other hand,
studies, and studies only, the rules of synthetic a priori thinking. […]
Transcendental Logic is concerned only with what is known a priori
[…].59

�ese scholars thus argue for the particularity of transcendental logic
on account of it dealing with pure, or a priori thinking or cognition.
Let me be clear as to what I think this implies. For I do not think that
this particularity of the kind of thought or cognition treated makes
transcendental logic into a particular logic (unlike the commentators I
just cited). Rather, it is not a particular logic on account of the generality

interpretations, however, I fail to see the use of any distinction between general
and particular logic.

57 I have mentioned Michael Wol�, Herbert James Paton and Tillmann Pinder as
representatives of this position, whereas John MacFarlane sometimes seems to
hold the view as well.

58 Wol� (1995), p. 210; translation mine.
59 Paton (1936), pp. 222–223.
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of its object (as well as on account of the other reasons given above).
It does, however, restrict transcendental logic in another respect if
compared to pure general logic, a respect that is missed by Clinton
Tolley.60

In order to explain this, I must return to the way in which Kant
introduces transcendental logic. Let me start by citing two important
passages:

But now since there are pure as well as empirical intuitions (as the tran-
scendental aesthetic proved), a distinction between pure and empirical
thinking of objects could also well be found. In this case there would
be a logic in which one did not abstract from all content of cognition;
for that logic that contained merely the rules of the pure thinking of
an object would exclude all those cognitions that were of empirical
content. It would therefore concern the origin of our cognitions of
objects insofar as that cannot be ascribed to the objects; while general
logic, on the contrary, has nothing to do with this origin of cognition,
but rather considers representations, whether they are originally given
a priori in ourselves or only empirically, merely in respect of the laws
according to which the understanding brings them into relation to one
another when it thinks, and therefore it deals only with the form of
the understanding, which can be given to the representations wherever
they may have originated. (A 55–56/B 80)

Such a science, which would determine the origin, the domain, and the
objective validity of such cognitions, would have to be called transcend-
ental logic, since it has to do merely with the laws of the understanding
and reason, but solely insofar as they are related to objects a priori
and not, as in the case of general logic, to empirical as well as pure
cognitions of reason without distinction. (A 57/B 81–82)

In these passages, Kant does not merely distinguish (pure) general and
transcendental logic on account of the fact that the former abstracts

60 Tolley not only fails to appreciate this respect, he also misrepresents the position
of the commentators I cite here precisely by claiming that they hold that transcend-
ental logic concerns a particular kind of object, and that on account of that it is a
particular logic (see Tolley (2012), pp. 420–421). Because of this misrepresentation,
Tolley cannot do justice to their view and see that they are right in distinguishing
transcendental logic from pure general logic with respect to the kind of cognition
that is treated.
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from all content of cognition while the latter does not. In addition, he
restricts the content that transcendental logic is concerned with to pure
content. As a consequence, (pure) general logic and transcendental
logic di�er as well on account of the origin or source of cognition: the
former concerns both a priori and a posteriori cognition, the latter only
a priori cognition. Now although this distinction might seem pretty
straightforward, it is important to ask: what exactly does the cognition
that is a priori or a posteriori refer to?

We can provide two possible candidates, which (in a di�erent though
related context) have been distinguished in a helpful way by Herbert
James Paton: it refers to the cognition ‘that takes place in the science
of logic itself’, or it refers to the cognition ‘about which the logician
thinks, and of which he seeks to grasp the form’.61 Now let us see which
of these possibilities Kant had in mind.

If he would refer to the cognition that takes place in the sciences
of pure general and transcendental logic themselves, then he would
hold that the rules contained in general logic (can) be both a priori
and a posteriori, whereas the rules contained in transcendental logic are
a priori. �is interpretation seems awkward, to say the least, for one
would be hard pressed to say that general logic can contain empirical
rules. One could argue that this refers to the rules of applied general
logic, but it would seem more likely that Kant has only pure general
logic in mind here.

�e other option would be to say that Kant refers to the cognition
about which the logician thinks, and of which he seeks to grasp the
form. In that case Kant would hold that general logic provides the
rules for both a priori and a posteriori cognition, whereas transcendental
logic provides rules for a priori cognition only. �is interpretation, I
think, is to be preferred over the previous one, not only because it does
not ascribe empirical principles to general logic, but also because the
text itself indicates this reading: transcendental logic is said to contain
‘the rules of the pure thinking of an object’ (A 55/B 80), not the pure
rules of thinking objects – it is the thought for which transcendental
logic provides the rules that are said to be pure rather than the rules
themselves.62 Moreover, Kant says that general logic ‘considers repres-

61 Paton (1936), pp. 213–214. Paton provides three possible candidates, of which the
third (thinking which takes place by the rules of logic alone) is not relevant here.

62 Of course the rules of transcendental logic themselves are pure as well, but that is
not the issue here.



200 Chapter 6 – Transcendental Logic

entations, whether they are originally given a priori in ourselves or only
empirically’ (A 56/B 80) – that is, the relevant cognition is considered by
logic rather than contained in it.

Still, this does not yet give us any concrete clue as to what cognition
it is exactly that transcendental logic provides the rules for. Again, I
think there are two possibilities. �e �rst is to say that transcendental
logic provides rules for our a priori cognition of objects, and that
the categories and the principles of pure understanding present the
transcendental logical rules with which that cognition has to comply
in order to count as objectively valid cognition of objects.

On the other hand, one could argue that the categories and the
principles of pure understanding are themselves the a priori cognition for
which transcendental logic provides rules, in which case the transcend-
ental logical rules should be some rules other than those presented by
the categories and the principles. In that case the rules of transcendental
logic could be rules that govern the use of the categories. Transcendental
logic tells us that the categories can only yield cognition when applied
to objects of experience, and that they cannot be legitimately used with
respect to objects that cannot be given in possible experience.

�ese two possibilities are related to the double nature of the cat-
egories that I pointed out in section 6.1.2. If the categories are viewed as
concepts that provide a priori cognition of objects, they are themselves
a priori cognition; if they are viewed as concepts that make possible the
generation of objective syntheses of manifolds of intuition, they provide
transcendental logical rules for synthesis. Perhaps Kant intended both
perspectives, and perhaps we can see transcendental logic from the �rst
point of view as a critical replacement of ontology, that is, as providing
the most fundamental cognition of objects of possible experience, and
from the other point of view as a logic providing rules for the cognition
of objects.

6.3 Transcendental Logic: Conclusions

In the present chapter I have investigated Kant’s conception of tran-
scendental logic, focussing on the characteristics that Kant ascribes to
it, viz. the fact that it is concerned with the origin the domain and the
objective validity of the pure cognition of the understanding.

�e objective validity of the pure cognition of the understanding, I
have argued, has to do with the content of cognition, i.e. its relation to



Transcendental Logic: Conclusions 201

the object. I have shown that a recent reading of Kant’s conception of
the content of cognition by Clinton Tolley is �awed, and argued that
instead it should be taken to refer to Kant’s doctrine of synthesis. It is
by means of synthesis that manifolds of intuition are synthesized into
the cognition of an object, and the categories guide the synthesis of
the most fundamental properties of objects. �is is the a priori content
of cognition with which transcendental logic is concerned, and which
general logic does not take into account.

After that, I have discussed the concern of transcendental logic
with the domain and the origin of cognition by investigating the ques-
tion whether transcendental logic can be seen as a particular logic.
I have compared transcendental logic with the six characteristics of
particular logic discussed in chapter 4, and I have argued that none of
these characteristics apply to transcendental logic. Most importantly,
transcendental logic does not apply to a particular kind of object.
Nevertheless, as I have shown, transcendental logic has an import-
ant restriction in a certain respect. For Kant transcendental logic is
restricted to a speci�c kind of cognition, viz. the a priori cognition of
objects. As such, it does concern the origin of cognition, and excludes
all cognition of empirical origin.

All in all, then, we have a rather complicated set of characteristics
that distinguish general, particular and transcendental logic from one
another. By means of concluding the present chapter, I think it is useful
to list these characteristics in the following way:63

General logic concerns all cognition about all objects
Particular logic concerns all cognition about some objects

Transcendental logic concerns some cognition about all objects

63 It must be admitted that these pithy statements obliterate some details. Both
existential quantors should in fact be taken to range over kinds of cognitions/objects
rather than over objects/cognitions, and the phrase all objects in the statement on
transcendental logic should be taken to mean object in general. Nevertheless, I think
the statements e�ectively convey the general idea of my interpretation.





CHAPTER 7

�e Transcendental Doctrine of Method: A Blueprint for
the System of Pure Reason

FINALLY, AFTER OUR DISCUSSION of the nature of transcendental
logic in chapter 6, we will turn now to the transcendental counter-
part to the general doctrine of method discussed in chapter 3. ‘�e
Transcendental Doctrine of Method’ is the second main part of the
Critique of Pure Reason, and it consists of four chapters, called ‘�e
Discipline of Pure Reason’, ‘�e Canon of Pure Reason’, ‘�e Architec-
tonic of Pure Reason’ and ‘�e History of Pure Reason’ respectively.
In comparison to the Transcendental Doctrine of Elements, the Tran-
scendental Doctrine of Method is little discussed in secondary literature.
�is is quite understandable both from an external perspective – the
Transcendental Doctrine of Elements counts 686 pages in the �rst
edition, the Transcendental Doctrine of Method only 151 – and from
an internal perspective – the contents of the Transcendental Doctrine
of Elements are generally considered to concern the heart of Kant’s
critical philosophy more than the Transcendental Doctrine of Method
does. Moreover, the Transcendental Doctrine of Method, perhaps more
than the Transcendental Doctrine of Elements, su�ers from textual
imperfections, probably deriving from hasty editing on Kant’s part,
which makes interpretation di	cult.1

Indeed, a �rst glance at the Transcendental Doctrine of Method
already reveals that the range of topics treated is so broad that one
cannot readily discover any common denominator. �e Discipline
of Pure Reason deals with the di�erence between mathematical and
philosophical method, with metaphysical polemics and the freedom of
critique, with scepticism, with hypotheses and with proofs. �e Canon

1 For example, in the Discipline Kant seems to ask twice for the cause of the di�erence
between the methods of philosophy and mathematics (A 717–719/B 745–747); it is
not clear whether the causes given are the same (and that by accident the text
contains a duplication) or not, or that Kant in fact asks two di�erent questions.
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turns to practical issues and presents thoughts on the highest good and
the �nal end of reason, which is followed by the Architectonic that deals
with systematicity, while we end with a very brief history of philosophy.
When Kant explicitly de�nes a transcendental doctrine of method as
‘the determination of the formal conditions of a complete system of pure
reason’ (A 707–708/B 735–736), this does not immediately seem to o�er
much solace either, as he fails to explain the relation of the contents
of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method to the aim stated. Probably
as a result of this, commentators who do discuss the Transcendental
Doctrine of Method, or topics contained in it, generally ignore the
Transcendental Doctrine of Method as a whole.

It is my contention, however, that we should take Kant’s explicit re-
marks concerning the nature of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method
serious if we are to provide an interpretation of this part of the Critique
of Pure Reason. �is chapter therefore o�ers an interpretation that takes
these remarks as a point of departure. I will show that these remarks
make sense, and that they can form the basis for a comprehensive
interpretation of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method.

In the following, I will �rst provide a brief outline of the present
interpretations of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method (section 7.1).
After that, I will collect and analyse Kant’s explicit remarks on the
nature and function of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method in
section 7.2. I will show that Kant’s Transcendental Doctrine of Method
is intended to provide a plan for a system of reason, a system of phil-
osophy that is to be erected on critical principles. �is result will then
serve as an interpretative framework for approaching the four chapters
of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method, which will be tackled in
section 7.3. I will provide readings of these four chapters that assess
them in the light of the overall function of the Transcendental Doctrine
of Method, in order both to make my interpretation of that overall
function more plausible, and to provide a starting point for readings of
the separate topics covered in these chapters. We will see that the four
chapters do lend themselves to such an interpretation, even though
Kant’s text is, admittedly, not entirely clear-cut on this issue.

7.1 Interpretations of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method

In the older secondary literature the general response to the Transcend-
ental Doctrine of Method was simply to ignore it. Norman Kemp Smith,



Interpretations of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method 205

who characteristically relegated his treatment of the Transcendental
Doctrine of Method to a short appendix, considered the main division
of the Critique as ‘highly arti�cial’. According to him, this division
mainly stems from Kant’s predilection for architectonic structures
derived from logic, and he maintained that ‘[t]he entire teaching of the
Methodology has already been more or less exhaustively expounded in
the earlier divisions of the Critique’.2 With the publication of the �rst
substantial commentary on the Transcendental Doctrine of Method
by Heinz Heimsoeth in 1971, this general disregard came to an end.3
In the seventies Giorgio Tonelli devoted an important part of his
work to it, the result of which, however, remained un�nished when
he died.4 �e past two decennia have witnessed more interest in the
Transcendental Doctrine of Method, and it has become standard in the
newer commentaries to include a more or less substantial discussion
of it.5 Nevertheless, one is still justi�ed to assent to A.W. Moore as he
quips in his chapter on the Transcendental Doctrine of Method that
‘the amount of attention paid to any given section of the Critique is
inversely proportional to its distance from the beginning of the book’.6

�is growing interest into the Transcendental Doctrine of Method
has not, however, resulted in a coherent and comprehensive interpreta-
tion of its nature and function within the Critique of Pure Reason. �e
literature falls short in a number of respects: the interpretations are
either (1) too partial, or (2) too practical, or (3) too super�cial – or
they su�er from a combination of these.

(1) Given the relatively disparate contents of the Transcendental
Doctrine of Method, it is not surprising that many interpretations
have focused on single issues that arise within the Transcendental
Doctrine of Method, and thus o�er clari�cations of only parts of the
text, without taking into account the broader context. Especially the
discussion of mathematical and philosophical method in the Discipline

2 Kemp Smith (1999 [1923]), p. 563. Two other important older commentaries,
Vaihinger (1970 [1922]) and Paton (1936), incidentally, do not even reach the
Transcendental Doctrine of Method, the �rst because he lacked time to come
past the �rst 75 pages or so, the second because he considered the Transcendental
Dialectic and the Transcendental Doctrine of Method as relatively self-explanatory.

3 �e reference is to the fourth volume of Heimsoeth (1966–1971).
4 It was posthumously published as Tonelli (1994).
5 See for example Mohr and Willaschek (1998), Hö�e (2004), Mohr (2004), Bird

(2006) and Guyer (2010).
6 Moore (2010), p. 310 n. 2.
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and that of the highest good in the Canon have been subject of such
interpretations.7 �ere is nothing inherently wrong with this approach,
and it has certainly yielded valuable insights, but it contributes little
to an understanding of the nature and function of the Transcendental
Doctrine of Method as a whole. Moreover, precisely because of the lim-
ited focus of such research, there is the risk of actually misinterpreting
individual passages or sections, because they are not seen in the context
of the whole. Any interpretation of the Canon, for example, that pins
this chapter down to a rudimentary moral philosophy fails to do justice
to the context of the chapter.8 Birgit Recki, for example, presents the
Canon as executing ‘a threefold transition to moral philosophy, to
moral theology and to teleology’, claiming as well that in this chapter
Kant clari�es ‘the fundamental concepts of moral philosophy and of
moral theology’.9 As I will argue, however, when we take into account
the context of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method and its function,
we can see that Kant had radically di�erent intentions with this chapter.

(2) Others have tried to interpret the Transcendental Doctrine of
Method (and thus not only the Canon) from a practical perspective,
as dealing with either the procedural side of forging philosophical
consensus or as showing the e�ectiveness of reason in real human life.10
Onora O’Neill, for one, argues that the Transcendental Doctrine of
Method o�ers a vindication of reason, a task she considers central to
the critique of reason. Although this vindication is connected with
serious problems of foundational self-reference, she thinks that the
Transcendental Doctrine of Method o�ers a solution to those problems
by establishing the principles of framing a plan for constructing a system
of reason, which comes down to placing the categorical imperative at
the basis of both practical and theoretical philosophy. �e result of
O’Neill’s procedural approach is, however, that Kant is made into a
kind of consensus theorist avant la lettre, which undermines the claims
he makes in the Transcendental Doctrine of Elements.11

7 See for example Rohs (1998) and Moore (2010) (both focus on the methods of
mathematics and philosophy), and Guéroult (1963) and Düsing (1971) (focussing
both on the Canon and the highest good).

8 Examples of such an approach are Guéroult (1963), Düsing (1971) and Recki (1998).
9 Recki (1998), pp. 598–599, translation mine.
10 See for example O’Neill (1989), Wilson (1993) and Manchester (2003), and the

rather di�erent interpretation by Gerhardt (1998).
11 Cf. Kant’s con�dent remark at A 753/B 781 that the transcendental critique ‘has

revealed to me the entire stock of our pure reason’, which certainly indicates a
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Whereas O’Neill can at least do some justice to the fact that Kant
considered the Transcendental Doctrine of Method as dealing with the
formal conditions of a system of reason, the interpretation of Volker
Gerhardt completely ignores this fact. He reconstructs the Transcend-
ental Doctrine of Method as showing ‘how reason comes to e�ectiveness
in human life’, taking a route that ‘involves the real process in which
reason develops itself as an active historical force’. �e aim of the entire
Critique of Pure Reason then lies in ‘the self-determination of man through his
practical reason’.12 How such claims are to be linked to Kant’s explicit
de�nition of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method, which focuses
on the system of reason, remains in the dark.

(3) Finally, there are many commentaries on the Transcendental
Doctrine of Method that fail to o�er an interpretation of the text as
a whole that goes signi�cantly beyond mere repetition of Kant’s own
words. �is often is the case in commentaries that follow the Kantian
text paragraph by paragraph.13 Although mostly they do notice the
relevant passages in which Kant pronounces his intentions concerning
the Transcendental Doctrine of Method (for example Kant’s de�nition
that the Transcendental Doctrine of Method is concerned with the
formal conditions of a system of pure reason), and although they
often o�er clarifying remarks on these passages, none of them truly
takes such intentions seriously in commenting on the contents of the
Transcendental Doctrine of Method as a whole. �e result is that the
interpretation of those contents does not di�er fundamentally from the
partial interpretations mentioned above.14

�e only interpretations I am aware of that do not su�er from
one of these shortcomings are those by Giorgio Tonelli and Richard
Velkley.15 Both explicitly take Kant’s intentions into account in trying to
o�er a comprehensive and general interpretation of the Transcendental

stronger claim than just having o�ered a procedure for democratically deciding
on foundational issues in philosophy.

12 Gerhardt (1998), pp. 572–573; translation mine, the abundant italics are his own.
13 See especially Hö�e (2004), and to a lesser extent Mohr (2004) and Heimsoeth

(1966–1971).
14 Graham Bird’s account in Bird (2006) can also be included in this class, even

though he provides a more encompassing view of the Transcendental Doctrine
of Method as a concluding account of philosophy and of reason. He does not,
however, provide much help in explaining how the contents of the various chapters
contribute to this general aim.

15 Tonelli (1994) and Velkley (1989).
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Doctrine of Method within the context of the entire Critique. Tonelli
presents a plethora of historical facts relating to Kant’s Critique and
to its precursors, o�ering detailed and convincing interpretations of
some notoriously di	cult passages. While placing the Critique of Pure
Reason in the tradition of modern logic, he seeks to understand the
book as a methodology of metaphysics. �is makes a certain amount of
sense, also with regard to the Transcendental Doctrine of Method, but
as we have seen in the previous chapter it is certainly not a thesis that
is self-explanatory. Unfortunately Tonelli’s work remained un�nished,
and as such it fails to make a convincing case or draw proper conclu-
sions. Velkley, on the other hand, sensibly takes as point of departure
the claim that the Transcendental Doctrine of Method ‘o�er[s] the
outline of this system [of reason], and thus […] propose[s] the basic
elements of the positive phase of the new legislation’, and focuses
especially on the role of the Canon in this. With regard to the Canon
he remarks:

�e primary intent of this chapter has to be grasped within the whole
project of the Critique. �e Canon’s aim is not to provide the foundations
of moral philosophy (which aim in fact it explicitly renounces) but the
outline of the completion of the metaphysical strivings of reason in a
new ‘system’ of reason.16

In general Velkley’s approach seems fruitful. Nevertheless, he focuses on
the Canon, and while making apt remarks, he does not systematically
treat the other chapters of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method.
In the following, I will build on his approach and provide a more
encompassing reading of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method.

7.2 Kant on the Transcendental Doctrine of Method

Kant does not say much about the division of the Critique of Pure Reason
into a Doctrine of Elements and a Doctrine of Method. In fact, there
are only two passages in which he explicitly addresses this issue, namely
a sentence in the introduction to the Critique, and the introduction to
the Transcendental Doctrine of Method.

In the introduction to the Critique Kant presents the overall structure

16 Velkley (1989), p. 138.
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of the work as follows: ‘Now if one wants to set up the division of this
science from the general viewpoint of a system in general, then the
one [‘the division’ is the most logical reference, J�Z] that we will now
present must contain �rst a Doctrine of Elements and second a Doctrine
of Method of pure reason.’ (A 15/B 29) Although this passage does not
do much more than just telling us that the book is split up into these
two parts, it does indicate the point of view from which this division is
made: that of a system. If we look at the science of the Critique of Pure
Reason17 as a system, we have to divide it into a Doctrine of Elements
and a Doctrine of Method. It is not much, but it suggests at least that
understanding what Kant means by a system will help us to understand
the rationale for this speci�c division, and that perhaps this division
itself is of a systematic nature.

�e other passage where Kant explicitly addresses the overall struc-
ture of the Critique is in the introduction to the Transcendental Doctrine
of Method itself (A 707–708/B 735–736). Here we �nd three separate
ways of indicating the nature and function of the Transcendental
Doctrine of Method. Kant �rst applies an architectural metaphor
invoking the biblical story of the tower of Babel. Secondly, he gives
an explicit de�nition of a transcendental doctrine of method: ‘By
the transcendental doctrine of method, therefore, I understand the
determination of the formal conditions of a complete system of pure
reason.’ (A 707–708/B 735–736) As in the introduction to the Critique
of Pure Reason the emphasis is on providing a system of reason. �irdly,
Kant explicates the function of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method
by saying that it ‘will accomplish, in a transcendental respect, that
which, under the name of a practical logic, with regard to the use of the
understanding in general, the schools sought but accomplished only
badly’ (A 708/B 736).

17 It is not immediately clear that with ‘this science’ Kant means the science of the
Critique of Pure Reason, and it is not unthinkable that he wanted to indicate the
science of transcendental philosophy, which is the science spoken about just prior to
this statement (two sentences before the one cited). �is section of the introduction
was entitled in the �rst edition ‘Division of Transcendental Philosophy’ (A 13), in
the second edition however ‘�e Idea and Division of a Special Science under
the Name of a Critique of Pure Reason’ (B 24). Considering this change to be an
improvement, and given the fact that Kant here describes the division of his book,
which is a Critique of Pure Reason, I choose to interpret the sentence as dealing
with the science of the Critique of Pure Reason. For a thorough discussion of this
section see Tonelli (1994), especially pp. 66–80.
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We have thus three clues for our investigation: the concern with a
system of reason, an architectural metaphor, and the comparison to
practical logic. I will discuss them in this order.

7.2.1 Architectural Metaphors and the Transcendental Doctrine of Method
�e architectural metaphor Kant employs in characterizing the nature
of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method is well-known; it is an
adaptation of the biblical story of the tower of Babel. Kant compares
the totality of knowledge produced by reason to a building, and meta-
physicians to builders. Apart from the classic problem of a Babel of
tongues – which in the Bible thwarts the construction of the tower –
Kant claims that in philosophy other problems are to be expected as
well. �e Transcendental Doctrine of Elements, he explains, was an
inspection of the building material, and the conclusion of that inspec-
tion was that there is not enough material for huge towers, although
it su	ces for ‘a dwelling that was just roomy enough for our business
on the plane of experience’ (A 707/B 735). After the inspection of the
Transcendental Doctrine of Elements, the Transcendental Doctrine of
Method addresses the building plan, and Kant states that ‘we have to
aim at an edi�ce in relation to the supplies given to us that is at the
same time suited to our needs’ (A 707/B 735).

�e references to building and architecture in the Critique of Pure
Reason are an important family of metaphors. In the preface to the
�rst and the introduction to the second edition (A IX and B 9), this
metaphoric language is introduced, and after some references to build-
ing and architecture in the Transcendental Dialectic (see for example
A 319–320/B 375–376, A 474–475/B 502–503) the metaphor is elaborated
especially in the Transcendental Doctrine of Method – most prom-
inently in the Architectonic, of course.18 Philosophical systems are
compared to buildings, which can rest on foundations that are either
sound or unreliable; philosophical systems of the past are ‘edi�ces, to
be sure, but only in ruins’ (A 852/B 880). �e textitCritique of Pure
Reason is to prepare the erection of a sound building, a well-founded
philosophical system, and in order to do so the Transcendental Doc-
trine of Elements investigates and estimates the materials (Bauzeug,
Materialien, Sto�, A 707/B 735), whereas the Transcendental Doctrine of
Method o�ers the plan or design (Plan, Entwurf, ibid.) of the building.

18 On architectural metaphors in Kant, see Eichberger (1999); see also Hö�e (2004),
pp. 325–327 and Eucken (1906).
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In the eighteenth century it was by no means unusual to speak about
philosophy in architectonical terms, and in fact a considerable tradition
existed.19 Examples in early modern philosophy before Kant include
Descartes, Leibniz, Wol�, Baumgarten and Lambert. In Wol� and
Baumgarten architectonic is simply equated to ontology, the science
of the predicates of being in general. Lambert – by whose ideas Kant
was in�uenced quite strongly 20 – takes up the concept of architectonic
from Baumgarten, but gives it an epistemological turn. For Lambert
architectonic had a double connotation: it has to do, �rst, with the
order and foundation of knowledge, and second, with the purpose of
knowledge:

To that extent it [the word architectonic] is abstracted from architecture
[Baukunst], and it has an entirely similar meaning with respect to the
edi�ce of human cognition, all the more so when it is related to the
�rst foundations, to the �rst scheme [Anlage], to the materials and their
preparation and order in general, and in such a way that one intends to
make a purposeful whole out of it.21

According to Paula Manchester, who has thoroughly investigated
Kant’s notion of the architectonic of reason,22 this double character of
architectonic can be traced to two older traditions: an older scholastic
one, which understands scientia architectonica as a discipline that o�ers
a foundation of human cognition, and a later humanist one, which
understands architectonic as an art o�ering instruction that is useful in
man’s life. Lambert combined both into a conception of architectonic
as a science that not only provides a foundation of cognition, but also
provides clues for extending human knowledge.23

Related to this is the use of the term architectonic in the context of
the classi�cation of the sciences. According to Tonelli, especially Abra-
ham Calov (1612–1686), a Königsberg Aristotelian, took up this line.24
Kant himself speaks of architectonic in this sense in his Anthropology,

19 See especially Tonelli (1994), pp. 250–256; cf. Manchester (2003), pp. 195–202.
My treatment is indebted to their work.

20 See Tonelli (1994), esp. pp. 125–128 and 158–178; see the correspondence between
Kant and Lambert as well (1765–1770; X:51–57, X:62–67, X:96–99 and X:103–111).

21 Lambert, Anlage zur Architectonic, vol. I, p. XXVIII–XXIX; translation mine.
22 Apart from the article cited in footnote 19, see Manchester (2008).
23 Manchester (2003), pp. 195–197.
24 Tonelli (1994), pp. 250–255.
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where he de�nes the architectonic mind as the one ‘which methodically
examines the connection of all the sciences and how they support one
another’ (VII:226).25

Another interesting connection that was common in the eighteenth
century and earlier is the one between architectonic and biology: certain
theories of generation invoked the idea of ‘esprit architectonique’ as the
force that forms the female ovum into an embryo.26 As proponents
of such theories one could name the Renaissance scholars Jules-César
Scaliger (1484–1558), Jan Baptist van Helmont (1577–1644) and Ysbrand
van Diemerbroeck (1609–1674).27

�is brief exposition gives a number of clues as to what Kant may
have had in mind when using architectural metaphors to characterize
his critical project. �ese clues are, �rst, a concern with the systematic
foundation of cognition; second, a concern with the classi�cation of the
various sciences; and third a concern with the generation of cognition.
A further investigation is needed, however, to see whether Kant indeed
followed these clues – I will return to this in section 7.3.

7.2.2 Practical Logic and the Transcendental Doctrine of Method
�e second element to investigate is Kant’s statement that the Tran-
scendental Doctrine of Method is to accomplish in a transcendental
respect what practical logic was supposed to do. Kant says the following:
a transcendental doctrine of method

will accomplish, in a transcendental respect, that which, under the
name of a practical logic, with regard to the use of the understanding
in general, the schools sought but accomplished only badly; for since
general logic is not limited to any particular kind of cognition of the
understanding (e.g., not to the pure cognition of the understanding)
nor to certain objects, it cannot, without borrowing knowledge from
other sciences, do more than expound titles for possible methods and
technical expressions that are used in regard to that which is systematic
in all sorts of sciences, which �rst makes the novice familiar with names
the signi�cance and use of which he will only learn in the future.
(A 708/B 736)

25 Cf. Jäsche Logic, IX:48–49.
26 Diderot and D’Alembert, Encyclopédie, vol. I, p. 617, s.v. ‘Architectonique’. See also

Tonelli (1994), p. 245.
27 See Roger (1997 [1963]), esp. pp. 76–81 and 227–235. Cf. Tonelli (1994), p. 245.
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Now in chapter 1 we have investigated Kant’s shifting views concerning
the traditional practical logic. We have seen that initially he conceived
of practical logic as a discipline that teaches how to apply logic under
the subjective conditions of the human mind, a conception that is
closely linked to his later conception of applied logic. Later he started
to characterize practical logic more in terms of the particularity of the
objects to which a practical logic is applied. �is conception is closer
to his later conception of particular logic. In general logic only a general
doctrine of method remained.

In the passage from the Critique of Pure Reason with which we are
concerned here, Kant clearly refers to such a general doctrine of method,
even alluding to the way in which general logic is both distinguished
from transcendental logic (it is not restricted to the pure cognition of
the understanding) and from particular logic (it is not restricted to a
certain kind of object). A general practical logic, Kant claims again,
reduces to a general doctrine of method, which merely covers a general
account of systematicity. In the case of a transcendental doctrine of
method, however, there is opportunity for a more speci�c treatment of
systematicity, because in transcendental logic we are concerned with a
speci�c kind of cognition, as we saw in the previous chapter.

Consequently, the reference to practical logic suggests that we
should understand the Transcendental Doctrine of Method as dealing
with the system of the pure cognition of the understanding.

7.2.3 Systematic Form and the Transcendental Doctrine of Method
Finally, we must investigate the explicit de�nition that Kant o�ers of
what he means by a transcendental doctrine of method. �is de�nition
states that this doctrine of method is ‘the determination of the formal
conditions of a complete system of pure reason’ (A 707–708/B 735–736),
a description that points to the notion of the system of reason.28 �is
system of reason is, I would like to suggest, the speci�c system that was
alluded to in the reference to practical logic, which I have just discussed.

Kant often speaks about the system of pure reason in the Critique of
Pure Reason, and he already treats it in general terms in the prefaces and

28 �ere are a small number of publications explicitly addressing the topic of Kant’s
system of reason, incorporating as well discussions of the Kantian view of system-
aticity, most prominently Fulda and Stolzenberg (2001), Neiman (1994), Rescher
(2000) and Guyer (2005). I do not think, however, that they o�er a clear and
convincing analysis of the way in which Kant thought a system is to be constructed.
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the introductions. �is system is said to be a system of metaphysics,
and it is the task of the Critique of Pure Reason to somehow prepare for
establishing it. In doing so, the Critique of Pure Reason is both strictly
distinguished from and intimately linked to that system of pure reason.
On the one hand Kant makes clear that the Critique does not contain the
system of reason, and that such a system is to be erected after the Critique,
a task for which Kant invokes the help of his fellow philosophers (see for
example A XXI). �e Critique of Pure Reason is separated from the system
itself in this respect: ‘It [the critique of pure speculative reason] is a
treatise on the method, not a system of the science itself’ (B XXII). On the
other hand, Kant is quite clear that there is a tight connection between
the Critique and the system of reason, although he is less clear on the
nature of that connection. On the one hand it is said that the Critique
is a ‘propaedeutic to the system of pure reason’, by which a science is
meant that judges the ‘sources and boundaries’ of reason (A 11/B 25).
On the other hand Kant states in the preface to the second edition that
the Critique o�ers the entire plan (B XXXVI), the ‘outline’ or ‘preliminary
sketch’ of the system of metaphysics (B XXI–XXIII), whereas he uses the
term ‘preparation’ in the Introduction (A 12/B 26). In the preface to the
�rst edition of the Critique Kant is equally ambiguous, stating in one
passage that the Critique has to display ‘the sources and conditions of its
[of the system of pure (speculative) reason] possibility’, whereas it has
to ‘completely [expound] the principles of the system’ as well (A XXI).

So although it can be gathered from the introduction and the
prefaces that the Critique of Pure Reason has an important role with
regard to the establishment of a system of pure reason, it is notoriously
unclear how Kant saw the exact relations between the Critique of Pure
Reason and a system of pure reason and it is equally unclear what
Kant exactly meant by this latter system.29 His remarks on this topic
(in the Introduction and in the Architectonic) are obscured by the
introduction of a host of other terms (organon, canon, transcendental
philosophy); on top of that, it is even thought that the relevant section
of the Introduction is the result of patchwork.30

29 �is obscurity is due not in the last place to Kant himself, who in 1799, in his
‘Declaration regarding Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre’ (XII:370–371), stated that he
found it incomprehensible that anyone could think he had not o�ered a complete
system of transcendental philosophy.

30 �e ‘patchwork theory’ was proposed by Hans Vaihinger (Vaihinger (1902)), and
adopted by Norman Kemp Smith (Kemp Smith (1999 [1923]), pp. 71–73).
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What is clear however, is that the Critique of Pure Reason functions as
a preparation for the establishment of a system of philosophy. Now in
order to understand the task of the Critique of Pure Reason, and that of
the Transcendental Doctrine of Method, we must review Kant’s ideas
on systematicity, which can be found especially in the Architectonic
chapter. We have already treated this account of systematicity in sec-
tion 3.2.1, so I can limit myself to a brief discussion, emphasising some
features that were of less concern in the earlier treatment.

In the Architectonic of Pure Reason Kant de�nes a system as ‘the
unity of the manifold cognitions under one idea’ (A 832/B 860), and
he argues that such systematic unity is the only thing that turns an
aggregate of knowledge into a science. As the term ‘idea’ already
suggests, it is a task of reason to produce such systematic unity. �is
idea, or concept of reason, is said to contain ‘the end [Zweck] and the
form of the whole that is congruent with it [the end]’ (A 832/B 860).
Regarding the form of the whole we are told further that the idea
determines a priori ‘the domain [Umfang] of the manifold as well as the
position of the parts with respect to each other’ (ibid.). Such a system
then forms a complete, demarcated and articulated whole, which is
internally connected in such a way that one would immediately take
notice of a missing part. Kant compares a system in this respect to the
body of an animal, which can grow only by making stronger or bigger
the parts already existing, but not by adding new parts.

Now the idea of reason that determines the unity of a system cannot
be applied to the manifold of knowledge in a straightforward way: for
its execution it needs a schema, which is de�ned here as ‘an essential
manifoldness and order of the parts determined a priori from the
principle of the end’ (A 833/B 861). Such a schema can be formed either
in correspondence to the ‘chief end of reason’, or in correspondence
to ‘aims occurring contingently’; the former schema lends architectonic
unity to a system, the latter only technical unity (ibid.).31

31 Also in the Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic Kant elaborates on the
systematic unity of knowledge, although the focus here is on the systematic unity
in empirical science; as such, the reference to one ‘chief end’ (which may very well
be associated with the �nal end of reason, see A 839–840/B 867–868) is absent
there. Nonetheless, it is made clear in the Appendix that reason is responsible for
systematic unity. �e unity, however, is here said to be the ‘interconnection [of
cognition] based on one principle’ (A 645/B 673); still, this unity (just as in the
Architectonic) presupposes an idea, namely that of ‘the form of a whole of cognition,
which precedes the determinate cognition of the parts and contains the conditions
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All in all then, Kant’s de�nition of a transcendental doctrine of
method states that it is to provide a blueprint of the system of pure
reason.

7.2.4 Kant on the Nature and Function of the Transcendental Doctrine of
Method: Preliminary Conclusions

Kant’s explicit remarks on the nature and function of the Transcend-
ental Doctrine of Method all point in a similar direction. �e use
of architectonic metaphors, the reference to practical logic, and the
de�nition of a transcendental doctrine of method all link this part of
the Critique to systematicity, and in particular to the systematicity of the
pure cognition of reason. For Kant it o�ers the tools and concepts for
constructing a system out of the elements o�ered in the Transcendental
Doctrine of Elements. �e Critique as a whole, then, is concerned with
o�ering the conditions of a complete system of pure reason. As such,
the things one would expect to �nd in the Transcendental Doctrine of
Method are an explanation of what a system is, speci�cations of all the
relevant parts of a system, and an outline of the system of philosophy
that is to be established.

�is conclusion, however, raises a number of questions when taking
into consideration the actual contents of the Transcendental Doctrine
of Method. For if our preliminary conclusion is right, why is there more
than just an Architectonic? �is part, de�ned as ‘the art of systems’
(A 832/B 860) is easily classed under the Transcendental Doctrine of
Method understood as treating the way in which a system of pure
reason is to be established. But what about the Discipline, the Canon
and the History? Kant seems to claim that these chapters too contribute

for determining a priori the place of each part and its relation to the others’ (ibid.).
�anks to the ideas of reason, the concepts of the understanding receive their
widest extension. As we have seen in section 3.2.1 above, Kant gives three more
concrete principles that together exhaust the idea of systematic unity: the principle
of homogeneity, that of speci�cation and that of continuity. �ese principles state
that, �rst, one must be able to view the manifold as falling under higher genera,
second, that one must be able to view the manifold as being speci�able into ever
lower species, and third, that there is a continuous transition from one species to
another and that there are thus no vacuous spots (A 657–658/B 685–686). It is a
matter of character which of the principles a scientist chooses as his main heuristic
rule. Taken together, however, they exhaust the conditions for establishing a
complete and uni�ed system.
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to an exposition of the formal conditions of a system of pure reason. Is
it possible to interpret these chapters in such a way that they all form
an important contribution to the task of the Transcendental Doctrine
of Method? I think they do, and the next section tries to show it.

7.3 �e Structure of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method

In order to substantiate the hypothesis that the Transcendental Doctrine
of Method provides the tools and concepts that make possible the
construction of a system of philosophy, it is necessary to investigate
whether the various parts of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method
can be understood as concerning the formal aspects of such a system.
I will do so by discussing the four chapters of the Transcendental
Doctrine of Method one by one. However, because the third chapter,
the Architectonic of Pure Reason, contains the most speci�c and explicit
statements on systematicity, I will treat it �rst, after which the other
three chapters follow in the order in which they appear in the Critique
of Pure Reason.

7.3.1 �e Architectonic of Pure Reason
In section 7.2.3 it became clear that Kant regarded the idea on which
the unity of a system is based as its most important part, and that this
idea contains both the end to which the system is directed and the
form of the system. �is idea has to be schematized in order to actually
unify a manifold of cognitions. Now the Architectonic provides more
speci�c information concerning the true system of philosophy. Let me
explain.

First Kant makes some remarks on the history of establishing the
true system of philosophy, a topic to which we will return in the section
on the History of Pure Reason. Following these historical paragraphs,
Kant goes on to o�er a detailed division of all kinds of knowledge,
focussing on the system of philosophy. He introduces numerous dis-
tinctions.32 Of special importance is the distinction between a scholastic
and a cosmopolitan concept of philosophy (‘Schulbegri� ’ and ‘Weltbegri�
(conceptus cosmicus)’, A 838/B 866), for here an important part of Kant’s

32 Helpful graphical depictions of the entire system Kant outlines can be found in
Tonelli (1994), pp. 337–338 and in Hö�e (2004), p. 306.
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general de�nition of a system receives its elaboration for the speci�c
case of a system of philosophy. �e scholastic concept understands
philosophy as ‘a system of cognition that is sought only as a science
without having as its end anything more than the systematic unity
of this knowledge, thus the logical perfection of cognition’ (ibid.).
�is idea of philosophy is related closely to the way traditional lo-
gic treated philosophy as a system (see for example Meier’s Auszug
aus der Vernunftlehre, §§ 416–417, XVI:777), and it satis�es Kant’s own
de�nition of a system. �e cosmopolitan concept, on the other hand,
understands philosophy as ‘the science of the relation of all cognition
to the essential ends of human reason (teleologia rationis humanae)’
(A 839/B 867). �is concept of philosophy thus speci�es a systematic
unity of all philosophical cognition in the essential ends of reason.
For these essential ends, Kant explains, are subordinated to one �nal
end, which he identi�es as ‘the entire vocation [Bestimmung] of man’,
the philosophy of which is said to be moral philosophy (A 840/B 868).
As such, philosophy as a system is uni�ed in the idea of a cosmo-
politan philosophy, an idea which entails as its end the vocation of
man.

In line with the de�nition of system (A 832/B 860), Kant goes on to
outline the form of the system, o�ering a host of subdivisions. �e �rst
division made is that between theoretical and practical philosophy, a
distinction that is of great importance in the Canon of Pure Reason;
we will come to that shortly. Kant also restates the distinction between
critique and system of reason, the former being a preparation that
‘investigates the faculty of reason in regard to all pure a priori cognition’,
the latter being the science of all philosophical cognitions (A 841/B 869).
Further distinctions serve to present the outline and structure of the
entire system of philosophy.

In sum, the Architectonic o�ers Kant’s views on the structure of
the system of philosophy. Kant makes clear that this system is indeed
a system according to his account of systematic structure in general.
He thus rehearses material that has its place in the general doctrine
of method. But more importantly, he also provides an indication of
the idea that uni�es the system of philosophy, and which makes his
discussion of systematicity speci�c to that system.



�e Structure of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method 219

7.3.2 �e Discipline of Pure Reason
�e �rst chapter of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method is by far the
longest, and it consists of four sections treating a variety of topics. �is
does not make it immediately obvious what is at stake in the Discipline
of Pure Reason. Interpretations of this chapter often focus on speci�c
topics within the text, and leave aside the issue of its overall function,
save for plain repetition of Kant’s de�nition of discipline.33 �is is
partly due to the di	culties that the introductory text to the Discipline
o�ers. However, these di	culties can be clari�ed to a certain extent
when departing from our hypothesis on the nature and function of the
Transcendental Doctrine of Method as a whole.

Discipline, Kant says, is the ‘compulsion through which the constant
propensity to stray from certain rules is limited and �nally eradicated’
(A 709/B 737). �is by itself is a quite general statement, and Kant goes
on to specify his use of the term in this chapter in four respects. First,
he argues that discipline is to be directed at pure reason. Second, he
shows that pure reason only needs discipline in its transcendental use,
not in its empirical or mathematical uses. In the latter two uses, reason
is restrained by intuition, either empirical or pure (A 710–711/B 738–739).
�e third step is presented in the �nal paragraph of the introduc-
tion, where Kant restricts the scope of the Discipline to the method
of cognition from pure reason, because a discipline of the content of
this cognition was already o�ered in the Transcendental Doctrine of
Elements (A 712/B 740).34 As such, the Discipline of Pure Reason can
be said eliminate the propensity to stray from methodological rules for
the cognition of pure reason in its transcendental use.

�e fourth step of restricting the scope of the Discipline is in fact
presented before the third (an anomaly that may be explained by the
fact that the more general remark concerning method versus content
forms a more explicit reminder of the reason for classing this chapter
under the Transcendental Doctrine of Method), and this �nal restriction
tells us what part of ‘method’ the Discipline primarily focuses upon:
that of systematicity. For in the use of pure reason one encounters

33 For example Rohs (1998) and Gerhardt (1998) in Mohr and Willaschek (1998); the
mere fact that in this commentary the discussion of the Discipline is divided over
two di�erent contributions is already telling by itself.

34 Presumably in the Dialectic, where Kant, based on the results of the Analytic, limits
the claims of traditional metaphysics; as such it is understandable why Kant refers
to the Critique of Pure Reason in almost the exact same terms which he uses here in
reference to discipline (see A 11/B 25).
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not only individual errors (these may be eliminated by censure and
critique35), but an ‘entire system of delusions and deceptions, which
are connected with each other and uni�ed under common principles’
(A 711/B 739). �is ‘system’ may well be connected to the Transcendental
Dialectic, where systems of uncritical metaphysics are criticized which
resort under the common principle of reason that if the conditioned
is given, the unconditioned must be given as well (A 307–309/B 364–
366).36 Dealing with such systems from the perspective of method poses
some additional problems, over and above those treated in the Tran-
scendental Doctrine of Elements, which make a ‘system of caution and
self-examination’(A 711/B 739), viz. the Discipline of Pure Reason, all
the more important. �ese speci�c problems, one may assume, must
lie in the way of connecting and unifying knowledge: as each science
has its own principles connecting knowledge, it is possible that one
confuses one science with another, and that an inappropriate method is
applied. Still, the application of an inappropriate method may result in
a systematic whole, and precisely because of that systematicity it may
be more di	cult to recognize the illusory nature of such a system.37

Indeed, Kant treats several methods that cannot be applied in
philosophy, or if so only under very speci�c conditions. A prime ex-
ample is the mathematical method. �e way of connecting concepts
in mathematics consists in their construction in pure intuition; philo-
sophical concepts, however, cannot be constructed in this way, and
therefore the mathematical way of connecting concepts is inappropriate
for philosophy. �e other sections of the Discipline of Pure Reason
treat the conditions under which certain types of propositions may
be accepted in philosophy. In short, Kant argues that propositions

35 Censure is a non-systematic form of discipline; as such the sceptic is said to censure
the dogmatist, whereas the sceptic’s attacks are not su	cient, because they lack
systematic structure (A 763–769/B 791–797). For some remarks on the use of these
terms here, see Tonelli (1978), especially pp. 147–148 and Tonelli (1994), pp. 99–103.
Nonetheless, the use of the term ‘critique’ in the passage referred to in the main
text is annoying, for it does not seem to be connected to systematicity as it is
elsewhere.

36 See Heimsoeth (1966–1971), vol. 4, p. 654. Another possibility would be to inter-
pret this system as a philosophical system of dogmatic philosophy, for example
the Leibniz-Wol	an one, or even as a system of all non-critical philosophy
(cf. A 835/B 863). �at would not change much for our point here, as the Transcend-
ental Dialectic is concerned with showing the vanity of non-critical metaphysics.

37 See König (2001) for more on Kant’s views on systems of false philosophy.
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cannot be accepted for use if they are dogmatic (except if they are
used temporarily for defending the necessary postulates of reason
against dogmatic denials of them, i.e. in the polemical use of reason);
that dogmatic propositions may not even be accepted as hypotheses
(except in the polemical situation outlined in the previous section);
that propositions must be proved by very speci�c procedures.

In sum, the Discipline of Pure Reason may be understood as dealing
with the elimination of inappropriate ways of constructing a philo-
sophical system.38 As such, it helps to distinguish the true system
of philosophy from those that only seem to be proper philosophical
systems. At the same time, it o�ers an explanation for the systematicity
even of failed attempts in philosophy.

7.3.3 �e Canon of Pure Reason
Although the second chapter of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method,
the Canon of Pure Reason, is mostly interpreted as containing an early
form of Kant’s moral philosophy,39 it is illuminating – and, I would
like to argue, �tting Kant’s intentions better – to approach the chapter
as dealing with a certain aspect of the system of philosophy.40 In my
opinion Kant seeks to accomplish two things in the Canon which are
relevant to the problematic of a system of philosophy: (1) he aims to
show what idea and thus what end shapes the entire system of philoso-
phy – that is, both theoretical and practical philosophy; (2) he seeks to
give this idea a more robust status than that of a regulative principle.
�e �rst task is linked directly to the Architectonic, whereas the second
is linked to the Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic. I will discuss
both claims brie�y, emphasising what I think Kant intended with the
Canon and trying to make Kant’s arguments as plausible as possible.

(1) As we saw above, Kant tells us in the Architectonic that a system
is uni�ed by an a priori idea of the whole, which contains both the end
to which the system is directed and the form of the whole (A 832/B 860).

38 �is is not to deny the fact that in presenting the inappropriate ways of constructing
a philosophical system Kant also, by way of contrast, outlines appropriate ways of
doing so; this concerns for example the freedom of critique (see the Discipline of
Pure Reason in its Polemical Use).

39 See for example Guéroult (1963), Düsing (1971) and Recki (1998).
40 Velkley (1989), especially chapter 5, o�ers a more detailed variant of such a reading

of the Canon of Pure Reason, the only one I am aware of who considers this chapter
to deal with the systematicity of reason rather than with o�ering the sketch of a
moral philosophy.
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Philosophy, understood in the cosmopolitan sense, is directed at the
‘essential ends of human reason’, which are in turn subordinated to one
�nal end, which is the ‘entire vocation of human beings’, the philosophy
of which is moral philosophy (A 838–839/B 866–867). Now because
the �rst subdivision of philosophy (in the cosmopolitan sense) is that
into philosophy of nature and philosophy of freedom (A 840/B 868),
an important question for the system of philosophy concerns the uni-
�cation of these two branches. �e Architectonic clearly indicates that
this uni�cation is to be expected primarily from the practical use of
reason, but this issue is not worked out there. In the Canon, however,
we can �nd a more elaborate discussion – albeit still not completely
satisfactory –, and in its second section Kant explicitly concludes that
practical and theoretical reason are uni�ed (A 815/B 843). How does he
come to that claim, and what is the unifying principle?

Kant starts out to repeat that according to the Dialectic the ideas of
theoretical reason, although they are enough to lend systematic unity
to empirical knowledge, do not satisfy the end of theoretical reason:
they cannot o�er a complete system of knowledge, in which the ideas
themselves can be known and determined as well – moreover, for full
systematicity, one would expect some kind of uni�cation among these
three ideas as well. Kant then proceeds to the practical use of reason.
Practical reason’s end is to establish the highest (derived) good, i.e. to
bring about a moral world in which morality and happiness are linked
necessarily and proportionally:

Now in an intelligible world, i.e., in the moral world, in the concept
of which we have abstracted from all hindrances to morality (of the
inclinations), such a system of happiness proportionately combined
with morality can also be thought as necessary, since freedom, partly
moved and partly restricted by moral laws, would itself be the cause of
the general happiness, and rational beings, under the guidance of such
principles, would themselves be the authors of their own enduring
welfare and at the same time that of others. […] [T]he necessary
connection of the hope of being happy with the unremitting e�ort
to make oneself worthy of happiness that has been adduced cannot be
cognized through reason if it is grounded merely in nature, but may
be hoped for only if it is at the same time grounded on a highest reason,
which commands in accordance with moral laws, as at the same time
the cause of nature.
I call the idea of such an intelligence, in which the morally most perfect
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will, combined with the highest blessedness, is the cause of all happiness
in the world, insofar as it stands in exact relation with morality (as the
worthiness to be happy), the ideal of the highest good. �us only in the
ideal of the highest original good can pure reason �nd the ground of the
practically necessary connection of both elements of the highest derived
good, manely of an intelligible, i.e., moral world. (A 809–811/B 837–839)

It is in fact a duty to bring about this end, and thus its realisation must
be possible. �is actual realisation in the world as it is, however, cannot
be hoped for unless we presuppose both a highest being that organizes
nature in such a way that it allows this realisation, and the immortality
of the soul.41 �e domains of both freedom and nature can be said to
form a unity that corresponds to the moral law, since the highest good
is given systematic unity by the moral law (A 808/B 836), and because
we have to assume that nature and its laws are ordered by God in such
a way that it enables the realization of the highest good. And such
is Kant’s conclusion: ‘But this systematic unity of ends in this world
of intelligences, which […] as a system of freedom can be called an
intelligible, i.e., moral world (regnum gratiae), also leads inexorably
to the purposive unity of all things that constitute this great whole
[viz. the sensible world of nature], in accordance with universal laws of
nature, just as the �rst does in accordance with universal and necessary
moral laws, and uni�es practical with theoretical reason’ (A 815/B 843).
Kant’s argument, however, fails to o�er an exact identi�cation of the

41 It is strange that in the Canon the three ideas of the Dialectic (soul, world and
God) are replaced by the three objects of pure reason, viz. the freedom of the will,
the immortality of the soul and the existence of God (the freedom of the will, by
the way, is not discussed as a postulate for practical reason in the Canon, as the
problems relating to this pertain to the theoretical, not to the practical domain, see
A 801–804/B 829–832). It may be argued that the �rst three ideas form the central
topics of traditional special metaphysics (rational psychology, rational cosmology
and rational theology), and that they can be reinterpreted as regulative principles
o�ering systematic unity to empirical knowledge, whereas at the same time it is
strictly impossible to know or believe anything regarding any presumed objects
corresponding to these ideas. In the Canon they are replaced by the other three,
of which it is shown that they are necessary postulates for the obligation of the
moral law, and that as such we can presuppose and even believe in objects with
speci�c characteristics corresponding to them. – All the same, it might also be the
case that Kant did not view the two sets as fundamentally di�erent, and that the
only di�erence is a di�erence of perspective: either from a theoretical or from a
practical point of view.
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idea and �nal end of the system of philosophy. As the ideas of freedom,
immortality and God are not one idea, it may be surmised that the
highest good is the one idea unifying the system; bringing about the
highest good might then be seen as the �nal end contained in this idea.
�is remains speculation, however.42

(2) �e second task Kant seeks to accomplish in the Canon con-
cerns the status of the idea shaping the system of philosophy. In the
Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic he made it clear that the
ideas of theoretical reason (soul, world and God) are regulative ideas,
not constitutive ones. �is means that they cannot be said to determine
any object, and that by means of them we are not allowed to ascribe
any property to either the soul, the world or God. �e only use they
have is that they are heuristic principles directing empirical research: if
we, for example, consider the faculties of the mind as if they proceed
from one soul, we are led to search for ever higher unity, although we
will never reach a complete unity. As such, the natural urge of reason to
reach the unconditioned can never be satis�ed in this way.

In the practical use of reason the ideas of God and immortality
have a di�erent status, Kant argues. �ey are not regulative ideas, but
necessary assumptions for the practical use of reason. An important
di�erence between the two is that the latter must be assumed, because
they form the necessary condition for bringing about the highest good,
which is an unconditional duty. �e ideas of theoretical reason, on
the other hand, are only conditionally necessary: only if one wants
to confer systematic unity upon the empirical knowledge of nature
one needs those regulative ideas as heuristic principles. Another very
important di�erence concerns the fact that, whereas the ideas of the-
oretical reason do not allow any determination of their objects, the
necessary assumptions of practical reason do involve the assumption
of speci�c properties. �us, in the case of the existence of God, Kant
argues that we need to suppose this highest being for example as
omnipotent, omnipresent and eternal (A 814–815/B 842–843). As such,
in contrast to the theoretical use of reason, its practical use leads to a
moral theology.

With regard to the status of the ideas of God and immortality, Kant
elaborates on the various levels of subjective validity of judgements.
One can either have an opinion, in which case one holds something to

42 For more on this di	cult issue, see Kleingeld (1998) and Guyer (2005 [2000]).
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be true while one knows that the grounds for that are both subjectively
and objectively insu	cient; or believe, in which case there are su	cient
subjective grounds for taking something to be true, whereas the object-
ive grounds are insu	cient; or know, in which case both the subjective
and the objective grounds are su	cient (A 822/B 850). In the case of
the ideas of God and immortality, Kant argues, ‘to have an opinion
is of course too little, but to know is also too much’ (A 823/B 851). In
the theoretical use of reason one could o�er no objective grounds
for taking the ideas as true, and subjective grounds are in any case
insu	cient for the theoretical domain. Knowing these ideas therefore
is impossible. As the practical use of reason o�ers us, however, su	cient
subjective grounds for taking these ideas as true, we do not have an
opinion regarding them, but we can say that we believe in them, a
belief, moreover, that is necessary (A 824/B 852).

Without going into further detail I think we can interpret the Canon
of Pure Reason as a further development of the system of pure reason
as indicated in the Architectonic. It seeks to clarify the idea and end
shaping the entire system in that it shows that the domains of both
theoretical and practical reason must be assumed to be systematically
ordered in accordance with the moral law on the presupposition of the
existence of God, so that the realization of the highest good is possible,
and that the status of the ideas providing this systematicity is more
robust than that of a regulative principle.

7.3.4 �e History of Pure Reason
Finally we come to the last chapter of the Doctrine of Method, which
deals with the history of pure reason. �is chapter is very short, and
di	cult to interpret on its own. For Kant it is clear that the History of
Pure Reason has a place in the system of reason: ‘�is title stands here
only to designate a place that is left open in the system and must be
�lled in the future’ (A 852/B 880).43 �e fact, however, that Kant states
this explicitly does not mean that it is easy to understand why this is

43 It is interesting that Kant actually tried to have someone to �ll this gap, as is clear
from a letter to Karl Morgenstern of August 14, 1795 (XII:36). Kant writes: ‘ich
glaube an Ihnen der Mann zu �nden, der eine Geschichte der Philosophie, nicht
nach der Zeitfolge der Bücher, die darin geschrieben worden, sondern nach der
natürlichen Gedankenfolge, wie sie sich nach und nach aus der menschlichen
Vernunft hat entwickeln müssen, abzufassen im Stande ist, so wie die Elemente
derselben in der Kritik d. r. V. aufgestellt werden’.



226 Chapter 7 – �e Transcendental Doctrine of Method

the case. Some explanation can be derived from the Architectonic, to
which I will turn �rst.44

In the Architectonic, as I noted above, Kant also dwells upon the
historical dimension of establishing the true system of philosophy.
Distinguishing between the original idea of a science, which ‘lies in
reason like a germ [Keim]’ (A 834/B 862) and its actual elaboration by
its practitioners, Kant makes clear that there is a discrepancy between
the two, and that the practitioners of a science circle round its idea
without being able to make their science completely correspond to it.
Still, precisely because the actual elaborations of philosophical systems
refer to the ‘original germ’, the idea of metaphysics which lies in reason
itself, Kant argues that the totality of those systems possesses a speci�c
systematic structure as well. Although the history of philosophy may
seem haphazard, and although the various systems seem to lack true
systematicity, the history of philosophy in fact is a ‘system of human
cognition’, something that can be understood in retrospect (A 834–
835/B 862–863). �is system of systems is directed at the erection of
the true system of philosophy, at the perfect elaboration of the original
idea.

In order to elucidate his view, Kant makes use of metaphors derived
from biological theories of generation.45 He explicitly mentions the
theory of generatio aequivoca (‘[t]he systems seem to have been formed,
like maggots, by a generatio aequivoca from the mere con�uence of
aggregated concepts’, A 835/B 863), but the theory that captures the
deeper structure of his view is that of preformation (‘although they all
had their schema, as the original seed, in the mere self-development
of reason’, ibid.).46 �e �rst theory holds that life can originate from
inanimate matter, and until the eighteenth century it was not an un-
common view that lice, worms and even mice could come into being by
this process. �e second theory holds that organisms are preformed in
their seeds or germs, and that after the original germs were created at
the beginning of the world, they mechanically unfold into organisms.

44 See Yovel (1980), especially the introduction and chapter 6, for a more compre-
hensive account of the importance of the history of philosophy for the system of
philosophy in Kant.

45 For more on the background and implications of these metaphors, see Zöller (1988)
and Sloan (2002).

46 See Tonelli (1994), pp. 243–249.
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�e metaphors are meant to convey the di�erence between a super�cial
view of historical systems of philosophy as mere aggregates lacking true
systematicity, and a broader view that brings out the deeper, purposive
nature of the totality of these systems, deriving from the original idea
of the science of philosophy.

�e development of this idea occurs gradually, as philosophers pro-
duce systems that are built using a schema that more or less corresponds
to the original idea. Kant distinguishes between a technical schema
and an architectonic one: the former is empirical and seeks the unity of
the body of knowledge in contingent ends, whereas the latter is a priori,
deriving from an idea (A 833/B 861). �e true system of philosophy is
then the one that corresponds perfectly to the original idea of a system
of philosophy.

Now the crucial hint that the history of philosophy – the phase
in which systems are designed using schemata that are technical, or
that do not correspond perfectly to the original idea – is of intrinsic
importance to the true system of philosophy is given in the following
passage: ‘It is too bad that it is �rst possible for us to glimpse the idea
in a clearer light and to outline a whole architectonically, in accordance
with the ends of reason, only after we have long collected relevant
cognitions haphazardly like building materials and worked through
them technically with only a hint from an idea lying hidden within
us’ (A 834–835/B 862–863). In order to be able to establish the true
system of philosophy in an architectonic manner, we need to have a
clear view of the original idea of that system (that is, we need to �nd
the right schema), and we can only have such a view after we have
collected the materials, and after we have tried to lend these materials
(technical) unity. �e upshot of Kant’s view of the history of philosophy
is of course that with the Critique of Pure Reason we �nally have a proper
view of the original idea of philosophy. As such, the Critique o�ers the
schema for establishing the true system of philosophy, which �nally
receives architectonic unity.

In the History of Pure Reason Kant does not o�er a complete
overview of the history of philosophy, but he presents three important
issues that have given rise to revolutions in the history of philosophy.
He does not need to o�er more here, if he is only concerned with the
possibility and structure of the ultimate system of philosophy. But as
this system, according to the Architectonic, is ‘the whole (true as well
as apparent) cognition from pure reason in systematic interconnection’
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(A 841/B 869, italics mine), the history of philosophy must be elaborated
in a systematic fashion in order to complete the system of reason.47

7.3.5 �e Structure of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method: Conclusions
I have argued that the Transcendental Doctrine of Method is concerned
with various aspects of the form of the true system of philosophy.
�e Architectonic and the Canon in particular lend themselves to this
interpretation of its nature and function. �e former o�ers both the
characteristics of a system in general and the elaboration of the structure
of the system of philosophy in particular, whereas the latter o�ers an
elaboration of the character and the status of the end that is to bestow
unity upon that system. It is less obvious that the Discipline and the
History also serve to elucidate the formal characteristics of a system of
philosophy, because both sections deal with those systems of philoso-
phy that are inappropriate: the Discipline shows the impossibility of the
application of certain methods, which result in systems of delusions
and deceptions, whereas the History deals with those systems from a
historical perspective.

7.4 �e Transcendental Doctrine of Method and Particular Logics

�ere is one part of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method that I
would like to dwell upon a little longer, because it links up with our
discussions of particular logic and transcendental logic in an interesting
way. In the section ‘�e Discipline of Pure Reason in Its Dogmatic Use’
(A 712–738/B 740–766) Kant o�ers a rather extended treatment of the

47 Kant’s rudimentary views on the history of philosophy and the way it should
be written have been very in�uential for the historiography of philosophy –
although highly controversial as well. In fact, there was considerable debate on
the methodology of the historiography of philosophy in the last decade of the
eighteenth century. Lutz Geldsetzer has been one of the �rst to investigate this
debate in Geldsetzer (1965) and the �rst chapter of Geldsetzer (1968); more can be
found in Braun (1973). Kant’s idea of an a priori history of philosophy was taken up
by the likes of Karl Leonhard Reinhold (1757–1823) and Karl Heinrich Heydenreich
(1764–1801). Kant himself elaborated on his views in the drafts for the prize essay
What Real Progress Has Metaphysics Made in Germany since the Time of Leibniz and
Wol�? (written in 1793, posthumously published in 1804 in an edition by Friedrich
�eodor Rink). For more on Kant’s views on the historiography of philosophy,
see Givone (1972), Micheli (1980), and chapter X of volume 3 of Santinello and
Piaia (1979–2004).
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distinction between the methods of philosophy and mathematics. He
thus provides interesting insights into his conception of both methods,
which for the case of philosophical method is developed further espe-
cially in the section ‘�e Discipline of Pure Reason in Regard to Its
Proofs’ (A 782–794/B 810–822). Let me brie�y discuss it.

Kant starts his discussion by distinguishing philosophical cognition
as ‘rational cognition from concepts’ from mathematical cognition as the
‘[rational cognition] from the construction of concepts’ (A 713/B 741).
He goes on to explain the way in which both kinds of cognition are
possible, that is, how they relate to intuition. Synthetic cognition needs
intuition to connect concepts:

If one is to judge synthetically about a concept, then one must go
beyond this concept, and indeed go to the intuition in which it is given.
For if one were to remain with that which is contained in the concept,
then the judgment would be merely analytic, an explanation of what is
actually contained in the thought. (A 721/B 749)

Mathematical cognition, he explains, can construct its objects in pure
intuition (space and time). Philosophical cognition, on the other hand,
has recourse to possible intuition, as philosophical concepts (and Kant
means the categories) are concepts of the synthesis of possible empirical
intuitions:

if I am given the transcendental concept of a reality, substance, force,
etc., it designates neither an empirical nor a pure intuition, but only
the synthesis of empirical intuitions (which thus cannot be given a
priori), and since the synthesis cannot proceed a priori to the intuition
that corresponds to it, no determining synthetic proposition but only
a principle of the synthesis of possible empirical intuitions can arise
from it. A transcendental proposition is therefore a synthetic rational
cognition in accordance with mere concepts, and thus discursive, since
through it all synthetic unity of empirical cognition �rst becomes
possible, but no intuition is given by it a priori. (A 722/B 750)

�is links to our discussion of Kant’s doctrine of synthesis which I dis-
cussed in chapter 6. As we saw there, the categories (the transcendental
concepts Kant refers to in the quotation) are the concepts of an a priori
synthesis of intuitions. Because the categories thus apply to objects
a priori, they can be the basis for a priori cognition – philosophical
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cognition – which is expressed in the principles of pure understanding.
I will not go into this again, but instead turn to the methods associated
with both kinds of cognitions.

Because philosophy and mathematics are so fundamentally di�erent,
Kant takes pains to argue that the method of mathematics cannot be
applied in philosophy. �is is directed in the �rst place against Christian
Wol�, who famously argued that the mathematical and philosophical
method are identical.48 Kant proceeds to discuss three main elements
of the mathematical method (which also �gure prominently in Wol�’s
treatment of mathematical/philosophical method), namely de�nitions,
axioms, and proofs, contending that none of these can be applied in
philosophy in the way in which they are applied in mathematics. I will
touch upon each brie�y, for we have discussed them earlier.49

De�nitions, Kant argues, are possible only in mathematics. To de�ne
a concept is ‘to exhibit originally the exhaustive concept of a thing
within its boundaries’ (A 727/B 755), and especially because of the ex-
haustiveness requirement, only mathematical concepts can be de�ned.
Mathematical concepts are formed by an arbitrary synthesis of char-
acteristic marks, and in addition they can be constructed a priori.
Mathematical de�nitions are thus synthetic de�nitions, and as a result,
a mathematical concept ‘contains just that which the de�nition would
think through it’ (A 731/B 759). Philosophical concepts, on the other
hand, are not the result of an arbitrary synthesis. �ey are given a priori,
and can only be analysed. Such analysis, however, can never show the
exhaustiveness of a de�nition. �erefore, the analytic de�nition of a
philosophical concept is not properly called a de�nition. Kant sums
this up as follows:

philosophical de�nitions come about only as expositions of given
concepts, but mathematical ones as constructions of concepts that
are originally made, thus the former come about only analytically
through analysis (the completeness of which is never apodictically

48 See the fourth chapter of the ‘Discursus praeliminaris de philosophia in genere’ in
his Latin Logic (GW II.1-1:53–71), and especially § 139 (69–71).

49 See sections 3.2.1 and 4.3 above. For more discussion of these elements and the way
in which they can or cannot be applied in both sciences see for example De Jong
(1995a), esp. pp. 263–269, Rohs (1998), pp. 561–564, and Wol�-Metternich (1995),
pp. 140–161.
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certain), while the latter come about synthetically, and therefore make
the concept itself, while the former only explain it. (A 730/B 758)

Axioms are possible in mathematics only, for they are ‘synthetic a priori
principles, insofar as they are immediately certain’ (A 732/B 760). A
principle is immediately certain, Kant explains, only when the concepts
that �gure in a principle can be constructed in pure intuition, that is,
only if it is a mathematical principle.50 Philosophical principles are not
intuitive, but discursive principles, which ‘always require a deduction’
(A 733/B 761).

Demonstrations, �nally, are di�erent for mathematics and philosophy
as well. Because of the possibility of construction in intuition, math-
ematics has proper demonstrations, that is, ‘apodictic proof[s], insofar
as [they are] intuitive’ (A 734/B 762). Philosophy can only provide
‘acroamatic (discursive) proofs’ (A 735/B 763).

Kant elaborates on this speci�cally philosophical, or transcendental
manner of proof in the section ‘�e Discipline of Pure Reason in Regard
to Its Proofs’, which begins thus:

�e proofs of transcendental and synthetic propositions are unique
among all proofs of synthetic a priori cognition in that in their case
reason may not apply itself directly to the object by means of its
concepts, but must �rst establish the objective validity of the concepts
and the possibility of their synthesis a priori. (A 782/B 810)

Such proofs do not proceed by showing any immediate connection
between the concepts used in a proposition (as mathematics can by
means of construction in pure intuition), but by showing ‘that experi-
ence itself, hence the object of experience, would be impossible without
such a connection’ (A 783/B 811). Kant goes on to say more about these
kinds of proofs, which may be called transcendental proofs.51 He lists
three rules, or peculiarities of transcendental proofs: (1) that one can
only provide a transcendental proof after considering on what ground

50 Cf. section 4.3 above.
51 �ere is a huge amount of literature on transcendental proofs, or transcendental

arguments as they are usually called. For recent overviews and contributions,
see Walker (2006) and Stern (1999). Much of the literature on these arguments,
however, hardly regards Kant’s own statements on philosophical/transcendental
proof in the passages with which we are presently concerned. A notable recent
exception is Stapleford (2008).
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one wishes to base the proof (either on principles of the understanding,
in which case the proof can only apply to objects of possible experience;
or on principles of pure reason, in which case no cognition can result);
(2) that for each transcendental proposition only one proof can be
found; and (3) that transcendental proofs may not be apagogic (indirect,
by means of assuming the opposite of what is to be proved), but must
always be ostensive (direct).

Now what I would like to point out is that these treatments of
mathematical and philosophical method may very well be considered
(part of) the particular logics of both sciences. Because the form and
status of de�nitions, principles, and proofs di�er for both sciences, Kant
actually provides the outlines of two distinct methodologies. Moreover,
these methodologies focus on the scienti�c structure of both sciences. As
such, they possess many of the six characteristics of a particular logic I
distinguished in chapter 4. �ey can be said to be an organon for each
science in that they help extend knowledge (claim 2). Moreover, as the
case of Christian Wol�’s treatment of the mathematical method (which
covers exactly the same topics as Kant here treats, namely de�nitions,
principles, and proofs) shows, the issues Kant mentions were contained
in the preliminary section of one of the most important textbooks on
mathematics (claim 3).52 In addition, the methodologies of mathematics
and philosophy can certainly be said to improve their respective sciences
and to make them more perfect, or alternatively, to bring about a
science of the objects of both sciences (claims 5 and 6). Kant might also
consider these methodological accounts to be made explicit at a later
stage in the development of the science (claim 4). �is speci�c account
of mathematical de�nitions, axioms, and proofs is certainly of a later
date than most of the mathematical cognition it applies to, and it is
plausible that he also thought that the formalization of the speci�c kind
of arguments used in philosophy (most prominently of course in the
Transcendental Analytic) is also something that can be accomplished
only after the deed is done – at least he does not begin the Critique of Pure
Reason with a speci�cation of the kind of arguments used. Regarding

52 Wol� included the discussion of the mathematical method not only in the pre-
liminary section of his logic, but also in his textbooks on mathematics: there is
a ‘Kurtzer Unterrricht, von der Mathematischen Methode, oder Lehrart’ in his
Anfangs-Gründe aller Mathematischen Wissenschaften, GW I.12:1–32, and a section
‘De methodo mathematica brevis commentatio’ in his Elementa matheseos univeralis,
GW II.29:1–17.
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the �rst claim, that a particular logic concerns rules for a speci�c kind
of objects, we can repeat what we have seen in chapter 4: mathematics
deals with quantities. For philosophy this is harder to assess; for the
extent to which philosophy coincides with transcendental philosophy,
we can refer back to the results of chapter 6, namely that it has no
speci�c object.

All in all, then, Kant’s account of the mathematical and philosophical
methods in the Discipline of Pure Reason might very well be accounts
of the particular logics of both sciences. In the case of mathematics
this would imply that this account of de�nitions, axioms, and proofs
is to be added to the analytic principles I discussed in chapter 4 – or
possibly those analytic principles could be included as a speci�cation
of either the ‘principles’ or the ‘proofs’ part of the methodology of
mathematics. For the case of philosophy it suggests that a particular
logic for philosophy or metaphysics is to be found in the Transcendental
Doctrine of Method rather than in the Transcendental Analytic, as is
often done.

7.5 �e Transcendental Doctrine of Method: Conclusions

In the present chapter I have tried to provide a comprehensive read-
ing of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method as a discipline that
provides the outlines of a system of reason, that is, of a critical system
of philosophy. �is reading complements existing interpretations of the
Transcendental Doctrine of Method, which I have criticized as either
too partial, or too practical, or too super�cial. I have taken Kant’s
own characterizations of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method as
starting point for my reading. Kant provides three clues: he says that
the Transcendental Doctrine of Method is concerned with a system of
reason, he clari�es this with an architectural metaphor, and he compares
the Transcendental Doctrine of Method with practical logic as it was
traditionally conceived.

I have tried to show that the �rst of these clues is central, and that the
other two also point to a concern with the systematicity of philosophical
cognition. �e proof of this pudding, as always, is in the eating. In order
to test the hypothesis that the Transcendental Doctrine of Method aims
to provide a blueprint for a system of reason, I have investigated its
four chapters to see whether they indeed contribute to this central aim.
For the Architectonic of Pure Reason this is clear – it not only provides
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a general discussion of systematicity, but explicitly provides an outline
of the way in which the system of philosophy is structured.

�e other three chapters pose greater problems for my interpretation.
I have argued, however, that these chapters contribute to the overall
aim of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method as well.

�e Discipline of Pure Reason does so by dealing with the method
for expanding and systematizing philosophical cognition. In particu-
lar, it warns for methods that are inappropriate in philosophy, most
prominently the mathematical method. As such, the Discipline not
only outlines the method of establishing a true system of philosophy, it
also treats inappropriate methods for establishing systems of presumed
philosophical cognition.

�e Canon of Pure Reason, I have further argued, performs two
main tasks for the system of philosophy. In the �rst place it speci�es
the a priori idea that uni�es the system of philosophy, which, as I
have suggested, consists in the entire vocation of humankind, that is,
bringing about the highest good, a moral world in which morality
and happiness are linked necessarily and proportionally. In the second
place, the Canon assesses the status of the highest good and the ideas
presupposed by it, namely those of freedom, immortality and God.
With regard to the theoretical use of reason they are merely regulative
ideas, because they cannot provide knowledge. In the practical use of
reason we �nd subjectively necessary grounds for believing in these
ideas.

Finally, the History of Pure Reason concerns the historical dimen-
sion of the establishment of the true system of philosophy. In this very
brief chapter Kant suggests that in the course of history reason develops
itself until the true system of philosophy arises, which of course is his
critical philosophy. From this vantage point, the history of philosophy
can be seen as a system of systems, in which the failed attempts at
establishing the true system of philosophy are necessary steps in the
development of this true system.

All in all, the de�nition of a transcendental doctrine of method as
‘the determination of the formal conditions of a complete system of
pure reason’ (A 707–708/B 735–736) seems to be quite appropriate. Even
though the actual contents of this doctrine ranges over a great number
of topics, the connecting theme is that of establishing a true system of
philosophy.

I have �nished this chapter by considering the possible contributions
that the Transcendental Doctrine of Method makes to the particu-
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lar logics of mathematics and philosophy. I have suggested that the
treatment of the methods of both sciences in the Discipline of Pure
Reason do match many of the characteristics of particular logic. As such,
this treatment complements my discussion of the particular logic of
mathematics in chapter 4, and it suggests that those seeking a particular
logic of metaphysics or philosophy would be well advised to turn their
attention to this part of the Critique.





Conclusions

THE PRESENT STUDY has investigated Kant’s conception of logic,
focusing more than any other contribution to this topic on the kinds
of logic that Kant distinguises from the formal core of logic, that
is, pure general logic. �ese other logics are particular logic, applied
logic, and transcendental logic, and besides these also the doctrines of
method both of general and of transcendental logic. I have not only
clari�ed Kant’s characterizations of pure general logic and the ways in
which other logical branches are distinguished from it, but I have also
reconstructed the contents of a number of these branches, namely of
the general doctrine of method, particular logic, applied logic, and the
transcendental doctrine of method.

By means of conclusion, I will not provide a summary of the contents
of each chapter. For that I refer the reader to the overview of the separate
chapters in the introduction and to the conclusions of each chapter.
Instead, I will con�ne myself here to presenting the main results of this
dissertation as a list of theses that I have sought to establish.

1 General logic abstracts from the di�erences among objects
of cognition, and because of that it is distinguished from
particular logic, which refers to the kind of object for which
it is a logic (chapters 2 and 4).

2 Pure general logic abstracts from the empirical, psychological
conditions of cognition, and because of that it is distinguished
from applied general logic, which refers to these conditions
(chapters 2 and 5).

3 General logic abstracts from the relation of cognition to its
object, and because of that it is distinguished from transcend-
ental logic, which refers to the a priori relation of cognition
to an object in general (chapters 2 and 6).

4 General logic applies to all kinds of cognition, and because
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of that it is distinguished from transcendental logic, which
applies to a priori cognition of objects only (chapters 2 and 6).

5 �e general doctrine of method is concerned with the way in
which the systematicity of cognition is brought about – but
in a general sense that abstracts from the di�erences among
the objects of cognition and from the relation of cognition to
its object (chapter 3).

6 Particular logics are logics that provide rules of reasoning
that apply to a speci�c kind of object only, and that are tied
to speci�c sciences as their methodologies (chapter 4).

7 Kant’s ‘analytic principles’ that are presupposed by geometers
are rules pertaining to the particular logic of mathematics
(chapter 4).

8 Applied logic aims to prevent logical errors that arise because
of the interaction between the understanding and sensibil-
ity; an important example concerns the errors arising from
prejudice (chapter 5).

9 In Kant’s view, anthropology also contains empirical psych-
ology, and in that respect anthropology is a theoretical discip-
line (chapter 5).

10 �e a priori relation of cognition to its object, with which
transcendental logic deals, consists in the a priori synthesis of
intuitions by means of the categories (chapter 6).

11 Transcendental logic is a general kind of logic in the sense
that it abstracts from the di�erences among the objects of
cognition (chapter 6).

12 �e transcendental doctrine of method is concerned with the
way in which the system of pure reason is established and
structured (chapter 7).

Given these results, I would like to �nish this study by considering again
the graphical depictions of Kant’s taxonomy of logic that I presented
in the introduction. I have reproduced the �gure with which I started
(Figure 1). �e present research has clari�ed the branches of this tree
and the distinctions found in it. We have seen that general and particular
logic are distinguished with abstraction from the di�erences among
objects as criterion – general logic is abstract in this sense, whereas
particular logic is not. Pure and applied logic are distinguished by the
characteristic of abstraction from the empirical conditions of cognition
– pure logic is abstract in this sense, whereas applied logic is not. As
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Figure 2: Kant’s Taxonomy of Logics – A New Suggestion

a consequence of the various abstractions, pure general logic can be
said to be necessary in that it is constitutive of the understanding in
isolation and normative for the understanding as it acts in cooperation
with sensibility. Pure general logic can also be said to be formal, as the
only thing left after abstracting from di�erences among objects and
the relation of cognition to its object is the form of thought.

Kant makes the further distinction between general and transcend-
ental logic using the characteristic of abstracting from the content of
cognition, which is its relation to its object. General logic is abstract
in this sense, whereas transcendental logic is not. A second distinction
between both logics can be made with regard to the kinds of cognition
for which they provide rules: general logic provides rules for all kinds
of cognition, whereas transcendental logic provides rules for the a priori
cognition of objects only.

So where does all this take us with respect to the place of transcend-
ental logic in Kant’s taxonomy of logics? I have argued that although
transcendental logic is distinguished from general logic in that it does
not abstract from the content of cognition, it is nevertheless general
in another sense: it abstracts from the di�erences among objects. So
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in order to locate transcendental logic in the tree of logics, we may
distinguish between two kinds of general logic, which I will designate
as C-general and D-general. Let us say that a C-general logic abstracts
from the content of cognition, and a D-general logic abstracts from the
di�erences among objects. Transcendental logic, then, is D-general, but not
C-general, whereas pure general logic is both C-general and D-general.
With these distinctions in place, we can locate transcendental logic in
the tree of logics as in Figure 2.

In the light of these results, we can thus say that the diagrams
of other commentators given in the introduction are �awed. �ose
who place transcendental logic under particular logic (Michael Wol�,
Otfried Hö�e, and Georg Mohr) fail to see the distinction between
C-generality and D-generality, and consider transcendental logic to be
particular because it is not C-general. �e commentators who place
transcendental logic as a third branch of logic next to general and
particular logic (Norman Kemp Smith and John MacFarlane) can be
said to be wrong to a lesser extent. Still, they fail to see the D-generality
of transcendental logic. �e same is true of the diagram of Erich Adickes,
who places transcendental logic on a par with ‘ordinary logic’, which
in turn is the genus of both general and particular logic.

A better understanding of Kant’s distinctions between general and
transcendental logic is an important result in its own right. But besides
that I hope that the present dissertation has shown that Kant had a
much richer notion of logic than is usually recognized. I have tried
to show that although Kant is relatively reticent with respect to the
nature and content of the various branches of logic, he did have quite
distinct views on the matter. Moreover, on the basis of a careful reading
of well-known and lesser known passages, and knowledge concerning
the historical context, it has become possible to provide a plausible
reconstruction of (part of) the contents of these branches of logic, as
my reconstructions of the contents of the general doctrine of method,
particular logic, applied logic, and the transcendental doctrine of
method show.

All in all, then, if Kant can indeed be considered the �rst to advocate
a view of logic as formal, it is equally true that he can be considered
as one of the �rst to acknowledge that there can be a set of alternative
logics, which are not formal in the sense in which pure general logic is.
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De Nederlandse samenvatting van een proefschrift – vaak is het een
min of meer geslaagde vertaling van de Engelse samenvatting, soms
een afgera�eld stuk proza dat (mag men hopen) het proefschrift weinig
eer aandoet. Ik grijp hier echter graag de kans om mijn proefschrift
toe te lichten voor hen die niet kunnen bogen op een academische
opleiding in de �loso�e, maar die wel graag wat meer willen weten
over mijn onderzoek. In wat hier volgt, zal ik daarom eerst een korte
schets geven van Kants leven en van zijn belang in de geschiedenis
van de �loso�e. Daarna ga ik in op de eigenlijke inhoud van mijn
proefschrift, en geef ik een kort overzicht van de verschillende hoofd-
stukken.

Wie was Immanuel Kant?

Over Kants leven is niet veel spectaculairs te vertellen, ook al proberen
sommige biografen ijverig Heinrich Heines mening te weerleggen dat
Kants levensgeschiedenis moeilijk te beschrijven is daar de goede man
leven noch geschiedenis had.Heines bon mot is wel erg korzelig en ook
bezijden de waarheid; niettemin is Kants denken interessanter dan zijn
leven.

Om toch enige basale feiten op een rijtje te zetten: Immanuel Kant
werd geboren op 22 april 1724 als zoon van een zadelmaker in de Prui-
sische hoofdstad Königsberg.1 Kant heeft zijn hele leven in deze stad
gewoond, vanaf 1783 in een eigen huis vlak naast de lokale gevangenis.

1 Königsberg heet tegenwoordig Kaliningrad. Het ligt aan de Oostzee, in een
Russische enclave tussen Polen en Litouwen. Sinds de Tweede Wereldoorlog is er
van de oude stad weinig over.
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Immanuel Kant De Kritiek van de zuivere rede

Wie een beeld bij de man wil hebben, vindt hierboven een portret.2
Kant is nooit getrouwd, maar was ook niet de studeerkamergeleerde
die men wel van hem gemaakt heeft. Hij kleedde zich met een zekere
elegantie (zeker voor het nogal piëtistische Königsberg) en placht
uitgebreid te lunchen met vrienden en bekenden, waarbij er niet over
�loso�e gepraat mocht worden.

Het grootste gedeelte van zijn werkzame leven was hij verbonden
aan de universiteit van Königsberg, eerst als privaatdocent, en vanaf
1770 als hoogleraar in logica en metafysica, een positie waar hij lang
op had geaasd. Vanaf 1781 publiceerde hij zijn drie hoofdwerken, de
drie Kritieken, in een periode van minder dan tien jaar (hoewel hij al
ruim tien jaar had zitten vlassen op zijn eerste, en meest lijvige, Kritiek).

2 Het portret betreft een anoniem schilderij dat dateert van omtrent 1790, en dat dus
is geschilderd toen Kant nog leefde. Het is met afstand het mooiste portret van
de �losoof. Dat er in het algemeen weinig geslaagde afbeeldingen van Kant zijn,
wordt enerzijds veroorzaakt door het feit dat Königsberg zo afgelegen lag dat geen
kunstenaar van naam de reis ernaartoe ondernomen heeft om een fatsoenlijk portret
van Kant te maken. Anderzijds is het niet uitgesloten dat het nogal onooglijke en
niet bijzonder �atteuze beeld dat uit de overgeleverde beeltenissen spreekt ook
iets van doen heeft met zijn daadwerkelijke uiterlijk.
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De periode vanaf de publicatie van zijn eerste Kritiek wordt wel Kants
‘kritische periode’ genoemd, en de periode daarvoor zijn ‘voor-kritische
periode’. In zijn eerste hoofdwerk, de Kritiek van de zuivere rede (1781, zie
de titelpagina die op de vorige pagina is afgebeeld), brengt Kant een
revolutie teweeg in de theoretische �loso�e (de metafysica) en voorziet
hij de wiskunde en de natuurkunde van een nieuwe fundering. In de
tweede, de Kritiek van de praktische rede (1788), is de ethiek aan de beurt,
die hij op vernieuwende wijze op plicht baseert. In zijn ethiek is de
beroemde categorische imperatief het belangrijkste principe. De derde
Kritiek, de Kritiek van het oordeelsvermogen (1790), gaat over teleologie
(de leer van doelmatigheid), en in dat boek vernieuwt Kant niet alleen
de esthetica, maar slaat hij ook een nieuwe grondslag voor de (in die
tijd nog niet als zodanig bestaande) biologie; in zowel de esthetica
als de biologie vormt doelmatigheid volgens Kant het belangrijkste
verklarende principe. Afgezien van deze hoofdwerken publiceerde Kant
ook nog een groot aantal kleinere werken, waarvan een belangrijk deel
ingaat op politiek-�loso�sche en godsdienst�loso�sche thema’s.

Kants �loso�sche revoluties werden al tijdens zijn leven onderkend:
aan het eind van de jaren tachtig van de achttiende eeuw was Kant al
een beroemde �losoof, en velen reisden af naar het verre Königsberg om
hem te ontmoeten of colleges bij hem te volgen. Kant stierf uiteindelijk
in 1804, op bijna tachtigjarige leeftijd.

Waarom doet Kant ertoe? De kritische �loso�e in een notendop

Om Kants belang voor de geschiedenis van de �loso�e beter in te
zien, is het nodig iets te weten over de periode waarin Kant leefde. De
achttiende eeuw is de eeuw van de Verlichting. De Verlichting wordt
gekarakteriseerd door zowel een afkeer van dogma, vooroordeel en
onderdrukking als een groot vertrouwen in de capaciteiten van de
menselijke rede om de natuur en de maatschappij te beheersen en vorm
te geven. Ook al bestonden er grote verschillen tussen varianten van de
Verlichting (de Franse Verlichting was bijvoorbeeld veel atheïstischer
en politiek brisanter dan de Duitse Verlichting), deze algemene tendens
is toch overal te herkennen.

Voor de achtergrond van Kants denken zijn twee stromingen binnen
de Verlichting van belang. In de eerste plaats het rationalisme, dat voor
Kant wordt belichaamd in de �loso�sche systemen van Gottfried Wil-
helm Leibniz (1646–1716) en Christian Wol� (1679–1754). Het denken
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van deze �losofen kenmerkt zich door het streven de fundamentele
eigenschappen van het bestaande af te leiden uit de basisprincipes van
de rede, zoals het principe van non-contradictie en het principe van
voldoende grond (er moet een voldoende grond zijn voor alles wat
bestaat). Christian Wol� bouwde een indrukwekkend en omvattend
systeem van de �loso�e van Leibniz, en zijn tekstboeken (over logica,
metafysica, ethiek, en vele andere wetenschappen) waren wijdverspreid
in de achttiende eeuw.

De andere belangrijke stroming is die van het empirisme, met name
vertegenwoordigd door John Locke (1632–1704). Het empirisme neemt
de waarneming als enige geldige bron van kennis, en tracht op basis
daarvan de structuur van werkelijkheid en denken te bepalen. Dit
empirisme werd door David Hume (1711–1776) op de spits gedreven,
door te beredeneren dat op basis van waarneming een aantal fun-
damentele structurele kenmerken van de werkelijkheid (met name
oorzaak-gevolgrelaties) niet zijn te kennen, en dat er dus geen kennis
mogelijk is op de manier zoals �losofen dat altijd hebben gepretendeerd.
Dit gedachtegoed wordt skepticisme genoemd.

Het is tegen deze achtergrond dat Kant komt met zijn �loso�sche
revolutie. Ik beperk me hier tot de revolutie die hij in de eerste Kritiek
tot stand brengt, omdat mijn proefschrift zich ook beperkt tot Kants
theoretische �loso�e. Kants diagnose van de �loso�e van zijn tijd is dat
de verschillende systemen er niet in slagen overtuigende argumenten te
geven voor hun claims, en dat het hen daarom niet lukt om hun strijd te
beslechten. Volgens Kant ligt er echter een onjuiste vooronderstelling
ten grondslag aan het denken van alle �losofen die de oorzaak is van
de problemen. Die vooronderstelling is alleen te ontdekken door het
instrument van het (�loso�sche) denken, namelijk de rede, kritisch
te belichten. Op basis van een dergelijke kritiek van de zuivere rede
betoogt Kant dat onze kennis niet zozeer wordt vormgegeven door
de werkelijkheid die we kennen (de vooronderstelling van zijn tijdge-
noten), maar dat omgekeerd de werkelijkheid die we kennen wordt
vormgegeven door onze kennis. Om preciezer te zijn: een twaalftal
zogenaamde categorieën, in aanleg aangeboren begrippen van de rede,
geven structuur aan onze kennis van de werkelijkheid, en alleen door
middel van die categorieën zijn we überhaupt in staat te kennen. Een
van de categorieën is precies de categorie van causaliteit, het begrip
waar Hume zo’n moeite mee had.

Met deze ‘copernicaanse wending’ in de �loso�e denkt Kant de
empiristen en de skeptici weerlegd te hebben. Hij laat namelijk zien dat
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er voor kennis ook elementen nodig zijn die in de rede zijn gefundeerd,
en onze kennis dus niet alleen afkomstig is van de werkelijkheid om
ons heen. Bovendien laat hij zien dat er wél kennis mogelijk is van
fundamentele relaties zoals causaliteit, juist omdat de categorieën deze
relaties in onze kennis aanbrengen, en er zonder deze categorieën geen
kennis mogelijk is. Aan de andere kant denkt Kant ook de rationalisten
weerlegd te hebben: hij toont immers dat met alleen het zuivere denken
geen kennis mogelijk is: de categorieën leveren pas kennis op als ze
worden toegepast op de waarnemingen die onze zintuigen ons leveren.

Kant noemt zijn �loso�e ‘kritische �loso�e’, omdat het gaat om
een kritische beschouwing van de pretenties van de menselijke rede op
het gebied van metafysische (niet-empirische) kennis. Hij noemt zijn
�loso�e ook ‘transcendentaal’, en daarmee bedoelt hij dat zijn �loso�e
de mogelijkheidsvoorwaarden van kennis betreft. De categorieën zijn
transcendentaal, omdat zonder hun rol kennis niet mogelijk is: ze
vormen een mogelijkheidsvoorwaarde voor onze kennis. Het deel van
de Kritiek van de zuivere rede dat de rol van het denken in onze kennis
behandelt, en dan met name de rol van de categorieën, noemt Kant
dan ook de transcendentale logica.

Deze samenvatting van Kants grootste �loso�sche revolutie is nogal
kort door de bocht, maar geeft de achtergrond van het denken van
Kant, waarvan ik een klein onderdeel onderzoek. Het is dan ook de
hoogste tijd om te zien waar dit proefschrift eigenlijk over gaat.

Waar gaat dit proefschrift over?

In mijn proefschrift heb ik historisch onderzoek gedaan naar Kants
opvattingen over logica, en dan met name naar de manier waarop Kant
verschillende soorten logica van elkaar onderscheidt. Voor Kant is
logica de wetenschap van de regels van het verstand, dus de weten-
schap die de regels behandelt volgens welke het verstand werkt of zou
moeten werken. Het gaat daarbij in Kants tijd (en hij neemt dat ook als
uitgangspunt) in elk geval om regels voor drie deelonderwerpen: regels
voor begrippen, regels voor oordelen, en regels voor gevolgtrekkingen. Het
laatste onderwerp is het makkelijkst voor te stellen, en sluit het dichtst
aan bij wat iedereen wel onder logica verstaat. Het gaat daarbij om
regels voor het maken van gevolgtrekkingen, zoals regels voor het
maken van goede syllogismen. Denk bijvoorbeeld aan een redenering
als ‘alle potvissen zijn walvissen, alle walvissen zijn zoogdieren, dus
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alle potvissen zijn zoogdieren’. Dit syllogisme voldoet aan bepaalde
logische regels, en kan op basis daarvan als een geldige en (in Kants tijd
ook) ware redenering worden herkend. Voor de andere onderwerpen
zijn ook regels te formuleren. Bij begrippen kun je denken aan regels
voor de juiste de�nitie van begrippen. Bij oordelen gaat het onder
andere om regels voor het op een juiste manier verbinden van begrippen
in een oordeel: hoe ik bijvoorbeeld het begrip ‘potvis’ moet verbinden
met het begrip ‘zoogdier’ om een ware uitspraak (oordeel) te krijgen
(niet: ‘alle zoogdieren zijn potvissen’, maar wel bijvoorbeeld ‘sommige
zoogdieren zijn potvissen’, of ‘alle potvissen zijn zoogdieren’).

De bekendste logicus uit Kants tijd was wel Christian Wol�, die een
logicaboek schreef dat buitengewoon populair was op universiteiten
(zowel een relatief korte Duitse versie – toch nog een kleine driehon-
derd pagina’s – als een uitgebreide latijnse versie – rond de duizend
pagina’s). Hij handelde de logische regels over begrippen, oordelen
en gevolgtrekkingen af in het deel van de logica dat hij ‘theoretische
logica’ noemde, zoals velen in die tijd. Maar naast deze theoretische
regels voor begrippen, oordelen en gevolgtrekkingen werd er nog veel
meer afgehandeld in de logica, soms in de theoretische logica zelf,
soms ook in een gedeelte dat vaak ’praktische logica’ heet. Met name
psychologische wetmatigheden, methodologie, kenleer en metafysica
vonden hun weg in de tekstboeken. Achttiende-eeuwse logica is dus een
discipline die het denken in de breedste zin behandelt, en regels bevat
over de meest uiteenlopende onderwerpen. Het is niet gek om in een
logicahandboek uit die tijd opmerkingen te vinden over vooroordelen,
over retorica, over het karakter van een geleerde en vele andere zaken. In
het boek dat Kant gebruikte voor zijn colleges (Georg Friedrich Meiers
Uittreksel uit de logica) bijvoorbeeld, wordt de lezer in een hoofdstuk
over het karakter van een geleerde aangespoord niet te veel vlijt aan de
dag te leggen (maar ook niet te weinig), zich bij het studeren langzaam
te haasten, en niet te stoppen met leren voordat men ofwel iets nieuws
heeft geleerd ofwel iets bekends beter heeft leren kennen.

In deze context geeft Kant college over logica, en wordt er zelfs hoog-
leraar in. In de loop van zijn carrière wordt hij echter in toenemende
mate kritisch op de logica van zijn tijd. Hij heeft met name problemen
met de manier waarop al die onderwerpen op één hoop worden gegooid
en onder de noemer ‘logica’ worden gepresenteerd. Kant is een van de
eersten die verschillende soorten logica gaat onderscheiden, en er één
als de kern van de logica aanduidt en ontdoet van al de onderwerpen
die er volgens hem niet in thuishoren.



Samenvatting voor niet-specialisten 247

In mijn proefschrift laat ik deze ontwikkeling zien en probeer ik
de onderscheidingen die Kant maakt beter te begrijpen. Ook probeer
ik helder te krijgen wat Kant voor ogen had met de verschillende
logische disciplines die hij onderscheidt. Mijn onderzoek is daarmee
op verschillende niveaus van belang. In de eerste plaats leidt een beter
begrip van Kants logica tot een dieper inzicht in Kants �loso�e zelf,
want in die �loso�e is de logica een belangrijke structurerende factor:
het hele kantiaanse systeem is opgebouwd naar analogie met de logica.
De kern van de eerste Kritiek is zelf een van de soorten logica die
Kant onderscheidt, de zogenaamde transcendentale logica (waarover later
meer). Ten tweede is mijn onderzoek van belang voor de geschiedenis
van de logica. In die geschiedenis wordt de achttiende eeuw niet als een
bijzonder interessante periode gezien. Dat is niet geheel onterecht, maar
is ook lange tijd gebaseerd geweest op het idee dat mensen zoals Kant
ronduit beroerde logici waren, die hun logica ook nog eens vervuilden
met allerhande psychologische en metafysische ideeën. Door de visie
te onderbouwen dat Kant wel degelijk goed doordachte opvattingen
ten grondslag legde aan zijn logica, en dat hij een bijzonder strikt idee
had over de kern van de logica, wordt het beeld van de achttiende-
eeuwse logica verder bijgesteld. Ten slotte is er de laatste jaren ook
onder hedendaagse logici meer aandacht voor Kants opvattingen over
logica, en om die reden kan mijn onderzoek ook, indirect, van belang
zijn voor hun werk.

Kants anatomie van de logica

Welnu, hoe deelt Kant de logica eigenlijk op in verschillende delen?
Dit legt Kant het duidelijkst uit in een korte passage in de Kritiek van de
zuivere rede. Met enig gevoel voor overstatement zou je kunnen zeggen
dat mijn proefschrift een uitgebreid commentaar is op deze ene passage,
en probeert om alle logica’s die Kant onderscheidt te duiden in hun
onderlinge verhouding. Voor de duidelijkheid is een eerste diagram
van Kants indeling van alle soorten logica opgenomen in de �guur op
de volgende pagina (later volgt een verbeterde).

Logica, zo zegt Kant, kun je toepassen op het algemene gebruik van
het verstand, en op een bijzonder gebruik van het verstand. In het eerste
geval heb je het over een algemene logica die de noodzakelijke regels
van het denken bevat, en die voor alle objecten geldt: het maakt niet
uit of je denkt over romans of over begrotingstekorten, je redeneringen
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logica

algemene logica
(voor alle objecten/

wetenschappen)

bijzondere logica
(voor bepaalde objecten/

wetenschappen)

zuivere
algemene logica

(geen psychologie)

toegepaste 
algemene logica

(psychologie)

transcendentale logica

Kants indeling van soorten logica

mogen niet tot een tegenspraak leiden (ze moeten bijvoorbeeld voldoen
aan de algemeen-logische regel van non-contradictie). In het tweede
geval heb je een bijzondere logica die regels bevat voor het denken over
een bepaald soort objecten. Van deze logica geeft Kant geen duidelijk
voorbeeld.

Na dit onderscheid tussen algemene en bijzondere logica, maakt
Kant een onderverdeling binnen de algemene logica: hij onderscheidt
een zuivere algemene logica van een toegepaste algemene logica. Het
verschil zit hem erin dat de eerste abstraheert van alle (empirische)
psychologische factoren die het denken van mensen kunnen hinderen,
bijvoorbeeld de invloed van de verbeelding of (gebrekkige) herinne-
ring, of van vooroordelen. De toegepaste algemene logica betreft juist
regels die met deze factoren rekening houden. De zuivere algemene lo-
gica, die dus voor alle objecten van het denken geldt, en die abstraheert
van empirische psychologie, is voor Kant de kern van de logica.

Zo heeft Kant dus drie soorten logica onderscheiden: zuivere alge-
mene, toegepaste algemene, en bijzondere logica. Maar met dit drietal
logica’s is Kant er nog niet. Hij onderscheidt ook nog eens een totaal
nieuwe soort logica van de algemene logica: de transcendentale logica.
Waar algemene logica van de inhoud van kennis abstraheert, is trans-
cendentale logica een apart soort logica die niet van alle inhoud van
kennis afziet, maar de a priori inhoud van kennis betreft: de inhoud van
kennis die voorafgaat aan de empirische waarneming, precies datgene
wat onze kennis mogelijk maakt en ervoor zorgt dat de werkelijkheid
wordt gevormd door onze kennis in plaats van andersom. Deze soort
logica is uiteraard door Kant-onderzoekers uitgebreid bestudeerd.
Maar de precieze relatie tot de andere soorten logica is nog niet naar
tevredenheid opgehelderd. Er is met name onduidelijkheid over de
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vraag of transcendentale logica moet worden gezien als een bijzondere
logica, namelijk een bijzondere logica voor de metafysica, of niet.

Aan de hand van deze vier soorten logica is meteen de basisstructuur
van mijn proefschrift te herkennen. In de inleiding presenteer ik min of
meer het verhaal dat ik tot nu toe in deze samenvatting heb gehouden.
Hoofdstuk 1 vormt dan een verdere historische inleiding, waarbij ik
inga op Kants voor-kritische periode en laat zien hoe Kant tot een
steeds verdere opschoning van de zuivere algemene logica kwam, en
hoe de indeling van soorten logica die in de Kritiek van de zuivere rede
te vinden is tot stand kwam. Hoofdstuk 2 en 3 behandelen dan de
zuivere algemene logica: hoofdstuk 2 gaat in op de precieze afbakening
van deze kerndiscipline, en hoofdstuk 3 concentreert zich dan op het
methodische gedeelte dat Kant in de zuivere algemene logica opneemt:
de algemene methodeleer. In hoofdstuk 4 verschuift de aandacht naar
de bijzondere logica, hoofdstuk 5 gaat vervolgens in op de toegepaste
algemene logica, waarna hoofdstuk 6 en 7 de transcendentale logica voor
hun rekening nemen, net als de zuivere algemene logica opgedeeld in
een hoofdstuk dat de afbakening behandelt en een hoofdstuk dat de
transcendentale methodeleer als onderwerp heeft. Ik zal deze hoofd-
stukken achtereenvolgens kort beschrijven. Deze beschrijving gaat wat
dieper in op de inhoudelijke details en vraagt meer van de niet-specialist
dan het voorgaande. Wie daar geen trek in heeft, moet maar wat anders
gaan doen, maar wie durft, nodig ik van harte uit verder te lezen.

Kants anatomie van de logica: hoofdstuk voor hoofdstuk

In hoofdstuk 1 begint het onderzoek met het onder de loep nemen van
Kants voorkritische periode. Ik ga na hoe Kants ideeën over logica
en haar opdelingen zich hebben ontwikkeld, en hoe hij bepaalde
onderdelen uit de kern van de logica verstootte en hen een plek gaf in
andere takken van logica. Dit wordt in het bijzonder duidelijk door een
onderzoek naar Kants kritiek op de traditionele praktische logica: een
aantal onderwerpen, zoals psychologische en methodologische thema’s
horen volgens Kant niet thuis in wat hij later zuivere algemene logica
gaat noemen, maar in aparte logische disciplines.

Hoofdstuk 2 gaat dan in op Kants kritische opvatting van logica, en
dan met name de kerndiscipline, de zuivere algemene logica. Ik onderzoek
en verklaar Kants karakterisering van deze logische discipline en de
manier waarop hij haar afbakent van andere typen logica. Daarbij
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laat ik zien dat met name twee manieren waarop Kant algemeenheid
speci�ceert van belang zijn, omdat hij daarmee de algemene logica
afbakent van achtereenvolgens bijzondere logica en transcendentale
logica. Kant onderscheidt namelijk algemene van bijzondere logica
door te stellen dat algemene logica niet de verschillen tussen soorten
objecten in ogenschouw neemt. Of je het dus hebt over Joint Strike
Fighters of over vredesduiven, redeneringen moeten altijd voldoen aan
de regels van de algemene logica. Aan de andere kant onderscheidt Kant
de algemene logica van de transcendentale logica door te stellen dat
algemene logica niets te maken heeft met de manier waarop kennis is
gerelateerd aan het object waar het naar verwijst, terwijl transcendentale
logica precies over deze relatie gaat.

Nadat ik zo de term ‘algemeenheid’ heb geanalyseerd, ga ik in op
de term ‘zuiver’. Ik beargumenteer dan dat Kant met deze term de
zuivere algemene logica wil onderscheiden van toegepaste algemene
logica, een soort logica die empirisch-psychologische kennis gebruikt
met betrekking tot de manier waarop de menselijke geest werkt.

Ik besluit het hoofdstuk met de behandeling van twee andere
karakteriseringen die Kant gebruikt voor zuivere algemene logica,
namelijk dat deze logica noodzakelijk is en dat ze formeel is. Bij de
eerste term gaat het om de vraag of logica constitutief of normatief
is. Denk bijvoorbeeld aan het schaakspel: er zijn constitutieve regels
voor schaken (bijvoorbeeld dat je een loper alleen maar schuin mag
verplaatsen) die bepalen of je schaakt of een ander spel speelt – zonder
deze regels bestaat het schaakspel niet. Andere regels zijn normatieve
regels: als je die regels wel of niet in acht neemt, schaak je goed of
slecht – maar het blijft schaken. Met betrekking tot de de regels van
de zuivere algemene logica kun je je afvragen of ze constitutief of
normatief zijn, en ik concludeer dat ze (in het meest relevante opzicht)
constitutief zijn: zonder de regels van de zuivere algemene logica is
er geen denken mogelijk. Ten slotte behandel ik de term formeel, die
vaak door commentatoren wordt gebruikt om de discipline aan te
duiden die Kant zuivere algemene logica noemt. Ik beargumenteer dat
Kant deze discipline inderdaad als formeel zag. Hij gebruikt de term
voornamelijk om de abstractie van zuivere algemene logica aan te
duiden in de betekenis van niet-transcendentaal, maar hij past hem soms
ook toe om zowel abstractie in beide betekenissen als ook zuiverheid
en noodzakelijkheid aan te duiden – in deze betekenis is formele logica
gelijk aan zuivere algemene logica.

Hoofdstuk 3 zet het onderzoek naar Kants begrip van zuivere alge-
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mene logica voort. Dit hoofdstuk focust echter op het tweede hoofddeel
van die logica, dat speci�ek is gewijd aan methode: de algemene methode-
leer. Het hoofddoel van dit hoofdstuk is om een reconstructie te leveren
van de inhoud van deze leer. Omdat Kant echter nooit een tekstboek
over logica heeft geschreven, kan dit grotendeels slechts gebeuren op
basis van het materiaal dat bij zijn colleges hoort. Steunend op deze
bronnen beargumenteer ik dat voor Kant de algemene methodeleer
een uiteenzetting dient te zijn over de structuur van een systeem van
kennis. Met dit doel neemt Kant in de algemene methodeleer onder-
werpen op als duidelijkheid, fundering en bewijs. Deze onderwerpen
kunnen het best worden begrepen in het licht van hun bijdrage aan
het systematisch opbouwen van een wetenschap. Daarbij gaat deze
behandeling van systematische structuur niet in op het soort object
waar een kennissysteem over opgebouwd wordt, zoals het een algemene
discipline betaamt.

Nadat Kants opvatting van zuivere algemene logica is behandeld
in de hoofdstukken 2 en 3 is het de beurt aan de andere logische
disciplines in Kants indeling van de logica. In hoofdstuk 4 betreden
we het domein van de logica’s die de aard van de objecten van kennis in
acht nemen, bijzondere logica’s. Kant ziet een bijzondere logica als een
logica die geldt voor een bepaald soort objecten of voor een bepaalde
(familie van) wetenschap(pen). Ik analyseer Kants karakteriseringen
van bijzondere logica en ga in discussie met een aantal commentatoren
over waar een bijzondere logica nu in bestaat. Daarbij focus ik op
de bijzondere logica voor de wiskunde. Ik beargumenteer dat het
onwaarschijnlijk is dat de voorstellen van de commentatoren logische
regels betre�en die Kant zelf voor ogen had als regels behorende tot de
bijzondere logica voor de wiskunde. Daarna ontwikkel ik mijn eigen
visie dat bepaalde analytische principes die worden voorondersteld
door geometrici (zoals Kant ze karakteriseert), zoals ‘het geheel is gelijk
aan zichzelf’ en ‘gelijken vermeerderd met gelijken geven een gelijke’,
begrepen kunnen worden als regels die behoren tot de bijzondere logica
voor de wiskunde.

Hoofdstuk 5 behandelt een andere logische discipline, de discipline
die Kant toegepaste logica noemt en die gebruikmaakt van empirische
psychologische kennis van de menselijke geest. Het belangrijkste doel
van dit hoofdstuk is om Kants opvatting van toegepaste logica te
onderzoeken en een begrip te krijgen van wat een dergelijke logica
zou bevatten. Ik beargumenteer dat toegepaste logica een logica is
die fouten diagnostiseert en helpt voorkomen die het gevolg zijn
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van de interactie tussen het verstand en de zintuiglijkheid. Daarnaast
bespreek ik een voorbeeld van een onderwerp dat Kant zou kunnen
opnemen in toegepaste logica, namelijk vooroordelen. Ik laat zien
dat zijn opvattingen over de manier waarop vooroordelen het denken
belemmeren inderdaad begrepen kunnen worden in termen van het
verstand dat wordt gehinderd door zintuiglijkheid. Het hoofdstuk
heeft als bijkomend doel om te beargumenteren dat Kants antropo-
logie empirische psychologie bevat en dat daarom zijn opvatting van
antropologie breder is dan gewoonlijk wordt erkend.

Nadat zo algemene, bijzondere, en toegepaste logica zijn behandeld,
volgen twee hoofdstukken over Kants beroemdste en meest vernieu-
wende soort logica: transcendentale logica. Deze twee hoofdstukken zijn
in feite de transcendentale tegenhangers van de hoofdstukken 2 en 3.
In hoofdstuk 6 onderzoek ik Kants karakterisering van transcendentale
logica als een logica die de inhoud van kennis betreft en betoog ik dat
deze inhoud wordt gevormd door de relatie van kennis tot zijn object.
De categoriën hebben betrekking op het a priori deel van deze relatie
omdat ze de a priori synthese van de veelheid van gewaarwordingen
mogelijk maken. Zo synthetiseert de categorie van causaliteit verschil-
lende gewaarwordingen tot een ervaring van een oorzaak-gevolgrelatie,
bijvoorbeeld een ervaring van warmte bij een kampvuur. Vervolgens ga
ik in op het debat over de plaats van transcendentale logica in Kants
indeling van de logica door te onderzoeken of transcendentale logica nu
een algemene of een bijzondere logica is. Ik betoog dat transcendentale
logica algemeen is wat betreft het object, maar dat ze tegelijkertijd op
een andere manier beperkt is, namelijk met betrekking tot de bron van
kennis: ze is beperkt tot a priori kennis van objecten.

Het laatste hoofdstuk van dit proefschrift, hoofdstuk 7, bespreekt
Kants begrip van een transcendentale methodeleer. Het laatste gedeelte
van de Kritiek van de zuivere rede bevat een dergelijke methodeleer.
Uiteraard hebben al veel commentatoren zich beziggehouden met
dit gedeelte, maar lang niet zoveel als met de transcendentale basisleer.
Bovendien beperken interpretaties van de transcendentale methodeleer
zich tot speci�eke onderwerpen – in het bijzonder de �loso�e van de
wiskunde, waarover Kant interessante dingen zegt in dit gedeelte van de
Kritiek. Maar bijna niemand bespreekt de aard van de transcendentale
methodeleer als een coherent geheel. In dit hoofdstuk lever ik een
dergelijke omvattende interpretatie. Op basis van een analyse van Kants
karakteriseringen van de transcendentale methodeleer betoog ik dat
het een methodeleer is die de idee en de structuur van het systeem van
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Kants indeling van soorten logica – een nieuw voorstel

de rede (dat wil zeggen, het kritische �loso�sche systeem) speci�ceert,
het systeem dat moet worden vormgegeven op basis van de Kritiek.
In het tweede deel van het hoofdstuk wend ik me tot de inhoud van
de transcendentale methodeleer om te zien of die inderdaad als een
dergelijke discipline kan worden gelezen. Ik laat zien dat Kant zijn
intenties niet op een glasheldere manier uitwerkt, maar dat het goed
mogelijk is de vier hoofdstukken van de transcendentale methodeleer
zo te interpreteren dat ze het speci�eke systeemkarakter van het systeem
van de rede betre�en.

De conclusie van dit proefschrift neemt de resultaten van de ver-
schillende hoofdstukken samen. Daarbij ga ik in het bijzonder in op
de vraag naar de precieze indeling van Kants logica, vooral wat betreft
de plek van transcendentale logica. Zoals ik al aangaf, is het omstreden
of transcendentale logica nu een bijzondere logica is of niet. In mijn
proefschrift heb ik beargumenteerd dat de transcendentale logica geen
bijzondere logica is, maar een soort algemene logica. Daarom is de
boom van logica’s nu op te stellen zoals is gedaan in bovenstaande
�guur. Ik onderscheid twee vormen van algemeenheid, aangeduid
als D-algemeen (abstraherend van de verschillen tussen objecten) en
C-algemeen (abstraherend van de relatie tussen kennis en object). De
transcendentale logica heeft haar plek gevonden als een D-algemene
logica die niet C-algemeen is.
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