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AP\STRAC_T ST
| No one would deny that 6ur bresent store of Knowledgefgd.
arose as wa{ d1rect result of the efforts of - those th1nkersu
) and 1nVentorstho preceeded us throUgh-the m1lleh1a Thws 1sf?
- someth1ng* that we shdbld bear in m1nd.espe01%7}y\w1th1n the.
: d1sc1&hne of ph1losophy, as phwlosophers seék to answer “the
‘same sort, if ﬂ% the §ame 'questmns askeg, by the1r""
"1nteT]ectua1 ancestors s1nce ‘the f1rst glimmen1ngsl_;bf.
s organ1zed quest1on1ng thousands of years in the past Not
enough attent1on 1s’pa1ﬁ to’ _the, accompl1shments§\of those -
_tpast th1nkers Thls thes1s. 1s des1gned to present one
example of th1s lack o? attent}on ':and to;‘1llustrate how‘
'l ser1ous 1t can’be: e | ‘
J‘fhe isecond_dburpose‘iot thisb thesis .is much ‘\more'
SpeCiffc‘. I't defendsl the posit1on that the contemporaryl_
' not1on'“tPanscendenta7" 1s relative]y bankrupt - not due 'to

any 1ntellectual poVerty of the notion 1tse1f but rather to

»feem—the-restr+c%rve_nature—of—#ts—nmny“contemporary treatments

Th1s the51s sha]l endeavour  to demonstrate dhis: by compar ing

a number of comtemporary d1scuss1ons of the concept - trans-
‘ cendental w1th h1stor1cal attempts at exp11cat1ng and
Y 'ut1l121ng the concepts which evolved 1nto what ‘we now 'group-
under the ’Transcendentals . The c1a1m is that our 1nab1]1ty

to utilize the richness 1nherent 1n the concept Transcenden—

tal results From our,. unw1111ngness to read. understand and-
-takewsej1ously the comments and studies of earlier scholars.

This, comb1ned - with . .our bias towards ’scientific/



-

- expianatidhs‘s‘(eXpTaﬁatioﬁs“"that ’begin w1th certain
assumpt1ohs about the explanatory ab111ty } of' certa1n

- sc1ent1f1c hypotheses? has bl1nded us to the ep1stemologtcal

)

va1ue of the observat1ons of our 1nte11ectua] predecessors'

~

[on bd‘h the Transcendentals and the concept transcendental
.,The First chapter exam1nes the 5development of the‘f
..concept transcendental from 1ts tfrstf_appearance to 1tsr

]

jncorpOration' ih ‘the wr1t1ngs fgét_; those phllosqphers”

nmmed1ate1y 1nf1ueng1ng Kant Begﬂnn1ng w1th the nous oflm“

'Anaxagoras. thé Use of the\COncepts wh1ch were to become thef_'

”Transcendentatsd through t P1ato, Ar1stot1e, '»fh Anab-:;a

;Commentators_to 'the Lat1n M£d1aevals is. traced A number ofjhh
early uses ‘of' the concept transcendenta] 1n Alexander of
Hales, Bonaventure ahd A]bertus Magnus are exam1ned Thef
worKs of St.”Ihomas Aqu1nas, Duns Scotus, W1111am of Ockham |

and'Francisco Suarez as they bear on ‘the concept -transcen?'

dental’ are noted, asV;are_ those -of Descartes, Splnoza,,

'.“_nd'teibniz The last part of the f1rst chapter ts:
-taken ‘up "with the 1ncorporat1on of the term ’transcendenta]" ‘
'1nto the. wr1t1ngs of Wo]ff Crusius, &ambert and Tetens
Th1s latter port1on of the pre11m1nary chapter focuses on

* the similarity of their use,of ‘tra vcendenta]’ with that of
Kant.© o d;\\\ | |
*The second chapter,deais with Kant's usé of the concept,

transcendental' tn‘the'CPﬁtiggehof Pure Reason. This chapter -

~——

argues that: (1) KAnt is consistent in his use of the term
] ) . . l . &’
. ' transcendental’; and (2)-his use of ' transcendental’ must
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-lgjconcept rather than as a revolut1onary departure from the

':ftrad1tﬁon The chapter begnns w1th a h1stor1cal observatron

'ROn the use of the concept trahscendental 1mmed1ately “prior

rv';=to Kant and an 1llustrat19n”by Kant as to h1s own Vféws on

Vf;h1s>relation to»the trad1t10n wh1ch suggests an evolut1?nary

”Ehipead1ng pather than a revolut1onary 1nterpretat1on It then

‘fpresents a Kant1an def1n1t10n of the concept transcendental

'-

:and catalogues fthe’var1ous uses Kant maKes of the term 1t

' funavocal defiﬂ@t1on-bf the concept transcendental are false,

'frather Kant has -a clear.'s1ngle mean1ng of the term 'and he

cons1stent ~in. h1s employment of. }t It then shows tﬁat

o Y
"1.Kant must be seen as. mod1fy1ng the use of the concept trans- -

L cendental but in an evolutiocnary rather than * in the

2

hrevolutlonary sense as cla1med by a number of'ﬂcontemporary
1;;wr1ters ‘ . e | |
The th1rd and f1nal chapter seeks to compare’ a number
-of -representat1ve contemporary= discussions of the,concept

‘transcendental with the views'and.studtes of Kant and “his

L]

tradltion,a 1t begins . by .questioning""a number  of

‘interpretations of Kant by contemporaryfschqlars, suggesting

that their interpretations are colored by analytic biases.
4 . . v

”The chapter then proceeds to discuss a 'famous contemporary

-j]f'be 'seen as an eus}ut10nary stage 1n the dbvelopment of the

K

\ .

Ty

next argues that the. numerous charges that Kant has no

' transcendental argument’ , that of P.F. Strawson in

Individuals, as wel] as-Strawson’s more general remarks in-

The 'Bounds of Sense. There follows a bnief overview of the.

vi
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::role wh1ch thekconcept transcendental appears to be playfng
“571n contemporary d1scuss1ons 1n the ph1losophy of sc1ence
‘The chapter ends W1th a few short comments on the role of
"the concept transcendental 1n contemporary accounts of

1mpT1catqon and presuppos1t1on
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1.~ THE DEVELOPMENT OF,\THE’ CONCEPT oF THE TRANSCENDENTALS
PR " . BEFORE’ KANT ’ o

‘e .

A Plato Aristotle and the Arabs

R

. The concepts whlch were later to® become the not1on of’h
the TPanscendentals had clear roots iR Platp s Mlddle’f-
Dialogues, and is llkely treated there partly as a response ff

to comments by earl1er Greek Phllosophers t There are -al“

number of places where Plato develops the pr1m1t1ve not1ons

which are to become the Transcendentals.l pr1marlly in the
‘Theaetetus, Parmenldes and the Sophtst 2 In these thréet.

‘works the Transcendentals in their pr1m1t1ve form- emerge as-

-4

all- pervas1ve‘unchangable Forms pred1cat1ve of themselves as’

well as everyth1ng else 3 Plato suggests that the Forms_

Belng, Same Other One, Many, and Rest: are peculwar 1n that

they are "alt- pervad1ng, connecting terms of d1scourse

Clearly Plato thought that there were pred1cates wh1ch

- could be .proper - subJects (l e. of themselves -and s1m1lar
. terms), and that they were in sbme sense univocal. Ar1stotle

appears to have disagreed with Plato ‘on this po1nt however.

10ne might reasonably trace, for instance, the notion of a
primal unity to the dawn of reason in Anc1ent Greece, in
Thales’ attempt to reduce the d1vers1ty of the world to one
substance, an arche or to Anaxagoras’ nous. The werid of

- Parmenides was a unity, a single .unique whole, There .was,,

for.the Eliatic, only the One ~ and being was [the] one. (see'l

W.K.C. Guthrie, I1; pp. 30ff).

2There are other passages, such as"Plato, Phllebus 17a,
where Socrates argues that being and un1ty are convert1ble
3Sophist, 253c; Parmenides 129e.

‘Sophist 254ff. See also Charies B1gger, Partrc:patlon A
Platonlc Inquiry, esp. pp128 135.
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, i"g,In the Métaphysics Ar1stotle argues that the not1ons s1ngled~f

out " by Plato as haV1ng .spec1al ‘ro]e were hin- fact‘

7

wequ1voca1,‘rather than‘character1zab1e as convert1b1e w1th'

be1ng, and un1voca] they had°s1gn;f1cance'whmch var1ed -over .

“” -;d1st1nct pred1cab1e categor1es In fact Ar1stot1e argues,,p

1tv*makes no sensé 'ltaTK of a f1rst pr1nc1ple (such as
. } N

one ) wh1ch is at the same t1me an attr1bute of someth1ng-

VAR

}h’e1se (such. - good . The Nlcomachean Ethics ref1ects a,

";pred1cated & In sp1te 'o[:

"y

~'very s1m1lar v1ew to that portrayed in the MetaphySIcs herei

7
.depend1ng on how and rn-what _categor1ca1 sense ’Good’ Tis

"Good is to be und%rstood in categor1ca11y d1fferent ways,,

Lcomments 11Ke- these, however

’)\
Ar1stotle saw?the need to reta1n the not1on of Belng if on]y,

" .

.as a m1n1ma1 -rog; ‘of substant1a1 and acc1dental be1ng 7

D

'tAr1stot1e s dilemma with - respect tto: the 'status; of suchA,;

o

4”v,not1ons as Belng and unlty 1s understandable glven that he

,arecogn1zes the apparent need for such flrst prlnCIples or

*felements g wh11e voat the same t1me relectjng ~them’ as’

“ Lo R

h 1nte111g1b1e as un1vocal terms 8 : - Py s

L e D

- Jhe o Transcendenta]s -gfirst appéared in :the Latin .~

Lﬁ Médmaeva]s 1n a iar more soph1st1cated form than that fOUnd.

e e - e e e e - e = - q———-

55Ar1stot1e, Métaphy51¢s 1087a30ff
. 8Ibid, 1096alff. : w

7" Ethics, fOO3a16ff o ' =

8 Metaphys:cs '998420f f . M1chae1 Loux po1nts out in h1s ,
article "Aristotle on the Transcendentals" that Aristotle
cannot avoid a category-neutral use of Transcendentals,

.unless he wishes to maintain an unrelated, irreducible list

of categories’ which are, Jndependent°of each other, which'.he .
definitely does not.;This is bécause, argues Loux, Ar1stot]e
saw the’ Transcendentals as universally predicable and
therefore unable to be used to d1ffereht1ate obJects

[}



“.1§
in the Anc1ents -As the1r 1mmed1ate_ph1losoph1c sources were'f,:
ﬁﬁnot the Romans or the Greeks,.but rather the Syr1an and_;
;i‘later Arab commentators, 1t wou1d appear reasonab]e to '

\suggest | that _it*?fw through the efforts of these‘

v

,‘Tcommentators that the concept “of ﬁé3_ Transcendentals ;=3

approachedfthehform.found-1nvthe early Lat1n Med1aevals 9i?f

LIndeed, it would appear,that the notion and attr1butes of
g]wbeingiwere‘a topic_of 11Vet9€stody throughout' the Istamic,,
phitosophic world. 1% The preoccupatiOn'of}the“Arabs,with thev
notion of , the ‘transcendence of Allah, and the .intellectual -
challenge’ presented them by the new trans1atﬁons of'the‘
| Greeks into Syrian and Arabic is well documented. !’ D.H,
ﬁoottlon, in h1s discussion of Chance]1er Ph1]1ppe (whom I
shall d1scuss below) demonstrates for%Ffully that the Trans-n
-ucendentals, though “not under that appe]]at1on = were

d1scussed by suc% Islamic notables as Al- Fardb1 Al Gaza11
.“}Averroes,\and Av1cenna tz
S lgeon . '

§ There exists a~good art1c1e by Jorge GraCIa dea11ng with
this subject. ("The Convertibility of Unum and Ens According
to Guido Terrena" in Francjscan-Studies;. (1973).. o
pp: 143-170.) Gracia notes that the Arabs (part1cularly
‘commentators on Ar1stot]e) understood unity and being as

. related in a unique fashﬂon, as is indicated by 'a phrase
’~c0mmon)among them, -"ldem rn subjecto d1fferunt ratione"~w

- fp. 146 ! )
10See Richard M Frank for example (espec1a1]y PP. 8 27 and
pp 58-79). -,

See, for .example, . Friedrich Ueberweg ) 402ff and Carl
Prant Geschichte der Logik im Abenlande. |1 would like to
thank Professor' F. P. Van-de Pitte *for his extreme]y helipful
'trans]at1ons of pert1nent sect1ons of both Prantl and oo
Kuhle e T
12D H. Pouillon, "Le .premier tra1te»des prOprTetes. !

transgendentales. La Summa de bono du Chancelier Philippe."
pp-. 45ff.«. ‘ ! S R -



T ‘The tens1on between Platon1c and Ar1stote11an systems

appears to have d1m1n1shed in Islam1c ph]losophy, dUe in
1arge extent. to the selective use of the texts of the two
Philosophers and - the1r 1nte1]ectua1 : descendents v Th1s
‘selective use’. 1n\turn seems to have been prompted by the
a‘preem1nence of the Islam1c fa1th 1n all matters, as we]l ;as

ffby the op1n1on of Is]am1c th1nkers that P]atonlsm‘(certaln]y

""neo platon1sm) and Ar1stote11an1sm although apparently,

contradictory, were 1n‘fact harmon1ous (once the errors of
each system hadlbeen«ekpunged)ti3 As an .j]]ustratton,' one
need only consider a thinker such as Al-Farabi, who
_ep1tomlzes the belief of many Muslim’ th1nKers of the M1ddler

“Ages that Ar1stot1e and Plato were u1t1mate]y concordant

'B.~Ear1y or Uncertain Uses of the Term Transcendental
~ The first occurence &f the word Transcendental is found .
either in Roland of Cremona where Res, Ens, Unum,and Aliquid

are mentioned as being Transcendental, '’ or in Chancéllier

- Philippe of the University ot'baris'(ca. 1225) , According to

—-—’ ———————————————— N . °

13’ Ueberweg op. cit., page 412ff

"4Ibid, pp. 414f, ‘ '
15iNjs esset unum de transcendent/bus sc:llcet ens, unum,
aliquid, res." (Summa theologica., Parls, Mazar ine
Manuscript 795, folio 7vb.) [See Prant] op. cit., (Bds.
I1I,1V) page 245, ] In fact, Prantl suggests that

" psuedo-Thomas, the supposed author of De natura geheris

: m1ght have coined the term Transcendental when he wrote
"Sunt ‘autem . sex transcendentla videl icet. ens; res, ‘aliquid,
- unum, “verum, bonem, quae re’ ldem sunt, sed Patlone '
"dlstlnguuntur " [follo fvb.] Prantl notes that the date of
this work, as well as the identity of the author, is
uncertain, and it appears that the author is a contemporary
of Duns Scotus See Prant1 p. 245



Poui1ion,. Philippe:Wrote‘thelfirst extenslve treatise that

we know of on the Transcendentals , the Summa de bono. Here .
APh1l1ppe d1scusses unum,‘ verum and bonum as cond1t1ons,l,_
:iconcom1tant with be1ng They are,v f Ph1l1ppe.‘ noti

universals in the sense that they are abstracf1ons, or: that-.

k=

they are to- be f0und “in more’ than one be1ng, they are’

fundamental not1ons, clearly seen by Ph1l1ppe as' 1dentical

w1th be1ng in subjecto yet formally d1fferent - d1fferent In’
fvlntentlon ln concept 16 This is consonant,w1th- the views
of ‘Aristotle’s Arab Commentators'? d&nd is evidenced? on the:
one hand by the’ pr1m1t1veness of the concept of the Trans--
cendentals which nevertheless had on the other hand _ shown

s1gn1f1cant development beyond that- of the Arab1c th1nkers /
NG
Together w1th Roland of Cremona and Chancellor Ph1l1ppe the

name W1ll1am of Auxerre su1tably appearst' In his Summa
Theologlca William’ may well . have been the first Jlatin

mediaeval to have included Truth and Goodness as Transcen-

’

den'talsf’18 Certa1nly we must. attr1bute the 1ntroduct1on of'

Transcendental" 1nto med1eaval ‘thought to. these men
'$Pouillon gives an excellent exposition of the Transcenden-
tals in the Summa de bono. In his article he also draws
- attention to the familiarity of Philippe with the Islamic
Philosophers, and that this together with the evident
awareness of the Greeks he possessed suggests that it is
through translations of the Arabs at this time that the word
Transcendental was coined.
17See note 8, above. : SR o ' B
«* 1'8Gracia (op. cit.) quotes from the Summa Theologlca of o
William: "Primo igitur investigandum quid bonum et quid
bonitas, et utrum omnia dicantur bona a primo bonitate quae
. Deus est ‘Secundo: quae differentia inter -bonum esse et
" -esse. Tertio: quae differentia inter bosum et verum. Quarto:
de contrarletate ‘boni et mali. Quinto: de bono in genere et
malo." "(Summa Theologica, Libro III, tractatus 2.)



"

C. A1exahder offHalqs.'anaVénture,'Albehtus-Maghus
' The Transcendentals appear- in.Bonaventure, where the

main discussion of ié'“cehtereg in the De mysterio

Trinitatis.'® Bonaventure expanded on his teacher, Alexander

of Hales, who had a]readythGOQnized tﬁe notions_ expressed

e U

by the‘Transceﬁdentals as coektenSiye-yith,béihg insofar as -

app]ied‘to God.zd-Bonaventure seems to have redognized' the

Transcehdenta1s as a distinct group, for he notes in the De

Myster.io Trinitatis that the unity, truth and goodness which
. characterize God_  are also to be found in adl.of‘creation,

just as the principle of the creation ‘permeates that
" - g - : o
creation. . Insofar as ' Philippe, Alexander, or Bonaventure

discuss the Transcendentals, however, it is apparent that
they are ontological characteristics: primarily of God,

* secondarily of creation.

=~

There appears to be only one place in Albertus Magnus’

Opera where the term 'Transcendental’ occurs, but Kuhle

<

argues, contrary fo-some scholars, that the Transcendéntals

'% Particularly in Q.1, article 1.1, where Bonaventure
discusses the disjunctive Transcendentals, such as finite
and infinite. (Opera Omnia, Tome V, pp. 46-47.)

20 See Summa theologica, (Quarrachi Edition) volume I,
sections 72, 73: "Unum, verum et bonum convertuntur cum
ente."[S.T., Pt. I, inqg.1, tract. 3, qq. 1-3, passim]. (In
Pouillon, page 44.) In these sections Alexander discusses
the Transcendentals, though not by.name, as they apply to
. God, ras Divine attributes and as they apply in general. This
appears to be basically a repetition of what Chancelier .
Philippe said on the subject, and differs little from the
line taken in the Summa de bono. (see Ralph M. Mclnerny,
Vol. II, pp. 215ff; W. Windelband, Vol!. I, page 344.)



'qan’be‘uhdeﬁstéodjas'haQing'a&veloped{froh-concept of'beng'
»fi The’ pos1t1ng of be1ng~as pr1mary, and the TranscendentaTs

as exp11cat1ng 1ts' nature -is' also alluded to f1n the.
twenty- e1ghth questlon of the first .part_‘of, the »Sqmm?‘

[ 4
Theologlae22 ' ;i Y

_Dicendum, quod ista quatuor: ens, unum, verum,
bonum, convertuntur secundum supposita, sed non
secundum « intentiones nominum, quamvis unumquodque
ipsbrum induat aliquo modo rationem alterius .
secundum modum .existendi” quem habet. Unde etiam -

- unum, verum et bonum, non addunt super ens nisi

" modos quosdam esttendl qui vel conszstunt in
‘negat ione vel in effectu consequente 23 S

N Albertbs Magnus appears .to be aware here that there are
‘terms whﬂch do not str1ct1y add anyth1ng to the notion of.
‘ens, but which are convert1ble with it. Unum;”veﬁdm and
bbnum. Thesé-terms are cqnvert1b1e\qh1y Jn thé mostfxgénéﬁa}:”
éense however and not Tnha séconaapy sensé, such4as'wh¢p we
' speak.»of' this or that thing.24 For Albert the Ir;hscéhden- |
“ta1§ are real, they exist in three senses: (i) they - Ee ‘inki‘
the Divine Mind; (ii) they are in all ofvthe‘be?Lgs~Qf

creation which flow from tHe Divine Mind; (iii) 'théy' are

abstracted by the human mind from the many 1nd1v1dua1 be1ngs
21Heinrich Kuhle, "Die Lehre‘Alberts des Grosses von den
Transzendentalien." (See esp/ p. 135.) The passage in
guestion is "Et hujus causa est, quod bonum dicjt

Intent ionem communem, et est | de transcendent ibus omne genus
‘sicut et ens: ideo ab ente separari non potest." [Summa
Theologica, Pars Prima, Questio XXVII, Membrum III.] Opera
Omnia{kd. A. Borgnet), page /278b.

225ee also Armand Maurer Medieval Philosophy, pp. 156ff.
" 23 Summa Theologiae, Tractatus 6, Questio 28.[Ed. D. Siedler
p. 214].(The entire question ‘is wor th reading.) .
24 See akso Opera omnia (ed. A. Borgnet) VYol. I, p. 64b |
Liber de praedicabilibus, [tract. 4, ¢.3 ] and Vol. VI, p. 6a
[ Metaphysicorum 1ibri tredecim, le -I, tract. 1, c. 2]5 '
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7-.thhough't%oUght.'25' g . e a\f

The d1scuss1on of the Transcendentals by Thomas Aqu1nas
marks a s1gn1f1cant deve]opment in the. uhderstandtng of the
.Transcendeptals over the less soph1st1cated presentat1ons of‘
4'ear11er th1nkers Th1s development is represented by a
Athorough d1scusswon of the Transcendentabs .as they apply to
being, both uncreated and created i.e. to Bélng qua belng :
‘ln Dé verrtate Thomas po1nts out that unum.‘xenum and- bonum
are cdnsequent upon being; they are predlcabﬂe of "being
ineofar as being is understood in certa1n Ways (i1)in

(Y

relation to itself; (ii) in it'relation"t - the . _1ntel]ect

e,

‘t éhd'(iii) in it re]at1on to the asp1rat10ns of the sou] _The
'Transcendenta]s do not d1st1ngu1sh parttcu]ar be1ngs.\.they
expl1éate the notion of being in all of .Jts'
man1festat1ons 26 Nor do the Transcendentals divide be1ng,t

. as do the categories, but rather they are analogical
descetptions‘of beidg. To .the degree thet any being is, it

possesses the'Transcendental characteristics of being. 27

~25There are two senses of Transcendenta]s to be
distinguished here: the ontological (or metaphys1cal) and-
the logical: It is important to observe that for Albertus
Magnus, as for Philippe, Alexander, or Bonaventure, any

- sense of logical is one that presupposes the ontological.
Truth (in a non-Transcendental sense) is the agreement of
ideas in the mind of man with rea11ty (and, par consequence,
with the divine ideas).
26De Veritate, Q.I, art. 1. Vide also Summa theologica,
Prima Pars, Q. 30, art.3 and Q. I, art. 1.
27 §.T., Ia 50, 3. )



The Transcendentals are, for Saint Thomas,,~  'a fjf§t

 sense metaphysrcal that 1s, 1nsofar as they are cohvertibIe '

w1th be1ng They are however, propert1es of be1ng in thev

'analog1ca1 senSe. they do not add anything to be1ng, rather

they add to the idea Of beJng, to our knowledge of being. 28

For Saint Thomas the .Transcendentals ‘were analog1cal‘

'concebts; }eaChﬁshad a s1ngTe Pes,srgnlficata,"but'seveha1

‘modi significandi.?® For Duns Scotus, . the Transcendentals,

were univocal concépts.‘3° Although Thomas he]d thé Trans- |

cendentals to be analogical, while Scotus that they were
univocal, the conflict is less than it at first m1ght seem.

For Scotus the univocity of the Transcendentals is possible

only when they.are considered as indifferent to their modi

siggificandi , a condideration which does not arise in Saint

Thomas’ works. In fact, Scotus appears te‘ grant that ,when'

the Transcendentals are predicated of infinite or finite

I

being (as opposéd to indeterminite being) 4they .are
L]

28 §.T. Ia. 5; Ia.11,3; Ia.16,8. and De venltate 1 1; 21.2;
21.5.

29 For a concise discussion of the doctrine -of analogy as it

has direct bearing on Thomas’ understanding of the Transcen--

dentals, see Ralph Mclnerny,A History of Western Ph)%osophy,
Volume 11, pp. 324ff.

304 un1voca1 concept for Scotus was a concept of such a
nature that.to affirm and deny it simultaneously would
resukt in a contradiction; a univocal concept had such a
singleness of meaning that it could serve as the middle term
of a syllogism. (Duns Scotus, Opus Oxoniense; liber I,
distinctio 3, questio 2, n. 5 ) "Scotus makes another p01nt
of concern to us here, concerning the relation of
pregdication to metaphysical reality. See also Wolter, The

- Transcehdentals and Their Function In The Metaphysics of .
. "Duns Scotus, pp: 14ff and Frederick Copleston A History of

Philosophy, [PaperbacK edition] Volume I1I1-(Part 2), pp..
,‘223 240, An .extensive treatment of the subject may be found
~in M.J, Grajewski, The Formal Distinction of Duns Scotus

&
BN

e
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predkééted anaﬂog%cd]]y[’f
| Scotus’ most concise statemeht}‘pn the haturg of the
Transcendentals is,found.in the Opus Okbniense, ‘and ,ﬁf is
- a]so'thé clearest single statément of hig thought coﬁcernihg
fhe Transcehdenta]s.32'Here€Scoiu§ write§ that the Traﬁsceh—
‘dentals ‘are™ those attributes_which,are'pnedjcatbd féfma]iy
of God, and are'of two types. The passiones convebtibiles
.are those predjcates which in;efféct are iﬁterchanggabﬁe
Sfmpliciteﬁ with being while the passiones disjunctaé”ﬁare
those wHiCh as exclusively disjunctiVé pairs are
interchangeable with being. The Transcéndentals are thosé
predicates which are indi#ferent to the mode of being, to
being finite or infinite, bécausé they.are predicates which
are epistemologically prior to any‘détenminéf}on'of being.33

Given Scotus’ formal distincfjon, his 1is not }Sfmply a.
1ogicél or ep@sté&oﬂogical' unity of cdncept with nq
metaphysical bés{é in realdity. Rather, Scdfus understands
';the.<Transcendentals as haviﬁg their ultimate féundatién jn
rea]ity,‘for they are univocal predicates which characterize
bntologicél properties of: being when being is considered

StQuaest iones subtilissimae super 1ibros Metaphysicorum .
Arissotelis. L.4, gq.1,"'n.12. (See also Wolter, op. cit., pp.
45fF: ). » » . ‘ -

32 For a much more detailed treatment of the Transcendentals
in Duns Scotus’ philosophy, 1 refer the reader to Wolter
(op. cit.). My exegesis will generally follow that of Wolter
. concerning the Transceéndentals [what Scotus also calls the
passiones entis simpliciter convertibiles] in. chapter V of
his monograph.

330pus Oxoniense, Liber .1, distinctio 8, quaestio 3,
marginal notes 18-19. .

\
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. indifferent to the way in which it éxists.34

- William of Ockham went much further thah Scétué in
separating logic and ontology, with the result that his
~ world was one of logical relations bgtwegn ontologﬁcaily
distinci individuals:35 Scotus’ diséihctions<W%re grounded
.\\iE\Ereét;?n, theyAreflecte%‘ghe extramental reality'through
the use of conceptual distifictions, yet this relation of ‘the
mehtal to the extra-ment;l ‘was replaced in . OcKhaﬁfs
~philosopHy by the theory of terms, ,and it is through this
* theory 'ofr ontologically indifferént' terms that = Ockham

dichsﬁes the Transcendentals.?¢ Given the separation of

)

logic fndm dnto]ogy, and his theory of intentions, Ockham
oan write that the'%réhscendenta]s .are those terms which
signify through 68h first and second intentions.3? Of the
Trahécendehta]s, esse is primary, ens, res, unum, verum and

bonum are connotative: they are attributes of esse which

34See Wolter op. czt pp. 31-57. . ‘ :
35See, for a rather antagqn1st1c but none the less fair and
concise treatment of this, Mclnerny, op. cit., I1: pp 374ff:
36 Ockham'held that we intuit strict individuals, and that
universals are not objects of direct cognition. The
intuition of singular existents provides the basis for
abstractive Knowledge arrived at through judgements of
intuitive Knowledge. Abstractive knowledge is Knowledge of
things considered as abstracted from their "this-here-now"
their contingent circumstances: it is knowledge that: is ,
arrived at through abstraction from the particular existence
of singulars.|[See Gordon Leff, William of Ockham pp. 7ff.]
Abstractive Knowledge is thus knowledge not of "things’, but
of terms or signs which stand for ' things’. - , ’
37Summa Logicae, Pars Prima, Capltulum 28 "See also
Capitulum 39. A first intention sign or. concept is one -that
signifies'a real thing. It can also be understood as a sign
that does not take another sign as its significatum. Signs -
of the second intention are those which are signs of signs
of 'the first intention (See Leff, pp.128f.)
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‘indibectly signffy the saﬁe thing as esse.
The result of Ockham's de;initJOn of “the Trahscenden-‘
té]s is. that esse (and consequethy thé othér_Transcénden-
'tais) can be predicated'in two ways: #t can be prediéated in
the most qniversa] sense,‘that'fé, as a term of thé second
intention, or predicated of fhdisﬁduals, as a' term of the'
first intention. In the first instance thefTran§cendentals
are univocal teﬁmb3ﬁ, while in thé 'seéond £hey are .
~ equivoca‘].?9 The indepéndence of logic and ontology iﬁ
* Ockham appears %o lead him.to differ‘withlsbotﬁs, Thomas,
and their philosophical bredeéessof§. The differénce§ are
not as greét as they 'firsfv might seem. A compariéon of
‘Scotus_and Ockham on éqbfvocation suffices to cor;ect~ thié
point. Reca]i‘ that Scotus a}lows for the poséibijity of
equivocation when predicating the Transcendentals of
particular 'beings’, rather than of being indifferebt“to its
mode of existence. In the same vein equivocation occurs: for
6cKham if the Trgnscendehta]s are considered as signs of the
first intention rather than 6f the second intention. What
4both Scotus and Ockham are poinfing out is that we must
distinguish between the Transcendentals as indiffernt .to the
mode of being and the Transcendentals as they are predicated
.of an individual. ‘ &
Francisco Suarez éaw himself as following in the

Thomisfic tradition with his discussion of the
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Transcendentals 40 Suarez argues (and 1 th1nk correctly)u
for the' compat1b111ty of OcKham,,Scotus and Thomas on the
subject of the Transcendentals .asserting thatg as for
himseT¥ all three held that they are ana]ogfcal when
concerned with specific ex1stences but univocal when
concerned ,with”reality ineits*broadest and undffferentiated
sense. | ‘
E. Descartes,'Spinoza Berke]ey}kLeibniz
» N .
1 have been unable(_to discover any use of the word

' Transcendental’ ih. Descartes writings, but he nevertheless
- serves to’illustrate an important development“inlthe concept®

~of "transcendental’ during the decades following Suarez.
This is not to suggest that were no thinkers who explicitly
6eelt with the transcendenta1s,; there definitely'were.41
However, there was an increasingf}endency to.view the Trans-"
cendentals as part of the rational order determined by the
way we think, rather than primarily as ontological aspects
of rea11ty 42 dohn Bl1sterf1e1d prov1des us-with an example
of the tendency to see the Transcendentals as not strlctly
corivertible, but rather interdependent: the Transcendentals
49See Copleston op. cit. Volume III, Part 11, pp. 177f:
Ueberweg op. cit., Vol. 11, p. 452; Capon1gr1, A Hlstony of
Western Philosophy, Volume III, p. 117

41 See, for instance, Leroy E. Loemker, StPuggle For
SynthGSIs pp. 136ff. Loemker cites. dohann H. Alstead as .
viewing the Transcendentals as arrived at. through a

"universal ‘natural intuition” in his Encyclopedia |[Loemker,
‘page 141], as did Luis Vives and Lord Herbert of Cherbury
.See also Loemker in The Phrlosophy of Lelbnlz and the Modern

World, page 212.
42Loemker, op. cit.., page 143
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ih:B]isfehfiéid's thought (which: ébpears to have had a
strohg influence on Liebnizf fmply each OQher.‘3 In explicit-f
,t%eatmenfé-of fhe Transcendénials durjng‘}ﬁe rperiodL ¥raméd |
b§ Suafez and DéSéartes we can observeAthe transformation of
the notfbn-df’"Tfanscendental' from . that . 6f ‘ontological
‘bredicates - to epistemological}'nbr loéicali aspects .of
thought; . from terms convertible with being to \ terms
'Hnterdependent aﬁd descriptive of tﬁé way we thiﬁk\aboht‘
ﬁbéingt ‘This explicit trangforﬁgtion can- 'be dramatized
"t\hvrloug‘h' a 'briéf‘ exéminat.jpn' of the inplicit"use of the
Transcendentals in Descéftés’ thought .

Descartes is .explicft concerning the nature of

universa]s:

Similarly ‘number when we consider it abstractly or
generally and not in created things, is but a mode
of thinking; and the same is true of a]l that which
[in the schools] is named universals.+s

In both fhe Pegulae'?nd the Principles Descartes argues that_
_whaﬁ_ the 'Schoolmen terméd .universals are éim{farities in
ideé Iémong individual® thfngs45'and thus are nothing but a
mode or at{ributé of our thinkfhg. of things,46 coﬁcﬁrring
with Suarez;s Observations on“the.Trahscendéntals. Descartes
notes tHéthome ideas are more ’Universa]’ in épp]ication

than .others as for example, 'triangle’ compared with

‘4 Rene Descartes Principles of* Philosophy, Principle LVIII.
[The Philosophical Works of Descartes. (Ed. by Elizabeth
Haldane and G.R.T. Ross) Volume I, Page 242 ]

S Principles, 1, LIX [HR 1, 242] , .

*8For Descartes modes are the same as attributes or
qualities. (see Principles I, LVI.[ HR I, 241)] .
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‘rectangular triengie A7 G1Ven Descartes d1v1s1on of 1deas

by gbnerallty of app11cat1on' 1t 'tS' relat1ve1y easy t

underst ad

" category . o

uniyehsa1s’. ‘The TAanscendentals, as un1versal un1versals, B
neceSsarilyfcharecterize our thoUght about the WOrId " for -

'Descartes They have become, "to some extent the un1versal'

and’ necessary cond1t1ons of .scientific thought

For Descartes,hthe, Transcendentals had a subJect1ve,_i'

epistemological impcnt;'they were'not a statement of the

ontclogical concomttants of being: Even then howeVer. theyh
were far less expl1c1t1y dealt w1th than they were. by the:

: Med1aeva1s.: Th1s is not to suggest that they were not;¢~

important o Descaftes’ thought — they were as important to

Descartes as to both Spinoza and Le1bn1z _4ﬁ In Spinoze,

there was @ ser1ous attempt to restore the concept of being

to -that of the Platonic trad1t1on,49 Sp1noza reJected the

many  as ontologically ‘ primary, as anything other than"”“

"

phenomenafn,iltusion."jn an ontology of a single substance

evidently the attributes of being qua being will” be -Trans-

e

cendehtal and co-extensive.50 . - ‘ BRIV

Leibniz ‘carries on the transition from the ontological

émphasis of ° the .Transcendentals to the recognition‘cf the

“1principles 1 Pr1n01p1e LIX.[] HR I, 243.] T

48] am here echo1ng Loemker op. CIt , pp. 145ffF. o

49 Jbid, page 148.

5°See Sp1noza The Chref Works of Benedrct De Sp;noza Vol
I, 111ff [Ethics, Part 11, Prop. XXXIX ]

the Transcendentals as being the most ’general’}h }

rsals @ - fhe;_ group ) of_. un1Versal“ -
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- ...epistemological import of these concepts.5! For Leibniz, as

Foﬁﬁséfkeléyg the TnansCendentéTé. Qéré' those 'pr%n¢5p1es;v

_whiéh'.goverhed'our.Kno;ledgé'of'thé wor1d, thét»jg,‘ail?fhegi
sciéﬁqes;ﬁz In Léfbﬁﬁz the ’TFansé§bd§nta1s ‘Hayefga, purely-7_ 
légicgf {hégrt and;f;bgeﬁheh thﬁ.{HéEtendéhbyﬂofiteibnii to

: ysé;fhém_ohly With fﬁéspect:“£o féQr, Kndw]edge of objects

Ea}Her  than :Qﬁ_:ihé ijecis fhemseIVes-per.Sé, they‘define

'f‘phenomenalkjbeing, not  ortological being. Perhaps the

. TV A

clearest “&%pression ofﬂ‘this is found gjn his criterion of
T : - 4) o

‘Ehutﬁ: raLher'thah;deméﬁdihg‘that{thegﬂ. g or concept.iagree

with thé,reaT objeét, Liebniz nequ1red the agreement of one-..

“idea with another .53
A
F. Wolff, Crusius, gambeht, Tetens
“Wolff understood 'the Tnanséendenthlsmto'. predicable

hofnﬂbéﬁng, but this is ‘}dlibé”hﬁdef%tood?as:fefe;fing.th
'bb%éféye beingA being'in iiéﬂmost‘ généra% Sense. 'PoééibTé-
‘being, for Wolff, meant logically possible; a possible being

 -wa§ one which did not igvolve. an ffnternal contradiction .
- hindepénden}&of the question of its actual existence. 5¢ The

study of being, in its mos t general sense, was what Wolff

- e e - m = - - - ———

>'For.a general discussion of this, see Loemker, pp. 149Ff.
>2Compare for instance, Berkeley, Principles, section 118
with Leibniz, ‘his letter to Francios de la chaise,. May 1680.
[In Leibniz, Philosophical Papers and Letters. Volume 1,
page 421. | - ’ . o ‘

53See Liebniz, op. cit., New Essays., Chapter V. .

~ S4Copleston op. cit.,. Volume VI, Part.I, pp. 128ff.

Y R N



cailed'. onto]ogy 55, and :t‘ TranscendentaIS* were thus

o transformed 1nto purely logical concepts,_defined »in terms%

of 1og1ca1. possibility, ,‘Th‘ Transcendentals ‘-werepj

co-extensive with'esse but this esse was. p0551b1e, not

actua]' WO]ffibn sc1enqe was grounded in Wolffian ontology,'f

the study of actual being was’ based on the study- of p0551b1e T

being' 56 The Tnanscendentals were assured of application to

actual beingJ but the appropriateness was no 1onger - due
primariiy to. their being cojgktegsive withr reai'being.
‘Rather they kwere specified by. the: "laws- of thought"
co- exten51ve w1th being 1n generai 57 The Transcendentals in

'Wo]ff had become predicates appropriate to ali types of

’“ p0551b1e being; they pervaded our logical constructions, and

therefore fhose fogical constructions which were also
actual. n ~ L S B ' R Y
Crusius reacted strongly ‘{oi'Wo]ff’s ontology “of

possibie.being,°and chose to-begin -with uekperience rather

than .logic.biﬂe.vargued that it is from the experience of

things that we derive metaphysical™ ideas,  rather than '

‘ experience -of 'things being (as in Wolff) a species of
"expeérience’ . of possrble things 58" Crusius does not equate
logic or epistemology with onto]ogy, as did Wolff, and thus

is able to avoid 'the problems faced by Wolff when he

55 Lewis White Beck, Early German Phllosophy page 263
56See John Randall The Career of Phllosophy Volume II page

59 ' UGN
571bid; Beck op. ®it., pp 263/ff. I R

“?B\Beck, op. cit., . page- 39# R . BETen
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s1Ibid, pp 402ff. i T e
62. Robert .Capanigri. A Hlstory of Western Phllosophy Vo]ume

> - »».:., ‘I.I.,..I page 435 - aw e B . T - e
6”~*Bec:k op. cit. page 407,

-0 .

it

attempts to model 1philosophy;aftercmathematfcs.59 Roughly - - -

the Transcendentals_in this(contexf'must be seen ‘as eaying

sonethﬁng?'ab6utc“iner nature of being For us, for they must

_meet certain epistemological criteria They describe the way

we th1nK about be1ng. in its most genera] sense. 60

Lambert saw himself as. complet1ng what WOlff had begun,
that ‘is; the reduct1on of philosophy to mathemat1cs (or,
more accurately, geometry) .61 Lambert began ‘with

LocKean 11Ke Slmple concepts wh1ch denoted . th1ngs thdat - had.

_real ex1stence 62 The exp11c1t d1st1nct1on between 1og1c and

epistemology on the one hand, and ontology on the other, as

' found in Crusius is rejected by .Lamber§.63 However, like
both WG1ff and Crusius, Lambert entertained a coherence view
' of truth resu1t1ng in hie. adoption:jcf the notjon of
%ranscendent conceptsf.. These concepts are in fact_the

Transcendentals understood phenomenally.®4 For Lambert, a

£ “

transcendent concept is one that has reference to more than
onew Kind . of experience, and he"draws this term and its

meaning from the Mediaeval use of the Transce

gentals as

applied to reality.®5 The function of the Transc ntals in

Lambert is to" characterize human experience, but as the

simple concepts still deniote real entities, the

T . T U R,

59 Ibid, pp. 263ff.

°% This follows from certain remarks 1n Beck _op. cit., pp

&4 Ibid. pp. 408ff
6sIbid. p. 408n.
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Tnahscgndegtals la]so appear to deécﬁ?béjﬁ -SecOndarily,
: réa]ity. | |

Tetens draws a ’diétfnction betwéeﬁ metaphysics
*(theoreticall phjlo§dbhyyf and 'tranéééndent philosophy
(ontology), which‘is the study of principles or elements of
the most fundamentgl.and abétract nature. These principles
are_preéiseiy those wﬁich apply to mofe,'than one body" of
Know]édge.66 Tetens argues théiF if metaphysics is to be
unified,'it must be grounded fn:transqendent, philo%¥ophy, a
disgipﬁinevwhich is concerned With<principles commoﬁ to both®
intellectual know ledge (;Bchl as mathematicé)’ and natural
'KnoW1edge_(such as the general sciences). 67 This view of
trahs¢endent:philosophy removed bea]ity as the object of the
_TranscéndentaTS and rep]aéed it with thdugﬁt and  ‘the
conditions of know ledge 6f thifds. - The - Transcendentals - .
 became co-extensive with tﬁe conditions of knowledge, tthA
were the forms of.thought)”537HéWévén;-in-being co-extensive
with the conditions of "knowledge, penyadjng_valliofnoﬁrw

thought, the Transcendentals ‘pervade: our - -thoughtn of -

®8Ibid. page 412. T e e e
671Ibid. L T e e e e e

".88"The necessity which. appertains to transcendent. comcepts. . - .....

must be understood, in the manner:of Crusius and Lambert

(and -to some extent Mendelssohn), as a necessity for thought

-.:and .a .necessity growing out of thnght.‘The,analysisAQf_the

necessary conditions of knowledge eventuates in the .
‘knowledge of the necessary conditions of things, of whatever
sort they may be, intellectual or physical." Ibid. page 414,
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’things’,lhehce our experfence of ahd thought_agbut Eeatity.
69 | ' ‘

In Wolff, Cruéius, Lambert and Tetens the notion 6f thé
Transcendentals .takes on, as has been. alluded to above, a
" primarily epistemological emphasis,’ as opposed to the
prtmarily ontological emphasis of the Mediaevals and théir~
intellactualhpredessors. ThevMediaeval' application of the
Transcendentals. as conQertib]e with being, as descriptive of
reality simpliciter, was transformed in two ‘impohtant ways
by thinkers 1ike the toﬁr discussed immediately above. In
one sense,’ the Transcendentals had ceased to be understood
as prediéable_of‘rea]ity, but rather were now understood as
having to do with our experiehae of reality, the distinction
between reality and our knowledge of it beginning to be
made. A second difference'between the four German th1nkers
ané' the Mediaevals was that .the Transcendentals had changed.
from the traditional esse, unum, verum and bonum to concepts
like harmony, power and will.?’°® The primary reason for such
a.. change appéars to have resulted from the increasing
\Critﬁcaljawat§n¢s§'of eplstemolog1cal considerations when
--ﬁakihém étatéhehta 'about rea11ty, rather than the re3ect1on

.bf'theantologicalzbasis“of'the Iranscendehtals. Within this
" context théf“Trahéééhdéntals bepame~ necessary universal

' fpred1cates ;of thought they were the most universal

'L descﬁ1ptton of what we th1nk about, and the way we think.

69Tbid.
70See Ibid. pp. 414fFf.
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G Summary
|

Although t?e not1on of the Transcendentals altered from'.

the primal not
for the Greeks‘to that of abstrac% concepts which apply to
all thought for theAe)ghteenth-century GermansAlmmed1ately
prior to ‘Kant, this- transformation must be = seen as
evolutionary, rather than. revolutﬁdnary The TranScendénta]s
were 1ntroducedmh; Plato to describe the un1ty he — required
in reality, and Teten5h1ntroduced transcendent concepts to
guabantee'unity in metaphysics — the un{fy‘ he required  in
6ur thought about reélity. The Transcendentals originated as
ontologica]h prédicates, as aspects of reality, but as

philosophy developed they became logical pred1cates, and

finally epistemological principles. This evo]ut1on

Transcendentals from the ancient Greeks through the\ _

Mediaevals to the pre-Kant%pn'Gehmans was hét, however,  an
eVolutioh of direqtibn. Rather, we might regard the object
of the Transcendentals ‘as remaining constant, but the
evolution occuré in the increasing critical awareness of:the

way in which the Transcendentals were applied. to this

unchanging. object. More precisely, -the evo]ution of  the

_Transcendenta]s was not symptom1zed by the recogn1t1on that
their original app]ication was incorrect in the semse that
there was no referent for them. What did occur. was an

1n§r¢asing criticalness of the way in which the Transcenden-

tals were to be understood to be properly applied to

reality, a resulk of the progreés of philosophy in general.

ion of the unchang1ng and all- pervad1ng 1deas}

{

==



o N 2

;, This raises the.question of the nature of the referent

‘of the franséendentajs which 1 have claimed rema ined
constant. Both Plato and Ahistotle were\aWare thét_a]though
‘thére were vaﬂ%ghs aéts d? ‘mental positing’ wheh7 diVersg'
'.typeshof phenomenal objects were said f@o:bé’::thQSétaiveEg§7f‘

qcts,zif they were to be acts whiéh were concerned with one

reality,' had to involve an underlying uhi§y.~ It ”was__ 'l

recognized that there were, moreover, a number of concepts
appropriate. to more than one typé gf phenomena} object.
Plato expfessed this seeming uﬁiygrsa]ity bf theéé concepts
by delineating them as univocal predicates capable of taking
any Squect. Aristotle agreed with Plato, but was careful to-
point out out Y™hat when the predicates were applied to
different cétegories of objeéts they wefe‘ prédicated
equivocally - their meaning became inconstant. He
recognised, however, that there seemed to be a “universal
root which was.predicafed of all things, namely esse. Plato
and Aristotle did agree that there are certain not%ons' that
are 'proper1y applied infdifferéht ’cétegories’ of reality,
and that each of these notions has an unchanging ’cofe’
denotation. Where these two thinkers disagbéed was on how
much the terms which were to become the Transcendehtals
differ from théir core meaning.

The Latin Mediaevals illustrated the harmony bétween
Plato and-AEistOt]e with respect to the scienge of being qua
_being. The Transcendentals Wére used to unify categorically

different objects of experience, a uhity which was seen as



'l-necessary 1f there was | to be“any*understandlng of otherw1se.
implacably d1fferent1ated #‘rea]1t1es - Thei“‘ Med1aevals
-reoogn*zed.»that there were d1fferent sorts of ent1t1es as
“objects of dfheir. experlence of rea11ty and that theseV?

'objecfs"were‘"thought-of in termsjofvcerta1n relations with

' One-another~ This-5ugge8ted to'-them ~that~~therevvmust 'be'f“"

) pr1nc1ples of . 1nd1v1duat1on and prxnc1p1es of un1ty‘ If thef*ﬂiﬂ

- obJects of - experwence were of categor1ca11y d1fferent types

“then th questaon arose : --to the apparent ab111ty to

. R S
~

understand ‘those: objects 1n terms of the1r re]at1onsl among'

one another. Ln a more mundane sense we not1ce,”they‘argued;

Cthat thepe are .a number. of predwcates such a8’ "'go0d [WhiBh © 7T

.apply to more than one category of exper1ence In.?dq1ﬁ1on,7'5'7”'

from a StPICt]y the°‘°91ca1 b%rspect1ve what sénse'foooid.k':r

phrases 1like "God is good have unless such terms as good’
had a s1mp1ar meaning when app11ed to God [1nf1n1te belng].
and cg&at1on [f1n1te beingl?

The so]ut1on to these prob1ems appeared to lie in the'
concepts expressed by the Trahscendentals, for they, in
- various formulations, explajned the unity of reality through
predicates co-extensive with reality. In one form or another
the Transoendentals remained unchanged when ‘they were
applied to beindg in the most general sense. The unchanging
object ofvthe.Transcendentals was undifferentiated being,
being thought of apart from its'peculiar mode of existence,
Specific being was characterized on the other handf by the

instantiation of ‘particular qualities desjignated in their -

N N



‘most‘.genera] Wform by the Thanscendentals.'These speeific
'beings’ possessed the, Transcendental attributes of . being
insofar as the;' wefe pérf of being. fhe actuel properties
“inherent in particU]ars were the 'shadows’ or ' images’ of"
the Transcendental attr1butes of und1fferent1ated being. The
advance from Plato and Ar1stot1e made by the Mediaevals ean.
be -illustrated through their increasingly soph1st1cated'
treatment of the Transcendentals recognizjng to an . eveh
greaten extent'“Their ‘mental nature as de$CFlptlve of
reality, rather than s1mp1y convert1b1e with rea11ty (in a
str1ct ontolog1ca1 sense)

| The per1od between Suanez and WOlff can be seen...as .a --
Zv trans1t1on per1ody a per1od in wh1ch the nature of the-nay‘

k th1nK abouf our: pereept1on__of the wor]d iehanged'

vdhastjca]ly. The Transcendentals ibecame aspects' 0%. ouhh

thought about heaiify, 'rather than espects 'of' reality
itself. In Descartes the Transcendentals are the most
universa] ideas » in Berkeley and Leibniz they are
‘mathematical entifies or objects. In Spinoza Ehe %ranscen-
dentals are co-extensive with real being, but this real
being ‘is not the phenomenal being of the perceived wor1d,
rather the intellectually discovered ®Hon-phenomenal single
#nfinite substance. For these four philosophers the Trans-
cendentals are mental constructions which reflect reality,
but wh{ch are not arrived at through ' inspection’ of the'
phenomenal world of experience. If there is any aspect ef

. their thought which 'shows them to be transitional figures



g .

with respect the Transcendentals, it is that they, for;the*.“

first time, reject the world of sensation as the 'foundation

of our__Know]edgeJ_ but rather }ook to thought and thoughtf,_g

about the wor1d. for the pr1nc1p1es of knowledge. It -is
w1th1n th1s framework that the notion of the Transcendentals;f
’ 1s_trans1t1onal in naturevand app11cat1on._v

o The Germans, from Wolff toiTetens, represent the climaXx
"of the A1nte11ectua]1zat1on of ‘the - Transcendenta]s pr1or to

'Kant- »What was . 1n01p1ent in the trans1t1on f1gures became

exp11c1t inthe . Germans‘ 1mmed1ately pr1or to Kant Thea,ﬂ‘;.:~

-
- » e e . L

Transcendentals - for these th1nkers are 1deas wh1ch pervade

© " human thought 1rrespect1ve of the part1cular ’obJect of_

thought. Th1s obJect of thought may be w1th1n ‘the doma1n of~-'

{fthe..natural sciences of within the boundary of thel
theoretiCalgsc1ences These part1cu1ar 1deas are regarded by
"the.Germans‘aS‘the forms of thoughf they are the mos t
abstract foundational _asp§cts of the uay we think about
things in general. Whether we beg{n' with leXpertehoe' and

extract the Transcendenta]s " through consideration of the

LA

ideas we have resu]tlng from exper1ehce, as didvcrusius;dlqhv._.

try 1like Wolff and Lambert to descr1be exper1ence in termsw'
of the a priori forms of thought,’' and then apply them to

experience (since experience is but one form of thought,

i.e. that form which deals with actual ‘existents) the

71This is to anticipate what Kant said, and the way he said
it, but then as these thinkers immediately preceeded Kant,
.and-as Lambert corresponded with Kant, I do not think this
an incorrect or misleading formu]at1on of their pos1t1on It
also helps to 'set the stage’ terminologically.
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Transcendenﬁals are to be'primarity'understoodvtn ‘terms. . of -

\;thoubht ~and the way ‘we th1nk Perhaps the general pos1t1on

of the Germans .i/ best }]]ustrated by Tetens »Tetens‘

: recogn1zed- that_ the untty- we. were concerned w1th was a

~ s

'conceptual or eprstemo1og1cal un1ty. not . so much an actual
unity of reality as much as the un1ty of our thought about
realn%y “He’ recogntzed thai 1f we were to exp]a1n the'
re]at1ons between d1fferent experiences then there muSt.be.
pr1nc1ples foundat1ona1 to all and every form of experience

and that these pr1nctp1es must. . be- forms  of  thought '’

"transcendent 1deas wh1ch d1ctate and describe the cond1t10ns"

of the Know]edge of th1ngs It was these transcendent ideas

“which performed this funct1on and which were Tetens Trans—

.cendenta1s- Th1s 1nterpretation was the result ofs an

~

1ncreas1ng]y cr1t1ca1 and ph1losoph1ca11y aware tradition
concerned with the basic ep1stmolog1ca1 quest1on posed by
Plato and developed through successive thinkers concerning

the ultimate unity of the rea]ity we experience and-think

about The Transcendenta]s had not changed in- mean1ng,- they

-

had been app]led to reaJ1ty in an’ ever—1ncreas1ng1y carefu]t

"fash1on as the ep1stemolog1c31 problems and thetr tentattvef'

solutions were '~ gradually f'understood in- lncreasfngly.“'

sophisticated and clearer ways.



I1. THE CONCEPT OF . THE Transcendenta]s IN THE,FIRST CRITIOUET'"
/ . OF KANT

AJ The Ftrst Crltique And ThewTradwtlon ~ _

. In the -First Crlthue there is a Key passage wh1ch will

RS

";fserve as the theme ‘for th1s chapten and because of 1ts

relat1ve 1mportance f{s wor th quot1ng in" full desp1te 1ts
length.v Thjs .passage‘. serves two purposes (1) it
M demonstrates Kant's awareness: of - the 'Transcendenta]'
”traottton;.and'(Z) 1t presents hig own understand1ng of the~f‘
concept of Transcendenta] in re]at1on to that trad1t1on The
remainder .qf. th1s chapter . w111 show that his app11cat1on -of
the term ’Transcendental’ is cons1stent with the descr1pt1on
of Transcendental in the passage quoted below, and that h1s
use of Transcendentat representS' an evolution of the.

understand1ng of the concept rather than a re0o1utton}.

_j\ - In <the’ Transcendental ~phitosophy. - of- the -ancients”
there is ineluded yet another chapter containing
pure concepts. of the .understanding which, though not
enumerated.among . the categdries, must, on ‘their,

- view, be ‘ranked as a priori concepts of objects.’

. This, howewver, would amount -to.an increase in the.. : = -

“'number of - the‘“categories. and is thérefore not
feasable. They. are propounded in the proposition, so
famous © among the Schoolmen, quodl ibet ens est unum,
verum,- bonum:. Now, although the app11cat1on of-: thws“"
pr1nc1p1e has. proved very meagre in conseguences,
and has indeed yielded only propositions that are
tautological, and ‘therefore 1in recent times has
retained its place in metaphysics almost by courtesy
only, vyet, on the other hand, it represents a view
which, however empty it may seem to be, has
maintained itself over this verny long period. It -
therefore deserves to be investigated in respect of
its origin, and we are justified in conjecturing
that it has its ground in some..rule of the

27



_uhdenstranding ~which, "as often happens, héé'ohlyA

‘been wrongly interpreted. These supposedly Transcen-

dental predicates of things are, in fact, nothing
but the logical requirements and criteria of all

-knowledge of things. in_.general, .and prescribe for

~/such'Krm“owle'd't_:ye‘ he categories of quantity, namelys

unity, plurdl ity, and .totality+«  But these

‘categories, which, properly regarded, must be taken

- as* material, belonging to the possibility of the

things themselves [empirical objects], have, in this

further application, been used only in their formal:

meaning, ' as being of the nature of logical
requisites- of - all knowledge, and yet at the same

time have been incautiously converted from being -
criteria of _thought to be properties of things:in"
. .themseglves, In all knowledge. of .an.object. .there ..is . .- -
unity of concept, which mdy be entitled qualitative:

unity, so far as we think-by it only - the ‘unity in
the " combination of the manifold of our knowledge:
as, for example, the unity of the theme in a play, a
speech, or a .story. Secondly, there is truth, in
respect of its consequences. The greater the number
of true consequences that follow from a given
concept, the more <¢riteria there are of its

objective ‘reality. This might be entitled the
- qualitative plurality of charactérs, which belong to

a concept as to a common ground (but are not thought
in it, as' quantity). Thirdly, and lastly, . there is
perfection, which consists in this, tmat the

"eéoncept’, and accords.comptetely with' this and with

no other concept. This .—may be-. entitled - the
qual itative completeness (totality). Hence it is

evident that these logical criteria of the

-possibility of Kknowledge 1in general are the three

<

_-consciousness,

.....

" homogeneous throughout; and “that thesé categories

are here being transformed so as. also to yield
connection of& heterogeneous Knowledge - in one

knowledge of the principle of the connection. Thus
the criterion of the.possibility of a. concept  (not
of an object) is the definition of .it, in which the
unity ~of ‘the concept, the truth of all that may be
immediately deduced from it, and finally, the
completeness of what has thus been deduced from it,
yield all that is required for the construction of
the whole concept. Similarly, the criterion of an
hypothesis consists in the intelligibility of the
assumed ground of explanation, that is, in its unity
(without any auxiliary hypothesis); in the truth of
the consequences that can be deduced from it (their

- accordance with themselves and with experiencel:. and

by means " of the .quality -of. :the -

28

- plurality-together leads back .to..the...unity. ‘of - the.. ", .~

“‘categories of ‘quantity, in which'the. unity .of - the
production ,of .the guantum has to. be taken as



The precise origins of Kant's critical method are nof_

that his method was arr1ved at through reflections 'on

efforts of such people as Baumgartenr Wolff, Crusius, Tetens'

29

finally, -in .the completeness of the ground of
explanation of these consequences, which .carry: us
back to neither more nor less than was ‘assumed

the hypothesis, an so_ in an a posteriori- anaIyt1c‘“

manner give us  back and accord with  what has
previously been thought in a synthetic a priori
manner. We have not, therefore, in the concepts .of

unity, truth, and perfection, made any addition to
the table of the categories, as if it were in any

respect imperfect. All that we have done is to bring
the employment of. these concepts under general
logical rules, for the agreement of knowledge with
itself — the question of their relation to objects

not being in any way under discussion.’?2

and Lambert.?3 However, it would be useful to out]ine.

‘matter of concern here, although there is clear ev1dence

,the

the

nature of thev transition in the meaning ’transcendenta]’

F}Pst Crlthue

As ev1denced by .the' abové.Aquote,- and - aél_a]he

1nd1cated Kant was not only aware of the distant t}adit

. concern1ng the Transcendenta]s but was also aware _of,

72 Kant, Crrthue of Pune Reason B113 116 118f (Tha¢ is
pages 113-116.in the ‘'B” edition of the Crlthue pages 1
of the Kemp-Smith translation. A1l simple references to
pages in the First Critique will be embeded in the text in
the above abbreviated fashion.) o
73 For instance Harqld Griffing ("J.H. Lambert: A Study I

" the Development Of the Criflical Ph1losophy ') argues quite

dur1nq the years meedmatelx pr1on to the pub11cat1on of the,

ady;l

a

ion. - .

andpj‘;"'l

ief

n

persuasively that Lambert was Kant’'s immediate pre-critical
ancestor. Beck( op. cit., pp.260ff, 380ff) portrays Wolff,
Crusius, Tetens and Lambert as paving the way for Kant's
First Critique, while EWwing remarks that Baumgarten s

Metaphysica was used- by Kant for his university lectures up

until his deéath(Ewing, A Short Commentary on Kant’s Critique ’

of Pure Reason., page 198.) One might also examine the

numerous scattered comments in various studies,

Smith's A Commentary to Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason or

H.

.

Patons’.s Kant’s Metapysic of Experience.

such as Kemp

TN\
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1nf1uenced by, his: lmmedlate predecessors In the prev1ous"

'; chapter it was argued that the concept of the Transcenden-

ta]s had. progressed to: the po1nt where they could be

understood as descr1b1ng the ‘conditions of Knowledge or, as.

in wOlff and Lambert as a" priori forms of thought 74

Ignac1o Ange1e111 in a d1scu551on of " an artlcle by N.

' H1nske75 makes a number of po1nts wh1ch a1d in understand1ng

the evo]utlon of Kant s use-of 'transcendenta]’ from that,of

- h1s predecessors There appears to have been “ three major

‘ groups of 'transcendenta] cand1dates that were rece1V1ng

attent1on dur1ng Kant's 1nte1]eptual]y format1ve years. One
gqup> of thinkers, . - the post- Rena1ssance metaphysica1
trad1t1on, understood "transcendental“ as predicative over

entire theories.‘ On this view,; to character1ze a theory as.

A‘transcendental'was to,claﬁm that the theory is about the

Transcendentals (where ’Transcendentals’ was undersfood‘in

the Scho]astic sense) To'a second group, represented by the

o Wolfflan cosmologla transcendentalls 'transcendenta]’ meant

a priori theory. The th1rd/use of transcendental occurs in
Baumgarten s_/Me%aphySIca where ’transcendental"stgnifies
belngv1tse}f, althoughith1s,sense»appears to ‘be unrelated to

/the older, Mediaeva] sense.’¢

74 See above pp 20ff 29.

7S Ignacio ﬁnge1e111 "On the Origins of Kant s transcenden-
tal”. |
78 Angelelli op. cit. , page 118. Angelelli’s discussion
should be treated in part as a critical review of Hinske’ s
earlier article.(Hinske, N."Die historischen Vorlagen der
Kantischen Transzendenta1ph11osoph1e“ in Archiv fur
Begrrffsgeschlchte Band XII (1968), pp. 86-113.)
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. A]though the" f1rst use oF transcendehtal (above) «15 -2

EEY .
- -

ot

~ step beyond ‘the Scho]asttcs, the second sense seems to more T o
- clearly ant1c1pate Kant. In-thwsusenséikto;deserjbe a,theory.~'
(set of propos1t1ons) ,as transcendenhtal islteecleim:thetwthe" L
theory is a priori.?77 Ange1e1]1 argues, however, that it'“is .'t o
the third senee of:‘the-'term transcendehtaT,'«thet fdf-. |
':Baumg%ptenfslMetapﬁysjca;f:whtch .offersr an even__Strongerv
Tlink! .than Wolff's cosmologia }'thranscendeht{'a.‘i'is'. In
‘,Ange1e11i’s opinion,~'BéumgarIen ~uses ’transcendehtalfyito-
"igdﬁcete' the way pred1cates which const1tute an essence are
"held together", or'are_'onew.w7§ Mngelell1 then observes

that: . - - e .

L

—

.4 It is notvnecessanf? however, to maKe any. emp1r1cal-
- assumption about Kant's actua] ‘choice of the word
’transcendental’ .. .I't is sufficent to observe that,
given (1)Baumgarten’s use, (2) Kant’s'philosophical' L
program and last but not least (3) the already"
established use of 'transcendental’ as preditate of
theories, it is only natural that the word acquired ' "’
1ts Kant1an meaning.?®

Given that there were two compet1hg historical trad1t1§ym

current durlng the years 1mmediatg]y pr1or to Kant (vrz

.

'transcendenta11ty as: un1versa1Jty ”and metaphys1cs ae
scientia DOSSIinIum") it can be seen how Kant may have.
aqu1red Baumgarten s Use. OF‘ the term transcendental. It

remains, however, to do two things: (1) uncover the precise

77 Ibid. !B -

78 Ibid., pa®e 120:'"The predicates that constitute an

essence are not transcendental, singly taken. Rather, the

way in wh1ch they "hotld together , or-the way in which_ they . 3
are "one", is transcendental. )

e Ibid., bage 121.
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'1* o ’f(2)eXam1ne this sense to determJne kis aff1n1ty to the -uses-
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B. The Kantlan Def1n1t1on of Tnanscendental
~In the 'seetuon from the FIPSt Cnlt:que quoted above
(pp 33ff) Kanfijremahked that what 'the5- Ancients: had
ﬁém1ncorrecf1y thought to ‘be onto]og1ca1 predicates were.'in

'-fact, actua]fy 4’ep1s¢émo?dg1caﬂ - *cr1ter1a,«‘“~necessany§m'

dﬁﬁd{f1ons ifor! the Know]edge of obJects (B113f;118). He
recorded the phrase quodllbet ens est unum - verum, bonum
- (B113;118) and then proceeded to say that these supposedly

T - transcendental pred1cates of being were in  fact the
categor1es of quant1ty 1mproper1y appl1ed (i.e.: : applied td
things in themselves rather than to empirical obJects) Such

.remarks are 1nd1cat1ve of the way Kant understood ’transcen-
‘denta1" . ‘transcendental’ does . not qualify

| thingsfjn-themse1ves, but is rather used with respect to the
know1edge.of things in genera1' ’trahscendehfal' qualifies -

4the nature . of the 1og1ca1 requ1rements for the poss1b1]1tyﬁ
of the Knowledge of th1ngs '

Earlier in the First Critigue Kant gives us an explicit

definition of transcendental

805ee Kemp Smith op. cit. p.74: "transcendental Know]edge is
"Knowledge not of objects, but of the nature .and conditions
of our a priori cognition of them." :
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'The term‘’ transcendental’’,” that is to” say; 'signifies. -

- such. . knowledge as concerns the a priori possibility

‘.~“.‘f0f’KnOW1edQEy or 1ts a pPIOPI emp]oyment (A56 B8Of;
- -.98Y . e s _

' Me are also. prov1ded in his-diécussion of‘space with what

o Kant understood a proper- application of the term transcen-»

dental to be For - Kant space was' not a transcendenta]

representation, but rather the knowledge that spatial
representations were not empysical in origin was ‘transcen-

dental. However, if space were applied to objects In

. generdl, space would be . transcendental(A56= B81;96).  The =~ _°

quote, and Kant's subsequent example, thjointly define the

central and' >hecessary requirement for - the proper

characterizat?QQ of a proposition, ‘act or other -signif fcand

as transcendental —.that it be concerned with, .or signify

the a priori possibility and .employment of l—(r_\owledc'_:je.‘f1
E]Sewheré;- Kant'again'argues that for an act to be entitled
’tﬁanscendenta]’, it must'be a pPioni (take place a priori)

and condition the pOSSIDI]Ity of other a priori knowledge

It s1gn1f1es know]edge and acts which are both a priori ana vl

which govern, restrict, permit and in general condition all

knowledge or experience, both a priori and a posteriori.

81This point is echoed by such people as Kemp SmPth op.cit.
and Patricia Crawford: "transcendental propositions are not
.based on actual intuitions, but on the poss1b111ty of
intuition or empirical experience.". ("Kant’'s Theory of
Philosophical Proof", p.262) or M. Glouberman: “According to
Kant, the claim that appearances have spatial organization®
..expresses a transcendental principle. It specifies a
structural necessity of experience."("The Distinction
-Between "transcendental" and.”Metaphysical" in Kant's
philosophy of Science’, page 379).

.

L
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Our understanding of the precise meaning of the term

transcendgntél in the anStv Critique can be enhénéed by

N ) [ R "
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examining the eomparison'vKant _draws between M_itw,,andin;

transcendent.” In A296=B352. Kant writes that ‘transcendent -
o princibles are those which profess to pass beyond the limits
| ofv possible experience. Kant is specific when he compafes

transcendental with transcendent — . they are ‘not -

interchangeable (A296=B352;299). When psychology attempts to . :

- o

bFoVe'fh§ngé-be}ohd”fné‘?éakhfof-pbséibﬁé experience, it” is

prdpehly entitled ’transcendent’(8427:380), or when an idea

iies or professes to pass beyond all possible experience, it

too is transcendent (A565=B$93ﬁ483), Perhaps most

ﬁmportantly for-the_burpose of this study,_Kanf argues that

when we stray into the transcendent, we adopt grounds of

- explanation which are incapable of. representaffon in

Concretd (A562=8590:481). The appellation ‘' transcendent’ for

...

- Kant, in every case where he is discussing Tts proper

application, singularly refers to experience, ideas or acts

which claim to pésslbeyond'possible experience. This is in

stark opposition to ’transcendental’, which, as ‘I have’

argued, is solely concerned with possible experience. 8?
In those places where Kant defines ’trariscendental’

explicitly he remarks that (1) it 1is concerned with our
82 William Bossart ("Is Philosophy transcendental?") points
out that Kant defines transcendent as that which passes -
beyond the limits of possible experience (p. 293). He then
writes that "In contrast to transcendent Know ledge,
transcendental knowledge is about how the a priori structure
of the mind determines in advance the general structure of
all objects of possible experience." (p.294) T

..
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knowledge of obJects, rather than the objects 'themseTves;

(2) .it is -a priori, rather than a posteriori; (3} it'isc
concerned with exper1ence-1nagenera} w1th the’ Know}edge ofr"“

-<ObJeCts }Hnw-genera]y wand‘ (4) qt deals only w1th poss1ble |

L

experience and not with, objects or prop051tlons wh1ch'

profess to pass beyond poss1b1e exper1ence In the sections

@ .
of the Frnst Crithue dealt w1th thus far,: t 1s clear what.

is meant .by eranssendenIal‘ Tbe term ! tramscendental";;i

PSS » v\aga.,vﬁg .- ._..Xf .v‘q:-ggdv"‘ W e @ et

<
character1zes the un1versa] and necessary conditions . for our

Knowledge of objects, for experlence in genera] It remains

. to be seen whether this. characterIZatlon is. appropr1ate’whenw

Kant, uses ’transcendental’ ‘to qua11fy other acts, subJects

or structures; and'Whefheh.thjs.use of the term transcenden-

tal is indeed univocal in the First Critique, at least in

irtention. ' - L P

C. Transcendental As Modifying an Activity
Kant writes that “Philosophical knowledge is the

knowledge gained by reason from concepts" (A713=B741;577).

This view of ph1losoph1ca1 Know]edge is echoed elsewhere 1n~ﬁ

the First Crlthue 4 Philosophy for Kant- vappears to be

\

concerned with the Knowledge ga1ned from concepts

I e I e

.83 Kemp Smith, op. czt argues that for Kant’ phrlosophy1n

the First Crrthue is the study of the relation of knowledge

to human reason(p. 581). ‘Paton writes that Kant understands
Philosophy to be distursive knowledge i.e., Knowledge that’
is arrived at through thought about an 'object’ (pp. 216ff).
84For example,.where Kant records that "All knowledge
arising out of reason is derijved either from concepts or. .
from.the construction of concepts. The former is called
philosophical, the latter mathematical." (A837=B865;656) -
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'TranQCendental;'bhiIosophy}f*bh;'fhé*bthéf:ﬁé6614mdy}be~¢@; 
described‘as,the,sysfem‘§¥'§lll"ppin¢ipjés;‘¢f lpuhe_*reason R
. 1A152827:60). 1% is not. the analysis and dissection of ' -

“zéphéepts, bpt rathér'thé véha1y$is ~and dissection of the

faculty of the understanding  from whﬁch;>the$e concepts
‘proéeédfasf Tfanéoendehtél. philosophy s concerned with

‘detébmining the uniVersél_conditions of.'our_ Know ledge " of

.:fL;*b5§§¢fs[L@Snaﬁq1§boyefﬁhg‘Yhé,ﬁtQQQd appjjg&@{qnfaﬁppjgéivofl

- e,

the rules’ whfch"govern pure reason over all 'possiblé

. instances.85 Thus the subject métter of transcendental

=j?phiJosbphy‘iisf'pﬁre heason,'andxis,conqerned;wiﬁh.Qobjectsf .

only  insofar - as _ those 'objects’ ) are -Objects | in‘.
‘genenal(A290=B346;é94f.' Kant points out. that within thans-".
| céndehtélﬂﬁggfﬁgbbgyyéd aaégtfanygbpgéfnihgﬂan'QQject given-
to- pure reasbh‘ffis 'in§QTub]e,. for "jn %tr;ﬁ$ceﬁdéﬁfalﬁ

philosophy the yery]éoncepinwhich,puts Us in a position to

ask @’ ‘Qquedtion - alse “must - allow- ust to answer. it.

. (A477=B505;431) .87

. - s = e e o = = -

3

ennan "The-Latent Potential of the
Notion of Transcendental". Brennan also nates (p. 4) that
for -Kant transcendental " ihquiry-was concerned. with the a
priori constitution or structure of the mind (pire reasor).
86Kant records that transcendental philosophy contains all
that is knowlable a priori (B15in) It is (1) the universal
condition of rules given in the pure concept of the
understanding and (2) specifies a priori the instances to
which the rules apply(A135=B174), o L
87Presumably because (as was mentioned earlier) transcenden-
tal philosophy deals with the principles of pure reason. (and
subsequently all knowledgel, hence it includes the R
principles of any question that could be formed about pure
reason. .



'~Fho& the preceed1ng, 1t 1s evldent that transcendental

;?ph11050phy>d1ffers from phllosophy srmpftCIterygn least

" these respects ;as.,fah. as. K?”t.Js concerned (1)whereas -

:ph1losophy is concenned w1th Knowledge ga1ned by reason from

"_-‘concepts,' transcendental ph1losophy is concerned w1th the a
prlorl determ1nat1on of Knowledge ga1ned from concepts,l. and

‘in fact (Q)v rather: “thah - be. concerned smmply. w1th»the'_'~

" analysis andldissection otjpapttcular'COncepts transcenden-"b

“tal pthQSOth deals w1th the a pPlOFl use and appl1catlon :

- v o a. -
-
< - - o

of concepts in general together~ wlth (3) the» un1versal

conditions of the1r proper’ appl1cat1on ’Transcendental? in

~th1s appl1catlon mod1f1es the concept1on of . philosOphy in

such a fash1on that 1t del1m1ts ph1losophy as deal1ng w1th

themunivensal oondItlons of our Knowledge of ‘objects: (in

‘general). Tnanscendentaj__alférs. thevmeaning‘of'philosophy

from that'of'KnOWledge'derived‘from coneepts to .knowledge

derived-from-concepts insofahTas thatwknowledge'is concerned
with the a priori appl1cat1on of these to 'experience in

general Transcendental ph1losophy is ph1losophy devoted to

understand1ng the- conditions of experience 'in general

insofar as th1s understand1ng is arrived at through or. deals_

with concepts {pure reason)

Kant” discusses the -notion of the transcendental
emblaoyment of such things as concepts, categories, reason,
andhthe’understanding. In each of these instances, transcen-
dental affects the>Meaning of employment so that it 1is in

respect of ' possible experience, or of objects in

¥
‘

e

“ .
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”_tbe;gb9gr§i§ﬁd§ﬁg"ié"theu_gnity‘ of ;the hfhdﬁéhf'Aéf the

" consider theztransceﬁdéhtal'employment of the categories for.

specific objécts of intuition.®8 Kant writes. that the trans-

cendental employment of reason is discovered when we examine’

the logical form of Knowledge through reasdh(A329=B386;320).

It is reason considered in_aCcohdance*,with' concepts, ‘that

'is, ' reason. . undersiood independent ‘of . ijts. specific.

application to an iﬁtuifibﬁ(A711=8739;5757.'“What ‘émerges

from the way Kant discusses the -notion of transcengsntal

L

'experience in general, énd with fegérd.télthe coqgitions and

1imifs of possible experience.8®
Kant - describes the act of transcendental synthesis as

being the a priori combination of the manifold, if it is

" general{seex238= B298;259). The transcendental empioyment of

manifold in general (A247:8304;264]. In iike manner. we may . ..

“Kant as their employment -in general 'Wﬁfthf"réda;d to

.émployméhtszs -that it is employment with ~respect to

represented as a priori necessary in»feTatiOn to the unity .

of apperception (A118:143). What makes the’synfhesis trans-

cendental is its a priority together with its application to

~all possible experience. This function of unifyinb the

88At A248=B305 Kant argues that the transcendental

emp loyment of the categories is really no employment at all,
for there is no determinant object, even a formal object, to
subsume under them. This is because such an emp loyment of
the categories is possible orly without conjunction with
sensible intuition(A258=B314). .

89 See Kant’'s remarks concerning the transcendental
misemployment of the categories, and the contrast  he draws

between this and what he calls transcendent misemp loyment at
A296=B352f,
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man;fold~1s~not restrmcted to a partwcular 1ntuhttonﬁ bot:ie -

J

deSCFTpt1bﬁ of the a pPIOPIofunct1on of the faculty of the
1maginat1on in exper1ence 8o’ Kant p01nts out that the trans-
cendental synthes1s of the imagination is not s1mp1y the act‘
df synthes1s of the man1fold of 1ntu1t1on towards a un1ty
through the categorres(B151 165), but that it is rather -the
power ‘to do so (B154 166). Thus wheh~Kaht.wrjtes'that the
transcendenta] synthes1s ofvlthe- imagtnation effectsb-the
‘unity - of . the man1fo1d of intuition .in inner'eense, we are :
not to ondehstand“hjm as maKifg a c]atm'7about:e{he?;aotualilkw
synthesis of an actoal. intuition. Rather, as hints 1ike

" pewer’ . and ‘a priority’ suggest Kant is speak1ng about ther

b w., 3

 logical or ebistemoTodioai“ criteria 'necessary "for’*the
.poseibility‘of experience. | 4
The term trahecendenta] is also used by Kant to ﬁodify
such acts as reflection, comparison, and inquiry. »Thansceh-
dehta]twreflection‘ is. .concerned with representations - its -
aim is to determine whether .a hepreeenfation belongs to
sensibility = or to pure undefstanding(A261= ;8319;2775.
‘Opposed to ordinary relfection, transcendental rét]ecttoh
containsﬁ thet ground for the possibility of the objective -

comparison of representations;®! through it we are able to

e

determine the relationship between the cognitive faculty to

90See A123;146. :

91 Davidson Alexander distinguishes Kant’s understanding of [~
logical (ordinary) from transcendental ref]ectIon. The o
former for Kant is the "mere act of comparison”, unlike
transcendental reflection. (p. 454).

ther abgeneral app11cat1on to 1ntu1tmon }n genera} It 1s;a;ﬂn7"
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of the experience ‘of objects in general. The désignation- -

_which the \representation‘belongg'and,punq understan@ﬁng or

~ sensibility.ez ‘Transcendental-~ compar ison is concerned with

~all possible. experience, or experience in -‘general, as

6pposed  to  the comparison of two or more specific
intuifinnsﬁsee'A573=BGOT:4897. Similarlyj é transcendental
inquiry must deal with. concepts féloné[ rather than with
specifié instanges of concepts(A558=8586;47Q). Throughogf
the First CPitique Kant:is cons¥stently repeating one thinéﬂ
for any activity, if it s to have transcendental

implications, it must deal with the nature and possibility

"transcendental’ earmarks the activity in question as

seeKing the fundamental and universal constitution of our

. Kknowledge of any and all objects of possible exper fence.

D. Transcendéntal As Modifying a Discipline

There are a number. of méjor divisions of the First
Critique, but an examination of what Kant means by four of
them will peridé a clear understanding of* thé concept of .

transcendental  as it 7 designates .a peculiar type of

"discipliné’ within the confines of a critique of pure

reason. Baumgarten is credited with introducing the notion

of "aesthetics” to refer to sensible Knowledge, an

82 "The act by which I confront the comparison of
representations with the cognitive faculty to which it
belongs, and by means of which I distinguish whether it isg
as belonging to the pure understanding or to sensible
intuition that they are to be compared with each other I
call transcendental reflection”(A261- B317:27Rf)
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-app11catwon adopted by Kant 93 In contrast to this  use ‘of
aesthet1cs t‘ deal1ng w1th sen51b1l1ty (both in- terms of .
sens1b1]1ty SlmpllCltEP and. sens1b1]1ty | cons1dered with
. respect to beauty) Kant distinguishes the more fundamental
di;gipline.offa transcendental aesthet ic, the science of all
principles of a prior! ‘sensibility (A21=B36;66). This is
accomp11shed through isolating sen51b1lty (A62=B87;100) and
demonstrating that there are both - pure and empirical
intuitions(A55=B880;95). Thié séience is ablé to determtné
"~ the Timfté of the empioymeht of the pure-forms of sensible
intu{tion (B148;163) and prove that appearance® are not
th1ngs in themse]ves(A357 338).
Forma] or General Log1c Kant understood to conta1n théa
' necessary ru]es for all thinking, indepggﬁént of  the source
of tHe kno@]edge reason is dealing with.%4 transcendental
logic on .the other ‘hand, isolates the hnderstanding
(A62=B87;100) and consequently 15 concerned solely with the
laws of the understanding insofar as they relate a priori to
objects (A57=B82:97). Its purpose is the determination of
" the scope and‘ljmits of pure understanding (A154=B193:192)
and  thus. s concerned with the explanation of the
possibitity of synthetic judgements a priori.®5 Transcenden-
fal logic therefore is able to provide .the canon of

objectively valid and correct employment for understanding.

¥3See Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Volume 1, p.256.

945ee Paton, op.cit., 1, 222f. '
95A154=B.193. 1 have employed F. Max Mueller’'s translation of
the I'irst Critique here.(p. 130)
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~and judgéﬁehts'(A131;Bj7q;r12),‘lnﬂeffecth what trahscendgn-«a
tal. logic is designqd to do i§ $tudy.a11 synthgiic a priohi
“thinking and its aﬁb]ication to objects .of thoughf in
general. - - |

In contrast to an analytic which may be thought of as
the critique or practice of iogicaW arlysis (or in Kant as
the analysis of the formal criperia'of truth) the transcen-
dental analytic must be understood as dea]ing‘specifical1y .
with the pure undérétand?ﬁg, with the pgincip%es under lying
experience 1in general (252=887;100). Kant writes that the
transcendentél analytic 1in the First Critique is .a
dissection “of’.q11ia priori Know]edg§ into elements yielded
by pure. understahding (A64=889;102).‘, fhté -'positive’
examination of the\ undersfanding is counterposed with a
'negative’ treétmenf; | specifically the transcendental
dfélectic, a critti; of understanding and reason when they
are improperly employed (A63=B88:100). It exposes  the
iltusion of what Kant calls transcendenf judgements.
judgements brought ahout through improper application of the
pure concepts of the understanding. when they are empfoyed
beyond the limits of bossible experiencelgf

In descrihing a deduction as transcendental. Kant

remarks that it must show that what is deduced is both a
priori and concerned with the knowledge of objects of

$6In effect, the transcendental Dialectic exposes illusions
which are none the less natural to reason. These illusions
spring from the nature of the human understanding, and as
such require a special, fundamental dialectic to expose
them. (See A277=B354,. and A333ff=B3907Ff )

/
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jntUitions.iﬁlgenérdl (8159;170).9?'Anofher .Way to say a-
priori is to say “that it is ’independent of emﬁéri051 
principles, or 'that it has hbiempifica1 fFactor. . This Kant
does in describing the transcendental _ppoof@(A591=BS19,
A614=B642). | . |
When transcendental helps td»hodiFy a notion such as

principle, it modifies its application in‘»such«-a»“fashidnm
that the principle 1in question is understood to apply to

possible experience, and that it 'is " both "objective and
necessary (A663=B691:545, A64858606;536). An' example is-
b%0vided by Kant: one transcendentﬁ]IprfnCibTe of reason- is

that reason must <seek unity — for example,:tﬁe systematic .~

87 A deduction for Kant is a defense for a claim of Jegal
right (A84=B116ff). Jay Rosenburg writes that "A
transcendental deduction is a justificatory argument
legitimizing the employment of -a particular conceptual core
in the having of certain experiences — and these are to be
experiences which themselves could not be had were we not in:
possession of and deploying just that conceptual core." (p.
619) Thus, what Kant provides in the .transcendental
deduction is a legitimization -of such concepts as necessity.
and causationh for all experiencCe. This cancern with both the
a priority and the ‘inclusion of all possiblie~experience can
be seen in Kant’'s discussions of the deduction of a priori
concepts. At A44=B126 he points out that if.the deduction is
transcendental, it must show how the concepts can be
recognized as @~ priori conditions -for the possibility of
experience. In the section beginning at A669=B697 Kant
argues that in order to prevent the types of illusion
exposed by the. transcendental dialectic from deceiving us,
all a priori concepfts must be given a transcendental
deduction. Such a deduction is able to validate the use of
concepts for possible experience. Phillip Griffiths notes
that "Kant calls an argument which purports to show that a
~concept.-may be employed in judgements a deduction. A
transcendental deduction will be required where an empiricatl
deduction is not possible because of the a priori chatacter
of the coneept." (p. 165)

43 ‘



“unity. of ~_nature (A648 B676; 536) s A transcendental
distinction is exemp11f1ed for Kant by that drawn between_

.?f

;;phenonenon and'noumenon (ﬁ44f B62f; 84) A transcendental Iaw .
is character12ed “by ,_the ,fact” that 1t precedes mits
'appl1cat1on 1n exper1ence,‘,and .indeed 'is the ground ‘of R

fexper1Ence and is’ presuppOsed by exper1ence (A110; 137f
hAsso =B688; 543f) This i§. aT? summed up by Kant. when  he -
d1scusses the subJect of transcendenta] knowledge transcen— |

. d‘ptal Knowledge Kant writes, is concerned with the nature .
’of' the Knowledge of obJects, 1nsofar as th1s Know?edge is
— ‘?oss1b1e a priori (A12 825 59) That is to say, transcenden-
'utal Know]edge is that by wh1ch we know that .and how certain
representat1ons are poss1b1e 1and can be used 1ndependent1y
:{,of any emp;r1ca1_“oons1derat1ons, i.e. for any possrble£<
xaéf:ekbepience»(ASG;BB@;QG)f?

.: i -
L.
. ]

E.. Transcendental As Mod1fy1ng a Cond1t1on Or Re]at1on
" The unity of cbnsciousness is transcendenta] for Kant

when the poss1b1l1ty of a pP}OFI Know ledge ar1s1ng from it

is shown (8132 153) The transoendenta] : unity J'ot/j

. . K

g appercept1on pequ1res that Knowledge be someone/s Know]edge

the Knowledge of un1f1ed consc1ousness-(A117 8220 210).
'Th1s transcendenta] un1ty of appercept1on _is' the- or1g1na1
. iV
- unity of se]f (A107 138)V the bas1c un1ty whlch precedes Q]]

_—-...._-_......_....-....._

98 M. Glouberman points out that a transcendental principle.
. specifies for Kant a "structural necessity of experignce” .
(p. 379) He cites Kant's example of all experlences having
st'spat1al organlzatbon as Just such a pr1nc1p4e.

8
b . : . : >
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- the data :-of _ekperience. and wh1ch mafis al] exper1enoe

_possible (2\107;136") Thig: uni ty of appercephorr is  Known a.
"pﬁfori",g anol 1s ent1t1ed transcendental for 1t cond1t1ons )
'the poss1b1l1ty of the man1fold of° exper1ence :tn one
Know]edge (A118'142) This un1ty of appercept1on 1s trans-
'cendental because 1t forms a bas1s for the connect1on of all

representat1ons (all possible appearamces thCh can stand

.,,v.

-a]ongs1de one another “in ore exper;ence) acoordrng to f'ﬂaws;
, ‘ o s

(A108;136).° Lo -

The unity of appercept1on is a transtendenta] gﬁound of,

-

the necessary conform1ty‘ *of .atl 'appearances.,ih'_one

. experience~(A127'14&)owh11e the synthesis of apprehensionf;

Red
~

_ const1tutes the transcendenta] ~ground. of" the posS1b1l1ty of‘x
‘<¢a11 modes of knowledge (A102 133) In both these '1nstances;
y’transcenﬁental’ .refers to the. necess1ty of the ground fon;
,the-poss1b1ljty of thought ot;l the obJect (A106 155) A
. cognate of 'grbund’ pPesuppOSFtron is. deemed transcenden-

tal by Kant if 1t preceeds all exper1ence and’ in fabtgmakes

" oall exper1ence itse]f poss1b1e (A107 136, A573-8601;488). A

‘ground or presuppos1t1on is transcendenta] for Kant when it
is a necessary cond1t1on for poss1ble experwence, it is a .
transcendental condltlon of exper1ence which ' is expressed"

- 99This. transcendeﬁta] un1ty of appercept1on is to be '

distinguished from the empirical.ynity of. appercept1on the
empirical. self-consciousness. Such emp1rlcal unity is.the .
contingent expression of the 'fact'~ of " ‘our awareness of the
under lying . transcendentéﬁeun1ty of self. The poss1b1l1ty of
Knowledge does not requi the emp1r1ca1 un1ty alone, rather
such’knowledge and. the empirical unity requires the trans-
‘cendental unity of appercept1on for 1ts poss1b1l1ty (See
A107, A115f B132, B140) _ C
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by its necessity for atl éxpebfehce (A106;135). ' |
_;There are a number _Qf related-egpressioné, a few of
AWhich'aEe worth noting in that they help to .underl}ng the
vﬁhivdqécy of meaning - that transcendental has in the First
Critique wheﬁ Kant is discugéing. condition§ or relations
insofar as theylaré conCéfﬁéd with our knbwledée bf objects.
;Fér”iéstancel Kant menfioﬁgftranscendentajicontent as that
which is: intrédUced to iafvé unity ‘to judgements - and.
intuition by the understanding (A79zB105;112f). There is a
' transcendental cbnsidenatiOn ¥‘thatfldgica1 reflection does
not belong to the same faculty oftknéwﬂedgé as frénscenden—
tal reflection (A262=B319;2768). transcendental affinity
réfefs IQ;thé thoroughgoing connection discoverable in"aTlv
experiénée according to necessary and universal laws
(A114;140) . tfanscendenta] dual ism regards outer appeafancesf
as 'objecfs outside us, completely separating them from the-
thinking subject (A3891357f). In all of these expressions,
what éherges‘ is.'fhat the use of;transcendehfa] alters the

application of the words or phrases in question in a unique

fashion. The 1ntroductfon of 'transcendental’ indicates that.““

we are using the words or phrases it modifies to speak about
the ~ necessary conditions of possible experience, ~of

~ experience in general.



F Transcendental As Characterlzing Eﬁt1ties and Concepts

Perhaps the most controvers1a1 use of transcendental is
when 1t is used to des1gnate a part1cu1ar type of obJect'
Ithe; transcendenta] object. Part of the controversy ar1ses
from the c1a1ms of. people such as Kemp Smith that the not1on |
of the transcendenta] obJect is pre- cr1t1ca1 and;1ndeed‘1s;
‘used. in a sense d1ffer1ng from the use of transoehoental
found e1seuhehe in the First Critigue. oo -

Kant writes thet»the‘trensoendental obJect cannot‘;be
intuited by us: tt ‘is an obJect X wh1ch ,underlies'
: representatiOns‘ We cannot Know anyth1ng of 1t as it is ~an
object in'»oeneralr (A250; 268 A279=B335;288) . Moreover
although tt is the und of appearances, we shou]d hot ‘be
able to ‘understand Htsrnature (A277=B333;286). The transcen-
,dental;-object is..the hpurely intelljgible bcause of
appearénces,” (A494=B522;441), | ’indeed‘:'-it' determines

-_—-....--..___..-_-__

 appearances as mere representat1ons (A538= B566;476) although

100 Kemp Smith (op. cit.) argues that there ‘are three seqsesA )

of transcendental discernable: 1n the First Critique. The
first sense, the sense that 1 am arguing is the only

intended sense, is concerned with the a priori nature and
conditions of possible experience (p. 74). A second sense

. Kemp Smith claims to have discovered is transcendental as.

denoting a priori factors in our Kn0w1edge of objects, those
‘factors which underlie all experience, which condition it in
~-order that it may be knowable (p 75). Finally, a third use
or sense claimed by Kemp Smith is the extension of the term
from the @ priori concepts and intuitions to the processes
and faculties to which they are due. In this sense transcen-
dental becomes a title for the conditions which make
exper.ience possible. Since conditions or processes are not a
priori Kemp Smith argues, this is distinctly a third sense .
.of ‘transcendental’ ?p 76). As shall be seen below, this is
a rather unfounded obJectlon, as is the idea that the%Qotion
of the transcendental object is pre-critical, since it
evident throughout both editions of the First Critigue.

.
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it-lies at the base of appearances .and is neVertheless

inscrutable (A613f=8641f‘514l The transcendental obJect is‘

'thus in Kant's eyes a transcendental condztlon for poss1ble-

experience; it _ls, not 1tself an. object of possible
experience,-rather it is an La. prlori condition,AmW}thout
which knowledge of obJects is not possible. _ .
# Kant describes ° transcendental ldeas"_as a priori
concepts_ whichi determine  how reason 'is to be
employed(A321 B378; 315) They _are ‘pure concepts of reason,
wh1ch are not Frb]trar1ly invented but rather are 1mposed by

the nature of reason itself, and they ‘therefore stand in

necessary relation to the whole employment of reason

"(A37 838 318). They are necessary products of reason, (e.g.

A338= 8396 327) but they ovePstep the 1limits _of possible
experience, and are thus capable of improper, transcendent
employment (see A327= 384 31P) although they are as' natural

to reason as the categories to understanding(A642=B670;532).

L8

101 "The transendental object is called an object because it
is that in the concept of which all representations are
united, or, otherwise put, it is the ground of
representation itself. It‘is called transcendental not
because it is beyond experience, but because it is a
necessary condition of objects of experience. Kant says in
B25, B80 and B81-82 that Knowledge is called transcendental
when it is Knowledge a priori concerned with the poss1b1l1ty

of Knowledge of obJects The transcendental object is beyond

experience in that 1t 1s the ground of experience and not an
object of exper1ence ( Donald Dunbar, page 133, "The .tran-
scendental Object"). In the same art1cle Dunbar argues that
the transcendental object-is the material cause of objects,

\and hence plays the same role as Aristotle’s prime matter

'02This seeming conflation of transcendental and
transcendent as evidenced by what Kant seems to be say1ng
here is rather easily resolved by considering A643=B671ff.
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102 These 1deas are transcendenta1 because they const1tute a
port1on of all poss1b1e experlence (see A327= B384 318f)
they. represent . the synthet1c un1ty of the th1nk1ng subject

in all his ekper1ences by present1ng the un1ty of thought in .

general, as is ev1denced by Kant's example of un1versa1}ty-

(AG44= 8672 533) or by the rdeae«of the un1ty of the th1nK1ng

4

subJect, the,T’unity_ of the ser{es of conditibns .of_’“

apbeacances, or the unity of the eonditions of all objects
‘ of“thought'ih geneha]'(A334=8391}323l. o
Transcendenital : cdhcepts  ex£end"the unity of the

underetehding © to the manifold of. an intuition

(A322f=B379f;316), but they do not belqng to appearance -— |

they govern it (A591 8619 500) . Exemples of such concepts
are the transcendental unity of appercept1on (A341= 8399 329)

and the concept of God'as ‘the 1dea of somethwng which-is the

-

ground of all empirical rea]ity and which has necessary:

unity (A675=B703;553). While ' the 'transcendental;cohéepts.

4

extend the unity of theh understanding, the tranécendehta]'

schemé is that representatﬁoh which enables>these concepts
to - be ;app]ted to -all e'appeerahces, _and * vice ‘versa
(A138=B177;181). When, hoWever, tranecehdentaT concepts are
improperly applied to appearance, thet is, they are mistaken

to be empirical in origin, the result is transcendental
T02({cont’'d)Kant immediately sets us straight on how he
understands the distinction to be made: the transcendental.
ideas have a proper use as long as they are-not thought to-
be concepts of real things, but when we make this error,
they pass beyond possible experience, and become
transcendent. Therefore we may emplioy them regulat1v1y.»but
never const1tut1ve1y (A644=B672;533ff).
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i1lusion (429558351f;298)—} the miscontruction of the

‘sUbjectivé necessity of a- connect1on of concepts for an

obJect1ve necess1ty of th1ngs in themselves (A297 B353; 299).

hSuch transcendental illusion m1ght be the result of tak1ng a

‘transcendental Pepresentatlon | such as self- consc1ousness
'(A113 140) as being g product of empirical necess1ty _

-Kant - mentlons the transcendental pPoduct of the
-rmaglnatlon - the synthes1s of the 1mag1n;\1on is concerned
w1th the' determ1nat1on of inner sense in ‘vgeneral
(A142=B181; 183) He”‘alsqp mentions  the  transcendental
Iocatlon that is; the p]ace we assign a cOncebt either iﬁ
sens1b111ty or in pure understand1ng (A268= B324 281). Theﬁe
is the , transcendental faculty [d1st1ngu1shable
from a logical faculty (A299fF=B355¢f; 300f) ], such as the
reproductive faculty of the imagination (A102;133). Trans-

Cehdehta1 reality is defined'by Kant as beiﬁé subjective

reality, therq be1ng no ~ consideration or involvement of

| empirical factors {A339= 8397 327) - Transcendental
conscioushess s “the bare repre%entat1on of the "I’ in
relation to all other represehtations (A118n;142n) . Finally,
the tranécenden&a]"subject, which is;empirTCa]ly unknown to
us (A545=8573;471f), is the subject, of all thoughts or
_experiences, andsx..it is the subject of the transcendental

unfty of apperception (A346=B404:331).
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G. Mlscellaneous Uses of Tnanscendental

’Transcendenta]’ occurs , NUMerous t1mes throughout the,
Fihst Critique mod1fy1ng a number_ of 'otherw1se .unrelated
termcy  KénIv'writes that a trénscehdental bossibilityzof,l
thing; is that an’object;(or ‘thing’ ) . coffesponds to some.
conceot.v of a thing - ‘(A244=B302;26éf). transcendental
propositions are synthetic Know]edge-érrived at throhgh.pure
reason, in accordance with concepts.which make possible the
‘unity of empirical knowledge. (A722=B750;583).103 Kans/éotes
that they may have on]y one trénscendental proof since We
'beg1n with a s1ng1e concept and assert the. poss1b111ty of
the object in quest1on 'in accordance with the concept
_(A787¥B815'624)' (A transcendental proof for kant is
designed to demonstrate how in general a concept determ;neS'
an-objéct.l transcendental qgestlons arej toose' wh1ch go
beyond nature, and can never be’an5wered (A277f=B333f;286)
sioce they permit only tfanscendenta] answers i.e., answers
based exclusively on concepts a priori (A637=B6§5:529)3
ExampTes' of such questions are “"What can-',I;v KnOw?“»
(ABOAFF=BB32FF;635F) and "What is the relation of the
empirical obJect to -the object in 1tse1f7" (A46-865?84ff

‘Kant descr1bes transcendental ldeallty as~Ihe doctrlne
that-a someth1ng (space) is nothing at all once we w1thdraw
its limitation to possible ~exper ience (A28=B44;72). With

103 Patr1c1a Crawford ("Kant's Theory of Ph]losoph1ca]
- Proof"): "transcendental propositions are not based on
actualintuition, but on the possibility of intuition or
empirical experience.’ (pp. 259f) They deal with all
experience, indeed with all possible experience.
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respect to time, nKanf writes that  once "tﬁe subjective
conditions of sensjpﬁg intuition are Eehoyéd} time is
ggthing;v and, }ike space . cannol_be'aschibed to things in
themselves (A36=852;78). The fransCendental doctrine of
elements determines the héture and eftent'qilpugg-reason
(A70728735;573) while the transcendental doctrir of method
determines the 'formal conditions of a compTete sysfem of
pure neason,(A707f=B735f;573). Trahscendenfa] meaning is the
meaning of . ihe pure categories, apart' from the formal
condi tions of'sgnsibi]ity (A248=B305;265). A transcendental
paralogism produces a purely one*sided-111Usiop wi th regard
to the idea of the subject of our thought ‘(A406=8433{384)
Wh%ie a transcendenta] problem is like that which confronts
us when we try td.reconcile freedom with universal béusa]ity‘

(A542=B570;469).

Tra?;céndenta] assertions in the First Critique are

those t at lay claim to insight into whi¥®is beyond tﬁe
field of all possible eXbeEiences (A425=8453;396). A trans-
.cendental hypothesis uses an idea of reason tb explain
natural existences (A772=B(800;614).tFina11y. we return full
cirgle to ens, unum, verum and bonum, which Kant péints out
in the First Cnifique as having erroneous ly been ‘thought to
be transcendental predicates of things, when in fact they
- are nofhing more than the logical criteria énd requirements
for the Knowledge of things in general, they refer to the
possibiltiy of empirical objects (B114;118). Other examples

of transcendental predicates given by Kant ‘are necessitx,

->
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infinity, unﬁfy, existence outside tge-wofld,vfreeaoﬁ from
the cénd}tions of time andffreéqdm from the~ condifiénsm'of '
space (A641f-8669f; 531). | |

p . Having catalogggatthe' majority of thé ‘instances of
‘ ’ffanacendentahggfiéiighé First Critique, it-is possible now
{; détermine'the‘univocitngffthe term, and then make a ° féw
commentsv'regérdiﬁguufhéf Eééning.of transcendentaj f6r Kant

and how the ’Kadffﬁﬁfﬂ?@ﬁﬁifiﬁﬁf is to be Unhderstood as_ar

e e o S T
evolutipnary step in the;%éVelopment of the-garﬁ%ef%f;;
. ;‘('.y‘. ~ ' ‘-v‘.;:'.," ‘ ,

notion ' transcendental’ . . Ea o o !

H. The Univocity of Transcendental in the F{é§t Critique

Kemp Smith argues that there are.three g?;tinct'USeé of -

transcendemtal discernable in the First Critique. o+ 1 shali
analyse this .claim as an héuristic approach for'examinihg

the univocity of transcerdental in the First Critique. Kemp

&

‘ { :
‘Smith begins his study of Kant's use of transcendental in

the Finstxznjtique by observing that

194 See note 106, above. Kemp Smith is of course not alone
in his declaration. Another, more contemporary author - G.
R. Kelly (A Study of transcendental Arguments) — has
suggested that transcendental has two related yet distinct
meanings in the First Critiqué. She-argues that one meaning
is in fact what Kant himself callédd "transcendent", beyond
experience (Kelly, p. 183). However, what Kant appears - to be .
saying in the passages in question is not that we are to .
consider ‘transcendental’ as going "beyond" experience, but
rather as .being beyond experience, in much the same way as -
semantic models are beyond language — both are required for
the latter’'s possibility, yet neither is a part of the
latter in any but a constitutive fashion.
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in Kant’'s time the terms transcendent ' and
transcendental, while still -remaining synonymous,

- and though used on .the 1lines of their original

~ Scholastic connotation, had lost all definiteness of
meaning and all usefulness of application. Kant took
advantage of this situation to distinguish sharply
between them, and to . impose. upon each a meaning
suitable to his new Critical teaching.'°s ‘ :

As we have seen in the latter sections of chapter I, the

tens@ transcendent andl transdendbnta{ had indéed become
reiéiively inferchangeable. but in contrast ta Kemp Smith’'s

claim above, there Was not a corresponding loss of clarity

of meaning. Common to all of the influential thinkers
' immedjately preceeding Kant ‘is the use of transcendehtaT and
transbehdent as stressing the a priori nature of its

subject.'°8 There was thus a synonymy between the two terms

common to several pre-Critical thinkers, a synbnymy broken
by Kant. This & Synonymy hoyever, did pnot .result in an
ambigufty’of meaning as indicated by Kemp Smith. Rather,
part of Kant's contribution ‘was to use transcendentai 10

' P ' P
apply to the a priori conditi%%s of Know ledge and

traiscendent as proper]y‘abplied to that which professed to

‘pass béyond possible experience.

Kemp Smith subsequently writes that transcendental

signifies primarily for Kant the science of’théory of the A

'9°Kemp Smith, op. cit., p. 75.

'98For instance, the posft-renaissahce metaphysics held a
modified Scholastic view of transcenderital, where a theory
which was called transcendental was so described because its
subject matter was @ priori. Another school of thought used
transcendental to signify a theory itself as a priori.
Again: a yet third group eémployed transcendentsl to indica!'e
the a priori nature of the unity of. and relatinns between
predicates of a particular essence (See ahove, pp 2RF)

A

/
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priori.1°7 He also indicatés that transcendental philosophy
and transcendental Knowiedge‘"must thérefore- be taken‘ as
Ccinciding"‘°8, and together sign%fy the "science ' of the
possibility, nature, and limits of a priori Knowledgé.‘°9
The emp]oymgﬁiy pf-‘ftranscendantaT’ as urgéd~by Kemp Smith,
here w%]igs in.'thei,face of ’alll but the most cursory
evaluation of Ként's:ﬁéxpreéSed thought in,’the First .
Critique. As 1 have démonstrated,pKant_ at 1eést primarffy
understands ‘transcendental’  as ‘signifying Kknowledge
toncerned with the a priori factors Whieh déterminé the -
limits, nétqné-and embloyment‘df Knowledge.TfO‘It.js not a
~science of the a priori but.rather fhe'sc{énce of «the a-
pPiorf possibility of Knowledge.

The contrast is both pointed out and emphasised by Kant
as being fundamental. The term transcendenta] has sdmething
to say ébout both & priori and a posteriori knowledge.
Rather than dealing with the # priori simpliciter, 'trans-
cendental’ is concerned with the possibi]ity of Knowledge
insofar as that' knowledge is possible a priori. ('Transcen-
dental’ is therefore not concerned with a 'priori

" 7" transcendental’ is primarily employed by Kant as a name
for a certain Kind of knowledge. transcendental knowledge is
knowledge not of objects, but of the nature and conditions
of our a priori cognition of them. In other words, a priori
Knowledge must not be asserted, simply because it is a
priori, to be transcendental; this title applies only to
such knowledige as constitutes a theory or science of the a
priori." (Ibid. page 74.)

o8 Jbid.

;108 Tpid.

S 110 See pp. 3Rff, above.
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with the a priori apart from its application te, {all]

possib]e-»e;perience.) tﬁahscgndentél sigﬁﬁ?fﬁéia p®ff{oh of
the science of the @ priori - that which is concerned  with
the possibility and employment of know]édgé in'geﬁeral - but
contrary to Kemp Smith, Kant hakea it.yery clear that ’'tran--
scendentai’ doeé not refer‘simp1y to the science of the a
»'ppiorij Kemp Smifh is in error at least with Eéspect fo hif
claim that ’transcendénté]’ is employéd by.KaAt‘as dea]iag
5“wﬁth.the science of the a priori: ’transcendénié]é is in
fact- employed by - Kant to expreés the a pPiij nature and
possibf]ity of eXperiencél‘T‘ |

The imprecision of Kemp: Smith’'s %Exposition of the
primary meaning of fﬁe term 'transéendenta]’ for Kant a’llows
one to understand why he postu]afeé a second.sense of trén;-‘
cendental in the First Critique. Kemp Smith claims a second
discernible sense of the term transcendental in the First
Critique, specificajly:

to denote the a p}iori factors in knowledge. A1l

representations which are a priori and yet are

applicable to objects are transcendental.'12

o

Since. however. Kant understnod the term transcendental tey

'''What is remarkable here, of course, is Kemp Smith in his
translation of the First Critique having Kant say "Not every
Kind of knowledge a priori should be called transcendental.
but only that by which we know that — and how — certain
representations (intuitions or concepts) can be employed or
are possible purely a priori."(A56=B80;96) and, using this
passage ds a footnote writing that transcendental Know ! edge

is "a theory or science of the a priori." (Ibid. p.74) How
Kemp Smith missed such an obvious paradox is.ihdeed
puzzling. : : LT

119 ]hid.' paqo 78



relate” to the a pri&hi possibility and employmékt of
KnOW1edgé.1Ttranscendenta1’ apglies té repfesentatidnélﬁh{Ch
cbnstituterpossib]e objects.  Kemp Smith's djstinct{bﬁ is
viable, if we accept his position regérding‘Kant’szprﬁggqy
def{nition of the term transcendental. This dﬁstinction is

untenable, however, “given. (1) the. innacurracy of Kemp

57

Y ‘ .
Smith’'s portrait of Kant's primary,emgjd&ment of- ' transcen-

dental’, (2) the resemblance of the a]lédged ‘second s

to whét'Kéntnportrays as the only senée of ’tnéhseéndénta]fy

e 8

and (3) Kemp Smith’s complete lack of evidence for sueh a

"second sense’ .'13

- There 1is° a third sense of the term‘transoendentél g

attributed to Kant in Kemp Smith’s Commentary . It is

ense’

its extension from ithe a priori intuitions and
concepts to the processes and faculties to which
they are supposed to.be due. Thus Kant speaks of the
transcendental syntheses - . of ‘apprehension,

reproduction, and recognition, and . of
transcendental faculties of imagination
~understanding. 14

e

. <
Kemp Smith then p&%&eads to say, without any further

argument, and in concjusion, that -

the
.and

-,

inasmuch as @rocesses and faculties can hardly be

entitled g},pniOPi, Kant has in  this third
applicatioc e%-o@‘ the term departed still further from

his first‘gefinition of it 115

"13Kemp Smith oddly appears confident in accusing Kant of
providing no aggument for the alledged secong employment of

transcendental while at the same time providing not a single

reference for this supposed second senserhe claims to. have

discovered (pp. 75f).
“14Ibid., p. 76.
“sIhid. R

‘
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This‘iis ‘a more substantlal -1f unsubstantlated c]a1mothan

R'the prev1ous one Is 1t however,,,accurate’ The truth of

‘;Kemp Sm1th’ : c]a1m here rests - on ghe 'assumpt1on that

»}-facu1t1es and processes are not\ for Kant a pPlOPIa‘ There

“1s.- moreover, -a second unstated assumpt1on that 'transcen-mvc
hi,dental’ can not be attrtbuted t0~facu1t1es and processes:;tn'
'a manner consonant w1th both 1ts deflned mean1ng and- 1ts‘
12 app11cat1on.elsewhere 1n the First Crltque ' ; :

Kant equates faculty w1th a capacrty ow source "
(A95 127) Shortly afterwards, he wr1tes that the f ranscen--'

denta] faculty of 1magtnat1o 1s the ab111ty~or capac1ty to -
P

comb1ne or synthesrzeeﬁbe mantfold of 1ntu1t10n accord1ng to t

| the categor1es The ab111ty to comb1ne.the man1fo]d rests on
a prlorl pr1n01ples, and these pr1nc1p1es const1tute the
transcendental - facu]ty of 1mag1nat10n ,(A102 133) . | Pure
1mag1nat1on when itj is' cons1dered ‘as c?ﬂe1$1on1ng (RN
experlence by connect1ng the mantfo]d of an.intuition. with
‘the transcendental un1¢y of appercept1on is a ,transcenden-‘
tal facuﬂty"(A124-146)'»-Recall1ng that . Kant understands
’j"facutty" as capac1ty or source" suChlpassages as - these
beCome somewhat more transparent ‘Thus the poss1b111ty of
exper1ence requ1res thelcapaCIty for connect1ng the man1fold
of 1ntu1t1on in a s1hgle untty - there is no structure to be
emp1r1cal]y d1scovered here .as Kemp Sm1th"f remarks would

'seem.to 1mp1y | ) u
Kemp Sm1th refers to talKﬂbf transcendental processes,qﬁ7

phrases where »transcendental decl1nes from its?® pr1mary

4
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mean1ng, s1nce processes cannot be a pPIOPi As I have showna'.'

above (p 47) however,vtranscendental synthesws ;"not _an,~f;-

<

°. actua] act - but rather the epistemolog1ca1 requtrement thatﬁﬂ,;ﬂf”

1f exper1ence 1s to be posslble the man1fold of 1ntuit1onr':

) must be capab]e (have the power or capac1ty) of comb1n1ng.1n‘-
ar smngle unity (through the un1ty of appercept1on) Th1s 1 B
“a pnrorl in that the capaC1ty “of the 1mag1nat1on is a;ﬂte
neceskary precond1t1on or ground for' a11‘nexper1ence AThe |
processes of apprehens1on reproductlon~ and recogn1t1on may"
be e1ther emp1r1ca1 or. transcendentaJ The d1st1nctlon;j“s.f

Al

”“ﬁoth\_evwdent and eas1ly made g1v1ng one to wonder why such'_'

an .ob 1ous d1st1nct1on was not not1ced in Kant by Kemp?
'*Sm1th ; Kemp Sm1th m1srepresents Kant when he states that;u
~facu]t1‘s and processes cannot be - a pPlOPl, and therefore
'transcehdental Kant uses the«term ’transcendental"to referv
to the/a pFlOPI capac1ty or power wh1ch is necessary for»
:poss1b1e h exper1ence, 'as' opposed to,f'its; emp1r1ca1
manifestation which is Qgpresented through exper1ence
: Kemp ISm1th appears, to be ln.error_when he attr1bUtes
: more»than one sense to the - term transcendental'-’n'-Kant*":~
FfPstl'CnitiqUe since 1nsofar as’ we cons1der\Kemp Sm1th’
.ctatms, they are unsupported by the contents “of the Flnstfu'
'.Cfftjque; ‘G1Ven»-the exeges1s conta1ned inﬁithe ‘eariier
sections of this'chapter an -eXam1nat1on of ‘Kenp Smith’s
cla1m that Kant 1ntended more than one type of employment or -
-connotat1on of transcendental does not - stand up We may then

f1rmly- state that 'in the Flrst: Crlthue- Kant:yuses
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‘transcendental un1vpca1]y "tt stgn1f1es the a tprionf

| p0531b111ty of . Knowledge and 1ts a- pPlOPl emp]oyment

1. The Evolut1on Of Transcendental Through Kant
| Does].j Kant's d_~use‘ of ", A’transcendental’fs:depart.,
B ;51gn1f1cant1y from that of the trad1tton,~zi e. enough to
;suggest ~that - h1s use of “the ‘term transcendenta] is
revolut1onary"° ‘As Ignac1o Ange]letl po1nts out the commonj
1;pract1ce 1s to d1v1de 'transcendental"1nto two senses. one .
that was used by the Scholasttcs and a second 1ntroduced by

'Kant 16 Howéver . heither the comments made by Kantqtn the

.FIPSt Cﬁlthue nor’ an examtnatton of the change in the sense .

B ofﬂ ’transcendenta]’ from Plato through Kant supports - such a

: vtewr lh fact, if (as has been done in the prev1ous pages of
this' work) one traces the dGVelopment of the property wh1ch
came to be cal]ed transcendenta] from Plato through Kant
-'what one: observes' 1% ‘a steady evo]ut1on 1n the def1n1t10n
and app]1cat1on of the term

I* have demonstrated that from Plato through to Kant’s
" immediate phtlosoph1ca1 predecessors ‘there was an evo]ut1on‘
‘in the understanding of those propert1es whtch Plato:termed
Mall ,pervading,‘ connecttng terms 'of ‘dtscourSe" Platofs.
recognition' that there were dgrtatn cohcepts appltcable‘to
all types/ of knowledge is = clearly  echoed - in

“Tetens suggest1on that there are certain princip]eslcommOnt

o
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'ato- a]] types of th1nk1ng "7 1f one pays attent1on to those"
~{th1nkers 1mmed1ate1y pr1or to Kant in Germany,' the actual;
:tran51t1on from :the_Schotast1cvsense,of.the term-transoen-

‘dental - to - that of Kant is’ highlighted.''® Yet this

" transition does ‘not allow‘us to suggest'thatﬁhthegﬂsense, of
’tnanscendenta]’ to"be¥'found' in Kant is onehunrelated to .

that of the Scholastics. o T

In fact Kant himséwf made th15'po1nt early in the

‘First Crlthue In ‘the sect1on (B113-116;118f) 0uoted: aboye

(pp . 33ff) Kant aligned h1mself'w1th the¢ent1re;traditionL

,;rAlthough he pownted out thatv the ancients' incornectlya"

u1nterpreted th Transcendentals as being 'predioates of

“ th1ngs rather than the 1og1ca1 requ1rements of our Know]edge

of th1ngs, he also wrote that the error was due to m1staK1ng

the rute of the understand1ng for a propos1t1on about th1ngs'

themse]ves Does this amount to a d1fference 1n§the sense of

the concept transcendental between Kant and bhe trad1t1on7

.,‘_)-.

Clearly there is a. d1fferent sense d1scernable between Kant“‘

‘and ‘the tradition, but th1s-d1d not 1n'Kant’s mind seem to:'
be ah d1fference other than that between a propos1tlon andv

the ground for it. To m1n1m1ze that d1fference wou]d be to

s

take away from Kant h1s or1nga11ty and genlus To suggest
3

that there are two. unre1ated and dlst1nct senses to the ¢erm

transcendenta], the one Kant1an and the other Scholast1c or

A

traditﬁon§1, is to neg]ect the . fact that .Kant S use of

~

117 See above, pp. 25ff ‘
'185ee above, pp. 33ff. -



trqhscéndental ‘is ‘dependent on and" draws from  that

' .tréditioh;'it'is not_so much that Kant's sense of ’transceﬁ-_ﬁ,;«

) denfé}’ is differentgfrom that of the tradition.‘but rather
that his sense is a culmanation of that tradition; an
expected step in the development of the concept . of the

, TFanScéndentals that-begén‘with the ancient Greeks.



"A. The Historical Place of.FTranscendenta1".‘

I11. TRANSCENDENTAL AND CONTEMPORARY THOUGHT

‘The term ’transcendentalf, as:has been,shown,runderwent"
an evolution ‘of ' refinement ‘culminating .in the ~First -
Critique. Kant’s understanding. and formu]at1on of 'the
~concept transcendenta1vis‘0nly a breathing space‘“for"the

ever-changing formulation of the term's meaning'and use.

. Shortly afterwards there appd.rs a di f." _inf the -
application of the concept which- roughly co1nc1deﬂ w1th the~'

h division after Kant of \ph11osophy into 'the 'so-called

analytic' and continent:”al''traditions'1 9 In contemporary
analyt1c d1scuss1onsr the not1on ’transcendental’ 1s usual)y

brought up w1th‘reference'to the cond1twon5'ofsknowledge}'in.

»> - - ¢

particular  the:- preconditions for the formulation of

concepts.

In this chapter I sha1l be exam1n1ng a number of Pecent,;”

b,
art1c1es about the not1on of transéendenta] and compar1ng

' hoWi these contemporary th1nkers understand the concept with -

»that of the trad1t1on to Kant In part1cu1ar, I 'w11] be.

...._-....__-___..__.--._

't9 I shall be dea11ng in this
analytic treatment of ' transcend
the continental development of the“term, one may examine the
works of Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, K1erkegaard ‘Husser1 or

w1th the contemporary

“Heideggar. For a general treatment of these figures,. I refer

the reader to such works as Copleston, A History of
Philosophy, Volumes VII and IX as well as Frank Thilly, A.
History of Philosophy, especially .pp. 431ff. In addition
there exists an excellent article by Edward Brennan ("The

Latent Potential of the Notion of transcendental") which

deals with ' transcendental’ as understood by Kierkegaard,
Husser1 and Heideggar. ‘ ‘

'al’, but for a picture of-
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aﬁguingvAﬁhéﬁ ‘the p;esent Uhdefsganding of the idea ’trans-
.ééndenta]’ has lo$f the‘richnes$ Hinherent" in both Kant's
‘fbrmglatibn_andttO»a lgsseb_exteht-thai of his predessors. |
| .In .comparing"qonfémpoFany - viéwé .‘Wiﬁh hi§torica1
~ positions,  ji, is: often wise io tnyitp“asceftain:ﬁhat thél
'contémpofafies Lih queétion fhink: of '3that7- histdricqﬂ
_-pésitioh.fOne-peréon who has done spchja'}SUPQeY"will séfye
..as afﬂséqu»begihning. G.~ﬁ; Ke]i}fs Qissertafion, A - Study
of transcendental Aﬁgdmenté;::peg%pslbyjéxamﬁng“tﬁé useful
historical é;ample of what is éthidéred to be a tfénsCeh=~m
denta? argﬁmeht:; the transcendent$1 Deduction of  the
lQategoRiés‘ in¢the First Crit?qde.‘2°lkélly bbservgé that in
Kahf where We are présenteﬁ Qith:what.&e would be inclined'ffz_
to call a transcendental argument, what we seé' is an
argument _~C9héerhed with "Condi%ions . of exper ience
genera]ly".fé*kKelly argues.that one aspect of the transcen-
dental form of ~argumentation in 'Kaﬁt’s wonké is that of -
bﬁeéupposftion,; 122 éUggéSting' thét /transcendenta1’lwés: iA
used by Kant to refer'td'the ‘noh-empirjéal' presuﬁgositions'
that maké_béth a priori and a posteriori Knowledge possible.
.o123° ‘ '

e e e e e e e -, ———-——

'20Gertrude. Rose Kelly , A Study of transcendental
Arguments. _ R : '
121]pjd, p.4.

1221bid, pp. 5f. ' L : : '
123]bid, pp. .193-197. The interesting thing to note here is
‘that for Kelly ’'transcendental’ is used by Kant to imply in
part some sense of the non-empirical (p. 195). Perhaps it is
this .aspect of the use of ' transcendental’ which allows her
to mistakingly suggest that there is more than one sense to
the térm (see footnote 109, above). '
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,iMoltKe Gram ~in "transcendental Arguments”, vsuggests .
that Kant’s Refutat1on of Idealism is a transcendentalr'
,‘argument:124 Gram,argues~here that,Kant“s_ criterion;' gjyen
at ‘A737;B765, is that -a transcenoentali argUment‘ ls an
’argument from presupposltion;‘55 - In fact, Kant says -

prec1sely the opposite: he writes that concepts of lthe

understanding can" never be Known a pPiori but rather they,..

become apooeictically certain “upon “the pFeSUppOSItion of
posslble ekpenience (A737-B765) In another art1cle Gram
)makesla furthervclaim that "Kant’ s theory of transcendental
narguments. does not perm1t h1m to distinguish a propos1t1on'
'1‘contain1ng a pr1m1t1ve. .conceptn_:from ~an analyt1c.'
prop051tlon "‘25 | ! B | |

| There are two’ problems with thls ‘aspect‘.of Gram’s
».understand1ng of»Kant One not so ser1ous difficulty is that
it is unclear whether Kant (at least in the Flﬁst ,Crlthue)

has a “theory of tﬁ%ﬁscendental arguments . In faCt there

is only a brief mention of the phrase in the. Critique, and;f'

'the substance - of 1t is that such an argument rests_on the:
#

inner 1nsuff1cency of the cont1ngent(A589=ﬁ518) To suggest

\
that th1s single statement summar izes an: expl1c1t theory of

o

'transcendental“arguments strikes me as be1ng someth1ng le553

than "an example of unassa1lable scholarshlp. A second,,more

‘24Moﬂtke Gram “transcendental Arguments

- 128Tpjd, pg 15. . = °

126 Gram Moltke S. "Categor1es -and transcendental

Arguments " pg 256." On page 255 Gram defines a primitive

- concept for Kant as a concept which makes experience in
general possible.
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' serious difticulty with Gram’'s presentationfot Kant in this
regard tsvhis sUggestion that Kant's theory (or statement
" about) transcendental’ rguments does not permit ]us to
dietinguish 'between. a proposition contaihing ’prtpittve
cohcepts'v‘ ana_ ana]ytic propositijons. Given Gﬁam's'
understandtng:'of, a 'primitiyeA concept’, and Kantts
‘:understandihg of ‘a 'trahecendentallarguméht we may safely
say that a transcendenta] argument estab11shes the pr1m1t1ve_-
concept by proceeding from the inner 1nsuff1czncy of thev
contingent, of possible experience.-Thjs.primitive concept,.
restthg' on the'-presuppoeition' of.pOSSible.experience, is
badtéally different from an analytic proposition~c.for "the
llatter is 1ndependent of any possible exper1ence, indeed it
‘ 15 quest1onable whether any poss1ble experience 1is in an
esztemolog1ca1 position to refute it.

Phillip 'thffiths has 'argued | that transcendenta’l
arguments, as - cﬁaracterized by himself, are useful only as
"dialectical moves in . justifying » the acceptance of
pr1nc1ples "127 Griffiths begins h1s artlcie by suggeet1ng'
that Kant s transcendental DEductron is a form of a more
general argument type 128 Th1s larger, more general form is

what he terms a transcendenta] argument, which he

-
1

-characterizes "as Qne to. the conclusion that the truth of

o v 1
some principle is necessary to the successful emp loyment of

127 Phitigp A. Gr1ff1ths "transcendental Arguments". p.
172. ‘ :
128 Ikid, pp 165f.



a specif{ed sphere Qf discourselﬁ'zﬁ AJthoUghvthis Might 1be -
what ‘Griffiths‘is willing to‘call a transcendental argument
the concept of linguistic,'presubposition inherent 'in his
exp]ieatidd dsrnot imhediate]y ;e]atable to Kant's transcen-
dental argument. In fact, the linguisfic turn given by
Griffitﬁs would be utterly foreign to the infent of the
FIPSt CPrtrque More importantly, as I have argued in the.
previous. chapter, Kant '?wasj veny concerned with the
Justification of eplstemologlcal' phincrplesJ a fact that
‘appears to have Been over 1ooked by Gri?fiths

Mart1n Kalin argues that a formal analysis of transcen-s
dental arguments’ is m1sgu jded. 139 He writes that Kant s'v.
criteriod for a transcende tal' argument - is‘-_that‘ '"itc

i

demonstrates a presupposition) or a statement whose truth is
. BEEEENE. 1
necessary for the sense of -its premises - including even its

own negation - from -whfch Gt fo]]ows "131 These
presuppos1t1ons are Kant s transcendental principles.'
| As Ka]’//fobserves, tggnscendental pr1nc1ples for Kant::
are presupposed but can not be Known as. apodelct1ca11y

certa1d>w1thout also presuppos1ng possible exper1ence 133 As

4

Kant . argues in th transcendental Dialectic
(A299ff= 8355ff 301Ff) pr1nc1p1es are 1nstances of unive?sal:

a pPIOPl Knowledge relative to the cases subsumed under”

128 Jpijd, page 169. :

130 Kalin, Martin G., "A Study of transcendental
Arguments.", p.182. :

131 Ibid, page 174.

132 Ibld page 173.

133]Ipbid., pp. 173ff (Kalin is here referr1ng to A737=B765).

\



them. Thus, Qhen__princip]es are employed with respect to
experience in-generalifwhgp the princfp]es in question are
instances of 'univeréa] a priori Know]edge with respect to
possible. experience), they becohe transcendental prinbip]es.
134 But what we must observe here is that the presuppositibn
is logical — not «conceptual or linguistic. Both Kant and
Ka]in are.arguing.that‘a transceﬁdental argumenf shows how,
giveﬁ the presuppositﬁoh of possib]é experience, transcen-
dental principles are ebistemo]dgically necessary if weiare
to bé ble to put form to that experience. If_is oﬁ]y on the:
presupposition'of'both‘the principiés df reasénvahq'pdssible
experience tHét knowledge can be logically hccduhtéd for.
To cbhténd that a transcendental argumént foE‘Kant:was.;
not, nqr could be, used to prove a concépfua] or linguistic ‘
presupposition 4#35is not to suggest thaf”Kant did not make
| use of a ébeéia] form of afgumentation designed to
dehonstrate certain logical presuppositions about or aspects
of ourlexpérience.of the wof]d. In fact, there is much“to
say for the oppos{te. William Boséart writes that there is
such a thing in,Kan% as genuipe transcendenta]_.Khowledgefi

and that:

134" Through concepts of the understanding pure reason does,
indeed, establish sure principles, not known directly from
concepts alone, but always only indirectly through relation
of these concepts to something altogether contingent,
namely, - possible experience." (A737=B765:532)

'3°For example, see an article by Stephan Korner "The
Impossibility of transcendental Deductions”
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In contrast to transcendent knowledge,
transcendental knowledge is about how the a priori
structure of . the mind determines 1in advance the
general structure of all objects of possible
experience. Such knowledge is ‘transcendental because
the structures with which it is concerned -are not
found in experience alongside sensations. 136

Elsewhere Bossaart argues that a transcendental argument;is’
designed to reveal this a priori stricfure of exper%encek

that given the assumption of experience, we may pnly explain

it fhrbUgh‘the'pre5uppos{tion,of certain coﬁbepts or an a y
priori structure added by us to order sgnéible intuitﬁdns_
and make them: the experience of an ‘1’137 - x’

Kant expressed trénsCendental, : pﬁinciples as
epistemological _presubpagﬁijons.'J Jaakko uHiﬁtiKKa has’

rebently described.'a transcehdental argument, used as Kant

deTE——;;§§\ in the First Critique, as estab]ishing a
presupposition if the' presupposiition "is an assert1on

concerning the process of our coming to know the objects of
knowledge in qUestlon"’33 Kant’'s concept of transcendental

principles were those fundamental axioms that expressed the

phésuppdsed a priori structure of experience, given the
~corollary presupposition of  experience. ’Tranécendenta1
Kﬁowledge was- the Khowiédge of these principles, aﬁd if
anything, a transcendental ardgaent;revealed?or.demonstréted
these principles as epistemologically xfgndaﬁénta] for

possible exper1ence

136Bossart, William, "Is Phifosophy transcendental?”, page
234, '
137 Bossart, William "Kant's transcendental Deduction". See

" especially pages 384ff : '

'38 Hintikka, Jaakko, transcendenta] Arguments Genuine and’
-Spurious”, page 277 (Emphas1s ‘mine) '
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B. Contemporary Anglo- Amerlcan Uses of Transcendental

Contemporary Anglo Amer1can thought when it deals with

the toncept - 'transcendental’ is unable to offer ~anything of,v

comparable r1chness and depth when compared to Kant and his

tradition ‘The type of framework within wh1ch the concept

; transcendental is generally dealt with in recent~thought is

that of the transcendental argument and I sha]l discuss

b

transcendenta] argumentat1on as it is presented within three

sett1ngs The first is Strawson's Individuals and a number

of.responses to its claims The second is that of "transcenL.

.~

denta] Arguments and" sc1ence and the . third is that of

presuppos1taon and 1mp11cat1on in a non- sc1ent1f1c settlng

"It 1s only- because the solut1on is poss1b1e that the
problem exists. So w1th all transcendental argumentst"‘39

P.F.Strawson is here explicitly stating his 'yiew that a

transcendental argument shows how we may solve certain

problems that?arise because we employ a certain conceptual

scheme, specificallgh problems whose ‘solution is possible

~only given that particular conceptual - scheme. Strawson is

tryingtto write an essay in ’descriptive metaphysics’149

where he 1in part discusses or reveals aspects of &ur

"conceptual scheme", the way we think about things.'4' Mr.

Strawson claims that "a condition of our having this -

.. conceptual scheme‘ is the~'unduestioning acceptance_ of

part1cular-1dent1ty in at least some cases of non- cont1nuous

'39Strawson, P.F., Indxvzduals.gpage 40.
140Jbid., page 9. ‘. '
'4'Ipid. pp. 27ff.

\
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observation;"g;i' L | | [ T
Having: %argued that we- employ .3 'spatio4temporaih
conceptual scheme in talking about things, H and that"there
must be’ some‘sort of part1cular 1dent1ty acceptance w1thout
cont inuous observat1on, Strawson asks‘ the quest1on as -to'
whether there’ 1s some ‘class - of bas1c part1cu1ars upon wh1ch
our conceptual scheme rests-' The answer -'is" mater1al
bod1es 143 Strawson is suggest1ng that mater1a1 bod1es be1ng
basic to., a spat1o-tempora1' conceptua} 4scheme 1s the f.
conc1usion of’a tr?gﬁﬁendentalA argument A transcendental 5:%;
argument*on th1s accoumt then becomes a tool for 1dent1fy1ng bh
'.the bas1c or general features of conceptual scheme (1n tv
lth]s_ case a spat1o temporal framework) What Strawson seems
to’ be “do1ng, and this iéh cons1stent w1th hJS_ stated |
intentﬁon of practicing descrlptlve metaphys1cs; is
revea]1ng general features or pervas1ve structures of the_
particular conceptua] scheme we epp]oy .' |

P.F. Strawson is 'saying that when you -make use’ of 2,

e

transcendental.' argument you beg1n - w1th a general Lo

character1zat1on of the way we . speaK (or th1nk) about th1ngs//

~and: from _that deduce genera] features of _that~ way ij. Lo

speaking (or th1nk1ng) A mathematical analogue might _be.

vy

:that' we are g1ven an as yet unax1omat1zed ar1thmet1c and

:observing the way we man1pu1ate it ~ using ' emp1r1ca]'7'

A .

'42]bid, page 35.

8“3 G1ven a certain general feature of the conceptual scheme'
of particular-identification which we have, it follows that
material bodies must be basic partlcu]ans " (Ibid., page 40)

?
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general1zat1ons, we ,employ transcendental ‘anuments j,to‘.¢“~

"- d1sclose the. genera] 'features, the ax1oms We then (as_ltﬁ”

Strawson does in Indrv1duals) show" how the axioms correctlyiﬁd

descrlbe the way we employ that part1cu1ar ar1thmet1c and‘fty;'

that other alternat1ves are paras1t1c on Tt 144 What the'ﬁfﬂy”

| 1n1t1a1 two chapters Of Indfviduals does then 1s reveal the. ..

.

rules by wh1ch we . employ a part1cu1ar conceptual scheme-"
. What these pages do ';not f record however ‘is ;nthec
Just1f1catton'hfor the emp]oyment 'of these rules We are

'i shown that mater1a1 bod1es are necessary For spat1o temporal
“ff_ exper1ence but we are not shown why they are necessary The'
| a pPIOFI structure of exper1ence wh1ch in turn Just1f1es the'

':neceSSIty of mater1al bod1es for spat1o tempora] exper1ence:f

.r ema i ns unknown ;

B

Kant recogn1zed that to {suggest mater1a1 bod1es as‘

£l

o necessary for the eXper1ence of space 1s not suff1cent to .

exp1a1n why space is necessary for sens1ble 1ntu1tt£n Where

-

Strawson accepts our emp]oyment of space and ‘time, and fromff
these. dertves . the features of.'that employment “Kant'

preSUpposes experience ine general-- ‘nd.v_deduqes’_'its

cond1t10ns Th f1rst example of° th1s is of course the

}‘ Transcendenta] Aesthet1c where space and t1me -,qa,_prlorlz’
. , : . _ :

J

“4 In fact " the argumentat1on of pages 40 - 86 may be read.
‘ 'as doing Just this. In showing “the necess1ty of material
bod1es for. our spatio-temporal: scheme Strawson is arguing

B S

that the ‘existence of such entities is a necessary axiom: forj‘“

“that conceptual scheme. The bulk of chapter Il is in fact
des1gned tQ@ show that: an”aﬁternat1ve axiom (that" sounds-may
be the basic partwculars for a spat1o temporal conceptual

scheme) is. unsuitable.-

,



"are,-shoung,to cond1t1on sens1ble 5 1ntu1t1on 'and; thusfft-

\‘ '

eiperience.;ﬂf5 where‘ Strawson~ accepts exper1ence of

| particuTarh type and enqu1res as’ to 1ts compos1t1on, Kant -
e e

_presupposes éxper1ence and 1nqugres as to 1ts necessary and_ :

sufficent cond1t1ons and 3ust1f1catwon "Transcendental’ forre

AT

Strawson refers to a fundamental aspect of exper1ence wh11e

‘for Kant it s1gn1f1es the cond1tron1ng of the very~'a

~7poss1b111ty of such exper1ence

-Henry"A111son suggests that Strawson belongs to the“'

: "fschoo] 1‘of . Kant 1nterpretat1onb wh1ch stresses ‘U~the,
‘fundamenta11ty of the egternal world for the poss1b1]1ty of;»
:exper1ence 146 The tone of Indrv;duals suggests th1s, as° do .
.sivar1oUs’ remarKs in the. Bounds of Sense 1In the latter work fﬂj
an essay on the Cﬁlthue, Strawson 1nd1cates that he f1nds .
. Kant'.; thes1s that the ' understandlng _ fundamenta1lyh?
. cond1t1ons exper1ence untenab\e ‘£7 |

_------------—_--—_

145Critique. of Pure. Reason ‘op. cit., A22=B37-B73;67-91. In

this section Kant is.giving an expos1t1on of space and, time

as & priori representatigns. :What makes the. expos1tlon tran-

" scendental is that it explains how such concepts:are

principles a priori through which posslble experience is

~explained: (A25f=B40Qf) - :
146 Allison, Henry E.- ”transcendental Ideal1sm and

Descriptive Metaphysics", See esp. pp..217f.

-~ '47 The Bounds: of Sense, pp. 20ff. Strawson appears’ to have

a great’ deal ‘of trouble with -Kant's reJect1on of the simgle

“acceptance of appearances ‘as .things-in-themselves. Strawson.

would, .it appears, have us make the. cognitive contr1but1on‘

" to exper1ence secondary, to-that of intuition, -so much so'as
_to:give the material ‘wor Id the prime
‘delineating experience. (One poss1bl@ reason for this mxght

responsibi tity ‘for -

. be Strawson’s belief that Kant’s?ph1losophy was one which .

o~

rejected the rea11ty of a universe’ 1ndependent of our-
perceptions [.Ibid., page 35]...This is.not, of course,_an
accurate éstimate of either ‘what -Kant, wrote or 1mp11ed An.
his writings.): This view of Kant is espec1al1y ‘evident in

“ both Strawsons general and deta11ed remarks in the sect1ons “

4 E ) ) C . : . . . , S
?g. . . . . R L . . T “ o R



: ;149F0r examp]e Ide page 40

f‘fi‘ftx All1son : correctly observes ' that Strawson ;has':

m1s1nterpreted Kant Aahu th1s po1nt however,'and he.wrttes
that | | R
| R , f; T . v
"Kant’ ' subJect1v1sm or 1deal1sm does not’ 1nvo]ve ,
the meatphysical c1a1m that there ™really are" no .-
.. objects which ‘‘exist’ 1ndependent1y of our awareness
—of them, but-rather that since we cannot get. outs1de
. our representat1ons to compare them with an object, -

the obJect1ve validity of. . our Judgements must be
Just1f1ed in terms 1mmanent to consc1ousness "148.

C Transcendental and Sc1ence . .

b’In' the Bounds of Sense'Strawson frequently addresses

T

,transcendental Ideal1sm Vvis '-a 'vis‘ _the sc1ent1f1c o

"ph1losopher 148 A number of art1cles have appeared in recent

;ﬁyears ‘which® try to deal w1th transcendental arQUments,

'1nsofar as they . have a bear1ng on the pract1ce and structure

‘off contemporary sc1ence What within the context of

. sc1ence does ’transcendental’l mean - in particular, to"

"those | ana]yt1c B ph1]osophers concerned' - with . the
ep1stemolog1cal foundat1ons of : science°' Contemporary
‘dﬁscuSstOns-'of the status and‘nature of ‘the foundat1ons of

\‘science appear to focus on the‘ not1on “of conceptua]

scheme’ and it s thus this focus that prov1des a un1fy1ngi

Qtthread through the art1c]es dea11ng w1th the concept trans-

..

"47(cont d)on transcendental Ideallsm { Ibld pp 38 - 42 .

and 235 - 2707]:
148 Allison, op. Clt‘.vpage 224

9



"thSth"

ncendental and sc1ence wh1ch w111 be exam1ned below 150-:

As is well, known Kant was deeply concerned w1th the f 'f

-estab11shment .of. a sure foundat1on for science a proJect*" g

w1th 1dent1f1able roots 1t the Cartes1an Phi]osophy ‘5‘“

aSometh1ng both remarkable yet unde tandable is. the frequent'f

.'reJect1on of the Kant1an use -of ‘the _ erm transcendental by‘j'””

contemporary ph1losophers It‘” remarKable 1n that ’trans-‘

Jcendental' and Kant’s j ram are closely 1ntertw1ned in
fmuch the same way as Plato and hxs Forms or Husserl and the
epoche It is understandabte in: that 4thej 'transcendenta1
foundat1onal1sm of Kant tsf clear]y not su1ted to the
“imethods and goa]s of tgese contemporary ph1losophers, who
. are 1mpressed more :fbyt' phtlosoph1c :tor ; sc1ent1f1c';

evolut1on1sm ' =Aﬁd | pragmat1sm h than Fby; ithe:~ ‘mone,
’Psycholog1ca1' or: ep?stem1c analys1s ‘of Kant. T |

donathan Bennett represents, in. h1s art1cle '"Analyt1cb.

transcendental ArgumentS'- those who w1sh to d1vorce ’trans- _f

cendental’ from Kant.'52 What ' is 1nterest1ng about Bennett’
"art1c1e is that he- dev1ses what he calls a. transcendental
‘argument whtch conc]udes that we cannot have bel1efs about

our past unless we reasonably regard ourselves as 1nhab1ttng

15°The art1c1es in. quest1on were presented at a symp051um on . .

,transcendental arguments ‘and science in du]y 1977 and later
. recorded in a book entitled transcendental:Arguments. and
Science. (Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1979.) -In selecting the
~articles for discussion from those within this monograph I
.attempted to be as representative as possible.
: 'stComparé, for -instance, the two Prefaces of the FIFSt
Critique with. the 1ntroductory remarks to various work ,
w1th1ntthe Cartesian: -corpus;, such. as the Dlscourse and the .
odHtat ions. '
tjanscendenta7 Arguments and Scrence op c:t . p 50

a

2,07
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o 1tse1f" “53‘ Bennett desc;abes a transce

ke

4

a woer 1ndependent of our know]edge of n§ﬁ . a‘ "WOrjd in
e

one wh1ch proves somethlng about the necessary cond1tlons

‘.for self knowledge self- consc10usness, or the 11ke "84 As-'

. divorce tcanscende[ﬁ

Gunther Patz1g “points out . thene eis a great deal to be -

“expla1ned by Bennett when he argues for the ex1stence of an

ObJeCtLNe :world as necessary for se]f know]edge 155 Bennett

;1s unw1111ng to allow transcendental method the role Kant

had g1ven Lt and by exp1c1tly reJect1ng Kant s use, and"

rather uslng 1t as an. argument to prove that se]f know]edge

means the presuppos1t1on of an obJect1ve realm», Bennett

-has m1ssed the 1ns1ght .of Kant . that we can never ZreaTJy

prove that there is such a noumenally obJect1ve rea]m In
tact Bennett seems to have forgotten that th1s was ‘one of
Kant s' most useful contr1but1ons ‘a po1nt not overlooked by :
Patz1g ' ;' . : e

As “with Bennett\ R1chard Rorty seems _unwii]ing to

>

2

. ol e |
,'isophy from realism. Thus fhe

‘characterizes a transcendental” argument as one which -

presupposeSiaffschemefcontent’,dtsttnctioanhere'the content

s less - well known than: the scheme and where the,scheme"

153Ipid, p. 52.
154 Ibld page 50. ' B R
155 Patz1g, Gunther "Comment on Bennett" in. transcendental

- Arguments and Science, op. cit.(pp. 71-75), pp. 7i1f.

'56Consider Patzig's remarks on pp. 71f where he points out .

.that transcendental arguments are spec1flca11y designed to

11m1t what we can know without trying to prove the ex1stence

' of a. real world’ and .all of this. a prrorl

S’?

ntal” argument as o



”

'-creates'jjthe‘~ content 'A transcendenta] argument

T

';Adesxgned to guarantee the cornespondence of logxc 3on'w'

'.language to the wor]d ‘55 statements wh1ch fly 1n the; facegf'3

, R o
_of ‘Kant's program Where Kant saw Knowledge ar1sing from,.i

both 1ntu1t1on and pure reason,, Rorty s argu1ng that o

ke of the
.“Deductlon of the Categor:es are not des1gned o show thws

>

trad1t1ona1 transcendental- arguments,g 11Ke

s Rather, he clalms, such arguments are rea11st transcenden-:

tal arguments wh1ch_ tryé tollshow how the scheme (pure;'_'

understandung)__gives; rise to the content (1ntu1t1on) of-

Know1edge and' Whtch try"to * 1eg1t1m1ze - Knowledge by

,vguarantee1ng the correspondence ‘of such Knowledge to thelh L

wor1d in an anmchalr e ', S =P_.5- .g,,:

Rorty goes on’ to argue that we must not look to a} b

’1eg1t1m1zat1on of Kbowledge 11ke Kant'@ Rather, we wouldth"

'be better off g1v1ng up the not1on of mapp1ng vour

‘,»Knowledge to the wor]d by correspondence and embracxng an

evolut1onary not1on of 1eg1t1m12at1on ‘5° Rorty 1s clear]y
1ncorrect in suggest1ng that Kant held ':‘correspondencev

_ theory of knowledge and 1t 1s odd that he. uses - ’transeen-;

’ dental’ in &nﬁf an un- Kantlan manner A,; Can] WQlfgangf_h><

‘perceptwve]y writes:

S O : : : C
157Rorty, . R1chard "Transcendental Arguments, Self Reference
- and Pragmat1sm (in Transcendental Arguments and Sc:ence
-pp. 77 - 103}, ‘Page. 79. . 3 R ‘

1s58Ipid.p. 79. '
158 Ibld PP 791c ,
.;-16°Ibld S °F 82, .
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"What Kant tr1es to show ls that human Knowledge 15"'A
possible. only given certain cond1t1ons If [a trans-'
cendental ‘argument] is conclusive what is ruled out
. is the possiblltty that there be human - Knowledge :
that doés - .hot. fuf1ll “these conditTons .To.
-.conclude, .if one  ‘sees. - Rorty’ s criticism’ of
,gjtranscendental argumentat1on from this po1nt of
. .view, it .will come down to the point that you cannot -
'state "necessary - conditions for knowledge without -
- presuppos1ng that there is some knowledge But is -
"th1s really so damagmg'?"161 v

Rorty‘ra1ses two concerns regard1ng the not1on ’transcenden—”
tal" (1) that ‘we must d1scard Kant 's use of the ‘tern; 1for:
‘,:his 'transcendental realwst argument’ 1s problemat1c at best'
g@sz and 2) Kant s use of transcendental suggests a stat1c
- v1ew of . the nature of “human Knowledge, _a view whlch bothr"
vilends 1tself to at best negat1ve argumentat1on and doei.npt‘

e .
i ;;Zhe way we ga1n knowledge and the way humam

f783”

!rknowledge itself changes Havxng responded to (1) above weigt»

can go on to respond to {2) by conmentmg on an art_1cle/*by '
Jdy Rosenberg. ' "y. _ ' . * B

" Much l1ke Richard Rorty, day Rosenberg suggests that
Kant s attempt to approx1mate Kpow]edge fU the world cannot'
‘be'successful ~giveh his view of the nature - of. human
Knowledge 163 Kant s transcendentaltsm captured Rosenberg
: wr1tes,. the truth that . we neceSsar1ly th1nk of ourselves as
';represent1ng to ourselves a world that, 1s3 1ndependent of

”

’

. . ‘

~"'61Wolfgang,,Carl "Comment on Rorty"’lwn Transcehdental

*®Arguments .and Sczence pp. 105- 112) 107F.
'62Rorty, oOph - cit., page 80.
163 Rosenbery, day F., "Transcendental Arguments and

Pragmatic Ep1stemology" (in Transcendental -argument s ahd

Sc:ence pp 245 -°262), pg 252 . o

i .
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that representahon.164 and that there must be some tset:.of

‘ relat1ons laws that ‘are un1versal over' obJects and

' subJects 165- Where Kant, was wrong was in try1ng to deduce,da‘u"
priori, a eartlcular conceptual scheme for human‘ knowledge
Th1s 1s an erroneous procedure because scvence evolves, and
because it evolves we may not equate any particular
conceptual scheme w1th human knowledge - conceptual schemes
are h1stor1cal and change as human knowledge evolves v The
transcendental 1nqu1ry 1s thus m1sgu1ded for 1t deduces the
cond1t1ons of a: conceptual scheme and - shows why alternat1ves
are .invalid. Rather. “the "‘'sought, after‘ untty should be

methOdological'and the *test-’ot any competlng conceptual

scheme should be its pragmat1c value,‘55 the degree to wh1ch o

it br1ngs 1ncreas1ng un1ty w1th its conceptual1zatlon of the
world 167 | _ | ' ‘ '
Kant s use of the term transcendentaT’1mpl1ed a prlori

\\ .
necessary cond1t1ons of -exper1ence, Rolf Horstmann has.»
K N k , o . _ .

I S T . . o S
164]bid., Py 253 . R o DT 5ﬁ o
165 Ibid. ;Sage 260. S e oo T
1661bid,, p. 258. : | ) ‘ P

167 Here of course we bring in the whole matter. of
‘predictive. power, testability and cohprence The point
Rosenbergr is try1ng to stress. is that a conceptua SC eme is
no. bettér than the use we can make.of it in explafning our
\ world. Like. Rorty, "the .question: of- theoretical cofrectness
never enters, since it is an empty not15p Those like Rorty:
_ d Rosenberg accept the reality of an external world. What:
- they seem.to be arguing-.is -that the only test the scientific
;ph1losopher -has of a theory is not-its corréspondence to the

~world, but rather its.predictive power , coherence, = .- . / w.

testab1l1ty and unifying power . When these are greater qn-
one conceptual scheme which is compet1ng with a presently

accepted one, we must change our conceptual scheme Th1s e
doesﬁhot mean that the one:we have dlscarded 1s wrong jor ¥
'-rlfa ! )

Rather it is "less powerful"
S : o

A

Do

-
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pointed, out that one of Kant’s contributions to the »

»

-'phiiosophical'fqundatidns ofjécfence' is “not -a.:paPticu]aP,

conceptual scheme, but'~ratheb  thé-’necess{iy Qf having'a .

‘conceptual scheme for the pbssibilify of human kﬁowledge;15& 

. Thus if we are Qoncerned‘-with a methodological unity in

_sciencé; rather than unity of content, Kant’s transcendental +

'approéch-_is still .viable as he‘wasuonly pointing out the
neqessary-condiffons'anylcbnceptua] schemexmuét satisf& .jf_
it‘is,;o'be'sUccessfuliy employed by us. | |

| But ‘fhe"tehsfon between -a’ Kantiaﬁ -;tranééendenta]
dééount ;bf‘ _scfentifié vKnwaedgev' and the braématic

eyolutibnish promoted by people 1ike Rortyfand,Rosénbehg is

not yet -settled. Apparent 1y ~Robfy .and Rosenberg are -

advqéating a pragmafic evolutionism .with‘ - respect to
particular conceptual. schemes (Ptolemy-CoperniCUSfEinstein )
rathep - than for ~all. conceptual schemes, or the basic.

requirements for_any conceptua1 schem§. On their acchnt-of

the development of | ternative.theorieé we are able to .use

some criteria which are "transcendental’ ;.criteria which

apply across the universe of possible altebnat&ve( onceptual
: : _ .

-— e ae B o e mmme e—e— ——-

. -

I

Ve

158" In my  view, what js justified by the Kantian ideaééip?btv -

the right to use a particular conceptual scheme on' accou
of its synthetic power; but the claim that we need a *
particular conceptual scheme for the. purpose of knowledge
‘because we cannot achieve synthesis without it because of
our particular nature, i.e. being apperceptive, disc
-intelligences.....The procedure of "Kant's: considerg#ion ¥
this point” could be described as follows: a conc tual
scheme can only be justified, if it.is correct. It is 4
“,correct, if tts employment allows for an adequate Knowledge . -

- of the world."Horstmann, Rolf P. "Conceptual Schemes - -

Justification and Consistenc."-(in“TPanscendentaL

Argument s
and Science, pp. 263 - 269), page 265. S -
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schemeS' They do not seem to advocate the _same pragmatqcl o

approach w1th respect to these cr1ter1a (such as pOWer,,l;,. R

ttestab1]1ty,} pred1ct1veness and: yntheSIS) jb it. the1r;:

'; pragmat1c approach uses these criter1a<‘w1th respect_to'g‘;

conceptual-’ schemes . Kant emphasised the p need . for‘_ a
ch%racteriiation of human Knowledge hws First CPltique was
‘designed to-spell out - the a prlorl structure of human~'
nexperience - 1In doing so, he did not endeavouc to’ set up alt
of the sc1ences, but rather to prov1de pr1nc1p1es that all
sciences mustt.use, His concern in 11m1t1ng the sphere of
"human knowledge Was noth-as Rorty and Rosenberg seem to-
'1mply /-the 11m1t1ng of -knowledge to Newton 'S un1verse The
'cont1nu1ty of Rort§band Rosenberg s own cr1ter1a depend on. .
-what Kant described as pr1nc1ples of pure understand1ng
Seen in this light ite is clear why criteria.' such  as

'predictiveness’ are mean1ngfu1 app11ed aCross (compet1ng)

conceptual schemes Kant attempted to explatn the nature and :

genesis of experlence in general, 'The, success of th1s
3 ' :

investigation -subsequently allows us  to .ask, quest1ons,'

regard1ng the nature and genesis of part1cular theor1e§ The f&~

“failure or sucess in the latter ‘endeavour should - t be
m1sconstrued as success or fa11ure in the former Thisois,‘ll
think, the error of Rorty anduRosenberg. | '

'Au@ i The d1st1nct1on between; the.status,otfanYTbarticUJar'

‘ conceptua] scheme ‘and - the ’transcendentality’- of Kant s
1nqu1ry can be further reso]ved through observattons on theo

bOnceptua1 'foundat1ons of 501ence. One approach;_ »mOStl‘f

4



amiable .it would appear:to.pragnatists,-is‘to sugéeSt'-that
"tn'ifact:-rat1onal1sm" and emp1r1c1sm each have’ someth1ng to
offer.to, the sc1ent1f1c endeavour " On th1s account of
Sc1enceﬁ we have two s1des to each question' the ' fact’ of
the singular and the structure or 'theory of the general
1689 Th1s approach c1a1ms that we use obJects or part1cular
| observattons, to Just1fy propos1t1ons of a theory and that
the theory in turn def1nes the nature and const1tut1on of
'particulars The content and" scheme, or | part1cu1ar
observat1ons and the theoretical. framework they are made in, ?
yare symblot1c -~ the thepry belng pr1mary An obJect is then
defIned by 1ts role in a theory and 1n\research we. examlne
the 1nterre1at1onsh1p of the two 170
The problem with thls approach - the ‘separation of
theory and obJect ~ is that it flies in the ace of the very
.sens1b1e pos1t1¢n held by Kant. Kant cont1nu 1ly pointed out

in, the Flrst Crthue that we cou]d not reasonably hope té

clearly separate theory and. obJect ‘reason and - sensibility.’

1691 am drawing here on: the stated view of Kuno Lorenz in
“The Concept of Sc1ence ‘Some Remarks on t Methodological '
‘Issue ' Construction’ Versus ’Descr1pt1on the Ph1losophy
~of Science" (in Transcendental Arguments and Sc:ence pp
177 .- 190), ‘esp. -page: 182. .

170 Ibid., pp. 185ff. ' v
171] am referr1ng heré to two comments by Lorenz 1n ‘the
above ‘mentioried, article. At one point he writes: "For, if

" extendability F%1]s, we are'stuck in conceptual frames -
without prospects to satisfy them; and if presuppos1t1ons
serve as substitutes.for explicit introductions, there is no

, cHance to guardhtee anyth1ng beyond the perceptual
cores." (p. 186) Lorenz appears to.think that this separat1on
of thought and intuition is meaningful,” for he goes on
1mmed1ately to say that th1s is a moderntzed statement "of
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171 1f we cou]d separate theory and obJect then_we‘noutd_tn

fact ~ be faced by' the same d11emma ,that .confrontedvﬂ- g o

ph1losophers like Hume | | ' o o . ; |
An a]ternat1ve to th1s approach is the suggest1on that OIV'L_,’

our Knowledge of the world rather “than ar1s1ng from theti '

‘separate- spheres - of theory and content is '/ 1mposed’ on us

'by'the world 720 Kant was.aware,of our’ 1ntellectuaT—_ﬁ§TUFEr‘ |

belng in part a product of oﬂr ‘physical const1tut1on, yet he.

refused to carry this :observat1onv to the po1nt of pure

epiphenomenaiism. He,gwasﬂ unwiTlﬁng to suggest that Hﬁman .

Kdeledge was’a»simp]evproduct of physical- laWS. If one -.

_embraces'!this ‘point of'7v1ew however, the laws of phys1cs'”

bgcome the precond1t1ons for human exper1ence and therefore

the necessary ‘cond1t1ons  for 'sc1ence and scienttftchn-{n N J

. knowledge. Such a theory of ’eXperience allows. for an

unlearnt aspect of human knowledge he1p1ng, it seems; to '} 3( :

,exp1a1n the harmonyf

of pure understand1ng and  intuition
.’ : s
fgundﬁ in Kant s pure imagination (both sprihging from the

same source, the,fundamental laws of"physics).473;

‘7’(cont ‘d)Kant’s famous - d1ctum that concepts w1fhout -
1ntu1t1ons are empty and intuitions without - concepts are =~ . K
blind." In fact, PKant stresses the interrelationship of’ : '
concepts and 1ntu1t1ons rather than the1r independent” .
impor tance. See also. Rudiger Bubner, "Transcendentals and
Protoscience” (in Transcendental Arguments and Science Pp -
191 -195), for sinilar comments on Lorenz. . ,

17247 p051t10n advocated by Rosenberg ( op. cit.), for\
example. R
- 1'73For an excellent. presentatlon of this position, I refer . -\t
- the reader to C. F. Von Weizsacker "The Preconditions of -

Experience and,the Unity of Physics" (in Transcendental
ArguMénts and; Sc:ence pp. 123" - 158

Vel
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A - Th1s view of experlence does not observe that in try1ng
to va]1date the pr1nc1p1es of phys1cs as a pPlOPI val1d‘,
_ precond1t1ons for sc1entif1c knowledge' there isf'a tac1t
assumpt1on that these pr1nc1ples of phys1cs can be Known as‘

“a priorf valid. Kant's contr1but1on to the study 9f

scientific ‘~foundations . can be in part by ‘his

'
\.

;'“oBServation that 'experience is phen 1 and - that -the
universe~<as, it is in ttsetf- and s 1aws as they apply to
th1ngsﬂgn themse]ves are not in pr1§§1p1e knowable by us.
When even ‘the laws of phys1cs are upart ofA the human
experience they are formed through thefinteraction of reaSOQ
and ;intuition{ To. adopt .an epistemology of\re\t1sm, which
huould have us discover the bas1c pr1nc1p1es of quantum
thepry and genera] relativity and then to suggest that these
'pr1nc1p1es are. precond1t10ns of exper1ence . may be a
'ref1nemeht of Locke' s and Hume' s .pos1t1ons. But su?h a
theory only falls prey to the same albeit refined, dilemma
'that Locke and Hume faced and were unable to aQvergome. As‘
Kant observed we cannot honestly say that we observe-‘the:
rea]’} pr1nc1ples ’of_ phys1cs since we have~no means of
1ndependent]y ver1fy1ng such a c1a1m We can never be sure
that - the subJect1ve factor is. either el1m1nated'-or
.transparent. We are left with the same problem that Kant
| recognized as 4insoﬁub1é, because~bit rises fromfthe very

nature of human knowledge. A ) -

a

- Kant’s use of - the concept transcendental appears to

) have been m1ssed by contemporary ph1losophers of science,

t
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The preoccupat1on ev1denced by such th1nkers W1th sc1ence 1n°

its present form. ar w1th what t;3§ take to be 1tsﬁ3~ .

h1stor1ca1 Faults 'resu1ts 1n a commOn fa11ure to see Kant s _n R

conceptian of transcendental as I have desc1bed 1t above :“—

:Theyrhave; as a result, fa]len 1nto prec1se1yv¢those trapsj‘{

. Kant av01ded through h1s use of the concepx\transcendental

u_The conflat1on of a part1cu1ar conceptual 5cheme accepted by o

'\Kant w1th h1§‘.more general and predom1nant remarKs to thec<yg

“effect tha! we need a conceptual scheme for. exper1ence 1s aif?

‘mistake’ too f"eq“e”t‘y "‘ade by COﬂtemporary ph1 losophers of"""" :

‘isc1ence, similar: to the conf]atxon of phenomenal ]aws andb

“~

noumena]‘prtﬁ!1p]esﬁ S

D. Transcendengai,,PresuppoSition'and'Imp]tcation"
| In a- less exblibitly' scientific conteXt th."1dea@
’transcendental’ seems to. be tied in some way to the not1ons

of. presuppos1t1on and 1mp11cat1on ih the mtnds of many";

contemporary thinkers. . Thts is most ev1dent in the areavofr :

11ngu1st1c phtlosophy, be :it log1ca11y, eptstemlcally vor..‘

'metaphys1cally mot1vated To - h1ghl1ght the, dlstlnctlon

between Kant [ and his trad1t1on s‘ use . of' transcendeﬁtal

and that» of -the notion of lwngu1st1c presuppos1¢1on or'-"
'impTicatioh common today,' w1ll take but a~.br,ef space

‘ asufftcent on]y to c]early indicate the d1st1nct10n “iG

—p e e e - - - e - - -y

174 There rs ‘no dearth ‘of t1terature on: the subJect of
presuppos1 iony"but in addition to the .articles. I shall
refer to below, there are a number of excellent moHographs

~and articles, among them Hintikka, Jaakko, Models for

Modal ities, Kempson R. Présuppos:tlon and thekDellmftatlon

’ ol
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174

L

Much of contemporary thought on preSUppos1t1on centers
" on the cond1t1ons or structure of OUP use of 1anguage iAe ;
with Indivfduals. 1t is common to begin thh a statement to
lthe- effect .?We‘_ e‘ language‘ in SUCh and suqh a way . "‘

Language, -or rather the language and its rules, are g1vens ,

\‘

and we seek to‘.descr1be the conditions of its use and
| struc“ture.' trying to give-at lesst a semi-formal statement
about’ the way it functions. We attempt to formalizeklanguage
into syntactie‘and'semantic‘componentsftBy-doinggso,que_seekA .
to uncover ‘the way ]anguage functionsfi to describe .its
genesis. Within such'a context we May identify, in general,

types of presupposition and implication ;thev semantic and

syntactic; or a combination of the. two. Through the study of =

‘the semantwc and syntact1c components of language we alm to’
identify the presuppos1t1onal nature of language. \

One might venture to say that in general the proper use
'ofh language presupposes some things, and is presupposed by
others.'75 Strawson.s use of a tranecendental argument can.
be understood as uncovering this tkind. of linguistic
presupposition by showing how one concept (that of material

bbdles as bas1c paPtICU]aPS) is fundamental to an accepted
174(cont d)of Semant:cs Filmore and Langondoen (ed),

Studies in Linguistic Semantlcs, Sellars, W.
"Presupposing" (1n Philosphical Review, 1954, pp. 187 - 205),
and Schnitzer, Presuppos1t1on Entailment; and Russell’s
Theory of Descr1pt1ons (in Foundat ions of Language, 1971,
pp. 297 -299).

. 175For .instance, Individiai’ suggests that our own
linguistic. intelligibility presupposes the existence of
material bod1e5(For an example of this, see pp. 198ff).
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use of language (a particular conceptual scheme) and how
others are parasitic.178 Th8se who reject the notion’ of
those trqnséendenta1‘ argument§ whose purpose is to uncover
such.presuppositions dd not rejeét them because €Bey fail to
do so, but rather because the conclusions either cannot. be

empirically refuted or because they, lack factuay content.'?7

¢ . .

Such diverse people as Strawson, Rorty and Korner see the .
fuhction of a transcendentaﬁ argument as un?overing the
basic presuppositions of language. | “ ;nf
Where agreemeni seems to appeér ié in the area of thevf
deduct ive invalidity of transcendental arguments -whichr
purpért to uncover these linguistic presuppdsitions. what
transcendental arguments do is explore the struetural
aspects of language, but in doing so they make use of a
priori relations among the premises. We may suggest tﬁat
thefe is a subclasé of transcendental arguments which,
although .deductively invalid, may be considered.’valid’ in
another, non-deductive sense, such as that of material
sufficiency.'?’8 An alternative way of characterizihg trans-
cendental arguments of th}s sort is by arguing that if the
trgnscendental argument is suécessfulﬁ_ it discloses the

subclass of properties of objects which are thée object's

presuppositions. Such presuppositions may take the form

'76See, for instance, Rorty’s comments on Strawson (Rorty,
R., "Verificationism and Transcendental Arguments").

'7%. See, for instance, Korner, S."Transcendental Tendencies
in Recent Philosophy"” x

'78 See, for instance, Wilkerson, T.E., “Transcendental
Arguments", especially pp. 208 - 213.
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"this ent1ty has such-and-such propert1es or the syntactic
and semant1c presuppos1t1ons that govern tHe'; usé' of
language. ‘79, - )

In asK1ng questions about” linguistic presuppbsttione we
are asking fundament%i questions apout language, how it is.
structured, is used, 'aud its rules. An argument which is
designed to reveal this structure may be in some sense a
priori, but to call it transeendentel is 'mieleading:
misleadtng in & way similar to thet of calling the argument
of Chapter 11 of Individuals'trenscehdenta]q'Preeupposition,
as a fundamental aspect of. language, is not a ;justification.
for the phenomenon that s, janguege. We may say that it
ferms a fundamental aspect of language, that without it our
1anguager‘wqu1d be radically different, but thts is & very
different thing than suggesting that it conditions the
possibility of language. The same mistake made by Strawson
with respect ot a conceptual scheme is made' by linguistic
philosophers - that of confusing fundamental aspects of:the
way we speak or.think with the precdhditions of uthe; very
possibility of thinKiné or speaking at all.

In using~transcendenta1 to speak of those -hinjmum‘ yet
yuniversa] preconditions for exberience,'FOr Tanguage, Kant
d1d not point to aspects of experience or our linguistic.
structures. Al d1scuss1ons in the First Critique which

center on the transcendental’ aspects of experience

179See, for a discussion of this Harrah, Dav1d "Theses on
Presuppos1t1on -
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empﬁasize,' as we  have ‘seen, experience fn geherai. in
EOntaast. to’ the d1scuss1cﬁs by con}emporary ph1losophers.
like Strawson or the 11ngu1sts. Where someone like C.K.
Gr‘ant”"o or Isabel Hquehlan&’a' asks ho@ ]anguage func ions

and the presuppositions of its ‘functioning in thus-and-such

a way, Kant»asked‘fhe.far'morelfundamental question,‘"hof
1angU§ge‘epistemi¢ally poss le?™. B - 5\“.
This is not to denigrate the efforts of such people as
‘Grant Rorty er Bas van Fraassen'®2, But their valuab]e
‘contr1buti0ns shdpld noé be misconstrued as replac%ng the.
greundwork performed by &ant. Rather, they} should ‘be
uﬁdersiood as bbilddng on Kantﬁs' work, detailing the
».app]ication of Kant’'s general observations to part{cu1ar
" situations and problems. '

/

'80 Grant, C. K., "Pragmatic Implication".

'8 THunger land, Isabel, "Contextual Impl1catbon '
"182 [ refer here to Van Fraassen’'s attempt to forma]1ze the
not1ons of presupposition and implication in his article
"Presupposition, Implication and Self-Reference".

5
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Just’ as' the present state of r%lativistic physict ts

the product of vhe evolut1on of man s sire to 'understand'

the - world aroun& hlm so too must the concept transcendental
,b% v1ewed as the result of centurles of progress in the way
we seek to expl1cate our Knowledge of - the world We

C

experlence The present controversy over the mean1ng, 1ndeed

*

N
N

fover the very mean1ngfulness of the concept transcendental
bearsfw1tness to the fact that,we havev yet ‘to ~adequately
'undertand its"latent potentjal‘. Perhaps it says someth1ng
more/about us, than about thelutilltp of the concept . that
we can Qiew ’transcendental' as a1d1ng An 1llum1nat1ng the t

\

fundamental problems in contemporary phjlosophy ,of sc]ence

in mucﬁi the same’way as thinkers such'as Scotus or Ockham

did in their time. Something more about us, fn_that we seem

to turn back, albeit in increasingly\sophisticated‘waysr to

the same concepts that philosophers -and “scientists have

employed since the quest for understand1ng our unlverse and

our experlence of it flrst began c “ | L
Perhaps we he51tate to acknowledge our ph1losoph1c or.

scientific predecessors out of the . (perhaps Jjust) fear= that

the ingenuity of our contribution will be lost.lln the cases

of such diverse persons as Aristotle and P. F. StraWson;

when they dealt with the concept transcendental, such indeed

appears to belthe case. But this reluctance should not blind

us to ‘the recognition that thelr.remarKs on the concept

w

transcendental are historically precéded by ‘copiUSI thought

80
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and;%ormulat1ons by others Indeed much of what they had to"

say, and what contemporary and future th1nkers have and w1ll

-

have to say concern1ng the concept tragscendental would be

,‘1ncomprehens1ble if it were not for tthe contr1but1ons of"f}

‘their 1ntel1ectual predeqessors This thesis his\{nwfact
argued that our present understand1ng of the concept trans-
cendental ‘15 mdeed a product %f centuries of ever- evolvmg .
answers to fundamental- epistemological quest1onsv';As, we
began to more fully apprec1ate the d1fflcu1t1es assoc1ated_
w1th expla1n1hg -how we can Know the wor]d we _11ve in,® the

-

concept transcendental 1tse]f was used with increasing

w_soph1st1cat1on .y
Pt The initial chapter traced - the deve]opment of’ the'
~@oncept”’ transcendenta] from-its original formulat1on in the

ph1losoph1es of the anc1ent Greeks to that of those th1nkers
. who 1mmed1ate1y preceded Kant (both ' h1stor1ca11y Land

intel]ectua]ly) A brief examlnatlon of the formu]at1ons of -

Plato: and Ar1stotle showed that there was an early awarenessﬂ’

that- the d1vers1ty of nature was,v underwritten’ with a
dnecessary fundamental unity. This  unity was (seen by‘ the
Syriac and Arab‘oommentators as expressing the unity of both
Allah'and His creatton a theme which-was then borrowed by
the Latin Scho]ars from Roland of Cremona through Aguinas.

This unity was expressed 1n_the Latin Scholar’s wr-itings by
the: .term " "Trariscendental’, ‘although it evolved from
primarily ‘ taphystcat use prior to and 1nc]ud1ng St.

* Thomas Aquinas to an increasingly episteholog1ca] emp]oyment

N



“in Scotus,1'0ckham -andjfsuarez. Beginntng‘wtth Descartes,
‘Uthere was a sh1ft culminating-in Kant to use - the conceptd”
transcendental to descr1be the way we exper1ence our wor]d f
rather than to descr1be the world in terms of relat1ons~-,.
charaoterﬂstics apart from our exper1ence - hﬁ_' B
' The second chapter‘ of th1s ‘thes1s dealt w1th thé -
_concept' transcendental as employed by "Kant in his First“_
lcrltrque This chapter catalogued Kant s use of "transcengi"‘
dental" in. the Flrst Critique and demonstrated a cons1stenc§”
of use and purpose that has\been argued by commentators as
lacking. -This chapter the& proceeded to Just1fy the clatm' s

“that Kant s use of the concept transcendental must be vmewed

as an e;olut1onary step in the development of the concept
rather than a radical departure from the trad1t1on It does
so by demonstratwng - the }\hjstor1ca1 vand ph11osoph1c,
' relationships that ex1st between Kant, :his use of " the o
concept  transcendental, and that of his historfc 'and_ |
ﬂ__philgsgphjc,predecéSsors. The chapter concludes withv thep'
observatton that a]thoUgh Kant’s contribution to .thet'
evo]ut1on of the concept transcendental is both original and
;\ exciting, his employment built upon, ‘rather than departed
-from,'the efforts of his philosophic-ancestors. ’
| i In the final chapter some 1nd1cat1on of the present .
- state of the concept transcendental was made. .The _chapter
pﬂesented' a number of opposjng views on the usefulness of
the term, as.well as some attempts\té“utittze"hhat many have

, , #
called a "Transcendental Argument”. One theme that kept
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recurr:ng was the d1scontinu1ty between Kant s use of the

- concept transcendenta] to and the use many cqntemporary

phflosophers ‘ see the concept transcendental “profftabty
fuf1111ng Attempts to relate the concept transcendental to

the notion of presuppos1t10n were shown to be m1sgu1ded n&®t

. because the concept transcendental' does ‘not suggest

-

presuppos1t1on ,}‘butl rather because the’ concept transcen-

-4:_dentalv.suggests a type of - presuppos1t1on much  more -

Fundamental than ithat wh1ch 1nteresis the ph1losopher of‘

L 1anguag% It suggests that wh1ch is presupposed for the very

poss1b111ty of exg@-ience. o . - . -
The concept which. has- evolved over the years and which
we now term 'transcendental’, is still evolving. Th1s thes1sA
has not attempted to AEal exhaust1ve]y with the contemporary
analys1s of the concept transcendental. Nor has any but the

brfefest mentfon been made of what concerns | the -entire

\
‘Continental’ traditioh from Kant onwards. F1na1ly, the
scope of th1s thesis has not even suggested any critique of
the f’Ana]yt1c - and 'Continental’ traditions,~although such
an effort would no doubt bear considerable fruit.  What has
been done, however,. was to bring to the reader’'s mind the

awareness that the,concept transcendentaT has-a rich history

connected - to the explication of the way we experience the

world we ‘1ive ;h, and that its is a ctoncept. that has neither

St B
outlived its usefulness nor been fully deveioped.'Thepuse‘to

which it is presently put in dealing with foundational

questions in the philosophy of science is testimony to the
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- deehf.and"vitality of the "Transcendental®. _IO‘?Qéthér 

o

'explore{fhé‘concept-{bahSCEhﬂentai will . likely not-‘bé. a

’ . . b
fruitless endeavour. .
A e
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