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ABSTRACT: Kant often compares reason to an organized body, which suggests that 
reason should be understood as a whole from which all possible uses of the faculties 
of reason are derived. However, Kant does not elaborate his conception of the whole of 
reason. Nor does the secondary literature. This paper suggests that the wholeness of 
reason is the apodictic modality of reason, i.e., the necessary standard that deter-
mines what can systematically belong to reason, and thus works as the systematic 
condition for all possible uses of the faculties of reason. This necessary standard is 
the discipline of pure reason.

RÉSUMÉ : Kant compare souvent la raison à un corps organisé, ce qui suggère que la 
raison devrait être comprise comme un tout à partir duquel dérivent systématiquement 
toutes les fonctions possibles des facultés de la raison. Ni Kant, ni la littérature 
secondaire n’élabore cependant sa conception de la raison comme un tout. Autrement 
dit, ils n’élaborent pas la notion d’unité de la raison. Je soutiens que l’unité de la raison 
devrait être comprise comme la modalité apodictique de la raison, c’est-à-dire le 
critère nécessaire qui détermine ce qui peut appartenir systématiquement à la raison. 
Ce critère nécessaire est la discipline de la raison pure.
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Introduction
Kant’s critical philosophy explicitly aspires to be systematic. Whether it achieves 
this aspiration is another question. At many points in his corpus, Kant conceptu-
alizes the systematicity of critical philosophy in analogy with “an organized 
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	1	 For similar uses of the organic analogy in Kant, see (KrV B xxiii), (KrV B167), and 
(Refl I 15:419).

	2	 In presenting his doctrine of faculties of reason in the third Critique, Kant divides “a 
critique of pure reason, i.e., of our faculty for judging in accordance with a priori 
principles” (KU 5:168) into three “parts”: theoretical reason, practical reason, and 
the reflecting power of judgement (EEKU 20:201) (KU 5:198). This paper follows 
Kant in using “parts” and “faculties” of reason interchangeably.

	3	 Kant’s statements on the systematicity of critical philosophy sometimes seem incon-
sistent. E.g., in the first Critique, Kant says that his comprehensive approach to the 
perennial problems of metaphysics renders critique systematic: “there cannot be a 
single metaphysical problem that has not been solved here, or at least to the solution 
of which the key has not been provided” (KrV A xiii). This claim seems to be mod-
ified in the second Critique: “the concept of freedom, insofar as its reality is proved 
by an apodictic law of practical reason, constitutes the keystone of the whole struc-
ture of a system of reason, even of speculative reason” (KpV 5:3). The third Critique 
introduces the reflecting power of judgement within a new threefold division of 
higher faculties. This power is supposed to unify understanding and practical reason 
into a complete system (KU 5:168). In his 1799 “Declaration concerning Fichte’s 
Wissenschaftslehre,” Kant is adamant about “the completeness of pure philosophy 
within the Critique of Pure Reason,” and reasserts that the first Critique establishes 
“a fully secured foundation” for “the theoretical as well as the moral, practical pur-
poses of reason” (Br 12:371).

	4	 The secondary literature on the unity of reason in Kant’s critical philosophy often 
overlooks the organic model of unity that Kant proposes. Generally speaking, Kant’s 
organicist language of the whole of reason is either ignored or used without being 
worked out. Even the literature on organicism in Kant’s critical philosophy does not 
treat the whole of reason thematically. Neither the approach of treating the whole of 
reason as innate nor the approach of treating it as generated explains what the nature 
of the whole of reason is and how this whole is foundational to the critical system. 
For examples of the first approach, see (Zöller 1988), (Zöller 1989), and (Sloan 
2002); for examples of the second approach, see (Wubnig 1969), (Genova 1974), 
(Ingensiep 1994), (Ingensiep 2006), (Müller-Sievers 1997), and (Zammito 2003). 
The absence of a systematic account of Kant’s conception of the whole of reason 

body” (Prol 4:263).1 This analogy presents reason as a whole from which all 
possible uses (cognitions) of the faculties or parts of reason are systematically 
derived.2 Despite the foundational role that the whole of reason is assigned to 
perform for the systematicity of critical philosophy, Kant himself does not 
work out his conception of the whole of reason.3 This conception is not made 
thematic in the secondary literature on the unity of reason either. In particular, 
it is not clear what the nature of the whole of reason is, how the whole of reason 
can be prior to the three parts or faculties of reason, and where we should 
locate this whole in Kant’s critical philosophy.4
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indicates the widespread neglect of Kant’s critical-methodological sense of reason 
in the Doctrine of Method of the first Critique. A few recent works have taken some 
steps to remedy this neglect. E.g., See (De Boer 2011), (Mensch 2013), and (Ferrarin 
2015). These works, each in a different way, acknowledge the significance of the 
Doctrine of Method of the first Critique for a more holistic understanding of reason, 
although they do not thematically discuss the whole of reason. The focus of these 
works is on the third chapter of the Doctrine of Method, the Architectonic of Pure 
Reason. In contrast, this paper suggests that reason can be a whole in a disciplinary 
sense, that is, as the necessary mode that systematically conditions all cognitions of 
the faculties of reason. As will be discussed in the third section, this implies that the 
primary locus of the whole of reason is the first chapter of the Doctrine of Method, 
the Discipline of Pure Reason.

	5	 This suggests that, despite major changes in his doctrine of faculties in the 1780s, 
Kant continues to hold the most basic sense of the whole of reason as in the first 
edition of the first Critique and Prolegomena.

	6	 E.g., Kant writes: “there can be only one and the same reason, which must differ 
merely in its application” (GMS 4:391). In the third Critique, Kant distinguishes the 
faculties of reason on the basis of three applications of reason or “cognition in gen-
eral” (KU 5:176). These applications generate three kinds of cognitions: theoretical, 
practical, and empirical. Kant’s statements on the oneness of reason prior to its 
applications suggest that we should think about the unity of reason in a way that is 
prior to its faculties.

This paper takes a first step in elaborating Kant’s conception of the whole of 
reason from the standpoint of his tripartite doctrine of faculties in the third 
Critique. It suggests that, in its most basic sense, the wholeness of reason 
should be understood as the apodictic modality of reason, i.e., as the necessary 
standard that determines what can systematically belong to reason, and thus 
functions as the primary systematic condition for all possible uses (cognitions) 
of the faculties of reason. This necessary standard of reason is the discipline of 
pure reason, which is enacted in what Kant calls “negative judgements” in the 
Doctrine of Method of the first Critique.5

The disciplinary interpretation of Kant’s conception of the whole of rea-
son that is offered here takes a path that remains unexplored in the existing 
accounts of the unity of reason. These accounts usually understand the unity 
of reason on the basis of one of the faculties of reason or some arrangement 
among them. By contrast, this paper takes seriously Kant’s claim that the 
wholeness or unity of reason is prior to the multiplicity of its faculties and 
their applications (cognitions).6 The paper presents the wholeness or unity 
of reason that is prior to the use of its faculties and their possible cogni-
tions. And it does this by bringing to the fore Kant’s methodological, or 
more specifically disciplinary, conception of reason. In its disciplinary 
sense, reason is conceived as systematically prior to its faculties and their 
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	7	 The disciplinary approach of this paper to the question of the systematic unity of 
reason is entirely missing in Kant scholarship. Kant’s critical method is often 
taken to be either genetic-psychological or merely ideal-teleological. The first 
type of interpretation begins with Jakob Fries’ account of critical philosophy in 
terms of psychological facts of consciousness. See (Fries 1807) and (Fries 
1989). Hegel’s dismissive characterization of Kant’s transcendental logic as “the 
subjective logic” in which the categories were adopted empirically is another  
example of a psychologistic reading of the critical method (Hegel 2010, 525). 
Patricia Kitcher presents a contemporary version of the first type of interpreta-
tion in the form of a defence of “the psychology of the thinking, or better, 
knowing, self” (Kitcher 1990, 22). Such psychologistic readings, prevalent in 
early 19th century, have since then mostly given way to the second type of 
reading. One of the most straightforward formulations of the second type of  
interpretation appears in Wilhelm Windelband’s paper “Critical or Genetic 
Method?” He contrasts the ideal-teleological necessity of the critical method 
with a genetic, and presumably psychological, necessity. See (Windelband 
1924). A contemporary version of this approach—which also tries to accommo-
date the “mentalist” or “psychological” aspects of the first Critique—is Beatrice 
Longuenesse’s case for guiding “the psychological hypotheses … by a logical 
analysis of the conditions of truth or falsity of our judgements.” This merely 
epistemological approach does not deal with the transcendental-methodological 
function of reason, and focuses on the teleological function of logical forms of 
judgements as acts of the understanding (Longuenesse 1998, 6). What remains left 
out in the dichotomy between genetic-psychological and merely ideal-teleological 
accounts of critical philosophy is a genetic and transcendental approach to the 
critical method. Both types of interpretation fail to appreciate that the apodictic 
modality or necessary mode of reason is the transcendental genesis of the crit-
ical system of reason.

possible cognitions. Reason is directed at itself in order to determine the 
standard for what can systematically belong to it, that is, in order to deter-
mine its boundaries, and thereby to systematize all possible cognitions of 
its faculties. That is why this paper turns to the Discipline of Pure Reason 
in the Doctrine of Method of the first Critique—which Kant calls “a trea-
tise on the method” (KrV B xxi)—in order to determine how reason can be 
a whole prior to its parts.7

The paper proceeds in three sections. The first section discusses the priority 
of the whole of reason over the three parts or faculties of reason, i.e., the 
understanding, practical reason, and the reflecting power of judgement. It 
suggests that, contrary to most accounts of the unity of reason in the sec-
ondary literature on Kant, the whole of reason cannot be understood on the 
basis of any of these faculties or any arrangement among them. The second 
section proposes that the whole of reason should be understood primarily in 
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transcendental-modal terms, i.e., as the apodictic modality or necessary 
mode of reason. This mode is the necessary standard that determines what 
can systematically belong to reason, and thus functions as the systematic con-
dition for all possible uses of the faculties of reason. The third section locates 
the apodictic modality or necessary mode of reason in the discipline of pure 
reason. The discipline of pure reason, which determines the boundaries of 
reason and thus systematically conditions all possible content (ends) of the 
faculties of reason, is enacted in “negative judgements” in the Doctrine of 
Method of the first Critique.

I. The Systematicity of Reason: The Priority of the Whole of Reason over 
its Parts
Critical philosophy cannot fulfil its promise to make metaphysics systematic if 
it is not itself systematic. That is why, Kant insists, “a critique … is never 
trustworthy unless it is entirely complete down to the least elements of pure 
reason” (Prol 4:263). Critique must be a “perfect unity” or “unconditioned 
completeness” (KrV A xiii and A xx). It cannot be complete or systematic to 
some degree or in some respects. The systematicity of critique, Kant unequiv-
ocally states, is a matter of “all or nothing” (Prol 4:263).

To sketch his strong conception of systematicity, Kant often uses an 
analogy with an organized body. Through this analogy, Kant conceives of 
reason at two levels: the parts and the whole. The systematicity of reason 
demands thorough coordination of all parts of reason within the whole of 
reason. At the level of the parts, systematicity requires that all faculties of 
reason as well as possible relations among them are coordinated: “pure rea-
son is such an isolated sphere, within itself so thoroughly connected, that no 
part of it can be encroached upon without disturbing all the rest, nor adjusted 
without having previously determined for each part its place and its influence 
on others” (Prol 4:263). At the same time, such tight coordination of the parts 
of reason entails their prior harmonization at a more fundamental level, 
namely, the level of the whole: in “pure reason,” “as with the structure of an 
organized body, the function [Zweck] of any member can be derived only 
from the complete concept of the whole” (Ibid.). Here, Kant presents the 
primary systematic principle of pure reason: the whole of reason must be 
prior to its parts. Like the parts of an organized body, each of which derives 
its function from, and thus works for, the body as a whole, in a system of 
reason, each part derives its function from, and thus works for, the whole of 
reason. In a system of reason, the faculties of reason can acquire their special 
functions only if they belong to and participate in the same unity or whole of 
reason. In this sense, the whole of reason is the systematic origin of all func-
tions that the faculties of reason perform.

Despite his insistence on the priority of the whole of reason over its parts, 
Kant does not tell us much about how to conceive of the whole of reason. 
But before addressing this question directly, it is useful to 1) qualify Kant’s 
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conception of the whole of reason in two ways, and 2) briefly discuss two 
major types of interpretation that ignore the priority of the whole of reason 
over its parts, and understand the unity of reason on the basis of one of its 
parts or some arrangement among them.

The first qualification is about Kant’s analogy between human reason and 
an organism. It is important to notice that Kant’s analogy does not make any 
ontological claim about reason as a whole. In other words, we should not 
take his analogy literally. Kant uses different metaphors strategically in order 
to communicate a methodological point about the systematic nature of a critical 
sense of reason. For example, in the introduction to the Doctrine of Method, 
he uses the architectonic metaphor of an “edifice” (KrV A707/B735) to 
articulate the methodological nature of “a complete system of reason” 
(KrV A708/B736). On this analogy, all parts of the edifice of reason should 
be designed according to, or derive their functions from, the master plan for the 
“edifice” as a whole. Similarly, in the first chapter of the Doctrine of Method, 
Kant uses the juridical metaphor of “legislation” (KrV A711/B739) to  
explain that all principles of reason with regard to objects must be derived 
from a single first principle, or law, by which reason disciplines itself. In 
short, what Kant aims to articulate with the help of different metaphors—
whether organic or not—is the methodological nature of critique. Each met-
aphor is used to express the idea that a critique of reason is a complete system 
of possible cognitions of reason, which is necessarily derived from a single 
principle of reason. Kant makes this point in his brief account of “reason in 
general” at the beginning of the Dialectic, without the aid of metaphors: in its 
most basic sense, reason “contains the origin of certain concepts and princi-
ples, which it derives neither from the senses nor from the understanding” 
(KrV A299/B355).

The second qualification concerns the two related but distinct senses of 
the whole of reason in the passages quoted above from Prolegomena. Kant 
does not sufficiently distinguish these two senses of the whole of reason. In 
the first sense, the whole is the common systematic origin from which all 
uses of the faculties of reason and their possible cognitions derive. This is 
the sense of the whole of reason that is systematically prior to any distinc-
tion between the faculties of reason or their cognitions. Kant refers to this 
sense of the whole as “the complete concept of the whole” from which “the 
purpose of any member” must be derived (Prol 4:263). In its second sense, 
the whole of reason concerns the relations between the parts or faculties of 
reason and their coordination. In this sense, the whole must be “within  
itself … thoroughly connected” (Prol 4:263). Such thorough connection 
requires the harmony of the faculties of reason and their object domains 
within the first sense of the whole of reason. That all faculties systemati-
cally derive their possible cognitions from the same source, that all parts are 
within the same whole, does not mean that they automatically fit together. 
Their harmony requires not only presupposing the first sense of the whole 
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but also additional principles to organize the parts within that whole. As the 
passages quoted from Prolegomena imply, the first sense of the whole is 
about the methodological or systematic derivation or origin of the use 
(cognitions) of the faculties of reason, and the second sense of the whole is 
about the internal coordination and organization of these faculties and 
their cognitions. The first sense of the whole of reason can be characterized 
as the ‘originary conception’ of the whole. As Kant indicates, this whole is 
complete in its originary purpose or conception, although its internal orga-
nization, which is necessary for multiple ways of pursuing its originary 
purpose, requires an additional level of organization. The second sense of 
the whole of reason can be characterized as the ‘internally organized’ 
whole. This whole is complete not only in its originary purpose and con-
ception but also in the internal organization of the faculties of reason that 
pursue this purpose in relation to objects. In short, the internally organized 
whole of reason, which coordinates the uses (cognitions) of the faculties of 
reason, presupposes the originary conception of the whole of reason. This 
paper focuses only on the originary conception of the whole of reason.

Though they are implied in his writings, Kant himself does not clearly dis-
tinguish these two senses of the whole of reason.

On the one hand, there are places where Kant presupposes the unity or 
wholeness of reason. In these places, he seems to use the whole of reason 
in its first sense, as the originary conception of the whole of reason. For 
instance, in Groundwork, Kant writes: “there can be only one and the same 
reason, which must differ merely in its application” (GMS 4:391). See also 
(MS 6:207). In the second Critique, Kant speaks of “one and the same reason 
which, whether from a theoretical or a practical perspective, judges accord-
ing to a priori principles” (KpV 5:121). In the third Critique, Kant presents 
reason as “our cognitive faculty as a whole” (KU 5:174) or “the pure faculty 
of cognition in general” (KU 5:176) prior to the division of this unitary fac-
ulty into three faculties of understanding, the reflecting power of judgement, 
and practical reason (KU 5:198).

On the other hand, Kant often seems to refer to the whole of reason in its 
second sense, with regard to the internal coordination of the parts. In this 
sense, the wholeness or unity is not presupposed but is to be attained. For 
example, Kant’s account of “the primacy of pure practical reason in its connec-
tion with speculative reason” in the second Critique, i.e., the “necessary … 
subordination” of theoretical reason to practical reason, is concerned with 
the internal organization of theoretical and practical cognitions within  
“one and the same reason” (KpV 5:121). Likewise, the very idea of a third 
Critique rests on the assumption that the critical system is not yet a com-
pletely internally organized whole. Using “a critique of pure reason” in a 
broad and unitary sense, as the critique of the “faculty of judging in accor-
dance with a priori principles,” Kant emphasizes the need for making its 
internal organization complete:
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	8	 E.g., Georg Hegel adopts this approach and develops his own system. E.g., see 
(Hegel 1991, especially 80-107). A 20th century version of this presumption can be 
found among advocates of what is known as ‘patchwork theory.’ See (Vaihinger 
1967), and (Kemp Smith 1962).

	9	 A different approach from the prevalent one is Susan Neiman’s. Neiman seeks the 
unity of reason in the structural similarities between theoretical reason and practical 
reason, e.g., in pursuing systematization of their acts and in using ideas (Neiman 
1994). But Neiman’s conception of structural similarity seems too loose to sit well 
with Kant’s all-or-nothing conception of systematicity.

	10	 Karl Reinhold’s is an early example of the first type of interpretation. He takes 
practical reason to be the ultimate source of “a first fundamental principle of a 
system” (Reinhold 2005, 42). Friedrich Schiller is an early example of the second 
type of interpretation. He argues that the aesthetic realm “alone is a whole in 
itself,” and thus can unify nature and morality (Schiller 2001, 142 and 149).

	11	 (O’Neill 1989, 3).

A critique of pure reason, i.e., of our faculty for judging in accordance with  
a priori principles, would be incomplete, if the power of judgement, which also 
claims to be a faculty of cognition, were not dealt with as a special part of it, 
even though its principles may not constitute a special part of a system of pure 
philosophy [metaphysics], between the theoretical and practical part. (KU 5:168)

The absence of a clear account of the unity of reason in Kant’s corpus has 
led some interpreters to presume that Kant’s critical philosophy is not or cannot 
be completely systematic.8 Perhaps more importantly, Kant’s unclear use of 
the two senses of the whole or unity of reason is not sorted out in the secondary 
literature on the unity of reason, especially in the prevalent approach to under-
stand the whole or unity of reason on the basis of one of its faculties or some 
arrangement among them.9 Two major types of interpretations can be isolated 
within this general approach. The first type usually seeks the unity of reason in 
practical reason or in some kind of arrangement among the faculties under the 
guidance of practical reason. The second type takes the whole of reason to be 
the unification of the theoretical and practical faculties through the reflecting 
power of judgement.10

An example of the first type of interpretation is Onora O’Neill’s. She 
writes:

Kant claims both of the following: 1. The practical use of reason is more fundamen-
tal than its theoretical or speculative use. 2. The Categorical Imperative is the 
supreme principle of practical reason. Hence he must surely also be committed to a 
claim that will startle many of his readers: 3. The Categorical Imperative is the 
supreme principle of reason.11
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	12	 (O’Neill 1989, 20).

O’Neill formulates her conclusion (number 3) more specifically and in refer-
ence to Kant’s comparison of the natural dialectic of reason to the Tower of 
Babel: “in thought as well as in action we must, if we are to evade the threat of 
Babel, act only on the maxim through which we can at the same time will that 
it be a universal law.”12 O’Neill’s claim that the supreme principle of prac-
tical reason is the supreme principle of the whole or unity of reason lacks 
philosophical and textual support. First, that the practical use of reason is 
“more fundamental” (italics added) than its theoretical or speculative use, or 
that Kant speaks of the primacy of practical reason over theoretical reason, 
does not necessarily mean that practical reason is the supreme principle of (the 
unity of) reason. In short, a higher principle is not necessarily the highest prin-
ciple. Second, in the second quote above, where O’Neill extends the principle 
of practical reason to all forms of reasoning, she does not accurately represent 
Kant’s statement in the opening paragraph of the Doctrine of Method of the 
first Critique. In this paragraph, Kant emphasizes the need for a methodolog-
ical or systematic approach in order to avoid the threat of Babel (the natural 
dialectic of reason) and to build the edifice of reason on a solid foundation. But 
O’Neil presents the methodological necessity of the whole or unity of reason—
i.e., the systematic necessity of the oneness of reason prior to its applications—
as the practical necessity or the necessity of its moral part (the categorical 
imperative). Contrary to O’Neill’s claim, nowhere does Kant identify the tran-
scendental method of reason with the categorical imperative. The only way to 
avoid the fate of Babel, Kant says, is to develop a “plan” or “design” for the 
edifice of reason, which does not “exceed our capacity” and yet is “suited to 
our needs” (KrV A707/B735). At no point and in no way in the opening para-
graph of the Doctrine of Method, does Kant imply that the supreme principle 
of this plan or design is the categorical imperative. In fact, Kant explicitly 
states the four key components of the plan or design for the edifice of reason or 
“a complete system of pure reason:”

By the transcendental doctrine of method, therefore, I understand the determination 
of the formal conditions of a complete system of pure reason. With this aim, we shall 
have to concern ourselves with a discipline, a canon, an architectonic, and finally 
a history of pure reason. (KrV A707-8/B735-6)

Kant’s presentation of the discipline of pure reason as the first formal condition 
of a complete system of pure reason is not accidental. As will be discussed 
below, this priority indicates that the first principle of the unity of reason is the 
discipline of pure reason. Kant discusses the systematic condition of the prac-
tical (positive) use of reason in the Canon of Pure Reason, which, as Kant states, 
presupposes the discipline (negative use) of pure reason (KrV A796/A824). 
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	13	 In the Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic in the first Critique, Kant discusses 
empirical nature under the rubric of theoretical or speculative cognition. This sense 
of theoretical cognition includes but is broader than theoretical reason proper, or 
understanding, as it is used in the Transcendental Analytic. That Kant takes up 
empirical nature in the Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic and not in the 
Transcendental Analytic may indicate his early reservation about the limits of his 
division of reason into theoretical and practical faculties. In the third Critique, 
Kant revises his doctrine of faculties of reason. In this revision, empirical nature 
is approached through the reflecting (in this case, teleological) power of judgement 
not in terms of the broad sense of theoretical reason. Kant states: “Teleology … 
does not belong to any doctrine at all, but only to critique, and indeed to that of a 
particular cognitive faculty, namely that of the power of judgement” (KU 5:416 
and 5:417).

	14	 Sasha Mudd’s “Rethinking the Priority of Practical Reason in Kant” addresses the 
question of Kant’s account of the specification of nature in the Appendix to the 
Transcendental Dialectic within the frame of O’Neill’s thesis. To do so, Mudd 
avoids speaking of the categorical Imperative as the supreme principle of all rea-
soning, at least in the way O’Neill does. Instead, Mudd suggests that “a categor-
ical imperative” can be “an apt model” (Mudd 2013, 89, italics added) for the 
unity of reason. But the replacement of O’Neill’s “Categorical Imperative” with 
what Mudd calls “the generic concept of a categorical imperative” (Mudd 2013, 99) 
compounds the unjustified identification of the methodological necessity of rea-
son with the practical necessity of reason in O’Neill. O’Neill’s use of “Categor-
ical Imperative” is straightforward, as she follows what Kant considers to be the 
only valid categorical Imperative, that is, the moral law. But in using “the generic 
concept of a categorical imperative,” Mudd makes contradictory claims. On the 
one hand, she takes “the generic concept of a categorical imperative” to be a 
model for the unity of reason. On the other hand, Mudd insists on the practical 
character of this generic concept. It is unclear what remains of the practical nature 
of the categorical imperative if it is reduced to a categorical imperative that 
works merely as a generic model.

Third, as the supreme principle of morality, the categorical imperative by 
itself cannot even ground the systematic use of practical reason, let alone the 
entirety of the critical system. The categorical imperative cannot determine 
the relation between practical reason and empirical nature in a thorough-
going and systematic manner. The determination of empirical nature requires 
a level of specification that neither theoretical reason proper nor practical 
reason proper can supply.13 This issue, with which O’Neill does not engage, 
is one of the major motivations behind the Appendix to the Transcendental 
Dialectic and the Canon of Pure Reason in the first Critique, even before 
Kant addresses it more thoroughly in his revised doctrine of faculties in the 
third Critique.14
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	15	 (Kleingeld 1998, 336).
	16	 (Kleingeld 1998, 334).
	17	 (Kleingeld 1998, 335).
	18	 As will be discussed in the third part of this paper, this conception of discipline, 

which is invented in response to the unjustifiable claims of speculative (dialectical) 
reason in the first Critique, is foundational for the critical system as a whole. The 
discipline of pure reason is the primary systematic condition for all uses of the 
faculties of reason, because it delimits (systematically forms) all possible content to 
which these faculties are directed.

Contrary to O’Neill, Pauline Kleingeld presents a version of the first type of 
interpretation that appreciates the limits of practical reason proper when it comes 
to the question of the systematic unity of reason. Invoking Kant’s argument for 
the primacy of practical reason over theoretical reason, Kleingeld locates the 
unity of reason in the belief that harmonizes theoretical reason with practical 
reason: “In sum, the two uses of reason are not only not in conflict, but they both 
lead to the (thin) view of nature as divinely designed. Theoretical and practical 
reason are united or combined through the belief that nature harmonizes with 
morality.”15 Kleingeld suggests that the unity of reason rests on assuming the 
existence of God as the creator of a teleological world that is in harmony with 
morality. And it is through the systematic needs of theoretical reason and ulti-
mately practical reason that we can justifiably make such an assumption.16 
Kleingeld’s account has the advantage of taking seriously the systematic needs 
of the use of practical reason and acknowledging that practical reason proper 
cannot satisfy these needs by itself. That said, Kleingeld’s interpretation does not 
conceive of the unity of reason in a way that is systematically prior to theoretical 
reason and practical reason. The whole is taken to be the result of a systematic 
arrangement between the two parts: the subordination of theoretical reason to 
practical reason within the belief in God. This approach conflates the two senses 
of the whole, as they were outlined above, and thus does not help us conceive of 
the originary conception of the whole of reason, i.e., the most basic sense of the 
whole of reason prior to its parts. Without presupposing the originary conception 
of the whole, what Kant characterizes as “the complete concept of the whole,” 
the parts cannot be systematically arranged and harmonized. The limitation of 
Kleingeld’s approach becomes more evident if we notice that, contrary to 
her claim, “the belief in the existence of a God who has purposively ordered 
nature”17 cannot be the ultimate basis for the unity of theoretical reason and 
practical reason. For Kant, any assumption regarding the supersensible realm 
can be legitimate only if it rests on a critique—or more precisely, a disciplining—
of theoretical reason. This means that the belief in the existence of God requires 
presupposing the discipline of pure reason. As “a system of caution and 
self-examination” (KrV A711/B739), this discipline tests all claims of reason 
regarding the supersensible realm.18 As Kant notes in his essay on the so-called 
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	19	 With regard to the practical postulates, in the second Critique, Kant states: “they 
receive objective reality through an apodictic practical law, as necessary conditions 
of the possibility of what it commands us to make an object” (KpV 5:135). This 
statement should not be taken to mean that the practical law is the systematic con-
dition of practical postulates and their “objective reality.” Here, Kant only states 
that the “three ideas of speculative reason” “namely, freedom, immortality, and 
God” have “no objective reality” in a theoretical sense (Ibid.) and their objective 
reality should be understood in a practical sense. Giving “objective reality” to these 
ideas in a practical sense is not the same as being the systematic condition of these 
ideas as practical postulates. The apodictic practical law can give “objective reality” to 
these ideas only through “a system of caution and self-examination out of the nature 
of reason” or what Kant calls “the discipline of pure reason” (KrV A711/B739). That 
is to say, the necessity of practical law cannot be systematically acted on except 

‘pantheism controversy,’ a justifiable assumption about the existence of God 
first needs to be subject to the discipline of the critical method of reason:

Mendelssohn probably did not think about the fact that arguing dogmatically with 
pure reason in the field of the supersensible is the direct path to philosophical enthu-
siasm, and that only a critique of this same faculty of reasons can fundamentally 
remedy this ill. Of course, the discipline of the scholastic method (the Wolffian, for 
example, which he recommended for this reason) can actually hold back this mis-
chief for a long time, since all concepts must be determined through definitions and 
all steps must be justified through principles; but that will by no means wholly get rid 
of it. For with what right will anyone prohibit reason—once it has, by his own admis-
sion, achieved success in this field—from going still farther in it? And where then is 
the boundary at which it must stop? (WDO 8:138, bold added)

To be sure, Kleingeld does not argue dogmatically for the existence of God. In 
her account, the belief in the existence of God performs a regulative function. 
Kleingeld, nevertheless, overlooks the foundational role of the discipline of the 
critical method, which determines “the boundary at which it [reason] must 
stop.” She neglects that, in the critical system, the right to assume the existence 
of God presupposes the right of reason to prohibit its theoretical application 
beyond the sensible realm. This prohibition, which is the disciplinary determi-
nation of boundaries of reason, is necessary for systematizing all uses of reason. 
Kant calls this prohibition “a negative principle in the use of one’s faculty of 
cognition” (WDO 8:146). It is only on the basis of this prohibition or negative 
principle that reason can legitimately assume the existence of God. To put it 
more generally, all regulative legislations of reason must presuppose the “neg-
ative legislation” of the discipline of pure reason, “before which no sophistical 
illusion can stand but must immediately betray itself” (KrV A710/B739).19 
This methodological prohibition or discipline, which also functions as the 
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through the methodological necessity of the discipline of pure reason. It is through 
this discipline that the legitimate needs of practical reason in the supersensible can be 
distinguished from the arbitrary claims of theoretical reason (e.g., regarding the 
existence of spiritual beings) that naturally extends itself into the supersensible. 
It is also through this discipline that the practical needs of reason can be systemat-
ically addressed. In Kant’s account, giving objective reality, or positive necessity, 
to the practical postulates presupposes the methodological or negative necessity of 
the discipline of pure reason. Any claim regarding supersensible objects that is not 
already subjected to the discipline of pure reason lacks systematic grounding and 
can lead to enthusiasm (Schwärmerei).

	20	 Kleingeld’s account does not discuss the implications of Kant’s revised doctrine of 
faculties in the third Critique. Paul Guyer pursues these implications further but he 
ultimately falls back on practical reason to account for the systematic unity of rea-
son in critical philosophy: “the systematic unity of nature and freedom in Kant’s 
three Critiques” is “valid only ‘from a practical point of view’” (Guyer 2005, 279).

	21	 (Nuzzo 2005, 17).

systematic condition of “the belief” in a “divinely designed” nature, or reason’s 
faith (Vernunftglaube) in God, is missing in Kleingeld’s account.20

The second type of interpretation that understands the unity of reason on the 
basis of one of its faculties relies on the faculty of the reflecting power of 
judgement in the third Critique. An example of this type of interpretation is 
Angelica Nuzzo’s:

In the third Critique, Kant attempts to think of the ‘unity’ of the human being—of its 
physical body and its moral soul—on the basis of the unitary way in which reason 
works in the aforementioned two spheres [nature and morality]. He recognizes that 
reason tries to bring freedom into the realm of nature by relating to nature in ways 
that provide an alternative to natural science but are not purely moral. Reason dis-
covers the two ‘logics’ of beauty and life, or teleology, which are both free of any 
direct (constitutive) cognitive or moral aim and are both necessary if the system of 
reason is to be complete.21

Nuzzo presents the unity of reason as the unification of theoretical reason 
and practical reason through the reflecting power of judgement. She draws 
on Kant’s statement that the power of judgement bridges the “incalculable 
gulf” between nature and morality (KU 5:175). This interpretation ignores 
that the role that Kant assigns to the reflecting power of judgement concerns 
the systematic arrangement among the faculties of reason. Such arrangement 
presupposes the most basic sense of the whole of reason, i.e., the originary 
conception of the whole that is complete in its purpose. In the third Critique, 
Kant characterizes this sense of the whole of reason as “a critique of pure 
reason” (KU 5:168), of “our cognitive faculty as a whole” (KU 5:174), or of 
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	22	 (Nuzzo 2008, 2). Another example of the second type of interpretation is Jean-Luc 
Nancy’s take on systematicity: “the heart of the system, what articulates it and puts 
it into play, what gives it the internal consistency and purposiveness that makes up 
genuine systematicity, is the feeling of pleasure and displeasure” (Nancy 2003, 
210). A more recent version of the second type of interpretation is Heiner Klemme’s 
(Klemme 2014). Klemme rightly points out O’Neill’s unjustifiable identification of 
critique with moral autonomy, but he pursues the unity of reason in terms of another 
faculty of reason, i.e., the reflecting power of judgement.

“the pure faculty of cognition in general” (KU 5:176) prior to its division 
into three faculties of cognition. Nuzzo conflates the conception of the 
whole of reason that is the systematic condition for the internal organization 
of the faculties of reason with the conception of the whole that directly con-
cerns such internal organization in its strict sense. She does so in a way that 
also goes against Kant’s unequivocal claim that the unity of critical reason 
must be conceived “independently of all experience” (KrV A xii). As is evi-
dent in her interchangeable use of human “reason” and the “human being,” 
Nuzzo does not conceive of the unification of theoretical reason and practical 
reason in a strictly transcendental sense. She assumes that the unity of reason 
cannot be “independent” of or in “separation from … sensibility,” and thus 
collapses into each other the transcendental and anthropological levels of 
analysis in Kant’s philosophy.22

Despite significant differences between and within the two types of interpre-
tation of the unity of reason, neither distinguishes the two senses of whole that 
Kant implies in his writing. Both types of interpretation neglect the originary 
conception of the whole of reason. In doing so, they ignore that the whole of 
reason, from which all possible cognitions of faculties of reason are supposed 
to be derived, cannot be based on these faculties or some arrangement among 
them.

The next section begins to outline a sense of the whole of reason in the first 
Critique that is prior to the parts or faculties of reason and their possible cog-
nitions. This sense of the whole of reason remains central to the entirety of the 
critical system, including to the second and third Critiques, although at the 
time of the publication of the first Critique Kant had no intention of writing the 
last two Critiques and had not developed his tripartite doctrine of faculties.

II. The Whole of Reason: The Apodictic Modality or Necessary Standard 
of Reason
If we take seriously Kant’s view that the systematicity of reason requires the 
whole or unity of reason to be prior to its parts or faculties, and if we also 
accept that the existing interpretations understand the unity of reason in a way 
that is not prior to its faculties, we need to determine how Kant might conceive 
of the whole or unity of reason prior to its parts. To do so, it is helpful to start 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0012217318000318 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0012217318000318


The Whole of Reason in Kant’s Critical Philosophy  265

with an outline of how, in Kant’s account, the priority of the whole of reason 
over its parts is supposed to facilitate the completeness or systematicity of 
reason. I will suggest that the way in which this priority makes reason com-
plete or systematic indicates that we should understand the whole of reason in 
transcendental-modal terms, as the apodictic modality or necessary mode of 
reason, i.e., as the standard that determines what can systematically belong to 
reason and thus determines what can be possible content of the faculties of 
reason.

Kant argues for the priority of the whole of reason over the parts of reason 
in order to ensure the completeness of critique as the science or system of pure 
reason. In Kant’s account, the priority of the whole of reason over its parts 
requires that we think of reason in a way that systematically includes all the 
possible functions (cognitions) of its parts. This systematic inclusion is the 
nature of what Kant calls “the complete concept of the whole” of reason: if 
“the function [Zweck] of any member [part or faculty of reason] can be derived 
only from the complete concept of the whole” of reason, there will be no func-
tion “in the domain of this faculty” which is not completely determined and 
settled (Prol 4:263).

If, as Kant writes, the priority of the whole of reason over the parts implies 
that the whole of reason means reason that systematically includes all possible 
functions of its parts or faculties, the question becomes how reason can be such 
a whole, i.e., how all possible functions of the faculties of reason can be system-
atically included in “the complete concept of the whole” of reason. Can this 
systematic inclusion, or the wholeness of reason, be possible through gathering, 
enumerating, and harmonizing different functions of theoretical, practical, and 
reflecting parts of reason? If, as Kant suggests, the systematic inclusion of all 
possible functions of the parts of reason, or the formation of “the complete con-
ception of the whole” of reason, cannot be attained through incremental addition 
and incorporation of the possible functions of each part into a whole, how and in 
what sense can reason be a whole independently of its parts?

Reason can systematically include all possible functions of its faculties, i.e., 
be a whole in its originary conception, if and only if it systematically separates 
or distinguishes what can be included in reason as possible functions (cogni-
tions) of its faculties from what cannot. Any systematic inclusion requires a 
systematic separation of the inside from the outside. Without separating what 
can systematically belong to reason from what cannot, reason cannot be a 
whole. Nor can the differentiation of the parts of reason and their possible 
functions in that whole be systematic and complete. Such separation requires a 
single standard that determines what can systematically belong to reason. This 
means that the whole of reason is the standard that separates and thus deter-
mines what can systematically belong to reason. The standard is not a doctrinal 
principle that can be imposed on human reason from the outside. As I discuss 
below, the standard is reason’s constant disciplinary self-enactment, systemat-
ically underlying all acts (uses) of reason in relation to objects.
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	23	 A detailed discussion of Kant’s conception of apodictic philosophical certainty is 
beyond the scope of this paper. Here is a brief outline of Kant’s conception of apo-
dictic certainty. Generally speaking, Kant divides rational certainty into two types: 
mathematical and philosophical. Mathematical certainty is intuitive, i.e., grounded 
in pure intuition. Philosophical certainty is discursive, i.e., ultimately grounded in 
reason. Kant defines his conception of philosophical certainty in two steps. In the 
first step, he points out that philosophical certainty is about “the subjective validity” 
or modality of cognitions (KrV A822/B850) rather than the “objective property of 
cognition” (Log 9:65). The subjective validity of cognitions concerns the subject’s 
way—modality or mode—of “holding-to-be-true [Fürwahrhalten]” (Log 9:66) 
whereas the objective property of cognitions concerns the truth of the predicates of 
the objects of our cognition. In short, philosophical certainty resides in the mode in 
which we judge rather than in what we judge. In the second step, Kant identifies 
philosophical certainty (Gewissheit) with a particular mode of holding-to-be-true: 
knowing (Wissen). Knowing is one of the “three kinds or modi” of holding-to-be-
true: “opining [Meinung], believing [Glaube] and knowing [Wissen]. Opining is 
problematic judging, believing is assertoric judging, and knowing is apodictic 
judging” (Ibid.). Opining is a mode of holding-to-be-true (problematic judging) 
that is “subjectively as well as objectively insufficient” (Ibid.). Opining takes place 

Kant understands the systematicity of reason, including the standard that 
determines reason as a whole, to be of a modal-apodictic rather than an objec-
tive nature. In his account, reason can be systematic or scientific if it is con-
ceived independently of the objective content of its cognitions and on the basis 
of what is absolutely necessary in human reason. Kant sometimes uses the 
concept of ‘knowing’ (Wissen) to refer to these requirements. In his account of 
“Logical completeness of cognition as to modality” in Jäsche Logic, Kant 
writes: “in a science we often know [wissen] only the cognitions but not the 
thing presented through them” (Log 9:72). It is the modal-apodictic nature of 
knowing (Wissen)—i.e., reason’s knowing of its own absolute necessity inde-
pendent of the objective content of its cognitions—that makes it foundational 
for a system of reason, including critique as the science of pure reason:

From knowing comes science, by which is to be understood the complex of a cogni-
tion as a system. It is opposed to common cognition, i.e., to the complex of a cogni-
tion as mere aggregate. A system rests on an idea of the whole, which precedes the 
parts, while with common cognition on the other hand, or a mere aggregate of cog-
nitions, the parts precede the whole. (Log 9:72)

Knowing is foundational to the system of reason because “what I know 
[wissen] … I hold to be apodictically certain, i.e., to be universally and objec-
tively necessary (holding for all)” (Log 9:66).23 Knowing is universally 
necessary in the sense that it concerns only what is absolutely necessary in 
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with “the consciousness of a mere possibility of the judging” (Log 9:108). Believing 
is a mode holding-to-be-true (assertoric judging) that is “objectively insufficient but 
subjectively sufficient” (Log 9:66). Believing takes place with “the consciousness 
of the actuality of the judging” (Log 9:108). Knowing is a mode of holding-to-be-
true (apodictic judging) that is subjectively as well as objectively sufficient (Log 
9:66) (KrV A822/B850). It takes place with “the consciousness of the necessity 
of the judging” (Log 9:108). The consciousness of this necessity is the conscious-
ness of what is “universally and objectively necessary (holding for all)” in our 
reason (Log 9:66). Knowing or philosophical certainty is the complete (system-
atic) form of holding-to-be-true, in which a cognition or judgement is subjec-
tively as well as objectively sufficient.

human reason. Given that this necessity is universal to reason, knowing is 
also objectively necessary in the sense that its necessity applies to objects 
“even granted that the object to which this certain holding-to-be-true  
[Fürwahrhalten] relates should be a merely empirical truth” (Ibid.).

Although in the first Critique Kant does not extensively discuss that, in the 
science of critique, knowing is first and foremost knowing (or the apodictic 
certainty of) the standard of reason, he is unequivocal that critique contains 
only what reason knows, or is apodictically certain of, that is, “all pure cogni-
tions” of reason and most importantly the standard that underlies the universal 
necessity and objective necessity of these cognitions. Kant writes:

As far as certainty is concerned, I have myself pronounced the judgement that in 
this kind of inquiry [critique] it is no way allowed to hold opinions, and anything 
that even looks like an hypothesis is a forbidden commodity, which should not be 
put up for sale even at the lowest price but must be confiscated as soon as it is 
discovered. For every cognition that is supposed to be certain a priori pro-
claims that it wants to be held for absolutely necessary, and even more is this 
true of a determination of all pure cognitions a priori, which is to be the 
standard [Richtmass] and thus even the example of all apodictic (philosophical) 
certainty. (KrV A xv, bold added)

Kant indicates that the determination of the standard for all pure cognitions 
makes reason certain of all pure cognitions that can belong to it. That is to say, 
the wholeness of reason consists in the single necessary standard that deter-
mines what falls within the purview of reason and thus legitimately governs all 
possible uses or cognitions of the faculties of reason. In establishing the 
necessary standard or apodictic modality of its possible cognitions, reason 
determines all possible cognitions that its faculties can rightfully pursue.

Kant builds this apodictic philosophical certainty or knowing into his 
foundational concept of “transcendental.” He defines the concept of “tran-
scendental” first and foremost in methodological terms: “I call all cognition 
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	24	 The literature on Kant’s conception of modality is often focused on the modality of 
the understanding and the modality of practical reason. Such focus reduces the 
modality of reason in its methodological sense to the modality of understanding 
and the modality of practical reason, and thus takes critical philosophy in a positiv-
istic direction. This paper discusses the apodictic modality of reason in its method-
ological sense, which is systematically prior to the distinction between the faculties 
of reason.

transcendental that is occupied not so much with objects but with our mode of 
cognition [Erkenntnisart] of objects, insofar as that should be possible a priori” 
(KrV B25, bold added). Kant understands the modality or “mode [Art]” of 
cognition of objects as methodological and defines it in contrast to the “manner” 
of cognition that is “free” (arbitrary): “All cognition, and a whole of cognition, 
must be in conformity with a rule. (Absence of rules is at the same time unrea-
son.) But this rule is either that of manner (free) or that of method (inner neces-
sitation [Zwang])” (Log 9:139). The “cognition” that Kant calls transcendental 
is not defined in terms of any form of relation to objects. It is neither theoret-
ical, nor practical, nor empirical. Transcendental cognition is reason’s method-
ological cognition of cognitions, or what Kant more precisely calls reason’s 
‘knowing’ (Wissen) of its own “mode of cognition of objects” (KrV A11/B25, 
bold added), that is, of the modality or standard that is necessary for its system-
atic cognition of objects.24 In the preface to the first edition of the first Critique, 
Kant calls reason’s knowing of its own apodictic modality of cognitions of 
objects, “critique,” which he says is reason’s “self-cognition” (KrV A xi). Kant 
takes transcendental critique, or reason’s knowing of itself, to be foundational 
to the use of the faculties of reason because, as mentioned above, in knowing 
its own apodictic modality, reason also delimits the possible content or objects 
of its faculties. Reason’s self-knowing, or more specifically reason’s determi-
nation of its standard for all its cognitions, is the highest form of reason’s 
self-determination. It is precisely in this methodological or modal-apodictic 
sense that Kant speaks of the genetic nature of the concept of the transcenden-
tal, as “the origin of our cognitions of objects insofar as that cannot be ascribed 
to the objects” (KrV A55-6/B80). This means that reason functions as the sys-
tematic origin of our cognitions of objects in the sense that, in knowing itself, 
reason enacts the standard according to which all possible cognitions of objects 
belong to it.

Kant puts the originary character of the apodictic modality, or absolutely 
necessary standard, of reason at the centre of the metaphysical deduction of the 
categories, where he attempts to conceive of the whole of reason as the a priori 
source or “origin of the a priori categories in general” (KrV B159). Kant’s 
account of how the whole of reason functions as the a priori origin of the table 
of judgements and thereby the table of categories can be outlined in three 
major steps.
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	25	 Equivalents such as ‘the sum total’ and ‘the sum’ for Inbegriff, which are used in all 
English translations of the first Critique, imply that the whole of reason is the result 
of the gradual accretion of its faculties. Such equivalents distort the methodological 
priority of the whole of reason over its parts. I use ‘whole’ as the more accurate 
term among English equivalents for ‘Inbegriff.’ The etymological link between 
‘Inbegriff’ and ‘Begriff,’ which happens to reflect their philosophical connection in 
Kant’s use, is hidden in English. In my account, ‘Inbegriff’ is the apodictic modality 
or systematic origin of ‘Begriff.’

In the first step, Kant introduces “an idea of the whole [Ganzen] of the  
a priori cognitions of the understanding” (KrV A64/B89). This whole is an 
“absolute unity” or “systematic unity” (KrV A67/B92), from which the table of 
judgements and thereby the table of categories are to be derived. To perform 
such an a priori originary function, the whole must be “a unity that subsists 
on its own” and in no need “to be supplemented by any external additions” 
(KrV A65/B89-90, italics added). The “whole [Inbegriff]” (KrV A65/B90) of 
the a priori cognitions of the understanding must be conceived in separation “not 
only from everything empirical, but even from all sensibility” (KrV A65/B89, 
italics added).25 This stipulation implies that the whole of the a priori cogni-
tions of the understanding cannot belong to either the understanding proper, or 
the power of judgement, or pure imagination. These faculties presuppose the 
possible givenness of objects in sensibility. Therefore, they cannot abstract 
from sensibility as such and be able to function as the originary source or self-
standing whole of a priori cognitions of the understanding.

In the second step, Kant indicates that the whole of a priori cognitions of 
the understanding can be thought only in modal terms, as the necessary 
touchstone or standard for the systematic organization of all cognitions of 
reason. Kant writes: “the whole of its [understanding’s] cognitions will 
constitute a system that is to be grasped and determined under one idea, the 
completeness and articulation of which can at the same time yield a touchstone 
of the correctness and genuineness of all the pieces of cognition fitting  
into it” (KrV A65/B89-90, italics added). In short, the whole that systemat-
ically grounds all cognitions of objects is also the touchstone or standard 
for relation to and cognition of objects without itself being in any sense 
object-related.

In the final step, Kant implies that the whole of the a priori cognitions of 
the understanding is the modality of reason in its apodictic judgements. For 
Kant, the modality of judgements “contributes nothing to the content of the 
judgement … but rather concerns only the value of the copula in relation to 
thinking in general” (KrV A74/B100, italics added). In Jäsche Logic, Kant 
explains modal judgements in a way that brings out the holistic nature of 
“the value of the copula in relation to thinking in general.” He states that 
the modality of judgements deals with “the relation of the whole of judgement 
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	26	 Kant’s reference to “reason” “in the sequel” seems vague. He does not directly say 
whether he refers to reason in its natural-dialectical sense in the Transcendental 
Dialectic, or reason in its critical-methodological sense in the Doctrine of Method. 
Nevertheless, Kant’s matching of reason with apodictic judgements indicates that 
he is pointing to reason in its critical-methodological sense, not its natural-dialectical 
one. In the first Critique, dialectical reason is primarily organized in terms of the 
title of relation in the table of categories, not in terms of the title of modality.

to the faculty of cognition” (Log 9:109, italics added). The three modal judge-
ments, however, do not determine the value of the copula, or the whole of 
judgement, in relation to thinking in general in the same way. Problematic 
judgements only verify the merely logical integrity or wholeness of judge-
ments, and therefore are in an arbitrary relation to the objective content of 
judgements. Assertoric judgements can verify the existential integrity or 
wholeness of judgements—i.e., the existence or non-existence of the objective 
content of judgements—but they cannot establish the integrity or wholeness of 
all possible objective content of judgements. Doing so requires apodictic 
judgements that establish an absolute necessity with regard to all possible con-
tent of judgements. Apodictic judgements enact the necessary value or stan-
dard by which all possible content of judgements can be systematically 
organized in thinking in general. To repeat Kant, they “yield a touchstone of 
the correctness and genuineness of all the pieces of cognition fitting into it” 
(KrV A65/B89-90, italics added). In other words, apodictic judgements estab-
lish the systematic integrity or wholeness, from which the table of judgements 
and ultimately the table of the categories can be derived. Referring to problem-
atic, assertoric, and apodictic judgements in a footnote in the metaphysical 
deduction, Kant states that apodictic judgements of modality belong to reason: 
“It is just as if in the first case thought were a function of the understanding, in 
the second of the power of judgement, and in the third of reason. This is a remark 
the elucidation of which can be expected only in the sequel” (KrV A75/B100).26 
It is only the apodictic modality of reason—the necessary touchstone of all 
acts of the faculties of reason—that can establish the self-standing whole of 
a priori cognitions of the understanding and thus function as the “absolute” 
or “systematic unity” of reason (KrV A67/B92).

It is noteworthy that Kant formulates in various ways the modal-apodictic 
or holistic sense of reason as the necessary standard for all possible cogni-
tions. For example, Kant sometimes speaks of reason’s modal determination 
of its systematic integrity or wholeness as the ‘correction’ of all cognitions of 
reason. Transcendental critique, Kant writes, “does not aim at the amplifica-
tion of the cognitions themselves, but only at their correction [Berichtigung]” 
(KrV A12/B26, italics added). Such correction, which is also called “the 
purification of our reason” (KrV A11/B25), aims to establish the systematic 
integrity or wholeness of a priori cognitions. The systematic correction of all 
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	27	 The third section will discuss how the discipline (or inner necessitation) of pure 
reason is the systematic rule or principles of all rules.

cognitions is not the correction of an error resulting from an application of 
improper rules or a faulty application of proper rules. Kant’s conception of 
systematic correction methodologically precedes all rules and their applica-
tions in cognitions. Employing language similar to that which he used in the 
metaphysical deduction Kant says that the systematic correction of cogni-
tions aims “to supply the touchstone of the worth or worthlessness of all 
cognitions a priori” (KrV A12/B26, italics added). Systematic correction 
(Berichtigung) consists in the invention of reason’s absolutely necessary 
standard (Richtmass) or apodictic modality. This necessary standard is the 
immanent principle of all rules, the methodological necessity underlying the 
logic of a priori object-relatedness, transcendental logic in its strict sense.27 
The invention of reason’s necessary standard functions as the prevention of 
the systematic errors of reason’s convention (natural dialectic), i.e., the  
determination of reason’s standard that sorts out what qualifies as a possible 
cognition.

In his lectures on logic, Kant formulates the critical-methodological cor-
rection of reason as the transformation of the natural life of reason (natural 
logic) into critical reason (artificial or systematic logic). Natural logic or 
“logica naturalis” deals with “rules for how we think” whereas artificial 
logic or “logica artificialis” concerns “rules for how we ought to think” 
(V-Lo/Wiener 24:791). While he emphasizes the systematic primacy of arti-
ficial logic over natural logic, Kant acknowledges that rules of artificial logic 
can be invented “only through observation of that natural use” (Log 9:17). In 
other words, as logic, critical reason is inevitably retrospective. In Kant’s 
account, the ought of artificial or systematic logic is not a mere recommen-
dation. It is primarily the methodological must, the systematic corrective or 
self-discipline of reason at the core of artificial logic, which is “a science of 
the correct [richtigen] use of the understanding and of reason in general” 
(Log 9:16). This “correct” use is primarily the systematic correction, or 
methodological prevention, of dialectical errors. The correction supplies the 
standard of reason, which functions as the absolutely necessary standard for 
all uses of reason. It is thus not surprising that Kant speaks of logica artifi-
cialis in a manner that emphasizes the identity of logic (in its transcendental-
methodological sense) and critique regarding their modi, or systematic forms. 
In light of this identity of the transcendental-methodological sense of logic 
with critique, Kant uses his description of critique, as discussed above, to 
explain the science of logic: the science of logic is the “universal propae-
deutic to all use of the understanding and reason in general,” which is 
necessary “for correcting our cognition, but not for amplifying it” (Log 9:13). 
Similarly, Kant describes the science of logic primarily in terms of reason’s 
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	28	 Kant’s identification of critique with a methodological (systematic) sense of logic 
indicates that his critical philosophy and Hegel’s speculative logic are closer than 
usually thought, and yet they are very different when their common focus on syste-
maticity is better understood. Although at several points, Hegel claims that Kant’s 
critical philosophy is not holistic and systematic, there are places where Hegel 
acknowledges and indeed follows Kant’s use of dialectic to arrive at a methodo-
logical (systematic) sense of logic. In the final chapter of Science of Logic, “The 
absolute idea,” where Hegel lays out his own account of the method of reason, 
he writes: “The fundamental prejudice here is that dialectic has only a negative 
result … regarding the said form in which dialectic usually makes its appearance, 
it is to be observed that according to that form the dialectic and its result affect a 
subject matter which is previously assumed or also the subjective cognition of it, 
and declare either the latter or the subject matter to be null and void, while, on the 
contrary, no attention is given to the determinations which are exhibited in the 
subject matter as in a third thing and presupposed as valid for themselves. To 
have called attention to this uncritical procedure has been the infinite merit of the 
Kantian philosophy, and in so doing to have given the impetus to the restoration 
of logic and dialectic understood as the examination of thought determinations in 
and for themselves” (Hegel 2010, 743).

necessary (systematic) form or apodictic modality, in the same way that he 
defines the concept of the transcendental in the introduction to the second 
edition of the first Critique: “Logic is thus a self-cognition of the under-
standing and of reason, not as to their faculties in regard to objects, however, 
but merely as to form” (Log 9:14).28

In his introduction to the third Critique, Kant succinctly formulates this 
primary, disciplinary sense of critique as the systematic correction or deter-
mination of the boundaries of all possible uses of reason in relation to 
objects. He states that the critique of the faculties of cognition should not 
be understood in terms of any object domain or the sum total of object  
domains:

The critique of the faculties of cognition with regard to what they can accomplish 
a priori has, strictly speaking, no domain [Gebiet] with regard to objects, because it 
is not a doctrine, but only has to investigate whether and how a doctrine is possible 
through it given the way it is situated with respect to our faculties. Its field [Feld] 
extends to all the presumptions of that doctrine, in order to set it within its rightful 
[Rechtmässigkeit] boundaries. (KU 5:176)

Having outlined some of Kant’s key insights into the methodological or 
modal-apodictic nature of the whole of reason and the systematic priority of 
this whole over the three faculties of reason, we should now turn to the ques-
tion of how reason determines itself as a whole. The single most important 
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	29	 Most interpretations of the first Critique downplay, overlook, or dismiss the crucial 
significance of the Doctrine of Method for understanding this book. E.g., see 
(Kemp Smith 1962), (Strawson 1966), (Pippin 1982), (Longuenesse 1998), and 
(Allison 2004). For examples of sporadic treatment of the Doctrine of Method, see 
(Vaihinger 1965), (O’Neill 1989), (Wilson 1993), and (Fulda and Stolzenberg 
2001). Few works in Kant scholarship are devoted to the Doctrine of Method as a 
whole. Heinz Heimsoeth presents one of the few commentaries on the Doctrine of 
Method (Heimsoeth 1971). In his posthumous manuscripts, Giorgio Tonelli offers 
key insights into some of the major themes of the Doctrine of Method (Tonelli 
1994). But neither Heimsoeth nor Tonelli interprets the Doctrine of Method as the 
locus of reason’s self-enactment as a whole.

	30	 Similarly, in Jäsche Logic, using ‘critique’ and ‘the science of logic’ inter-
changeably, Kant reiterates this point: “As the doctrine of elements in logic has 
for its content the elements and conditions of the completeness of a cognition, 
so the universal doctrine of method, as the other part of logic, has to deal with 
the form of a science in general, or with the mode and way of acting so as to 
connect the manifold of cognition in a science” (Log 9:139, italics added). To 
be sure, Kant borrows the division between “elements” and “method” from his 
contemporary logic textbooks. See Tonelli (1994). But this should not be taken 
to mean that the division does not acquire a unique significance in the first  
Critique. E.g., Guyer seems to see little difference between the typical use of 
this division in the 18th century German logic textbooks and Kant’s use of this 
division in the first Critique. He describes the division as “the distinction between 
the exposition of the main elements of logic, the rules for the formation of con-
cepts, judgements, and inferences, and the illustration of the useful application 
of such rules” (Guyer 2010, 10). But the doctrine of method is not concerned 
with “the illustration of the useful application of such rules” in the doctrine of 
elements. Kant is unequivocal that the doctrine of method is “the determination of 
the formal conditions of a complete system of pure reason” (KrV A707/B735), i.e., 
the determination of the systematic (absolutely necessary) conditions of all possible 
uses of reason.

obstacle to appreciating reason’s methodological self-determination is the 
widespread neglect of the Doctrine of Method (of the first Critique) as a 
whole.29 As Kant states in a note in Opus Postumum, the whole of reason can 
be conceived only methodologically, in a Doctrine of Method:

Progress (progressus) in knowledge (qua science in general) begins with the collec-
tion of the elements of knowledge, and then connects them in the mode [Art] in 
which they are to be arranged (systematically). For the division of this enterprise into 
a doctrine of elements and a doctrine of method constitutes the supreme division; the 
former presents the concepts, the latter their arrangement in order to found a scien-
tific whole. (OP 21:386)30
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	31	 Kant’s passage also indicates one of the reasons behind the neglect of the 
Doctrine of Method as a whole: in the first Critique, the Doctrine of Elements 
(the matter of the critical system of reason) comes before the Doctrine of 
Method (the systematic form of the critical system of reason) and thus tends to 
conceal the genetic-systematic primacy of the Doctrine of Method over the 
Doctrine of Elements. For Kant, the order of presentation in the first Critique 
reflects the path reason has in its discovery of its critical essence: its standard 
for the systematicity of its cognitions. This does not mean that a part of reason 
precedes its whole. The order of the systematic grounding of cognitions of rea-
son is not the same as the order in which reason discovers and develops its 
critical method to ground its cognitions systematically. For Kant, reason has no 
option but to gather the material of its cognitions before it can form its material 
systematically. This order reflects the retrospective character of critical reason: 
it is “a customary fate of human reason in speculation to finish its edifice as 
early as possible and only then to investigate whether the ground has been ade-
quately prepared for” (KrV A5/B9). In Prolegomena, Kant reasserts that the first 
Critique “had to be composed according to the synthetic method, so that the science 
[critique] might present all of its articulations, as the structural organization of a 
quite peculiar faculty of cognition, in their natural connection” (Prol 4:263). 
Kant uses the synthetic method in the first Critique since it is “more appro-
priate” than the analytic method “for the end of scientific and systematic prep-
aration of cognition” (Log 9:149).

Kant’s reference in this passage to a doctrine of method as the locus of a 
scientific, or systematic, whole of reason applies exclusively to the first 
Critique.31 It is only in the first Critique that the Doctrine of Method per-
forms its strictly systematic function to found itself as a whole of all cog-
nitions of reason. In the second Critique, Kant remarks, “the doctrine of the 
method of pure practical reason cannot be understood as the mode [Art] to 
proceed … with pure practical principles with a view to scientific cognition 
of them, which alone is properly called method elsewhere, in the theoret-
ical” (KpV 5:151). The methodological appendices in the third Critique are 
not concerned with founding the whole of reason either, since no species of 
reflecting judgements is determinable by principles (KU 5:355 and 5:417). 
It is thus only in the Doctrine of Method of the first Critique that we can 
focus on reason’s strictly systematic function and examine how reason enacts 
itself as a whole or necessary standard for all faculties of reason. The crit-
ical method of reason in the first Critique, particularly its primary compo-
nent the discipline of pure reason, is systematically foundational for the 
entirety of critical philosophy and not merely the operation of theoretical 
reason. The next section will discuss how reason enacts its negative stan-
dard, or its discipline, as the primary systematic condition for the possible 
(positive) uses or cognitions of all faculties of reason in the critical system.
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	32	 To be sure, unlike theoretical reason, practical reason does not overstep its bound-
aries. Nonetheless, the determination of the boundaries of reason in the discipline 
of pure reason is necessary for the systematic use of all faculties of reason, including 
practical reason. This determination is the foundation of a critical-methodological 
sense of reason, which is systematically prior to the distinction between different 
uses of reason. The systematic use of practical reason (in relation to nature) is not 
merely an inner determination of practical reason. The systematic use of any faculty 
of reason requires the a priori determination of the possible content to which that 
faculty might be applied. By limiting theoretical reason, the discipline of pure rea-
son a priori determines the entirety of possible content (ends) to which all faculties 
of reason are applied. In short, the limitation of theoretical reason in the discipline 
of pure reason is necessary not only for avoiding natural dialectical errors of spec-
ulative reason in the supersensible but also for the systematic use of practical rea-
son in relation to the sensible. In this way, the limitation of theoretical reason in the 
first Critique bears methodological (systematic) significance for the entirety of crit-
ical philosophy: it lays the ground for reason as critique, i.e., as a system of pos-
sible cognition. In the opening paragraph of the Doctrine of Method of the second 
Critique, Kant states that the systematicity of practical cognitions of reason rests on 
the Doctrine of Method of the first Critique: “The doctrine of the method of pure 
practical reason cannot be understood as the way to proceed (in reflection as well 
as in exposition) with pure practical principles with a view to scientific cognition of 
them, which alone is properly called method elsewhere, in the theoretical (for 
popular cognition needs a manner [Manier] but sciences a method [Methode] i.e., a 
procedure in accordance with principles of reason by which alone the manifold of 
a cognition can become a system)” (KrV 5:151, bold added).

III. The Discipline of Pure Reason: Reason’s Enactment of Itself as a 
Whole
In his introduction to the Doctrine of Method, Kant refers to the Doctrine of 
Method as the place where “the whole [Inbegriff] of all cognition of pure and 
speculative reason” (KrV A707/B735) is to be established. Comparing the 
system of reason to an edifice, Kant states that the task of the Doctrine of 
Method is to supply the “design” of the edifice the “building materials” of which 
were surveyed in the Doctrine of Elements (Ibid.). The design functions to make 
the building materials reason’s own, to organize the separate elements of reason 
surveyed in the Doctrine of Elements into a unified system of reason. The first 
step in this systematic organization is to separate what can systematically belong 
to reason from what cannot, to delimit the sphere of the legitimate power of 
reason. As Kant puts it, critique follows the advice of Persius (Satires, 4:52): 
“Dwell in your own house, and you will know how simple your possessions 
are” (KrV A xx). The establishment of what systematically belongs to reason 
requires the determination of the standard for what can systematically belong 
to reason, which is the determination of the boundaries of reason.32
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	33	 The “humiliation” (Demütigung) of speculative reason in the discipline of reason is 
methodological not moral. The humiliation of reason in the discipline of pure rea-
son constrains the natural systematic inclination of speculative reason to extend 
itself into the supersensible, whereas in its moral meaning humiliation constrains 
the natural inclination of sense.

Kant introduces the determination of the boundaries of reason, or the 
first principle or necessary standard of reason as a system, in the first chapter 
of the Doctrine of Method, the Discipline of Pure Reason. This determination 
takes place through what Kant calls “negative judgements” (KrV A708/B736). 
Through these judgements, reason disciplines and thus determines itself as a 
whole, i.e., as a standard that a priori applies to all uses of the faculties of 
reason. Kant’s use of the language of “humiliation” (KrV A710/B738) indi-
cates the way in which reason enacts its integrity and wholeness through 
negative judgements of discipline. In its transcendental-methodological 
sense, humiliation is reason’s realization of its proper boundaries; it is the 
self-correction through which reason enables itself to avoid its natural- 
dialectical transgressions.33

In the opening sentence of the Discipline of Pure Reason, Kant tells us 
that these “negative judgements” “do not stand in high regard … and it almost 
takes an apology to earn toleration for them, let alone favor and esteem” 
(KrV A708/B736). Nevertheless, Kant emphasizes that the negative use of 
reason in negative judgements of discipline is of the highest significance 
for the system of critical philosophy as a whole: “the entire philosophy of 
pure reason is concerned merely with this negative use” (KrV A711/B739, 
italics added). In a similar statement, Kant writes: “The greatest and per-
haps only utility of all philosophy of pure reason is thus only negative, 
namely that it does not serve for expansion, as an organon, but rather as  
a discipline, serves for the determination of boundaries, and instead of  
discovering truth it has only the silent merit of guarding against errors” 
(KrV A795/B823, italics added). Kant makes such strong statements because 
the negative use of reason in negative judgements of discipline is the act of 
reason determining its own boundaries—i.e., determining the standard that 
separates what can systematically belong to reason from what cannot. Such 
determination is the first step in forming the system of reason as a system 
of possible cognitions.

Despite his emphatic statement that pure reason is concerned only with 
negative judgements of discipline, Kant discusses them only briefly. These 
judgements do not belong to either general logic or transcendental logic 
proper. In fact, they are modal, apodictic, and determine the wholeness or 
systematic integrity of reason. I will discuss each of these aspects of negative 
judgements in turn.
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To see how negative judgements of discipline do not belong to general 
logic, we must first notice how they differ from negative judgements that are 
placed under the title of quality in the table of judgements. Negative judge-
ments of quality are governed by the merely logical principle of contradiction, 
and abstract from all content of the predicate-concept. They show the merely 
logical impossibility of attributing the predicate-concept to the subject-
concept. In these judgements, “negation always affects the copula” (Log 9:104), 
and “the subject is posited outside the sphere of the predicate” (Log 9:103). 
Negative judgements of quality assert that ‘S is not P’ regardless of what P is. 
By contrast, negative judgements of discipline “are negative not merely on the 
basis of logical form but also on the basis of their content” (KrV A708/B736, 
italics added). Here “content” should be understood as possible content 
rather than as an immediately given sensible content. Excluding that which 
cannot be acquired as a possible content of theoretical cognitions of reason, 
negative judgements of discipline demarcate the whole of possible cogni-
tions of reason. They demarcate the boundary between what is objectively 
possible (the theoretically cognizable) and what is objectively impossible 
(the theoretically un-cognizable). The self-determination of reason as a 
whole of possible cognitions in negative judgements of discipline is the tran-
scendental-methodological acquisition or formation of content in general, 
prior to the distinction between the logical form of understanding and the 
empirical content of sensibility. In this self-determination, reason forms 
itself as a whole of possible cognitions, regardless of the specificity of its 
objective content. That is, negative judgements of discipline at once determine 
the transcendental-systematic form and thus the possible content of cognition 
in general, prior to any relation to objects in theoretical, practical, and reflect-
ing uses of reason.

Negative judgements of discipline are not infinite judgements, i.e., neg-
ative judgements of transcendental logic proper. To be sure, infinite judge-
ments are not concerned with the merely logical negation of the copula. In 
them, “the predicate … is affected” and “the sphere of the predicate” is 
limited (Log 9:104). Infinite judgements take the content of the predicate-
concept into account, and affirm that ‘S is not-P.’ These judgements, nev-
ertheless, indefinitely delimit the content of a predicate-concept through 
presupposing the possible givenness (existence) of objects. Determining 
the content primarily through a relation to possible objects, infinite judge-
ments are not entirely independent of sensible objects. By contrast, nega-
tive judgements of discipline form reason itself, and thus determine the 
possible “content of pure cognition in general” (KrV A709/B737), regard-
less of the existence or non-existence of objects. They determine the meth-
odological (systematic) form of possible cognitions, before objects are 
given in intuition. Prior to the possible (relational) givenness of objects, 
negative judgements of discipline enact the negative methodological (non-
relational or absolute) law of reason’s self-givenness. The positive givenness 
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	34	 Here “content” is used in an objective or object-related sense not a strictly method-
ological sense as possible use.

of objects in sense must presuppose reason’s negative (disciplinary) self-
givenness. Otherwise, cognitions of objects cannot be systematic.

Negative judgements of discipline are modal. As such, they have “a quite 
special function … which is distinctive in that it contributes nothing to the 
content of the judgement (for besides quantity, quality, and relation there is 
nothing more that constitutes the content of a judgement), but rather con-
cerns only the value of the copula in relation to thinking in general”  
(KrV A74/B99-100).34 These judgements perform a genetic function: they 
enact “the method of cognition from pure reason” (KrV A712/B740, italics 
added), i.e., the corrective (critical) method of reason: they “have the special 
job of solely preventing error” (KrV A709/B737), prior to any relation to 
objects. As seen in the Dialectic, speculative reason as applied to the super-
sensible is naturally and inevitably plagued with “an entire system of delu-
sions and deceptions.” Hence, reason needs a discipline, i.e., “a quite special 
and indeed negative legislation … a system of caution and self-examination 
out of the nature of reason and the objects of its pure use, before which no 
false sophistical illusion can stand up.” Unlike “individual errors” which 
“can be remedied through censure” (i.e., the local use of the sceptical method 
of doubt), systematic errors in the Dialectic can be corrected only in a global 
way, transcendentally-methodologically, “through critique” (KrV A711/B739). 
Rather than dealing with dialectical errors of reason one by one, negative 
judgements of discipline correct these errors systematically, i.e., through rea-
son’s methodological determination of its boundaries, the self-enactment of 
the apodictic modality or systematic unity of reason:

where the illusion that presents itself is very deceptive, and where the disadvan-
tage of error is very serious, there the negative in instruction, which serves 
merely to defend us from errors, is more important than many a positive teaching 
by means of which our cognition could be augmented. (KrV A709/B737)

In short, negative judgements of discipline invent the necessary standard  
of reason that prevents dialectical errors rather than extend metaphysical 
cognitions in merely logical or actual terms. These modal judgements are 
neither problematic nor assertoric. They only preserve what is absolutely 
indispensable for reason to be a self-standing system, independent of 
objects.

Negative judgements of discipline are apodictic. That is, they respond to 
and satisfy the most basic transcendental need of reason to protect itself 
against errors. Without satisfying this need, reason cannot be systematic in 
any of its uses. Unlike problematic judgements (‘It is possible that ‘S is P’’) 
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	35	 In English editions of the first Critique, ‘Zwang’ is consistently translated into ‘com-
pulsion.’ This can mislead. In English, ‘compulsion’ implies an external force or con-
straint. To be sure, in other parts of his corpus, Kant sometimes uses ‘Zwang’ in this 
sense. But he also uses ‘Zwang’ interchangeably with ‘Nötigung’ in the sense of 
‘inner necessity’ or ‘necessitation.’ For examples of both uses, see (MS 6:394). In 
defining the discipline of pure reason, Kant uses ‘Zwang’ in the sense of an immanent 
necessity or methodological necessitation. Thus, here I use ‘inner necessitation’ as an 
equivalent for ‘Zwang.’ ‘Necessitation’ brings out the constant need of reason to sub-
ject itself to its inner necessity in order to counter its own “constant propensity” to 
natural dialectic (KrV A709/B737). In this sense, the wholeness of reason is the 
constant and necessary self-enactment of reason in the discipline of pure reason.

	36	 In a note written some time between 1776 and 1778, Kant says: “What was held at the 
start as a doctrine of pure reason is not its discipline, i.e., its correction [Zucht] and ani-
madversion. The discipline is a limitation of the propensities or powers of the mind 
within their appropriate bounds. Discipline is negative. Not dogmatic. The mind must 
not only be instructed [unterwiesen]: institution [Institution], but also be disciplined, 
i.e., be disaccustomed [abgewöhnt] from its bad habits [unarten]” (Refl II 18:71). 

and assertoric judgements (‘It is true that ‘S is P’’), negative judgements of 
discipline enact a transcendental apodicticity (‘It is necessary that ‘S is P’’). 
The apodictic identification of the subject-concept and the predicate- 
concept is prior to and therefore is not concerned with any particular rela-
tion between a subject and a predicate. This identification necessitates the 
non-relational or absolute ground, the whole (Inbegriff) or standard, in 
terms of which all concepts (Begriffe)—subject-concepts and predicate-
concepts—can relate to each other in the system of reason. The apodicticity 
or necessity of negative judgements of discipline is the systematic ground 
that enables the possibility of relation between subject-concepts and pred-
icate-concepts in general. In other words, these judgements enact the disci-
pline of pure reason, i.e., “the inner necessitation [Zwang] through which 
the constant propensity [of reason] to stray from certain rules is limited and 
finally eradicated” (KrV A709/B737).35 This inner necessitation or the 
self-preserving inner force or impulsion of reason is distinct from the empirical 
(psychological or anthropological) necessity of skills in culture (Kultur) 
and the dogmatic necessity of doctrine (Doktrin) in metaphysics proper. 
Culture “would merely produce a skill without first cancelling out another 
one that is already present” (KrV A709/B737). Doctrine would only present 
a dogmatic rule and leaves no room for transcendental negativity. Culture 
and doctrine both lack the singular inner necessitation of a self-enacting 
negativity (self-discipline).36

Negative judgements of discipline enact reason’s whole or integrity, because 
they establish the standard by which reason determines what can systematically 
belong to it from what cannot. This methodological determination of the boundary 
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Kant’s note implies that, despite their differences, culture and doctrine can become 
natural habits of reason, which can deprive reason of the vital force of its negative 
instruction (discipline), i.e., correction/cultivation (Zucht). As forms of natural habit-
uation of reason, culture and doctrine themselves need disciplinary regeneration. In 
breaking reason’s own natural habits, critique regenerates reason. As Kant discusses 
in the Dialectic of the first Critique, empiricism and rationalism are natural habits 
from which reason must be disaccustomed. In contrast, critique is primarily reason’s 
disciplinary self-division, which cultivates reason by separating it from its own nat-
ural habits.

between the inside and the outside of reason systematically forms all possible 
cognitions of reason. It is primarily in this sense that Kant considers critique to 
be propaedeutic to metaphysics; by determining or knowing (Wissen) itself sys-
tematically, reason makes its possible cognitions systematic. As Kant notes in a 
section titled “Form of science—Method” in Jäsche Logic, the systematic form 
or whole of cognitions of reason is enacted through the methodological reflection 
on all its elements:

Cognition, as science, must be arranged in accordance with a method. For science 
is a whole of cognition as a system, and not merely as an aggregate. It therefore 
requires a systematic cognition, hence one composes in accordance with rules on 
which we have reflected. (Log 9:139)

Negative judgements of disicipline determine the boundaries of pure rea-
son. They enact reason’s own inner necessity rather than eacting the empir-
ical necessity of culture or the dogmatic necessity of doctrine. The inner 
necessitation or discipline of reason functions as a correction or cultivation 
(Zucht) prior to any culture and doctrine. Thus, through negative judgements 
of discipline, reason is at once corrective and self-enacting. Transcendental cor-
rection delimits or forms the boundaries of pure reason and in this way it is 
transcendentally self-enacting. The denial of cognitive claims of speculative rea-
son about the supersensible in negative judgements of discipline is at the same 
time the formative ground—the apodictic modality or necessary standard—for 
the systematicity of all cognitive claims of reason about the sensible. Reason’s 
methodlogical self-negation is also a systematic object-determination, prior to 
the determination of the existence or non-existence of objects.

Kant explains the “negative contribution” of the discipline of pure reason 
by distinguishing it from the scholastic sense of discipline as instruction:

I am well aware that in the language of the schools the name of discipline is custom-
arily used as equivalent to that of instruction [Unterweisung]. But there are so many 
other cases where the first expression, as correction [Zucht], must carefully be 
contrasted to teaching [Belehrung], and the nature of things itself also makes it 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0012217318000318 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0012217318000318


The Whole of Reason in Kant’s Critical Philosophy  281

necessary to preserve the only suitable expression for this difference, that I wish that 
this word would never be allowed to be used in anything but the negative sense. 
(KrV A710/B738)

The self-limitation or self-determination of reason in negative judgements of 
discipline functions as the drive that negates reason’s “lust for knowledge” of 
the supersensible and thus forms the “unremitting” natural spontaneity or 
“cognitive drive [Erkenntnistrieb]” of reason (KrV A708/B716). Rather than 
following the empirical or dogmatic teaching of culture or doctrine, in its dis-
cipline, human reason becomes its own disciple, and thinks for itself. Preparing 
its own material, it forms, or cultivates/corrects (züchten), itself as a whole 
of possible cognitions. It is this self-generative character of reason in its 
self-discipline that Kant considers thinking for oneself not being primarily a 
matter of instruction and teaching.

In negative judgements of discipline, the cognitive drive that unremittingly 
extends theoretical reason into the supersensible is disciplined by reason’s 
own inner necessitation (Zwang) that protects reason against its own systemic 
errors. This self-enacting negativity of reason gives birth to reason as a whole: 
it separates what can systematically belong to reason from what cannot. This 
self-enacting negativity of reason in the discipline of pure reason is different 
from the negativity of dogmatism that retains “traces of ancient barbarism” and 
the negativity of scepticism, i.e., “a kind of nomads who abhor all perma-
nent cultivation of the soil” and shatter “civil unity” (KrV A ix). Critique is 
the negative force, or self-instituting discipline of reason, which systemat-
ically necessitates all possible cognitions of reason. As the simultaneously 
self-dividing and self-cultivating act of reason, critique seeks the enemy 
within itself, and directs its negative force against this enemy, which natu-
rally inhabits reason. Kant makes this point in the first Critique:

For speculative reason in its transcendental use is dialectical in itself. The objections 
that are to be feared lie in ourselves. We must search them out like old but unexpired 
claims, in order to ground perpetual peace on their annihilation. External quiet is 
only illusory. The seed of the attacks, which lies in the nature of human reason, must 
be extirpated; but how can we extirpate it if we do not give it freedom, indeed even 
nourishment, to send out shoots, so that we can discover it and afterwards eradicate 
it with its root? (KrV A778/B806)

Thus, critique is primarily the immanent negativity of reason towards itself, in 
order to determine its boundaries (the whole or standard), and sort out what can 
systematically belong to it. This self-determining negativity or self-discipline 
is an inner transformation through which reason (as natural logic) is trans-
formed into critical reason (as artificial logic), being formed as a whole of 
possible cognitions, demarcated from the impossible cognitions whose pursuit 
can take the form of dialectical errors. Reason needs to undergo such a 
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	37	 As already stated, the determination of the standard of reason in the Discipline of 
Pure Reason is the first step in determining the system of pure reason. The disci-
pline of pure reason is the whole of reason in its originary sense; it determines the 
systematic condition (standard) for all possible uses or cognitions of reason. Dis-
cussing the internal organization of the parts or faculties of reason in the whole, 
which I referred to in the first section as the ‘internally organized whole,’ is beyond 
the scope of this paper. I work out this issue in a forthcoming paper that presents 
how the Canon of Pure Reason, the Architectonic of Pure Reason, and the History 
of Pure Reason respectively determine the systematic conditions of the practical, 
theoretical, and empirical uses or cognitions of reason.

transformation in order to watch over its transcendental use and thus be a 
whole and protect itself against its own dialectical errors. This wholeness of 
reason is the standard against which “no false sophistical illusion can stand up 
but must rather immediately betray itself” (KrV A711/B739).37

Conclusion
In this paper, I have suggested that, for Kant, reason can be a whole only if it 
distinguishes that which can systematically belong to it from that which 
cannot. This methodological separation is reason’s determination of its own 
apodictic modality, or necessary standard, through the discipline of pure reason. 
This is critique par excellence: the methodological separation or disciplinary 
self-enactment of reason, i.e., reason’s determination of the criterion that 
forms or enacts it as a whole prior to any of its possible practical, theoretical, 
or reflecting acts.

The disciplinary interpretation of the whole or unity of reason that is offered 
here calls into question positivistic and compartmentalized approaches to Kant’s 
critical philosophy, which tend to ignore the methodological nature of critique. 
It calls on us to reorient our interpretation of Kant’s tripartite critical system in a 
way that takes all of its parts as being methodologically derived from its disci-
plinary whole. Kant’s critical philosophy is often interpreted in a way that reifies 
critique as a positive philosophical doctrine or a set of logical techniques and pro-
cedures. Such interpretations do not appreciate the most essential character of the 
critical method of reason, which cannot be derived from its theoretical, practical, 
and reflecting parts. That is to say, they do not appreciate the incessant nega-
tivity of critique as the disciplinary self-enactment of reason that systemati-
cally forms all acts of reason in relation to objects. As reason’s disciplinary 
self-enactment, critique is reason’s never-ending endeavour to catch up with its 
own natural spontaneity and to form its own matter retrospectively.
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