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Abstract
In this article, I argue that in the sense of greatest epistemological concern
for Kant, empirical cognition is ‘rational sensory discrimination’: the
identification or differentiation of sensory objects from each other
(whether correctly or not), occurring through a capacity of forming
judgements (whether correct or not). With this account of empirical
cognition, I show how the Transcendental Deduction of the first Critique
is most plausibly read as having as its fundamental assumption the
thesis that we have empirical cognition, and I provide evidence that
Kant understood Hume as granting this assumption.

Keywords: cognition, Transcendental Deduction, Hume, clarity,
distinctness

In section 1, I explain the need for an account of what Kant means by
‘cognition’ (Erkenntnis). In section 2, I use Kant’s texts and those of his
German predecessors to show that he understands empirical cognition to
be rational sensory discrimination. In section 3, I provide evidence –

partly from the eighteenth-century German translation of Hume’s
Enquiry – that Kant read and understood Hume as granting the
assumption that we have empirical cognition. In section 4, I turn to the
text of the A- and B-editions of the Transcendental Deduction and show
that Kant’s fundamental assumption is that we have empirical cognition.

1. The Problem: What is Kant's Starting Point?
The Transcendental Deduction of the first Critique, at least in the
A-edition, consists of two intertwined strands of argument (Axvi–xvii).1
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The first strand is the objective deduction, which aims to show that
the categories – a priori concepts including ‘substance’, ‘cause’, and
‘effect’ – have ‘objective validity’. This would show, in effect, that we are
justified in applying them to objects of experience. The second strand is
the subjective deduction, the purpose of which has been a matter of
scholarly debate. I focus here on the objective deduction, which
Kant takes to achieve the essential task of the transcendental deduction.
Complicating matters is that Kant rewrote nearly entirely the Transcen-
dental Deduction chapter for the B-edition. Nevertheless, my paper
generally focuses on what is common to both editions.

Both editions of the Transcendental Deduction share a nearly identical
first section, On the Principles of a Transcendental Deduction in General
(A84–94/B117–29). This section presents an explanation of the need
for a transcendental deduction (A84–92/B117–24) and contains a
subsection, Transition to the Transcendental Deduction of the Categories
(A92–4/B124–9). In the Transition, Kant clarifies as follows his
argumentative strategy for showing the categories have objective validity.

The transcendental deduction of all a priori concepts therefore
has a principle toward which the entire investigation must be
directed, namely this: that they must be recognized as a priori
conditions of the possibility of experiences (whether of
the intuition that is encountered in them, or of the thinking).
(A94/B126, my emphasis)

According to the principle Kant presents here, the transcendental
deduction’s task of demonstrating the categories’ objective validity can
be accomplished if those concepts are shown to be a priori conditions for
the possibility of experiences. He provides two routes by which a priori
concepts can be shown to be a priori conditions of the possibility of
experiences: to show they are a priori conditions for either the intuition
or the thinking encountered in experiences. Neither of these routes
pertains to intuition or thinking generally but to intuition or thinking
encountered in possible experiences, i.e. to either the intuitive aspect
or the conceptual aspect of experience.

As stated at A87/B119–20, the concepts of space and time were given a
transcendental deduction. This refers to the Transcendental Aesthetic,
which can be understood as taking the first route suggested in the
above passage: it begins with the intuitive aspect of our experience
(its spatiotemporal character) and shows this is possible only if space and
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time are a priori forms of our intuition. In contrast, the transcendental
deduction of the categories takes the second route mentioned in the above
passage.2 It demonstrates the categories’ objective validity by showing
they are a priori conditions for the possibility of the thinking involved
in our experiences.

It is possible to interpret the transcendental deduction in another way:
namely, that it demonstrates the categories’ objective validity by showing
they are a priori conditions for both intuition and thought encountered
in experience. This might be seen in Kant’s beginning with ‘unity of
intuition’ in the A-edition (A99) and in his footnote in the B-edition
suggesting that the unity of intuition is made possible by the under-
standing or the faculty of thought (B160–1). But even if the categories
are shown to be a priori conditions for the unity of intuition, the
transcendental deduction of the categories should be taken as following
the second route described in the passage at A94/B126. This is because
Kant begins each edition’s transcendental deduction by arguing that the
basic unity had by intuition is conceptual insofar as it is made possible by
the understanding. From A98–100, Kant argues that intuition’s unity is
made possible by the synthesis of apprehension, an activity of the
understanding. Similarly, from B129–31 he argues that all combination
of the manifold of intuition, and with it any unity it has, cannot come
from intuition alone but requires the understanding. These passages
suggest that Kant takes the second route insofar as he first argues that
the unity of intuition encountered in experience is made possible by the
understanding and then goes on to argue that this activity of the under-
standing requires the categories. On this basis, then, Kant holds that the
categories apply universally to all intuition encountered in experience.3

If the transcendental deduction of the categories takes the second route
(or alternatively quickly argues that the understanding is responsible for
the unity of intuition), then it would assume our experience involves
thought. But what exactly is the type of experience assumed by Kant’s
principle for the transcendental deduction? He ultimately claims all
experience consists in the empirical cognition of objects (B147, Anth., 7:
141, R5661, MM, 29: 804, 816).4 As we shall see later, it is a matter of
debate whether he argues that our experience is a cognition of objects or
whether he assumes that it is such.5 Surprisingly, one of the essential tasks
for settling this issue has been rarely carried out until recently, namely to
work out an explicit account of what Kant understands by ‘cognition’.6

Although most commentators hold that empirical cognition is an
epistemic state that requires both intuition and concepts, few sufficiently
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explain the sense in which empirical cognition counts as an epistemic
success. For example, in her recent interpretation of the transcendental
deduction, Patricia Kitcher gives persuasive textual evidence that Kant
holds cognition to require concepts and the capacity for being aware
of reasons (2011: 118–21). Likewise, Henry E. Allison states that
(discursive) ‘cognition consists in the rule-governed act of taking x as
F’ (2015: 284).7 Although both of these statements are correct,
neither elucidates what I take to be fundamental about Kant’s notion of
cognition, namely the manner in which cognition counts as an epistemic
success. After providing an interpretation of cognition along these lines,
I argue that the transcendental deduction starts with the assumption
that our experience consists in empirical cognition so understood.

2. Kant’s Conception of Empirical Cognition
I provide my account of empirical cognition in five steps. I first show in
section 2.1 that Kant uses the notion of cognition in a broad sense to refer to
any mental state that refers to an object. Section 2.2 shows that there is a
conceptual link between a stricter sense of empirical cognition – one which
is more central to Kant’s epistemological concerns – and the notions of
clarity and distinctness. I then present in section 2.3 the basic Leibnizian-
Wolffian conception of clarity and distinctness. In section 2.4 I use the
preceding distinctions to present Kant’s stricter conception of empirical
cognition. In section 2.5 I explain that this notion of empirical cognition
expresses an epistemological paradigm of ‘rational sensory discrimination’.

2.1 Kant’s Broad Sense of Cognition
In the first Critique, Kant presents a Stufenleiter – or progression of types
of representation – that exhibits what I call his broad sense of cognition
(A319–20/B376–7). The Stufenleiter treats representation as a genus with
two species: those accompanied with consciousness and those that are
not. The former are perceptions, which are in turn classified as subjective
– sensations referring to the state of the subject – or objective – cognitions
referring to the object. Hence, according to the Stufenleiter (as well as
many other passages), a cognition is an objective perception, i.e. a con-
scious representation relating to an object (Bix–x, xvii–xviii; R1685,
1693, 2128, 2836, 3055, 5221). Kant perhaps inherited this broad
notion of cognition from Meier’s logic textbook, which associates
cognition with the representation of an object (1752: §§10–11).8

Unfortunately, this characterization of cognition is not particularly
helpful for understanding Kant’s views in first Critique. For the
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Stufenleiter classifies intuitions and concepts each on their own as
counting as cognitions. This at least seems to clash with the doctrine
of the first Critique that neither intuition alone nor concepts alone
are sufficient for cognition (A51–2/B75–6). But in a late work,
Kant explains his peculiar use of terminology in the Stufenleiter:
even though both intuition and concepts are required for cognition,
a cognition can be described as either an intuition or a concept ‘after
that to which I particularly attend on each occasion, as the determining
ground [of the cognition]’ (WF, 20: 325).9 Thus although we have
learned from the Stufenleiter that a defining characteristic of cognition
is that it is a representation relating to an object, that passage fails
to shed light on what is distinctive about cognition and exactly how it
requires both intuition and concepts. But Kant uses many terms, for
example, ‘understanding’, in broad and stricter senses. I next
provide two passages that offer clues about a stricter sense
of cognition.10

2.2 Kant’s Stricter Sense of Cognition
First, Reflexion 2394 gives the following degrees of representation.11

The following degrees are to be distinguished:

1. to represent something.

2. to know something. To represent with consciousness.
(Later addition: representing to oneself with consciousness. …

3. to be acquainted with something. Thereby in comparison to
differentiate from others.

4. to understand something. (Later addition: what I am
acquaintedwith and understand, that I cognize. (Later addition: to
be able to expound and communicate to others.) to cognize
something through the understanding.… (R2394, my translation)

Kant introduces the notion of cognition in his presentation of the fourth
degree: to understand something. There he claims that acquaintance and
understanding are jointly sufficient conditions for cognizing something:
‘what I am acquainted with and understand, that I cognize’. This claim
gestures at Kant’s doctrine that cognition requires both intuition and
concept. For it seems that while intuition would be required for us to be
acquainted with things so as to differentiate them, concepts would be
required for us to understand those things.12
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Second, Kant’s Anthropology relates the notions of clarity and distinct-
ness to cognition:

Consciousness of one's representations that suffices for the
differentiation of one object from another is clarity. But that
consciousness by means of which the composition of repre-
sentations also becomes clear is called distinctness. Distinctness
alone makes it possible that an aggregate of representations
becomes cognition, in which order is thought in this manifold,
because such a composition with consciousness presupposes
unity of that consciousness, and consequently presupposes a rule
for that composition. … in every cognition (since intuition and
concept are always required for it), distinctness rests on the
order according to which the partial representations are
combined … (7: 137–8, my translation; cf. R2281)

This passage affirms the first Critique’s doctrine that both intuition and
concept are required for cognition, so it is a good source for under-
standing the stricter sense of cognition (cf. Anth., 7: 140). Yet whereas
R2394 puts forward acquaintance and understanding as jointly sufficient
for cognition, this passage states that clarity and distinctness give rise to
cognition. As I shall argue, R2394’s treatment of cognition in terms
of acquaintance and understanding can in turn be explicated with
the Anthropology’s notions of clarity and distinctness. My main
interpretative thesis is then that empirical cognition in the stricter sense is
a clear and discursively distinct representation, where clarity is provided
by means of acquaintance and distinctness by means of understanding.

Unfortunately, the first Critique does not have much to say about these
notions or how they relate to cognition. Kant’s characterizations of
cognition in that key Critical-period work are various and often present
the notion in very general terms. For example, we find the following two
characterizations in each edition’s Transcendental Deduction: ‘awhole of
compared and connected representations’ (A97) and ‘a determinate
relation of given representations to an object’ (B137).13 These
characterizations prompt many questions: what sort of connections
obtain between representations in a cognition, and what sort of deter-
minate relation must representations have to objects in a cognition? Of
course, part of Kant’s task in the first Critique is to offer detailed answers
to these questions. But many of these answers are arrived at through
contentious argumentation. My approach to this problem – namely
that Kant’s characterizations of cognition are either too vague or too
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loaded – is to try to understand what he would have taken his potential
interlocutors as willing to grant about the nature of our cognitive
engagement with the world. Kant’s target audience included thinkers
with pre-Critical views and terminology, and for him to persuade
that audience of the Critical philosophy, he must assume at least some
of those views and use some of that terminology. So I proceed by
investigating how pre-Critical German philosophical thought, including
that of Kant himself, understood some of the key notions involved in
characterizing our experience. Accordingly, I begin by outlining the
German philosophical heritage behind the notions of clarity and
distinctness.14

2.3 The Leibnizian-Wolffian Conception of Clarity and Distinctness
Obviously, Descartes marks the starting point in early modern philoso-
phical use of the notions of clarity and distinctness to describe certain
sorts of epistemic success. But Kant’s understanding of these notions was
filtered through the German philosophical tradition. This began with
Leibniz, whose first published philosophical essay – ‘Meditations on
Knowledge (cognitio), Truth, and Ideas’ – offers a different account from
Descartes of the notions of clarity and distinctness (Leibniz 1989).
Leibniz was satisfied with his characterizations of these notions much
later in his career, as attested by his presentation of them in New Essays
Concerning Human Understanding, a work which Kant read soon after
its posthumous publication (Leibniz 1996: 254–6).15 It is clear that
Leibniz’s distinctions were already influential before the publication of
theNew Essays, as attested in the works of Baumgarten, Meier, Lambert
and Eberhard.16 But both Kant and these thinkers were likely more
familiar with ChristianWolff’s presentation of the two notions than with
Leibniz’s, as Wolff’s works were much more accessible and widely
read.17 Accordingly, I limit my focus to Wolff’s account of clarity and
distinctness as presented in his German Metaphysics, with which Kant
was quite familiar.

Before turning to the notions of clarity and distinctness themselves,
we ought to consider what Wolff applied them to. In the German
Metaphysics, Wolff applies the notions of clarity and distinctness
to thoughts: conscious representations of objects (Wolff 2003:
§§198–214).18 Recall that this focus on how objects are represented is
distinctive of what I argued to be Kant’s broad conception of
cognition. Although Wolff himself is concerned with thoughts, I shall
present his conceptions of clarity and distinctness with respect to the
more generic ‘representation’. This is to set aside some terminological
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differences between Wolff and Kant, as well to avoid tricky issues
concerning eighteenth-century views of animals’ representational
capacities.

Let us first consider Wolff’s characterization of clarity: ‘Some thoughts
are so constituted, that we quite well know what we think and
can distinguish them [what we think] from others. In that case let us
say that they are clear’ (§198, my translation). Clarity for Wolff first
requires that one is conscious of the objects of one’s representations,
since the surrounding passages suggest that to ‘know what we think’
is equivalent here to being conscious of what we think. Clarity also
requires the ability to distinguish objects from one another. For example,
my parents’ dog Duke represents me clearly insofar as he is conscious
of me through the representation and can thereby differentiate me
from a stranger (as indicated by his growling at the stranger but
not at me). We can characterize clarity, then, as follows:

A subject’s representation of something is clear just in case that
subject, by means of that representation,

(i) is conscious of the object; and,

(ii) can differentiate it from other things.

Let us now turn to distinctness. Wolff writes that it requires clarity plus
something more: ‘When it happens that we determine the difference of
that which we think and can thus also on demand say it to others.
And thereupon are our thoughts distinct’ (§206, my translation). Wolff
explains that distinctness requires clarity because the former arises
out of the clear representation of a thing’s parts (§207). His examples
suggest that a subject’s clearly representing a thing’s parts amounts
to her ‘determining the difference of what she thinks’ insofar as she is
able to cite the similarity or difference of a thing’s parts as grounds or
reasons for why the thing she distinctly represents is the same as or
different from other things (§207). For example, unlike Duke, my friend
Ingrid represents me not only clearly but also distinctly. Her representation
of me is clear because she is conscious of me through it and differentiates
me from other things. It is also distinct because she can determine wherein
I differ from other things. Insofar as she is aware of my parts – e.g.
my having glasses, brown hair, etc. – she can become conscious of
the reasons for her determination of me as the same as or different
from other things. And as the above passage suggests, Ingrid’s capacity for
distinctly representing me is bound up with her capacity to make
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judgements to communicate the similarities and differences between
me and other things. Accordingly, we can define distinctness as follows:

A subject’s representation of something is distinct just in case
that subject, by means of that representation,

(i) is conscious of the object;

(ii) can differentiate it from other things;

(iii) on the basis of a clear representation of the thing’s parts, can
determine wherein that thing differs from other things; and,

(iv) can express judgements giving reasons for such
differentiations.

Wolff explicitly grounds the capacity for distinct representation on the
faculty of understanding, which is a higher cognitive faculty raising us
above mere animals and which relates to our conceptual and judgemental
capacities. He further claims that the faculties of the senses and
imagination are distinguished from the understanding insofar as the
representations of the former two faculties can never become distinct
without the understanding (§§277ff.).

2.4 Kant's Conception of Empirical Cognition in Terms of Clarity and
Distinctness
I now argue that in Kant’s stricter sense, empirical cognition is a clear and
discursively distinct representation, where those notions are to be
understood in roughly Leibnizian-Wolffian terms. I do so by showing
how acquaintance and understanding are respectively to be understood
in terms of clarity and distinctness.

Let us first consider acquaintance and clarity. There are two reasons to
identify acquaintance with clear representation. First, several of Kant’s
characterizations of acquaintance fit the Leibnizian-Wolffian model of
clarity, which requires that one be aware of something by differentiating
it from other things.19 For example, in R2394 Kant writes that when one
is acquainted with something, one is ‘thereby to differentiate [that thing]
in comparison from others’.20 Second, this conception of acquaintance
fits Kant’s own characterizations of clarity across many works. For
example, the Logik Blomberg and the Metaphysik Mrongovius both
discuss what it means to represent the Milky Way and its parts (its
constitutive stars) clearly and distinctly (LB, 24: 41, 119; MM, 29:
879–80). When we fail to represent the stars of the Milky Way
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clearly – i.e. when we represent them ‘obscurely’ – we fail to differentiate
the stars from one another. Hence, a failure to represent something
clearly amounts to a failure to be acquainted with that thing.
Accordingly, there is good reason to say acquaintance and clear
representation are equivalent.21

Let us now consider understanding and distinctness. There is textual sup-
port showing that distinctness is made possible by the understanding.
Recall that Wolff explicitly grounds the capacity for distinct representa-
tions on the faculty of understanding. As exhibited in the Anthropology
passage cited earlier, Kant too views the distinctness required for cognition
as arising by means of three things: ‘thought’, ‘unity of consciousness’ and
‘a rule for composition’. The understanding, however, is responsible for all
three: thought in the form of judgement (A69/B94), unity of consciousness
in the form of apperception (A119) and rules in the form of concepts
(A132/171). Furthermore, in a pre-Critical essay, Kant claims that
the capacity to judge, i.e. the understanding, is what distinguishes us
from mere animals, and his explanation appeals to the view that the
understanding provides us with distinct representations (FS, 2: 59–60). He
claims that it is possible for non-human animals to differentiate things
‘physically’ by having something like a clear representation of the
characteristic marks of things. Presumably, ‘to differentiate physically’ is to
act through ‘instinct’, which Kant elsewhere describes as the principle
of animal life and is ‘the faculty for performing actions without
consciousness’ (MD, 28: 689–90). Hence, for animals ‘to differentiate
physically’ is for them to act out of non-conscious physical impulse in
response to clear representations of the characteristic marks of things. We,
in contrast, are also able to differentiate things ‘logically’ with distinct
representations. Kant claims that a distinct representation requires that a
characteristic mark of a thing be ‘cognized as a characteristic mark of the
thing’ (FS, 2: 58, my emphasis). So unlike animals, we can be aware of
why characteristic marks differentiate things. We can do this because we
have the capacity to judge (FS, 2: 59). In other words, the understanding
provides us with distinct representations insofar as we use the under-
standing to make judgements using concepts.

We have good reason, then, to interpret Kant as identifying under-
standing something with distinctly representing something. But there is
an important qualification. Kant mentions in several places that there
is both intuitive or sensible distinctness as well as conceptual or discursive
distinctness (Anth., 7: 135; LB, 24: 42; R1690, 1709, 1821, 2363).
I do not have space to address what intuitive or sensible distinctness is or
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why Kant introduces it. But the evidence above indicates that under-
standing requires discursive distinctness, i.e. a distinctness arising
from the use of concepts in judgements.

Let us now use the preceding to shed light on the notion of empirical
cognition. Recall Kant’s claim from R2394 that ‘what I am acquainted
with and understand, that I cognize’. From this we know that acquain-
tance and understanding are jointly sufficient for cognition. If we take
acquaintance and understanding to give rise respectively to clarity and
distinctness, a passage cited earlier from the Anthropology suggests that
acquaintance and understanding are also jointly necessary for empirical
cognition: ‘[d]istinctness alone makes it possible that an aggregate
of representations [which aggregate is clearly represented] becomes
cognition’ (7: 137–8, my italics). If my account is correct, then a subject
has empirical cognition just in case she has a representation that is both
clear and discursively distinct – i.e. distinct by means of logical or con-
ceptual differentiation. Formulated with less jargon, this means that a
subject empirically cognizes an object just in case she identifies that object
or differentiates it from other things (whether correctly or not) through
the formation of judgements (whether correct or not).

2.5 Kant’s Epistemological Paradigm
This account shows the most fundamental sense in which empirical
cognition counts as an epistemic success. Namely, it can be described as
‘rational sensory discrimination’: we have empirical cognition insofar as
we discriminate between objects given through the senses and insofar
as those discriminations are based on judgements (and hence sensitive to
reasons). The significance of this is that it makes explicit Kant’s episte-
mological paradigm. For example, we can understand better why his
paradigm is not knowledge in the sense of justified true belief. This is
important for three reasons. First, many Kant scholars still misleadingly
use the terms ‘knowledge’ (Wissen) and ‘cognition’ (Erkenntnis)
interchangeably.22 Doing this is especially problematic if they are to
make themselves clear to non-specialists. Second, although some have
explicitly asserted that cognition is not justified true belief or noted that
Kant’s Wissen is more akin to the notion of knowledge,23 hardly any
provide a detailed account of what cognition consists in. Third, an
explicit and accurate account of cognition can help us avoid bringing
false assumptions to bear on Kant.24

Recognizing that empirical cognition amounts to rational sensory
discrimination also helps us see how Kant assumes in the Transcendental
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Deduction that our experience consists in empirical cognition. Without
a detailed account of empirical cognition, it is easy to treat it as a type of
knowledge that a sceptic could doubt we have; it would thus seem to be
an improper starting point for the Transcendental Deduction.25 But in
the next section I show how Kant would have taken an assumption of
empirical cognition to be particularly well-suited for his attempt in the
first Critique to respond to a form of Humean scepticism with which
he was concerned.

3. Cognition and the Humean Problem
In this section, we are not concerned with what Hume actually thought
but rather with how Kant understood Hume, whether correctly or not,
and with how he might have taken himself to have responded to him. In
the Prolegomena, Kant claims the first Critique is ‘the elaboration of
the Humean problem in its greatest possible amplification’ (4: 261).
Ultimately, Kant saw Hume as challenging not merely our knowledge
of causality but the possibility of synthetic a priori cognition in
general (4: 277). Accordingly, we can call ‘the Humean Problem’ the
question whether we have cognition of synthetic a priori principles
that ground our experience. Synthetic a priori cognition expresses the
transcendental conditions necessary for the possibility of experience.26

Given my interpretation, this means that synthetic a priori cognition
expresses the conditions that make possible rational sensory
discrimination.

Since the Transcendental Deduction is an essential part of Kant’s answer
to the question of the possibility of synthetic a priori cognition, it seems
that he ought to have used premises he would have taken Hume to
concede. And there are indeed reasons to think that Kant would have
interpreted Hume as conceding that we have empirical cognition. It is
known that Kant was more familiar with Hume’s Enquiry than the
Treatise, although he had some acquaintance with the latter via Beattie,
Hamann and Tetens.27Nevertheless, little emphasis has been given in the
secondary literature to the German translation of Hume’s Enquiry that
Kant read. The translation was edited by Johann Georg Sulzer and was
based on the second edition of Hume’s work.28 The second edition’s title
was Philosophical Essays Concerning Human Understanding, and the
translation of this title is noteworthy: Philosophische Versuche über die
Menschliche Erkenntniß. The translated title replaces understanding
(Verstand) with cognition (Erkenntnis), and this suggests that the Hume
read by Kant was expressly concerned with cognition.
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We have, moreover, reasons to think Kant read Hume as granting that
we have empirical cognition. In Essay 4 of the Enquiry, Hume presents
his sceptical challenge about causality. A key claim Kant would have read
in the German translation is the following:

I will venture, as a universal proposition which admits no
exceptions, to claim, that this cognition of cause and effect (diese
Erkenntniß der Ursache und Wirkung) is achieved in not one
example through rational inferences a priori; rather it comes
entirely from experience, in virtue of which we find that
particular objects are constantly united (vereinigt) with another.
(1755: 68, my translation back into English, as well as
my emphasis)29

Kant was often not a close reader of other philosophers’ texts, and
I suggest that passages such as the above could have been read by Kant
as admissions by Hume that we have empirical cognition of cause
and effect. Perhaps Kant might not have understood Hume’s use
of Erkenntnis as equivalent to the strict sense of empirical cognition
presented above. But in whatever way Kant understood Hume to use the
term in question, passages such as the above match his understanding of
Hume’s specific challenge about cognition. The Prolegomena states that
Hume did not question whether the concept of cause is right, useful or
indispensable for cognition of nature (4: 258–9). Rather, the challenge is
to determine the sources of our cognition in general, including that of
cause and effect. The above passage suggests that this is Hume’s concern,
since in it Hume denies that rational inferences a priori are the source of
our cognition of cause and effect. Later, Hume extends this by claiming
that the source of our experience of cause and effect is also not the
understanding (1755: 78). Kant’s Humean Problem, then, is that our
empirical cognition – particularly of cause and effect, but also more
generally – does not have a priori sources in the understanding or reason.

Kant’s assumption that we have empirical cognition is well-suited for
responding to this challenge. This is because he likely understood Hume
as granting each of the two components of my definition of cognition.
Recall first that cognition requires that a subject discriminate between
objects. Throughout Hume’s presentation of his sceptical doubts, he
admits that our experience is of objects (Dinge or Gegenstände).
Of course, in using the term ‘objects’, Hume is not committed to the
existence of anything mind-independent. Likewise, although for Kant
empirical cognition is of objects, this does not mean that those objects
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are mind-independent. Hume also grants that objects of experience are
connected and combined in time through laws of association. This would
seem to require that such objects are identified and differentiated from
one another, as occurs with Kant’s empirical cognition. This can be seen
by considering Hume’s treatment of causality in terms of constant con-
junction. Hume admits that we do find particular objects to be constantly
conjoined with others. For us to do this, we must recognize that the first
set of objects are the same in some way, that the second set of objects are
likewise the same in some way, and finally that the two sets of objects
are different in some way. Thus Hume’s analysis of causality requires
that he grant us the ability to identify and differentiate objects, i.e. to
be acquainted with objects or to represent them clearly.

Hume also seems to be committed to holding that we can become aware
of the judgements on the basis of which we treat objects as the same or
different. This is a pretty minimal requirement. For it only requires that
a subject be capable of judging why things seem to her to be the same or
different, and it does not matter whether or not those judgements are
correct, i.e. it does not matter whether a subject is justified. It would be
implausibly extreme for Hume to deny that we have such capacities, and
in fact he himself notes that we are capable of giving reasons for believing
matters of fact (1755: 67–8). Hence, Hume also can be read as granting
us the ability to understand objects or to represent them distinctly.

We have good reason, then, to think Kant would have taken Hume to
grant that we have empirical cognition. If this is correct, then we should
take more seriously the possibility that the Transcendental Deduction is
capable of responding to sceptical challenges, a reading that has been
repeatedly challenged in Kant scholarship.30 My interpretation of
empirical cognition and examination of Kant’s understanding of Hume
provides evidence that the argument can respond to at least one
particular sceptical challenge, ‘the Humean problem’.

4. Interpreting Kant’s Starting Points
Many prominent commentators have taken Kant’s fundamental starting
point in the Transcendental Deduction to be consciousness31 or some
form of self-consciousness, from which starting point he later derives
that we have empirical cognition.32 In this section, I show that the text of
both the A- and B-editions of the first Critique more plausibly supports
interpreting Kant as starting with the more basic assumption that
we have empirical cognition.33 Although Kant conceives of empirical

curtis sommerlatte

450 | KANTIAN REVIEW VOLUME 21 – 3

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1369415416000273 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1369415416000273


cognition as having both consciousness and a form of self-consciousness
(namely, transcendental apperception) as necessary conditions, his
primary arguments in the Transcendental Deduction begin with the
assumption that we have empirical cognition.34

4.1 A-Edition Evidence
In the A-edition, Kant presents what seem to be two versions of the
objective deduction, the so-called ‘argument from above’ and ‘argument
from below’. Kant begins the argument from above as follows:

Now if we wish to follow the inner ground of this connection of
representations up to that point in which they must all come
together in order first to obtain unity of cognition for a possible
experience, then we must begin with pure apperception. All
intuitions are nothing for us (für uns nichts) and do not in the
least concern us (gehen uns nicht im mindesten etwas an) if they
cannot be taken up into consciousness, whether they influence
it directly or indirectly, and through this alone is cognition
possible. (A116, my italics)

On a cursory reading, it might seem as if this passage supports
interpreting Kant as starting from the assumption that we have
self-consciousness, namely pure apperception. But that semblance is
mistaken, for Kant claims ‘we must begin with pure apperception’ if we
want to know what is necessary for the ‘unity of cognition for a possible
experience’. Kant claims that pure apperception is a necessary condition
for cognition, and this suggests that he assumes we have cognition. This is
reinforced by how he continues: intuitions must be ‘taken up into
consciousness’ for cognition to be possible; otherwise, they ‘are nothing
for us’. There is evidence that representations being ‘nothing for us’
means they fail to count as cognition or objects of cognition.35 This is
most explicit in a letter from 1789 to Markus Herz: ‘if intuitions
(of objects of appearance) did not agree with these conditions, those
objects would be nothing for us (für uns nichts), that is, not objects of
cognition at all’ (11: 51, my emphasis).

The ending of the argument from above also indicates that Kant’s starting
assumption is that we have cognition:

Now since this relation of appearances to possible experience is
likewise necessary (since without it we could not obtain any
cognition at all through them, and they would thus not concern
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us at all (sie uns mithin gar nichts angingen)), it follows that the
pure understanding, by means of the categories, is a formal and
synthetic principle of all experiences, and that appearances have
a necessary relation to the understanding. (A119)

Here, Kant parenthetically remarks that the relation of appearances to
possible experience is necessary because otherwise neither would we have
cognition nor would appearances concern us (presumably, Kant does not
draw a distinction between not concerning us and being nothing for us).
So again, the text indicates that Kant’s basic assumption is that we have
empirical cognition.

Kant begins his so-called ‘argument from below’ with the following:

Now we will set the necessary connection of the understanding
with the appearances by means of the categories before our eyes
by beginning from beneath, namely with what is empirical.
The first thing that is given to us is appearance, which, if it is
combined with consciousness, is called perception (without the
relation to an at least possible consciousness appearance could
never become an object of cognition for us (würde Erscheinung
für uns niemals ein Gegenstand der Erkenntnis werden können),
and would therefore be nothing for us (für uns nichts), and since
it has no objective reality in itself and exists only in cognition it
would be nothing at all). (A119–20, my emphasis)

The argument from below seems to begin with the assumption that our
experience consists in appearances, as Kant claims ‘[t]he first thing that is
given to us is appearance’. Kant then notes that he is concerned with
appearances insofar as they are combined with consciousness, i.e. with
what he calls ‘perceptions’. Hence, this might further seem to support
interpreting Kant as beginning with the assumption that we have
consciousness. These semblances are misleading. Kant begins the
argument from below with appearances or perceptions because his
argumentative strategy is to assume we have empirical cognition, which
itself requires perceptions.36

There are several reasons for preferring this interpretation. First, Kant’s
parenthetical remark explains why perceptions – in the sense of appear-
ances combined with consciousness – are worthy of being examined for
his present purposes. An appearance without consciousness – i.e. one
that is not a perception –would be ‘nothing for us’ because it ‘could never
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become an object of cognition for us’. For this reason, appearances
without consciousness are not of present interest. One might still take this
passage as beginning with the assumption that we have perception. But if
that were so, I can see no reason why Kant would have included this
parenthetical remark. More importantly, better sense is made of how the
arguments from above and below cohere if we interpret Kant’s primary
assumption as being that we have empirical cognition, rather than the
assumption that we have consciousness or perceptions. For we already
saw evidence that Kant begins the argument from above by assuming we
have empirical cognition. And in beginning each of the arguments, he sets
aside what is ‘nothing for us’ to consider what is relevant for empirical
cognition. Finally, with my interpretation of empirical cognition we can
see why Kant is able to offer both an argument from above and an
argument from below. For on this interpretation, empirical cognition
requires both a higher cognitive faculty for discriminating between
objects (the understanding) and material given by a lower cognitive
faculty (perceptions). This makes it possible for Kant to assume that we
have empirical cognition and then to carry out on the basis of this
assumption two arguments: one investigating the conditions for
the higher cognitive faculty (the argument from above) and the other
investigating the conditions for being given material from which that
higher cognitive faculty can make discriminations of objects (the
argument from below).

If one were to interpret the primary assumption of the argument from
below as being that we have perceptions, then it is hard to see how that
argument is supposed to cohere with the argument from above. But if we
take the assumption of perception as based on the deeper assumption that
we have empirical cognition, then a more unified account of the two
arguments is possible. The assumption of the argument from below – that
we have consciousness or perceptions – would then be explained by
Kant’s concern with the necessary conditions of cognition, one of which
is consciousness.

So far, I have shown that the arguments from above and below are more
plausibly read as beginning with an assumption of empirical cognition,
rather than an assumption of self-consciousness or consciousness. One
could object that even if these passages show that Kant relies on the thesis
that we have empirical cognition, he nevertheless arrives at this thesis by
means of other more fundamental assumptions and argumentation. Yet
I cannot find any place in either the argument from above or from below
where Kant argues to the conclusion that we have empirical cognition
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based on the alternative assumptions of self-consciousness or
consciousness.

Consider the possibility that in the A-edition Kant offers an argument for
empirical cognition based on the assumption that we have consciousness.
The best place to find such an argument would likely be the earlier
subjective deduction. In fact, Robert Paul Wolff, who advances the
interpretation that Kant’s fundamental assumption is that we have
consciousness, finds that the subjective deduction is essential to under-
standing the Transcendental Deduction’s argument for the categories’
objective validity (Wolff 1963: 80). But the subjective deduction does not
begin with the assumption of consciousness. Kant’s first mention of
‘consciousness’ comes only in the third stage of the subjective deduction
(A103), and this indicates that Kant did not assume in the earlier
stages anything about consciousness. Furthermore, Kant introduces
the subjective deduction as an investigation preparing the reader for
the Transcendental Deduction’s ‘deep penetration into the primary
grounds of the possibility of our cognition in general’ (A98, my
emphasis). Thus Kant’s primary concern in the subjective deduction
is cognition and not consciousness.

Consider then the possibility that the A-edition offers an argument for
empirical cognition based on the assumption that we have some form of
self-consciousness. This is implausible because Kant first introduces
a notion of self-consciousness in his argument that we have transcen-
dental apperception, since it is a necessary condition for empirical
cognition (A106–7). Hence, the assumption of cognition is more
fundamental than one of self-consciousness.

4.2 B-Edition Evidence
The following passage is often read as evidence that Kant’s starting point
in the transcendental deduction is transcendental apperception:37

The I think must be able to accompany all my representations;
for otherwise something would be represented in me that
could not be thought at all, which is as much as to say that the
representation would either be impossible or else at least would
be nothing for me (für mich nichts). (B131–2, my italics)

It is often overlooked that Kant’s first proposition here – that the ‘I think’
must be able to accompany all my representations – is supported by an
argument. Kant’s argument is that this proposition must be true or else
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some of my representations ‘could not be thought at all’, and such
representations would ‘be impossible’ or ‘at least would be nothing for
me’. Although this argument blatantly seems to be about the nature of
representations in general, or at least ‘my’ representations, I shall argue
that it is better made sense of by interpreting Kant as assuming both
that we have cognition and that cognition requires thought.

Consider first the following claim from the above passage: if it is not
necessary that the ‘I think’ be able to accompany all my representations,
then ‘something would be represented in me that could not be thought
at all’. This means that Kant treats transcendental apperception as
a necessary condition for thought,38 where ‘thought’ is to be understood
for Kant – as evidenced by the earlier metaphysical deduction
(A69/B94) – as a mental activity that applies concepts in judgements.

Consider now Kant’s next claim: the representing of something in me
without thought is equivalent to that representation being either
‘impossible’ or ‘nothing for me’. If we read this passage in isolation, then
it seems that Kant refers here to either representations in general or
representations in me. Neither interpretation is plausible. First, if we
consider representations in general, then we must note that Kant himself
describes animals as having representations but neither transcendental
apperception nor thought.39Hence, Kant holds that it is not only possible
but actual that there are representations without thought. Of course such
representations without thought might in some sense be ‘nothing for me’,
but this would not ground an argument for the claim that it is necessary
for ‘I think’ to be able to accompany all my representations. Second,
consider representations in me. Kant admits that human beings have
unconscious representations, so this makes it likely that he holds it to be
possible that a representation is in me without being thought.40 Perhaps
then Kant means to talk about only those representations in me that are
not ‘nothing for me’. But what exactly does that mean? As I have already
pointed out, there is evidence that Kant describes representations as
‘nothing for me’ when those representations are not part of cognition.
This suggests, then, that the above passage ought to be taken as
pertaining to cognition.

Accordingly, let me now show how the passage can be made under-
standable by interpreting Kant as having in mind empirical cognition.
Recall that Kant’s argument runs as follows. If it weren’t the case that the
‘I think’must be able to accompanymy representations, then there would
be a representation in me that could not be thought. But such
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a representation – one in me that could not be thought – is either
impossible or nothing for me. On my interpretation, we can make sense
of why Kant offers this disjunction. Namely, consider whether the
representation in question counts as cognition or not. First, suppose this
representation counts as cognition. Such a representation is impossible,
as my account of empirical cognition shows. For insofar as empirical
cognition requires discursive distinctness, it requires thought, i.e. judge-
ments that apply concepts. Second, suppose the representation in ques-
tion does not count as cognition. As we have seen, Kant describes
representations as ‘nothing for me’ to indicate that a representation does
not contribute to cognition. And accordingly, Kant states the same about
the representation in question: if it does not count as cognition, then it is
nothing for me.

As we have just seen, interpreting Kant as assuming we have cognition
makes sense of his claim that a representation that is not thought is either
impossible or nothing for me. On this interpretation, the opening of §16
aims to show that cognition has as its necessary condition transcendental
apperception. Kant shows this by relying on the theses that cognition
requires thought and that thought requires transcendental apperception.

Given this reading of the opening of §16, we can understand better why it is
preceded by the remarks of §15, in whichKant discusses ‘the possibility of a
combination in general’. Kant discusses this because he is assuming that all
our experience involves the combination of a manifold, and it is natural for
him to make this assumption if he understands experience in terms of
empirical cognition. For as interpreted here, empirical cognition requires
bringing diverse representations together to compare, connect and judge
them. And if we understand Kant to be considering this type of combina-
tion, then we see why it is not a non sequitur for him to argue as follows:

Yet the combination (conjunctio) of a manifold in general
can never come to us through the senses, and therefore cannot
already be contained in the pure form of sensible intuition; for it
is an act of spontaneity of the power of representation, and, since
one must call the latter understanding, in distinction from
sensibility, all combination… is an action of the understanding,
which we would designate with the general title synthesis.
(B129–30, my italics)

It might seem as if a combination of a manifold obviously does come to us
through the senses sometimes, e.g. when I receive a diverse array of
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sensory impressions all at once in the same spatial field. But Kant is not
referring to such minimal combination; rather, he is concerned with our
capacity to represent things ‘as combined in the object’ (B130). And he is
concerned with this insofar as he assumes we have cognition. For
cognition requires that we identify and differentiate objects on the basis
of marks possessed by those objects.

If the combination of concern in §15 is the one involved in cognition so
understood, we can see why it requires ‘an act of spontaneity’ from the
understanding. For cognition requires not merely the passive intake of
representations but also the capacity to be aware of one’s grounds for
discriminating objects, and this requires that a subject possess a faculty of
understanding through which she can give and evaluate reasons for her
judgements. Such acts of judgement come from the subject herself and
hence are spontaneous rather than passive.

The opening passages of §§15–16 are the strongest support for reading
the B-edition’s deduction as beginning by assuming we have transcen-
dental apperception. I have shown that these passages are more plausibly
read as providing an argument – or at least the outline of one – moving
from the assumption that we have empirical cognition to the thesis that
transcendental apperception is required for cognition.

Summary
I have argued here for three theses: (i) empirical cognition for Kant
amounts to rational sensory discrimination; (ii) an assumption of such
cognition is one that Kant could have legitimately made in responding to
what he understands as the Humean Problem; and (iii) the text of the
Transcendental Deduction is most plausibly read as taking that
assumption as its starting point.41

Notes
1 Kant’s works are generally cited according to the Akademie edition’s volume and page

numbers, and most quotations are given from the translations in the Cambridge Edition
of theWorks of Immanuel Kant. Four exceptions are the following: (i) citations from the
Critique of Pure Reason are given according to the standard pagination of the A- and
B-editions; (ii) Kant’s Reflexionen are cited using Adickes’s numberings from volumes
14–18 of the Akademie edition; (iii) I have translated any quotations of works that have
not yet appeared in the Cambridge edition; and (iv) I have modified some translations
from the Cambridge edition and have indicated when I have done so. Abbreviations used
in citing Kant’s works: Anth. = Anthropologie in pragmatischer Hinsicht; FS = Die
falsche Spitzfindigkeit der vier syllogistischen Figuren; KU = Kritik der Urteilskraft;
LB = Logik Blomberg (1770s); LJ = Logik, as compiled by Benjamin Jäsche;
LP = Logik Philippi (notes from early 1770s); LV = Wiener Logik (from early 1780s);
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MD = Metaphysik Dohna (from 1792–3);MFNS = Metaphysische Anfangsgründe der
Naturwissenschaft; ML2 = Metaphysik L2 (from late 1780s); MM = Metaphysik
Mrongovius (from 1782-3); MV = Metaphysik Volckmann (from 1784-5);
PE = Vorlesungen über Philosophische Enzyklopädie (from 1775); Prol. = Prolego-
mena zu einer jeden künftigen Metaphysik; R = Reflexion; WF = Welches sind
die wirklichen Fortschritte, die die Metaphysik seit Leibnitzens und Wolf’s Zeiten
in Deutschland gemacht hat?

2 An anonymous reviewer argued persuasively for an alternative reading of the quotation
from A94/B126. Rather than interpreting the passage as describing two different routes,
one of which is carried out in the Transcendental Aesthetic, the reviewer understands the
quoted passage as referring to what will be carried out in the Transcendental Deduction
chapter itself, which has the task of explaining how the categories are a priori
conditions of the possibility of both the intuition and the thinking encountered in
experiences. Although I do not share this reading of the quoted passage, the reviewer
and I are in agreement that the Transcendental Deduction chapter must in some
way address how the categories account for the possibility of the intuition encountered
in experiences.

3 I am thankful to both of my reviewers for pressing me to make my interpretation clearer
on the matters discussed in this paragraph.

4 See also instances in which Kant claims that experience involves both concepts and
objects: A93/B126 and MM, 29: 804. Allison underscores the identification of
experience with empirical cognition in his most recent work (2015: 8, 105, 293,
316–17).

5 With regard to synthetic a priori cognition, Kant states that pure mathematics and pure
physics ‘are supposed to determine their objects a priori’ (Bx), and hence both would
count as bodies of synthetic a priori cognition. The Prolegomena’s analytic method
assumes the actuality of such synthetic a priori cognition (4: 279; cf. 263, 276n.).
I interpret the firstCritique’s synthetic method as assuming only empirical cognition, and
on this basis the supposed synthetic a priori cognition of pure mathematic and pure
physics will later be shown to be actual.

6 Recent attempts at providing such an account include Allison 2015; Jankowiak and
Watkins 2014; Kitcher 2011; Schafer forthcoming; and Watkins and Willaschek
forthcoming. In what follows, I will focus on Kitcher and Allison, as their accounts of
cognition are the only ones that attempt to provide an account of cognition within the
context of interpreting the Transcendental Deduction.

7 Allison also offers an alternative and fuller account of discursive cognition earlier in his
2015: 167–8.

8 Cf. Sommerlatte (forthcoming).
9 I am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for drawing my attention to this passage.

10 Many scholars attribute to Kant two uses of the term ‘cognition’. I am most sympathetic
to Allison’s distinction between a thick and a thin sense (2015: 353–5), but I believe that
the thick sense needs more spelling out.

11 I do not quote the much more widely cited passage from Kant’s Logic, which Jäsche
based in part on Reflexion 2394, due to worries about that text’s fidelity to Kant’s own
thought. For more on this issue, see Sommerlatte (forthcoming).

12 It is widely noted that Kant understands concepts as marks or rules by means of
which we can identify or differentiate things. So it might be thought that
acquaintance, which is described here as that by which we differentiate between
things, is possible only by means of concepts. But this would be to overlook that
Kant held there to be sensible or intuitive marks. For an illuminating account
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of the evidence for this and an interpretation of intuition using this evidence,
see Smit 2000.

13 The other main characterizations of cognition are at Bxvii–xviii, A50/B74, A67–8/
B92–3, A319–20/B376–7.

14 I am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for offering constructive criticism regarding my
use of pre-Critical texts.

15 Beck (1969: 457) provides evidence that Kant read this work.
16 See Baumgarten 2011: §§62, 520–2; Meier 1752: §§124, 137; Lambert 1764: §§8–9;

Eberhard 1766: 67–72.
17 Beck, for example, suggests Wolff’s influence from 1720 to 1765 was much stronger

than Leibniz’s (1969: 244; cf. 274–305).
18 This is a broader notion of ‘thought’ than the one Kant has.
19 See R2394 as well as LB, 24: 134–5 and LP, 24: 418–19.
20 Cf. LP, 24: 418–19 and LB, 24: 132–5.
21 It is important to note that Kant differs from Wolff in how clarity relates to

consciousness. For Wolff, we are conscious of something if and only if we differentiate
it from other things (2003: §§729ff.). Hence, clarity and consciousness ultimately
amount to the same thing, and Meier follows him in this characterization of
consciousness (1752: §13). But in the B-edition of the first Critique, Kant holds that a
representation can be conscious without being clear, and he states that all clear
representations are conscious (B414–15n.). Presumably, he has in mind only the clear
representations of human beings. For in some places Kant attributes clear representa-
tions to non-human animals (FS, 2: 59), and there is evidence he denies them
consciousness (MD, 28: 689–90, ML2, 28: 594, MM, 24: 845–7, PE, 29: 44–5). For my
purposes here, empirical cognition involves clarity insofar as it involves identifying or
differentiating objects. I leave for another occasion a more detailed discussion of Kant’s
views of consciousness and its relation to clarity and cognition.

22 See, for example, recent entries in The Cambridge Companion to Kant'sCritique of Pure
Reason, including the following: Hogan 2010: 26, Anderson 2010: 79, Guyer 2010.
This mistake can be found even in more recent works (e.g. Guyer 2013: 495–8).

23 See George 1981: 241, Hanna 2006: 6n., Van Cleve 2003: 95. For the notion ofWissen,
see A820–31/B848–59.

24 For example, Guyer raises an objection both to theMetaphysical Deduction by itself and
to any version of the Transcendental Deduction beginning with the assumption that we
have empirical cognition of objects (1987: 98, 128–9; 2010: 128). In raising this
objection, Guyer mistakenly takes empirical cognition as individuated in terms of
individual judgements or propositions, i.e. he identifies cognition with a single
judgement. This is a mistake, as my account indicates. As explained above, cognition
is primarily of objects rather than propositions or judgements. To be sure, cognition of
an object requires that a subject make judgements, i.e. judgements about the similarities
or differences between objects. But cognition of an object ought not to be identified with
any single judgement; rather, to cognize an object requires a plurality of interconnected
judgements. For example, for my friend Ingrid to cognize me, she must not only make a
judgement such as ‘this is Curtis’ but others such as ‘Curtis has freckles’ and ‘that [other
person or thing] is not Curtis because it doesn’t have freckles’. Moreover, since cognition
requires that she be able to become aware of her judgements on the basis of which she
identifies or differentiates things, she must link her judgement ‘this is Curtis’ with other
judgements that provide her with reasons for her discriminations, e.g. ‘this has freckles’,
‘this has brown hair, ‘that doesn’t have freckles’, and so on.

25 For example, see Dicker 2004: 88–90.
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26 See Kant’s characterizations of synthetic a priori cognition or principles at A156–8/
B195–7 and Prol., 4: 313.

27 See Wolff 1960 and Beiser 2002: 45–7.
28 For more information about the publication, editing and translation of Hume’sEnquiry,

see Kuehn 2005: 106–7.
29 Hume’s original reads: ‘I SHALL venture to affirm, as a general Proposition, which

admits of no Exception, that the Knowledge of this Relation of Cause and Effect is not,
in any Instance, attain’d byReasoning a priori; but arises entirely from Experience, when
we find, that particular Objects are constantly conjoin’d with each other’ (1751: 50).
And the German translation reads: ‘Ich will erkühnen, als einen allgemeinen
Satz, welcher keine Ausnahme zuläßt, zu behaupten, daß diese Erkenntniß der Ursache
und Wirkung in keinem einzigen Beyspiele, durch Vernunftschlüsse a priori
erlanget werde; sondern gänzlich aus der Erfahrung herkomme, kraft deren wir
finden, daß besondere Gegenstände beständig, einer mit dem andern vereiniget sind’
(1755: 68).

30 Most notably by Ameriks 1978 and Engstrom 1994.
31 Interpreters espousing this interpretation include Dicker 2004: 88–90; Kemp Smith

1918: 168, 222–3; and Robert Paul Wolff 1963: 93–4, 147, 159.
32 Interpreters who treat Kant’s starting point as the assumption of self-consciousness

include Bennett 1966: 100–7; Carl 1989: 9–11; Guyer 1987; Henrich 1976.
33 Few commentators explicitly hold that Kant assumes we have cognition. These include

Allison 2015: 236, 276, 316–17, 435–7; Ameriks 1978: 273, 282, 283, 286–7; 2000a:
45, 55–63; 2000b: 6–7; Dickerson 2003: 50–1, 201–3; Kitcher 2011: 86, 89–90, 96–7;
and Paton 1936: 329–44, 571. Other commentators do not explicitly assert that Kant
assumes we have cognition, but they come close insofar as they see Kant as assuming
something roughly like cognition. For example, James Van Cleve holds that Kant can
interpreted as assuming we have experience involving both intuitions and concepts
(2003: 76–9). And on any interpretation, this sort of experience must be something very
akin to cognition.

34 Scott Edgar (2010) interprets the transcendental deduction not as an argument but
rather as an explanation. If that is indeed the best way to interpret it, I would maintain
that Kant attempts to explain the categories’ objective validity by means of an
investigation starting with the fact that we have empirical cognition.

35 Allison holds a similar view about Kant’s use of ‘nothing for us’ or ‘nothing for me’
(2004: 164 and 2015: 133, 230), and he also uses this view for interpreting the argument
from above (2015: 245).

36 Cf. R2394, R2836, LV, 24: 845–7, LJ, 9: 64–5.
37 See Allison 2004: 163; Bennett 1966: 100–7; Carl 1989: 17–19; Henrich 1976: 71–4;

Merritt 2009: 63.
38 Cf. A103–7; MM, 29: 888–9.
39 For evidence that animals lack understanding or thought, see FS, 2: 59–60; KU, 5: 464;

MD, 28: 689–90, ML1, 28: 276; MM, 29: 878–9 and 906–7; MV, 28: 448–50. For
evidence that they lack transcendental apperception, see Anth., 7: 127 and MM, 29:
878–9.

40 This is suggested by A319–20/B376–7 and MD, 28: 702, and it is stated explicitly at
Anth., 7: 135 and MM, 29: 879–80.

41 I wish to thank my two anonymous reviewers for their diligent and incisive comments,
without which the article would have suffered. I also wish to thank personally for their
feedback Allen W. Wood, Gary Ebbs, Adam Leite, Walter R. Ott, Jr., Frederick F.
Schmitt and Paul Vincent Spade. I am also thankful to my dissertation group at
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Indiana University, Bloomington, for pressing me to make matters clearer to non-
specialists. Finally, I am also indebted to several audiences who heard early portions
of this work and offered constructive criticism: the participants of the 2014
Southern Group of the North American Kant Society at Rhodes College, attendees of
a graduate student colloquium at Indiana University, Bloomington, and several
department members at the 2014 Nelson Fellowship Lecture at Indiana University,
Bloomington.
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