Truth Criteria in the Critique of Pure Reason
Timothy Rosenkoetter

The University of Chicago

I

In the midst of the first Critique’s Introduction to Transcendental Logic, Kant arrives at “the old and famous question with which the logicians were to be driven into a corner. . .,” to wit:  “What is truth?  The nominal definition of truth, namely that it is the correspondence [Übereinstimmung] of cognition with its object, is here granted and presupposed. . .”  Yet because a merely nominal definition will not be accepted—replacing as it does merely one name of the thing for another
—the question becomes:  “what is the general and certain criterion [Kriterium] of the truth of any cognition[?]”
  Kant then tells us just what he thinks of this question:

It is already a great and necessary proof of cleverness or insight to know what one should reasonably ask.  For if the question is absurd [ungereimt] in itself and demands unnecessary answers, then, . . .it has the disadvantage of misleading the incautious listener into absurd answers, and presenting the ridiculous sight (as the ancients said) of one person milking a billy-goat while the other holds a sieve underneath.  (A58)

This is immediately followed by a new paragraph, in which Kant argues against the possibility of a general, and yet material truth criterion:

[a]  If truth consists in the correspondence of a cognition with its object
, then this object must thereby be distinguished from others; for a cognition is false if it does not corre-spond with the object to which it is related, even if it contains something that could well be valid of other objects.  [b]  Now a general criterion [Kriterium] of truth would be that which was valid of all cognitions without any distinction among their objects.  [c]  But it is clear that since with such a criterion one abstracts from all content of cognition (relation to its object), yet truth concerns precisely this content, [d]  it would be completely impossible and absurd to ask for a distinguishing mark [Merkmal] of the truth of this content of cognition, and thus it is clear that a sufficient and yet at the same time general criterion [Kennzeichen] of truth cannot possibly be provided.  [e]  Since above we have called the content of a cognition its matter, one must therefore say that no general criterion [Kennzeichen] of the truth of cognition with respect to [its] matter can be demanded, because it is self-contradictory.

In the following paragraph we learn that a logic which “contains the absolutely necessary rules of thinking, without which no use of the understanding can take place” (A52)—in Kant’s terms, ‘general logic’—can provide general “criteria of truth” (A59).  Yet these are not “sufficient” criteria, for they provide nothing more than “the conditio sine qua non and thus the negative condition of all truth” (A59f).  What they cannot tell us is whether the object corresponds to our thought; or, in Kant’s words, “whether it [cognition] contains positive truth with regard to the object” (KrV A60*).

Though this discussion of truth criteria is widely known—a notoriety that is helped along, no doubt, by Kant’s choice of such a colorful metaphor—one gets the sense that it does not make it into the cannon of passages considered pivotal for understanding the first Critique.
  This is understandable.  After all, Kant’s discussion of truth seems on its face to serve a merely negative purpose.  Kant would appear to reject, and reject decisively, the very possibility of a criterion of positive truth.  At the very least, it seems safe to assume that Kant himself harbors no ambition to provide truth criteria in the Critique.  So this discussion is quite naturally understood to play a merely ancillary role within the work.  Kant is dashing the hopes and ambitions of those who would provide criteria of truth qua correspondence, so as to move on to other concerns—concerns that are simply different.

I will show that this very natural appraisal of the truth criterion discussion is mistaken.  It will emerge that the search for positive truth criteria is one of the guiding threads of the entire work.  We will see that the possibility of providing such criteria, in place of the “absurd answers” that had formerly been offered, is in Kant’s view bound up with his development of a new kind of logic, transcendental logic.  Finally, we will see that Kant’s widening of the notion of logic to include more than general logic forces a rethinking of what a truth criterion—qua criterion—would have to be like.

While it may not typically be counted among the pivotal passages of the Critique, the truth criterion discussion has not eluded the attention of Kant’s interpreters.  Critical reaction to the argument has been varied.  Some commentators use it to support their view that Kant’s philosophy initiates a turn from a correspondence to a coherence model of truth.
  Yet since Kant repeats in his own voice in a number of other places his characterization of truth as correspondence with the object
, the more careful among these commentators explain that this is a nominal definition which does no more than intersubjectively fix which concept is in question, and they go on to insist that a definition which is adequate to its object would advert to coherence instead correspondence.
  It will become abundantly clear below that Kant is not using his diagnosis of the failure of criteria of truth qua correspondence to initiate a turn away from a correspondence conception of truth.
  Quite to the contrary, this passage represents the first step in the Transcendental Analytic’s attempt to provide criteria of truth, where truth is understood in the sense of correspondence.  It is because Kant regards this attempt as a success that he entitles the Transcendental Analytic “a logic of truth.”

Several commentators approach the criterion discussion with a healthy appreciation of the important role of truth as correspondence in Kant’s theoretical philosophy.
  Yet none of these interpretations provides a satisfactory account of how Kant’s purpose and intentions in the criterion passage fit with his larger theory.  The nearly universal reaction to the passage has been to take it at face value, as an unambiguous and unqualified rejection of the possibility of any general and yet adequate criterion of empirical truth.
  But there is plenty of evidence from both near and far that matters are not so simple.  One piece that has apparently escaped notice is an unmistakable allusion to this discussion sixteen years later in the Rechtslehre:

Like the much-cited query “what is truth?” put to the logician, the question “what is right?” might well embarrass the jurist if he does not want to lapse into a tautology, or instead of giving a universal solution, refer to what the laws in some country at some time prescribe.  He can indeed state what is laid down as right (quid sit iuris), that is, what the laws in a certain place and at a certain time say or have said.  But whether what these laws prescribed is also right, and what the general criterion [Kriterium] is by which one could recognize right as well as wrong (iustum et iniustum), this would remain hidden from him unless he leaves those empirical principles behind for a while and seeks the sources of such judgments in reason alone, so as to establish the basis for any possible giving of positive laws (although positive laws can serve as excellent guides to this).  Like the wooden head in Phaedrus’s fable, a merely empirical doctrine of right is a head that may be beautiful but unfortunately it has no brain.

To provide a merely nominal definition of right would be to “lapse into a tautology.”  So Kant goes on to provide criteria which he considers adequate to distinguish it from wrong in all cases.
  Of course, nothing can be inferred from this passage about Kant’s intentions during the composition of the first Critique.  Nonetheless, he is seriously misleading his readers if he does not, circa 1797, think that the cases of truth and right are substantially alike; if he does not think—and here I adapt the Rechtslehre passage to our subject matter—that ‘what the universal criterion is by which one could recognize truth as well as falsity. . .would remain hidden from the logician unless he leaves empirical principles behind for a while and seeks the sources of his judgments concerning truth and falsity in our pure faculties.’  It is not just that Kant shows no sign in this later discussion of considering the question ‘What is truth?’ and the search for a general criterion to be “absurd”—precisely what a naïve reading of KrV A58 would have Kant maintaining.  No, the later discussion seems positively to take for granted that something more than a nominal definition of truth can be provided by way of an answer.

Of course, there are important disanalogies between truth and right.  But my immediate purpose in bringing the Rechtslehre passage into view has been to motivate an interpretation which looks for a positive moral to the ‘What is truth?’ discussion.  The next section will argue that the truth question and the ensuing argument against a truth criterion were specifically included in the Introduction to Transcendental Logic for the purpose of highlighting a difference between general and transcendental logics.  This obviously requires that we find a role for the argument beyond its being a sound argument which applies identically to both general and transcendental logics.

II

The Introduction to Transcendental Logic (A50-A64, hereafter ‘Introduction’) is divided into four sections.  Section I introduces the very notion of a logic through its contrast with aesthetic, and it then effects a taxonomy of logics, first into general and particular (i.e., besondere Logik, often translated as ‘special’), whereupon it divides general logic into pure and applied.
  Section II introduces the notion of a transcendental logic.  Sections III and IV further specify general and transcendental logic, respectively, by explaining both their limitations and what results when those limitations are ignored.

The argument against a truth criterion is presented in Section III.  A first hint at the role played by this argument is provided by that section’s title:  “On the division of general logic into analytic and dialectic.”  What determines whether a general logic remains a general analytic or lapses into general dialectic is whether the logician attempts to provide a criterion of “positive truth” (i.e., correspondence) with the meagre resources provided by general logic.  So long as the logician respects the strictures articulated in the criterion argument, she is able to remain within general analytic.
  More specifically, so long as she recognizes that general logic cannot provide criteria for truth, understood as the correspondence of a cognition with its object, she will restrict herself to providing no more than “the negative touchstone of all truth” (A60)—namely those conditions, founded upon the principle of contradiction, under which a cognition agrees not with the object but with itself.

In contrast:  “Now general logic, as a putative organon”—used, that is,  as a tool “for the actual production of at least the semblance of objective assertions”—“is called dialectic” (A61*).  Kant’s model for this “effrontery [Zumutung]” (A61) is the programme of mathesis universalis as it appears in the works of Leibniz, Wolff, and Lambert.
  Within a Wissenschaft that is based solely upon the principle of contradiction, they venture assertions that they take to be true of objects.  Consequently, their general logic is general dialectic.  Fully forty sections of Wolff’s Philosophia Rationalis Sive Logica are devoted to explicating and defending his criterion of truth.  These sections are not without their complications—primarily how one is to distinguish the proper tasks of the principle of contradiction and the principle of sufficient reason—but their upshot would have been clear for Kant.  Wolff’s real definition of truth (“Truth is the determinability of the predicate by the concept of the subject”
) also serves as its criterion.
  A proposition is true if and only if its subject-concept contains its predicate-concept.  

From Kant’s standpoint, the generality of general logic lines up precisely with the universalist aspirations of mathesis universalis.  Thus Kant’s focus on a “general” criterion of truth, i.e., one “which [is] valid of all cognitions without any distinction among their objects” [b].  A logic whose specific treatment of a concept depends on the referent’s being—understood either as its essentia or as its existentia—is by definition a particular logic.  This can be seen nicely in the initial contrast of the logics:  a logic of the general use of the understanding “contains the absolutely necessary rules of thinking, without which no use of the understanding takes place, and it therefore concerns these rules without regard to the difference [Verschiedenheit] among the objects to which it may be directed.  The logic of the particular use of the understanding contains the rules for correctly thinking about a certain kind of objects” (A52*).   In another important passage, Kant explains that:  “As general logic it [pure, general logic] abstracts from all content [Inhalt] of the cognition of the understanding and from the difference [Verschiedenheit] among its objects
, and has to do with nothing but the mere form of thinking.”
  Here we encounter a word whose thoroughly pedestrian appearance belies its status in much of the Kantian corpus as a term of art:  Inhalt.
  Recall Kant’s famous dictum:  “Thoughts without content [Inhalt] are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind” (A51).  This mutual dependence notwithstanding, Section I introduces the very notion of logic by segregating form and content:

The understanding is not capable of intuiting anything, and the senses are not capable of thinking anything. . .But on this account one must not mix up their roles, rather one has great cause to separate them carefully from each other and distinguish them.  Hence we distinguish the science of the rules of sensibility in general, i.e., aesthetic, from the science of the rules of understanding in general, i.e., logic.  (A51)

At this point content is left largely unspecified.  It is that from which a logic must abstract in order to be fully formal.


It is a curious feature of our central paragraph that it divides into two distinct parts.  Namely, while [a]-[d] establish a negative conclusion concerning any contentful truth criterion, [e] concludes the same with respect to any material criterion.  Kant effects this transition by noting that “above we have called the content of a cognition its matter [Materie]” (*).  This calls for explanation, since a cognition’s content is not in general identical to its matter.  In fact, it is precisely the non-identity of content and matter, considered in themselves, which first creates a space for transcendental logic, since if realized, transcendental logic would be “a logic in which one did not abstract from all content [Inhalt] of cognition; for that logic that contained merely the rules of the pure thinking of an object would exclude all those cognitions that were of empirical content,” i.e., all material cognitions (A55).  Transcendental logic considers content but excludes matter.  In contrast, matter and content are not differentiable from the perspective of general logic, in which “the content be what it may (empirical or transcendental),” i.e. material or a priori (A53).  Insofar as a truth criterion is being developed with the meagre resources of general logic, any attention to the content of cognition is at best only accidentally not at the same time attention to its matter.  Kant apparently depends in his presentation of the criterion argument on our having picked up from the title of Section III that this section is treating general logic; and his reference to having “above. . .called the content of a cognition its matter” [e] must be an allusion to the just-quoted explanation of general logic from Section I (A53).


So Kant first argues to a conclusion concerning content, only then inferring the same concerning matter.  I will offer a possible explanation below.  But for now let me note that Kant is equally deliberate in his choice of whether to use “content” or “matter” throughout the remainder of the Introduction.  I will not subject you to an exhaustive catalogue of the evidence.  Suffice it to say that Section III’s characterizations of general analytic and general dialectic employ, with one explicable exception (A60), the term “content.”  This is what we would expect, since “content” is precisely what the purveyor of general analytic succeeds in ignoring, while those who have not been properly disciplined by critique (cf. A296) might well suppose that their merely formal enterprise guarantees a referential connection to objects, with general dialectic being the result.  But these word choices are not the real test, for “matter” would not have been wrong in many of these cases.  It merely would have been less than maximally informative.  After all, a doctrine such as general analytic, which succeeds in ignoring all content, also succeeds in ignoring all matter.

The test comes in Section IV, which bears the title “the division of transcendental logic into the transcendental analytic and dialectic.”  Whereas the boundary in general logic had been whether a contentful criterion is employed, the boundary for transcendental logic is given by whether its principles are treated as by themselves supplying a material criterion:  “. . .the understanding falls into the danger of making a material use of the merely formal principles of pure understanding. . .” (A63*).

All of this suggests that transcendental logic, though unable to provide a material criterion of truth, can provide a contentful criterion.  Significantly, it is in Section IV that Kant first calls the transcendental analytic “a logic of truth,” a label which he had withheld from general analytic in Section III:

The part of transcendental logic. . .that expounds the elements of the pure cognition of the understanding and the principles without which no object can be thought at all, is the transcendental analytic, and at the same time a logic of truth.  For no cognition can contradict it without at the same time losing all content, i.e., all relation to any object, hence all truth.  (A62f*)

Of course, no judgment can contradict the general analytic without losing “all relation to any object, hence all truth”—and Kant could have said as much—but it would do so only mediately; what it would lose immediately is itself.
  In contrast, cognition which is not consonant with the principles of the transcendental analytic loses “all content.”  What do cognitions possess when they are consonant with these principles?  The obvious answer is:  transcendental truth, a term which makes a notable appearance in the Schematism chapter (A146).  This answer receives support in the penultimate paragraph preceding that chapter:

 . . .the peculiar thing about transcendental philosophy is this:  that in addition to the rule (or rather the general condition for rules), which is given in the pure concept of the understanding, it can at the same time indicate a priori the case [Fall] to which the rules ought to be applied.  The cause of the advantage that it has in this regard over all other didactic sciences (except for mathematics) lies just here:  that it deals with concepts that are to be related to their objects a priori. . .it must at the same time display [darlegen] in general but sufficient criteria [in allgemeinen aber hinreichenden Kennzeichen] the conditions under which objects can be given in correspondence [Übereinstimmung] with those concepts, for otherwise they would be without all content, and thus would be mere logical forms and not pure concepts of the understanding.  (A135f)

Significantly, this is the only place in the first Critique outside of our central passage (at [d]) in which Kant uses the phrase allgemeine aber hinreichende Kennzeichen.
  It is hardly daring to suppose that Kant intended this passage (whose identical terminology is obscured by all three of the standard translations
) to refer back to the criterion argument.  Read in conjunction with the Introduction to the Transcendental Logic, this passage’s message is as follows:

(i)  Transcendental logic can and must provide an a priori truth criterion
—i.e., “a sufficient and yet at the same time general criterion of truth” [d], specifically, of the truth of the “content of cognition” [d].

(ii)  Just as important is what would happen to a pretender to the title of transcendental logic which failed to provide this criterion.  Its fundamental concepts “would be without all content, and thus would be mere logical forms and not pure concepts of the understanding” (A136).  That is to say:  without a truth criterion such a logic would be mere general analytic.

This latter claim is supported by several considerations.  First, the section preceding the Schematism chapter (i.e., the Introduction to the Doctrine of the Power of Judgment) is built around the contrast between general logic (with its incapacity to subsume objects under concepts) and transcendental logic, for which “things are quite different” (A135).  General logic’s incapacity is presented as owing to its “abstract[ion] from all content of cognition” (A133*).  Second, it is an important clue that without truth criteria the putative categories would “be mere logical forms and not pure concepts of the understanding” (A136), for we have been told in a justly famous passage from the Metaphysical Deduction that it is “a transcendental content” which converts forms of judgment belonging to general logic into “pure concepts of the understanding”:

The same function that gives unity to the different representations in a judgment also gives unity to the mere synthesis of different representations in an intuition, which, expressed generally, is called the pure concept of the understanding,.  The same understanding, therefore, and indeed by means of the very same actions through which it brings the logical form [cp. A136] of a judgment into concepts by means of the analytical unity, also brings a transcendental content into its representations by means of the synthetic unity of the manifold in intuition in general, on account of which they are called pure concepts of the understanding [cp. A136] that pertain to objects a priori; this can never be accomplished by general logic.  (A79*)

I propose a simple model for understanding (some of) the relations we see here.  General logic abstracts from all content.  In order to ‘convert’ it to a particular logic, one must apply its logical forms to a content.  Transcendental logic is the particular logic (i.e., besondere Logik)
 which is obtained by applying logical forms to transcendental content.


I will work at specifying Kant’s notion of transcendental content in the next section.  First, I want to sum up the argument of this section.  The considerations adduced thus far—which include some rather striking terminological convergences—make for a strong case that Kant introduced the question ‘What is truth?’ and subsequently presented an argument against a truth criterion in order to distinguish general and transcendental logic.  Furthermore, this purpose explains why the paragraph containing the argument would distinguish between a contentful criterion [c]-[d] and a material criterion [e]:  their separate mention prepares the reader for the provision of a contentful truth criterion, hinted at in Section IV (of the Introduction) and finally announced as “the peculiar thing about transcendental philosophy” (A136), just prior to the Schematism chapter.

III

The claim that transcendental logic provides a limited set of a priori truth criteria in the form of “conditions under which objects can be given in correspondence [Übereinstimmung] with [the categories]” (A136) is by itself neither surprising nor especially controversial.  What is more surprising, and represents a more significant departure from previous interpretation, is how pivotal Kant makes the provision of these truth criteria in distinguishing transcendental from general logic, as well as the correspondingly positive role played by the apparently negative truth criterion argument in the structure of the Transcendental Analytic.

I believe that the foregoing is accurate but insufficient.  Its insufficiency is most easily seen when we reflect that Kant’s criterion argument features—indeed, it begins with(!)—the claim, ignored until now, that the referent of a true judgment must be “distinguished from others; for a cognition is false if it does not agree with the object to which it is related, even if it contains something that could well be valid of other objects” [a].  A logic does not automatically solve this problem simply by dint of providing some a priori truth criteria.  So if Kant’s purpose in including the criterion argument in the Introduction was to distinguish the two main kinds of logic, then there is still interpretative work to be done:  the argument prominently features the inability of mere concepts to pick out a specific object as referent; yet so long as a transcendental logic does no more than formulate conditions which all referential thinking must meet (e.g., not only must our thought about objects avoid contradiction, it must also assign those objects an extensive magnitude), it fails the argument for the very same reason that general logic does.

The solution is to be found in the revolutionary way in which the Transcendental Analytic progressively specifies the notion of transcendental content, which had been left comparatively indeterminate in the Introduction to Transcendental Logic.  But much of this specification is accomplished more or less implicitly.
  One important step is taken in the opening of the Metaphysical Deduction:

As has already been frequently said, general logic abstracts from all content of cognition. . . Transcendental logic, on the contrary, has a manifold of sensibility that lies before it a priori, which the transcendental aesthetic has offered to it, in order to provide the pure concepts of the understanding with a material [Stoff], without which they would be without any content, thus completely empty.  (A76f*)

Suitably modified “by means of the synthetic unity” (A79, quoted above p. 11), the pure manifold of sensibility serves as a unified spatio-temporal frame making object individuation and determinate reference possible.  This makes it possible to do what Kant charges that Leibniz could not:  to distinguish two spatio-temporally distinct drops of water which share identical conceptual determinations.

Kant’s implicit claim, first broached in [a] of the criterion argument, turns out to be that a transcendental logic first makes it possible to determinately identify an object and distinguish it from others.  This opens up the possibility that transcendental logic does not fail the criterion argument for the very same reason that general logic does.

Yet because this achievement depends on that logic having “a manifold of sensibility that lies before it a priori” (A76), we here begin to see a breakdown in the division of labor between thought and sensibility that provided the foundation for Kant’s introduction of the very notion of logic.  So it should not surprise us that in the first post-1781 confirmation that Kant had viewed the provision of truth criteria as a central achievement of the first Critique, the focus is on the a priori origin of sensibility.  Kant explains in the Prolegomena that an impoverished conception of sensibility can scuttle the provision of “the reliable criterion. . .which distinguishes truth from illusion [Schein] in [all possible experience].”
  His target here is Berkeley, for whom:  “experience. . .can have no criteria [Kriterien] of truth, since its appearances (according to him) have nothing laid a priori at their foundation, from which it follows that experience is nothing but sheer illusion.”
  Truth criteria are impossible when logic does not have “a manifold of sensibility that lies before it a priori” (A76).

This strenuous 1783 defense of his transcendental idealism against the charge that it is no more than a dressed-up Berkelean idealism makes clear for the first time just how intertwined all of the foregoing is with Wolff’s attempt to procure a criterion of truth.  Kant’s broadside at the hostile Göttingen review offers as evidence of the reviewer’s incompetence his having mistaken the first Critique’s contrast between “the truth of experience” and dream (e.g., A202) for a psychological distinction:  “. . .he never thinks that I am here speaking simply of the well-known somnio objective sumto [i.e., dreams taken objectively] of the Wolffian philosophy, which is merely formal. . .”
  Now anything more involved than the broad brushstrokes of Wolff’s conception and Kant’s appropriation and significant alteration of it are far too involved for this occasion.  However, in outline:  Wolff attempts to use what he calls “order” to distinguish truth from dream, i.e., actually existing objects from those that populate merely imagined worlds.
  He claims that only the former are comprehensively governed by the principle of sufficient reason, and only under that condition is there “transcendental truth.”
  Quite significant to the present topic is that Wolff also argues that the denizens of dream worlds are not genuine individuals.
  Lacking the referential connection provided by transcendental truth, there is no reliable means by which one object can be “distinguished from others” [a].

The catch, as far as Kant is concerned, is that because Wolff traces the principle of sufficient reason back to the principle of non-contradiction, order—Wolff’s candidate for transcendental ‘content’ (to use Kantian terminology)—is given a merely logical interpretation.  Wolff’s model has not gone beyond general logic.  (Of course, from Wolff’s or Leibniz’ perspective this is the result of Kant’s failing even to consider seriously the possibility of notio completa. Yet we are reconstructing Kant’s story here, so I will not digress.)

Read in conjunction with suggestive remarks above all in the Second Analogy (cf. A197-202)
, the picture that emerges is of Kant taking what had been on Wolff’s model merely the logical order of existences and their grounds and reinterpreting it as an irreducibly spatio-temporal ordering.  Kant takes himself to be showing in the Analogies of Experience, in opposition to Wolff, that “the first thing that [the understanding] does for [experience and its possibility] is not to make the representations of the objects distinct, but rather to make the representation of an object”—and here we can emphasize on Kant’s behalf:  a single object such as this drop of water—“possible at all.  Now this happens through its conferring temporal order on the appearances and their existences. . .” (A199*).  Only so, Kant explains in a topically connected context, can there be a “distinguishing mark [Merkmal] of empirical truth” (note the identical terminology in [d]).
  I hope to have shown that Kant is with his discussion of truth criteria already rather carefully preparing the way for this argument in the Analogies of Experience.

IV

I would like to conclude by briefly sketching a proposal that is more daring than what I have argued above.  I have come to believe that the Transcendental Analytic does provide—and provides in accordance with Kant’s own fundamental commitments, even if he is not quite willing to put it this way—a general and yet adequate criterion of material truth.  My guiding idea is that in rejecting the conceptions of truth and of truth criteria that go hand in hand with a project such as that of universal characteristic, Kant is also rejecting its mechanistic model of reasoning and proof, so influential in the spirit of the time.
  In its place he is offering a conception of truth as correspondence between judgments and intuitions and a model of reasoning and proof that hinges on our ability to be open to the experience of intuitions.  Renewed interest in Kant’s philosophy of mathematics in recent decades has focused attention on the way in which mathematical proof requires that the mathematician be open to the experience of a priori intuitions.
  I believe that there is also a story to be told about openness to empirical intuitions.

Before I sketch a few points in favor of my proposal, let me remind you why this is such an unpopular position.
  First, Kant tells us point blank in Section III of the Introduction “that no general criterion of the truth of cognition with respect to [its] matter can be demanded, because it is self-contradictory” [e*].  Further, even if one accepts the suggestion that the criterion argument in its stated form at A59 is directed against the logic that abstracts from all Inhalt, it is not immediately clear how this could improve the prospects for a material criterion of truth, since even (or especially) transcendental logic abstracts from all Materie.

Kant, it is true, does not tend to speak of a criterion of empirical truth.  Yet there are exceptions.  When he does, he does not want to allow that such a criterion could be general, as is evident when he explains to his logic students:  “One can of course have material criteria of truth, but they cannot be general.  They would be those that we have from the nature [Beschaffenheit] of the object with respect to the senses.”
  But it is important to see that this use of ‘general’ is either its use as a term of art that is liable to mislead in the present context, or just plain wrong.  If this use of ‘general’ derives its meaning from Kant’s notion of a “general use of the understanding” (i.e., the kind which is treated by general logic, cf. A52), then this only excludes what it is already clear we should not expect, viz., purely conceptual criteria of empirical truth.  On the other hand, if ‘general’ just means ‘applying in every case’, we very well have a general criterion of empirical truth:  namely, in every case to predicate F of the object if its intuition is F (making sure, of course, that one’s judgment agrees with all applicable a priori conditions for the possibility of experience).
 

Now I suspect that rather than being just plain wrong, Kant was using “general” as a term of art.  I take this already to be suggested by the previous quote from the Dohna-Wundlacken logic, but it is indisputably operative in the explanation that leads up to it:

But there is a general formal criterion of truth, the agreement [Übereinstimmung] of [cognition] with itself—a material criterion, correspondence [Übereinstimmung] with the object, cannot be possible generally [allgemein]—for (if it were general) it would also have to be valid [stattfinden] if I abstract from all matter. . .

Looking back at [b]:  “Now a general criterion [Kriterium] of truth would be that which was valid of all cognitions without any distinction among their objects,” I would suggest that Kant is using allgemein in the same sense there:  in the sense in which general logic contains the rules of the “general. . .use of the understanding,” viz. those that hold regardless of whether the thought has referential ambitions, and a fortiori regardless of which particular object it has in its sights.
  Again, it should be no surprise that a criterion of material truth as correspondence is impossible under those restrictions!  Indeed, “it is self-contradictory” [e].  But this fact does not speak against the possibility of a material criterion that is general in the sense of applying in every case.


There are at least a few places where Kant expresses what I think should be his considered opinion.  In an unpublished reflection from around the time of the first Critique he writes:  “The material [criterion of truth] is correspondence [Übereinstimmung] of judgments to intuitions, thus not formal tautology and identity.”
  In another he explains:  “The material criteria of truth consist in the correspondence [Übereinstimmung] of cognition to the representations that refer [sich beziehen] immediately to the object, therefore in the correspondence [of cognition] with intuitions and perceptions.”
  Finally, in close proximity to Meier’s mention of criteria veritatis cognitionis we find a reflection which I take as a confirmation of the interpretation presented above:

In logic we can supply only formal criteria of truth, i.e., the conditions of the agreement of cognition as cognition in general without reference to the object (as matter); these criteria are negative. . .(In transcendental logic the matter is universally [allgemein] determined and differentiated; therefore criteria of truth, but no organon).

Kant’s mention of the “differentiat[ion]” of the matter—into objects subject to identity conditions, one presumes—suggests that the criteria referred to are not simply the aggregate of the synthetic a priori principles of the pure understanding.  Yet if he has something like the material criterion I have suggested in mind, he is not thereby proposing an organon that (as Kant puts it in Section IV of the Introduction) judges (synthetically) about “objects in general with the pure understanding alone” (KrV A63*).

When the foregoing is held up alongside the many logic lectures in which Kant argues against the possibility of a general and yet adequate criterion of material truth, it might seem that my proposal just can’t be right.  If it were, wouldn’t Kant have at least provided us with more than the few morsels of evidence I have managed to dig up?  Yet one must remember that Kant’s purpose in these lectures was primarily to introduce his audience to general logic.  And this audience was made up of students at the start of their university career—students, furthermore, who were frequently not up to the task of understanding material much, much simpler than that which has been covered in this paper.

I hypothesize that another explanation for Kant’s failure to state clearly his considered view (if it was his considered view)—as well as an explanation for the strikingly high ratio of negative comments regarding truth criteria to positive ones—is that to the degree that truth criteria are given what Kant considers a philosophically defensible interpretation, they cease to be a purely logical subject matter.  By the time we get a full picture of transcendental logic—including especially “the peculiar thing about transcendental philosophy” (A136)—it is unclear whether it should still be considered a logic in the strict sense of that term, which was initially defined as “the science of the rules of understanding as such” (A51*).  This is a large topic, so I will just say that exploring it would be quite relevant to explaining both what Kant says and what he does not say about truth criteria.  An argument against Wolff’s purely logical truth criterion is clearly relevant to logic in the strict sense.  But can this be said of the Schematism?  Even less clear is the proper home of putative criteria of material truth, for they (in contrast to schemata) do not comfortably fit within transcendental logic, since it contains “merely the rules of the pure thinking of an object” (A55*).

I would like, in closing, to leave you with an extended quote from the opening paragraph of the Transcendental Dialectic.  For though material criteria do not fall within transcendental logic—i.e., they are not part of its explicit subject matter—I believe that this passage shows Kant, as he is about to begin the Dialectic, to be depending on the fact that the Transcendental Analytic has procured them.  The passage is an explanation of error.  It is significant that it is error and not truth which calls for explanation.  This fact makes sense if the “logic of truth” that he has at this point just finished has provided a priori principles which, if used by a subject responsive to empirical intuitions, will yield true empirical judgments.  At the close of the Transcendental Analytic we thus have something more than merely the assurance that the various a priori principles of the pure understanding are true.  We have, in the words of the Prolegomena quoted above, “the reliable criterion. . .which distinguishes truth from illusion [Schein] in [all possible experience].”
  If I judge falsely, it because sensibility has interrupted my proper epistemic functions and rendered me unable to “[…]notice” intuitions, “the source of real cognitions”:

In a cognition that thoroughly agrees with the laws of the understanding there is. . .no error.  In a representation of sense (because it contains no judgment at all) there is no error.  No force of nature can of itself depart from its own laws.  Hence neither the understanding by itself (without influence of another cause), nor the senses by themselves, can err; the first cannot, because while it acts merely according to its own laws, its effect (the judgment) must necessarily agree with these laws.  But the formal aspect of all truth consists in agreement with the laws of the understanding.  In the senses there is no judgment at all, neither a true nor a false one.  Now because we have no other sources of cognition besides these two, it follows that error is effected only through the unnoticed influence of sensibility on understanding, through which it happens that the subjective grounds of the judgment join with the objective ones, and make the latter deviate from their destination*. . .

*Sensibility, subordinated to understanding, as the object to which the latter applies its function, is the source of real cognitions.  But this same sensibility, insofar as it influences the action of the understanding and determines it to judgments, is the ground of error.
 



@@@My objective in what follows will be to locate that discussion within the argument space of the first Critique by clarifying his position on the viability of truth criteria.

The thirteen pages comprising the Introduction to Transcendental Logic (hereafter simply ‘Introduction’) are, I have come to think, an especially carefully crafted stretch of the first Critique.  Alas, this does not mean that Kant’s intentions are easily discerned.  My focus in what follows will be on its discussion of truth, which begins in its third Section with “the old and famous question with which the logicians were to be driven into a corner. . .,” to wit:  “What is truth?”  Because a merely nominal definition will not be accepted—replacing as it does merely one name of the thing for another
—the question becomes:  “what is the general and certain criterion of the truth of any cognition[?]”  The next paragraph provides an argument which builds on an influential nominal definition, held most recently by Georg Friedrich Meier:

The thirteen pages comprising the Introduction to Transcendental Logic (hereafter simply ‘Introduction’) are, I have come to think, an especially carefully crafted stretch of the first Critique.  Alas, this does not mean that Kant’s intentions are easily discerned.  My focus in what follows will be on its discussion of truth, which begins in its third Section with “the old and famous question with which the logicians were to be driven into a corner. . .,” to wit:  “What is truth?” The next paragraph provides an argument which builds on an influential nominal definition, held most recently by Georg Friedrich Meier:

In what is certainly one of the more memorable passages of the first Critique, Kant arrives at “the old and famous question with which the logicians were to be driven into a corner. . .,” to wit:  “What is truth?”

Not only does it look like Kant is unconcerned with procuring truth criteria, it looks like he decisively rejects their very possibility.  It looks like he is refuting their ambitions so as to move onto to concerns that are simply different.  What I am going to show is that the search for truth criteria is one of the guiding threads of the entire work.  This is only possible because Kant significantly reconceptualizes the nature of truth criteria.

Cf. also KU §36, according to which “the perception of an object [Gegenstand]” “contains [enthält]” “the empirical predicates.”  These empirical predicates can then be “combined [verbunden]” with the a priori “concept of an object as such [Objekt überhaupt]” to yield a judgment of experience (A145/287).
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� A nominal definition is “a certain attestation [Bezeugung] to the name of the thing, in order to make the name of the thing distinct, but not to have better insight into the thing itself,” (Wiener Logik, Deutsche Akademie der Wissenschaften, ed.,  Kant’s gesammelte Schriften, Vol. XXIV (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1966), 919, Young translation; henceforth, the Academy edition will be cited according to the pattern ‘XXIV: 919’ without further attribution).


� It is not clear from the passage alone whether “here” designates the Critique of Pure Reason (hereafter ‘KrV’) itself or the situation in which the sceptic challenges the logician.  However, a decision on this point is unnecessary for the interpretation that follows.  Quotes: KrV A57f.  (Unless otherwise noted, all references will be to the KrV, in the Guyer/Wood translation, though I have substantially emended their translation without specifically noting this in each instance.  I depart from standard practice in providing the B-edition pagination only for passages that were added in the second edition.  My addition or removal of italics from the original will be noted with an asterisk.)


� This is a verbatim reproduction of Georg Friedrich Meier’s definition in §99 of his Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre (reprinted at XVI: 262), which Kant used as a textbook for his logic lectures.  Cf. also Christian Wolff’s Philosophia Rationalis Sive Logica (1740) §505 (Reprint: Jean Ecole, ed., Gesammelte Werke, Sec. II, Vol. 1.2 (Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1983), 387).


� KrV A59 (both words in “distinguishing mark” translate the single word Merkmal).  I do not believe that Kant intends any difference in meaning between Kriterium and Kennzeichen.  This is supported by the fact that Meier, in a passage from his compendium that Kant likely had in mind while writing Section III, explicitly uses Kennzeichen as his German translation of the Latin criteria (cf. Auszug, §93, XVI: 238).


� No treatment of the criterion argument is to be found, for instance, in H.J. Paton, Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience (New York: Macmillan, 1936), Henry Allison, Kant’s Transcendental Idealism (New Haven: Yale U.P., 1983), Paul Guyer, Kant and the Claims of Knowledge (Cambridge: Cambridge U.P., 1987), and Beatrice Longuenesse, Kant and the Capacity to Judge (Princeton: Princeton U.P., 1998).  More directly informative is Longuenesse’s decision, when writing a commentary on the relevant sections of the KrV, not to so much as mention the criterion argument or its role with the work (“The Divisions of the Transcendental Logic and the Leading Thread,” G. Mohr and M. Willaschek, eds., Kritik der reinen Vernunft (Berlin: Akademie, 1998), 131-158).


� Cf. W.P. Esterhueyse, “From Plato to Kant: The Problem of Truth” and H. Hofmeister, “The Problem of Truth in the Critique of Pure Reason,” both of which can be found in Lewis White Beck, ed., Proceedings of the Third International Kant Congress (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1972).


� Cf. KrV A237 and A642.


� Cf. Gerold Prauss’ classic “Zum Wahrheitsproblem bei Kant,” Kant-Studien 60 (1969): 166-82.


� That is, this was not Kant’s reason for including the passage in the Critique.  Whether the totality of Kant’s theoretical ambitions (including crucially his account of the regulative role of reason in theory construction) ultimately leads him to a model in which truth amounts to some kind of coherence—that is a different, and much larger question.  It is one that cannot be decided here, though I will provide evidence that coherence cannot be the primary explicatum of Kantian truth (see below, §IV).


� KrV A62; see also Kant’s use of the “land of truth” metaphor at A235.


� Thomas Nenon’s work distinguishes itself in this regard.  Cf. Objektivität und endliche Erkenntnis: Kants transzendentalphilosophische Korrespondenztheorie der Wahrheit (Freiburg/München: Karl Alber, 1986) and “Limitations of a coherence theory of truth in Kant’s critical philosophy,” International Studies in Philosophy (1994): 33-50.


� Cf. Nenon’s work; Gudrun Schulz, Veritas est adaequatio intellectus et rei (Leiden: Brill, 1993); and Rainer Stuhlmann-Laeisz, Kants Logik (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1976).  Each of these commentators joins me in finding in transcendental logic a well-considered theory of truth, yet they despair, either implicitly or explicitly, of relating this to the details of the Introduction.  Robert Hanna finds a subtle theory of truth in Kant, but implausibly takes the criterion argument to be directed against a position which does not recognize that there is a separate criterion of truth for each kind of judgment (each of which is supposed to match a different faculty):  analytic, synthetic a priori, and synthetic a posteriori (cf. “Kant, Truth and Human Nature,” British Journal for the History of Philosophy 8 (2000): 243ff).  My position is in some respects similar to that of Thomas Scheffer, though he views Kant’s theory as amounting ultimately to a version of coherence theory (Kants Kriterium der Wahrheit (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1993)).  Limitations of space will prevent me from mapping out the complex relations between my position and others’ below.


� Metaphysik der Sitten, Metaphysische Anfangsgründe der Rechtslehre, A31f=Ak. 229f (hereafter cited according to the pattern ‘A31f/229f’), Gregor translation.  


� Kant provides a definition at A33/230, though it is unclear whether he regards it as a fully adequate real definition.  The criteria, which are provided throughout the remainder of the work, are founded upon a principle which bears the title “General Principle of Right” (ibid.*).


� We will not concern ourselves with applied logic, and I will often use ‘general logic’ to designate what is technically pure, general logic.


� The onus is on the logician to heed the lesson of the criterion argument.  If she does, general dialectic is avoidable.  In contrast, it is reason itself, and not the inadequacies of this or that logician, that is responsible for the errors and illusion which transcendental dialectic does its best to discipline.  Of particular importance in this connection is Kant’s elucidation of the difference in meaning between transzendental and transzendent at A296ff.


� Cf. Hans-Werner Arndt, Methodo scientifica pertractatum.  Mos geometricus und Kalkülbegriff in der philosophischen Theorienbildung des 17. und 18. Jahrhunderts (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1971); Volker Peckhaus, Logik, Mathesis universalis und allgemeine Wissenschaft:  Leibniz und die Wiederentdeckung der formalen Logik im 19. Jahrhundert (Berlin: Akademie, 1997), 25-119; Heinrich Schepers, “Scientia generalis,” in Historisches Wörterbuch der Philosophie (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1992), Vol. 8, 1504-1507.


� Wolff, op. cit., §513:  “Veritas est determinabilitas praedicati per notionem subjecti.”


� Indeed, the §513 definition appears verbatim in §524 as the criterion.


� [c] expresses a more fundamental feature of general logic than [b], since though a logic which abstracts from all relation of cognitions to objects also abstracts from “distinctions among [those] objects” [b], presumably the converse need not hold.  Kemp Smith apparently assumes that [c] must be a synonymous restatement of [b] and interpolates accordingly in his rendering of [c]:  “It is obvious however that such a criterion [being general] cannot take account of the [varying] content of knowledge (relation to its [specific] object).”  Though I do not endorse the interpretation, one can read Kant as holding that general logic abstracts not from all relation to an object but merely from the specific differences between objects (cf. H.J. Paton, op. cit., Vol. I: 191; Tillmann Pinder, “Kants Begriff der Logik,” Archiv für Geschichte der Philosophie (1979): 309-336, esp. 331f).  Nonetheless, Kemp Smith has unambiguously crossed over from translation to interpretation in his rendering. 


� A54, parsing the sentence as “. . .abstrahiert sie von. . .der Verschiedenheit ihrer Gegenstände,” instead of Guyer and Wood’s “abstrahiert sie von allem Inhalt. . .der Verschiedenheit ihrer Gegenstände,” which they render as:  “As general logic it abstracts from all contents of the cognition of the understanding and of the differences of its objects. . .” (*).


� Commentators often fail to acknowledge that there is anything here to explain.  No entry for Inhalt is to be found, for instance, in Rudolf Eisler’s classic Kant Lexikon, whereas “form” and “matter” each earn a multi-page explanation (Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1994).


� The Principle of Contradiction, which “belongs merely to [general, T.R.] logic,” “holds of cognitions merely as cognitions in general [überhaupt], without regard to their content, and says that contradiction entirely annihilates and annuls them” (A151).


� He uses a very similar phrase in describing the principle of contradiction as “the general and completely sufficient principle of all analytic cognition” (A151*).  That is, the highest principle of general logic supplies a truth criterion, but it is one that applies only to analytic judgments.  The provision of a “demonstrated doctrine” (A54) containing all analytic judgments is irrelevant to the task of the Critique (cf. e.g., A153).  As A132 makes clear, general logic (and therefore the principle of contradiction) are of no help whatsoever in subsuming objects under concepts, which is a prerequisite for any general solution to the truth criterion problem, as we shall see in §III.  So the important point, pace Hanna (see above, p. 4), is not that general logic can provide an adequate truth criterion for one kind of judgment, but that it provides an inadequate, because merely negative, criterion for all judgments.  Indeed, this is the message of Section III of the Introduction (A57-61).


� Kemp Smith renders [d] as “criterion,” A136 as “marks”; Pluhar gives us “indicator” and “criteria,” respectively; and Guyer and Wood opt for “sign” and the exceedingly loose “characterization” (not even “characters”).


� I use the singular here to match [d], whereas Kant uses the plural at A136.  I take the difference to be a trivial matter of terminology.  The aggregate of the criteria provided by the various schemata (and/or their corresponding principles) combine to make a single criterion.


� Transcendental logic is, needless to say, a very special particular logic, but Kant’s use of “general” and “particular” in a pointed contrast of general and transcendental logic several years later in the Preface of the Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten leaves us no choice on this point (A XI-XII/390).  Most interpreters have been wary of classifying it as a particular logic, mainly because transcendental logic does not seem to fit with the first Critique gloss of particular logics as “the organon of this or that science” (A52).  I would suggest that it is the organon of metaphysics, and that this is consistent with its critique thereof, since only by means of critique can a foundation be provided upon which positive metaphysical work can be done.  For discussion of the problems with any placement of transcendental logic in Section I’s classificational schema, cf. Günter Zoeller, Theoretische Gegenstandsbezug bei Kant, (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1984), 87 and esp. Pinder’s ambitious, but ultimately untenable suggestion in “Kants Begriff der Logik,” 319-323.


� Indeed, the term “transcendental content” appears only twice in the Analytic:  once in the Introduction (A53) and once in the Metaphysical Deduction (A79).  Both have been quoted above.


� Cf. A271f., esp.:  “Without further conditions, the difference in place already makes the multiplicity and distinction of objects as appearances not only possible in itself but also necessary.”


� Nenon warns that general and transcendental logic do not differ as to whether they can overcome the determinacy problem.  They differ merely in that whereas general logic cannot “become conscious of this limitation,” transcendental logic can make it a topic of thematic concern.  Thus, he in effect concludes that general and transcendental logic fail the criterion argument for the very same reason (Objektivität und endliche Erkenntnis, 64).  Now the reader can see the justice in my introductory characterization of Nenon’s interpretation.  Though his work is a useful brief for a positive role for correspondence in the KrV, it fails to ground this commitment in Kant’s definition of transcendental logic through its contrast with general logic.


� Prolegomena A206/375f.


� Op. cit.


� Prol A209/376, Carus/Ellington translation.


� Wolff thereby picks up and develops as the centerpiece of his theory what had been in Descartes closer to an afterthought.  Cf. the close of the Sixth Meditation:  “But when I distinctly see where things come from and where and when they come to me, and when I can connect my perceptions of them with the whole of the rest of my life without a break, then I am quite certain that when I encounter these things I am not asleep but awake” (AT 90, Cottingham et al., trans.).  


� Kant’s reference in Section III of the Introduction to “the method of groundedness [Gründlichkeit]” as a way in which general dialectic sustains illusion (and thereby itself) is likely a reference to this merely (general) logical interpretation of transcendental truth.  For Wolff’s doctrine, cf. his Philosophia prima, sive Ontologia, “De Ordine, Veritate & Perfectione,” §§472-530 and the pathbreaking and excellent research of Anton Bissinger, Die Struktur der Gotteserkenntnis (Bonn: Bouvier, 1970), Ludger Honnefelder, Scientia transcendens (Hamburg: Meiner, 1990), and especially Sonia Carboncini, Transzendentale Wahrheit und Traum: Christian Wolffs Antwort auf die Herausforderung durch den Cartesianischen Zweifel (Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: frommann-holzboog, 1991).


� Cf. Philosophia prima, sive Ontologia, §§226ff.


� Cf. Hans Pichler, Über Christian Wolffs Ontologie (Leipzig: 1910) , 76ff.


� A451.  Beyond the obvious topical connection, it is significant that Kant makes explicit reference at both A451 and A199-202 to the somnio objective sumto-problematic.  In both cases he fails to mention Wolff by name, saving that appeal to authority for when he feels himself to be under fire, as in the above-quoted passage from the Prolegomena.


� Cf., e.g., Witold Marciszewski and Roman Murawski, Mechanization of Reasoning in a Historical Perspective (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1995), 77-129.


� Cf. esp. Lisa Schabel, Mathematics in Kant’s Critical Philosophy (Univ. of Penn. Dissertation, 1998).


� Indeed, though I am far from having reviewed all of the possibilities, I know of no other commentator who has adopted the position I am defending in this section.


� Logik Dohna-Wundlacken XXIV: 719.


� One might worry that my formulation irretrievably blurs the distinction between concept and intuition.  I cannot address this worry here, except to point out that Kant routinely speaks of concepts as corresponding to intuitions (e.g, A50).  This notion is not particularly clear as it stands, but it does seem to be Kant’s.  Houston Smit’s recent work on intuitive marks provides a promising avenue for clarifying it (cf. “Kant on Marks and the Immediacy of Intuition,” The Philosophical Review (2000): 235-266).


� Much more would have to be said in any full defense of this proposal.  I will note here only that the proposed criterion would have to serve as a criterion for what might be termed ‘prima facie truth.’  Judgments that are prima facie true are, nevertheless, revisable in light of regulative principles.  Naturally, this suggests that coherence ultimately plays an important role in Kant’s account of empirical truth (in a way that it simply does not when it comes to a priori truth), but a strong case can be made that this role is grafted, as a subsidiary condition, onto a more fundamental duty that the subject has to judge in correspondence to intuitions.  Any full consideration of Kant’s model would benefit from comparison with the analogous, practical case of permissible action in pursuit of empirical ends.  Each of these actions is prima facie true in a practical sense, yet there is a further, lower-grade (“imperfect”) duty to make them cohere in pursuit of the regulative end of the highest good.  Much work remains to be done in specifying in what sense imperfect duties are of a lower-grade than perfect duties.


� Logik Dohna-Wundlacken XXIV: 718.


� 


� R. 2155 (1776? 1778-89?).


� R. 2161 (1776-78? post-1790?).


� R. 2162 (1777-8? post-1790?), italics and underscoring added. 


� This can be seen from almost any page of the Logik Hechsel if one compares the truly glaring mistakes of the student’s original manuscript with Pinder’s editorial corrections (Logik-Vorlesung:  unveröffentlichte Nachschriften II, (Hamburg: Meiner, 1998)).


� Prolegomena A206/375f.


� KrV A293f, my underscoring.


� Pointing out that the general analytic is routinely characterized as a “logic of truth” in logic lectures both contemporary with the composition of the Critique and after its publication, Tillmann Pinder argues that Kant’s use of that term for the transcendental analytic in Section IV cannot be seen as a refusal to call the general analytic the same (“Zu Kants Logik-Vorlesung um 1780, anläßlich einer neu aufgefundenen Nachschrift,” Reinhard Brandt and Werner Stark, eds., Neue Autographen und Dokumente zu Kants Leben, Schriften und Vorlesungen (Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1987), 91f.).  Pinder goes on to draw consequences very different from those developed here.  Two points in outline:  (i) Kant’s use of ‘truth’ is ambiguous between his fundamental notion of truth as correspondence with an object (i.e., “positive truth,” A60) and the truth of analytic judgments such as ‘the square circle is square,’ which cannot require a referent; and (ii) Though many confusions result from the ambiguity, and Kant never satisfactorily works out the relation between the two conceptions, if the Transcendental Analytic is, as I claim, an extended attempt to work out the possibility of true judgment in the sense of correspondence, it makes sense that Kant would exercise care here, when he is introducing and motivating that project, and deny to the general analytic the title of “logic of truth,” which would only confuse matters.  In contrast, there is no overwhelming reason to exercise such care in his logic lectures, whose aim is to introduce students to philosophy and whose material is primarily restricted to general logic.  This latter restriction alone prevents them from providing any satisfactory treatment of “positive truth.”


� A nominal definition is “a certain attestation [Bezeugung] to the name of the thing, in order to make the name of the thing distinct, but not to have better insight into the thing itself” (Wiener Logik, XXIV: 919, Young translation).


� The antecedent that begins [a] x





1
19

