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Henrich on Kant’s Transcendental Deduction
of the Categories

Martin Francisco Fricke

Dicter Henrich has written several influential, original and insightful
texts on Kant’s transcendental deduction of the categories.' The ones [
shall concentrate on in this paper are “Identity and Objectivity” (Henrich
1969) and “The Identity of the Subject in the Transcendental Deduction”
(Henrich  1988). The former will serve mainly as background rto
demonstrate the progress that Henrich achieved in the latter. Curiously,
the second article has so far found relacively little attention in the literacure;
It has hardly been recognised as a self-standing, entirely original atempr at
feconstructing the central argument of the transcendental deduction.? In
this paper, I shall try to elucidate the central ideas of Henrich's latter article
With the help of some remarks of Gareth Evanss. On the basis of this
tlicidation, I shall then argue that although Henrich’s arguments are a great
linprovement on the ideas of “Identity and Objectivity”, they probably fail
A an attempt to reconstruct a valid argument underpinning the deduction.

In Henrichs view, the central challenge for a reconstruction of the
iluction is to find a relation between self-consciousness and the
legories. The aim is to show thar someone who can think “I think”
ist think of the world as ordered according to the categories. Henrich
tils less effort on an attempt to show, in addition, that there must be a
il that is ordered according to the categories. In “Identity and
Jectivity”, he sketches several different strategies for deriving categories
i self-consciousness. The strategy which, in 1976, he identified as the
v successful one sees consciousness of the categories as an implication

Henrich (1969), Henrich (1976), Henrich (1988), Henrich (1989).

Pl Guyer does not even mention it in his list of “important publications” on the
Dedduction which he provides in his 1992 contribution to the Cambridge
Companion to Kant (cf. Guyer 1992: 155 ff,, footnote 2). Howell (1992) does not
Mention it either. Wolfgang Carl mentions it four times (cf. Carl 1992: 66, 69,
110, 183) but does not recognise and discuss its central argument. Baumanns
ihtions it (cf. Baumanns 1992: 62), but does not discuss it. A notable exception
this general lack of attention to Henrich’s article is Quassim Cassam (1997).



222 Martin Francisco Fricke

of consciousness of one’s own identity. Roughly, Henrich's argument is

this: : Wi

(1) T know with Cartesian (a priori) certainty that l.afn u%cnuca _C\:'lllt
myself throughout different states of mental activity, in particular
throughout the activity of reflection. ) : .

(2) “To atgtribute identity to the subject is to ascribe to it a muln‘pha.ty (?f
different states’ (Henrich 1976: 175) throughout which it is
identical. . '

(3) An equivalent way of describing this identity throughput different

" states is to say that the subject is the same in the transition from any
one state of a range of states to any other state of thc‘sailmc range.

(4) The transition from one state to another i's only intelligible if it clhn
conceived of as a transition of a specific kind or mode (cf. Henri
1976: 188). . .

(5) The Kantian categories describe the different modes of transxttll:)n.
which make the transition from any one state to any other
intelligible. . r

(6) Thcsegdiﬁcren( modes of transition describe a formal system within

i i i cific “location”.
which each possible state has its spcctfllc cat | i

(7) “[...] since the subject is cognizant of itself in its (?a{tesnan certainty,
and since the knowledge of its numerical iden.uty is included int
certainty, everything that is necessarily entalled.by the notion 0
numerical identity so as to constitute the meaning of this notio
must be known together with, and in, the a priori knowledge that
subject has of itself”. (Henrich 1976: 176 £.) :

(8) Therefore, 1 must know with Cartesian certainty of a system
categories within which my current state and all other possible sta

are “located”.

There are several points at which one can qucstion this argumti:trizct).n
most general objection to the argume'nt.mlght be Lha[ }irzp:s i
presupposes a questionable closure principle aboutb'novy chI .must
seems be saying that whenever I know t'hat”somc object is ,fb nuC
know “everything that is necessarily e'ntmlcc.i Ey the notion o I Emgw '
as to constitute the meaning of thuf notion”. B'ut C‘:‘"n?t] no°l,o
example, that some object is yellow .wuh(?ut knqwmg tkat it i:las ztlhc; :
Similarly, could I not know that X is a c1rc!c v)vnthout nol\;vt lgt y
point on x is equidistant from a single point? It seems ;’al :
general true that in order to know t.hat some object is Ch mush :
everything that is entailed by the notion of being P. Henrich mig
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that he is only talking abour what is entailed by the notion so as to
constitute its meaning and thar this does not include everything that is
entailed by it. However, it is not clear whether there is a clear distinction
between these two sets of entailments and the critical point might apply
to the narrow set as well.

If this point of criticism is justified, then Henrich might be correct in
thinking that attributing identity to oneself implies that there must be
different states throughout which one is identical and that there must be
specific modes of transition from one state to another described by
Kantian categories. Bur he would not be correct in thinking that the
subject has to know about this in order to attribute identity to herself. We
might put the point as follows: the subjec might be able to artribute
entity to herself without being able to do the philosophy of self-
identity. As we shall see, a similar point of criticism also applies to
Henrich's later reconstruction of the central argument of the deduction.

Less general objections can be brought forward against the earlier
seps of Henrich’s argument: Why is it the case that the transition from
one state to another is only intelligible if it is conceived of as a transition
ol a specific kind or mode? Furthermore, why do we have to assume thac
there are several different modes of transition? Would not one single mode,
My, the relation of temporality, be sufficient to relate all different states to
wich other?” Related to this problem, why does the attribution of identity to

A subject imply a multiplicity of different states throughout which the
Mibject is identical? It seems that zwe different states should be sufficient to
ke the identity claim meaningful. Here it is even less clear why we should
Mstime more than one type of possible relation (transition) between these
IWu states in order to make the identity claim intelligible.

I'he objection that has been made most frequently to Henrich's

Mpiment concerns its fundamental premise: the claim that we know with

Mitesian (@ priori) certainty of our own identity throughout different
Mes of mental activity. It seems true that we persist as identical through
lerent thought processes. However, the question is whether this can be
own a priori and with Cartesian certainty. It seems that our identity
tough different states of mental activity is a contingent fact. As such it
only be known a posteriori and not with Cartesian certainty. As Paul
yer pointed out in his 1979 review of Henrich's text, the Cartesian
Ito-argument “implies no proposition about the continuing existence of

Wiltried Hinsch makes a similar point; cf. Hinsch (1986: 26 fF).
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thinking substance” (Guyer 1979: 163)." Note also that Kant says
:::licitly ingthc chapter on the “Paralogisms” that. we cmn:i)t ha;rlc al}():'h;
priori knowledge of the self’s persistence through time. Burt does E:n
fundamental premise not make precisely such a clal'm: fhat.we can know af
priori and with Cartesian certainty that we are identical in different states o
ivity? : L
menlt:lscaec;xs anikely that Henrich had in min.d our contingent cmﬁ;m:l
identity through time when he developed h!s argument. f{\f;cr ; ,',,c
explicitly says that his argument is based on the lmplufauons. o o e'zzean h£
of the notion of identity. This does not seem comp.atlblc with the i ea t
he develops the conditions under which a real thing, our 'se.lﬂ”pcll_'lsmts. :l.sl
identical through time. However, in “Identity and Ob]cctmt?' - frcnn
fails to explain what distinguishes his ﬁn}damental .premlscH on?Ch:
contingent, empirical claim. This is the point rccogmsed. b)lr Henri
critics. It is also the point on whicl'l\'1 hisf tﬁxt of 1988 dramatically improves
i ent, as we shall see in what follows. B
- 31;8 u‘f'nl'he Identity of the Subject in the Transcendental l?‘c-:ghucnorl)’;
Henrich suggests that self-consciousness has a formal property whi Hcan ;
described with the help of identity-statements abour the subject. He says:

[T]he consciousness ‘I think’ can be actualizedhin an .indclﬁmte nur:;lztl:: g]‘::.
i hts which previously were ;
instances. It can accompany thoughts ; _ |
without the consciousness zhat they are mine. Ihs f:orl;nlof r_hlts ccl)trslsg?;s?l::
i ; i it a priori. And it belongs to a
is constant and | can be certain of i nd > s form G
it ible in relaci hought. That it is acrually achieved, n
it is possible in relation to every thoug d in
rclatipon to which thoughts, does not belong to what canhbc kl:mwndfisprmd i,
Bur that it can occur in relation to every lndlyldual t 0’11{%l t —-h s
belong to what is known a priori when its form is known.I ll)xslt e i
of an indefinite number of instances of its occurrence also belongs
concept of self-consciousness itself. (Henrich 1988: 169)

n Kant claims that the “I think” can accompany all' .
?c(:,:rccsentations (cf. B 131), he is, according“ to Hinnch,“;ntzklinlg
statement about the form of the consciousness. I Ehmk g Thch 3
such that every thought could be prefixed by it. S”omeom? who ;)f:sz
know, in “however implicit and hence unar‘lalys'ed ”(l.-lenrlch 198rdi .
a way, about this formal property of the I think” is not, according

imi z C eri 82: 140), Thole (1991: 247).

4 Similarly Carl (1992: 69 f.), Ameriks (.l‘) g {

c]la“l:loratis this objection (though not with reference to Hennd}) ar;\ lalm ob{ 4

against Kant in Guyer (1987: 139-49) and Guycr (1992: 144 ) m)t} '

139) also disagrees with Henrich in so far as he tries to deduce the identity from
uniry of the self that thinks complex thoughts.

Henrich on Kant’s Transcendental Deduction of the Categories
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Henrich capable of having the consciousness “I think”. Now, if we
describe this formal property of the “I think” slightly differently, we make
an identity statement about the “I think”. If it is true that every thought
can be prefixed by the (one and the same) “I think”, then we can also say
that the “T think” that occurs in some actual thought is identical to the “1
think” that could occur in an indefinite number of other possible
instances where other thoughts are prefixed by it. As Henrich puts it:

Thus in every instance of self-consciousness there is a reference to the torality
of all other instances of self-consciousness. And it is in this reference that the

knowledge of the identity of the subject consists; [...]

. [I]n every case of
actual self-

consciousness we know that every thought can be accompanied by
the consciousness ‘I think’. And we know this quite independently of any
particular circumstances in which the thoughts actually occur. In precisely
this sense we have a priori knowledge of our identity, in so far as this consists
in the sameness of the subject referred to by ‘I’ in indefinitely many instances
of ‘1 think'-consciousness. (Henrich 1988: 271 f)

This, then, is Henrichs answer to the critics of his 1976 text: The critics
are right in saying that we cannot know a priori of our contingent
identity through time. But we can know a priori the formal properties of
the consciousness “I think”; indeed, we must know these properties a
priori, otherwise it does not make sense to say that we have genuine “I
think”-consciousness. Some of these properties can be described with the
help of identity-statements. Genuine “I think”-consciousness does only
exist if the subject knows that this type of consciousness can prefix any
other thought instead of the present one. Part of this fact is expressed in
suying that the “I think” of my present thought is identical to the “I
think™ that could accompany any other thoughr instead of the present
one. In so far as we have to know (a priori) of the formal properties of the
'I think™-consciousness we also have to know what is expressed by this
ientity-statement.

Before coming back to chis ingenious idea and investigating it in a bit
more detail, lec me sketch how Henrich further conceives of the

feconstruction of the central argument of the deduction based on this
Jemise. The main steps of this argument seem to be these:

) 1 know (a priori) that I could think “I think” in relation to every

other thought instead of the one in relation to which I am actually

thinking it in the present instance of “I think” consciousness.

10) Hence, in my a priori knowledge “there is a reference to the totality
ol all other instances of self-consciousness” (Henrich 1988: 271 f.).



226 Martin Francisco Fricke

(11) We do not, and cannot, have all the cont‘?nts"of these instances odf
self-consciousness explicitly “bcforel our mmdh ancli-l we do not, an
, enlist them all in one single “super-thought. '
(12) 'cIal'l]: (:nlj' way we can think of (i.e. r('tfer to) all other p;;)ss'lblc
contents of self-consciousness is by thinkmg'of a system of relations
in which all of them have a specific |(.)cat'10n. (Mc:t.ap»honcally.:F I
cannot easily think of 100 flats by thinking of a llst.of sp;cx lic,
characteristics of each of them; butdl) can easily think of the
scraper in which they are all locared. : ' :

(13) gltl)::h apsystcm of relations must contain “clc'ments - d:u is, Io.gncal
objects that are related. It must be possible o ¢ aractcni: 3
“sequence” from one element o another element in the system. dx\u
there must be specific relations relating every element to every other

ent.

(14) eTl;I:se three interdependent fcaturcs.of the system f:orrespond to
Kant's categories of substance, causality 'and recxprocu'{.F )

(15) The system of relations (of contents of l'nstan?'es of se“ -conscious-
ness) as a whole corresponds to Kant's notion of “a nature in

" (B 165). )

(16) §fnt:1?xlalk”(consci)ousncss requires thar we think that ther'c is such la
system of relations of all possible contents of sc.lf-conscnousness. t
does not require that we know what objects exist (or whethet: any
“objects in the weighty sense” [cf. Strawson 1966: 73, 88] exist ,::
all) and what relations exist berween them (such as causalx}t’y).
Kant says, “the categories are not ;n themselves knowledge, but are

rely forms of thought” (B 288). .

(17) "I;te rcx)w,'nains logically pgossible that a think.ing that is capable olf; sellj-
consciousness should exist for only a .smglc.: moment, O th::l[t)k it
cannot actually bring itself into continuity with any other ‘I ¢ ; -
instance of its consciousness and therefore can 5have no knowledge
of any objective unities” (Henrich 1988: 277). |

It seems to me that this is, again, a very interesting and original a}rgurtnhcnt
worthy of derailed discussion. Here, I only have space lto ‘mennonfsew
questions. First, is it true thata reference to every possible content o

consciousness can only be made sense of with the help of a system 0

5  This quotation makes again clear that Henrich’s 1988 rmenl{ctioga is n
vulnerable to the objection that we cannot k.now a priori and~w1th' d“:,
certainty of our identity over time (which objection was raised by Guyer and o!
against Henrich's 1976 proposal).
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relations within which each of these contents has a specific location? If it
is true, then any reference to a larger range of objects (objects understood
not in the “weighty” but in the logical sense) presupposes some such
system; for example usage of the terms “everything”, “the prime
numbers”, “the electorate of the US” or “Leonardo’s drawings” would
then presuppose systems of relations within which the objects referred to
can be located. It seems that Henrich could have reconstructed a similar
argument as he did if Kant’s deduction had started with the premise “I do
not know everything”.

Second, if we accept that reference to a larger range of objects
presupposes a system of relations that obtain among these objects in order
to be made intelligible, the further question arises as to in what sense we
must be aware of this system in order to make the reference. Henrich's
answer is that we must think that there is such a system, but we do not
have to know whar specific system it is. It is possible to think of answers
more demanding or less demanding than Henrich’s. A more demanding
answer might claim that we can only understand reference to a larger
range of objects if we know of a specific system of relations in which these
objects can be located or, more demanding still, if we are able to locate
cach of these objects in a specific system of relations. On the other hand,
we might reject this form of verificationism and instead claim that we can
tefer and think about larger ranges of objects without even thinking that
there is a system of relations in which each of the objects in the range can
he located. Perhaps we will agree that there must be such a system; but we
might reject that the subject must in any way be aware of it in order to
think about the range. Perhaps it is sufficient that the subject have a
practical capacity to locate at least some of the objects of the range within
the help of relations that constitute the system. How do we decide which
0l these alternatives is the correct one?

Third, it is worth pointing out that Henrich’s argument, if successful,
teduces categories thar apply to the possible contents of “I think”
tunsciousness, not to objects in the “weighty” sense such as material
ubjects, The possible contents of “I think” consciousness are thoughts.
Fvery thought can be (syntactically correctly) prefixed with “I think”. If
Awireness of this fact requires awareness of some system of relations, then
It must be a system of relations among thoughts. Clearly, Kant’s

Hiiegories were not intended to apply to thoughts (understood, perhaps as
“raspings of propositions”). Kant meant to derive categories abour

uterial objects standing in relations such as thac of causality. Henrich’s
(egories are very abstract. So he mighr respond that they include as a
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special case categories about material objects standin.g in causal relat::l:s.
However, the question remains as to whether Kant did not mean to rd t:e
self-consciousness and our conception of material objects governed by
causal relations in a more direct way. Furthermore, the existence d:)f a
system of relations between thoughts as de(.iuccd l})‘y }ticnfll ;}
compatible with the absence of any mat;nal.ob]ccts. i us s edl ;a .
“a nature in general” as deduced by 'chnch is so general indeed that it
might be an idea of a nature consisting solely c?f t,houghts. »

Let me now come back to the basis of Henrich’s argument: the claim
that “I think” consciousness has a formal property that can be cxpressl::.d
with the help of an identity statement. To undcrst.and'and evaluare t is
claim it is useful to compare it to a line of reasoning in Ga}'etb E":vanss
theory of the “Generality Conswflint", which has some sgt(i:lar|tyl-to
Henrich’s argument. Evans describes what he calls the “Generality
Constraint” as follows:

j i i is /7 then he must have
I]f a subject can be credited with the thought that z is £ then
Eh]c z(:ncelptual resources for entertaining the thought that  is G, _ft?r cv;:‘ry
property of being G of which he has a conceprion. This is the condition that
[ call “The Generality Constraint’. (Evans 1982: 104)

Evans claims here in fact that the thought that 4 is /7 has a certain famf._ItS
form is such that it involves the exercise of distinct concggtL}al capacities,
One of these is the capacity to think of the object a. '[hlS conceptual
capacity has its own distinct form, which is such. that it enables us l:o
think of z that it has properties. This form shows in the fact that, in t ef
thought that « is £ the conceprual capacity to thmk. 9f the prop;:l'ty t}c:
being F can be substituted by those conceprual capacities that ena l(: “?
subject to think of any other properties. Henrich's clfllm ab(_)ut the ®
think” consciousness is similar in that he claims that [.hlS consciousness i
such as to be capable of accompanying (being exercised in conjunction
ith) © thought”. .
Wlthf)ivaer:lsC :Zys tha% someone who cannot entertain the th()l:lgh[ that a is bG
for every property of being G of which he has a conception can‘no.rh e
credited” (Evans 1982: 104) with the thought that 4 is F e;lt e“:'I
Analogously, Henrich might say that someone who cannot have the

think” consciousness in conjunction with every other thought that he is

capable of forming cannot “be credited” with a thought such as “T think

p” either. In other words, he is not capable of any 1 think” consciousness

at all.
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One problem with this way of describing Henrich’s argument is that
it seems to restrict the generality of thoughts thar Henrich is interested in.
Kant himself speaks of an “identity of the self in respect of all
representations which can ever belong to our knowledge” (A 116). Henrich
clearly takes this to mean that the “I think” consciousness is “possible in
relation to every thought” (Henrich 1988: 269). However, Evans’s theory,
as applied to “I think” thoughts, only demands that someone who has the
conceptual resources to think “I think p” also have the conceptual
resources to have the “I think” consciousness in relation to every other
thought that she has the conceptual resources to entertain. Since not
everyone has the conceprual resources to entertain every thought (people
have differing degrees of intelligence, talent, etc.), Evans's theory
demands only that the identity of the “I think” consciousness in a
given person extends to all those thoughts that #his person has the
resources to entertain. The set of these thoughts seems likely to be smaller
than the set that Henrich seems to refer to: the set of all thinkable
thoughts.

Evans states quite clearly a major source of inspiration for his theory:
the third chapter of Peter Strawson’s Individuals. There Strawson argues
that in order to be able to ascribe a predicate to oneself one has also to be
uble ro ascribe it to someone other than oneself. This is meant to be a
wlution for the other minds problem; very roughly: if I can ascribe a
mind to myself, I must also be able to ascribe a mind to others (cf.
dtrawson 1959: 99 £). This argument employs a strategy similar to
Fvans's. In Evans'’s terms, the thought thac “I am F” is only one thought
ol the series “Tam F”, “b is F”, “cis F”, etc. That is, in order to be able to
ascribe “is F” to “I” I must be able to ascribe it to others (b, ¢, etc.) as
well. Strawson remarks the underlying idea very clearly in a footnore,
which is also cited by Evans (cf. Evans 1982: 103):

The main point here is a purely logical one: the idea of a predicarte is
correlative with that of a range of distinguishable individuals of which the

predicate can be significantly, though not necessarily truly, affirmed.
(Strawson 1959: 99, footnote)

It scems to me that this quote captures the central point in Evans’s and
Henrich's theories and expresses it in linguistic terms. Propositional
thought and complex, contentful consciousness necessarily have a certain
logical structure. This structure is a priori in so far as we cannor make
swnse of the idea that something should be propositional thought or
tonsciousness without having it. The most basic element in this structure
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is probably the predicate-object distinction. A predicate can be ascribed
to more than only one object. It might be that there is only one object to
which the predicate can be truly ascribed, or it might even be that there is
no object at all to which it can be truly ascribed; still it remains true that
as a predicate it can be syntactically correctly ascribed to everything that is
an object in the logical sense. This is a formal (or logical) property of
predicates. A predicate has a generality which consists in the fact that
more than one object can be subsumed under it. With most objects this
subsumption will not be true; still it is possible. A concept that cannot
(whether truly or falsely) be ascribed to some logical objects cannot be
regarded as a predicate.

Henrich's reconstruction interprets, we might say, the “I think”-prefix
as a sort of predicate. However, “I think” is not a normal predicate. It can
be attributed to thoughts only. One cannot say, “I think the tree” or “I
think great hunger”. That is, the “I think”-prefix is a predicate for
thoughts or, in linguistic terms, a sentence-operator. In “I think p”, “p”
stands for a sentence expressing a thought; and this sentence is operated
by the prefix “I think”. Now, Henrich’s point could be put like this:
because the “I think” has the formal properties of a sentence-operator, it
can be significantly, though not necessarily truly, used to operate any
other thought instead of the thought expressed through “p” as well. When
Henrich speaks of “the consciousness I think’™ (Henrich 1988: 269), he
speaks of a piece of consciousness that can only be so called because it
shares the formal properties of the sentence-operator I think”. This is
how we can understand Kanc's claim that “It must be possible for the ‘I
think' to accompany all my representations; [...]" (B 131). This
possibility for the “1 think” of accompanying any thought can be
understood as a consequence of the fact that the “I think” is a sentence-
operator. Someone who is not capable of ascribing the “I think” to every
thought thar she is capable of forming does not grasp the form of the “I
think” as a sentence-operator. Since she has not mastered the formal
properties of the “I think” she does not really understand the meaning of
it and can therefore not really be “credited with” the thought or
consciousness “I think”. The identity of the subject of which Henrich and
Kant speak is the identity of the sentence-operator “1 think” in all its possible
applications. {

Reconstructing the basis of Henrich's argument with the help o
Fvans and Strawson allows us to see one major problem with
argument. Henrich says that the subject must know in “however implicil
and hence unanalyzed” (Henrich 1988: 254) a way that I thin
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consciousness is capable of accompanying any other thought instead of
the actual one. Evans and Strawson help us to explain why it is true that
“I think” consciousness must be capable of accompanying every thought
that T may have. But they do not claim, as does Henrich, that we must
know that “1 think” consciousness must be capable of accompanying every
thought. Rather, they talk about practical capacities, a form of knowing-
how. T must be capable of thinking “I think p” in relation to every
thought “p” that I can have — we might say: T must know how to think “I
think p” in relation to every thought “p” that I can have. But I do not
have to have propositional knowledge of this fact. For Henrich “I think”

consciousness includes a “reference to the totality of all other instances of
glf—consciousness" (Henrich 1988: 271 f.), because he thinks that to have

it we must know that the “I think” is possible in relation to every other

tll()lxght. For Evans and Strawson, there is no such reference, because

pr:lcgcal capacities — knowing how to do something — does not involve

making a reference. (Knowing how to ride a bicycle does not involve

making a reference to bicycles.)

Henrich’s argument points to interesting structural features of self-
consciousness, which I have tried to elucidate with the help of theorems
from Evans and Strawson. In this elucidation Kant emerges as a kind of
proto-Fregean who analyses “I think” thoughts as instances of the
semantic function: “I think (x)”. But the problem with Henrich's
argument is that it seems to be saying that “I think” consciousness has a
certain form, therefore we are aware of this form whenever we are
ncll-c(.)nscious. This seems to me to be a non-sequitur. The fact that
tonsciousness has certain structural features does not imply that we are
aware of these features. It seems to me that to become aware of them we
have to analyse the structure of our own thoughts and, in Cassam’s words
liuve “to do the philosophy of [our] own situation” (Cassam 1997: 163),

{ 'lv.u"ly, this is a privilege and an interest chat only few, and these on ch
iecasions, exercise. It requires a degree of specialized reflection and

logical analysis that is simply not available to everyone and that no-one
tin exercise permanently.

Bibliography

Allison, Henry E. (1983): Kant's Transcendental Idealism: An interpretation and

lefense. New Haven and London.

meriks, K. (1982): Kant’s Theory of Mind. A lysi > pa is ;
bbb ry n analysis of the paralogisms of



232 Martin Francisco Fricke

Baumanns, Peter (1991 f): “Kants transzendenrale Deduktion der reinen
Verstandesbegriffe (B). Ein kritischer Forschungsbericht (Teil | —4)", Kant-
Studien 82: 32948, 43655, 83: 6083, 185-207.

Carl. W. (1992): Die Transzendentale Deduktion der Kategorien in der ersten
Auflage der Kritik der reinen Vernunft. Frankfurt/Main.

Cassam, Q. (1997): Self and World. Oxford.

Evans, G. (1982): The Varieties of Reference. ed. by John McDowell. Oxford.

Guyer, Paul (1979): “Review of Henrich, Identitit und Objekrivitit”, Journal of
Philosophy 76: 151-67.

Guyer, P. (1987): Kant and the Claims of Knowledge. Cambridge.

Guyer, P. (1992): “The Transcendental Deduction of the Categories”, in: P
Guyer, ed.: The Cambridge Companion to Kant. Cambridge. pp.123—-160.

Henrich, Dieter (1969): “The Proof-Structure of Kant's Transcendental
Deduction”, Review of Metaphysics 22: 640-59.

Henrich, D. (1976): Identitiit und Objektivitit: Eine Untersuchung iiber Kants
transzendentale Deduktion. Heidelberg. (All references are from the following
translation: Identity and Objectivity, in: D. Henrich: The Unity of Reason,

p. 123—208. Cambridge, Mass., and London: 1994).

Henrich, D. (1988): “Die Identitit des Subjekts in der transzendentalen
Deduktion”, in: Hariolf Oberer, ed.: Kant. Analysen - Probleme — Kritik,
pp- 39-70. Wiirzburg. (All references are from the following translation:
“The Identity of the Subject in the Transcendental Deduction”, in: Eva
Schaper and Wilhelm Vossenkuhl, ed.: Reading Kant: New perspectives on
transcendental arguments and critical philosophy. pp- 250—80. Oxford: 1989).

Henrich, D. (1989): “Kant’s Notion of a Deduction and the Methodological
Background of the First Critique”, in: E. Forster, ed.: Kant's Transcendental
Deductions. pp. 29—46. Stanford.

Hinsch, Wilfried (1986): Erfabrung und Selbstbewufitsein. Hamburg,

Howell, Robert (1992): Kant's Transcendental Deduction. London.

Kant, L.: Critique of Pure Reason. Trans. by Norman Kemp Smith. London:

1978.
Strawson, P E (1959): Individuals. An essay in descriptive metaphysics. London.

Serawson. P E (1966): The Bounds of Sense: An essay on Kants “Critique of Pure

Reason”. London,
Thole, Bernhard (1991): Kant und das Problem der GesetzmiifSigkeit der Natur,

Berlin.

Categories, Necessity, and the Proof-Structure
of the B-Deduction

Renato Duarte Fonseca

Since Henrich (1969), it has been widely recognized among Kantian
scholars that the argument of the B-Deduction contains two different
moments o steps, which correspond to §§ 15-20 and §§ 21-27 of the
1787 edition of the Critique of Pure Reason. Unsurprisingly, it remains a
matter of considerable disagreement how one should understand the
proper nature of each step and the logical connection between them. In
the present paper, I sketch an interpretative model which aims to
uynlrlbute to this discussion. In section (1), I propose a set of conditions
ol udeq.uacy upon the interpretation of the proof-structure of the B-
l:vducnon. and take issue with some of the relevant literature. In section
(2), I advance a model of analysis according to which the distinction
hetween the two halves of the B-Deduction refers to a difference, not in
the domains of application of the categories, but in the rcspcctive, scopes
ol the modal operator of necessity qualifying the categorial deterrninatilz)n
ol the manifold of human intuition. Finally, in section (3), I develop this
model in order to demonstrate that it meets the conditions’previouslp set

anil sheds light on certain difficult passages of Kant’s text. o

1

The & 20 of the B-Qeduction brings together the purported results of the
Hist half of the text into a synoptic argument, the conclusion of which is

m‘upa.ncd in its very title: “All sensible intuitions stand under the
logories, as conditions under which alone their manifold can come
lmlwr‘ in one consciousness” (B 141). The basis of the argument is the
fincction Kant intends to establish between the necessity of relating the
nih)k.l .in an intuition to the unity of apperception — as a conditifn of
lmulnulm representing something to the subject — and the necessity of
it priovi synthesis of that manifold according to the pure concepts of
understanding, Such a connection between the unity of consciousness



