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ter bankruptcy of ‗external questions.‘‖ (123)  This chapter argues that, 

for Kant, a priori concepts are the framework for our experience and ap-

ply exclusively to objects of experience and that transcendental argu-

ments are what allow Kant to say this. So, while the Refutation does not 

refute idealism in a straightforward sense were one to pose the question 

ontologically, Stapleford‘s point is that ―to give a straightforward answer 

to this question is to perhaps miss the point.‖ (128)  Kant is able to speak 

like a realist on the empirical level, arguing that it is fundamental to our 

experience to do so, but, critically, we are in no position to make judge-

ments about the ontological status of those objects—how or what they 

are outside of how they appear to us.  

 Stapleford‘s goal was to provide a timely commentary and his-

torical corrective to conceptions of Kant‘s transcendental arguments. In 

so doing, it contributes meaningfully to Kant studies and the growing lit-

erature surrounding transcendental arguments. Notwithstanding a few in-

terpretive choices with which some Kant scholars may have issues, Sta-

pleford succeeds on this point, but begs for an expansive assessment of 

the successes and failures of Kant‘s employment of transcendental argu-

ments.  

 

Daniel Skibra, European Graduate School 
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Every translation involves making strategic choices, and it is all too easy 

for those who come along afterwards to second-guess these decisions. 

This danger is all the more obvious in the present case, for one of But-

ler‘s major aims in releasing this volume was that ―for some it may, for 

the first time, make the science of logic not only readable but teachable.‖ 

(ix) Many of Butler‘s translation decisions are guided by the aim of pro-

ducing a text that could serve to introduce Hegel‘s logic to a broader 

non-specialist audience. It is thus tempting to complain that Butler‘s 

translation falls short of the high standards set by the recent spate of Ox-

ford translations of Hegel‘s lectures and fail to recognise the virtues of 
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this text. This translation is certainly to be recommended on the grounds 

that it will be of value and interest not only to specialists but to any who 

would seek a point of entrance into Hegel‘s often overwhelming logic. 

Nonetheless, this recommendation is not unconditional, for Butler‘s 

translation is far from unobjectionable. After offering a brief overview of 

the text, I shall thus play the part of the critic—or rather the valet. 

 Hegel always insisted that his Encyclopaedia was meant merely 

to serve as a compendium to his lectures, and that it would only receive 

its proper explication and development there. It is for this reason that 

Hegel‘s initial literary executors supplemented this text with the so-

called Zusätze, material gathered from students‘ lecture notes. Unfortu-

nately, the willingness of editors to conflate the texts of various tran-

scripts taken from different years of presentation has meant that the 

Zusätze were a necessary evil, for they often formed the only source for 

the elaboration of passages in Hegel‘s Encyclopaedia that would other-

wise have been impenetrable. It is for this reason that the recent release 

and translation of student manuscripts of Hegel‘s lectures is so much to 

be welcomed. Granted, in the case of logic, readers were not so depend-

ent on the Zusätze as with the other branches of Hegel‘s system, for it 

was possible to consult Hegel‘s own elaboration of this part of his sys-

tem, namely, the Science of Logic, released in 1812 and partially revised 

for release in the second edition of 1831. Nonetheless, the Encyclopaedia 

version of logic is still important for two reasons. First, the Science of 

Logic is a long and often extremely difficult text, such that a supplemen-

tary briefer account that presents much the same argument in different 

words would still be highly valuable. Second, in the Encyclopaedia ver-

sion of his logic, and even from the first edition of the Encyclopaedia in 

1817 to the last in 1830, Hegel introduces some fairly major changes, 

particularly in the second division of the logic, namely, Essence. Since 

Hegel‘s second edition of the Science of Logic was incomplete, only ex-

tending to the first division of Being, it should be fairly clear why a 

manuscript of Hegel‘s final lecture on Logic, transcribed by Hegel‘s own 

son Karl, would be such a valuable document.  

 Hegel‘s presentation quite clearly follows the Encyclopaedia 

Logic (§§19–244 of the Third Edition) with only minor deviations. A 

comparison of the two texts is aided by the translator‘s decision to iden-

tify the parallel sections of the Encyclopaedia when these were not iden-

tified in the original manuscript. Although such a parallel reading is use-
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ful, it may also quite fruitfully be read in isolation, for the lectures form a 

continuous and self-contained presentation of Hegel‘s logic. It is for this 

reason that Butler‘s translation of these lectures may usefully serve not 

only as supplementary text of interest to scholars, but also as a stand-

alone introduction to Hegel‘s logic. Given that these lectures follow the 

Encyclopaedia, scholars will undoubtedly find much that sounds familiar 

here but also subtle changes of emphasis that, due to the looser style of 

Hegel‘s lectures, are frequently quite illuminating. The beginner, how-

ever, will find the text far more accessible than the Encyclopaedia and 

often far more illuminating than the Zusätze. 

 In order to render the manuscript readable, both the German edi-

tors and Butler himself had to insert a number of interpolations. The in-

terpolations in the German text, however, are fairly minimal, mainly 

consisting in supplying missing articles and filling in fairly obvious la-

cuna where the manuscript resorts to shorthand. In producing his English 

translation, Butler has been far more liberal in his use of interpolations, 

attempting thereby to fill in those ambiguities and lacunae in Karl 

Hegel‘s manuscript that, although unproblematic for those already im-

mersed in Hegel‘s works, would render these same passages inaccessi-

ble, or at least less clear, to non-specialists. In themselves, neither set of 

interpolations are particularly objectionable, and while Butler‘s approach 

is perhaps less to the taste of scholars, his interpolations should, for the 

most part, be uncontroversial, as they are easily confirmed by looking at 

parallel passages in either the Encyclopaedia or the Science of Logic. 

Moreover, such interpolations can easily be ignored when they are set off 

in brackets. And, yet, this is precisely where Butler‘s translation begins 

to falter, for not only does he fail to indicate the interpolations of the 

German editors, but by his own admission, he occasionally adds, without 

indicating that these are interpolations, ―a few extra words [to] help the 

reader keep in mind what Hegel has referred to and is still referring to in 

the text.‖ (ix)  

 The decision to inconsistently indicate interpolations is irritating, 

but the decision to include neither an index nor a translation glossary of 

translation terms is downright frustrating. The absence of a glossary is 

particularly troubling, given that the translation choices which Butler 

mentions and defends in his introduction are so idiosyncratic and ques-

tionable. Presumably in an effort to make the present text more accessi-

ble, Butler renders der Begriff as ―the self-concept‖ so as ―to make more 



 

 

 

202  Symposium : Revue canadienne de philosophie continentale 

 

 

 

explicit Hegel‘s thought that the concept grasps itself in its object.‖ 

(xviii) Although I take his point, this neologism is rather heavy-handed, 

likely to be irksome for those familiar with Hegel‘s philosophy and un-

necessarily confusing for any beginner who would seek to go from the 

present text to any of the other standard translations of Hegel‘s works. 

Although Hegel certainly does give the term Begriff an unusual technical 

sense, this sense is hardly conveyed in such a simplistic manner, since it 

arguably takes no less than two-thirds of the Logic to arrive at an appro-

priate definition of the term. Moreover, if Butler‘s claims that der Begriff 

is elliptical and that his translation is true to the author‘s intentions were 

correct, then Hegel‘s objections to how Kant, for example, uses this 

term, would be quite senseless.  

 Even more bothersome is Butler‘s decision to translate the an in 

an sich as ―upon,‖ thereby replacing the standard translation ―in-itself‖ 

with the awkward and misleading ―upon itself.‖ Despite Butler‘s rather 

peculiar argument to the contrary, ―upon‖ does not capture Hegel‘s sense 

of immediacy, but entails a sense of distance and mediation that is inap-

propriate, misleading and results in such peculiar and awkward transla-

tions as the following: ―What is merely upon itself is still bottled up in-

side itself.‖ (76)  Surely, if the aim is to make Hegel‘s philosophical sys-

tem intelligible to the average reader, then such peculiar renderings 

should be avoided. One can no more sit upon their own lap than lift 

themselves up by their own hair, à la Baron Munchausen. 

 Finally, Butler decides to modify consistently Hegel‘s terminol-

ogy by rendering such universal terms like Bestimmtheit and Existenz as 

―determination‖ and ―the existent.‖ Butler‘s justification for this pro-

ceeds from his claim that Hegel had admitted in his review of Göschel‘s 

Aphorisms that his style gave readers the mistaken impression that he 

was a panlogist, while to the contrary, according to Butler, these lectures 

―give us good reason for supposing that Hegel, far from being a panlo-

gist, was in fact a nominalist.‖ (xvii) According to Butler, then, his al-

teration of the text is simply the correction of ―a mode of expression 

which [Hegel] himself criticized in 1830, but which still remained an in-

grained habit of his in the 1831 lectures.‖ (xviii)  

 In brief, then, while this is a valuable addition to the English 

translations of Hegel‘s works and should be of interest to anyone who  
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wishes to gain or deepen their understanding of Hegel‘s logic, it is a 

quirky translation that is less than neutral and thus must be read with 

some caution.  

 

Charles P. Rodger, University of Alberta 
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With Critique and Disclosure, Nikolas Kompridis makes an impressive 

intervention in the self-definition of Critical Theory, an internal dis-

course dating back to Horkheimer‘s seminal ―Traditional and Critical 

Theory.‖ For some time, dissatisfaction with its overwhelmingly Haber-

masian direction has been growing, and Kompridis is no exception to this 

trend. His book is full of intriguing but controversial ideas, such that an 

adequate, balanced appraisal of the whole is impossible in this short 

space. I will, therefore, simply comment on those aspects that I took to 

be most crucial, noting, however, that its shortcomings as much as its 

strengths lead me to imagine that Critique and Disclosure will become a 

necessary reading for all those invested in the reinvigoration or, possibly, 

transformation of this tradition.  

 Most importantly, Kompridis endeavours to refigure the self-

understanding of Critical Theory. He draws on Habermas‘ own insis-

tence that Critical Theory is essentially dependent on the peculiarly mod-

ern form of time-consciousness in order to argue that the overly narrow, 

procedural conceptions of rationality and normativity dominating the 

theory of communicative action fail to respect this deep insight (which 

he actually traces at least as far back as Hegel). The opening and closing 

sections—titled, respectively, ―What is Critical Theory for…‖ and ―…in 

Times of Need,‖ self-consciously echoing Hölderlin and Heidegger—

claim that Modernity‘s time-consciousness is such that our historical re-

lation to the past is so damaged as to fail to frame adequately our expec-

tations for the future, which thus appears not as the horizon of the possi-

ble fulfilment of our hopes and projects but as threatening and deeply 

disorienting. The result is a sense of powerlessness and dispossession. 

We seem to lack, according to Kompridis, any stable sense of agency 


