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nier a connu le « cas » Kierkegaard par le critique Georg Brandès, d‘où 

l‘importance de revenir sur deux concepts assurant une rencontre 

marquante et profonde : le paradoxe et l‘énigme. La catégorie du para-

doxe est existentielle chez Kierkegaard, alors que l‘énigme se distingue 

comme mode d‘écriture chez Nietzsche. Mais encore, c‘est par leurs 

conceptions du temps que ces auteurs se complètent : non seulement ont-

ils pensé l‘instant (le lien entre le temps et l‘éternité), mais ils ont voulu 

saisir le sens de l‘histoire. La richesse de leurs pensées n‘est pas sépa-

rable de leurs destinés, exceptionnelles et uniques, Kierkegaard ayant eu 

une vie courte et engagée, Nietzsche plus longue et aussi solitaire. Tout 

cela pour dire que les proximités sont à interpréter à partir des dif-

férences et que celles-ci, nombreuses et marquées, fondent des rap-

prochements.  

 Cet ouvrage doit absolument être lu par les passionnés de la phi-

losophie de l‘existence. Il permet, grâce aux comparaisons éclairantes de 

l‘auteur, de comprendre ce qui unit et distingue Kierkegaard de Lequier 

et de Nietzsche. Il va sans dire que Kierkegaard a un fin commentateur 

en André Clair, celui qui sait mieux que quiconque rendre la pensée exis-

tentielle vivante, tout en lui restituant sa rigueur, de même que la préci-

sion de son appareil conceptuel.  

 

Dominic Desroches, Collège Ahuntsic 
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Scott Stapleford‘s book, Kant’s Transcendental Arguments: Disciplining 

Pure Reason, is positioned squarely in the debate surrounding transcen-

dental arguments in analytic philosophy. Rather than definitively deter-

mining the nature and scope of transcendental arguments, Stapleford 

adopts the more modest task of reassessing their role in the context of 

Kant‘s critical project. He recasts the dialectical features of the Critique 

of Pure Reason and portrays Kant‘s transcendental arguments in a man-

ner that tempers their application while allowing them to respond to cer-

tain brands of sceptical claims. Of the book‘s four chapters, the first ad-

dresses Kant‘s susceptibility to Barry Stroud‘s famous objection to tran-
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scendental arguments as a class. The second chapter looks at the scope of 

the transcendental method as a whole, applying Kant‘s methodological 

directives to an interpretation of the Second Analogy of Experience.  The 

third chapter analyses and advocates a phenomenological reading of the 

most significant of Kant‘s transcendental arguments, the Refutation of 

Idealism. The final chapter considers the extent to which transcendental 

arguments can be construed as a level of discourse that contributes to the 

composition of a Carnapian ―framework‖ of knowledge.  

 Stapleford begins with a recapitulation of the impact of Stroud‘s 

noted paper ―Transcendental Arguments‖ and a summary of its two-

pronged argument. First, Stroud objects that even though transcendental 

arguments prove the impossibility of sceptical claims, it is still impossi-

ble to deduce the necessity of the material world from this. Second, he 

contends that the success of transcendental arguments against the sceptic 

depends on a verificationist principle within the argument that renders its 

transcendental quality superfluous. Stapleford rejects Robert Stern‘s at-

tempt to recast Hume‘s normative justificatory scepticism as Kant‘s tar-

get in order to mitigate Stroud‘s objection. Seeing no evidence, Kant 

wished to address the viability of a belief-forming norm that justifies the 

belief in the existence of an external world. Stapleford sees such justifi-

catory concerns as rather unKantian, and he points out that Kant‘s gripe 

―is that the objectivity of outer representations can only be inferred if 

representations are interpreted as being the effects of things existing in 

themselves behind the appearances…wearing no marks of objectivity on 

their own faces.‖ (22) 

 Kant wishes to show that objectivity lies in the phenomenal 

realm, not behind it, and so his target is the view that doubts that our ex-

perience is indeed of outer objects. Far from being antagonistic toward 

the concerns of scepticism, ―Kant hopes to achieve the same goals as 

scepticism…[but] wants to do so ‗scientifically‘‖ (25), through a princi-

pled application of sceptical objections. If this is the case, then Stroud‘s 

objection is relevant to Kant only insofar as one understands Kant‘s ar-

gument in a manner that distorts his intentions. After all, Kant leaves any 

issues regarding outer objects independent of their appearances outside 

the scope of reason. Stapleford argues that transcendental arguments in-

dicate the way we must conceptualise appearances in order for us to have 

experience at all. Therefore, these arguments are not simply dispensable 
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once a verificationist principle is adopted, and so Stroud‘s objections do 

not include Kantian transcendental arguments in their scope. 

 In the second chapter, Stapleford specifies the role of transcen-

dental arguments in the Critique‘s overall programme, arguing that they 

allow Kant to navigate the double requirement of going beyond concep-

tual analysis, without those intuitions needing to be given empirically. 

(41) Stapleford refers to ―possible experience‖ as the mechanism that 

gets Kant beyond that impasse and offers an interpretation of the Second 

Analogy in light of this, such that two concepts  (like ―event‖ and 

―cause‖) may be intentionally different with respect to the pure concepts, 

yet have the same extension; they are reciprocally co-instantiated with 

each other in the object: ―if it turns out that the instantiation of some a 

priori or empirical concept presupposes the simultaneous instantiation of 

another concept in the same intuition, then perhaps we could come to 

recognize this by simply reflecting on the way that manifold has to be 

ordered in the imagination if it is to count as a possible instance of either 

of those concepts.‖ (51)   

 A significant consequence of this is that the critical usage of 

concepts is contradistinguished from their dogmatic usage since they can 

only be applied to phenomena and not to things in themselves independ-

ent of any possible experience. They ―cannot even get started if they do 

not restrict their scope to the empirical world‖ (61), and in this manner 

the transcendental method is self-restricting.  In terms of Stapleford‘s 

overall argument, this outlines what it means to Kant for a concept to 

have objective validity and allows him to argue for such objective valid-

ity while leaving the issue of objects‘ existence independent of experi-

ence untouched (if not to affirm that it is irrelevant altogether). Nonethe-

less, the conflation of ―possible experience‖ with ―possibility of experi-

ence‖ (46) leaves the question of the difference, for Kant, between the 

nomological connection of two concepts and the necessity of one concept 

in the cognition of another, underdeveloped. 

 Stapleford examines the Refutation itself in Chapter 3, arguing 

against the claim that its addition in the second edition of the Critique is 

evidence that Kant changed his position in the interim. The contention is 

that the argument, which holds that my consciousness of my own exis-

tence as determined in time is conditioned by something persistent in 

perception outside of me, commits Kant to a realist position with regard 

to this persistent object whereby it exists independently of us even 
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though its characterisation is not independent of us. (70)  Stapleford 

challenges this interpretation, advocating a phenomenological reading of 

the Refutation instead, which holds that the objects in question are both 

empirically objective and spatially ―outside‖ us, but avoids commitment 

to a realist ontology with respect to them. In spite of the possibility of 

such transcendentally external objects, ―there is no reason to think that 

the transcendentally external thing makes inner time determination pos-

sible. It is more likely that the sensible representation of this correlate 

makes inner experience possible, not the unknown correlate itself‖ (73–

74), thus supporting the phenomenological reading. What is required in-

stead are ―object[s] ‗outside‘ of us‖ (74) which ―qua spatial, are known 

to be only phenomenologically distinct from the subject.‖ (75)   

 Stapleford takes Kant‘s ―outside objects‖ in a sense closely al-

lied with the notion of spatiality developed in the Transcendental Ana-

lytic. Being transcendentally ideal itself, Stapleford makes clear that ob-

jects that are spatial are, in a qualified sense, ―ideal.‖ What makes Kant‘s 

argument a refutation of the idealism of his predecessors is its denial that 

outer perceptions are less immediate, less available or more uncertain 

than their inner analogue, which in fact presupposes outer perceptions. 

However, Stapleford admits ―in so far as the enduring objects are spatial, 

and thus in so far as they are appearances, they imply at least the thought 

that something appears. That is just a principle of critical philosophy.‖ 

(80)  The difference between the positions rests on an ambiguity in 

Kant‘s writings between ―spatial‖ and ―distinct‖ objects. While the dif-

ference may be overstated, Stapleford argues convincingly against 

Guyer‘s claim that Kant‘s stance is that of a metaphysical realist as it is 

commonly understood, by detailing the extent of Kant‘s commitment to 

the idea that such predicates cannot be ascribed to objects.  

 In the final chapter of his book, Stapleford draws a comparison 

between Kant‘s critical discourse and Carnap‘s idea of a conceptual 

framework. What Stapleford implies as the most fruitful point of com-

parison is the manner in which ―a critical analysis can disclose its neces-

sary conceptual and intuitive presuppositions without our having to sus-

pend their effects on our experience.‖ (124)  In other words, with a prop-

erly critical approach, one can talk about the framework (its necessary 

concepts or its limits) without our overstepping our rights by having to 

refer outside of that discourse. He therefore compares Kant‘s goal to set 

determinate limits to our knowledge with Carnap‘s declaration of the ―ut-
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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 


