
D I S C U S S I N G  W O R K S  O N  K A N T 
&  G E R M A N  I D E A L I S M

Chiba, “Précis of Kants Ontologie der raumzeitlichen Wirklichkeit”  1

Précis of Kants 
Ontologie der 
raumzeitlichen 
Wirklichkeit
By Kiyoshi Chiba

The central question of my book Kants 
Ontologie der raumzeitlichen Wirklichkeit 
is: ‘Is Kant’s Transcendental Idealism a 
kind of realism or idealism?’ Realism is, 
roughly, the doctrine that objects exist 
independently of us (e.g., of our 
representation, consciousness, knowledge/
knowability, cognitive capacity etc.). 
Idealism, by contrast, claims that objects are 
in a certain sense dependent on us; a 
prominent example is phenomenalism, a 
version of which claims that spatiotemporal 
objects are logical constructions out of 
sensations.

Due to the widespread bad 
reputation of idealism in general, 
many scholars  today aspire to 
liberate the Kantian philosophy from 
its idealistic elements as  much as 
possible. This  intention can be 
discerned not only in outright anti-
idealistic interpreters such as Paul 
Abela (2002), Arthur Collins  (1999) 
and Rae Langton (1998), but also in 
advocates  of the so-called two-aspect 

interpretation such as Lucy Allais 
(2004, 2007), Karl Ameriks (1992, 
2006), Tobias Rosefeldt (2007) and 
Allen Wood (2005). It is  often 
thought that such an anti-idealistic 
reading is the only possible way to 
understand Kant’s  philosophy in a 
philosophically meaningful manner. I 
do not agree with this assessment 
and stand rather on the side of 
idealistic interpretations, such as 
those of Richard Aquila (1983), 
Jonathan Bennett (1966, 1974) and 
James Van Cleve (1999). 

The opposition ‘realism/idealism’ as 
provisionally formulated above must 
be made more precise. For this 
purpose, I adopt the conceptual 
apparatus which Michael Dummett 
has provided for the analysis of 
realism and its  opposite ‘anti-
realism’. My book has two aims: 
First, to show that Kant’s 
Transcendental Idealism advances 
an anti-realist ontology of 
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spatiotemporal reality, and second, to 
elucidate the aspects  of Kant’s  anti-
realist ontology with the help of 
Dummett’s conceptual apparatus.

My book has three parts. Part I 
(Chapter 1–3) has a clarificatory task. 
Often an exegetical debate is 
confused because the various 
positions are not presented in precise 
enough terms. Therefore, before 
addressing Kant’s text, I clarify my 
own position and situate it in the 
context of current interpretations  of 
Transcendental Idealism.

Realism and Anti-Realism

In Chapter 1, I explain the terms 
‘realism’ and ‘anti-realism’. Realism 
in the Dummettian sense is  primarily 
a verification-independent truth-
conception, i.e., the truth of 
statements  is  independent of the 
possibility of our verification of 
them. This leads to a cognition-
independent ontology of objects. By 
contrast, anti-realism is a negation of 
realism and therefore leads to some 
version of verification-dependent 
truth-conception and cognition-
dependent ontology. Due to this 
definition of ‘anti-realism’, there is 
no middle path between realism and 
anti-realism. Thus, even the ‘internal 
realism’ of Hilary Putnam and e.g. 
the ‘pragmatism’ of Charles S. Peirce 
are classified as anti-realism.

In Chapter 2, I aim to clarify what 
realist and anti-realist interpretations 
of Kant’s Transcendental Idealism 
respectively amount to. The latter 
embrace every kind of interpretation 
which ascribes  to Kant some kind of 
anti-realism of spatiotemporal 
o b j e c t s ; t h e s o c a l l e d 
‘phenomenalistic’ and also the 
‘coherent-theoretical’ interpretations 
are examples of this position (among 
other variations).

A terminological proviso would be in 
order  here.  The c la im that 

Transcendental Idealism is a kind of 
anti-realism (in the Dummettian 
sense) of spatiotemporal objects  does 
not conflict with Kant’s well-known 
statement that Transcendental 
Idealism is an empirical realism. 
Contrary to the view held by some 
interpreters, Kant himself defines 
empirical realism solely as  an 
epistemological thesis, more concretely, 
as  the anti-sceptical thesis  that we 
can get secure knowledge about the 
existence of spatial objects, without 
specifying in what sense the existence 
of spatial objects  is  to be understood 
(see A370, A371 and A375). By 
contrast, realism and anti-realism in 
Dummett’s sense are both ontological 
positions, as  was  explained above. So, 
there is no inconsistency in saying 
that Kant affirms empirical realism 
and denies realism in Dummett’s 
sense.

Realist interpretations, which ascribe 
to Kant a kind of realism of 
spatiotemporal objects, have also 
many variants. The most typical and 
important version of this is  the realist 
two-aspect interpretation which 
ascribes to Kant the view that:

Spatiotemporal objects, or more 
precisely, things  we cognise as 
spatiotemporal, exist independently of 
our cognition; only the ways  they 
spatiotemporally appear to us  are 
dependent on us, that is, on the forms  of 
our sensibility and understanding.

This  position is realist in Dummett’s 
sense, because it conceives  of the 
existence of spatiotemporal objects as 
cognition-independent. I reject this 
interpretative option, not because of 
some peculiar problems—e.g., it 
appears to assume a kind of 
isomorphism between appearances 
and things in themselves—but 
because of its commitment to the 
realism of  spatiotemporal objects.

The conceptual scheme realist/anti-
realist turns out to be useful also to 
clarify current interpretations  of 
Transcendental Idealism. In Chapter 

3, I argue for three points: (1) The 
two-world interpretation comports 
we l l w i th the an t i - rea l i s t 
interpretation. (2) The metaphysical 
two-aspect interpretation leads  to a 
real is t interpretat ion, more 
concretely, the realist two-aspect 
interpretation introduced above. (3) 
The methodological two-aspect 
interpretation turns out either to be 
inconsistent in itself (e.g., the well-
known variants  by Henry Allison 
[1983, 2004] and Gerold Prauss 
[1974]) or, if consistently developed, 
to lead to a radical anti-realism, 
which denies  the cognition-
independent reality of any kind, and 
is just for this reason unattractive 
both exegetically and systematically.

In my book I defend an anti-realist 
two-world interpretation. It seems at 
first glance that the problem of the 
two-world/two-aspect interpretation 
is unsolvable, especially because good 
textual supports are found for both 
sides. Taking this circumstance into 
consideration, I do not directly tackle 
this  problem, but rather solve first the 
q u e s t i o n w h e t h e r K a n t ’ s 
Transcendental Idealism is  a realism 
or an anti-realism of spatiotemporal 
objects. Once this  point is  settled, we 
are in a better position to decide on 
the two-world/two-aspect issue.

Justifying an Anti-Realist 
Interpretation

In Part II of my book, I provide, on 
the basis of the aforementioned 
conceptual clarifications, a defence of 
my anti-realist interpretation through 
a concrete analysis of relevant texts 
in Kant. First, I discuss  especially the 
positive textual supports  for the anti-
realist interpretation. Then, in 
Chapter 4, I investigate the 
Antinomy-chapter of the first Critique, 
in particular the indirect proof of 
Transcendental Idealism, which says:

Transcendental Realism inevitably leads 
to the antinomy; this  can be avoided 
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only by Transcendental Idealism. Hence, 
Transcendental Idealism is  true, on 
Kant’s  implicit assumption that 
Tr a n s c e n d e n t a l Re a l i s m a n d 
Tr a n s c e n d e n t a l I d e a l i s m a re 
contradictory positions.

Subsequently, in Chapter 5, I 
investigate the Fourth Paralogism in 
the A-version of the first Critique, in 
particular, the argument which I call 
the ‘indirect justification’ of 
Transcendental Idealism, which is 
supposed to prove that:

Transcendental Realism inevitably leads 
to Sceptical Idealism (i.e., scepticism 
which doubts  the existence of spatial 
objects); this  can be avoided only by 
Transcendental Idealism. Hence, 
Transcendental Idealism is  to be 
preferred.

These investigations  show that it is 
Tr a n s c e n d e n t a l R e a l i s m ’ s 
commitment to realism (in the 
Dummettian sense explained above) 
that is responsible both for the 
antinomy and for Sceptical Idealism. 
Therefore, Kant’s Transcendental 
Idealism, which aims to avoid these, 
must be a kind of anti-realism. What 
I aim to show in these two chapters 
(4 & 5) is  not just that the 
aforementioned passages can be 
interpreted anti-realistically, nor even 
that such an interpretation is plausible. 
I intend rather to establish definitely, 
against any kind of realist 
interpretation, that Kant’s  arguments 
in those passages  are consistently 
understandable only in the framework 
of an anti-realist interpretation. 
True, to show this  is  a tall order and 
for this  purpose a detailed 
investigation is required, which I 
provide in the book.

In Chapter 6, I investigate the aspects 
which seem to support the realist 
interpretation. First, I look at the 
Refutation of Idealism in the B-
version of the first Critique, which is 
often cited as  decisive evidence for 
Kant’s  commitment to the realism of 
spatiotemporal objects. I show that 
the Refutation is  neutral with respect 

to realism/anti-realism. Namely, the 
argument of the Refutation refutes 
Scept ica l Idea l i sm wi thout 
considering whether the existence of 
spatial objects, which the Refutation 
aims  to establish, should be 
understood realistically or anti-
realistically.

The most serious obstacle for the 
anti-realistic interpretation is  Kant’s 
two-aspect language (the type of 
expression which Stephen Barker 
called “language of appearing”, 
contrary to the “language of 
appearance”).[1] I show first that this 
language in fact leads to a realist two-
aspect theory of spatiotemporal 
o b j e c t s . H o w e v e r, K a n t ’ s 
commitment to anti-realism cannot 
be denied, as  was shown in the 
previous chapters  of my book (see 
also Kant’s use of the two-world 
language, which suggests  an anti-
realism of spatiotemporal objects). 
These results  together lead to the 
conclusion that Kant himself swayed 
between a realist two-aspect and an 
anti-realist two-world theory (not just 
language) without noticing their 
incompatibility.

This  conclusion forces us  to shift the 
target of interpretation from pure 
exegesis  to rational reconstruction, which 
brackets  apparent inconsistencies in 
Kant’s  terminology and tries  to make 
Kant’s  arguments as a whole more 
coherent. With this approach, I 
investigate the passages where the 
two-aspect language is  especially 
dominant, i.e. in the Transcendental 
Aesthetic and in Kant’s doctrine of 
the double character of the self in his 
theory of freedom. I show that 
although these passages make a 
realistic interpretation plausible, the 
arguments  which are presented in 
these passages are compatible with 
the anti-realist interpretation. (The 
same does  not hold for the realist 
interpretation regarding the 
Antinomy-chapter and the Fourth 
Paralogism.)

The investigation of Part II as  a 
wh o l e s h ow s t h a t K a n t ’s 
Transcendental Idealism can be 
adequately interpreted only in an 
anti-realist manner, insofar as it 
should be understood as  a coherent 
doctrine at all. Furthermore, 
r e g a r d i n g t h e t w o - a s p e c t 
interpretation, we can now maintain 
that its most persuasive option, the 
metaphysical two-aspect interpretation, 
is  to be rejected because of its 
c o m m i t m e n t t o a r e a l i s t 
interpretation. The methodological two-
aspect interpretation, which was 
shown to be unattractive because, if 
consistently developed, it negates  the 
possibility of cognition-independent 
reality, will be rejected finally when it 
is  shown—which I do in Chapter 8 of 
my book—that Kant’s  theoretical 
philosophy requires the existence of 
cognition-independent entities. In the 
following investigation I elaborate a 
version of the anti-realist two-world 
interpretation.

It has  been shown so far in the book 
that Kant’s Transcendental Idealism 
is committed to an anti-realism of 
spatiotemporal reality. This result is 
important for current Kant 
interpretations, but in itself not very 
informative for the explanation of 
Transcendental Idealism, since the 
term ‘anti-realism’ here refers only to 
a negation of realism. A large range 
of possible options is still available. It 
is  obvious that Kant does  not accept 
an extremely subjectivist position 
such as  the position that 
spatiotemporal objects exist only as 
long as they are actually perceived by 
us. How then should the central 
thesis of anti-realism, namely that 
the existence of objects  is dependent 
on our cognition, be understood in 
the Kantian framework?

In Part III of my book, I elucidate 
further the concrete contents of 
Kant’s  anti-realist ontology of the 
spatiotemporal reality with the aid of 
the Dummettian conceptual 
apparatus, above all that of 
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mathematical intuitionism. Especially 
the following two topics  are 
discussed: (1) Which concrete version 
o f a n t i - r e a l i s m r e g a r d i n g 
spatiotemporal reality is adequate for 
Transcendental Idealism? (2) How do 
s p a t i o t e m p o r a l o b j e c t s a s 
‘appearances’ relate to the so-called 
‘things in themselves’?

Anti-Realism and Spatiotemporal 
Reality

Regarding the first topic (Ch. 7), I 
begin with examining the following 
three versions of anti-realism which 
are often ascribed to Kant but turn 
out to be inadequate for the Kantian 
anti-realism:

• Temporal Version: A statement about 
spatiotemporal objects  is  true at 
moment t iff it has  been verified at t. 
In ontological terms: The world itself, 
and not just our knowledge of it, is 
gradually enlarged in accordance with 
the progress of  our inquiry.

• Peircean Version: A statement is 
(atemporally) true iff it would be 
verified if one were in the ideal state of 
information, where all that is  humanly 
knowable were to be completely 
known.

• Standard-Phenomenalistic Version: A 
statement is  (atemporally) true iff it 
would be verified if one were put in 
proper circumstances. (A ‘proper 
circumstance’ for the statement 
“While Caesar crossed the Rubicon, 
he sneezed three times” is  e.g. the 
place and time in which one could 
directly observe Caesar crossing the 
Rubicon.)

The problem of these options is, 
above all, that they are incompatible 
with Kant’s solution of the antinomy 
in the ninth section of the Antinomy-
chapter. Taking this  point into 
account, I work out an empirical 
counterpart of the atemporal truth-
conception of mathematical 
intuitionism. This version of anti-
realism proves to suit Kant’s solution 
of  the antinomy well.

Intuitionistic anti-realism, however, 
cannot readily be applied to 
empirical discourse, since it assumes 
the so-called ‘monotonicity’ (which 
says that once verified, a statement 
remains verified eternally), as is 
typically seen in intuitionistic logic. 
Regarding this there are two 
problems: (a) In the empirical 
domain it is rather normal that 
verifications  which have once been 
achieved will get lost irrecoverably in 
the passage of time. (b) Empirical 
verifications  are defeasible without 
exception, i.e., it is always possible 
that they will be dismissed as 
insufficient or false in the progress  of 
inquiry. By considering these 
problems, I elaborate the above-
developed intuitionistic anti-realism 
step by step, in order to reach an 
atemporal version of anti-realism 
based on Crispin Wright’s  notion of 
superassertibility.

Appearances, Things in 
Themselves, and Affection

In Chapter 8, I deal with the second 
topic, i.e., the relation of the 
spatiotemporal objects to the so-
called ‘things in themselves’, 
especially with respect to the problem 
of affection. I defend the theory of 
transcendental affection, i.e. affection 
by things in themselves. First, I show 
that the transcendental affection in 
Kant’s  original form cannot be 
sustained and needs modification. 
Mostly—except for a few passages 
such as A288/B344, A358, A359 and 
in the case of self-affection—Kant 
talks  about the affection as a three-
place relation, which has as its relata: 
(1) an affecting thing, (2) an affected 
subject and (3) a produced sensation, 
and in particular assumes that 
affection is a kind of causal relation 
in which the affecting thing and the 
affected subject are numerically 
distinct. However, this claim is, 
strictly speaking, not required by 
Kant’s  doctrine of receptivity, and 

also conflicts  with Kant’s well-known 
thesis of the inapplicability of 
categories—in this  case, especially 
those of plurality and causality—to 
things in themselves.

Taking these problems into 
consideration, I propose a modified 
theory of transcendental affection. I 
agree with Kant that his theoretical 
philosophy, above all, its  central 
doctrine of the receptivity of our 
experience, requires  not only 
meaningful reference to things in 
themselves, but also the existence of 
something that is  independent of our 
cognition, especially of our 
spontaneity, and which prompts 
sensations in our mind. My modified 
reading, however, does not demand 
that this  ‘something’ be a numerically 
distinct entity from the affected 
subject. As  a result, the modified 
theory is free from the traditional 
criticism of applying the categories  of 
causality and plurality to things in 
themselves. That is, my reading does 
not entail, for example, that a thing 
in itself which is numerically distinct 
from us, exercises a causal influence 
on us.

There are a number of possible 
problems with my modified theory of 
transcendental affection. The first 
problem concerns that this theory 
does  make a positive claim about the 
existence of things in themselves. 
Does this not clash with the 
unknowability of things in themselves 
and with the inapplicability of 
categories  to them? I tackle this 
problem by investigating Kant’s 
arguments  for the unknowability and 
the inapplicability theses. Another 
problem concerns  an apparently 
realist implication of transcendental 
a f f e c t i o n . I t s e e m s t h a t 
t ranscendenta l a f f ec t ion i s 
incompatible with the core idea of 
the anti-realist claim that objects  are 
c o g n i t i o n - d e p e n d e n t , s i n c e 
transcendental affection appears to 
have the following consequences:
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(1) Spatiotemporal objects  and things  in 
themselves are isomorphic, and the 
differences on the side of the former are 
grounded on those on the side of the 
latter.

(2) Although formal properties  of 
spatiotemporal objects  (such as their 
spatiotemporality) depend on the formal 
conditions  of our cognitions, the 
concrete state of the spatiotemporal 
world (i.e., what kind of spatiotemporal 
objects  there are and how they 
concretely exist) is  determined, before 
every actual realisation of our cognition, 
by the way how things  in themselves 
which affect us are.

It turns out that the first thesis is 
indeed incompatible with anti-
realism concerning spatiotemporal 
objects. However, my modified 
theory of transcendental affection 
can be defended by showing that the 
first thesis  does  not really follow from 
the assumption of transcendental 
affection. The second thesis, on the 
contrary, has  to be acknowledged 
even from the anti-realist's  point of 
view, because it is based on the idea 
that truth is not affected by 
spontaneous  decisions on the side of 
cognising subjects. This  idea is  so 
deeply rooted in our conception of 
truth that no theory, whether anti-
realist or not, can abandon this idea 
without losing its  plausibility. Rather, 
it must be reconsidered whether the 
second thesis  does in effect 
necessarily conflict with the core idea 
of anti-realism. I show that this  is  not 
the case and, in particular, that the 
second thesis is compatible with the 
intuitionist versions of  anti-realism.

✒

Notes:

[1] S. Barker, ‘Appearing and 
Appearances’, in L. W. Beck (ed.), 
Kant Studies Today (La Salle, Ill.: Open 
Court), pp. 274–89.
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Transcendental 
Idealism as 
Antirealism 
about Spatio-
Temporal 
Objects—But 
What Kind of 
Antirealism?
By Chris Onof 

Kiyoshi Chiba’s book is a tightly argued and 
impressively well-researched interpretation of 
Kant’s Transcendental Idealism (henceforth 
TI) as a form of anti-realism about 
spatiotemporal objects. Chiba clearly has a 
thorough grasp of Kantian scholarship, 
philosophy of language, and philosophy of 
mathematics, and as a result presents a 
multi-layered analysis that has a wealth of 
interesting claims about Kant’s Critique of 
Pure Reason (henceforth CPR), only a 
few of which I can discuss in this paper. I 
shall chiefly focus upon issues of 
disagreement between us, because where we 
agree, there is generally not much to be added 
to his thorough exegetical analysis.

1. Kant’s Transcendental Idealism 
and Antirealism

What Chiba means  by anti-realism is 
based upon Dummett’s  writings. In 
all debates  about realism and anti-

realism, there is  a class  of objects or 
statements  which is  at stake, and the 
issue is whether these objects  exist or 
these s tatements  are t rue 
independently of our knowledge of 
them. As  he correctly observes (pp. 
16–18), there is more than one 
notion of anti-realism to be found in 
Dummett’s writings. Chiba chooses 
to view anti-realism as defined by a 
conception of the truth of 
statements, namely one that is 
opposed to the realist conception 
according to which statements of the 
class in question are true 
independently of our ability to verify 
or falsify them (verifikationsunabhängig, 
p. 19). It therefore means that for the 
anti-realist, the truth of statements is 
constituted by the subject, under 
some understanding of ‘constitution’ 
that is left open at this stage of 
Chiba’s analysis. Chiba adds  that 
such a conception of truth has  an 
ontological dimension insofar as he 
adopts  the Tarskian equivalence 
thesis according to which ‘p’ is true if 
and only if p (p. 18), so that anti-
realism is  also about the states  of 
affairs and objects that the statements 
in question make claims about. 
Noteworthy is  that this conception of 
anti-realism is not grounded in the 
rejection of the semantic principle of 
bivalence in logic, although he will 
show that it entails  the rejection of 
bivalence (p. 31).

With these tools  clearly outlined, 
Chiba sets out his thesis that Kant’s 
TI is  a thesis about the class  of 
spat io t empora l ob j ec t s ( o r 
spatiotemporal states  of affairs or 
statements  about these), namely that 
they are not independent of our 
cognition. And the first piece of 
evidence he introduces to support 
this  antirealist position is a 
particularly powerful one as it is 
Kant’s  oft repeated affirmation (e.g.,  
A 4 9 0 – 3 / B 5 1 8 – 2 2 ) t h a t 
spatiotemporal objects are mere 
representations (p. 39–40). But he 
makes it clear that his  interpretative 

http://www.degruyter.com/view/product/181766
http://www.degruyter.com/view/product/181766
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approach in this  book does not 
consist in accumulating citations 
from Kant’s  works (primarily CPR) 
that give support to this anti-realist 
view, since one can also collect quotes 
from Kant that provide grist to the 
realist mill. It is  to Chiba’s  credit that 
he views Kant’s arguments as the 
focus  of his interpretative task, either 
insofar as  they purport to show TI or 
make use of TI as assumption (p. 41). 
This  strategy is particularly useful 
insofar as Chiba is right to point out 
that there is, among Kant scholars, a 
widespread reluctance to adopt any 
interpretation of TI that is 
phenomenalistic, idealistic, or anti-
realist (p. 47): if one is to show anti-
realism as  useful in interpreting TI, it 
is  important to exhibit its role in 
supporting or being supported by the 
very arguments that are at the heart 
of  Kant’s work.

2. A Realist Alternative

Before launching into a detailed 
investigation of Kant’s  arguments in 
CPR, Chiba reviews existing anti-
realist and realist interpretations of 
TI. Among realist interpretations, he 
dwells on what he calls the ‘realist 
Two-Aspect-Interpretation’ (p. 47, 
my trans.). This is  in effect the 
m e t a p h y s i c a l t w o - a s p e c t 
interpretation of the relation 
between phenomena and things  in 
themselves, about which Chiba shows 
later in the book (p. 71) that it is 
committed to realism. Focussing 
upon Allais’ (2004) and Rosefeldt’s 
(2007) interpretations, Chiba 
analyses their dispos i t ional 
understanding of spatiotemporal 
determinations of things. On their 
account , something has a 
spatiotemporal property F if and 
only if we could, under appropriate 
circumstances, come to know (e.g., 
through perception) that it has 
property F (p. 51). Such a thing is 
thereby both to be viewed as  a thing-
in-itself, and as  a spatiotemporal 

object, hence the terminology ‘two-
aspect’. Insofar as the thing exists, the 
object exists  too, so that this  position 
is a realist interpretation.

Chiba r ight ly pra i ses the 
metaphysical two-aspect reading for 
its solid grounding in Kant’s  text and 
its overall coherence (p. 52). But he 
also outlines a serious  problem that it 
raises: it  implies  that the 
individuation of spatiotemporal 
objects is independent of our 
cognition insofar as  it is  the same 
thing-in-itself that can be said to 
have spatiotemporal properties (p. 
54). This seems to contradict the role 
of our cognitive faculties  in the 
determination of objects. Chiba does 
not say much more about why this is 
indeed problematic, but one can, for 
instance, point to the role of the 
synthesis  of apprehension in 
gathering the manifold to be brought 
under the transcendental unity of 
apperception. This synthesis would, 
on this  account, seem to have to 
accord with reality in-itself, i.e. with 
the way things are individuated 
independently of our cognition, 
which would bring back the whole 
problem that Kant’s critical 
perspective set out to deal with in the 
first place (Bxx), i.e. in Kant’s  terms, 
by re-introducing some dogmatic 
presuppositions into the account of 
cognition. As matters  stand, this 
would seem to make this 
m e t a p h y s i c a l t w o - a s p e c t 
interpretation very unattractive, but 
at this  point in the book, Chiba is 
keen to emphasise its positive aspects 
for strategic reasons. He will indeed 
(a) show its  advantages compared 
with other options  and (b) later 
return to it as  the most worthy realist 
option to be countered, when he 
analyses Kant’s text in detail.[1]

3. Methodological Interpretation

One example of (a), in which Chiba’s 
book makes an important 
contribution to the debate around the 

nature of TI is in exposing the 
incoherence of the methodological 
two-aspect interpretation (e.g., 
Allison, Grier, Bird). Unlike the 
metaphysical variant of the two-
a s p e c t i n t e r p re t a t i o n , t h e 
methodological one has  it that to talk 
of things in themselves is  just to talk 
of the objects of our experience 
independently of their relation to our 
cognition (p. 74). Chiba is right to 
point out that the motivation behind 
this  approach is Allison’s  (1983) 
attempt to avoid interpreting the 
reality of spatiotemporal objects as 
having a ‘lower ontological status’ as 
compared to that of things  in 
themselves. This  leads to an attempt 
to ‘“deontologise” TI’ that is 
deflationist in that it avoids any 
metaphysical commitment to 
something like a ‘”standpoint-
independent fact of the matter”’ (p. 
75–6) that would inevitably have a 
higher ontological status.

Chiba also correctly points  out that 
such a position seems to be an anti-
realist one insofar as  things-in-
themselves are now also viewed as 
dependent upon our cognition, i.e. 
insofar as  they just involve a different 
perspective (not a perspective-
independent grasp) on the objects of 
our cognition, and two models  are 
considered for such a perspective: the 
subtraction of spatiotemporal 
properties, or the addition of other 
(necessarily non-theoretical, e.g. 
practical) properties (p. 77). The 
problem arises  because the 
methodological two-aspect theorist is 
keen to emphasise that his  is a realist 
stance vis-à-vis the objects  of our 
experience. But, if these objects exist, 
this  entails  that they must have some 
property that is  independent of our 
cognition,[2] which defines a 
standpoint-independent fact of the 
matter, and contradicts  the 
deflationist ambition of the 
m e t h o d o l o g i c a l t w o - a s p e c t 
interpretation (p. 78), thus  exhibiting 
its incoherence.
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4. A Worry

Chiba considers  a number of 
objections  to his  anti-realist reading 
in section 2.3 (pp. 57–66). While he 
d i spa t che s mos t o f them 
convincingly, there are two where his 
response does not appear sufficient to 
dispel the concerns  they raise. I shall 
consider objection F (p. 64) further 
(Section 11 below), but just briefly 
focus  on objection B (pp. 59–60). 
This  is the objection that 
Dummettian anti-realism is  a type of 
Berkeleyan material idealism. Chiba 
responds to this by pointing out that 
there is  a widespread tendency to 
lump anti-realism indiscriminately in 
the same bag as idealism. I note that 
Chiba himself classifies a certain type 
of idealism as anti-realism on p. 35, 
so there is clearly some lack of clarity 
still remaining on this issue.

Anyway, if we assume that Chiba can 
correctly distinguish his anti-realism 
from what Kant describes as 
dogmatic and sceptical idealism, i.e. 
respectively the denial, and 
scepticism about the claim that 
spatial/temporal objects  exist outside 
us (a task Chiba really addresses in 
the exegetical part of the book, when 
examining the Fourth Paralogism, see 
below Section 10), it is  nevertheless 
worth observing that Chiba’s strategy 
for showing the validity of his  anti-
realist claim about TI certainly 
makes this  worry particularly 
pressing. Indeed, Chiba uses  Kant’s 
claims that appearances  are nothing 
but representations (e.g., A369) as the 
first piece of evidence for his 
interpretation. Clearly, such claims 
(found in their clearest forms in the 
A-edition of CPR) lend themselves to 
a subjective idealist (as in Berkeley) 
reading. There is  therefore a worry 
(let us  call this worry W) that, in 
seeking to justify his anti-realist 
position vis-à-vis  the existence of 
spatiotemporal objects, Chiba will be 
proving too much, namely some form 

of subjective idealism (for 
spatiotemporal objects).

5. The Range of Interpretative 
Options

Chiba considers the range of options 
on the table insofar as the relation 
between the thing-in-itself and 
appearances  is concerned, and his 
conclusion is that the only viable 
realist option is the metaphysical 
dual-aspect theory, while the most 
attractive anti-realist option is  a two-
world interpretation (p. 86–7). 
Having considered the options in 
detail, Chiba puts together an 
argument that purports  to show the 
first of these claims (p. 87–8). This is 
a generalisation of the argument 
against Allison’s methodological 
interpretation (see Section 3 above), 
and its key point is, again, that the 
existence of empirical objects implies 
the existence of these objects 
independently of our cognition. In 
the case of the previous use of this 
argument, since the assumption was 
a two-aspect theory according to 
which these objects can also be 
viewed as  things in themselves, this 
move entailed that these things  in 
themselves are these same objects  but 
considered independently of our 
cognition, of which the argument 
thereby establishes the existence.

But here, Chiba’s argument (let us 
call it argument A) purports to be 
general. If the two-aspect 
interpretation is not presupposed, 
this  move is questionable. What the 
real i s t c la ims, on Chiba’s 
interpretation of the distinction 
realism/anti-realism, is that 
spatiotemporal objects  exist 
independently of our cognition. This 
does  entail that these objects have 
properties which are not constituted 
by our cognition. But, as Chiba 
himself points  out earlier in the book 
(p. 19), this does not, strictly speaking, 
entail that these properties  are 
cognit ion transcendent ( i .e. 
‘verification transcendent’), which is 

what would be required to say that 
they are properties  of things in 
themselves.

This  point may seem obscure, so let 
me clarify: there is  more than one 
way in which something or a 
statement can relate to my cognition: 
it can be constituted by it and this  is 
what Chiba calls  cognition 
dependence: it is through my 
verification (actual or potential—see 
further below) that a statement is 
made true. But a statement can also 
not be constituted by my cognition 
while nevertheless not being 
cognition transcendent. For example, 
Chiba illustrates this difference on p.
20 by using the case of colour: what 
constitutes  the redness of an object is 
a property that is  independent of our 
cognition (e.g., it is a feature of the 
structure of the surface of the 
object), but to be red is to be 
recognised as red under specific 
circumstances, and nothing more, so 
that ‘redness’ is  not cognition 
transcendent.

This  distinction can, for instance, be 
used for distinguishing merely 
subjective from objective secondary 
qualities  in a transcendentally realist 
context, and it is  used by some 
m e t a p h y s i c a l t w o - a s p e c t 
interpretations (e.g., Rosefeldt 2007) 
to interpret objective determinations 
of spatiotemporal objects. For our 
purposes, it  is important to note that 
what Chiba needs is to show that a 
realist claim for spatiotemporal 
objects implies  an existence claim for 
things in themselves, whereas  it only 
validly leads to a claim that these 
spatiotemporal objects must exist in a 
way that is independent of our 
cognition, but not that they exist in a 
cognition transcendent way, as  they 
could be like colours.[3]

Argument A is  therefore invalid 
because of a covert equivocation over 
the relation to our cognition: the 
realist about spatiotemporal objects  is 
committed to an existence claim that 
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is  independent of any notion of 
constitution, but this  does not 
establish the cognition transcendence 
that is  a feature of properties  of 
things as they are in themselves. As  a 
result, Chiba’s  argument for his next 
claim (p. 88) which applies  argument 
A to reject any two-world realist 
interpretation as actually only 
amounting to a version of the 
( m e t a p h y s i c a l ) t w o - a s p e c t 
interpretation, fails. Indeed, were 
such a theory to have different 
notions of existence in each world, 
i.e. one that is cognition transcendent 
for things  in themselves, and one that 
is  not for spatiotemporal objects, it 
would remain unscathed as a result of 
any of the considerations Chiba 
raises on pp. 87–8.[4]

It is important to note that Chiba’s 
argument on p. 87 still succeeds in its 
rejection of a two-world realist 
theory in which existence in both 
worlds is  verification transcendent, as 
a viable option.[5] This  is  a key result 
against this  important interpretative 
option.

At this  point, it may still seem that 
the fine distinction that has been 
established between cognition 
independence (CI) and cognition 
transcendence (CT) is  rather otiose, 
and constitutes only a minor flaw of 
argument A, as it is not clear what 
further consequences it may have. I 
shall however show below that it is 
connected to worry W, that it has 
implications connected with the need 
to distinguish between what is  merely 
empirically relevant and what has 
transcendental implications, and that 
it also emerges as significant in its 
ability to distinguish the regulative 
from the constitutive.

6. The Antinomy of Pure Reason 
(I)

Chiba presents his analysis  of the 
antinomy of pure reason as a 
cornerstone of his interpretation as it 

is  meant to provide the key argument 
for his anti-realist interpretation. 
Aside from the discussion around 
anti-realism, his detailed investigation 
into how we should understand the 
regresses that are constructed in the 
theses and antitheses is to be 
commended for its rigour (I 
particularly appreciated his 
distinction between one- and higher-
dimensional series, pp. 115–21). It 
also sheds light upon Kant’s claim 
that the antinomial conflict arises 
from what Chiba calls the Series 
Thesis (Reihenthese, p. 103) which has 
also been described as  a Categorical 
Imperative of theoretical reason. 
This  is  the claim (A497/B525) that 
‘If the conditioned is  given, then the 
whole series of all conditions for it is 
also given’.

Kant resolves  the antinomies  by 
saying that the Series  Thesis  is 
obviously true in TR, and the 
rejection of TR (and adoption of TI) 
thereby follows. Chiba then 
investigates the grounds for the 
adoption of the Series Thesis, and 
finds  them rooted in realism (p. 139–
42). In so doing he brings forth 
another problem of the metaphysical 
two-aspect theory, namely that it (he 
focusses  upon Allais’s work) does  not 
appear to have an explanation of 
why the totality of conditions cannot 
be posited, which is  another 
important contribution to Chiba’s 
general argument against the 
metaphysical two-aspect theory.

Analysing the resolution of the 
antinomy, Chiba proceeds  as follows. 
He understands the fact that the 
totality of conditions for a given 
object in respect of its location in 
time/space or its  divisibility, is  not 
given, as meaning that the totality of 
this  set does not exist, and therefore the 
elements of the set do not exist either 
in a realist CI sense of existence. 
Objections against the move from the 
non-existence of the set to the non-
existence of its elements are 
discussed in detail, and Chiba makes 

a good case for saying that there are 
no good reasons  for rejecting this 
move in a realist context (p. 151).[6]

But the real question is whether it is 
correct to equate ‘gegeben 
werden’ (which is  the term Kant uses 
to describe what he argues is not the 
case for such sets  of conditions), with 
‘exist’ in the sense in which Chiba 
understands the notion of existence, 
i.e. ‘independently of our cognition’. 
That is, Chiba assumes that what is 
at stake is  existence of spatio-
temporal objects independently of 
our cognition (CI) in the realist 
scenario, while TI introduces the 
notion of their existence as 
constituted by our cognition 
(hereafter ¬CI).

On this interpretation, what the 
resolutions  of the antinomies  claim is 
that it is not possible for there to be a 
cognition of such series, where 
cognition is here understood as  an 
event in time. So Chiba’s 
interpretation can be summarised in 
two claims:

(a1) The CI non-existence of totalities  of 
series  of conditions  implies  the CI non-
existence of spatiotemporal objects, 
which negates  TR and thereby affirms 
TI.

(a2) TI additionally has  an account of 
why for ¬CI existing objects, totalities  of 
series of  conditions cannot (¬CI) exist.

But it is  not clear why this 
impossibility (a2) should be viewed as 
having any transcendental meaning. 
Indeed, since ¬CI refers to possible 
or actual instantiations of acts  of 
cognition (i.e., ‘verification’ in the 
standard anti-realist terminology), it 
would seem on the contrary that 
what is at stake are the limitations  of 
our cognitive faculties understood in 
their empirical employment.[7]

To put the point differently, the 
notion of possible cognition or 
verification is  defined, in the outlook 
of Chiba’s anti-realism, in terms of 
actual cognition or verification: what 
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is  possible is just what may happen to 
b e a c t u a l , i f c o n t i n g e n t 
circumstances allow this  to happen. 
So the impossibility described in the 
resolution of the antinomy is the 
impossibility of there ever being an 
actual cognition of the totality of the 
regress.

Consequently, the arguments put 
forward by Chiba would not be 
altered if, instead of infinitely long 
regresses, we were dealing with very 
large ones: indeed Chiba (p. 151) 
emphasises Kant’s  point (A420/
B447) that with the cosmological 
ideas of totality which the antinomy 
deals with, there is a difference of 
degree, not in kind, with bona fide 
objects. So if it were to be established 
that the time (A500/B528) it takes 
(i.e. the duration) understood as  the 
duration for the empirical synthesis 
of N representations (e.g., to be on 
the safe side, N=70 billion, which is 
more than the number of tenths of 
second in the life of a 200 year old 
human) were longer than the possible 
life-span of a human being, then 
Chiba’s anti-realist interpretation 
would be faced with the same 
impossibility of completing this 
synthesis.

This  hardly seems satisfactory as an 
interpretation of Kant’s intent, even 
though it is true that some of the 
terminology Kant uses might suggest 
that it is  a matter of the impossibility 
of carrying out the task of empirical 
synthesis. Indeed, Kant makes it 
clear that the problem is  not an 
empirical one: thus, about the regress 
of the antithesis of the second 
Antinomy, he says: ‘But how far the 
transcendental division may reach is 
not a matter of experience’ (A527/
B555). It thus seems that Chiba’s 
interpretation is  unable to properly 
account for the distinction between 
empirical and transcendental issues.

To confirm that this problem stems 
from a correct understanding of 
what is implied by Chiba’s adoption 

of the CI/¬CI dichotomy as 
definitive of the anti-realism of 
spatiotemporal existence in TI, it is 
instructive to look at what Chiba has 
to say about exactly what the 
‘dependence upon cognition’ of his 
anti-realist interpretation actually 
amounts to.

7. What Kind of Dependence?

Chiba explains (p. 19) that insofar as 
the truth of statements  is  concerned, 
the dependence claim means that the 
verifiability of statements plays a 
constitutive role. Translating this  in 
terms of the existence of 
spatiotemporal objects, this 
presumably means that existence 
claims are claims  about the possibility 
of knowing that these objects exist, 
which could mean some direct 
perceptual knowledge or some 
indirect knowledge of their existence. 
This  is  distinct from the mind-
dependence that is implied by the 
view that actual perceptual knowledge 
of objects  is required for objects to 
exist, which is a form of dogmatic 
idealism à la Berkeley. This 
distinction (which is a double one, 
both in terms of possible/actual and 
general/perceptual knowledge) is one 
that Chiba does not pay enough 
attention to before examining some 
of these issues in chapter 7. As  a 
result, we find him saying that what 
Van Cleve calls  ‘traditional 
idealism’ (which certainly includes 
Kant’s  dogmatic idealism) according 
to which objects  are mind-
dependent, is a form of anti-realism 
(in his understanding of the word) 
about spatial objects  (p. 35), which is 
somewhat confusing.

In chapter 7 (and only then, because 
his discussion draws upon his  analysis 
of the antinomy), Chiba engages in a 
very interesting and detailed 
discussion of the first aspect of this 
distinction. He considers different 
understandings of the type of 
dependence upon cognition that is 

involved in anti-realism, focussing in 
particular upon the problem of 
defeasibility of any knowledge claim 
(p. 267ff.). He considers  and rejects  a 
number of options such as Peirce’s 
use of an ideal epistemic situation (p. 
265–8) which fails to block the truth 
of the mathematical antinomies’ 
antitheses. He then develops his  own 
interpretation in a well-argued set of 
steps, starting with a time-varying 
notion of truth according to which 
what is  true at time t is  what has 
indeed been verified before t (p. 274). 
Chiba finds this  version attractive as 
an account of some of Kant’s 
statements  (p. 275–7), but shows (p. 
278ff.) that it again fails  to account 
for the required antinomial conflicts.

Focussing upon the need to remove 
the temporal dependence to avoid 
this  problem, Chiba introduces  a 
‘time-neutral’ version according to 
which a statement is true if it is 
verified at some point (p. 286–90), 
and finally, because this  version still 
does  not properly address  the 
antinomial conflict, he settles upon a 
version based upon verifiability 
according to which a statement is 
true if and only if it is verified at 
some point in the actual or possible 
development of our knowledge (p. 
290ff.). This discussion (which I have 
to skip here because of space 
constraints) is very well led by Chiba, 
and my only reservation is that I 
would have liked to see him address 
the second aspect of the above 
distinction, namely the issue of what 
is involved in verification which 
(assuming I did not miss this) I 
believe he left out of this chapter. I 
shall assume that verification is what 
Kant states as condition for making a 
judgement about an object, namely 
that there be intuitions which are 
brought under the transcendental 
unity of apperception by applying 
the categories, thereby defining a 
conceptual determination of this 
object.
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8. The Antinomy of Pure Reason 
(II)

For the purposes of the problem 
flagged above in our examination of 
Chiba’s interpretation of the 
antinomy, the previous section has 
clearly illustrated in what sense the 
actual performance of cognitive acts 
(verification) is at the core of the anti-
realist interpretation. When it 
becomes  apparent that a dependence 
upon this  actual performance at some 
point in time does  not give an 
adequate interpretation of the 
antinomial conflict, Chiba (p. 291–3) 
proposes the move to possible 
cognitive acts, and struggles 
somewhat to give a clear definition of 
possibility. Importantly, he settles  on 
a notion of possibility that is  clearly 
derived from that of actuality: what is 
possible is  what would be actual if 
‘occasional circumstances  on the side 
of the verification subject [i.e. the 
subject carrying out the verification] 
were different’ (p. 293, my trans.). 
This  confirms  the above reading of 
his interpretation of the antinomy as 
based upon what would actually be 
verified by a subject of cognition 
under certain circumstances, i.e. 
upon possible empirical facts. It also 
leaves us  with the problem outlined 
in Section 6 above, namely that the 
antinomial conflict is an empirical 
one on Chiba’s interpretation.

As we saw, there is another 
dichotomy of relations  to our 
cognition that may be relevant, and 
that is  cognition transcendence or 
immanence as introduced above in 
Section 5. For an anti-realism based 
upon the CT/¬CT dichotomy, the 
existence of spatiotemporal objects is 
not constituted by our cognition (i.e. 
CI), but these objects  nevertheless  are 
not cognition transcendent (i.e. ¬CT) 
in that they exist only for our 
cognition.

Before continuing, I want to motivate 
the consideration of such a CT/
¬CT anti-realism vis-à-vis  the 

existence of spatiotemporal objects 
(an anti-realism that Chiba would 
call a form of realism). As things 
stand, there are three options on the 
table for the existence of 
spatiotemporal objects:

(i) This  existence is  constituted by our 
cognition (it is  ¬CI). This  is  Chiba’s  anti-
realism which is  encountering some 
problems  in making sense of the 
transcendental nature of the antinomial 
conflict.

(ii) This  existence transcends  our 
cognition (it is  CT), which is  what the 
'realist' about these objects, wants to 
claim. Argument A shows that this 
option leads  to a commitment to these 
objects  being identical with things  in 
themselves, i.e., to the two-aspect 
metaphysical interpretation against 
which Chiba has formulated some 
powerful objections.

(iii) This  existence is  not constituted by 
our cognition, but does  not transcend it 
(it is  CI and ¬CT). By elimination, this 
position must therefore be examined.

As further motivation for considering 
this  option, I would suggest the 
following considerations. If all the 
determinations  of objects are 
constituted by our cognition (¬CI), 
but are nevertheless  determinations 
of appearances of some underlying 
reality in itself, what is picked out by 
such determinations is something 
that, although this  is  only an object 
for our cognition, does refer (through 
the relation of appearing) to 
something that exists independently 
of our cognition, so that the cognitive 
act of determination also picks out 
something existing independently of 
our cognition. This ‘something’ (e.g., 
an aspect of reality in-itself) can, 
however, only be picked out in this 
way by creatures  with our specific 
cognitive faculties, and is thereby not 
cognition transcendent (i.e. there is 
no such individuated object in the 
realm of  things in themselves).

I would argue that, with this 
understanding of ‘gegeben werden’ 

in terms of   CT existence for the 
transcendental realist Kant refers to 
in the Antinomy, there is a subtle 
difference as to the meaning of the 
claim that the totality of the 
conditions  does not exist. This is  no 
longer about the possibility of actual 
cognitive acts, but about the kind of 
cognition we human beings  have, i.e., 
it is  a transcendental issue. That is, 
with this understanding of existence, 
we have:

(a1′) The CT non-existence of totalities 
of series  of conditions  implies  the CT 
non-existence of spatiotemporal objects, 
which negates  TR and thereby affirms 
TI,

analogously to Chiba’s  CI/¬CI anti-
realist (a1), but in a CT/¬CT setting. 
But the second claim, namely

(a2′) TI additionally has an account of 
why for ¬CT existing objects, totalities 
of series  of conditions  cannot (¬CT) 
exist,

involves  an account that draws upon 
what is properly transcendental about 
TI, namely the dependence of 
knowledge upon syntheses  under the 
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l u n i t y o f 
apperception, and thus differs 
fundamentally from (a2). On the 
CT/¬CT account, the impossibility 
referred to in (a2′) is the negation of 
a notion of possibility that is  no 
longer defined in terms of empirical 
actuality. Rather, the notion of 
possibility/impossibility is  primary, 
and defined by the limits  on possible 
experience outlined in CPR. This in 
turn defines what could be actual.

So the antinomy’s resolution points 
to an a priori impossibility for the 
kind of cognitive faculties we, as 
humans, possess. This  can be seen in 
particular by considering the role of 
time: when Kant draws our attention 
to the issue of time in carrying out 
the synthesis (A500–1/B528–9), the 
problem he is  flagging is  not that the 
total duration is  too large for our 
human abilities. Rather, the issue is 
that, since it is  a temporal process, its 
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completion is  not a possibility: I 
cannot go through the series of 
representations one by one and get to 
the end, because it is either infinite 
(second antinomy), or at least, I know 
that there is always more to come 
(first antinomy). The role time plays 
is simply that of defining the process 
of ‘going through the series of 
representations one by one’: what 
Kant is  drawing our attention to is 
not a contingent empirical fact about 
our cognitive abilities  as  human 
beings, but a truth of transcendental logic, 
namely that an endless temporal 
series  of representations cannot be 
grasped under the Transcendental 
Unity of  Apperception.

Now I think there is  evidence that it 
is  not Chiba’s intent to view the 
impossibility identified in resolving 
the antinomial conflict as  empirical. 
Later in the book, Chiba seems to 
display an awareness  that what the 
antinomial conflict involves  is  an a 
priori impossibility (p. 295–8). What 
this  suggests  to me is that Chiba 
would here have good grounds for 
altering his understanding of his  anti-
realist stance vis-à-vis the notion of 
existence to one defined in terms of 
the CT/¬CT dichotomy. And this 
proposal receives further support 
from the fact that we reached exactly 
the same conclusion above in 
examining the weakness  of argument 
A.

9. Potential and Actual Infinity

Chiba returns  to the antinomy of 
pure reason once he has discussed 
the details  of his  particular brand of 
anti-realism, with a very interesting 
discussion of the difference between 
the regress  in indefinitum, and the 
regress  in infinitum. Chiba takes  it that 
the regresses of the first type 
(illustrated by the second antinomy) 
are characterised by (where the 
description in words of the 
characterisation is followed by its 
formalisation in first-order logic):

(Q): Every member [of the series] has 
successor members  [∀x∃y (y is   successor 

of  x)] (p. 305, my trans.)

where the successor refers to the next 
term in the ascending regress that 
constitutes  the series  of conditions for 
the given conditioned. The regresses 
of the other antinomies  are such that 
one can only say that:

(R): There is  no member [of the series] 
which has  no successor members 
[∀x¬¬∃y (y is successor of  x)] (ibid.).

If this  is indeed the contrast between 
the two types of regresses, then this 
provides a powerful argument against 
the adoption of a bivalent logic to 
interpret Kant. Since Kant clearly 
distinguishes  between the two types 
of regress, and since in bivalent logic, 
(Q) and (R) have the same truth-
value because ¬¬p=p, this  would 
invalidate the assumption that Kant’s 
logic is bivalent. Unlike realism in 
terms of the CI/¬CI distinction, 
anti-realism involves  the discarding of 
bivalence: there are statements that 
can be verified, others  whose 
negation can be verified, and others 
for which neither the statement nor 
its negation are verifiable.[8] So if 
(Q) and (R) are indeed the valid 
interpretations of Kant’s  views on 
these regresses, then realism about 
the existence of spatio-temporal 
objects has  to be abandoned in 
favour of  CI/¬CI anti-realism.

But one can certainly question 
Chiba’s interpretation here: while he 
is right to interpret the second 
antinomy regresses as  involving the 
truth of proposition (Q), this would 
seem also to apply to the other 
antinomies. Indeed, when, in regard 
to the first antinomy’s regress, Kant 
says that ‘I never know anything 
more than that from any given 
member of the series of conditions  I 
must always  proceed empirically to a 
h i g h e r ( m o r e r e m o t e ) 
member’ (A519/B547), he is 
implying that it is indeed possible to 

proceed to such a member, which is 
just what (Q) claims.[9] But (Q) is  not 
sufficient to characterise the regresses. 
Indeed the last quote specifies that ‘I 
never know anything more’, which 
one can contrast with the claim, for 
the second antinomy’s  regresses, that 
for the “regress from the conditioned 
to its condition […] the conditions 
are all given along with it [i.e. the 
conditioned]” (A523–4/B551–2).

The key difference is expressed by 
Kant at A519/B547 when he says 
that for the other antinomies, the 
regress  cannot be said to go to 
infinity because “this  would 
anticipate the members to which the 
regress  has  not yet attained”. On the 
contrary, in the case of the regress of 
the second antinomy, ‘the conditions 
are all given along with it [the 
conditioned]’ insofar as  the latter 
contains them as a whole (A524/
B552). Since Kant also insists  that it 
is  not possible to say of this  whole 
that ‘it consists of infinitely many 
parts’ (ibid.), the relevant sense in 
which the conditions are given, is 
through the rule which here enables 
us to anticipate all the members of 
the series, but not in the case of the 
other antinomies. So the difference 
between the two regresses  should 
rather be expressed as follows (where 
it is  noteworthy that the formalisation 
now involves second-order logic):

(Q′): ‘Every member [of the series] has 
successor members, and there is  a rule 
identifying the successor for any 
condition in the series’, i.e.,

[∀x∃y (Sx→ (Sy and y is  successor of x)) 

and ∃R (R is  a rule and ∀x∀y ([Sx and 

Sy and y is successor of  x]→ y = R(x)))]

where S is  the predicate ‘is a spatio-
temporal object or state of affairds’, 
describes the second antinomy, while:

(R′): ‘Every member [of the series] has 
successor members, and there is  no rule 
identifying the successor for any 
condition in the series’, i.e.,
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[∀x∃y (Sx→ (Sy and y is  successor of x)) 

and ¬∃R (R is  a rule and ∀x∀y ([Sx and 

Sy and y is successor of  x]→ y = R(x)))]

describes the other antinomies.

While this interpretation no longer 
suggests that Kant is  abandoning 
bivalent logic here,[10] and thereby 
does  away with any support from this 
passage in the Antinomy for Chiba’s 
CI/¬CI antirealist stance as  regards 
the existence of spatio-temporal 
objects, this  also enables us  to 
understand why the existence of 
objects cannot be said to be 
constituted by our cognition as 
Chiba’s  CI/¬CI ant ireal i s t 
interpretation would have it. Since 
the analogies are dynamical 
principles  of experience, they make 
claims about the existence of objects 
fulfilling certain conditions (substrate 
of change, cause of an event, etc.) 
but do not provide rules to identify 
these objects. It is not therefore 
possible to say, for such objects, that 
the possibility of cognising them is 
relevant to their existence.   It is 
therefore the particular status  of the 
dynamical principles  that pertain to 
the existence of objects, which 
explains this claim: they are 
constitutive of our experience, but 
regulative for our intuition as Kant 
puts it later in CPR (A664/B692), 
which means that they do not 
provide rules for the determination of 
specific conditions (causes, substrates, 
etc.), but only rules  guiding the 
search for these conditions. The error 
of the CI/¬CI anti-realist take upon 
existence is  to overlook this  regulative 
status  vis-à-vis  our intuition. We note 
that this  is not an objection that 
would affect an anti-realist position 
defined in terms of the CT/¬CT 
distinction.

Since verification (presumably) 
involves  intuition of the object or of 
some other objects that are lawfully 
related to it (e.g., in the case of 
unobservable particles), i.e. for which 
there is a rule explaining how they 

are related, this analysis of Chiba’s 
discussion of the notion of potential 
infinity has  now shed further light 
upon what is wrong about the CI/
¬CI anti-realist interpretation (but 
not its CT/¬CT variant): it views 
what is regulative for intuition as 
constitutive for it.

10. The Fourth Paralogism

But Chiba has another important 
piece of textual evidence to support 
an anti-realist interpretation of TI 
against realism, namely the Fourth 
Paralogism in the A edition (p. 158). 
Although for Chiba the realist can 
provide a plausible interpretation of 
much of the text before A372, he 
points out a key passage in support of 
his interpretation to be Kant’s claim 
about ‘the objects we understand by 
the representations of matter and 
corporeal things’, not only that ‘they 
a r e m e r e m o d e s o f 
representation’ (which is  the claim 
mentioned in section 4 that appears 
in similar forms in other places in 
CPR), but more strikingly, that ‘their 
reality, just as  much as that of my 
own thoughts, rests  on immediate 
consciousness’ (A372). Chiba is  right 
to single out this  passage as  it 
certainly presents  a challenge for the 
realist, and also for an anti-realism 
based upon the CT/¬CT dichotomy 
about spatio-temporal existence. For 
here, it would appear that there is  a 
denial of any claim that the existence 
of objects is  independent of actual 
acts of cognition (referred to here 
through the terms of ‘immediate 
consciousness’). So, much as the 
above discussion has veered towards 
the greater plausibi l i ty of 
understanding TI in terms of the 
CT/¬CT dichotomy for the 
existence of spatio-temporal objects, 
there would seem to be evidence for 
Chiba’s claim that an CI/¬CI anti-
realism is the appropriate 
interpretation here.

I think that, while this certainly 
points to the difficulty of finding an 
interpretation that fits  the whole of 
Kant’s  text, we must also stress the 
point that Chiba underplays by 
taking Kant’s statement that his 
position has  not altered between the 
two editions very literally[11] (p. 
159). Namely, this  Fourth Paralogism 
is in the A-version only, and the 
whole text of the Paralogism is 
revised in the B-edition.

One reason why this  difference 
between the two editions should not 
be brushed aside too quickly, is that 
there are grounds  for thinking that 
Kant will have been dissatisfied with 
the way he formulated some claims 
in the A-edition, in particular that 
which we have just been examining. 
For the claim that the ‘reality’ of 
appearances, ‘just as much as  that of 
my own thoughts, rests  on immediate 
consciousness’ (A372), could be read 
in a straightforward subjective 
idealist fashion, and indeed was  read 
in this  way by the likes of Garve and 
Eberhard. Now this claim appears  in 
the Fourth Paralogism where Kant 
precisely distinguishes  TI from 
dogmatic or sceptical idealism, which 
respectively deny and doubt the 
existence of matter, i.e. of objects in 
outer sense that are distinct from our 
representations. Therefore it cannot 
be the case that a subjective realist 
reading of the above quote is the 
right one. As  noted earlier, this also 
applies to how one is  to read the 
earlier part of the quote which refers 
to appearances as  ‘mere modes of 
representation, which are always 
found only in us’ (ibid.). But the 
worry W we flagged above (Section 
4) resurfaces here. Since Chiba views 
such passages  as providing support 
for his anti-realist stance, an account 
is needed of how such statements 
support it in a way which does  not 
also support the kind of subjective 
idealism about spatio-temporal 
objects that Garve and Eberhard 
charged Kant with.
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Chiba does note (p. 171) that such 
statements  are problematic, and 
suggests not taking Kant’s words 
literally, particularly in view of the 
fact that Kant also refers  to the 
objects of my representations  in the 
same passage (A370ff.), so that, for 
instance, there is room for an 
understanding of the object as an 
intentional one.

The consequence of this  point is  that 
the passage is no longer worrisome 
for a CT/¬CT anti-realist. Indeed if, 
as  Chiba, rightly I think, claims, the 
point Kant is making about the 
existence of external objects is 
properly expressed when he says that 
they are ‘something only through 
these representations, but are nothing 
separated from them’ (A370), this  can 
be read as expressing either an ¬CI 
dependence or a ¬CT relation. So 
Chiba’s argument against the realist 
is  basically successful, but not to the 
point that it allows for a distinction 
between these two forms of anti-
realism.

11. Anti-Realism about Form and 
Existence

The issues  examined above all 
pertain to the existence of objects. 
Before drawing any conclusions, it is 
important to say something about the 
determinations of these objects, as 
they are to be understood on Chiba’s 
account. Here, we must note that 
Chiba shows  that his anti-realism is 
compatible with an existence claim 
about things in themselves, and that 
he provides an account of how they 
affect us (Chapter 8). This  is  a very 
important part of the book upon 
which I cannot comment here, but 
which I commend to the reader for 
its clarity and, I think, the correctness 
of many of the conclusions  the 
author reaches. Noteworthy is the 
discussion of how the determination 
of objects is (in different senses) 
constrained both by a priori factors 
(our transcendental apparatus), and 

the nature of that which affects us  (p.
386). I think that these claims, as 
combined with an CI/¬CI anti-
realist understanding of the nature of 
the determinations  of the object (as 
distinct from the issue of the existence 
of the object), provide a plausible 
a c c o u n t o f K a n t ’ s  b a s i c 
epistemological claims, although, as 
indicated above (Part I; Section 7), 
the nature of the verification would 
need to be specified.

As we have just seen, this  anti-realism 
means that the truth of statements 
about the properties of spatio-
temporal objects is  constituted by the 
possibility of some cognition/
verification of these statements  in the 
progress  of our knowledge. This 
seems right as  an interpretation of 
Kant’s  understanding of all the 
determinations of spatio-temporal 
objects. For the possibility of such an 
event of cognition/verification of 
particular determinations of an 
object just is the possibility of 
knowledge as defined by the 
mathematical principles of the 
understanding which are constitutive 
for the determination of the 
intuitions that (I assume, although 
this  has not been discussed – see 
Section 7) are at the core of such 
events of cognition/verification. 
That is, in terms of the 
determination of properties of 
objects, Chiba’s  CI/¬CI antirealism 
does  account for the transcendental 
conditions  that define their 
objectivity.

But, as we saw earlier (Sections 6 and 
8), when dealing with existence, 
defining what is  possible in terms of 
what might be actual does not match 
up with defining it in terms  of the 
constraints  of transcendental logic. 
This  is what was shown in the case of 
appearances  (e.g., those defined by 
series  in the antinomies) which are 
intuited by a very large number of 
representations (Section 6). That 
existence may thus have to be dealt 
with differently, is given further 

support when Kant explains in 
presenting the logical function in 
judgements, that ‘the modality of 
judgement […] contributes nothing 
to the content of judgement’ (A74/
B99–100). Existence is  not a further 
determination of a spatio-temporal 
object in the sense that it  would add 
to the object’s  total determinations/
predicates (‘A hundred actual Thalers 
do not contain the least bit more 
t h a n a h u n d re d p o s s i b l e 
ones’ [A599/B627, my trans.]). To 
view judgements about the existence 
of an object as any other judgement 
about the determinations  of an 
object would amount to overlooking 
the role of the categories  of 
modality: to bring an object under 
the category of existence is to make 
the judgement that it exists, and does 
not amount to determining its existence 
in the way that one determines a 
particular property of an object (see 
Schulting 2011). So, while statements 
about the knowledge of the properties 
of spatial-temporal objects  would 
seem to be correctly interpreted as 
anti-realist claims on Chiba’s 
understanding of anti-realism in 
terms of the CI/¬CI dichotomy, this 
is  not the case for statements about 
the existence of these objects, as this 
paper has shown.

That there should thus be a 
distinction between how we deal with 
the determinations of spatial-
temporal objects and with their 
existence proper is confirmed by 
Kant’s  distinction between the way 
the determinations  of an object are 
brought about, and the existence of 
the object comes about. Kant says 
(A92/B125) that ‘representation in 
itself […] does not produce its object 
as  far as  its  existence is concerned’, 
where he is considering the two ways 
in which ‘synthetic representation 
and its  objects can come 
together’ (A92/B124).

Chiba (p. 64) notes that this passage 
(and similar ones) constitutes  a 
problem (he describes it as  ‘objection 
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F’) for his  interpretation—and claims 
that the aim of the statement is the 
di f ferent iat ion between the 
theoretical and the practical relation 
to an object. This  is  not very 
convincing given the context, and the 
existence of other similar statements 
Kant makes  in a context which is 
clearly not related to practical 
philosophy (e.g., in the letter to Herz, 
AA 10:131). Focussing upon this 
statement, we find that Kant 
describes  the relations  between object 
and representation as involving the 
one making the other possible, so it 
seems that ‘produce’ in the above 
quote should be understood as 
‘making possible’, which is exactly 
‘being constitutive of ’, rather than 
any practical notion of production. 
But this  would mean that in this 
statement Kant is  making it clear that 
the kind of cognition-dependence 
definitive of Chiba’s CI/¬CI anti-
realism does  not apply to the 
existence of the objects (but only to 
its determinations).

12. What Kind of Existence?

Rather than supporting a form of 
CT/¬CT anti-realism for spatio-
temporal existence, one could argue 
that the problems encountered by 
Chiba’s CI/¬CI anti-realism suggest 
that we should be realists about 
spatio-temporal objects (even though 
there are problems  with both the 
realist dual-aspect and two-world 
interpretations). And indeed, as 
Chiba notes  (p. 64) Allais exploits the 
passage quoted in the last section as 
evidence that the existence of spatio-
temporal objects  is  independent of 
us, i.e. that they are real. But is this 
realism the same as  that which 
applies to things-in-themselves?

The metaphysical dual-aspect theory 
(Allais, Rosefeldt) has it that these 
objects just are the same things as 
when considered as things-in-
themselves, so that the existence in 
question has  the same ontological 

status  whether these things are 
viewed as being in themselves  or 
being spatio-temporal objects. We 
saw earlier (Section 2) that this 
encounters  a powerful objection (p. 
52–4) insofar as  this  leads to 
noumenal individuation conflicting 
with the role of the transcendental 
unity of apperception. We can see 
now why the methodological dual-
aspect option (Allison, Bird, Prauss) is 
attractive as it avoids  the whole issue 
of ontological claims. But Chiba 
brought out its incoherence (Section 
3) in not making any ontological 
commitment (p. 78–9).

Here, it  is worth recalling that 
argument A (Section 5) failed 
because of a covert equivocation over 
the distinct properties of cognition 
independence (CI) and cognition 
transcendence (CT). And we noted 
earlier (Section 5), a two-world 
interpretation of TI in which only 
things in themselves  have CT 
existence would indeed be a possible 
interpretative option. Given the 
problems encountered by the dual-
aspect readings, both metaphysical 
and methodological, it would seem 
that such an option is attractive. And 
it is  not only by elimination that this 
option becomes attractive. Rather, its 
key feature is the non-CT nature of 
the existence of spatio-temporal 
objects: such a property seems to be 
what is called for by the definition of 
the category of actuality and its 
related form of judgement. Namely, 
existence is a feature of the relation 
of the object to the understanding 
(ours  in this case). So it should, by 
definition, not be cognition 
transcendent.

We note however that the only 
motivation for the ‘two-worldness’ of 
this  interpretation lies in the rejection 
of the ‘dual-aspectness’ of the other 
interpretations  Chiba correctly 
rejects. However, as Chiba points  out 
(p. 85–6), there are other options, 
among which he mentions 
Robinson’s (1994) and the related 

one which I sketched in Onof (2011), 
which we might loosely describe as 
dual perspective theories, so that the 
rejection of ‘dual-aspect’ does  not 
obviously entail the endorsement of 
‘two-world’.[12] Indeed, although 
there is  no space to argue for this 
point here, argument A reformulated 
in a CT/¬CT context, together with 
an existence claim for things in 
themselves, suggest that the two-
world interpretation is not tenable. 
Additionally, if the notions  of the 
existence of things  in themselves and 
the existence of spatio-temporal 
objects are not unrelated, talking of 
two distinct worlds is problematic 
because it is  not clear ‘where’ (in 
which world?) the relation between 
these worlds would find its place. 
That is, even taking into account 
Kant’s  ignorance thesis, there must 
still be a fact of the matter as to the 
nature of the relation between things 
in themselves and appearances, and 
such a relation cannot be viewed as 
belonging to either world. Postulating 
that it lies  between these two worlds, 
in effect, leads to defining a third 
world of which one can then ask 
about its relations to the other two, 
thus leading to an infinite regress.

Leaving these considerations  aside, 
and returning to the topic of TI as  a 
form of anti-realism, I conclude that 
as  far as the existence of spatio-
temporal objects is concerned, it 
would be more appropriate to 
consider defining anti-realism in 
terms of the denial of CT for such 
an interpretation of TI to be 
plausible. This is because:

• of CI/¬CI anti-realism’s ignoring the 
double const i tut ive/regulat ive 
distinction defined in CPR (Section 9);

• as  we noted above (Section 5) 
argument A would be successful if 
realism were to be defined in terms of 
CT;

• objection F (Section 11) disappears on 
this understanding of  anti-realism;
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• this  resolves  the problems  encountered 
in the interpretation of the antinomies 
(Sections 6 and 8).

There are also non-Kantian grounds 
for viewing this to constitute the 
proper interpretation of Dummett’s 
anti-realism, as  Chiba himself notes 
when he discusses Crispin Wright’s 
understanding of Dummett’s anti-
realism (p. 21). It is  interesting to read 
in this  footnote that, exegetical 
questions  relating to Dummett aside, 
Chiba seems to decide to opt for a 
notion of realism defined in terms of 
CI chiefly because it avoids  having 
Allais  and Rosefeldt’s dual-aspect 
interpretations of TI classified as 
forms  of anti-realism. That may be a 
good motivation, but if we are to 
follow the implication of Kant’s  point 
discussed above (A92/B125), namely 
that the question of the existence of 
spatio-temporal objects  and the 
question of the determinations  of 
objects should be dealt with 
separately, then in terms of the 
question of existence, Allais and 
Rosefeldt’s interpretations  would 
remain firmly in the realist camp. So 
the obstacle for endorsing Crispin 
Wr igh t ’s  under s t and ing o f 
Dummettian anti-realism would 
disappear. And I would say that the 
overall claim of Chiba’s book, 
namely that Kant’s TI should be 
understood as  defining an anti-realist 
notion of the existence of spatio-
temporal objects, could be said to 
have been provided with strong 
exegetical evidence on this somewhat 
different understanding of anti-
realism.

We note that this  form of antirealism 
is much weaker than Chiba’s insofar 
as  it clearly distinguishes itself from 
any phenomenalism. On the dual-
perspective version of this  view the 
construction of objectivity starts with 
something which is  assumed to exist 
independently of our cognition, 
although, insofar as we have any 
intuition of it, it is not cognition 
transcendent. There are no grounds 

for abandoning bivalence about the 
existence of spatio-temporal objects 
on such a view, since this  existence is 
a matter that is independent of our 
cognition (and ¬CT). I would argue 
that Kant’s notion of truth is, 
moreover, distinct from one based 
upon verifiability, in that it involves, 
rather than the possibility of some 
verification, that there be a 
connection with some actual 
perception according to the laws of 
empirical connection of appearances. 
There are therefore no grounds for 
abandoning bivalence about the 
determinations of spatio-temporal 
objects on such a view because for 
any empirical judgement, it will be 
the case that either it is or is  not thus 
connected with some perception.[13]

A final thought about these two 
forms  of anti-realism: some of the 
resistance to an anti-realist 
interpretation of TI might be 
connected with its focus  upon the 
Transcendental Analytic and the 
n e g a t i v e c l a i m s o f t h e 
Transcendental Dialectic. Much as 
Chiba’s CI/¬CI picture of the 
s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l w o r l d i s 
accompanied by claims about the 
existence of, and affection by, things 
in themselves, this affection triggers 
the determination of objects very 
much as  in a virtual world insofar as 
the whole of spatio-temporal 
objectivity, in its  very existence, is 
constructed by my cognition on that 
account. In particular, it is  thus not 
clear where the notion of a 
convergence of empirical knowledge 
towards  ever greater unity under the 
guidance of regulative principles 
would find its  place on this account. 
On the other hand, with a CT/¬CT 
anti-realism about the existence of 
spatio-temporal objects  where these 
objects exist in a single world, the 
spat io - tempora l domain o f 
objectivity is  properly anchored in 
reality. It thereby makes sense to ask 
w h a t g u i d e s  t h e f u r t h e r 
determination of the objects that the 

subject constitutes  in this world. This 
is  where the regulative ideas  of 
reason have a role to play by 
representing how reason frames  for 
itself an order that stands  over and 
against the unknowability of things 
in themselves.

13. Brief Concluding Note

The emphasis I have put upon my 
disagreement with Chiba about the 
sense in which one could be anti-
realist about the existence of spatio-
temporal objects has  left out the 
many issues upon which I agree with 
him, and I therefore want to 
conclude with a reminder of what I 
take to be some important 
contributions  that Chiba makes to 
the discussion about the meaning of 
TI. Chiba has, first and foremost, 
made the claim that TI is in some 
sense anti-realist about spatio-
temporal objects, a very plausible 
one, and hopefully thereby 
contributed to overturn a widespread 
c o n c e r n t h a t a n t i - r e a l i s t 
interpretations are to be avoided at 
all costs if one is  to make Kant’s TI 
palatable to a wider contemporary 
audience. Second, and relatedly, he 
has shown through distinct 
arguments  that both methodological 
and metaphysical dual-aspect 
theories  of the relation between 
appearances and things  in 
themselves, as  well as the realist two-
world interpretation, suffer from 
severe problems. This  result is  all the 
more important as these theories  are 
probably the dominant options  in 
current Kant scholarship. Third, he 
has provided a detailed defence of 
the claim that things  in themselves 
exist for Kant, and that one can 
make sense of the relation of 
affection of the latter to appearances, 
both issues that are at the heart of 
the cogency of TI. I therefore think 
that his  is  a very important book for 
contemporary Kant scholarship, and 
I hope that a future translation into 
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English will make it available to a 
wider audience.

♋

Notes:

[1] Chiba does not really see in what 
way dogmatism is reintroduced 
through the back door in his critique 
of the metaphysical two-aspect 
interpretation and lets it off lightly at 
this  point in the book, but this seems 
to be a strategic move.

[2] Such a property would also be 
cognition transcendent because the 
object is  the same thing that exists  in 
itself (see below an explanation of 
this terminology).

[3] Chiba claims  that a case needs to 
be made to appeal for a truth-theory 
that is  not verification transcendent 
but for which verification is  not 
constitutive (i.e. realist in his sense). I 
agree that to put forward such a 
conception, I would need to exhibit 
how it arises,. This I will do when 
examining Chiba’s treatment of the 
Antinomy of  Pure Reason below.

[4] Argument A could, of course, be 
reformulated for a weaker anti-
realism based upon the denial of 
cognition transcendence.

[5] This option is  not incoherent 
though, because it can be 
supplemented with a dual aspect 
dimension for spatiotemporal objects, 
in ways indicated by Chiba (p.88), 
but then it loses its  distinctive ‘two-
world’ nature.

[6] I shall however claim below that 
this  is  only valid in a realist context 
defined in terms of the CT/¬CT 
dichotomy.

[7] Some passages make this  clear, 
for instance on p.135, when Chiba 
talks  of the ‘absolute totality’ being 
‘so large, that it cannot be 
synthesised’ (p.135, my trans.), and 
on p.140, when he in a footnote, he 
considers  the possibility of the 

completion of an infinite number of 
tasks in a finite time.

[8] Note that, if realism in terms of 
the IC/¬IC dist inct ion is 
accompanied by anti-realism in 
terms of the CT/¬CT distinction, 
there are no obvious  grounds  for 
abandoning bivalent logic.

[9] If this  were not possible, then the 
conditioned would not define a 
proper object of  experience.

[10] Note that we are only discussing 
the existence of spatio-temporal 
objects here. As  far as their 
determinations are concerned, a case 
c o u l d b e m a d e t o v i e w 
transcendental logic as  non bivalent. 
The issue of bivalence is  briefly 
discussed further below.

[11] This is  a claim that is in 
particular hard to accept for certain 
completely revised sections of CPR 
(Transcenden ta l Deduc t ion , 
Paralogisms).

[12] This  is  not the place to expand 
on my interpretation which was only 
outlined in that paper, but I agree 
with Chiba’s  suggesting that it is 
prima facie not clear that there is a 
“third way”.

[13] Chiba recognises  that Kant does 
not abandon bivalence but sees  a 
contradiction therein. To avoid this, 
the proposed two-perspective view 
has the advantage that it provides an 
anchoring in a cognition independent 
reality that defines constraints  upon 
the truth ensuring that such 
bivalence holds.

☞
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♚

The Vagaries of 
Chiba’s Idealism
By Henny Blomme 

The goal of Chiba’s book is to answer the 
following question: Is Kant’s ‘transcendental 
idealism’ ‘realism’ or ‘idealism’? (p. 2) 
Chiba concludes that Kant is an anti-realist: 
objects do not exist independently of our 
cognition. Chiba’s book contains a lot of 
interesting and precise analysis of parts of 
Kant’s argument in the Critique of Pure 
Reason. So it should be clear that the 
following remarks, although they express 
disagreement or reservation, are in no sense 
meant to hold back anyone from reading 
Chiba’s book. The contrary is the case: 
although I do not agree with everything 
Chiba affirms and defends, I can recommend 
his in its detail very informative dissertation 
to anyone who is interested in the attempt to 
link Kant’s theory to the contemporary 
‘realism’ debate. 

My critique will concentrate on three 
points. First, the analysis of the 
question that Chiba poses will bring 
me to a critique of the task he has set 
himself. Secondly, I address Chiba’s 
account of things  in themselves. 
Thirdly, I criticise his assumption of 
a transcendental affection through 
such things  in themselves. I’ll end 
with some concluding remarks  on 
Chiba’s undertaking.

1. The Main Question

As Chiba himself notes, at first the 
question ‘Is Kant’s  “transcendental 
idealism” “realism” or “idealism”?’ 
seems to be superfluous, because it 

would be strange if ‘transcendental 
idealism’ was  not (at least some kind 
of) ‘idealism’ (p. 2). But, as Chiba 
points out, some Kant-commentators 
do see themselves as  offering a realist 
interpretation of Kant’s position (p. 
2). It is helpful to define the way in 
which the labels ‘realism’ and 
‘idealism’ are commonly understood. 
Succinctly stated, ‘realism’ holds that 
the ‘objects of our cognition exist 
independently of us’ whereas 
'idealism’ holds that these object are 
‘in some sense dependent on us’ (p. 
2). It is striking that the given 
definitions of ‘common realism’ and 
‘common idealism’ do not exclude 
the possibility of a philosophical 
theory having to be characterised 
both as realism and as  idealism. Such 
a theory would hold that, while 
objects of our cognition are ‘in some 
sense dependent on us’, they do ‘exist 
independently of us’. The problem 
for Chiba’s  main research question is 
that such a characterisation (both 
realism and idealism) seems  to offer a 
good description of Kant’s position
—but if that were the case it would 
make his question unanswerable.

In order to be able to answer his 
main question, Chiba thus  has to 
transform the definitions of realism 
and idealism in such a way that they 
mutually exclude each other. For a 
non-ambiguous result, Chiba needs 
definitions that make it possible to 
state that Kant’s philosophical 
position is either ‘idealism and in no 
way realism’ or ‘realism and in no 
way idealism’. A first step is  to specify 
the formula ‘objects  of our cognition’ 
and to talk about realism or idealism 
with regard to objects in space and in 
time (p. 11). In light of this, Chiba 
then also transforms  his thesis as 
follows: Kant’s  transcendental 
i d e a l i s m w i t h r e s p e c t t o 
spatiotemporal objects is anti-realism, 
but Kant’s transcendental idealism 
with respect to ‘things  in themselves’ 
is realism (p. 14).

A second step is  inspired by the 
discussion of the so-called analytical 
realism-debate in the work of 
Michael Dummett, and seeks to 
define more precisely what realism 
and anti-realism are. In light of 
Dummett’s input, Chiba then defines 
realism as stating that truth and 
falsehood of propositions  about 
spat io tempora l ob jec t s  are 
determined independently of our 
cognition of these objects, so that the 
question if we can verify them or 
whether they can possibly be verified 
is fully irrelevant for the truth of 
these propositions. Anti-realism is 
defined as a position that does not 
accept this, and considers  that the 
truth of propositions about 
spatiotemporal objects is in some way 
dependent on their (possible or 
actual) verification (p. 11).

At this  point, I want to comment on 
the way in which Chiba presents his 
thesis with respect to Kant’s position. 
A first remark concerns  the fact that 
Chiba summarises Kant’s position by 
naming it ‘transcendental idealism’. 
Although Chiba, in doing so, follows 
an already long tradition, this  is not 
unproblematic. In order to see this, 
we have to get back to some early 
readers of Kant. Kant himself does 
not refer to the Critique of Pure Reason 
as  the exposition of the philosophical 
position (or the system of) 
‘transcendental idealism’. As  we 
know, his  critical solution involves 
both transcendental idealism and 
empirical realism, both with respect 
to space and time (in the Aesthetic) 
and with respect to spatiotemporal 
objects (in the Fourth Paralogism of 
the A-Edition).

Now, from the very moment that the 
Garve-Feder review of the first 
Critique stated that the critical solution 
presents  a ‘system of transcendental 
idealism’ and amounts  to some kind 
of Berkeleyan idealism, readers of 
the Critique have been under the spell 
of ‘transcendental idealism’, whereas 
Kant’s commitment to the 
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complementing ‘empirical realism’ 
was  kept in the dark. It would be 
better to speak of Kant’s critical 
solution, which urges  us  to take a 
twofold stance on the status of 
spatiotemporal objects: we have to 
defend both their transcendental 
ideality and their empirical reality.

A second remark concerns the 
definition of ‘idealism’. In the year 
following the publication of the 
Garve-Feder review, Kant reacted to 
the ‘accusation’ of idealism. In the 
Prolegomena, he writes:

Idealism consists  in the claim that there 
are none other than thinking beings; the 
other things  that we believe we perceive 
in intuition are only representations in 
thinking beings, to which in fact no 
object existing outside these beings 
corresponds. I say in opposition: There 
are things  given to us  as  objects of our 
senses  existing outside us, yet we know 
nothing of them as  they may be in 
themselves, but are acquainted only with 
their appearances, i.e., with the 
representations  that they produce in us 
because they affect our senses. [...] Can 
this  be called idealism? It is  the very 
opposite of  it. (AA 4:288–9)

The end of this passage is quite clear: 
Kant does  not want his position to be 
called ‘idealism’. The reason seems to 
be that he uses another definition of 
idealism than the one Chiba 
proposes at the very beginning of his 
book under the heading ‘idealism in 
the common sense’. For Kant, in this 
passage, idealism is ‘the claim that 
there are none other than thinking 
beings’, not the conviction, that 
‘objects are in some way dependent 
on us’. If idealism is understood in 
the way in which Kant understands it 
here, then transcendental idealism of 
spatiotemporal objects  does not 
necessarily imply idealism (‘in the 
common sense’).

In light of this, it is no bad choice of 
Chiba after all, to speak of ‘anti-
realism’ instead of ‘idealism’, but it 
would have been helpful to find a 
discussion of the Kantian definitions 

of ‘idealism’ right at the beginning of 
his book. It is only on page 179 of his 
book that Chiba discusses  it and 
remarks that Kant’s definitions of 
idealism do not correspond to what 
he (Chiba) called (on the first page) 
‘idealism in the common sense’. After 
having quoted another passage of the 
Prolegomena, where Kant states that 
idealism in the common sense 
amounts to doubting the existence of 
what we consider to be outer things 
(see AA 4:293), Chiba remarks: ‘This 
is  an indication of the fact that one 
cannot s imply project the 
contemporary understanding onto 
Kant’s  conception’ (p. 179). But if 
this  is the case (and both Chiba and I 
think so), then this  remark comes 
very late.

It is indeed only in part 5 that Chiba 
starts to discuss the different kinds  of 
‘idealism’ that are to be found in 
Kant’s  text of the Fourth Paralogism 
in the A-edition of the Critique of Pure 
Reason. Chiba’s  analysis (as  almost 
every analysis  in his book) is precise: 
‘dogmatic idealism’ and ‘sceptical 
idealism’ are specifications of 
‘empirical’ or ‘material’ idealism. 
‘Empirical’ or ‘material’ idealism 
denies or doubts the existence of outer 
objects: ‘dogmatic idealism’ denies 
their existence, whereas ‘sceptical 
idealism’ doubts their existence. Chiba 
then remarks that ‘sceptical and 
dogmatic idealism […] are neutral 
with regard to realism / anti-
realism’ (p. 181). Again, I think that 
this  clarification should have been 
made right at the start, because one 
of its  consequences is  that Kant’s 
empirical realism does  not necessarily 
exclude Chiba’s anti-realism (see p. 
57–9).

We thus get the following picture: On 
the one hand, we find Kant writing 
explicitly that his  transcendental 
idealism is no idealism in the 
common (received) sense. Moreover, 
he explicitly defends empirical 
realism with regard to spatiotemporal 
objects. On the other hand, we find 

Chiba defending that transcendental 
idealism is idealism in the common 
sense and that it is to be interpreted 
as  anti-realism of spatiotemporal 
objects. Although there is, following 
Chiba, no blatant contradiction to be 
found here once the terms get 
properly defined, it is  a confusing 
terminological situation to start with. 
Chiba himself remarks that, once 
one uses  his  definitions, the 
characterisation of a position as 
‘anti-realist’ is not very informative 
(p. 22).

This  brings  me to my next point. As 
we saw above, the Dummett-inspired 
definition of anti-realism that Chiba 
gives in the beginning of his  book is 
as  follows: the truth of propositions 
about spatiotemporal objects is 
dependent on the (actual or possible) 
verification of those propositions. 
During his  analysis of Kant’s Critique, 
most of the time Chiba uses  a more 
general definition of anti-realism, 
which only affirms that the existence 
of spatiotemporal objects is (in some 
way) dependent on our cognition. 
But later on, Chiba states  that the 
anti-realism he defends should be 
taken to be compatible with the 
following thesis:

How spatiotemporal objects are 
constituted (in other words: which 
p r o p o s i t i o n s  r e l a t i v e t o 
spatiotemporal objects  are true and 
which are false) is  already determined 
before all actual realisation of 
cognit ions, namely through 
conditions  which are independent 
from such realisation. (p. 383)

That this  thesis is incorporated into 
the anti-realism that Chiba takes to 
be Kant’s position shows in my 
opinion how right Kant was  to speak 
both of (some kind of) idealism and 
of (some kind of) realism with regard 
to the existence of spatiotemporal 
objects. For Chiba, though, the 
determination in question is  one that 
takes place on the level of things  in 
themselves: the truth of propositions 
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about spatiotemporal objects is 
determined before the verification of 
these propositions, because the things 
in themselves determine the 
spatiotemporal objects with regard to 
their matter.

In what follows, I would like to 
propose an alternative reading. While 
I do agree with the thesis that the 
truth of propositions about 
spatiotemporal objects is  determined 
independently of their verification, I 
think that this  determination doesn’t 
concern things in themselves  but the 
empirical objects  to be encountered 
in experience. In order to give a short 
sketch of my alternative reading, I 
wi l l fir s t cr i t ique Chiba’s 
interpretation of the thing in itself 
(Section 2) and then comment on his 
defence of transcendental affection 
(Section 3).

2. Things in Themselves

Chiba states the following: ‘Things in 
themselves do affect us in order to 
bring forth in us [in unserem Gemüt] the 
sensible matter for empirical 
cognition’ (p. 332). As a consequence, 
he must affirm the existence of things 
in themselves. In the following, I 
evaluate these claims. Chiba 
distinguishes  between two main 
interpretations of the thing in itself: 
(I) It is  essentially an object of 
thought (in this case, the possibility 
that things in themselves exist has to 
be excluded); (II) It is  a thing that is 
defined as a something that is 
independent of our cognition. With 
regard to II, Chiba further 
distinguishes  between (IIa): Things in 
themselves cannot be said to exist, 
but neither can we prove that they 
don’t exist; and (IIb): Although we 
cannot know anything in particular 
about things  in themselves, we do 
know that they must exist (p. 336). 
Chiba then argues  for interpretation 
IIb. Although Chiba would certainly 
deny that such an interpretation can 

be coherent, I will argue for a 
combination of  I and IIa.

In the third chapter of his  book, 
Chiba gives  an overview of the 
debate between defenders of the so-
called two-world and two-aspect 
interpretations of the thing in itself. 
While this overview is  well-written 
and helps  to mark subtle differences 
b e t w e e n c o n t e m p o r a r y 
commentators, I think Chiba doesn’t 
sufficiently heed its most important 
message: there is  no such thing as a 
two-world interpretation and a two-
aspect interpretation. That is of 
course nothing new, but I think that 
Kant commentary has failed to take 
it as an indication that the whole 
debate is  wrong-headed from the 
start. The distinction between ‘two 
worlds’ and ‘two aspects’ is still 
referred to in almost every discussion 
about the thing in itself as if it would 
entail a perfect disjunction, although 
it is  clear that it doesn't (see also 
Dennis  Schulting’s  excellent 
introduction to Schulting & Verburgt 
2011).

I think that overviews of the current 
debate like Schulting’s and the one in 
Chiba’s third chapter do teach us an 
important thing, namely that the ‘two 
world’ and ‘two aspect’ distinction 
has had its  best time: Kant scholars 
should acknowledge that it only adds 
to confusion. In my view, Kant’s 
theoretical philosophy does neither 
allow us to affirm the existence of a 
‘second world’ (that is: a ‘world’ of 
things in themselves), nor does it 
allow us  to state that ‘in-itself-ness’ is 
an ‘aspect’ of appearances  without 
thereby generating unnecessary new 
problems of interpretation.[1] In my 
opinion, a fruitful interpretation of 
the status  of the thing in itself has  to 
start with leaving aside the artificial 
distinction between ‘two worlds’ and 
‘two aspects’ interpretations.

To be able to give a rough-and-ready 
sketch of the alternative reading that 
I want to propose, it’s good to start 

with a passage in Kant’s Critique 
that I consider to be crucial—and I 
think that its importance hasn’t been 
ful ly appreciated in Kant 
commentary. In the Amphiboly-
appendix, Kant says that, from the 
four pairs of concepts  of reflection, it 
is  the pair ‘matter’ and ‘form’ that is 
the most important:

Matter  and form. These are two concepts 
that ground all other reflection, so 
inseparably are they bound up with 
every use of the understanding. The 
former signifies  the determinable in 
general, the latter its determination 
(both in the transcendental sense, since 
one abstracts  from all differences in what 
is  given and from the way in which that 
is  determined). The logicians formerly 
called the universal the matter, but the 
specific difference the form. In every 
judgment one can call the given 
concepts  logical matter (for judgment), 
their relation (by means  of the copula) 
the form of the judgment. In every 
being its  components  (essentialia) are the 
matter; the way in which they they are 
connected in a thing, the essential form. 
[...] The understanding, namely, 
demands  first that something be given (at 
least in the concept) in order to be able 
to determine it in a certain way. Hence 
in the concept of pure understanding 
matter precedes  form [...]. (A266–7/
B322–3)

Our understanding automatically 
takes matter to precede form. So the 
natural way of thinking the relation 
between matter and form in the 
transcendental sense is that matter, as 
the determinable in general, has  to 
be given first, so that it can 
consecutively be determined by the 
form. This order pertains  to the pure 
understanding in its capacity to build 
judgements, because it is  reflected by 
the rules  of (syllogistic) logic. For this 
reason, says  Kant, Leibniz had to 
pose ‘monads’ to function as 
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l m a t t e r. A 
consequence thereof was  that 
Leibniz had to think of space and 
time as  forms that were the sensible 
expression of the relation between 
monads, that is, as  mere 

http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007%2F978-90-481-9719-4_1
http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007%2F978-90-481-9719-4_1
http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007%2F978-90-481-9719-4_1
http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007%2F978-90-481-9719-4_1
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determinations  of things in 
themselves. So for Leibniz, in line 
with the basic and natural rules  of 
pure thought, the monads 
(Leibnizian things in themselves) had 
to precede every poss ible 
determination or accident of them 
and thus also space and time.

Now one of Kant’s revolutionary 
moves  consists in inversing this 
‘natural order’ of our understanding. 
Of course he does not deny the 
logical order of determination, where 
(in the most general sense) matter 
precedes  form, but he limits the 
validity of this order to the domain of 
the pure understanding. He states 
explicitly that it is  not valid when we 
consider things  given by our senses, 
that is, things to which corresponds 
an intuition. The natural order 
would be valid for given objects, if 
space and time were determinations 
of things in themselves. But as we 
know, for Kant this cannot be the 
case: space and time cannot be 
determinations  of things in 
themselves, because then we would 
find ourselves  in the unexplainable 
s i t u a t i o n t h a t w e i n t u i t 
determinations of things  that are 
themselves not given in intuition (and 
from which we thus cannot affirm 
that they exist—the presence of an 
intuition being one of the conditions 
of the real possibility of a ‘thing’). As 
Kant says: ‘[N]either absolute nor 
relative determinations can be 
intuited prior to the existence of the 
things to which they [i.e., these 
determinations] pertain [...]’ (A26/
B42).

The consequence of the fact that 
space and t ime a re no t 
determinations  of things in 
themselves, but a priori intuitions 
that function as necessary forms  of 
intuition, is that the natural or logical 
order of determination (matter 
preceding form) is not valid when it 
comes to objects  of intuition: here 
form precedes  matter. Again, Kant 
writes that if  time and space

[…] are only sensible intuitions  in which 
we determine all objects  merely as 
appearances, then the form of intuition 
(as  a subjective constitution of sensibility) 
precedes  all matter (the sensations), thus 
space and time precede all appearances 
and all data of experience and instead 
first make the latter possible (A267/
B323; translation amended).

When it comes  to appearances (that 
is, the undetermined objects of 
sensible intuition), we have to affirm 
that form precedes matter. This 
insight is  crucial for the 
interpretation of the status of things 
in themselves, because it entails that 
the all too natural thought that some 
‘transcendental matter’ has to lie at 
the ground of appearances, is  false. 
That this has  been overlooked by 
almost all scholars  who tried to give a 
valid interpretation of the status of 
things in themselves, is an indirect 
proof of the automatism with which 
we think about the relation between 
‘determinable’ and ‘determination’. 
But if we apply the natural way of 
thinking about this  relation (that is, 
the order that pertains  to the laws  of 
pure understanding) to appearances, 
then we construct a logic of illusion 
[Logik des Scheins] and have fallen prey 
to dialectical thought.

In my opinion, notwithstanding his 
v a l u a b l e a n a l y s i s  o f t h e 
contemporary debate on the status of 
the thing in itself, Chiba is but 
another victim of this all too natural 
but dialectical conclusion that there 
must be some kind of ‘transcendental 
matter’, some kind of ‘determinable 
something’ that precedes  the forms  of 
intuition. But the forms of intuition 
are given as  originary forms, that is, 
as  determinations  that precede all 
matter which they determine and 
make possible. Kant writes:

But since sensible intuition is  an entirely 
peculiar subjective condition, which 
grounds  all perception a priori, and the 
form of which is  original, thus the form 
is given for itself  [...]. (A268/B323–4)

Hence, no thing in itself is  needed for 
the possible realisation of the forms 
of intuition as forms  of empirical 
objects. In other words: the empirical 
reality of space and time does not 
presuppose any transcendental 
reality, that is, neither the 
transcendental reality of space and 
time nor the transcendental reality of 
things in themselves.[2]

As I mentioned above, regarding 
Chiba’s distinction between possible 
interpretations of the thing in itself, I 
would like to argue for a combination 
of I and IIa, because I think we can 
distinguish between two aspects (pun 
intended) of the concept ‘thing in 
itself ’. The first aspect is  grasped 
when the ‘thing in itself ’ is 
considered to be the concept that is 
logically opposed to the concept 
‘appearance’. In this sense, it is a 
concept of the pure understanding in 
its merely logical use. Because Kant 
teaches that it is  the determination by 
the merely subjective forms of space 
and time that obliges  us to regard 
given objects  as ‘mere appearances’, 
and because we inevitably think that 
the determination through forms 
must be preceded by some 
‘determinable’ transcendental matter, 
we automatically form the concept of 
a thing in itself. That is the sense of 
the passages  that are quoted by 
Chiba to prove that Kant affirmed 
the existence of things  in themselves. 
Consider the following examples 
quoted by Chiba (p. 80):

Thus if one asks  (in respect of [the 
conception of] a transcendental 
theology) […] whether there is  anything 
different from the world which contains 
the ground of the [cosmic] world order 
and its  connection according to universal 
laws, then the answer is: Without a doubt. 
For the world is  a sum of appearances, 
and so there has to be some 
transcendental ground for it, i.e., a 
ground thinkable merely by the pure 
understanding. (A695–6/B723–4)

Therefore the understanding, just by the 
fact that it accepts  appearances, also 
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admits  to the existence of things in 
themselves [...]. (AA 4:315)

First of all, we should observe that 
the first example is not very well 
chosen by Chiba, because it  is  clear 
from the context that with ‘ground’ 
Kant does refer here to the ens 
realissimum as the deistic conception of 
God and not to the thing in itself. 
Nevertheless, we can indeed use it 
indirectly for the interpretation of 
the thing in itself, in that ‘thing in 
itself ’ and ‘God’ are both to be 
classified as  necessary entia rationis, 
that is, merely thought objects  of 
concepts  to which corresponds no 
(sensible) intuition: both are empty 
concepts  without objects that can be 
intuited. That’s why Kant states, in 
the first passage quoted above, that 
this  ground (that necessarily must be 
thought) is  ‘thinkable merely by the 
pure understanding’.

In the second passage, we should 
indeed observe that Kant says that 
the understanding (that is, pure 
understanding as opposed to the 
understanding in its empirical use) 
admits to the existence of things in 
themselves naturally (or logically) in 
so far it also admits  that something is 
merely appearance and not thing in 
itself (namely the spatiotemporal 
object). But this  existence is  a merely 
thought existence: we have no 
intuitional content, which is always 
required to admit to the existence of 
an object within empirical thought 
(that is, existence as  a modal 
category). Following this line of 
thought, we end up with the thing in 
itself  as in interpretation I.

Now, while the characterisation of 
the thing in itself as  ens rationis 
(Gedankending) does  imply that it is  an 
empty concept, it does not imply that 
we can affirm that things  in 
themselves do not exist. Again, as is 
the case with other entia rationis  such 
as  ‘God’, theoretical philosophy must 
leave the question about their 
existence undecided. When Kant 

writes that entia rationis, for example 
noumena, cannot be counted among 
the possibilities, he adds  immediately 
that this doesn’t mean that they can 
or must be said to be impossible 
(A290/B347). It is merely their real 
possibility that must be denied. 
That’s why interpretation IIa is  also 
valid. Not because the thing in itself 
is  defined by the characteristic ‘being 
uncognisable’ (it is defined by being 
not an object of the senses, from 
which it follows analytically that it 
cannot be cognised), but because we 
can affirm nothing with respect to its 
existence: neither that it  exists, nor 
that it does not exist.

There is  nothing wrong with the 
conception of a thing in itself (its 
concept is eo ipso generated by the 
laws  of the pure understanding), as 
long as  we do not affirm that such a 
thing does indeed exist or that it 
appears in the Critique to secure 
Kant’s  private ontology (Adickes 
1924:16, 60, 93).[3] Although we 
inevitably must think the thing in 
itself as something which precedes 
the forms of intuition, that is, as 
something that gives  us  the ultimate 
ground for the fact that 
spatiotemporal matter is  given to us 
(and thus also as something that is 
somehow affecting us), we can state 
nothing about its  real possibility. 
With respect to the existence of 
things in themselves, Kant teaches us 
to be agnostic.

3. Transcendental Affection

In the above section, I criticised 
Chiba for failing to see the actual 
independence of the forms of 
intuition from a given transcendental 
matter. That is also the reason why 
he thinks that we must accept a 
transcendental affection through 
things in themselves. In chapter 8, 
Chiba proposes the following 
argument for transcendental 
affection:

• Step 1. In order to have empirical 
cognition, it is necessary that 
sensible matter is  given to us (and 
sensible matter is indeed given to 
us).

• Step 2. There has  to be something 
numerically different from us that 
affects us, in order to bring forth 
the sensible matter (as impression) 
in us.[4]

• Step 3. That which affects  us  has  to 
be something that is independent of 
our cognition, because something 
that is dependent on our cognition 
cannot bring forth the matter for 
our cognition.

• Step 4. That which affects us  cannot 
be a spatiotemporal object, 
because, following Kantian anti-
realism, spatiotemporal objects 
only exist as  dependent on our 
cognition and that which exists as 
dependent on our cognition cannot 
be the same thing as that which 
exists as independent of our 
cognition. Therefore, that which 
affects us must be a thing in itself 
[…]. (pp. 351–2)

If what Kant writes about the 
precedence of the forms  of intuition 
(with respect to given intuitions) is 
right, then Chiba’s conclusion cannot 
be true. The weak point in his 
argument is to be found in Step 4, 
and more precisely in the statement 
‘spatiotemporal objects only exist as 
dependent on our cognition’. This 
statement is true when we take the 
object as phenomenon, but it is  false 
when we take the object as mere 
appearance. Kant uses  the term 
‘object’ for both the undetermined 
object of empirical intuition that he 
calls  appearance, and the determined 
object of empirical intuition that he 
calls phenomenon.

Now, with regard to mere 
appearances, we cannot state that 
they are dependent on our cognition. 
An object as appearance is  merely 
the empirical manifold in intuition, 
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as  being still undetermined with 
respect to the dynamical categories 
and thus not necessarily an 
‘objective’ object. It is  not an object 
that depends  on our cognition 
(because cognizing an object 
supposes that is has been determined 
with respect to all categories), but it is 
of course a spatiotemporal object. 
So, while the ‘thing’ that affects  us is 
necessarily spatiotemporal (because, 
as  matter given in empirical intuition 
it is  necessarily dependent on the a 
priori forms of our intuition), it is  at 
the same time independent of our 
cognition.

Hence, Chiba’s  statement in step 4 
above, that the thing ‘which exists as 
dependent on our cognition cannot 
be the same thing as that which exists 
as  independent of our cognition’ is 
false: the object as phenomenon is 
the same ‘thing’ as  the object as 
appearance, but only the former is 
dependent on our cognition. As a 
consequence, I cannot agree with the 
formulation of Chiba’s  leading thesis, 
namely that the fact whether 
spatiotemporal objects exist or do not 
exist independently of our cognition 
determines whether Kant is realist or 
anti-realist. Indeed, because he 
formulates  his  Kant interpretation 
with the jargon of analytical 
epistemology, Chiba fails to see that 
his thesis about the ‘ontological’ 
status  of spatiotemporal objects in 
Kant (namely that ‘the existence of 
spatiotemporal objects  is—in some 
way—dependent on our cognition’) is 
necessarily ambiguous.

When we refer to Kant’s table of 
categories, one should remark that 
Kant mentions two categories that 
express  existence. The first is  the 
category of reality (under the title 
‘quality’), the second is  the category 
of actuality (under the title 
‘modality’). Mere appearances 
(undetermined objects of empirical 
intuition) do exist independently of 
our cognition because they are real, 
which means  that there is a 

corresponding sensation, through 
which they are given as intensive 
magnitudes  in perception. But they 
do not exist in the sense that they are 
modally determined as  actual —that 
is, objective—objects, which means 
that they are not determined with 
respect to the relation between our 
faculty of cognition and the object as 
an object of  our empirical cognition.

Conclusion

Chiba’s book shows how tricky it is to 
use current distinctions and 
discussions in the interpretation of 
Kant’s  thought. While these 
discussions (e.g. the realism debate) 
are interesting enough, I don’t see 
how anyone could easily grasp Kant’s 
multi-layered theory of the object of 
possible experience with the 
terminological distinctions  that are 
currently used in these debates. Of 
course, every attempt to show in 
which sense Kant’s thought is  still 
topical is laudable in itself, but I 
believe that the central problem one 
faces in relating Kant to current 
debates or vice versa is that Kant’s 
distinctions are not always dualistic, 
whereas  most definitions in current 
analyt ical epistemology are 
constructed in such a way that they 
should be (in order to arrive at 
biconditionals).

T he ja rgon o f ana ly t i ca l 
epistemology thus is  basically built on 
disjunctive propositions. These 
disjunctions are meant to be exclusive 
but I believe that most of them reveal 
to be inadequate once one wants  to 
employ them in interpreting Kant. 
With respect to Kant’s theoretical 
philosophy, the disjunction that 
Chiba uses (‘the existence of objects 
is  independent from our cognition or 
the existence of objects  is dependent 
on our cognition’) is  not exclusive as 
long as  it is not specified what is 
meant with object and what is meant 
with existence. But if Chiba would 
specify in which Kantian sense he 

wants  the terms  ‘existence’ and 
‘object’ to be understood, I surmise 
that it wouldn’t appear to be very 
relevant anymore to want to decide 
whether Kant was a realist or an 
idealist, because then one would 
always  end up with the interpretation 
of  but ‘one aspect’ of  his theory.

♣

Notes:

[1] I develop this thesis  in detail in 
Sections  1.6 and 2.4–2.6 of my 
forthcoming book Kant et la matière de 
l’espace. Le problème d’une fondation 
transcendantale de l’expérience extérieure 
(Blomme 2014:125–34; 162–76). For 
those who don’t read French, I am 
currently working on an English 
version.

[2] More on this in Sections  2.8–2.11 
of my Kant et la matière de l’espace 
(Blomme 2014:181–204).

[3] Both Adickes’ and Chiba’s 
interpretation involves transcendental 
realism of things in themselves, 
whereas  Kant always denies  any kind 
of  transcendental realism.

[4] I am paraphrasing, because it 
seems not to be an option here to 
translate Gemüt with ‘mind’. Chiba 
writes: ‘[...] um in unserem Gemüt 
d i e s i n n l i c h e M a t e r i e 
hervorzubringen.’

☞
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Reply to Onof
By Kiyoshi Chiba

Chris Onof ’s detailed and penetrating 
objections have clarified which parts of my 
book are unclear, misleading or hard to 
follow. I am pleased to have the opportunity 
to make my view and intentions clearer by 
responding to his objections. Onof ’s 
objections concern various of my claims, 
explanations and arguments. In this short 
reply, I cannot examine them all, so I would 
like to concentrate especially on the following 
topics:

(1) The distinction between 
Cognition-Independence (CI) and 
Cognition-Transcendence (CT), and 
Onof ’s  favoured combination ‘CI 
and ¬CT’, (2) Onof ’s objection to 
my interpretation of Kant’s solution 
of the antinomies, (3) the distinction 
between regress in infinitum and 
regress  in indefinitum and ... (4) the 
charge of subjective idealism (Onof's 
‘Worry W’) and the Fourth 
Paralogism of the A-version of the 
Critique of Pure Reason (CPR). (I use 
hereafter also the following 
a b b r e v i a t i o n s : T R f o r 
Transcendental Realism, TI for 
Transcendental Idealism, KORW for 
my book and OC for Onof ’s  critique 
of  my book.)

1. Cognition-Independence (CI) 
and Cognition-Transcendence 
(CT)

In KORW, I defined realism as a 
position which claims: The truth of 
statements  of the class in question is 
independent of our verification/verifiability; 
ontologically paraphrased: Existence 
of objects  of the class in question is 
independent of our cognition/cognizability. 
Furthermore, I distinguished the 
notion ‘Cognition-Independence’, which 
characterizes  realism, from the 
re la ted no t ion ‘Cogn i t ion-
Transcendence’, which says that it is 
possible that some objects  of the class 
in question are absolutely 
unknowable. Following Onof ’s 
abbreviation, hereafter I will call 
these notions  respectively ‘CI’ and 
‘CT’, and ‘Cognitive-Dependence’ 
and ‘Cogn i t i ve - Immanence ’ 
respectively ‘¬CI’ and ‘¬CT’. 
According to these abbreviations, my 
anti-realist interpretation claims that 
TI assumes ¬CI regarding 
spatiotemporal objects.

Before discussing Onof ’s view, I 
would like to answer his  question. In 
Section 7, he criticizes me saying that 
it is  not clear what I meant by 
‘verifications’, which should function 
as  truth-makers in the anti-realist 
framework, especially, whether I 
meant by it (a) possible or solely 
actual knowledge and (b) general or 
solely perceptual knowledge. Well, in 
my definition, the term ‘anti-realism’ 
does  not denote a particular non-
realist position such as  Putnam’s 
‘internal realism’, but rather a genus 
which embraces  every counter-
position to realism, so that anti-
realism has various  possible versions. 
Therefore, some versions admit only 
actual and perceptual knowledge—or 
even merely knowledge available to 
Me (solipsism)—as truth-maker, and 
some versions accept possible and 
general knowledge as well.

In Section 7 of OC, Onof complains 
that it is  confusing that I classified 

Van Cleve’s  ‘traditional idealism’ as a 
form of anti-realism. But there is no 
problem here according to my 
definition. Every position which 
assumes  ¬CI is a version of anti-
realism, and it is  obvious  that Van 
Cleve’s  ‘traditional idealism’ assumes 
a kind of  ¬CI.[1]

However, it is  another question 
whether the version of anti-realism 
which I ascribed to Kant’s  TI admits 
(a) possible or solely actual knowledge 
and (b) general or solely perceptual 
knowledge as truth-maker. As  for 
question (a), it is  clear (and Onof 
himself acknowledges it in Section 7 
of OC) that my favoured version of 
anti-realism admits  possible 
knowledge as truth-maker. As  for 
question (b), my favoured version 
admits also general knowledge as 
truth-maker. I confess  that I did not 
explain the notion of ‘verification’ in 
KORW. I took ‘verification’ as  it is 
understood in standard philosophical 
discourse, namely as  a sum of 
knowledge which epistemically justify 
a particular claim to knowledge. It 
involves perceptual knowledge, 
naturally, but also general knowledge, 
for example that of logic, 
mathematics and empirical sciences, 
as  well as epistemological principles 
such as  ‘Our perceptual knowledge is 
mostly reliable’. If one tries to 
characterize the notion of 
‘verification’ more precisely, one will 
immediately encounter lots  of 
problems, but I think the above-
mentioned simple characterization is 
enough at least in order to 
understand the arguments in KORW.

Now, let’s  examine Onof ’s objection. 
He claims  that TI should not be 
understood as  ¬CI, but as the 
combination of CI and ¬CT 
(regarding spatiotemporal objects). 
This  is the main thesis  of OC as a 
whole, which is  introduced in Section 
5 (with respect to what Onof calls 
‘Argument A’), and repeatedly argued 
for throughout OC. It is, however, 
not clear what Onof means by this 
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combination exactly. My conclusion 
is that his  position amounts either to 
the position akin to the metaphysical 
two-aspect view à la Allais/Rosefeldt 
or to the ¬CI-anti-realism that I 
defend.

At first glance, it seems obvious  that 
Onof ’s  position, pace his denial, 
results in something like the 
m e t a p h y s i c a l t w o - a s p e c t 
interpretation à la Allais/Rosefeldt,
[2] insofar as it assumes CI regarding 
spatiotemporal objects. For this  is  just 
what my argument which Onof calls 
‘Argument A’ has proved. Let me 
summarize this argument here:

Argument A begins with confirming 
the following: The Kantian 
appearance, whether understood as a 
distinct thing or as an aspect of a 
thing, must be subject-dependent in 
some sense;[3] interpretations which 
do not meet this  condition, such as 
the outright realist interpretation of 
Rae Langton (1999), are to be 
rejected from the outset. On this 
premise, Argument A goes  as  follows: 
Insofar as  an interpretation assumes 
CI regarding spatiotemporal objects, 
it must admit that spatiotemporal 
objects have not only a subject-
dependent dimension (no matter 
what this  may mean) but also a 
subject-independent dimension, just 
because of its CI-assumption. And in 
this  case, it is  bound to regard the 
former dimension as  the appearance-
aspect and the latter as the 'in itself'-
aspect of what we cognize as 
spatiotemporal objects, which is 
nothing other than what the 
m e t a p h y s i c a l t w o - a s p e c t 
interpretation maintains.

Onof does not attack particular steps 
of Argument A. His objection 
concerns rather the conclusion of 
this. He argues  namely: Argument A 
does  not exclude a version of the 
realist two-world interpretation 
which regards  both spatiotemporal 
objects (appearances) and things in 

themselves as  CI but the former as 
¬CT and only the latter as CT.

This  objection fails, I think, because 
Onof assumes  here that CT—better: 
unknowability[4]—is a defining 
feature of things in themselves. This 
assumption is  untenable. As Langton 
(1999:10ff.) rightly stresses, Kant’s 
claim that things in themselves  are 
unknowable must not be understood 
as  an analytical statement from the 
meaning of the term ‘things in 
themselves’. Just because of the non-
analyticity of this  claim, Kant had to 
advance arguments for the 
unknowability of things in 
themselves. If an interpretation 
cannot appreciate this  point, this is 
not an ignorable minor error but a 
fatal mistake. Onof makes just this 
kind of mistake in his objection to 
Argument A.

As far as  I understand his  objection 
to Argument A, I have found no 
other argument. So it appears that 
we can conclude that Onof ’s 
interpretive option must, just because 
of its CI-commitment, result in the 
m e t a p h y s i c a l t w o - a s p e c t 
interpretation.

In Section 10, however, Onof adds 
an essential feature of his position 
which he characterised as  the CI/
¬CT-combination before. It 
acknowledges ¬CI for determinations—
I would rather say: properties—of 
spatiotemporal objects and assumes 
CI only for their existence. But then, 
which difference is there between us 
exactly, if  any?

It depends  on how Onof conceives  of 
the individuation of spatiotemporal 
objects (in other words, of the 
pa r t i c u l a r n e s s o f pa r t i cu l a r 
spatiotemporal objects  as  such). Does 
he think that the individuation is  CI 
or ¬CI? The answer seems obvious 
at first glance. It would be absurd to 
say that something is individuated 
independently of its properties; so, if 
all properties  of something are ¬CI, 
so is  its  individuation. In Section 8 of 

OC, Onof really says  that ‘there is 
no such individuated object in the 
realm of things in themselves’. 
However, there are some passages 
and expressions as well which arouse 
the suspicion that Onof considers  the 
individuation rather as CI. The 
clearest case is  found in footnote 10. 
Onof argues  there that the principle 
of bivalence is valid for statements 
about the existence of particular 
spatiotemporal objects, but not for 
those about their properties. This 
dif ference comes from the 
circumstance that spatiotemporal 
objects are CI regarding their 
existence but ¬CI regarding their 
properties. This means, however, that 
Onof claims, at least in this footnote, 
that the state of affairs  that particular 
spatiotemporal objects  exist is CI. 
This  means  that Onof assumes that 
the individuation of spatiotemporal 
objects is CI. If he did not mean so, 
the difference between sentences 
about the existence of particular 
objects and those about their 
properties would make no difference 
regarding logic.

However, why is it important at all 
whether Onof regards individuation 
of spatiotemporal objects  as  CI or 
¬CI? The reason is  that, if Onof 
regards it as  CI, his position is  no 
different than the metaphysical two-
aspect interpretation. And if he 
regards it as ¬CI, his position turns 
out to coincide with my ¬CI-anti-
realism. I think the former disjunct is 
clear enough for readers of KORW, 
so I will discuss  here only the latter 
disjunct.

The explanation is simple: If the 
individuation is  ¬CI, then there can 
be no particular, that is, individuated, 
objects that exist independently of 
our cognition, so we cannot 
meaningfully assert that particular 
objects exist independently of our 
cognition. This  point would be made 
more clearly if we talk of the truth of 
statements instead of the existence of 
objects. On the assumption of ¬CI 
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regarding individuation, existential 
statements  such as ‘There are two 
things in front of me’, cannot be true 
independently of our cognition, 
because the distinctness of particular 
spatiotemporal things  is  not possible 
independently of our cognition. 
Onof ’s  suggestion about the 
peculiarity of the category of 
existence (Section 11) does not 
change this point.

In fact, Onof ’s position seems to 
amount to the interpretive option 
which I considered on p. 52 (footnote 
76) and p. 85ff. (especially concerning 
Robinson 1994) of KORW. This 
option refrains  from maintaining that 
individual cognition-independent 
things appear to us as  particular 
spatiotemporal objects, and claims 
instead that the cognition-
independent noumenal world (or 
reality-in-itself) appears  to us as the 
spatiotemporal world, while regarding 
every individuation of particular 
spatiotemporal objects  as cognition-
dependent. And I classified this 
interpretive option as  a version of the 
anti-realist interpretation (in the 
sense of my ¬CI-anti-realism). 
Additionally, it is  noteworthy that this 
option was just the version of anti-
realism I finally ascribed to Kant 
towards  the end of Chapter 8 of 
KORW (p. 398ff.), which allows us to 
say that the phenomenal world is the 
appearance of the world of things in 
themselves.

So I would like to conclude this 
section by saying that, if Onof does 
no t a s sume CI regard ing 
individuation, his position is not 
substantially distinct from this 
interpretive option; especially, it 
cannot be said that his position is 
distinct from my ¬CI-anti-realist 
interpretation in that it assumes CI 
regarding the existence of 
spatiotemporal objects.

This  suggests  that there is no 
substantial difference between Onof 
and me, at least in the essential 

feature of anti-realism what we each 
will defend. However, this naturally 
does  not exclude that there can still 
be some disagreements  between us 
on particular interpretive points. I 
will discuss  such points in the 
following.

2. Kant’s Solution of the 
Antinomies (re Section 6 and 8 of 
OC)

Onof ’s  objection regarding this topic 
concerns various points, but his  main 
objection is  that my interpretation 
makes Kant’s solution of the 
antinomies  non-transcendental, that 
is, empirical. Before replying to this 
objection, I would like to comment 
on Onof ’s following summary of my 
argument which he presents in 
Section 6 of  OC:

(a1) The CI non-existence of totalities  of 
series  of conditions  implies  the CI-non-
existence of spatiotemporal objects, 
which negates  TR and thereby affirms 
TI.

(a2) TI additionally has  an account of 
why for ¬CI existing objects, totalities  of 
series of  conditions cannot (¬CI) exist.

Since this is different from how I 
understand my own argument, I am 
not sure how this summary relates  to 
my concrete argument. It may not be 
false (because it may be compatible 
with my argument on some 
understandings of it), but in order to 
prevent readers from possible 
misunderstanding, I modify this 
summary as  I myself understand the 
argument in question:

(a1) TR is  negated and TI is  affirmed 
instead, because TR assumes the CI-
existence of spatiotemporal objects, 
which inevitably leads  to the existence of 
every member of series  of conditions, 
which further amounts  to the existence 
of totalities  of series of conditions, 
which finally leads to the antinomies.[5]

(a2) TI’s  assumption of the ¬CI-
existence of spatiotemporal objects 
additionally has  an account of why for 

spatiotemporal objects, totalities  of series 
of  conditions cannot exist.

Now, let’s  examine Onof ’s objection. 
I will argue two points: (1) Onof ’s 
evaluation that according to my 
interpretation, not only infinite 
totalities but also very large finite 
objects turn out to be impossible and 
(2) his objection to my appeal to non-
formal factors  in explaining Kant’s 
solution of  the antinomies.

(1) Onof criticizes my interpretation 
that it takes Kant’s rejection of 
absolute totalities  to be based on ‘the 
limitations of our cognitive faculties 
understood in their empirical 
employment’ (Section 6). There are 
indeed some passages in KORW 
which give such an impression. Onof 
refers  to p. 135 (See OC, footnote 7 
[6]), but a clearer passage would be 
the following one: ‘The series of 
conditions  is  so large that we cannot 
run through its elements  completely 
through regress; therefore, [according 
to anti-realism] its elements  cannot 
be given completely’ (KORW p. 133). 
In this  passage, I did say that on the 
assumption of ¬CI, absolute 
totalities are impossible because they 
are too large for us  to cognize. 
However, I added immediately after 
this  passage that such an explanation is 
in fact problematic (see ibid.), and I 
discussed on p. 155 why this 
explanation is  problematic. The 
reason was that even on the 
assumption of ¬CI, there should be 
no problem in cognising absolute 
totalities if they are finite, no matter 
how large they are. Moreover, if one 
further observes  Chapter 7, it 
becomes  perfectly clear, I hope, that I 
did not maintain that we cannot 
cognise absolute totalities  just 
because of the empirical limitations 
of our cognitive faculty.[7] What is 
excluded on the assumption of ¬CI 
is only the possibility of infinite 
absolute totalities, because of the a 
priori impossibility of cognising them, 
just as Onof  concludes.
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One may wonder here: For what 
reason was such an inadequate, 
misleading explanation advanced on 
pp. 133–5 of KORW? The answer is: 
In that part, I dealt with the passage 
A498ff./B527ff., and Kant argues 
there simply that absolute totalities of 
series  of conditions cannot be given 
because they go beyond our capacity 
of synthesis, without considering the 
possibility that they are finite.[8] In fact, 
Kant excludes  this  possibility in other 
passages not with an anti-realist 
argument (that which is  uncognisable 
cannot be actual), but with 
metaphysical arguments  I elucidated 
in Chapter 7 of KORW (pp. 256–9). 
But these metaphysical arguments 
are not mentioned in A498ff./B527ff. 
and Kant argues  there rather as  if 
the absolute totalities  were rejected 
solely in response to the anti-realist 
argument, no matter whether they 
are infinite or finite. So I followed 
Kant in this  point at least on pp. 
133–5, in order to analyse Kant’s 
argument in A498ff./B527ff. This  is 
why I intentionally provided there 
what I myself took to be an 
inadequate explanation. But, let me 
excuse myself, I did not forget to 
warn about its inadequacy there!

(2) In Chapter 7, I established that 
Kantian anti-realism should admit 
not only actual, but also possible 
verifications  as truth-makers  of 
statements  about spatiotemporal 
objects. Now, Onof is right in 
pointing out that the notion of 
possibility I elaborated in Chapter 7 
‘clearly derived from [the notion] of 
actuality’ (OC, Section 8). He thinks 
that this is further evidence for the 
non-transcendental character of my 
interpretation. His  objection is 
directed to the point that I appealed 
to non-formal factors  in my 
interpretation of Kant’s solutions  of 
the antinomies. He thinks that Kant’s 
solution of the antinomies  must be 
explained solely in appeal to formal 
factors such as ‘the limit on possible 
experience outlined in CPR’ or ‘a 

truth of transcendental logic, namely that 
an endless temporal series  of 
representations cannot be grasped 
under the transcendental unity of 
apperception’ (OC, ibid.).

To reply to this  objection, I would 
like to point out first: It is not false to 
say that both Chapter 4 and Chapter 
7 of KORW concern Kant’s solution 
of the antinomies. There is, however, 
a significant difference in the tasks of 
both chapters. The task of Chapter 4 
was  to clarify why TR inevitably falls 
into antinomies. The answer was: 
because of its  commitment to realism 
of spatiotemporal objects, and it 
followed from this that in order to 
avoid antinomies, TI must reject 
realism and assume some version of 
anti-realism. I suppose that it is 
especially this task that Onof calls 
‘resolution of antinomies’ in OC. 
And I would like to stress: As  far as 
this  task, above all, to explain why TI 
can reject absolute totalities  of series 
of conditions, is concerned, we have 
only to appeal to the a priori 
impossibility of cognizing such 
totalities, as Onof  does.

In contrast, the task of Chapter 7 is 
to explain how spatiotemporal reality 
is  understood in Kant’s anti-realist 
ontology, in other words, to elucidate 
the meaning of ‘actuality’ with 
respect to spatiotemporal objects. 
True, this task partially relates to the 
solution of the antinomies, for not 
every version of anti-realism of 
spatiotemporal objects can solve the 
antinomies  in the Kantian way, i.e., to 
conclude that both thesis  and 
antithesis  are false (see pp. 259–61 
and 265–71), so I tried to elaborate 
versions of anti-realism which make 
such a solution possible. However, the 
main objective of Chapter 7 is  to 
elaborate the concept of ‘actuality’ 
regarding spatiotemporal objects. For 
this  purpose, the appeal to formal 
factors such as ‘the limits on possible 
experience outlined in CPR’ or ‘a 
truth of transcendental logic’ is 
obviously insufficient. Even Kant 

himself has  to resort to material 
factors such as  sensation, in order to 
define ‘actuality’ in the Postulates of 
Empirical Thinking in General. It 
was  just for this  reason, and not 
because I understood Kant’s solution 
of the antinomies as empirical, that I 
appealed to non-formal factors  in 
Chapter 7.

3. Regress in infinitum/in 
indefinitum (re Section 9 of OC)

As for this topic, Onof advances  two 
objections: My interpretation does 
not comport well with A519/B547, 
and more importantly, it misses the 
constitutive/regulative distinction 
between mathemat ica l and 
dynamical principles of  experience.

The first objection would be a good 
starting point. I confess that 
especially as to the topic of regress in 
infinitum/in indefinitum, there are some 
passages which seem to contradict 
my interpretation. As  I pointed out at 
the beginning of Section 7.2.3 of 
KORW (p. 278), Kant’s account on 
this  topic is not always  consistent, 
and this suggests that Kant himself 
was  not totally clear about this 
theme.[9] So I did not intend all 
along to advance an interpretation 
which explains  Kant’s  every 
statement about this topic 
consistently. I think we have to be 
satisfied if we can get an 
interpretation which makes Kant’s 
statements  as a whole understood 
relatively well.

Because o f the se t ex tua l 
circumstances, I am not so confident 
of the rightness  of my interpretation 
of this  topic as of that of the others. I 
am willing to abandon my 
interpretation if a more convincing 
interpretation is proposed. It is a 
matter of comparison. And as  far as 
Onof ’s  proposal in particular is 
concerned, I do not think that it is 
better than my interpretation. I will 
explain why. There are many 
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interesting points to discuss, but let 
me choose here the following three 
points:

(1) The core idea of Onof ’s 
distinction between regress in infinitum 
and regress in indefinitum is that the 
difference between them does  not lie 
in whether every member of the 
series  has  a successor member or not 
(as  I interpreted it), but in whether 
there are rules identifying the 
successor for any member of the 
series. I would like to point out first: I 
think it is  too much to say with 
regard to regress  in indefinitum that 
there is  no rule identifying successors; 
we have no a priori ground to assert 
this  positively. The possibility is not, 
and also need not be, excluded that 
there is such a rule but that it is  not 
known to us. What Onof needs for 
his argument—and especially for 
explaining the constitutive/regulative 
distinction—is, as far as I understand 
his argument, only this  kind of 
epistemic difference between two 
sorts  of regress, that is, whether we 
know such rules or not.

But this  point turns out to be a 
disadvantage of Onof ’s proposal. 
This  epistemic difference cannot 
affect the ontological difference of 
the sorts of series  of conditions 
which are to be cognised through 
those two types of regress. For once it 
is  guaranteed that every member of a 
series  of conditions  has successor 
members, we do know from this 
alone that the series  extends itself in 
infinitum, no matter whether we can 
concretely identify its members or 
not. This  means that Onof ’s  proposal 
misses  the ontological import of the 
distinction between regress in infinitum 
and regress in indefinitum.

(2) Onof assumes  that in case of a 
regress  in indefinitum, namely (R′), we 
know that every member of a series 
of conditions has successors  but do 
not know how to identify them. 
There is an unclear point here: Does 
he allow the possibility in case of 

regress  in indefinitum that some 
successors  cannot be identified, 
namely, cognised? If he does, he must 
allow that there can be uncognisable 
spatiotemporal objects, which 
contradicts  ¬CT which he advocates. 
If he does not, he must admit that 
even in case of regress  in indefinitum, 
every member of the series of 
conditions  can be identified somehow, 
even though we do not know law-like 
relations  between the members. In 
this  case, however, any substantial 
difference between Onof ’s (Q′) and 
(R′) vanishes. This  arouses  the 
suspicion that Onof ’s  proposal does 
not really enable him to explain the 
constitutive/regulative distinction he 
means to explain.

(3) There are some problems—or at 
least insufficiencies—in Onof ’s 
treatment of the issue of logic. For 
example, he assumes  simply, without 
any argument, that in his ¬CT-anti-
realism, the principle of bivalence 
(which says that every statement is 
determinately either true or false) is 
retained unproblematically (see 
footnote 8 of OC). However, this  is  in 
fact highly problematic (if not 
obviously absurd), for, on the 
assumption of ¬CT, one can easily 
construct the following argument 
against the principle of  bivalence:

According to ¬CT, a statement is 
verifiable if it is  true, and it is 
falsifiable if it is false. As a result, the 
principle of bivalence means that 
every statement is either verifiable or 
falsifiable. However, we do not know 
how to justify such a general 
statement; in any case, the principle 
of bivalence cannot be affirmed on 
the assumption of ¬CT, until that 
general statement is established.

In our personal correspondence, 
Onof replied to this objection that it 
is  assumed in his  ¬CT-anti-realism 
that every spatiotemporal object is 
knowable, so that every statement 
about spatiotemporal objects is  either 
verifiable or falsifiable. (I understand 

that by ‘every spatiotemporal object’ 
he meant individual spatiotemporal 
objects; I think this does not distort 
his intention.)

However, this is not yet enough to 
defend the principle of bivalence in 
his system. Even if every individual 
object should be knowable, it does 
not mean that everything about 
spatiotemporal reality is knowable; 
for example, general statements such 
as  empirical laws of nature may 
remain unknown. To explain this 
circumstance, it is  instructive to 
consider an analogous case in 
mathematics: Let’s  think about 
Goldbach’s Conjecture (‘Every even 
number is  a sum of two prime 
numbers’). We know that for every 
individual even number (however 
large), it is decidable whether it meets 
Goldbach’s Conjecture or not. 
However, this does not mean that 
Goldbach’s Conjecture itself is 
decidable (and it indeed has  been 
undecided up until now, 2013). The 
lesson we should learn from this case 
is that the knowability of every 
individual object alone does not 
guarantee what is required for 
affirming the principle of bivalence 
in ¬CT, namely, that everything 
about the spatiotemporal reality is 
knowable. This consideration 
suggests that it is, at least, highly 
questionable that the principle of 
bivalence can be affirmed on the 
assumption of  ¬CT.[10][11]

I would like to stress: What I am now 
considering is not just a superficial, 
technical issue. The question which 
logic should be assumed affects  how 
Onof ’s  proposal itself should be 
understood.[12] He says nothing 
about which logic he assumes  in his 
formalization of (Q′) and (R′), so let’s 
examine thinkable alternatives.

Let’s  consider that, as was assumed 
by Onof himself, that his ¬CT-anti-
realism adopts a bivalent logic. In 
this  case, it is  very natural to think 
that this  logic is the standard logic 
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which is  taught in normal textbooks 
of predicate logic, that is, the 
classical logic with the classical 
bivalent semantics. I would like to ask 
readers: How many of you have even 
tried to think what comes  about if 
Onof ’s  formalization is  understood 
in other than the standard textbook-
logic? On the assumption of classical 
bivalent semantics, the domain of 
quantification is regarded as  a set in 
the classical sense, that is, as a set all 
members  of which are given 
completely. However, affirming the 
first half  of  Onof ’s (Q′) and (R′), i.e.,

‘Every member [of the series] has 
successor members [∀x∃y (Sx ➝ (Sy and 

y is successor of  x))]’, 

on this assumption, amounts  to 
saying that the series makes  up a 
non-finite totality, that is, it is actual-
infinite. If Onof ’s proposal is 
understood in this way, we have to 
say that it fails  to explain not only the 
difference between regress in infinitum 
and regress in indefinitum, but just 
Kant’s  solution of the antinomies 
itself.

Let’s  try then the other possibility 
that Onof ’s ¬CT-anti-realism must 
adopt a non-bivalent logic, as I 
argued above. The candidate which 
is most easily thought of as  such a 
logic based on ¬CT would be 
intuitionistic logic. Do you think, 
dear readers, that this  step of my 
argument sounds  dogmatic? If you 
think so, you should consider how 
difficult it is to propose another 
candidate concretely! But, if Onof ’s 
formalization is understood 
intuitionistically, the first half of (Q′) 
und (R′) amounts  this  time to saying 
that for every member of the series, 
we are able to identify its successor 
members.[13] So the difference 
between (Q′) and (R′) vanishes again, 
this  time only by a consideration of 
the adequate logic for understanding 
Onof ’s formalization.

I confess  that neither of the above-
mentioned arguments is conclusive. It 
may be possible to find a bivalent 
logic without assuming domains of 
quantification as classical sets or to 
construct a non-bivalent anti-realist 
logic which is essentially different 
from an intuitionistic one. But it is 
not obvious that such logics  are 
possible at all, still less  that such 
logics  support Onof ’s proposal. One 
thing is  clear: Until he fixes an 
adequate logic for his formalization, 
we cannot even understand what his 
proposal really amounts to.

For the reasons I have discussed so 
far, I do not think that Onof ’s 
proposal, at least as  it stands  in OC, 
is a better one than mine for 
explaining the difference between 
regress  in infinitum and regress in 
indefinitum. However, I do not intend 
to deny the possibility that Onof ’s 
idea may be further elaborated into 
an interesting and attractive system 
which is essentially different from my 
interpretation.[14] It is  naturally 
better, also for me, that many 
cand ida t e s fo r an t i - rea l i s t 
interpretations are available.

4. The Charge of Subjective 
Idealism and the Fourth 
Paralogism (re Section 4 and 10 of 
OC)

Onof expresses  a suspicion (which he 
calls  ‘Worry W’) that the CI-anti-
realism I defended is  a kind of 
subjective idealism. He means  by this 
the position that maintains that 
‘appearances are nothing but 
representations’ (Section 4), namely, 
the position which simply identifies 
spatiotemporal objects  with 
representations.[15] Although this 
position is  clearly a version of what I 
call ‘anti-realism’, it is  not the version 
I ascribed to Kant’s  TI. I explicitly 
pointed out on p. 171 of KORW that 
Kant’s  expressions which simply 
identify objects with representations 

should not be taken literally (and 
explained the reason why as well).

In Section 10 of OC, Onof also 
admits this. So the point of his 
suspicion would be, to be exact, not 
that my CI-anti-realism is  a kind of 
subjective idealism in this  sense, but 
rather that it was confusing that I 
brought up such passages as textual 
evidence for an anti-realist 
interpretation even though I thought 
that they were inadequate for 
Kantian anti-realism. Onof says that 
‘an account is needed’ for this  way of 
arguing (OC, Section 8). I agree, and 
here I would like to take the 
opportunity of  explaining this point.

I would like to stress: If certain 
passages in Kant’s  works turn out to 
be inexact or inadequate for his 
considered view, this  does not mean 
that such passages cannot be used as 
textual evidence for any kind of 
interpretation. An inadequate 
expression is  an inadequate 
expression of something. Mostly, this 
‘something’ is  discernable. Do you 
think, for example, that the passages 
which identify spatiotemporal objects 
with representations are inadequate 
expressions of a realist ontology? 
This  would be a highly implausible, 
even unreasonable, reading. It would 
be much more plausible to think that 
such expressions indicate at least 
some anti-realist ontology, even if in 
an inadequately exaggerated, 
misleading way. For this reason, I 
brought up the kinds  of passage in 
question (and also some passages 
which suggest excessively subjectivist 
versions  of anti-realism, even 
solipsism) as  textual evidence for my 
interpretation. I think that such an 
interpretive procedure is not 
illegitimate; otherwise we would have 
to concede that almost no passage in 
Kant’s  works can be used as  textual 
evidence for any interpretation.

To bring this reply to a close, I will 
discuss  one topic regarding the 
Fourth Paralogism. At the beginning 
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of Section 10 of OC, Onof describes 
my argument in Chapter 5 of 
KORW (more concretely, Section 
5.2.2) as follows: ‘Although for Chiba 
the realist can provide a plausible 
interpretation of much of the text 
before A372, he points  out a key 
passage in support of his 
interpretation to be Kant’s claim [...] 
that “their reality [sc. the reality of 
spatiotemporal things], just as much 
as  that of my own thoughts, rests  on 
immediate consciousness” (A372).’ 
This  description suggests that my 
argument for an anti-realist 
interpretation of the Fourth 
Paralogism depended solely, or at 
least mainly, on the individual 
passage in A372.

I have to say that this is a serious 
misrepresentation of my argument. I 
am generally opposed to the 
interpretive strategy of justifying (or 
criticizing) a certain interpretation 
only with quoting individual 
passages; instead, I repeatedly 
stressed the importance to consider 
the context of Kant’s  arguments (see 
for example, p. 41, 90ff., 94, etc. of 
KORW). My interpretation of the 
Fourth Paralogism was no exception. 
That is to say, I did not argue that, as 
Onof presents it, Kant’s  argument 
other than the passage in question in A372 
can be understood well in 
accordance wi th a rea l i s t 
interpretation, but rather that the 
realist interpretation cannot make the 
whole argument in the Fourth Paralogism 
understandable, even though it may 
succeed in pretending as if some 
individual passages, isolated from the 
context of the argument, could allow 
for a realist reading. I made this  point 
explicit on p. 176ff. of  KORW.

There still remain many points to 
discuss, but because of the limit of 
space and time, I have to end my 
reply here. I am very glad that I 
could make many points  clearer in 
responding to Onof ’s objections and 
get many new insights as  well. I 
thank Christian Onof for his careful 

examination of my book and 
stimulating objections.

➳

Notes:

[1] Like many Kant-scholars, Onof 
makes a typical mistake when he 
says: ‘[. . .] actual perceptual 
knowledge of objects is  required for 
objects to exist, which is a form of 
d o g m a t i c i d e a l i s m à l a 
Berkeley’ (OC, Section 7, italics 
mine). As  I clarified in Section 5.2.3 
of KORW (p. 180ff.), the definitional 
feature of the Dogmatic Idealism is 
only to deny the existence of spatial 
things. Furthermore, I think Onof 
makes a double mistake when he says 
that Van Cleve’s  ‘traditional idealism’ 
‘certainly includes  Kant’s dogmatic 
idealism’ (ibid.). First, ‘traditional 
idealism’ does not deny the existence 
of special things, and secondly, even 
if the first point is  ignored, 
‘traditional idealism’ need not restrict 
itself within actual perceptual 
knowledge; according to the 
characterisation of Van Cleve 
(1999:12–14), ‘traditional idealism’ is 
traditional just in comparison with 
‘contemporary anti-realism’ à la 
Dummett (ibid.; anyway, in Van 
Cleve’s  sense and not in mine), and it 
embraces  not only actuality-based 
phenomenalism but also a possibility-
based one, furthermore, not only 
‘ontological phenomenalism’ but also 
‘analytical phenomenalism’ (see Van 
Cleve 1999:71). Unfortunately, the 
s u b t l e t y o f Va n C l e v e ’ s 
characterisation of idealism/
phenomenalism has been overlooked 
by many critics of his  interpretation 
(typically by Ameriks 2005; see 
footnote 46 (p. 34) of  KORW).

[2] Or still worse, to the ‘two-aspect-
plus-another-world’ view which I 
described on p. 88 of KORW, 
namely, the interpretive option which 
assumes  an appearance-aspect and 
an ‘in itself ’-aspect of what we 
experience as spatiotemporal objects, 

and additionally distinctive things  in 
itself that do not appear to us. 
However, I think it is  obvious that 
such a position is not substantially 
distinguishable from the metaphysical 
two-aspect interpretation, so I will 
ignore this option hereafter.

[3] I did not stipulate in what sense; 
this  is  the task of advocates of each 
interpretation. It is  noteworthy that 
Argument A works without 
stipulating this point.

[4] Pace Onof, cogni t ion-
transcendence and unknowability are 
not identical. The former, in my 
definition (see p. 19 of KORW), 
allows that some objects  of the class 
in question are knowable. In contrast, 
things in themselves  are totally 
unknowable. However, I ignore this 
point in this reply.

[5] I would like to stress especially 
that it is not the reason for rejecting 
TR that on TR’s assumption of the 
CI-existence of spatiotemporal 
objects, non-existence of totalities of 
series  of conditions implies non-
existence of  spatiotemporal objects.

[6] In this  footnote, by the way, Onof 
regards even my consideration of 
super-tasks (‘the possibility of the 
completion of an infinite number of 
tasks  in a finite time’) as an example 
of empirical matters. I think Onof ’s 
goes too far here. If he really thought 
that the impossibility of super-tasks  is 
only an empirical matter, he could 
not claim, as he actually does in 
Section 8 of OC, that it is an a priori 
impossibility that we cannot go 
through the infinite totality (because 
for claiming this, Onof would have to 
deny the possibility of super-tasks, 
which is, however, ex hypothesi an 
empirical matter).

[7] For example, see the following 
points: (1) My characterisation of a 
‘possible verification-route [mögliche 
Verifikationsroute]’ (p. 293), which 
allows  the factually impossible 
possibility that a cognitive subject will 



C R I T I Q U E — I S S U E  N O . 2  2 0 1 3 – 1 4

30 Chiba, “Reply to Blomme”

live endlessly. (2) Footnote 430 (p. 
300ff.), which says that the 
assumption of possible verification-
routes admits finite idealisation of 
human cognitive faculty. (3) The 
system ZN+ (p. 320) acknowledges as 
truth-makers not only possible 
verifications  of actual cognitive 
subjects, but also those of possible 
cognitive subjects  (which I called 
‘possible co-subjects [mögliche 
Mitsubjekte]’).

[8] Interestingly, this  is  the case not 
only with Kant in A498ff./B527ff., 
but also with Onof in his entire 
argument in Section 8 of  OC.

[9] This circumstance is well 
understandable in my interpretation, 
because Kant did not have any well-
constructed system of non-bivalent 
logic.

[10] In Section 7.4.1 of KORW, I 
examined and rejected a strategy 
which purports to justify the principle 
of bivalence within the framework of 
anti-realism by appealing to the 
determinism of the phenomenal 
world (which seems to have the 
consequence that every individual 
spatiotemporal object is knowable). I 
still do not think that that 
examination was totally redundant, 
but I have noticed this time that the 
principle of bivalence can be rejected 
generally with the argument I 
advanced above, without any appeal 
to the examination of the 
problematic of the determinism. I 
am thankful to Onof for giving a clue 
to this idea.

[11] Afterthought on 12 December 
2013: In our latest correspondence, 
Onof showed me a sketch of an 
argument for defending the principle 
of bivalence in his  system against my 
discussion here, also for empirical 
laws. I expect that he will develop this 
argument at some point in the future.

[12] Here, I would like to correct one 
point of Onof ’s  description of my 
argument: At the beginning of 

Section 9 of OC, he depicts (Q) and 
(R) and says  ‘If this  [contrast of (Q) 
and (R)] is indeed the contrast 
between the two types of regress, 
then this provides  a powerful 
argument against the adoption of a 
bivalent logic to interpret Kant’. 
However, I did not intend to present 
this  contrast as an argument against 
the principle of bivalence. When I 
discussed this  topic on p. 304ff., the 
principle of bivalence had already 
been rejected on p. 302 in the system 
of ZN (the time-neutral version of 
anti-realism). Therefore, in order to 
advance (Q) and (R), it was  not 
necessary to justify the rejection of a 
bivalent logic in addition. If this 
circumstance is taken into 
consideration, it would appear more 
natural to interpret the difference 
between regress in infinitum and 
regress  in indefinitum in the way I 
explained with (Q) and (R).

[13] In a more precisely intuitionistic 
way of saying: For every member of 
the series, we have effective 
procedures  to discover its  successor 
members.

[14] Afterthought on 12 December 
2013: In our latest correspondence, 
Onof actually suggested his idea for 
constructing such a logic, based on 
Kant’s  consideration about a 
distinction between general and 
transcendental logic. I expect that 
Onof will develop this  idea at some 
point.

[15] In Section 10, he describes 
subjective idealism a little differently: 
‘[T]he claim that the “reality” of 
appearances, “just as  much as  that of 
my own thoughts, rests  on immediate 
consciousness” (A372), could be read 
in a straightforward subjective 
idealist fashion [...]’. This description 
suggests that what Onof regards  as 
subjective idealism is rather the 
version of anti-realism which admits 
only actual verifications  (‘immediate 
consciousness’) as  truth-makers. 
(Note that this position as  well as the 

quotation from A372 do not 
necessarily commit one to the simple 
identification of spatiotemporal 
objects with representations.) As  was 
already discussed, what I ascribed to 
Kant’s  TI is not subjective idealism in 
this sense either.

☞
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Reply to Blomme
By Kiyoshi Chiba 

I want to thank Henny Blomme for the time 
and effort he spent on my book, and for his 
insightful comments. His objections could be 
roughly divided into two groups: one 
concerns my distinction between realism and 
anti-realism, and the other concerns my 
interpretation of things in themselves. I will 
reply to them in turn.

1. The Distinction between 
Realism and Anti-Realism

One of Blomme’s main objections  is 
that my distinction between realism 
and anti-realism is  not useful, or even 
superfluous, for understanding Kant’s 
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position. This objection is  stated most 
concretely towards the end of 
Blomme's  critique (hereafter BC for 
short):

With respect to Kant’s  theoretical 
philosophy, the disjunction that Chiba 
uses  (‘the existence of objects is 
independent from our cognition or  the 
existence of objects  is  dependent on our 
cognition’) is  not exclusive as  long as  it is 
not specified what is  meant with object 
and what is  meant with existence. But if 
Chiba would specify in which Kantian 
sense he wants  the terms ‘existence’ and 
‘object’ to be understood, I surmise that 
it wouldn’t appear to be very relevant 
anymore to want to decide whether 
Kant was  a realist or an idealist, because 
then one would always  end up with the 
interpretation of but ‘one aspect’ of his 
theory.

Blomme’s main claims are: (1) My 
distinction between realism and anti-
realism is not exclusive as it stands, 
since it allows  for some cases which 
are both realism in some sense and 
anti-realism in another sense. (2) If 
my distinction is further elaborated to 
make it exclusive, i.e., if it is 
amended by a specification of the 
sense in which (and for which objects) 
Kant’s  Transcendental Idealism (TI) 
is  an anti-realism and in which sense 
it is not, then the task to decide 
whether Kant’s TI is a realism or 
anti-realism loses its  significance, 
since whichever conclusion we may 
get, the conclusion does  not concern 
Kant’s  philosophy as  a whole but 
only one aspect thereof.

I will discuss claim (1) later. I would 
like to show first that even if (1) is 
true, (2) is not. Suppose that my 
distinction is really non-exclusive, 
and that it is amended in the 
suggested way, and furthermore that 
it follows  from this new distinction 
that Kant’s  TI is an anti-realism in 
sense A and a realism in sense B. I 
see no reason for saying that in this 
case the conclusion is uninformative 
and the distinction itself is 
superfluous. Even though it is true 

that in this  case each of the senses A 
and B concern only one aspect of 
Kant’s  philosophy, yet if the new 
distinction is exclusive and 
exhaustive, we indeed have grasped 
Kant’s  position as a whole by taking 
both senses into account. At any rate, 
if we can specify correctly and 
precisely in which sense Kant’s  TI is 
an anti-realism and in which sense it 
is  not, this  is  doubtlessly a progress in 
understanding Kant’s  theoretical 
philosophy as a whole. I do not 
understand how one can reasonably 
deny this.

Perhaps Blomme thinks that the aim 
of my investigation in my book 
(hereafter KORW for short) was 
simply to put some label on TI. This is 
suggested by the opening sentence of 
BC which states  that the ‘goal’ of my 
book is to answer the question 
whether TI is  a realism or idealism. I 
would like to use this  opportunity to 
clarify my intention: A labelling-
game is  not what I aimed for. The 
conceptual scheme of 'realism/anti-
realism' should rather be a means 
with which to explain Kant’s position 
clearly and exactly.

Let me consider now Blomme’s 
rejection of the traditional schemes 
of the two-world and two-aspect 
interpretation (see Section 2 of BC), 
which is related to this  topic. He 
points out first that there are 
important problems with these 
interpretive options, and especially 
that the distinction between two-
world and two-aspect interpretation 
does  not ‘entail a perfect disjunction’. 
From this he jumps to the conclusion 
that the distinction between two-
world and two-aspect interpretation 
should be abandoned completely, 
without trying to consider whether 
this  distinction perhaps  can be 
elaborated further into a useful 
conceptual scheme for understanding 
Kant’s  position, just as I tried to do in 
KORW.

It may appear that there is  only a 
difference in mentality between us, 
namely that I prefer using old tools 
and amending them when their 
application faces difficulties, whereas 
Blomme prefers abandoning them. 
One might think that mentality is  not 
a proper object of a rational 
discussion. However, I would like to 
point out here that such a difference 
in mentality has a considerable effect.

Blomme’s way of arguing definitely 
has a certain advantage: If a 
philosopher rejects  a traditional 
distinction, she can easily show the 
prominence of her own position; it is 
not rare in philosophy that one boasts 
that one’s  position ‘overcomes’ a 
traditional opposition. This way of 
arguing also has, however, a 
disadvantage that can't be easily 
dismissed. It cuts  off one’s position 
from fruitful outcomes of past 
discussions. I do not think that one 
can reasonably claim that there has 
been no substantial insight in the 
traditional debates in Kant-
interpretation, for example, those 
about whether Kant’s distinction 
between appearances and things in 
themselves concerns distinct entities 
or aspects of one and the same thing. 
This  question is important, and one 
must consider it before presenting 
one’s own position. Even if one 
rejects both alternatives  in the end, 
the old scheme proves its  significance 
just in that one elaborates and 
clarifies one’s  own position against 
the old scheme. Just for this  reason 
we should not abandon traditional 
distinctions or schemes so quickly, but 
first try and improve them as much 
as  possible. As for the distinction 
between the two-world and two-
aspect interpretations, I think it is a 
bit premature to say that the 
potential of this  distinction has  been 
exhausted completely. And, let me 
stress that this can be true even if 
there is no complete agreement 
between interpreters about what the 
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two-world and the two-aspect 
interpretations really are.

In KORW, I did not simply repeat 
the ‘standard’ definition of these 
interpretive options, but rather 
proposed my own definition to make 
these options useful for my 
interpretation:

The opposition between the two-world 
and the two-aspect interpretation is 
about the question whether ‘appearance’ 
and ‘thing in itself ’ are two aspects  of 
one and the same particular thing (which 
we cognize empirically) or not. The two-
world interpretation (which is  sometimes 
called ‘two-object interpretation’) 
answers  this question in the negative and 
claims  that ‘appearance’ and ‘thing in 
itself ’ are two distinct entities  (or at least 
not two aspects of one and the same thing) 
(KORW, p. 67, italics added by me here).

Admittedly, this definition is not the 
same as  the one that is widely 
accepted. The reason why I proposed 
this  definition is  that I believe that the 
essential opposition between 
advocates  of what is  generally called 
the ‘two-world’ and ‘two-aspect’ 
interpretation concerns  the question 
whether appearance’ and ‘thing in 
itself ’ refer to aspects  of one and the 
same particular thing or not. And I 
think this definition makes  the two-
world and the two-aspect 
interpretation indeed exclusionary or 
contradictory oppositions.

Now, if Blomme wants  to refute my 
claim and to maintain that the 
distinction of these interpretive 
options does not make up an 
exclusive disjunction, he must 
consider my definition of them. But 
he fails to do so. See his following 
statement:

In my view, Kant’s  theoretical 
philosophy does  neither allow us  to affirm 
the existence of a ‘second world’ (that is, a 
‘world’ of things  in themselves) [...] (BC 
Section 2; my italics).

However, I explicitly stated in 
KORW, p. 68, that two-world 
interpretations in my definition need 

not assume the existence of things in 
themselves. I also explicitly requested 
the reader to understand the term 
‘two-world interpretation’ in KORW 
just as I defined it (ibid.).

Let us then consider Blomme’s  claim 
(2) that my distinction between 
realism and anti-realism is not 
exclusive, in that it allows  some cases 
which are both realism in some sense 
and anti-realism in another sense. He 
argues for this claim in two places: (a) 
in the last paragraph of Section 1 
(‘This  brings me to my next 
point  [...]’) and (b) in Section 3. I will 
discuss them in turn.

(a) In the last paragraph of Section 1, 
Blomme mentions what I called the 
‘determination thesis’:

How spatiotemporal objects are 
constituted (in other words, which 
p r o p o s i t i o n s  r e l a t i v e t o 
spatiotemporal objects  are true and 
which are false) is  already determined 
before all actual realisation of 
cognitions, through factors  which are 
independent of such realisation 
(KORW, p. 383, trans. mine).

I argued in KORW, p. 384–9 that 
this  thesis seems to amount to realism 
about spatiotemporal objects, but in 
fact it does not, since it is compatible 
with some versions of anti-realism, 
when ‘realism’ and ‘anti-realism’ are 
taken in my sense. Now, Blomme 
does  not examine this  argument and 
simply asserts his opinion:

That this thesis  is incorporated in the 
anti-realism that Chiba takes  to be 
Kant’s  position shows  in my opinion 
how right Kant was  to speak both of 
(some kind of) idealism and of (some 
kind of) realism with regard to the 
existence of spatiotemporal objects 
(italics added).

Well, since he does not follow my 
definition of realism and anti-
realism, he can freely say that Kant’s 
position is  some kind of idealism and 
some kind of realism in his sense. 

However, since he discusses  neither 
my definition nor my argument, his 
objection has  nothing to do with my 
claims. Moreover, he does  not 
determine concretely what kind of 
realism and what kind of idealism he 
thinks  that Kant’s position is, 
e s p e c i a l l y r e g a r d i n g t h e 
determination thesis. This is 
presumably due to his sceptical 
attitude towards the interpretive 
relevance of the distinction between 
realism and idealism in general. 
However, as  long as  he does not 
clarify his  point, it is  not possible to 
evaluate how much of a challenge his 
criticism poses to my conception.

(b) In Section 3 of BC, Blomme 
criticises  my argument for 
transcendental affection (i.e., 
affection through things in 
themselves). Strangely, what he 
examines  is  not what I advanced as 
my argument, namely ‘argument 
T’ (KORW, p. 351ff.), but what I 
presented as an insufficient one (the 
‘Kantian’ argument). This  point, 
however, does  not affect what I will 
discuss in the following.

Blomme’s argument here—as far as 
the alleged inexclusiveness  of my 
distinction between realism and anti-
realism is concerned[1]—can be 
summarised as follows: My thesis is 
that Kant’s  TI is  a kind of anti-
realism about spatiotemporal objects, 
that is to say, TI regards 
spatiotemporal objects as dependent 
on our cognition. But I overlook, 
according to Blomme, that in the 
Kantian scheme there are two 
different kinds  of spatiotemporal 
objects, namely phenomena and 
mere appearances: The former are 
what have ‘been determined with 
respect to all categories’ (Section 3 of 
BC) so that they are dependent on 
our cognition; the latter are 
‘undetermined object[s] of empirical 
intuition’, that is, ‘merely the 
empirical manifold in intuition, as 
being still undetermined with respect 
to the dynamical categories’ (ibid.), so 
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that they cannot be said to be 
dependent on our cognition in the 
full sense. Thus Blomme concludes:

As a consequence, I cannot agree with 
the formulation of Chiba’s leading 
thesis, namely that the fact whether 
spatiotemporal objects exist or do not 
exist independently of our cognition 
determines  whether Kant is  realist or 
anti-realist.

This  argument deserves  serious 
consideration; and I am very thankful 
to Blomme for this  objection. I 
confess that I did not consider the 
problem of mere appearances  when I 
wrote KORW, and additionally that I 
still have no elaborate interpretation 
of this topic. I suggest only the 
following points as a reply: (α) This 
problem may demand some revisions 
of my main thesis (that Kant’s TI is a 
version of anti-realism regarding 
spatiotemporal objects) but no 
essential modification. (β) I doubt 
that the ‘mere appearances’ 
constitute a determinate class  of 
spatiotemporal objects, if they are 
properly understood. That is  to say, it 
may be that they are not objects that 
should be ontologically distinguished 
from phenomena, but rather denote 
an intermediate phase in the process 
of cognition, so that they are 
distinguished from phenomena only 
epistemologically.

(α) I think that Blomme 
overestimates the significance of his 
objection. If the characterisation of 
mere appearance as ‘undetermined 
o b j e c t o f a n e m p i r i c a l 
intuition’ (A20/B34) should be taken 
literally—although this is not 
uncontroversial, as  will be argued 
below—mere appearances are 
objects of a very peculiar kind. They 
are certainly not objects of outer 
experience, but neither objects of inner 
experience (because for something to be 
an object of inner experience, it must 
be determined in a temporal relation 
to objects of outer experience; see 
Refutation of Idealism in the B-

version of CPR). This  means that 
mere appearances  do not belong to 
the single universal objective time 
which we construct together with 
objects of outer as well as  inner 
experience. This  means further that 
mere appearances  do not belong to 
the spatiotemporal world which we 
cognise. If we acknowledge these 
things as entities that are 
ontologically distinguished from 
determined spatiotemporal objects, 
they must be in another time. Is it, 
however, acceptable at all in the 
framework of Kant’s  philosophy to 
assume something like ‘another 
time’?

Now, if Blomme is right in assuming 
that mere appearances are 
ontologically distinct entities, I have 
only to modify my main thesis  in the 
following way: Kant’s  TI is a kind of 
anti-realism of spatiotemporal 
objects qua objects of outer or inner 
experience. I believe that this modified 
thesis  is  still informative for 
understanding Kant’s ontology of 
spatiotemporal reality and, more 
importantly, still very controversial in 
current Kant interpretation. Mere 
appearances  are odd entities  in any 
case. I think it would be an 
exaggeration to say that an 
interpretation loses  its  point 
completely if it cannot explain the 
ontological status of such odd 
entities.[2]

(β) We have to ask here, however: Is 
it really correct to say that mere 
appearances  constitute a class of 
objects which are spatiotemporal but 
independent of our cognition? I 
hereafter refer to this claim as  (P). I 
am not sure about the answer to this 
question, but certain about the 
following two things: First, it is  highly 
doubtful that (P) is  really the case, 
and secondly, Blomme advances  no 
argument for this (at least in BC).

As for the first point, the above 
consideration has already given a 
good reason to doubt (P). If mere 

appearances  do not belong to the 
single universal objective time, what 
time do they belong to? Is there 
another time which is  dependent on 
the form of our intuitions and yet 
separated from objective time?

There is another question, too: Are 
mere appearances  sensations or some 
undetermined objects which are 
spatial entities and thus distinguished 
from sensations? In the first case, I do 
not think that they would be 
ontologically distinguished from 
objects of inner experience. True, 
they are not yet determined, but they 
are nevertheless determinable in a 
certain way—call it ‘F-way’, and this 
means in the systems  of anti-realism, 
which I presented as  candidates for 
Kantian anti-realism in Chapter 7 of 
KORW (i.e., ZN, ZR+, ZN+, ZN+ 
mit SA and ZR+ mit SA), that they are 
ontologically determined in the F-
way, before we actually cognise them 
as  F. In this  case, mere appearances 
are ‘undetermined’ only in the 
epistemological sense that they are not 
yet determined in our cognition, that is, 
not yet cognised concretely. In the 
second case, we can construct a 
similar argument: ‘undetermined’ 
spatial objects are not ontologically 
distinguished from objects  of outer 
exper i ence, and they are 
‘undetermined’ only in the 
epistemological sense that they are not 
yet determined in our cognition. In each 
of these cases we need admit neither 
odd entities  which are spatiotemporal 
but independent of our cognition, 
nor something like ‘another time’ 
which is separated from the single 
universal objective time.

The discussion so far is  not 
conclusive, I confess, but it would be 
enough to show the following: It is not 
obvious that the case of mere 
appearances  as  ‘undetermined’ 
objects is a counter-example for my 
main thesis  that Kant’s TI is  a kind of 
anti-realism of spatiotemporal 
objects. If one wants to claim as 
Blomme does, one must provide 
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additional arguments. And I can find 
no such argument at least in BC.

2. Things in Themselves

Section 2 and 3 of BC deal with the 
problem of things in themselves. I 
have already discussed the main 
point of Section 3, so it is only 
Section 2 that remains  to be 
discussed. Unfortunately, Blomme’s 
objections  in Section 2 fail to relate 
to my claims and arguments. In the 
following, I first discuss his main 
argument and explain how his 
objections  miss the target, and 
subsequently comment on some 
particular points.

The main argument of Section 2 
could be summarised as follows: 
[Step 1] In the Amphiboly-appendix, 
Kant maintains that form precedes 
matter, as far as appearances  are 
concerned. [Step 2] It follows from 
this  that it is not the case that there 
must be some ‘transcendental 
matter’, that is, things  in themselves, 
underlying appearances. [Step 3] 
Like ‘almost all scholars who tried to 
give a valid interpretation of the 
status  of things in themselves’, I 
overlooked this  point and falsely 
concluded that there must be things 
in themselves.

Contrary to what Blomme assumes, I 
completely agree with Step 1. As for 
Step 2, I think that Blomme’s 
argument for this step is flawed (I 
discuss  this point later), but I agree 
with his conclusion that the existence 
of things in themselves cannot be 
proved simply via the argument that 
appearances require things in 
themselves underlying them. This 
explains why Step 3, and hence 
Blomme’s entire argument, does not 
refute my specific claim and 
argument for the existence of things 
in themselves. Nor did I argue, 
contrary to what Blomme assumes, 
that ‘there must be some kind of 
“transcendental matter”, some kind 

of “determinable something” that 
precedes  the forms of intuition’. The 
following point has  nothing to do 
with my argument for the existence 
of things  in themselves  either: ‘[N]o 
thing in itself is needed for the possible 
realisation of the forms of intuition as 
forms of empirical objects’ (my italics). 
The topic of space and time as forms 
of our intuitions  is irrelevant for my 
argument in question.

Blomme may respond: What ‘almost 
all scholars’, me included, have 
overlooked is not just the point that 
space and time as  forms  of our 
intuitions do not require the 
existence of something like 
‘transcendental matter’—everyone 
would accept this, I think—but 
rather the fact that Kant indeed 
maintains in the Amphiboly-
appendix, for whatever reason he 
may have, that we need not assume 
the existence of things  in themselves. 
If this  is  what Blomme really intends 
to say, we find further textual support 
for this claim, for example, in 
A286ff./B343 from the Amphiboly-
appendix, and also A252ff., B308ff. 
and A254–6/B310–12 from 
‘Phenomena and Noumena’.

I did not ignore these passages; I 
even discussed them on p. 367ff. of 
KORW. After I examined what 
argument Kant advances for this 
claim and whether this  argument is 
persuasive, I concluded that this 
claim is not well-grounded, and less 
persuasive and less significant than 
other factors  which affirm, even 
require, the existence of things in 
themselves. These other factors  do 
not only include individual passages, 
but also, and more importantly, one 
of the central elements  of Kant’s 
theoretical philosophy, the receptivity 
of our empirical cognition. I would 
like to stress  that when dealing with 
Kant, one should not treat a few 
individual passages  as  if they were 
alone decisive for a particular 
interpretation.

Now, let us move to two particular 
points in Section 2 of  BC.

(1) As I mentioned above, I think that 
Blomme’s argument for Step 2 is 
flawed. His argument is  surprisingly 
simple: ‘[The insight that form 
precedes  mat te r reg ard ing 
appearance] entails that the all too 
natural thought, that some 
“transcendental matter” has to lie at 
the ground of appearances, is 
false’ (my italics). I do not see any 
entailment relation here, nor does 
Blomme explain why and in what 
sense the insight in question entails 
the ‘all too natural thought’. In any 
case, more argument and explanation 
is necessary for justifying this step.

(2) Blomme argues  that he advocates 
an interpretation of things in 
themselves which combines  the 
interpretive options  which I called (I) 
and (IIa) (see KORW p. 335ff.), 
despite my announcement that such 
a combination is  impossible. 
U n f o r t u n a t e l y , B l o m m e 
misunderstands my distinction from 
the outset. He describes  option (I) as 
claiming that ‘[i]t is essentially an 
object of thought (in this case, the 
possibility that things  in themselves 
exist has to be excluded)’. In fact, the 
possibility in question is not 
excluded; what is excluded is rather 
the possibility that such a thing in 
itself exists independently of our cognition. 
I made this point explicit in footnote 
471 (p. 335), but this point had been 
stated already in the discussion of the 
m e t h o d o l o g i c a l t w o - a s p e c t 
interpretation on p. 77ff.

I am not sure about which option 
Blomme’s interpretation of things in 
themselves amounts to. It depends on 
how he answers the question: Does 
God—as a thing in itself—exist 
independently of our cognition 
(whether theoretical or practical), if it 
exists at all? If he answers this 
question affirmatively, then he is 
bound to accept option (IIa), if 
negatively, the option (I). Anyway, the 
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following point is  noteworthy: One 
can be agnostic about the existence 
of God, but not about the question 
just presented, because this question 
concerns what one means  by saying 
that God exists (or does not exist).

In this  reply, I have focused mostly on 
the insufficiencies of Blomme's 
arguments. I think, however, that 
these insufficiencies  are mainly due to 
the limit of the length of his critique 
and he has more detailed arguments 
in mind or in his forthcoming book 
(Blomme 2014). I thank Henny 
Blomme for his  examination of my 
book and stimulating objections.

☿

Notes:

[1] The main aim of Section 3 of BC 
i s t o c r i t i c i s e w h a t I 
called the ‘Kantian argument’ for 
transcendental affection. The central 
point of Blomme’s objection against 
this  argument can be summarised as 
follows: This  argument assumes that 
every spatiotemporal object exists 
independent of our cognition, but in 
fact, there are some exceptions, 
namely mere appearances  as 
undetermined objects, which are 
indeed spatiotemporal but not 
dependent on our cognition (because 
they have not yet been determined 
through cognition). The main point 
of this  objection is that the existence 
of mere appearances  makes my 
interpretation invalid, like the main 
point of Blomme’s objection against 
my distinction between realism and 
anti-realism which is  discussed in the 
main text.

[2] Furthermore, it would be possible 
for me to respond to Blomme’s 
objection by slightly modifying the 
definition of realism and anti-realism 
in the following way: Realism claims 
that objects exist independently of 
our cognition and consciousness; 
anti-realism denies this. However, I 
doubt that such a modification is 

really necessary, as  will be argued 
below.

☞
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