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The topic of this chapter is simple. I have long held that the early Heidegger was
a specific kind of philosophical animal, a transcendental pragmatist. But there
seem to be powerful reasons to think that it is simply incoherent to be both a
pragmatist and a transcendental philosopher. If this conjunction of positions is
indeed incoherent, and if we read Heidegger charitably, as we must, then there
are also good reasons to think that Heidegger could not have been a transcen-
dental pragmatist. In this chapter I first briefly lay out my reasons for thinking
that Heidegger was both a transcendental philosopher and a pragmatist, and
then show how it is indeed possible to coherently be both.

In this context, the locus classicus for the term ‘transcendental’ is, of course,
Kant. And, for once, Kant is reasonably clear concerning what he means by this
term. In a passage from the Introduction which appears in both editions of The
Criique of Pure Reason, Kant defines ‘transcendental knowledge’ as follows: ‘I call
all cognition transcendental that is occupied not so much with objects but rather
with our mode of cognition of objects insofar as this is to be possible a prior.’!
And in the Discipline of Pure Reason Kant specifies that a certain class of
propositions counts as ‘transcendental’: ‘Synthetic propositions that pertain to
things in general, the intuition of which cannot be given a priori, are transcen-
dental ... They contain merely the rule in accordance with which a certain
synthetic unity of that which cannot be intuitively represented a priori (of percep-
tions) should be sought empirically.’? :

For Kant, transcendental knowledge is distinguished by its distinctive subject
matter, by that with which it is ‘occupied’. Instead of being concerned, as most
of our knowledge is, with ordinary objects, the tables, quarks, beasts of the field,
and human beings, of our ordinary acquaintance, transcendental knowledge is
knowledge about our a priori knowledge of these ordinary objects. As the bulk of
the Critique makes clear, there are two sides to this transcendental ‘occupation’
with a priori knowledge. On the one hand, Kant raises the transcendental ques-
tion regarding our a priori knowledge of ordinary objects concerning just how it
is possible for us to have such knowledge. So any answer to this question, any
claim concerning how it is possible to have a priori knowledge of objects, if
known to be true, would count as transcendental knowledge. On the other hand,
as the second quote makes clear, Kant also speaks of our a priori knowledge of
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ordinary objects as itself transcendental, if that knowledge is derived from and
grounded in transcendental knowledge in the first sense, that is, if it is grounded
in knowledge of how it is possible to have a priori knowledge of objects. For Kant,
when we come to have transcendental knowledge in the sense of coming to
know how it is possible for us to have a priori knowledge of objects, we also come
to have transcendental knowledge in a second sense, a priori knowledge of what
pertains to the ordinary-ebjects of knowledge themselves as such.

So, in the canonical sense of the expression as it is used in Kant, there are
two kinds of transcendental knowledge. When we know that some propositions
concerning how it is possible for us to have synthetic a priori knowledge of ordi-
nary entities are true, that knowledge is transcendental. For example, when in
the Transcendental Aesthetic Kant answers the question ‘how can an outer intu-
ition inhabit the mind that precedes the objects themselves, and in which the
concept of the latter can be determined a prior?’ with the response ‘... not other-
wise than insofar as it has its seat merely in the subject, as its formal constitution
for being affected by objects and thereby acquiring immediate representation,
i.e. intuition, of them ...”, that response, if known to be true, would constitute
an example of transcendental knowledge in the first sense. Similarly, when we
know a preori the truth of some proposition concerning ordinary objects, and this
knowledge is supported by transcendental knowledge in the first sense, that
knowledge is also transcendental. The Second Analogy, the principle that ‘All
alterations take place in accordance with the law of the connection of cause and
effect, is an example of transcendental knowledge in this second sense.

For Kant, a prieri knowledge about objects is synthetic, rather than analytic, so
transcendental knowledge in the first sense is knowledge concerning how it is
possible to have synthetic a priori knowledge of objects. Kant uses ‘possible’ here
in a distinctive way. One might think that there could be several sets of condi-
tions which if met would make synthetic a priori knowledge of objects possible.
But as the remainder of the first Crifigue makes abundantly clear, Kant thinks
that there is a unique set of such enabling conditions. Given this fact, the unique
set of conditions which render it possible for us to have synthetic a priori knowl-
edge are seen by Kant as necessary conditions on this kind of knowledge. And,
since for Kant these unique enabling conditions of synthetic a priori knowledge of
objects also ground and justify that knowledge of objects, these same conditions
also specify what it is possible to know a priori concerning the necessary features
of these ordinary objects. This is the highest principle of all synthetic judge-
ments: “The conditions of the possibility of experience in general are at the same
time conditions of the possibility of the objects of experience, and on this
account have objective validity in a synthetic judgement a priori.”>

In Kant and his transcendental successors, knowledge of how synthetic a prion
knowledge is possible supports a priori knowledge of objects themselves in a
distinctive way. For Kant, synthetic a prion knowledge of a kind of object is
uniquely made possible by the fact that any intention which is directed towards
that sort of object must embody certain necessary features without which those
intentions would not intend that sort of object. For example, when one knows
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how it is possible to know the truth of the Second Analogy a priori, what one
knows is that to intend one event as the cause of another is to intend the two
events as related according to a rule of temporal order, and to know that unless
one intends something as having some such predecessor, one is not intending
that entity as an event, that is, an alteration in an object, at all. So even though the
concept of an event does not imply that all events have a cause, what it is to intend
an event as an event implies that intending anything as an event involves
intending it as having some cause or other. Our synthetic a priori knowledge that
every event has a cause is possible only because what it is to intend something as
an event requires that we intend it as having some cause, and this fact Justifies
the assertion that every event we can intend as such has a cause. For Kant and
his transcendental successors, synthetic a priori knowledge of objects that is
supported and elucidated in this fashion by our knowledge of how synthetic a
priori knowledge is possible also counts as transcendental.

Now, given the meaning of the expression ‘transcendental knowledge’, the
meaning of the expression ‘transcendental philosopher’ also becomes apparent.
Any philosopher who attempts to understand how it is possible to have a prior;
knowledge, or attempts to determine what we know a priori by first attempting to
determine how it is possible for us to have such knowledge, counts as a transcen-
dental philosopher. And, let me hasten to add, the early Heidegger so counts.

My claim that the early Heidegger counts as a transcendental philosopher
according to the Kantian conception might at first seem somewhat surprising,
For, after all, as Kant defines it, ‘transcendental’ has to do primarily with knowl-
edge, and it is well known that the early Heidegger is not primarily interested in
epistemology. Rather, his primary interest has to do with being, or what ‘being’
means. But if for Heidegger philosophy in general, and his own philosophy in
particular, concerns being, and transcendental philosophy primarily concerns the
conditions under which we can know a priori, then in what sense can Heidegger
be a transcendental philosopher? The answer to this question goes by way of
Heidegger’s distinctive understanding of the ‘a priore’.

In Kant, of course, the adjective ‘a prion® primarily qualifies ‘knowledge’. The
early Heidegger suggests that Kant’s focus on a priori knowledge blinded him to a
deeper sense of ‘the’ a priori. This deeper a priori is conceived by Heidegger to
ha.ve two sides. First, for Heidegger there is a sense in which being is prior to, ‘a

mn’ mn re!ation to, everything that is: ‘In early antiquity it was already seen that
being and its attributes in a certain way underlie beings and precede them and so
are a proteron, an earlier. The term denoting this character by which being
prf:ce.des beings is the expression a priori, aprionty, being earlier or prior. As a
priori, being is earlier than beings.’® This priority of being in relation to beings is
fassocmtcd with a second priority, the priority of mtentions directed towards being
in relation to intentions directed towards beings. For the early Heidegger, unless
1t were possible to intend what it means for an entity to be, it would be impos-
.fnblc to intend any entities themselves, so the intention directed towards being
itself is a priori in relation to intentions directed towards things that are. 4 priori
knowledge in Kant’s sense, which is necessary for the possibility of any specific
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knowledge of any particular entity, is only a special case of the more general
principle that it is possible to intend entities as entities that are only if it is already
possible to intend what it is for them to be. “The positive positing of any being
includes within itself an a priori knowledge and a priori understanding of the
being’s being, although the positive experience of such a being knows nothing of
this understanding and is incapable of bringing what is understood by it into the
form of a concept.”’ e

It is thus obvious that the early Heidegger accepts his own version of the
highest principle of synthetic judgement. For Heidegger, there are conditions
which must be met by any intention that intends something as something that is.
These conditions at once amount to an understanding by the intender of what it
is for any entity to be and conditions which determine a priori, or prior to any
specific experience of the entity, some of the character of any particular entity
that can be intended as something that is. So for early Heidegger the philoso-
pher’s articulation of our a priori understanding of being, or what it is for an
entity to be, allows us to see how such an understanding underlies and grounds
the character of any intentions directed towards things that are.

And, finally, for Heidegger, this prior, a priori being, and intending of being,
are only accessible to philosophy as the science of being, a science which itself
makes use of an a priori mode of cognition, that is, a kind of intending that is
independent of all intentions directed towards things that are. Heidegger’s name
for this a prion method of the science of being is ‘phenomenology’, and
phenomenology itself is the description of the a priori structures of intentionality
that allow for the possibility of intending being and thereby allow for the possi-
bility of intending entities that are. ‘The a priori character of being and of all
the structures of being accordingly calls for a specific kind of approach and way
of apprehending being — a priori cognition. The basic components of a priori
cognition constitute what we call phenomenology. Phenomenology is the name for
the method of ontology, that is, of scientific philosophy.’® ‘Phenomenology is the
analytic description of intentionality in its a priori”® I will return to this
Heideggerian version of transcendental method at the end of this chapter.

While Heidegger’s understanding of the a priori is thus rooted in the Kantian
conception, he understands himself as deviating from the Kantian usage in three
related respects. First, while Kant’s suggestion that we have a priori knowledge of
objects ‘in general’ certainly implies that our cognition intends a priori what it is
for such entities to be, Heidegger makes this implication explicit. Second,
Heidegger generalizes a qualification that Kant applies to knowledge to apply to
all intentions. Heidegger claims that it is a necessary condition on intending any
particular entity that one be capable of intending the being of that entity, and
intending what it is for that entity to be is in that sense a priori in relation to
intending that entity. Third, under the influence of Husserl, Heidegger suggests
that the appropriate way of investigating ‘intentionality in its a priori’ is descrip-
tive and intuitive rather than inferential and discursive. So Heidegger
understands himself to be offering transcendental-phenomenological descrip-
tions rather than transcendental arguments.
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‘= -Now whatever one thinks of these modifications of Kant, it should be clear
that they in no way imply that Heidegger is any other than a transcendental
philosopher in the straightforward Kantian sense. To be a transcendental
philosopher in that sense is to attempt to come to have explicit knowledge about
what can be known a priori about entities themselves by first determining how it
is possible to know entities a priori. Heidegger’s project is just a slight modification
and development of this attempt. That Heideggerian project involves the
attempt to determine what it is for any entity to be by first determining how it is
possible, prior to any experience of objects, to intend or understand any entity as
something that is. That is, Heidegger turns Aristotle’s science of being into a
transcendental science of being by raising the question that Kant designates the
t?anscendental question par excellence, which Heidegger thinks is prior to the ques-
tion that Aristotle raises in Book Zeta of the Metaphysics: ‘If philosophy is the
science of being, then the first, and last and basic problem of philosophy must
be, What does being signify? Whence can something like being in general be
understood? How is understanding of being at all possible?’!? To answer the first
question, ‘What does being signify?’, by first asking and answering the last ques-
tion, ‘How is understanding of being at all possible?’, is to be a transcendental
philosopher. So Heidegger is a transcendental philosopher.

But is Heidegger also a pragmatist? The answer to this question of course
turns on what is meant by the term ‘pragmatism’. Pragmatism is a recognizable
philosophical movement which, in a general way, is characterized by a cluster of
features that together serve to pick out a group of positions which share a family
?esemblance in virtue of which they deserve to be called pragmatic. I would
?nclude four such features in any characterization of pragmatism. These features
include characteristic views regarding meaning, regarding truth, regarding belief
and knowledge, and regarding the priority of acting over thinking in any attempt
to specify what is distinctive about human being. As opposed to the other three
features which are characteristic of pragmatic positions, this last feature has not
as yet been articulated in a simple slogan, but of these it seems to me that the
pragr.na%tic tendency to understand thinking in terms of acting is the most char-
acteristic pragmatic view and the one that best accounts for the others. I will
briefly discuss each of these tendencies of the pragmatic movement, ending with
the l.ast, and from my perspective, most important, ,

First, in general pragmatists tend to be verificationists regarding meaning,
Indec?d, Peirce’s claim that ‘the meaning of a sentence turns on what could count
as CYlanCC for its truth’ could serve both as definitory of verificationism and as
pa‘ma.lly criterial for pragmatic theories of meaning. This slogan is only partially
c?ltcnal for pragmatic theories of meaning, however, because pragmatists asso-
ciate verificationism with a distinctive operationalism concerning what counts as
evidence. As opposed to the logical empiricists who were active at the same time
as the second generation of pragmatists, pragmatists tended to think of evidence
as the result of discrete overt activities rather than as embodied in simple sensa-
tion. That is, for pragmatists the meaning of a sentence turns on what would

count as evidence for its truth, and in general what would count as evidence for
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the truth of some sentence is that some active intervention has some specific
result. So, the meaning of a sentence is specified by a set of subjunctive condi-
tionals, the antecedents of which are some specific overt operation or class of
operations, and the consequents of which are some specified results. For
example, to say that ‘a is harder than b’ is to say that were ‘a’ and ‘b’ dragged
along each other, the result would be that ‘b’, and not ‘a’, would be scratched.
Now, of course, as stated this view of meaning is far too crude to ever count as
an acceptable theory, but all later, more sophisticated, pragmatist views of
meaning can be seen as develdpments of this core intuition.

Second, pragmatists tend to accept a theory of what it is for a sentence to be
true that meshes nicely with the pragmatist view of meaning, If the meaning of
a sentence turns solely on what would count as evidence for its truth, then, recip-
rocally, for a sentence to be true is for a speaker, given the meaning of the
sentence, to be warranted by the evidence to assert it. Tying the meaning of a
sentence to evidence implicitly ties that meaning to the conditions under which
some speaker would be warranted in asserting that sentence, because the word
‘evidence’ is just a shorthand way of referring to the conditions which would
justify the assertion of or belief in some sentence. But since what one asserts
when one asserts some sentence, or what one believes when one believes it, is
that the sentence is true, the truth of the sentence comes to be associated with
warranted assertibility. To say that a sentence is true, then, is to say that the
evidence that is specified by the meaning of the sentence is in principle available,
so a speaker would be warranted in asserting that sentence. That is, a sentence is
true just in case were the operation specified in the antecedent of the conditional
which gives the meaning of that proposition carried out, the result specified in
the consequent of that conditional would actually occur. If when ‘a’ and ‘b’ are
dragged along one another, ‘a’ scratches ‘b’ rather than the reverse, then one is
warranted in asserting that ‘a’ is harder than ‘b’, and the sentence is true. Once
again, this view of truth is, of course, unacceptable as stated. Nevertheless, this
view can be seen to lie at the basis of all later pragmatist accounts of truth.

The pragmatist association of truth and warranted assertibility, combined with
the pragmatist insistence that evidence, or warrants for assertions, primarily
involve the results of operations, yield the characteristic pragmatic positions
regarding belief and knowledge. Beliefs are states of agents. Given a pragmatic
theory of meaning, what one says when one says that Jane believes that ‘a’is
harder than ‘b’ must be specified in terms of the evidence that warrants asserting
that Jane believes that it is true that ‘a’ is harder than ‘b’. When one believes that
some sentence is true, what one believes is that one is warranted in asserting that
sentence, and since what the assertion of the sentence says is specified by a
subjunctive conditional, what one believes when one believes that one is
warranted in asserting it is that were one to perform the operation specified by that

conditional, one would obtain the result specified by that same conditional. So
there are two sorts of evidence that warrant one in saying that Jane believes that ‘a
is harder than b’. Jane can simply assert the sentence, which if she is not lying gives
us evidence that she believes she is warranted in asserting it, or alternatively and
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more basically she can act on the belief. That is, if when Jane wants to scratch ‘b’
she runs ‘a’ along it, then we have evidence that Jane believes that ‘a’ is harder
than ‘b’. And since for a pragmatist what it is for it to be true that Jane believes that
‘@’ is harder than ‘b’ is fixed by the evidence that supports the claim that she does
so believe, then for Jane to hold that belief is for her to be in a state such that she
would act on it were she attempting to scratch ‘b’. For a pragmatist, beliefs are
essentially action guiding. But if this is what belief is, then knowledge, as justified
true belief, is just as surely tied to action. Jane knows that her belief is true only if
the action guided by her belief is really warranted by the evidence, and it is really
warranted by the evidence only if action guided by the belief would be successful.
That is, truth is what is good in the way of belief, and knowledge is the ability to
act so as to accomplish what one is out to accomplish. Jane knows that ‘a’ is harder
than ‘b’ when she knows how to use ‘a’ to scratch ‘b’. Knowing how is the basis for
knowing that.!1

This last characteristically pragmatic doctrine, that knowing that something is
the case is founded on knowing how to do something, is thus directly tied to the
pragmatist insistence that belief is essentially action guiding, which in turn is
associated with the pragmatist position that the meaning of a sentence is rooted
in a specification of a set of possible results of a set of concrete overt operations.
But this nest of pragmatic doctrines regarding the semantic properties of
meaning, truth, knowledge and belief is itself based upon a still more funda-
mental pragmatist belief. In each instance, pragmatism takes a semantic property
which has been traditionally associated with the private thought of an individual
conscious agent and reinterprets it in terms of overt action. What it is for an
agent to believe ‘p’ is reinterpreted in terms of that agent acting in accordance
with ‘p’; what it is for a sentence to have a meaning is reinterpreted in terms of a
set of overt operations and their potential results; what it is for an agent to know
that some sentence is true is reinterpreted as that agent knowing how to accom-
plish some end; and, perhaps most distinctively, what it is for a sentence to be
true is reinterpreted in terms of an agent being warranted in engaging in a type
of overt action, the action of asserting that sentence.

Now all of these semantic characteristics, an agent believing ‘p’, or knowing
‘p’, or the meaning of sentence ‘s’, or the truth of sentence ‘s’, involve an infen-
tional dimension, and in all of these cases the pragmatists root that intentional
dimension in the concrete overt activity of real agents who act so as to achieve
ends. So for a pragmatist, the intentionality of thought must be understood in
terms of the goal-directed activity of agents, as what it is for an agent or entity to
have or be in one of those intentional states, the being of those intentional states,
can only be understood in terms of the overt activity of agents who act so as to
achieve concrete ends. To coin a slogan, the fundamental pragmatist position
from which all the other characteristic pragmatic doctrines flow, is that the inten-
tionality of thought is ‘founded on’ the teleology of action.

More than a decade ago I argued at length in a book that the ecarly
Heidegger’s characteristic doctrines regarding meaning, truth, knowledge, and
what it is for an agent to have intentional states are all pragmatic in the sense
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that they satisfy the first three criteria outlined above for counting as pragma-
tist.!2 I have nothing to add to or subtract from those arguments and I do not
intend to waste your time by repeating them here. Anyone interested in tl.lose
arguments can look at the first half of my book. What I will do here. is to briefly
point to some evidence that supports my view that the early Hc1degge¥‘ also
accepts what I have just claimed is the core pragmatist position, that the inten-
tionality of thought is fourided on the teleology of action.

It is perhaps the early Heidegger’s most characteristic doctrine that, as he puts
it in Basic Problems of Phenomenology, Dasein’s being-in-the-world is the ‘foundation of
intentionality’. For Heidegger, there is no intentionality without being—in-t.he-.world,
being-in-the-world is a necessary condition on intentionality. Dasein is ‘in’ the
world in the sense of inhabiting it, or dwelling in it. But what is it for Dasein to
be-in the world in that sense? Well, here are some possible ‘modes’ of ‘being-in’:
‘working on something with something, producing something, cqltivating and
caring for something, putting something to use, employing somct'hmg for some-
thing’.!3 All of these modes of being-in are kinds of overt, goal-directed af:t1v1ty.
But ‘a’ is 2 mode or modification of ‘b’ only if an entity ‘S’ having or being ‘@’
implies that that entity also has or is ‘b’; e.g for Descartes, believing is a mode of
thinking. So for Heidegger to say as he does that all of these types of overt goal-
directed practical activity are modes of being-in is to say that any entity t}}at
engages in these activities thereby and in virtue of that fact also counts as being-in-
the-world. Now Heidegger finds that all of these overt activities imPIy that th.e
agent cares about things and takes them into her care, and it is in virtue of this
fact that these count as modes of being-in. But this care is in each of these cases
essentially embodied in activity which works towards the realization of some
telos. That is, it is the teleology of action that is essential to care and thus to
being-in. But being-in is, for early Heidegger, the foundation for intentionality,
and being-in essentially involves the teleology of action, so the .tcleolog}f of
action is a necessary condition on intentionality. So the early Heidegger is a
pragmatist. But this is a franscendental claim, in the very straightfor\fvard sense that
it is a claim regarding how intentionality as such and in general, mc%udmg t}?e a
priori intention directed towards being, is possible. So the early Heidegger is a
pragmatist, and a transcendental one to boot. QED. ‘

Unfortunately for me, however, things are not quite so simple and stralg.htfor‘-
ward. There are powerful reasons that one might think that pragmatism 1s
inconsistent with transcendental philosophy, so that anyone who was bf)th,
including Heidegger, could only be both if he were mFonsistent: Since
Heidegger was surely not inconsistent, it would follow from this conclusion that
he could not have been both a pragmatist and a transcendental philosopher.

But what reason is there to believe that pragmatism is inconsistent with tran-
scendental philosophy? Here is one that derives from the pragmatic notions of
meaning and knowledge. Transcendental knowledge is knowledge that concerns
how it is possible to know objects in the world a priori, or whi.cl?, on the basis of
knowing how it is possible to know objects in the world a prion, act'ua.lly asserts
some such a priori knowledge. But it is part of the core of pragmatism that the
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meaning of any sentence is fixed by a set of subjunctive conditionals concerning
what would occur were some overt operation actually carried out. So if Jane
believes that ‘a’ is harder than ‘b’, then she believes that if ‘a’ and ‘b’ were
dragged along one another, ‘b’ would be scratched. And it is further part of that
pragmatic core that for some agent to know that some such sentence is true
involves that agent knowing how to be successful at action that is guided by the
belief that that sentence is true. For example, Jane’s knowledge that ‘a’ is harder
than ‘b’ involves Jane knowing how to use ‘a’ to scratch ‘b’ should the occasion
arise. But, it can be fairly argued, that some operation will have some result is a
paradigm case of an a posteriori sentence: one can only know that some operation
will have some result by carrying out the actual experiment. Hence the pragmatic
emphasis on the role of experiment and trial and error. But if the meaning of all
sentences is fixed by some such conditional, then there are no sentences that can
be known to be true a priori. And if there is no knowledge a priori, there can be no
transcendental knowledge. So it follows that pragmatism and transcendentalism
are inconsistent, and Heidegger could not have been both unless he were also
inconsistent. But surely he was not, so it must be Okrent who is confused.

I must admit that at first blush this argument to the conclusion that transcen-
dental philosophy is inconsistent with pragmatism seems pretty tight. There is no
question that pragmatists are, in general, opposed to most varieties of essen-
tialism and predisposed to doubt any claims to a priori knowledge, and that these
tendencies are rooted in the core belief that action has priority over thought.
Nevertheless, there are certain confusions hidden in the above line of argument.
"To uncover those confusions let us look at some sentence that Kant suggests is
properly seen as a case of transcendental knowledge of the second sort, that is, a
case of a priori knowledge concerning objects that is justified by knowledge
concerning how synthetic a priori knowledge of objects is possible. My example
will, once again, be the Second Analogy, ‘All alterations take place in conformity
with the law of the connection of cause and effect’.

Intuitively, a proposition counts as synthetic a prior: if, and only if, it says some-
thing about objects and one is justified in believing that the proposition is true,
even though one lacks the experiential evidence of those objects which would
seem to be required for warranting such a belief. In order for the proposition to
be synthetic, it must say something about objects. To say that it is known a priori
requires that the proposition can be known to be true independently of experi-
ence of the objects it is about. Kant fleshes out this intuitive sense of what is
involved in a synthetic a priori proposition by proposing two criteria we can use to
determine that a synthetic sentence is knowable only a priori. These criteria are
universality and necessity.

For Kant, existential generalizations and singular synthetic propositions can
only be known to be true in light of our experiences of the objects they are
about. But, following Hume, Kant holds that universal propositions about
objects can never be warranted in that way. There is no finite set of experiences
which could ever justify a universal judgement. So if some such proposition is
nevertheless justified, it must be so justified by something other than the appeal
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to experience. But, Kant claims, there are some universal propositions about
objects which are justified. That they are is shown by the fact that some such
propositions are ‘necessary’. .

What can Kant mean when he says that some universal synthetic judgements,
the ones that are synthetic a prioni, are necessary? He cannot mean that th'ey are
logically necessary, as if they were they would be analytic and not synthegc a.n,d
it would not be possible. tgdistinguish Kant’s transcendentalism from Leibniz’s
rationalism. Nor can he mean that it is simply impossible for us to believe that
such a sentence is false. If that-was all that were involved in Kant’s sense of
necessity, it would not be possible to distinguish his transcendentalism from
Hume’s naturalism. Rather, when Kant says these claims are ‘necessary’ he
means something like that they are practically or normatwely necessary, that the
action of coming to believe them is justified or that we ought to believe that they
are true. To borrow a bit of terminology from Christine Korsgaard, we can say
that synthetic a priori propositions are rationally necessary in the sense that if we
are rational then we ought to believe that they are true.* But this amounts to 'the
suggestion that there are reasons we ought to believe in the truth of synthetic 2
priori judgements, that we are justified in believing them true, even though, an‘d
in the face of the fact that, we lack and must lack the evidence we would ordi-
narily need to justify having that belief, given the meaning of the sentence we
believe to be true. No wonder Kant thinks that there is a special problem
concerning how we could ever have synthetic a priori knowledge.

In the example of the Second Analogy we can see how this is all supposed to
work. On its face, the Analogy is a universal synthetic proposition. It asserts that
something is true of every possible instance of a certain class of ParFlculars,
namely alterations in persisting objects. As such, it could never bc? justified b}f
appeal to experience of actual alterations. Neverthelcs§, Kant claims that this
proposition is necessary, that is, that we ought to accept it as true of every ftvent
even though we have no reason to think it true of some event, and even if we
have reason to believe that it is not true of that event. That is, Kant holds that we
ought to believe that we are justified in believing that every event has some cause
come what evidence may. . . ‘

How could a pragmatist deal with this kind of Kantian example?.lt is notori-
ously difficult for anyone to provide an acceptable analysis of c.ausal judgements,
but perhaps a pragmatist might try something like this. She might attc.:mpt some
sort of pragmatic interpretation of a singular causal' judgement, using appro-
priate subjunctive conditionals, perhaps something like: ‘An event of type b
would not occur unless an event of type a were to occur’. This is the sort of
thing that a pragmatist might be able to test operationally for any suppos‘ec}
cause ‘@’, by varying initial conditions and seeing whether an event of type ‘b
occurs. She could then go on to interpret the ‘all’ literally. The result would be
something like: ‘For every event b there is some a such that b would not occur
unless a were to occur’. .

As I have unpacked what is involved in being a pragmatist, pragmatists are
committed to an operationalism regarding verifiability conditions. But there is no
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finite set of operations the results of which could ever justify a universal judge-
ment, so it is difficult for a pragmatist to understand how a universal synthetic
judgement could ever be verified by the range of evidence that seems relevant to
its truth. So it seems that a pragmatist must conclude that the evidence does not
warrant belief in the Second Analogy.

But it is crucial to note that in this respect a pragmatist is no different from
Kant or any other transcendental philosopher. Transcendental philosophers only
think that there is a puzzle about the possibility of knowledge of the truth of
universal synthetic judgements because such judgements can never be justified by
the unique range of evidence that is directly relevant to their truth. What makes
such assertions problematic is that they nevertheless seem to be necessary in Kant’s
sense; that is, it appears that we ought to believe that each event has a cause even
when the evidence seems to suggest that some event does not. So it does not
follow from the fact that a pragmatist cannot see how a synthetic a priori claim
could be supported by the directly relevant evidence that a pragmatist cannot be
a transcendental philosopher. If it did, Kant could not be one either.

In fact, pragmatism is uniquely well suited to understand how it possibly
could be the case that we rationally ought to believe that every event has a cause
even in the face of apparent counter-examples, that we ought rationally to act as
if the Second Analogy is true, even when we lack direct evidence for its truth.
For a pragmatist, beliefs are, ultimately, guides to action. And one is justified in
holding a belief if holding that belief is a guide to successfiel action. So, for a prag-
matist, if we are rational we stand under the meta-norm that we ought to hold
true whichever beliefs we have good reason to think lead to successful action,
regardless of whether or not those beliefs appear to be justified by the local evidence
that seems relevant to their truth. And, for a pragmatist, there can be good reasons
to accept this normative counsel which are less than perfect reasons. For a prag-
matist, the reason to believe that it is true that one ought to believe that every
event has a cause, come what experience may; is our experience that agents that act
according to that universal principle are successful agents, and those that do not
are not. As it happens, the principle that every genuine alteration in a genuine
persisting entity has a cause is so tightly connected with the way in which we
understand what it is to be an alteration and what it is to be a persisting entity

that it would be very hard to speak any human language, or operate successfully
in any sophisticated human community, or intervene successfully in the physical
world, if one did not accept this principle. So a pragmatist can have experiential
evidence that supports the claim that one should accept the universal principle
that every event has a cause even though one lacks the evidence to support this
universalization itself.

In effect, a pragmatist justifies a belief in something such as the Second
Analogy by pointing out that any agent that holds a system of beliefs that includes
the principle that every event has a cause is likely to cope with the world more
successfully than an agent whose system of beliefs does not include this principle.
For the pragmatist, for an agent to hold this belief is for the agent to be disposed
to act in accordance with this belief. And for an agent to be disposed to act in
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accordance with the Second Analogy is for that agent to be disposed to attempt
to ‘get a handle’ on any new and initially puzzling phenomenon. But, thc. prag-
matist can plausibly argue, we have ample evidence that agents thztt act in thl’s
way are more likely to succeed, are more likely to arrive at greater know-how’,
than those who passively accept new types of events as unaccountal?le. Anq,
since knowing-how is at the origin of knowing-that, any agent who believes this
principle is likely to come to-have greater knowledge of he'r w?rld than :any.agent
who does not accept the Second Analogy. This in turn justifies a belief in the
principle that every event has a cause. y '
One needs to be careful with the logic here. A proposition count§ asa bl.t of
synthetic a priori knowledge if, and only if, it meets a set of four Fondlnons. First,
the claim must be true, otherwise it would not count as a bit of knowledge.
Second, it must be about objects, otherwise the claim vyoul.d not count as
synthetic. Third, the judgement must be justified, othf:rwme it would not l.)e
known. And fourth, it must be universal and ‘necessary’ in Kant’s sense. That is,
it must be a universal proposition which could not be justiﬁed'by the relevant
direct evidence concerning its truth, which nevertheless we rationally ought to
believe is true even in the face of this lack of evidence. The Second Analogy
meets all of these conditions, for a pragmatist as well as for Kant. For a pragma-
tist, the empirical evidence that is relevant to the truth of the Second Analogy
has directly to do with whether for every event it would not have occu‘rred unless
some other event occurred. And, for a pragmatist, the evidence of this type that
we could have could never be sufficient to warrant the assertion o‘f the Seconfi
Analogy. Nevertheless, the pragmatist can argue that we do have evidence that it
is rational for an agent to believe that every event has a cause, that one ought t'o
believe that every event has a cause, come what dir.ect CVlan‘C? may. This
evidence is supplied by the role that this principle plays in the cognitive economy
of successful rational agents. And since what an agent ought to believe when she
ought to believe this principle is hat every event has.a cause, and s'he 01.1ght to
believe this regardless of the lack of direct eviden.ce in fa.vour of this belief; sh.e
ought to believe this claim to be true come what direct ‘ewde.nce may. S(? t-h'erc is
no reason that a pragmatist cannot consistently behevc‘: in t‘he pOSSlblht}.’ of
Kant’s second type of transcendental knowledge. T}?er-e‘ is no incoherence in a
pragmatist holding that there are true synthetic a priori _]udgerTn?nts th'f\t we are
justified in believing true, regardless of a lack of direct empirical evidence in
favour of these judgements. o
What is not relevant to the issue of whether some proposition is knowable
synthetic a priori or not is what, in fact, does justify us in following the norm that
we ought to believe that and act as if such principles are true. As lo.ng as we ze
so justified, and that justification does not come from our experience of the
instances that fall under the principle, the principle that we follow has the status
f synthetic a priori knowledge. : ’
° ix’nhat is urﬁzle about tEe pragmatist is the status of‘ her answer to Ka.nt.s
guiding transcendental question concerning how synthetic a prwon knc?wledie is
possible. That is, the pragmatist differs from other transcendental philosophers
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regarding the status of her answer to the question of what it is that does Jjustify
our synthetic a priori knowledge. The pragmatic understanding of the status of
this knowledge is unique in two respects. As we have seen, for the pragmatist, it is
only our experience of the success of agents who act on certain universal princi-
ples concerning objects which explains to us the apparent ‘necessity’ of those
principles, why it is that we should hold those principles true even in the face of
apparent counter-evidence. So, for the pragmatist, our transcendental knowledge
of how it is possible for us to have synthetic a priori knowledge is not, ultimately,
iself a priori. Rather, it is based on experience and thus a posteriori. This difference
in status implies a second difference. Because, for a pragmatist, our reasons for
believing that we ought to believe, for example, that every event has a cause have
to do with our experience of the utility of this belief, our knowledge that that
belief is true is itself less than apodictic. That is, what we believe when we
believe the Second Analogy to be true is that it is universally the case that events
have causes. Because it is rational to hold this belief, we are justified in believing
in any given case that an event has a cause, even though we have no information

regarding that cause. But, since for the pragmatist we have less than apodictic 4
priori grounds for our belief in the truth of the Second Analogy, that belief is
itself fallible: we might be wrong. So, for the pragmatist, the fact that it is
possible to know the truth of the Second Analogy a priori does not imply that this
knowledge itself is infallible. But this fact does not imply that there is anything
mcoherent in a pragmatist holding that there is indeed transcendental knowledge
of Kant’s second sort, e.g. synthetic a priori knowledge of objects. ,

So it is not inconsistent to be a pragmatist and to hold that there is transcen-
dental, that is, synthetic a prior, knowledge concerning ordinary objects. The
trick is to hold that there are good, though less than apodictic a priori, reasons to
hold that we ought to believe some universal propositions even in the face of a
failure of direct evidence. Because for the pragmatist there is a distinction
between the claim that every event has a cause and the claim that an agent
ought to believe that every event has a cause, we can have good reasons to
believe the latter even when we lack deciding reasons to believe the former. But
because of the character of the claim that one ought to believe that every event
has a cause, if one has reason to believe i one also has reason to believe that
every event has a cause. The fact that the reasons for believing that one ought to
believe that every event has a cause come what may are themselves reasons
which might be undercut by further evidence in no way alters the fact that what
such considerations give us reason to believe is zhat every event has a cause, come
what may. That is, for a pragmatist, the evidence which might undercut the
Second Analogy does not have to do with our experience of the causes of events,
but rather has to do with the utility of our beliefs regarding the causes of events,

- But what of transcendental knowledge of Kant’s first sort, knowledge
concerning how synthetic a priori knowledge of ordinary objects is possible? Well,
the facile thing for a Pragmatist to say in response to this question is just that if
one s a pragmatist who believes that there is transcendental, that is, synthetic a
prori, knowledge concerning ordinary objects, then there is no reason not to ask
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Kant’s question of how that knowledge is possible, and thus obtain transcen-
dental knowledge of the first sort. Indeed, that is just what I have been doing
here.!? After all, Kant does not say that, to count as transcendental., answers to
his question must themselves count as being known synthetic a pn'on: So the fact
that pragmatic claims regarding how synthetic knowledge is possible are not
thought to be a priori does not disqualify such claims as tra_nscendenta%.
But one must admit+that there is something facile about this response.
Traditionally, transcendental questions concerning how it is possible to have a
priori knowledge of ordinary objects have been answered by appeals to structural
features of the intentions that are directed towards those entities. The necessary
conditions on the possibility of intending ordinary entities are structufal features
of intentions directed towards those entities without which the intentions would
not be the intentions they are. As I mentioned above, in Kant, whe’n one knows
how it is possible to know the truth of the Second Analogy a priori, what one
knows is that to intend one event as the cause of another is to intend the two
events as related according to a rule of temporal order, and to know t}}at unlless
one intends something as having some such predecessor, one is not .mtendmg
that entity as an event, that is, an alteration in an object, z}t all.. But since t}?es.e
structural features are taken to be necessary to the intentions in question, it is
natural to think that such features of intentions can only be graspe.d thrc.)ugh
some kind of non-empirical means. In Kant, these means are something akm to
conceptual analysis of what it is to intend entities of various sor.ts,'whlle in
Husser’s phenomenology such analysis is replaced with an a prion analytic
description of the intentions themselves. But, in both of the traditional cases, the
grounds on which we are to answer the first sort of transccndental question, the
question concerning how it is possible to know a priori, are themselves taken to be
a priort. .
Transcendental philosophy, then, involves the attempt to ground synthetic a
priori knowledge of objects on synthetic a priorr knowledge ‘of the necessary
features of intentions directed towards those objects. Pragmatism, on the oifher
hand, insists that we have less than a priori knowledge of hctw‘ our syn.thetlc a
priort knowledge is possible. Does this difference not show that it is inconsistent to
be both a pragmatist and a transcendental philosopher after all? ' ]
Not really. Transcendental knowledge of the ﬁrst sort, that is, knowledge c:i
how it is possible to have a priori knowledge of objects, is, according to Kant an
his successors, itself an instance of synthetic a priori knqwledge. The. object of this
knowledge is intentionality itself, and what one knows if one has this sort of tran-
scendental knowledge is that it is necessary for an intention to be the intention it
is that it have some feature or other. But a pragmatist has avaﬂal?le for her use a
perfectly good pragmatic way of understanding tlu?t sort of claim. To‘sa’yhthat
one has synthetic a priori knowledge that all intentions of some class ‘O 1ave
feature ‘F” is, for a pragmatist, to say that, rationally, one alw?ys ougl.lt to believe
that intentions of class ‘O’ have feature ‘F’, come what dlrcr.:t ejndcnc.e may.
That is, the pragmatist can hold that such propositions concerning I?tcnuqnahty
are ‘necessary’ in just the same sense that, say, the Second Analogy:is necessary.
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There are reasons, independent of our experience of intentions, that we should
hold that certain universal propositions concerning intentions are true, even in
the face of apparent evidence to the contrary. How such transcendental knowl-
edge of intentionality is itself possible is, of course, a different matter.

There is no reason a pragmatist cannot coherently assert that our knowledge
of the structure of intentionality is itself synthetic a priors, or even assert that our
knowledge of how it is possible for there to be synthetic a priori knowledge of
objects is itself based on this synthetic a priori knowledge of intentions. All she
needs to do is to repeat the same move she made before, except this time apply it
to our knowledge of the structure of intentions. Our knowledge of the structure
of intentions is embodied in universal judgements which are not supported by
our experience of intentions, but these judgements are nevertheless necessary,
that is, rationally justified. Just as long as the pragmatist ultimately appeals to the
meta-norm that it is rational to believe those propositions that lead to successful
action, and our a posteriori experience that following some principle does lead to
success, in explaining how knowledge of such principles is possible, there is no
reason that she cannot coherently maintain the existence at each level of
synthetic a prior: knowledge.

But what less than apodictic a priori grounds could support some synthetic a
prior: principle concerning intentionality? Here is an example. One might main-
tain that nothing could count as an agent that has beliefs unless most of that
agent’s beliefs were true. This, I take it, would be a synthetic a priori claim
regarding a class of intentions, beliefs. Now for a pragmatist, one is entitled to
say that some agent has beliefs only if one could recognize that agent as acting
for some purposes or other. And there might be good but less than apodictic a
priori grounds for holding that nothing could be recognized as acting for purposes
unless most of that agent’s beliefs were true. If this were the case, one would
have supplied a pragmatic, less than a priori answer to the question of how it
would be possible to have knowledge of a synthetic a priori claim regarding inten-
tionality, in this case, the principle of charity. So, after all, it is possible for a
transcendental philosopher to be a pragmatist even in regard to transcendental
knowledge having to do with how it is possible to have a priori knowledge of
objects, knowledge of the necessary conditions for intending entities.

What does all this have to do with Heidegger? If what I have been saying is
right, then it is possible for a pragmatist to also be a transcendental philosopher.
One of the many reasons Heidegger could not be a pragmatist cannot be
because he is a transcendental philosopher. One can be both, and so Heidegger
can be both. In the interests of fairness, however, I must now admit that there is
a closely related claim to the one we have been examining which is true about
what is inconsistent, and which is relevant to Heidegger. I mentioned earlier that
I would return to a certain characteristic doctrine of the early Heidegger that I
illustrated with a quote from Basic Problems of Phenomenology. It is time to return to
that doctrine and that quotation. “The a priori character of being and of all the
structures of being accordingly calls for a specific kind of approach and way of
apprehending being — a priori cognition. The basic components of a priori cogni-
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tion constitute what we call phenomenology. Phenomenology is the name for the
method of ontology, that is, of scientific philosophy.’'6 This quote enunciates, as
clearly as possible, the early Heidegger’s understanding of and adherence to a
certain philosophical method of justification that he calls phenomenology
According to that method, it is possible to have a priori cognitions concerning cate-
gorial structures, including the structures of being. That is, phenomenology, as
Heidegger understafids it, involves the ability to have intuitions of the structure
and nature of categorial intuitions which themselves yield a priori reasons to
believe that there are certain ways of understanding what it is to be without
which one could not intend any being. From this it follows immediately that, in
so far as Heidegger is a phenomenologist, he believes that our knowledge of how
it is possible for us to have synthetic a priori knowledge is ultimately synthetic a
priont itself. And, as we ought to have recognized by now, no pragmatist could
believe that, on pain of inconsistency.

Since pragmatism and transcendental philosophy are in fact compatible, it is
false to say that Heidegger could not consistently be a transcendental pragmatist.
What one can say truly is that because pragmatism, transcendental philosophy
and phenomenology are inconsistent, it is incoherent for anyone, including early
Heidegger, to be a pragmatic transcendental phenomenologist. Now I am sure
that many would go on from here to conclude that since Heidegger was surely a
transcendental phenomenologist, he could not consistently be a pragmatist. But,
as that other great pragmatist Quine has taught us, which of an inconsistent
triad one chooses to reject is to some degree optional. And, since it seems so
clear to me that most of what is interesting in early Heidegger is his pragmatism,
and phenomenology is such a dubious method anyway, it is also clear to me that
Heidegger could not be a phenomenologist because he was (or should have been)
a transcendental pragmatist.
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