Boros Janos
Analitikus filozéfia, kontinentalis filozofia, pragmatizmus

A tobb mint egy évtizede tart6 kutatasi program kdzéppontjdban az angolszasz analitikus
filozofia, a kontinentalis filozofia kapcsolata, és a kett6 kdzti kdzvetités lehetésége a
pragmatizmus segitségevel all. A projekt 2005-6s és az OTKA Altal is timogatott programja
Robert Brandom filozofiaja volt. Robert Brandom egy altala inferencializmusnak nevezett
racionalista nyelv- és filozofiafelfogast képvisel. Nézeteit sajatos terminologiaval fejezi ki, és
e terminoldgiat hasznalva olvas filozéfiatérténeti szerzoket.

A kutatasi projektben e terminoldgia feltarasa, elsajatitasa, miikodésének vizsgalata allt. A
projekt munkéajaban a pécsi Tudomanyegyetem Filozéfia Doktori Iskola hallgatoi is részt
vettek. Brandom és a masodlagos irodalom tanulmanyozasa mellet megvizsgaltuk
filozofiatorténeti értelmezéseit is. A munka soran két konferencit tartottunk, magyar nyelviit
és egy angol nyelvii nemzetkdzit. Ez utdbbin Eurdpa 8 orszagabol és az Egyesiilt Allamokbol
vettek részt kutatok.

A kutatasok két f6 eredménye egy szisztematikus (1) és egy torténeti (2) tézisben
fogalmazhat6 meg.

1. Robert Brandom racionalis expresszivista inferencializmusa a megértes szemantikai
,felulrol lefelé” elméletével nem ad szamot arrol, hogy nyelviink miként szol a vilagrol. A
nyelvi és tudomanyos gyakorlatok szamara torténetiek, és nem ,,naturalistak”: a vilag, a
nyelvbe valo ,.tapasztalati bevétel”, rendszerének csak a szélén jelenik meg. Brandom
inferencializmusa nem jut el a vilagig, nem képes szamot adni arrél, hogy miként ,,sz61”
nyelvink a vilagrol. (A mellékletben szereplé tanulmanyok zéme ezzel a témaval
foglalkozik.)

2. Robert Brandom a filozofiatorténet szerzgit (Descartes, Spinoza, Leibniz, Kant, Hegel,
terminoldgia azonban altaldban nem illeszthet6 ,,maradék nélkil” a vizsgalt szerzok
miiveihez. Ezzel sajatos értelmezések adddnak, melyek egyrészt Brandom kortarsaiva teszik
az adott gondolkodokat, masrészt azonban a szerzék avatott értelmezéi korében heves
ellenallast valtanak ki. (A mellékletben szerepl6 tanulmanyok kozil Boros Janos és Danielle
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motivumait foglalja 6ssze. E filozofia a fogalmak filozofiaja. Brandom alapvet6 tétele, hogy a
filozofia 6 feladata a gondolkodas, a megértés vizsgalata. Ez pedig a gondolkodas
alapelemeinek, a fogalmaknak az elemzésén keresztil vezethet. Mivel pedig a fogalmak
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A nyelvi kijelentések jelentései, az intencionalis &llapotok tartalmai inferencialis haloban
kapcsolddnak 0ssze, ezért a gondolkodasban a referenciaval szemben az inferencianak kell

'Robert Brandom, Articulating Reasons, Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 2000.



alapvet6 szerepet tulajdonitani. Brandom azt keresi, hogy mi valasztja el a
fogalomhasznalokat a fogalmakat nem hasznaldktol, mikdzben visszautasitja a fogalmi
platonizmust, és pragmatizmus mellett szall sikra. A pragmatikus magyarazati elv szerint a
,valamit kimondani, gondolni, hinni” a ,,valamit csinalni [doing]” fogalmaval kdzelitheté
meg. A nyelv az intencionalitas helye. Davidson szerint a nyelv és a gondolkodas nem
magyarazhato meg teljesen a masikkal, nincs teljes szétvalasztasi lehetéség, néla a kettd
0sszekapcsolodik. Ezzel szemben Brandom a fogalmi hasznalatot nyelvi tigynek [linguistic
affair] tartja. A nyelvi aktivitas ennek megfelel6en inkabb kifejezés, mint reprezentacio, innen
ad prioritast, szemantikus magyarazatai foltlrél lefelé [Top-down] irdnydak. Racionalista
expresszivizmusa a kifejezéseket inferencialis szerepiikben vizsgalja és értelmezi. A nyelvi
gyakorlatok pragmatikus elemzése az indokok adasanak és kérésének feltarasa, a nyelv
indokok termelése és fogyasztasa. Az értelmességnek [sapience] prioritasa van szemben a
puszta érzékiséggel [sentience]. Felfogasa holisztikus, mert egyetlen fogalom megértése sok
mas fogalom megertését is feltételezi. A szemantika szerepe nem episztemologiai, hanem
expressziv. Brandom sajét tervezetét hegelianusnak nevezi, amennyiben az a tudat
racionalista, expresszivista kidolgozasa, mely elvezet az 6ntudat elméletéhez, és a megértés
[understanding] eredeti feltarasahoz.

Alapveté kérdés, hogy egy expresszivista-inferencialis rendszer miként jeleniti meg az
,Ottlévs” vilagot vagy a vilag targyait. Kézenfekvé, hogy a szingularis terminusok jelenjenek
meg, mint amelyek egyszerre a nyelv részei és valamilyen modon kapcsolddnak a trgyakhoz.
Brandom meghatarozasaban ,,a szingularis terminusok olyan nyelvi kifejezések, amelyek
partikularis targyakra referalnak, azokat denotéaljak vagy jeldlik.”? Az elsé kérdés, ami
folvethetd, hogy vajon a partikuléris targy fogalma érthetéve teheto-e a szingularis
terminusokra vald hivatkozas nélkil. Quine-ra hivatkozva Brandom azt allitja, hogy a
szingularis terminusok olyan kifejezések, amelyek egyetlen targyra referalnak. Brandom
Kisérletet tesz, hogy a szinguléris terminus fogalmat igy magyarazza, hogy nem hivatkozik
annak referencialis vagy reprezentacionalis ,,tartalméara”. Kant nyoman hangsulyozza, hogy a
nyelv alapveté egysége a mondat [sentence], melyeket beszédaktusokban jelenitiink meg.
Ezzel szemben problematikus marad a mondat alatti [subsentential] kifejezések értelmezése,
mikdzben nyilvanvald, hogy minden beszélé kozosség hasznal ilyeneket. A mondat-szeri
kifejezésektdl szubsztitlcio segitségevel juthatunk el a mondat alatti kifejezésekhez
[subsentential expressions]. A ,,szingularis terminusok” Brandom szerint szintaktikai
értelemben olyanok, hogy valamit helyettesithetnek, valami helyére kerlilhetnek a mondatban.
Szemantikai értelemben pedig szimmetrikus szubsztiticios-inferencidlis jelentéséggel birnak.
Ezzel szemben az allitmanyoknak szintaktikus szubsztiticios-stukturdlis szerepiik van, mig
szemantikai értelemben megjelenésiik aszimmetrikus szubsztitucids-inferencialis jelentéségii.
Vizsgéalatai végén Brandom Kijelenti, hogy a ,,mi a szinguldris terminus” kérdését ugy tudja
megvalaszolni, hogy nem kellett a targyak fogalmara hivatkoznia. Mint kutatasaink
Kimutattak, inferencialista szemantikaja nem teszi lehet6vé a ,,targyakhoz” vald eljutast, igy
az nem is tekinthet6 ,,ismeretelméletnek”, és jogosnak tekinthet6 McDowell kritikaja, aki
szerint Brandom fogalmai nem érintkeznek a vilaggal, azok mintegy az ,,lrességben vald
surlodasmentes forgasra” vannak itélve [frictionless spin in the void]. McDowell viszont
kritizalhaté Brandom felél, mivel McDowell ugyan azt allitja, hogy fogalmai ,,leérnek” a
vilagba, val6jaban ezzel bizonyithatéan az idealizmus csapdajaba esik. A vilag maga
McDowellnél nem csak kauzalis, de racionalis struktiraval rendelkezik. Olyan allitas, melyet
nem csak Brandom, de példaul Davidson is visszautasit.

2R. Brandom, id. mii, 123. ,,Singular terms are linguistic expressions that refer to, denote, or designate particular
objects.”



A Kkutatas egy tobb mint tiz éve tartd kutatasi munka része. Brandom kiiléndsen is alkalmas az
analitikus, a kontinentalis és a pragmatikus hagyomany 6sszefliggeseinek tanulmanyozasara,
tekintettel arra, hogy 6 maga mindhdrom hagyomanybol szarmazo szévegekkel dolgozik, és
valamennyihez jelent6s a hozzajarulasa. A kutatasok soran — és ez a mellékletekbdl is latszik
— nyilvanvaldva valt e harom tradicio kozti kozvetités és atjarhatdsag nehézsége, és vilagossa
valtak az ilyen eréfeszitések hatarai.

A kutatasi programban fontos szerepet jatszik a fiatal nemzedékkel valé egyuttmikddes, a
pécsi doktori iskola hallgatdinak bekapcsolasa a nemzetkdzi vérkeringésbe. Az egy éves
kutatomunka eredményekent két PhD hallgatd télthet egy-egy szemesztert Pittsburgh-ben,
Robert Brandom intézetében. Egyik pécsi PhD-hallgatd (Szolcsanyi Tibor) jelenleg (2006.
februér) is Robert Brandomnal dolgozik a Pittsburgh-i Egyetemen.

A kutatas konkrét ereményei, ahogy a palyazat beadasakor igértem, konyvek, nemzetkozi
konferencia és kutatd szeminariumok voltak.

A nemzetkdzi kutatdcsoport, mellyel évek 6ta egyiitt dolgozom, 2006. majusaban éppen ezen
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kulonféle aspektusait vizsgaltuk.
Mellékelem a rendezett nemzetkdzi konferencia programjét.
Az éves kutaté munkabol harom kényv készil

Robert Brandom, Indokok tagolésa (Articulating Reasons) forditésa. A lektoralas elétt allo
szoveg mellékelve.

Boros Janos (szerk.), Tagolt indokok, magyar nyelvii irdsok Boros Janos és a Pécsi Doktori
Iskola hallgatoi irasaival. Elkészilt fejezetek mellékelve.

Boros Janos (ed.), Robert Brandom’s Inferentialism, angol nyelvii kotet a Pécsett rendezett
konferencia anyagaval (szévegek mellékelve).

Mellékletek:
Nemzetkdzi konferencia-program
Boros Janos eléadasa a nemzetk6zi Brandom-konferencian (angolul)

Mellékletben nem szerepel, de a Bizottsag esetleges kérésére kuldeni tudom:
Brandom, Articulating Reasons magyar nyersforditasa — véglegesités és publikacio
elokésziletben
Brandom nemzetkdzi konferencia anyaga, konyv el6késziiletben
Brandomrdl sz616 kotet magyarul elkészilt anyagai
(Tekintettel arra, hogy a projekt egy éves futamidejii volt, a publikacié még nem torténhetett
meg.)
Pécs, 2006. februar 27.
Boros Janos sk.
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Monday, April 25

Morning Session 8.50-11.50 — Chair: Janos Boros

8.50-9.00 Opening — Janos Boros

9.00-9.20 Aude Bandini (Paris), Semantics and Pragmatics: from Sellars to Brandom
9.20-9.40 Christian Barth (Munchen), Sellars and Brandom on Thoughts
9.40-10.00 Discussion — 10.00-10.20 Break

10.20-10.50 Danielle Macbeth (Haverford College, USA), Inferentialism and Holistic
Role Abstraction in the Telling of Tales

10.50-11.10 Laszl6 Kocsis (Pécs), Inference, Meaning and Conservative Extension
11.10-11.30 Matjaz Potrc (Ljubljana), Inferential Principles
11.30-11.50 Discussion

11.50-14.00 Lunch Break

Afternoon Session 14.00-16.10 — Chair: Danielle Macbeth
14.00-14.20 Doéra Rippl (Pécs), Some notes on Brandom’s Socratism

14.20-14.40 Zso6fia Zvolenszky (Budapest — New York), Deontic Discourse — Lessons from
Inferentialism

14.40-15.00 Discussion — 15.00-15.10 Break
15.10-15.30 Matteo Negro (Catania), Inferentialism and Epistemic Normativity
15.30-15.50 Ferenc Andraés (Pécs), Objective, intersubjective and ,,between”

15.50-16.10 Discussion — 16.10-17.30 Break

Evening Lecture and Response 17.30-18.50 — Chair: Tadeusz Szubka
17.30-18.30 Robert Brandom, Kantian Lessons about Mind, Meaning, and Rationality

18.30-18.50 Janos Boros, Kantianism and Inferentialism: Comments on Brandom

19.00 Take off for Dinner in Pavlik Cellar, Pécs, Varju diilé 1.



Tuesday, April 26

Morning Session 9.00-11.50 — Chair: Christian Barth

9.00-9.20 Sami Philstrom (Finland), Brandom on Pragmatism

9.20-9.40 Tomek Zarebski (Lodz), Logic from the expressivist point of view
9.40-10.00 Discussion —10.00-10.20 Break

10.20-10.40 Tadeusz Szubka (Szczecin), Brandom and Analytic Philosophy
10.40-11.00 Zsolt Garai (Pécs), Materiality of Reasoning

11.00-11.20 Benjamin Sylvand (Paris), Representation and Inferentialism
11.20-11.50 Discussion

11.50-14.00 Lunch Break

Afternoon Session 14.00-17.10 — Chair: Sami Philstrom

14.00-14.20 Tibor Szolcséanyi (Pécs), An inferential reconstruction
of the reliable differential responsiveness

14.20-14.40 Krisztian Pete (Pécs), The inferential role of singular terms

14.40-15.00 Istvan Danka (Budapest — Pécs), Singular Terms, Particular Objects,
Universal Problems

15.00-15.20 Discussion — 15.20-15.40 Break

15.40-16.00 Gyorgy Papay (Budapest — Pécs), Competing Final Concepts:
Perceptual Experience versus Social Practices

16.00-16.20 Dezsé Banki (Budapest), Exercising Reliable Dispositions in Action
16.20-16.50 Gyula Mezési (Pécs), Ethics or Action Theory

16.50-17.10 Discussion, Concluding Remarks

18.00 Take off for Villany



Robert Brandom, Articulating Reasons — Conference, Pécs, Hungary, April 24-25, 2005

Janos Boros
University Pécs

Kantianism and Inferentialism: Comments on Brandom

,» Though the thought sometimes tempts me, 1 will not in fact claim that Kant tells us nearly
everything we need to know about minds, concepts, and their use and contents ... I think it
does deserve to be thought of as the most important distinctively philosophical contribution to
the multidisciplinary study of mind, meaning, and rationality.”® Brandom holds Kant
fundamentally important in our philosophical understanding of mind, meaning and rationality,
and | agree with him. | was surprised, when | realized, that in his last book, Tales of the
Mighty Dead”, there is no chapter about Kant. These are historical essays ,,in the Metaphysics
of Intentionality”, and since the good part of the contemporary philosophical world is waiting
for Brandom’s book about Hegel, | supposed that in his preparatory studies there will be a
chapter about Kant. There is not, but there are many quotation and references in opposite to
his earlier Making it Explicit®, where there was not too much reference on Kant.

The understanding and interpretation of Kant in the English philosophy is generally
influenced by Peter Strawson. Brandom’s Kant-interpretation is further influenced by Sellars,
who attacked the concept of the ,,Myth of the Given” with more or less Kantian arguments. |
am convinced that Brandom is one who came very close to Kant’s thought. There are
different methodological possibilities to deal with Kant, as with any other great figures of the
past. Roughly we can try to understand the given author himself or we can use him or her to
our own purposes. The first one is a historical the other one is a contemporary (sometimes
called ,,systematic”) interest. In both cases we cannot ignore the historical development, the
shift of the meaning of our concepts and other intellectual and scientific changes. Historical
understanding is a reconstruction of a thought of the past, in our own terms. It cannot fit with
the original, because no one could tell us what is the original meaning of a historical work.
The authors themselves (Plato, Kant, Hegel or any other giant of the intellectual history of
Mankind) after having written their works, are only interpreters of their own thoughts, but not
the only ones and the only authorities over their work. Rorty says that we understand past
philosophers, Plato, Aristotle and others even better then they understood themselves.
Contemporary use of historical thoughts have a greater freedom, they can use some elements
or constituents, without using other parts. One can accept the analytic part of the First
Critique of Kant and rejecting lot of argumentations of the dialectic, or similarly accept the
first part of the second critique and reject the postulates.

Brandom says that one of the main criteria, of epistemology or semantics, of philosophy and
interpretation, is inferential correctness. Our propositions should be premises or conclusions
of correct inferences. If they are not, we cannot give sense to them. The question remains
however, what makes an inference correct, what can we infer and what not from given

*R. Brandom, Kantian Lessons about Mind, Meaning, and Rationality, Manuscript 27. (The page number of the
Manuscript is in my print.)

* R. Brandom, Tales of the Mighty Dead. Historical Essays in the Metaphysics of Intentionality, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, Harvard University Press, 2002.

® R. Brandom, Making It Explicit. Reasoning, Representing, and Disccursive Commintment, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, Harvard University Press, 1994.



premises — and this is not always and not necessarily a philosophical, a logical or a
transcendental question.

Brandom’s Kant interpretation is original in the sense that he uses concepts which are not
common in Kant scholarship. It takes a place between the interpretation of an author and
using him for our own purposes. In the following I will analyze briefly some of the
suppositions, premises of Brandom in his inferential picture of Kant.

Epistemology and Semantics

Brandom says that Kant turned modern Cartesian epistemology into semantics. | will argue
that whereas Brandom is right that it is possible to interpret Kant’s Transzendentalphilosophie
as a semantic theory, Brandom’s argumentation and use of concepts remains on an
epistemological level. In a sense Brandom speaks about a semantic turn of Kant, but he seems
to continue to apply some fundamental concepts in an epistemological way. If I am right,
what he is doing in his interpretation, is not what he is saying.

Descartes asked, what makes true our representations or ideas. This is an epistemological
question, the question of the relationship of the knowledge and the known. How a thinking
subject can be sure that his representations mediate to the knower not only appearances but
the world as it really is. Descartes could not answer this question with his own resources,
since the thinking subject in his picture has no possibility to get outside itself, and test
independently the relationship of the representation and the represented. It has only
representations and finally only a God can secure their truthfulness.

Kant goes one level deeper, and this is for Brandom the area of semantics. This is a peculiar
name, we cannot find this word even in the newest Kant-interpretations, such as that of the
German Akademie Verlag.® Semantics is for Brandom here not a linguistic theory of
meaning, but the genesis of meaning. Kant does not ask, what is the relationship of the
epistemological subject and object. The basis of his theory is the supposition that to analyze
the relationship between the knower and the known, first we have to analyze the epistemic or
cognitive structure of the mind, without which there cannot be knowledge at all. Books and
tables do not have knowledge, they do not have those structures which make possible that
knowledge develops. In Brandom’s formulation they are not concept user entities, whereas we
are. Human beings are such creatures that they are capable to have knowledge about the
world. Kant investigates this capability before all knowledge. As Brandom says, Kant’s
semantic turn means “shifting the center of attention from truth and justification to the nature
of representation itself”.” The nature of representation however cannot be represented, it can
be thought in a special way: this is the transcendental investigation as Kant names it.

My point is that Brandom does not stay on the transcendental level or does not remain in the
semantics when he interprets Kant. He says, “Kant wants to know what it is for mental states
to be ... as representings of represented objects.”® Brandom reinforce this, saying: “Kant’s
most basic transcendental question ... concern ... the conditions of the intelligibility of
representational objectivity: of states or episodes that answer for their correctness to how it is

® G. Mohr, M. Willaschek, Immanuel Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft. Klassikeer Auslegen, Berlin, Akademie
Verlag, 1998.

’ R. Brandom, Manuscript, 2.

® Ibid.



with the objects they represent. However, for Kant, there are no objects represented, no

representings of represented objects, there are only representings or representations. The
representation, Vorstellung, itself is the object, Gegenstand for the mind: “Nun kann man
zwar alles, und sogar jede Vorstellung, sofern man sich ihrer bewul3t ist, Objekt nennen (...)
wir haben es doch nur mit unseren Vorstellungen zu tun; wie Dinge an sich selbst (ohne
Ricksicht auf VVorstellungen, dadurch sie uns affizieren), sein mdgen, ist ganzlich ausser
unserer Erkenntnissphare.”° If Kant would think of represented objects or of representing of
represented objects, he would remain on the level of epistemology, as Brandom. A
semanticist interpretation should stay on the level of semantics: on the level of representations
or representings. There are simply no other objects for Kant as the representations or
representings.

Commitment and endorsement

Brandom says similarly about object representation, “understanding of intentional
directedness of judgments — the fact that they are about something — is normative. What the
judgment is about is the object that determines the correctness of the commitment one has
undertaken by endorsing it.”*! To have judgments is for Kant normative. Judgments have
structure, the origin of the structure is hidden for Kant and Kantians (not for Hegel and
Hegelians). That judgments are normative means, that we cannot otherwise, they force us to
think so and so. They give the formal norms for us, how to think. Thinking itself is normative:
I can not not think and I can not not think so as the rules or norms of my thinking make it
possible or make it necessary for me. The name of this kind of normativity by Kant is
spontaneity: nolens volens | think.

The intentional directedness of judgments is normative also. The origin of directedness is
hidden for us. Intentionality (not a Kantian term) for Kant does not mean, that judgments are
about something. Judgments are in their directedness open toward something — transcendental
logic is opening logic, toward the world —, but we can never say that they are about that,
toward what they are open. There is no aboutness in Kantian critical thought in the sense, that
it would be possible to know about something, which is outside the mind. Kantian aboutness
is cooperation between mind and world, and this aboutness contains partly the mind and
partly the world or it is constructed partly by the mind and partly by the world. Intentional
directedness of judgments are not about something, but they are constructed, created by
somethings: by the mind as a transcendentally analyzed entity and by the world as
transcendentally being there. Not only we cannot give sense to aboutness, but we cannot give
sense to towardness. To say that we know, toward what judgments are intentionally directed,
we should know something about that towarded thing and we come to a circle. Towardness
presupposes aboutness in speaking. We cannot say, judgments are intentionally directed
toward something, whithout saying anything about that something. But we cannot say
anything about something before our judgments were intentionally directed toward “it”. To
come out of this circle we would require a viewpoint beyond ours — God’s viewpoint, for
example.

Certainly the judgment filled with “content”, originated from sensibility or receptivity, is
about the object, constructed in space and time by the mind and the world. However, this

’ R. Brandom, Manuscript 3.
10 Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, B234-235.
1 R. Brandom, Manuscript 10-11.



object does not determine any “correctness of the commitment one has undertaken by
endorsing it”. Since we do not know what we are responsible to, we cannot have any
commitment whose origin is the object. An endorsed commitment to the norms of
transcendental analysis (to semantics in Brandomian terms) constructs the object and not the
object determines the correctness of all that. In Kant’s semantics there are no objects which
could determine any correctness of a commitment, because objects are themselves the
commitments as activities of the mind.

Brandom continues, “[r]epresenting something, talking about or thinking of it, is
acknowledging its semantic authority over the correctness of the commitments one is making
in judging.”* This phrase can be analyzed parallelly to the above one, put it somehow in
other form. Epistemologists can speak this way, but not Kantian semanticists. Kantians cannot
represent something, they cannot talk about it. Kantian pragmatists represent only objects,
which are results of a cooperation of a transcendental something and of the transcendentally
analyzed mind. “Thing” is an empty notion, and it cannot be made intelligible, how things
could have semantic authority over commitments one is making in judging. It is not easy to
understand, how a non concept user thing can have authority. If we concept users give to
certain things authority, we should show, how this authority, a kind of power, practice its
force. But we cannot do that — again God’s viewpoint is needed. Semantic authority could
have only the transcendental subject and the transcendental thing, but neither of them looking
over or looking through the whole situation, so they can not have authority in the sense of
conscious responsibility taking. Hence all that cannot lead to any commitment and
endorsement. The knower, or the concept user, who commits himself or endorses some
commitments, never knows which part of his knowledge comes from the transcendental
structure of the mind and which comes from the thing. He can commit only to his own
normative cognitive structures and he can endorse only the functioning of that.

That is why it is not possible to make a difference in a Kantian picture between, as Brandom
uses these words, entertaining and endorsing concepts. He says, “for any conceptual contents
of the sort that represent things as being one way or another to be entertained, some others
must be endorsed.”*® I hope that I have shown, in a semantic picture there is no representation
of things, only representings, and there cannot be a difference between entertaining and
endorsing conceptual contents or concepts. There cannot be any more endorsing as a
successful and continuous entertaining of all our concepts. Endorsing is in a Kantian picture
only the derivative of a successful and continuous entertaining of our concepts.

Responsibility and Normativity

For Brandom, compared with other entities, sapient creatures are differently responsible to
things. The difference is in judging and acting, which are connected in inferences, that means,
they can be premises or conclusions of them. Responsibility, judging, acting, are for him
normative notions.

Brandom proposes to understand Kant, as someone who characterizes normatively the mental:
“they are things knowers and agents are in a distinctive way responsible for. Judging and
acting involve commitments. They are endorsement, exercises of authority. Responsibility,
commitment, endorsement, authority — these are normative notions. ... Kant’s most basic idea

12 R. Brandom, Manuscript 11.
3 R. Brandom, Manuscript 4.
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is that minded creatures are to be distinguished ... by a normative deontological ...
[distinction]. This is his normative characterization of the mental.”**

An epistemological theory can presuppose responsibility to things, however not a semantic
one. In a semantic theory as we discussed it, there are no things, there are objects, which are
constructed — being responsible for things is not understandable. Contrary to Brandom, it is
not Kant’s “thought that judging is taking responsibility, committing oneself**®, since judging
is a spontaneous and formal functioning of the mind without responding or committing.

In the critiques, “responsibility” (Verantwortung) does not belong to Kant’s terminology. In
the second critique it is possible to interpret responsibility as practical rationality. We can also
say that Kant’s philosophy is a kind of rational “response” to the “world”. The concept of
“responsibility” applied for Kant is defensible in the sense if response is the “making explicit”
of the structures of the transcendental subject, of mind, Gemt. This is a responsibility
without anything being responsible for.

Judging cannot involve for Kant commitments because the forms of judgments are not to our
disposition — whereas commitments are to our disposition: |1 can commit myself to something
or not. Of course we are responsible for the content of our judging, but not in a semantic or
“transcendental” sense. Similar is true of acting but in an other way, since acting in a practical
philosophical sense is derivative from judgments. Endorsement, exercises of authority are
perhaps epistemological activities but not transcendental ones. Responsibility, commitment,
endorsement are normative notions, but they are all semantically constructed or made explicit
and they can be normative only in an epistemological sense.

The transcendental subject is not responsible to anything else as the Ding an sich, that means
to something which is not yet known and will never be known. Consequently we cannot say
to what it is responsible. We cannot make here sense to “responsibility”, because by a
response we have to have a response-giver and an object, a Gegen-stand who is receiving the
response or to what is responded. The transcendental subject is not responsible and not
committed even to its own structure. It does not endorse it as it does not endorse anything or
any object.

The mental is normative as the rules of language or the rules of logic are normative. It has it
laws to which it obeys and without which it cannot function. As the language, the mental is
also identical with its rule governed functioning. In this sense of norm even the nature can be
characterized as normative. Brandom has this in sense, when he asks, “how to understand
their [concepts, thoughts, ideas] grip on us: the conditions of the intelligibility of our being
bound by conceptual norms.”*® Concepts, thoughts, ideas grip on us, and in an other way,
natural laws grip on us. Whereas natural laws can be known only empirically, Kant has in
mind that conceptual norms are preconditions of all knowledge, of the knowledge of nature
and of thinking the thinking subject or of semantics.

If this argumentation is correct, then it is not any more evident what Brandom means with this
above quoted sentence: ,,Kant’s most basic idea is that minded creatures are to be
distinguished from un-minded ones not by a matter-of-fact ontological distinction (the
presence of mind-stuff), but by a normative deontological one. This is his normative

¥ R. Brandom, Manuscript 8.
5 R. Brandom, Manuscript, 11-12.
16 R. Brandom, Manuscript, 9.
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characterization of the mental.”*” Not only that nature and mental should not be distinguished
by a matter-of-fact ontological distinction, but they should not be distinguished in a normative
sense. Nature follows the laws of nature, which have its norms, or even, nature is its laws, and
nature serves as type of the practical-moral law of the mental.'® Nature is as normative as the
mental: the difference between the two is the way we know and think about them. Both, the
realm of natural law and the space of reason follow rules.

Autonomy and Freedom

When Brandom turns to autonomy and freedom, he turns to be more Kantian and he seems to
agree with my criticism when he says that “we are genuinely normatively constrained only by
rules we constrain ourselves by”, and “we are only bound by the results of exercises of our
freedom” further “Only we ourselves can normatively bind ourselves.”** It seems that with
these remarks at the end of his lecture, Brandom comes closer to a Kant as | understand him. |
think, if 1 am right, he should begin with these phrases his writings about Kant and then have
them continuously in mind. It remains to discuss whether this kind of freedom and my
interpretation fit together. This is the question what I ask from you, Bob and from you dear
guests.

" R. Brandom, Manuscript 8.

18 Compare the chapter ,,Von der Typik der reinen praktischen Uretilskraft” in Kant, Kritik der praktischen
Vernunft, 119-126. (Seitenzahlen: Originalausgabe)

9R. Brandom, Manuscript 15.-16.
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