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Transcendental idealism and metaphysics: Kant’s commitment to things as they are in themselves Lucy Allais Abstract One of Kant’s central central claims in the Critique of Pure Reason is that we cannot have knowledge of things as they are in themselves. This claim has been regarded as problematic in a number of ways: whether Kant is entitled to assert both that there are things in themselves and that we cannot have knowledge of them, and, more generally, what Kant’s commitment to things in themselves amounts to. A number of commentators deny that Kant is committed to there actually being an aspect of reality which we cannot cognise; they argue that he is committed merely to the idea that we cannot avoid the concept of things as they are in themselves. I will argue in this paper that while transcendental idealism is partly an epistemological position, it is also partly a metaphysical position, and in specific, that Kant is committed to the claim that the things we cognise have, in addition to the way they appear to us, a nature that is independent of us, which we cannot cognise.



1. One of Kant’s central central claims in the Critique of Pure Reason (CPR) is that we cannot have knowledge of things as they are in themselves. He says: [...] our cognition reaches appearances only, leaving the thing in itself as something actual for itself, but uncognized by us (CPR B xx).



The status of things in themselves in Kant’s system has been regarded as problematic in a number of ways, for example, whether Kant is entitled to assert both that there are things in themselves and that we cannot have knowledge of them, and, more generally, what Kant’s commitment to things in themselves amounts to. A number of commentators deny that Kant is committed to there actually being an aspect of reality which we cannot cognise; they argue that he is committed merely to the idea that we
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cannot avoid the concept of things as they are in themselves.1 Perhaps one of the most important proponents of this view is Henry Allison (1983, 2004), who argues that transcendental idealism is not a metaphysical position, but a methodological standpoint. Allison famously argues that Kant’s distinction between things in themselves and appearances should be understood in terms of the idea of considering things in terms of epistemic conditions, and the idea of things considered apart from such conditions, together with an emphasis on the idea that cognition requires both concepts and intuitions. Apparent support for anti-metaphysical, or deflationary, readings is provided by the implausibility of extreme metaphysical interpretations.2 Deflationary interpreters (correctly, it seems to me) reject the idea that Kantian appearances should be understood as ideal in the Berkelean sense, and reject the idea that Kant’s notion of things in themselves should be understood as a commitment to there being supersensible, non-spatio-temporal ‘objects,’ of which we cannot have knowledge – intelligibilia. However, from the facts that Kant is not committed to the existence of intelligibilia and that he is not a Berkelean idealist, it does not follow that he is not committed to there being a way things are in themselves, which we cannot cognise, or that he is not committed to appearances being genuinely dependent on our minds in some (non-Berkelean) sense. And while the claim that we cannot know things in themselves is of course an epistemic claim, this does not mean that it involves no metaphysical commitment – such as a commitment to the existence of an aspect of reality which we cannot cognise. I will argue in this paper that while transcendental idealism is partly an epistemological position, it is also partly a metaphysical position, and in specific, that Kant is committed to the claim that the things we cognise have, in addition to the way they _____________ 1 See Bird, who says of the division between phenomena and noumena in the negative sense that “such a division is not, like an empirical distinction, between two genuine kinds of object, but only between phenomena, which are the things we ordinarily perceive and know about, and the empty (but not inconsistent) concept of a non-phenomenon” (Bird 1962, 74), and that there “are two ways of looking at the same thing only because, on Kant’s view, there is only one thing at which to look, namely appearances” (Bird 1962, 29). See also Bird (2006, 553, 579), Grier (2001), Hanna (2006), Schrader (1968, 173, 181), Senderowicz (2005). In contrast, for authors who take it as entirely obvious that Kant does have a commitment to things in themselves, see Adams (1997), Adickes (1924), Walker (forthcoming). 2 Bird seems to tie a commitment to there being a way things are in themselves to what he calls the traditional idealist interpretation, which sees Kant as a Berkelean idealist about appearances (2006, 566).
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appear to us, a nature that is independent of us, which we cannot cognise.3 Kant starts out with an epistemic distinction between considering objects as they are in our experience of them and as they are independent of our being able to experience them, but he goes on to make metaphysical claims about things considered in these two ways. He claims that things as they are in our experience are mind-dependent, and not metaphysically ultimate, and that they must be grounded in an aspect of reality that is entirely independent of our minds, but is unknowable. A large part of Kant’s aim in the Critique is to argue for the impossibility of our having a priori knowledge of God, freedom and immortality (knowledge he thinks metaphysics traditionally aspired to), and to shift the focus away from this to epistemological and meta-philosophical concerns.4 This leads some to think that interpreting transcendental idealism as any kind of metaphysical position would be to miss the point of Kant’s revolutionary program. However, while Kant’s concern in the Critique is to reject a certain sort of metaphysics, it doesn’t follow that he rejects all metaphysics. Clearly, at least some of the time, when Kant talks of ‘metaphysics’ or ‘ontology,’ it is with the aim of criticising and rejecting them, as conceived by his predecessors.5 However, he also speaks of metaphysics in other ways. He says that his Copernican experiment ‘promises to metaphysics the secure course of a science,…where it concerns itself with concepts a priori to which the corresponding objects appropriate to them can _____________ 3 My concern here is to argue that Kant is committed to things in themselves in the sense of there being a way in which the things we cognise are in themselves, which we cannot cognise. It is of course compatible with this that Kant also allows noumena which do not correspond to ways in which the things we cognise are in themselves, such as God, on the grounds of practical reason. See Adams (1997, 822). 4 In an often quoted passage, he says that “the understanding can never accomplish a priori anything more than to anticipate the form of a possible experience in general, and, since that which is not appearance cannot be an object of experience, it can never overstep the limits of sensibility, within which alone objects are given to us. Its principles are merely principles of the exposition of appearances, and the proud name of an ontology, which presumes to offer synthetic a priori cognition of things in general in a systematic doctrine (e. g., the principle of causality), must give way to the modest one of a mere analytic of the pure understanding” (CPR A 247/B 303). This passage might be taken to support reading Kant’s transcendental idealism as an alternative to ontology. 5 Willaschek’s (2008) discussion of Kant on the necessity of metaphysics assumes that metaphysics refers to transcendent metaphysics. He sees Kant’s view as being that metaphysics concerns the unconditioned, and that metaphysics is not possible in theoretical reason.
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be given in experience’ (CPR B xviii; cf. A 845/B 873).6 This suggests that Kant conceives of his own project as rejecting one sort of metaphysics but also as establishing another: one that is concerned with a priori knowledge of the objects of experience. But even if Kant did use the term ‘metaphysics’ exclusively to refer to the kind of a priori discussion of God, freewill and the soul that he is rejecting, this is clearly not what philosophers generally mean by the term today. This means that his rejection of metaphysics in this particular sense would not be a reason to think that no aspect of his position is metaphysical in our sense. His position is, at least partly, concerned with the nature of what exists and the extent to which what exists is independent of our minds. The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In section 2 I examine some of the basic textual evidence for the opposing interpretations of things in themselves. In section 3 I respond to reasons commentators have given for thinking that Kant cannot be committed to the existence of things in themselves because this would be inconsistent with his other concerns and arguments in the Critique. Section 4 examines the deflationary strategy of understanding things in themselves as the idea of things thought of in abstraction from epistemic conditions and argues that this approach does not give an adequate account of Kant’s notion of things as they are in themselves. Section 5 looks at Kant’s indirect argument for transcendental idealism in the Dialectic, and argues that it requires seeing transcendental idealism as making some metaphysical claims. Many of the considerations I urge here are not new. However, it seems to me to be worth bringing them together, both because of how much of the recent literature denies the position I defend here, and because some (although _____________ 6 In his Lectures on Metaphysics we find the same thing: sometimes Kant defines metaphysics and ontology in terms of the kinds of projects he is arguing are impossible, but sometimes he seems to see his project as part of metaphysics in another sense. He speaks of metaphysics as the science of a priori principles of cognition (AA 29:749-754). He distinguishes between different ways in which we can think of metaphysics, saying that “in cosmology and also in ontology there are propositions which have objects in experience, and also those which do not – hence the critique of reason must assume quite different basic propositions with respect to its immanent as opposed to its transcendent use. We have classified metaphysics into the part which contains the immanent use of reason and that which contains the transcendent” (AA 29:768, see also 29:749–50, 29:793, 29:794; 29:776). See also Ameriks (2000; 2006, chapters 3 and 5; 2003, ch. 4). And he says that “All the despisers of metaphysics, who wanted to give themselves the appearances of having clearer heads, also had their own metaphysics, even Voltaire. For everyone still thinks something about his own soul” (MM, AA 29:765).
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by no means all) of the extant defences of the considerations I appeal to have been bound up with commitments to implausible metaphysical interpretations, which have, I think, distracted attention from their force. 2. I start by noting some significant features of the way Kant talks about things as they appear to us and things as they are in themselves. An important and often repeated common feature is the fact that Kant talks about things as they appear to us and these same things as they are in themselves. For example, he says that “We do not understand through pure reason what the things that appear to us might be in themselves” (CPR A 276/B 3327). Deflationary interpreters have made much of such passages, and see them as supporting the idea that transcendental idealism involves two different ways of considering the same things.8 I am broadly in agreement with this, but it does not follow that transcendental idealism makes no metaphysical claims, since a distinction between two ways of considering things is compatible with making metaphysical claims about the aspects of things so considered.9 For example, someone who thinks of colour as a mind-dependent property of objects might introduce this idea by considering objects as they are in our perceptual experience, and as they are apart from our perceptual experience, and argue that colour features only in the former. The fact that Kant frequently distinguishes between two ways of considering the same things does not establish whether or not his position is metaphysical, but other aspects of the text straightforwardly suggest two metaphysical claims: the idea that things as they appear to us depend on our minds in some sense, and the idea that there is an aspect of reality that we cannot cognise. Three striking common features of the passages in which Kant talks about things as they appear to us are that he claims that appearances are ‘in us;’10 he calls appearances representations or mere repre_____________ 7 See also CPR B xx; B xxvii; A 38/B 55; A 39/B 56; A 42/B 59; B 69; B 153–6; B 306; A 276/B 332; A 360; A 546/B 574. 8 Prauss (1974), for example, has argued in detail that Kant’s distinction is not between appearances and things-in-themselves thought of as a different kind of thing, but between things considered as they appear to us, and considered as they are in themselves. 9 See Westphal (2001) who distinguishes between methodological and metaphysical double aspect interpretations, rejecting the former (‘dual descriptions’) views. 10 CPR B 59/A 42; A 370; A 490–1/B 518–9; A 492/B 520.
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sentations;11 and he says that the existence of appearances requires a connection with actual perception.12 A striking feature of the passages in which Kant talks about things in themselves is that he frequently explicitly says or clearly implies that there actually is a way things are in themselves, or, in other words, that there exists an aspect of reality of which we cannot have knowledge. He says: We have wanted to say that all our intuition is nothing but the representation of appearance; that the things that we intuit are not in themselves what we intuit them to be, nor are their relations so constituted in themselves as they appear to us (CPR A 42/B 59, my italics).13



Further, he frequently makes claims such as that things in themselves are the ground of appearances; he also speaks of things in themselves as the cause of appearances, and of their affecting us. He says: The sensible faculty of intuition is really only a receptivity for being affected in a certain way with representations…which, insofar as they are connected and determinable in these relations (in space and time) according to laws of the unity of experience, are called objects. The non-sensible cause of these representations is entirely unknown to us (CPR A 494/B 52214).



Another striking feature of the way Kant talks about things as they are in themselves is not something he says about them, but rather what he doesn’t say: when he first starts talking about things in themselves Kant says virtually nothing to explain or introduce the notion, or to indicate that it requires explanation, and he doesn’t give any arguments for thinking that there are things in themselves. Allison takes this to mean that when Kant first talks about things in themselves, the “uninstructed reader” (who has not yet been introduced to the idea of epistemic conditions, and the correlative idea of considering things in terms of epistemic conditions and apart from them) is not in a position to understand the notion (Alli_____________ 11 CPR A 492/B 520; B 45; A 98; A 101; A 104; A 109; A 113; B 164; A 490/B 518–A 491/B 519; A 369; A 370; A 383; A 492/B 520; A 190/B 235; A 197/B 242; A 369; A 372; A 385; A 386; A 493/B 521; A 494/B 522; A 499/B 527; A 507/B 535; A 563/B 591; A 793/B 821; Prolegomena 288, 289, 319, 341, 342. 12 CPR A 376; A 225/B 272; A 376; A 493/B 521; A 493–4/B 521–2. 13 See also CPR B xx; A 26/B 42; A 30/B 45; A 42/B 59; A 43/B 60; B 66-7; B 68; B 164; A 190/B 235; A 191/B 236; A 366; Prolegomena 315; Discovery, AA 8:209, Groundwork, AA 4:451. Erich Adickes (1924) documents this point in detail. He says: “Was Kant an zahlreichen Stellen als notwendig fordert und als selbstverständlich annimmt, is nicht der Begriff des Dinges an sich, sondern die extramentale Existenz einer Vielheit uns affizierender Dinge an sich” (Adickes 1924, 3). See also Willaschek (2001, 225). 14 See also CPR A 44/B 61; A 190/B 235; A 190/B 235; A 251–2; A 288/B 344; A 379–80; A 393; A 496/B 524; MM, AA 29:861.
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son 2004, 118–9). But a simpler explanation is that Kant does not take it to be a technical or unusual notion which requires introduction and definition. It is simply the notion that things have a way they are which is independent of other things, and, in particular, independent of us. Locke uses the expression in this way, saying of primary qualities “We have by these an idea of the thing as it is in itself” (1961, II, VIII, 23). Locke opposes primary qualities to properties which are understood in relation to us, and to properties of things which are understood in relation to other things; he simply assumes that things must have a way they are independent of their relations to us and other things, and speaks of this as the way things are in themselves. According to Locke’s understanding of a primary quality as a quality an object has as it is in itself (independent of other things, including subjects), thinking that there are such qualities is simply thinking that there are mind-independent things, or that there is mindindependent reality.15 In this sense, the idea of things as they are in themselves is the idea of things as they are independently of our experience. This straightforward reading of the notion of things as they are in themselves explains why Kant has no argument for there being things in themselves.16 On this reading, Kant’s central concern in the Critique is not to oppose the Cartesian sceptic;17 he starts by assuming that there are things. He then argues that our cognition of these things is limited to mind-dependent appearances of them (aspects of them which exist only in relation to us), and that we cannot have determinate knowledge of their natures as they are apart from their mind-dependent appearances. Against this, Graham Bird argues that To deny knowledge of things in themselves is certainly compatible with a belief in their existence, but to deny such knowledge and assume that existence as a premise in a metaphysical system must be unsatisfactory. How can a system seri-



_____________ 15 Of course one might deny that reality has to be made up of primary qualities in this sense (for example, by thinking that there are ungrounded dispositions or relations, as in contemporary ontological structural realism), but this does not seem to be something Locke entertains. 16 As Ameriks (2006, 74–75) and Adickes (1924, 9) argue, the most straightforward account of why Kant does not argue for things in themselves is precisely because he takes them in this way. Ameriks argues that Kant starts with, rather than argues towards, the reality of things in themselves, and that “the very lack of an argument by Kant shows his insight into the oddity of insisting that one must be had” (2006, 74–75, 127–8; Ameriks 2003, 23, 33). See also Willaschek (2001, 221) and Buroker, who says that “we are logically justified in making the minimal assumption that something exists that has its own nature” (2006, 22). 17 See Bird (2006) for detailed argument.
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ously both accept an essential premise and at the same time deny that we can have any knowledge of its truth? (Bird 2007, 553).



On my reading, the premise in the system is that there are things, neutrally understood (I take it that Bird would agree with this18), and that these things have a mind-independent nature, a way they are in themselves in the Lockean sense. Kant then goes on to argue that we cannot know this mind-independent nature. Thus, his starting point is not a commitment to things in themselves understood as mysterious supersensible entities, but rather a commitment to things, understood neutrally, as well as to the idea that things must have a nature that is independent of us. And he does not deny knowledge of his starting point – that there is a way things are in themselves – but rather of the natures things have as they are in themselves.19 Against the idea that Kant’s position makes metaphysical claims, Allison points out that we must read passages in which Kant says appearances are ‘in us’ bearing in mind his disambiguation between the empirical and transcendental senses of ‘in uns’ and ‘ausser uns’ (Allison 2004, 24; CPR A 373). According to Allison, understood empirically, the terms ‘in us’ and ‘outside us’ mark a distinction beween objects of inner and outer sense respectively, but understood transcendentally, they mark a distinction between “two manners in which objects can be considered in relation to the conditions of human sensibility” (2004, 24). I agree with Allison about the importance of the disambiguation, but think that the way Kant presents it supports thinking both that appearances are mind-dependent, and that the notion of things as they are in themselves is to be understood as the notion of things as they are independently of us. Kant provides his disambiguation in the following passage: [...] the expression outside us carries with it an unavoidable ambiguity, since it sometimes signifies something that, as a thing in itself, exists distinct from us and sometimes merely something that belongs to outer appearance, then in order to escape uncertainty and use this concept in the latter significance – in which it is taken in the proper psychological question about the reality of our outer intuition – we will distinguish empirically external objects from those that might be called “external” in the transcendental sense, by directly calling them “things that are to be encountered in space” (CPR A 373).



_____________ 18 Further, I agree with his detailed rejection of interpretations which see Kant as a noumenalist and a phenomenalist, as well as with interpretations which see him as concerned to reject Cartesian scepticism. 19 As Ameriks says, Kant means to exclude “only positive determinate theoretical knowledge of things in themselves” (Ameriks 2003, 17 n25).
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Here, Kant explains that what is outside us in the empirical sense are things which exist in space, whereas what is transcendentally external is “something that, as a thing in itself, exists distinct from us” (CPR A 373, my italics). Kant’s point is to distinguish the idea of being outside us in space from the idea of being independent of us: he thinks that objects which are outside us in space are nevertheless not entirely independent of us. While I agree with Allison that Kant’s saying that appearances are ‘in us’ does not establish that he is a phenomenalist or a Berkelean idealist about appearances20 (and there are many other, conclusive reasons for not seeing Kant as a phenomenalist21), it seems to me that Kant’s account of what it means to be transcendentally ‘outside us’ is much more straightforwardly metaphysical than Allison’s distinction between two manners in which objects can be considered in relation to the conditions of human sensibility. In the very passage in which Kant introduces the disambiguation he speaks of something which exists distinct from us, rather than of something thought of in terms of one of two ways in which objects can be considered. And while Kant’s saying that appearances are ‘in us’ does not mean that we have to read him as a phenomenalist, he clearly uses the expression to assert some form of idealism or mind-dependence: that objects do not exist distinct from us, in some sense.22 One way in which deflationary interpreters argue against the idea that Kant’s notion of things in themselves should be understood as involving a commitment to an aspect of reality which we cannot cognise is by pointing out the extensive textual evidence for denying that Kant is committed _____________ 20 To say that what is transcendentally in us is dependent on us does not give a particular account of what this mind-dependence amounts to, but a nonphenomenalist kind of idealism would make more sense of Kant’s contrasting what is transcendentally in us (dependent on us) with what is empirically in us (what is not outside our minds, what is not in space). Phenomenalism, broadly, holds that the existence of objects in space does not amount to anything more than the existence of certain actual and possible mental states; this is very different from the insistence that the question of whether objects are outside us in space is a separate question from whether they are independent of us. 21 See the discussion in Abela (2002), Allais (2004), Allais (2007), Allison (2004), Bird (1962), Bird (2006), Collins (1999), Langton (1998), Melnick (1973), Matthews (1982), Prauss (1974), amongst others. 22 Crucially, he does not say simply that appearances are in us, but that they are merely in us, and that they exist only in us. His claim is not simply that objects are apprehended or cognized by us, but that the very existence of appearances is necessarily connected to the possibility of their being apprehended or cognized by us (CPR A 490/B 518). He says that there is a necessary connection between objects’ existence and their being apprehended by us, and this is an idealist claim.
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to the existence of supersensible, non-spatio-temporal things which are distinct things from the things of which we have experience. Noumena are literally intelligibilia: objects which can be known by an intellect alone, independent of sensibility. Possible examples of such intelligibilia may be Cartesian souls, Leibnizian monads, God, Platonic forms and Platonically understood numbers. The idea that Kant’s notion of things in themselves should be understood as a commitment to the existence of intelligibilia is clearly incorrect: he states explicitly that his notion of things in themselves should not be understood as a commitment to noumena in this sense. Further, this would be incompatible with his account of the limits of our knowledge, as well as with his attack on transcendent metaphysics, in which he argues that we cannot have knowledge even that there are intelligibilia. However, it doesn’t follow from the fact that Kant is not a noumenalist that there is no metaphysical commitment involved in his view of things as they are in themselves. The section “On the Ground of the Distinction between Noumena and Phenomena” (CPR A 235–260/B 294–315) is the place where Kant most explicitly repudiates the idea that things in themselves should be understood as intelligibilia. Here, Kant distinguishes between a positive and a negative conception of noumena, and also introduces the idea of what he calls a problematic concept; this is a concept which is coherent but with respect to which we cannot have any knowledge that there is anything corresponding to it. Kant makes it clear that his notion of things as they are in themselves should be understood in terms of the notion of noumena in the negative sense (CPR B 307). The notion of a noumenon in the positive sense is the notion of a special kind of object, distinct from the objects of which we have knowledge and experience, which would be an object for a different kind of intuition than ours. In the positive sense, a noumenon is “an object of a non-sensible intuition,” and this notion assumes a special kind of intuition, intellectual intuition, “which, however, is not our own, and the possibility of which we cannot understand” (CPR B 307). Kant is clear that there may be noumena in the positive sense, although we have no idea whether there are, and we don’t even really understand what they would be (CPR A 24923). In contrast, in the negative sense, the notion of a noumenon refers to an aspect of the very things of which we have experience, but is negative in the sense that we can give it no content. Kant says that it is the thing insofar as it is not an object of our sensible intuition (CPR B 307). To reach the negative notion _____________ 23 See also CPR A 289/B 345; B 307; B 311; A 251–2.
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of a noumenon, we take a thing which is presented to us in intuition and “we abstract from our intuition of it” (CPR B 307); this gives us the notion of the thing as it is apart from our experience of it, as it is in itself.24 Kant introduces the idea of a problematic concept as one which contains no contradiction, but the objective reality of which “can in no way be cognized” (CPR A 254). While he requires both something given in intuition and the application of concepts for cognition, he allows that where there cannot be something given in intuition there may nonetheless be a coherent concept. Problematic concepts cannot be known to have instantiations but can still play essential limiting or regulative roles in our thinking. He says that the concept of a noumenon is problematic in this way, and that it is merely a boundary concept, whose function is the negative one of limiting “the pretensions of sensibility” (CPR A 255), and that “we have no insight into the possibility of such noumena.” Some commentators think that Kant’s claim that his notion of things in themselves should be understood in terms of noumena in the negative sense, and/or his claim that the positive concept of a noumenon is problematic, show that he does not have a commitment to the existence of an aspect of reality which we cannot cognise. However, to say that the idea of things as they are in themselves must be understood in terms of the notion of noumena in the negative sense is not to say that the idea of things as they are in themselves is problematic in Kant’s sense. It is the positive notion of noumena, the notion of intelligibilia, which Kant says is problematic.25 Kant thinks that there is nothing logically incoherent with the idea of non-spatio-temporal non-sensible objects (intelligibilia) and that the notion of such objects plays an important limiting function, but we have no knowledge of whether there actually are such things. The latter is something he never says about the notion of things as they are in themselves. The notion of things as they are in themselves is negative not because it is a merely unavoidable concept which does not correspond to something actually existing, but because we can give it no positive content: we have no knowledge of the way things are as they are in themselves. In the “Re_____________ 24 Note, this does not mean that there are two different kinds of noumena, rather, in the positive sense, the idea of a noumenon is the idea of a distinct kind of thing – a non-spatio-temporal, non-sensible thing – whereas in the negative sense the notion of a noumenon is the notion of something which is other than what we experience, to which we can give no positive content. Of course, there may be different kinds of noumena, for example, there may be noumena which are not aspects of the things which appear to us (such as God). 25 Bird seems to run together the ideas of noumena as negative, problematic and limiting (2006, 553). Similarly see Grier (2001, 89).
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mark on the amphiboly of concepts of reflection,” Kant confirms that the problematic concept of a noumenon is [...] the representation of a thing of which we can say neither that it is possible nor that it is impossible, since we are acquainted with no sort of intuition other than our own sensible one and no other sort of concepts than the categories, neither of which, however, is suited to an extrasensible object (CPR A 287/B 343).



He never says that the notion of things as they are in themselves is the representation of something of which we can say neither that it is possible nor that it is impossible, but rather that it is implied by the notion of appearance (CPR B xxvi; A 249; A 251–2; A 253; Proleg.: 315). He always argues that we could not have knowledge of merely intelligible entities, including knowledge that there are such things (see, for example, CPR A 669/B 697–A 704/B 732), but he never says that we do not know if there is a way things are in themselves. The section on the distinction between noumena and phenomena clearly shows that Kant’s notion of things as they are in themselves should not be understood as a commitment to there being intelligibilia. It does not undermine, but rather supports, the idea that things as they are in themselves should be understood in terms of the idea of things as they are independently of us, and that Kant thinks there is reality that exists independently of us. However, since we have no knowledge of reality that exists independently of us, our conception of it is merely negative. 3. I have suggested that the most straightforward way of doing justice to the way in which Kant talks about things in themselves is to see him as committed to thinking that the empirically real things that we experience are an aspect of a more fundamental or ultimate aspect of reality, which is entirely independent of us, of which we cannot have knowledge, and which is somehow responsible for the aspect we experience. However, all parts of this reading have been denied. Some interpreters have denied that we can have even coherent thought of things in themselves.26 As we have seen, many interpreters deny that Kant is committed to a metaphysical position according to which there actually exists an aspect of reality that _____________ 26 An example is Melnick’s interpretation, according to which, the notion of a thing in itself is the notion of an object quite literally incomprehensible to us (Melnick 1973, 152; see also Matthews 1982, 137). Such readings have problems accommodating Kant’s view of coherent thoughts about things in themselves. Keller argues that this is also a problem for Allison’s view (Keller 1998, 226-8).
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we cannot know, and see the notion of things in themselves as a merely limiting concept – a coherent concept which we cannot help using but with respect to which we cannot have knowledge that there is actually something to which it applies.27 This may be part of a generally deflationary approach, but it is also argued by some who see transcendental idealism as an ontological position, but one which sees what exists as empirically real things only.28 Although, as I have documented, there is textual evidence which appears to commit Kant to there being a way things are in themselves, it might be argued that he is inconsistent. Both the notion of an actually existing aspect of reality which we cannot know, and the idea of things in themselves as the ground or cause of things as they appear to us, are argued to be inconsistent with Kant’s own account of the conditions of knowledge and the legitimate use of the categories.29 Further, the former is argued to be inconsistent with his critique of the ontological argument,30 which says that we cannot infer from the necessity of a concept to there being something actually existing corresponding to it. The conditions of objectively valid cognition, for Kant, include both the application of a concept and something given in intuition, and where both conditions are not met we are not entitled to make knowledge claims at all, including, of course, existential ones. Some commentators argue that a commitment to there being things in themselves involves an existential commitment which is not made within experience, and therefore is not, in Kantian terms, legitimate. This is argued by Senderowicz, who says that knowledge of the existence of noumena is incompatible both with Kant’s ‘principle of significance’31 and with his account of synthetic a priori knowledge,32 and by Wood who says that the category of existence _____________ 27 For example, Allison (2004), Bird (1966), Bird (2006), Grier (2001), Hanna (2006), McDowell (1998), Senderowicz (2005). 28 For example, Hanna (2006). 29 See, for example, Schrader, who says that when Kant talks about things in themselves as causes of appearances, and as accessible through practical reason, he is using the notion of things in themselves dogmatically (Schrader 1968, 185). See also Prauss (1974, 197), Hanna (2006, 422-6), Senderowicz (2005). 30 Hanna (2006). 31 The ‘principle of significance’ Strawson attributes to Kant says that “we can make no significant use of concepts in propositions claiming to express knowledge unless we have empirical criteria for the application of those concepts” (Strawson 1966, 241). 32 Senderowicz agrees that there is textual evidence for the opposing view: he thinks that “Kant was divided regarding the question of whether the actual existence of
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applies only to phenomena (2007, 6).33 In response to this, it can be pointed out that Kant seems to think that it is analytic that where there is something that appears in a certain way to us, there is something that has a way it is in itself (CPR B xxvi, A 251–2).34 Similarly, Kant thinks that it is a conceptual truth that what is relational requires something nonrelational (CPR A 284/B 340), and he thinks that appearances are merely relational. In response to this line of argument, Hanna argues that it is not consistent with Kant’s critique of the ontological argument, which says that we cannot infer the existence of something from mere concepts, and that although reason needs the concept of an absolutely necessary being, we cannot conclude from this that the concept is instantiated (CPR A 592– 603/B 620–31). Hanna says that Kant’s critique of the ontological argument clearly shows that “analytic entailments of the concept of existence guarantee at most the logical possibility of the thing to which the concept of existence necessarily applies (Hanna 2006, 197). He thinks that the notion of things in themselves is something our minds cannot help thinking, but that we have no more rational entitlement to say that this notion is instantiated than we have with respect to the concept of a being containing all perfections.35 Allowing Hanna’s reading of Kant’s critique of the ontological argument,36 it seems to me that this argument is correct – with respect to intel_____________ things in themselves should be part of his transcendental theory of experience” (Senderowicz 2005, 10). Similarly, see Hanna (2006, 422). 33 See also Bird (2007, 553–580). 34 Bird (2006, 560) and Allison (2004) argue that the fact that appearance implies something that appears does not mean that the something that appears is something other than the appearance. This seems to me correct in so far as Kant’s saying that the notion of appearance implies something that appears may not be enough, on its own, to show that he thinks that there is an aspect of the things that appear to us that we can’t know. The point here is simply that the idea that something that appears is analytically entailed by the notion of appearances shows that Kant is entitled to assert that there is something that appears. He gives further arguments to show that we cannot have knowledge of what appears as it is in itself. 35 Similarly, Senderowicz argues that the notion of a noumenon is relevantly like an idea of reason (Senderowicz 2005,14); for Kant, ideas have a necessary regulative role in empirical knowledge, but cannot be known to be instantiated. 36 It might be argued that the point of Kant’s critique is not to argue that analytic entailment of the concept of existence does not imply that it is instantiated, but rather that existence is not the kind of concept which can be analytically entailed by the conception of the perfection of a thing’s nature (CPR A 597/B 625).
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ligibilia. Because these are understood as distinct objects from the things of which we have experience, Kant thinks that even if our reason unavoidably posits the notion of supersensible objects, we cannot conclude from this that there are such objects. But this objection will not apply if the notion of things in themselves is the idea that the things which we cognize have a way that they are, independently of our cognizing them, because in saying that there is a way things are in themselves we are not positing distinct supersensible things, but simply talking about an aspect of the things we know, so we are not making new, unjustified existential commitments. It is not inconsistent with Kant’s critique of the ontological argument to think that we can make assertions about the things we already know to exist on the basis of analytic judgments that apply to them. If it is analytic that appearances are appearances of something, then it does not even make sense to think that there are appearances without there being a way things are in themselves: in all possible worlds, appearances are appearances of something which appears. Similarly, if (as Kant thinks) it is analytic that relations require something non-relational, and if appearances are entirely relational, then we are entitled to assert that there is something which is not merely relational. Kant’s argument that existence is not a true predicate in fact shows that making an existence claim about things in themselves is compatible with knowing nothing about them, since he thinks that to say that something exists is to say nothing about its nature.37 On interpretations such as those of Hanna and Senderowicz, Kant’s notion of things in themselves functions in our knowledge in a similar way to that of the ideal of complete systematic unity: as a regulative ideal with respect to which we can never have knowledge that it is instantiated. But Kant is extremely careful about drawing the distinction between the necessary postulation of a concept and the claim that it is instantiated, as this is one of the major themes of the Dialectic. If he doubted that there existed something corresponding to the notion of things as they are in themselves, we would expect him to draw attention to this, as he explicitly, carefully and repeatedly does in the case of ideas of reason.38 In the Dialectic, he _____________ 37 See Buroker (2006, 23). 38 I know of only one passage in which Kant seems to assert that we do not know whether there are things in themselves: towards the end of the “Amphiboly” section, he says that “The understanding [...] thinks of an object in itself, but only as a transcendental object, which is the cause of appearance” and that it “remains completely unknown whether such an object is to be encountered within or without us” (CPR A 288/B 344). This passage occurs in the middle of a discussion in which Kant is arguing against supersensible objects.
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argues, for example, that while we need to posit the idea of systematic unity as a regulative goal of science, there is not complete systematic unity in the world as it appears to us. He says explicitly and repeatedly that we cannot know whether there are supersensible entities, and that we cannot infer the existence of anything corresponding to necessary ideas of reason, such as the idea of a necessary being. If his view were that the notion of things in themselves is as empty of ontological commitment as the notion of a necessary being, or a unified totality of appearances, we would expect him to say so, since he is so clear about this with respect to the latter notions. Another way in which a commitment to things in themselves is thought to be incompatible with the restrictions Kant places on cognition is that the idea that things in themselves ground or are in some sense the cause of things as they appear to us is thought to be incompatible with his explicit statement that categories, such as causation, can be used in knowledge claims only when applied to spatio-temporal objects which could be objects of experience (for example, CPR A 96; A 139/B 178; B 147).39 However, as has been frequently pointed out, Kant allows a merely logical use of the categories, in which we are entitled to say that they apply to things in themselves.40 What are sometimes referred to as the ‘unschematised’ categories are the categories used independently of the spatiotemporal conditions which enable us to apply them to objects of experience. Used in this purely logical sense, the notion of substance is merely the notion of something which can only be thought as a subject, and the notion of causation is merely the notion of the dependence of a consequence on a ground. The categories are only legitimately used for knowledge within experience, and this means that when we speak of things in themselves as grounds of appearances, we are using the category of causation outside of the spatio-temporal conditions within which we are able to have knowledge of causes. This means that not only do we not have knowledge of the way things are in themselves, we do not understand how they are responsible for appearances, and do not even understand what kind of dependency the relevant grounding might be. But to say that we have no understanding of what the grounding relation is, is not to say that we are not entitled to assert that there is one: there is no inconsistency involved in using the notion of ground-consequence dependence to apply to things in themselves. _____________ 39 See, for example, Prauss (1974, 197). 40 See, for example, Ameriks (2003, 32), Walker (forthcoming, 7).
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Another objection that has been made to the idea that the things that appear to us have a way they are in themselves is that this requires an identification of things in themselves with appearances, but there is no perspective from which we can make such an identification, since all we are presented with are appearances.41 There is a sense in which we can speak of the identification of appearances and things in themselves, and a sense in which we cannot: what is right is that Kant’s view is that the things which appear to us have a way they are in themselves, but what is wrong, or at least misleading, is the idea that we can make identity claims between things which are appearances and things which have a way they are in themselves.42 In addition to the fact that we do not know what things are like in themselves, we do not know the nature of the relation between things in themselves and appearances, and we do not know enough to know that there is a one-to-one relation such that every individual in appearances corresponds to an individual in itself. The fact that, in so many texts, Kant indicates a commitment to thinking that there is a way thing are as they are in themselves would not be an overriding consideration if this commitment were in fact incompatible with central parts of his philosophical commitments. But, as we have seen, this is not the case. On the contrary, Kant thinks that the idea that there is a way things are in themselves is required by his other philosophical commitments. 4. We have looked at textual evidence for thinking that Kant is commited to the existence of an aspect of reality which we cannot cognise, as well as reasons for thinking that this is not inconsistent with other central claims in the Critique. Deflationary interpreters offer an alternative explanation of Kant’s notion of things as they are in themselves; assessing this alternative is the subject of this section. The idea is that we can avoid the com_____________ 41 See Walker (forthcoming, 3). 42 It would be even more misleading to say that the empirical objects which appear to us are things in themselves (see Schrader 1968, 172–3), or that “the only objects of experience (indeed the only objects at all) are independently real things in themselves” (Baldner 1988, 355). The only level at which we can identify objects is at the level of appearances; there is no viewpoint from which we can identify something as an empirical object and the same thing as a thing in itself. All we can say is that the (empirically real) objects we experience are appearances of something which has a way it is in itself.
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mitment to an uncognisable aspect of reality by seeing the notion of things in themselves as the idea that we can think about the objects of knowledge in abstraction from the conditions of our knowing them.43 Breitenbach, for example, argues that the claim [...] that there exist things in themselves, thus has to be understood as no more than the claim that there are things which can be thought of in abstraction from the way they appear to us (Breitenbach 2004, 143).



She says that things in themselves “are objects considered in abstraction from the conditions of knowing them, and this is why we cannot know anything about them” (Breitenbach 2004, 143–4). We have already seen that this kind of deflationary reading is correct in its rejection of noumenalism: Kant is not committed to the existence of intelligibilia in addition to the objects of our knowledge. Further, there is textual support for the claim that the notion of things in themselves is the idea of the things of which we have knowledge, thought of in abstraction from what we know about them, or the conditions of our knowing them. However, it does not follow from this that we have to deny that Kant thinks that there is genuinely something unknowable about the things of which we have experience – that there actually exists a part of reality which we cannot cognize, and which is somehow the ground of our experience. Further, I will argue that the deflationary explanation of why we cannot have knowledge of things in themselves is neither a successful explanation nor Kant’s explanation. The proposal we are considering is that to say that we cannot know things considered as they are in themselves is not to say that there is an aspect of things which we cannot know, but merely to draw attention to the idea of there being conditions of cognition, and to insist on the possibility of the abstract thought of objects as they are apart from such conditions. However, there are at least two different ways of understanding the idea of things considered as they are in abstraction from the way they appear to us. First, we could consider things as they are to the extent that they are not the way they appear as being. From this reading it follows analytically that we can’t attribute to things considered in themselves the properties they appear to us to have. Alternatively, we could consider things as they are independently of their appearing to us.44 It seems that _____________ 43 See Allison (2004), Breitenbach (2004), Buchdahl (1992), Prauss (1974). 44 Allison says that there is an ambiguity in the notion of the consideration of something as it is in itself: on an ontological reading, to take a thing as something that exists in itself is to take it as a substantia noumena, whereas in an epistemological sense, it is “considering it as it is independently of its epistemic relation to human
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Allison must mean his account to be read in the first way, since he says that considering objects in this way leaves us with a notion of them that is cognitively vacuous (Allison 2004, 56). But from the idea of considering things in this way nothing follows about whether or not things are the way we cognise them as being independently of us.45 Consider the different answers we get if we apply the two readings to what Locke would say about a primary quality like shape. Thinking of a shaped object as it is apart from its being shaped is clearly not the same as thinking of it as it is independently of its appearing shaped to us: Locke thinks objects have shape independently of our experiencing them, but clearly they do not have shape as they are apart from their having shape (whatever this might amount to). Consider colour: this example is clearer, since it seems easier to give content to the idea of thinking of an object as it is apart from its being coloured. We might think, for example, that the causal implications of its shape are independent of its being coloured. Thinking of an object as it is apart from its being coloured is clearly not the same as asking whether it is coloured, as it is independently of our experiencing it. If we take the notion of objects thought of in abstraction from the ways we experience them as being, we will not be able to attribute colour to objects thought of in this way. But this does not establish whether objects have colour independently of our being able to experience them. This discussion does not yet address Allison’s subtle position, since his view is not that things in themselves are things thought of in abstraction from what we know about them (or the ways they appear to us), but things thought of in abstraction from their meeting the conditions of our knowing them. Clearly we cannot cognize anything about objects thought of in abstraction from their meeting the conditions of our cognizing them. But it is an entirely separate question whether things meet the conditions of _____________ sensibility and its conditions” (2004, 52). My argument is that there is a further ambiguity in the notion of considering a thing independently of its relation to human cognition. 45 There is a similar conflation involved in the idea that the notion of epistemic conditions enables us to explain a kind of idealism (Allison 2006, 116; also 2004, 12). Although I cannot argue this in detail here, it seems to me that Allison gets a kind of idealism out of the notion of an epistemic condition only as a result of conflating two different accounts of such conditions: one, conditions which are necessary for the representation of objects or objectivity, and two, conditions which reflect the cognitive structure of mind. On its own, the idea that there are conditions of representing the world as objective implies nothing about whether or not objects meet such conditions independently of us.
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our being able to cognise them as they are independently of us. Suppose that it is a condition of my experiencing a table that it is a spatial object. Now consider the table as it is to the extent that it does not meet the conditions of my being able to experience it. Clearly, in abstraction from meeting the conditions of my being able to experience it the table is not spatial (whatever this might amount to). However, nothing follows from this about whether the table is spatial independently of my being able to cognise it. The crucial point is that the table’s meeting the conditions of my being able to cognise it need not depend on the conditions being conditions for me. This means that although it is not spatial independently of its meeting the conditions of my being able to cognise it, it may still be spatial independently of my being able to cognise it. The realist can agree that there are conditions of the representation of objects, and agree that space is one such condition, but this places no bar on speculating about whether things are spatial independently of us. Allison says that: [...] in considering things as they appear, we are considering them in the way they are presented to discursive knowers with our form of sensibility. Conversely, to consider them as they are in themselves is to consider them apart from their epistemic relation to these forms or epistemic conditions, which, if it is to have any content, must be equivalent to considering them qua objects for some pure intelligence, or ‘mere understanding’ (Allison 2004, 16-17).



In order to say that the notion of considering things as they are apart from their epistemic relation to us could have no content unless it is equivalent to considering them as objects for a pure intelligence, Allison must be assuming the first of the two readings I have given of the idea of considering things apart from our cognizing them. On this reading, thinking of things as they are in themselves is thinking of them as they are to the extent that they are not spatio-temporal and sensible. It is very difficult to give any content to this way of considering things, and perhaps Allison is right that the best way of doing so is by thinking of things as objects for a pure intelligence. But the fact that we cannot give any content to the idea of things as they are to the extent that they are not as we cognize them as being does not show that we cannot give any content to the idea of things as they independently of our cognizing them, or that they are not as we cognize them independently of our cognizing them. Just because epistemic conditions “condition the objectivity of our representations of things rather than the very existence of the things themselves” (Allison 2004, 11), it does not follow that things could not meet these conditions, independently of us. Breitenbach says that things in themselves “are objects considered in abstraction from the conditions of knowing them, and this is why we can-
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not know anything about them” (Breitenbach 2004, 143-4). As we have seen, the unknowability of things in themselves would follow from the notion of things considered as they are apart from what we know about them, but nothing follows from this about things as they are independent of us. Further, Kant does not take the unknowability of things in themselves to follow simply from the notion of things considered in abstraction from epistemic conditions. Kant thinks that space is a condition of representing a world, and he thinks that things are not spatial, as they are independently of us. However, for Kant, this position does not follow from the mere notion of conditions which are necessary to represent objects, and it is not built into his notion of a condition of the possibility of experience that such a condition could not represent the way things mindindependently are.46 Rather, Kant posits his idealism as an explanation of the (alleged) fact that we have a priori knowledge of such conditions. It is not simply because there are epistemic conditions that are necessary for us to cognize things that we cannot have cognition of things as they are in themselves, rather, it is for the further reason that these conditions are a priori, and a priori knowledge of things in themselves is, Kant thinks, inexplicable. Breitenbach says that “if all we know of about a thing are the properties we find in experience, we do not seem to be in a position to assert that the object of experience is only a partial appearance of something whose other properties will remain forever unknown” (Breitenbach 2004). However, this is exactly what Kant does assert: “what objects may be in themselves would still never be known through the most enlightened cognition of their appearances, which is alone given to us” (CPR A 43/B 60); “our cognition reaches appearances only, leaving the thing in itself as something actual for itself, but uncognized by us” (CPR B xx). We have seen that there is textual evidence for the idea that the negative notion of noumena involves the idea of things thought of in abstraction from what we know about them: Kant says that the notion of a noumenon in the negative sense is “a thing insofar as it is not an object of our sensible intuition, because we abstract from the manner of our intuition of it” (CPR B 307). However, he does not start with the idea of things considered in abstraction from our being able to know them and argue that it follows analytically that we cannot have knowledge of things considered in this way. Rather, he starts with the idea of things as they are independently of us, and argues that we cannot have any knowledge of _____________ 46 This would be an example of what Ameriks calls a ‘short’ argument for idealism: one which is based on a general feature of our cognition, rather than Kant’s specific concern with a priority (Ameriks 1990).
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their mind-independent natures, and can know them only as they are in relation to our minds. Since everything we can know of things is only knowledge of properties they have in relation to us, all we are left with in terms of the idea of things as they are in themselves is the idea of things as they are apart from what we know about them. That our understanding of a thing as it is in itself is nothing more than the idea of things thought of in abstraction from what we can know about them follows from the claim that our knowledge of things is limited to their mind-dependent appearances. 5. The Dialectic is the section of the Critique which might most straightforwardly be taken to suggest that Kant rejects metaphysics, since this section is concerned with a rejection of a certain sort of metaphysics.47 In the Dialectic, Kant wants to show that the attempts of rationalist metaphysicians to have a priori knowledge of things which are not given in experience, such as Cartesian souls, the world as a whole, and God, can never succeed. As well as arguing that such knowledge is not possible, Kant wants to diagnose the features of our thought which, he argues, mistakenly lead us to think that there are such things. He thinks that the nature of our reason gives rise to an illusion which leads us into erroneous metaphysical conclusions, and that although we cannot avoid the illusion, we can avoid making the erroneous conclusions. He also thinks that the very feature of reason which leads to illusion plays a necessary role in empirical knowledge,48 because, roughly, the demand for systematic unity drives _____________ 47 It seems to be taken this way by Grier, who sees the Critique as a whole as a rejection of metaphysics, and the dialectic as a rejection of specific parts of metaphysics. She says “two central teachings from these earlier portions of the Critique – the transcendental ideality of space and time, and the critical limitation of all application of the concepts of the understanding to “appearances” – already carry with them Kant's rejection of “ontology (metaphysica generalis).” Accordingly, in the Transcendental Analytic Kant argues against any attempt to acquire knowledge of “objects in general through the formal concepts and principles of the understanding, taken by themselves alone.” (Grier, 2009). 48 As Grier shows in detail, Kant identifies transcendental illusion “with the propensity to take the subjective or logical requirement that there be a complete unity of thought to be a requirement to which ‘objects’ considered independently of the conditions of experience (things in themselves) must conform” (Grier 2001, 8; CPR A 297/B 353). My discussion here is much indebted to her excellent discussion. While she has a deflationary reading of transcendental idealism, it seems to
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science. However, the illusion generates paradoxes, which show that the systematic unity reason seeks cannot be taken to be true of the spatiotemporal world of our experience. Once we realise that we have knowledge only of appearances, and not things in themselves, we see both why systematic unity is not actual in the world of our experience, and why we seek it. Although we will not be able to get rid of the illusion, we will no longer be deceived by it. The part of the Dialectic which relates most clearly to transcendental idealism is the Antinomies. Kant says that this section provides indirect support for transcendental idealism, since positing transcendental idealism enables us to dissolve the conflicts that our thinking about the world would otherwise drive us to. Understanding the way in which transcendental idealism is supposed to resolve these conflicts gives us considerable insight into how exactly Kant understands transcendental idealism. I argue that if we pay attention to the way Kant introduces transcendental idealism in his solution to the Antinomies, as well as to the philosophical work which he requires the position to do in this section, we will see that a deflationary account cannot do justice to it, and that it requires a commitment to there being a way things are in themselves. Kant says that the Antinomies arise from the fact that we mistake the principle which tells us to seek for the conditions for every conditioned, and therefore for the whole series of conditions, for an objective principle which tells us about the nature of the world: that the world exists as an unconditioned whole (CPR A 307–8/B 364).49 Kant argues that our natural and unavoidable demand for explanatory completeness misleads us into thinking that we have insight into the unconditioned. Further, he says _____________ me that much of her analysis of transcendental illusion, the errors involved in rationalist metaphysics, and the role of the ideas of reason in empirical knowledge, is compatible with a more metaphysical interpretation of transcendental idealism (although perhaps not with a noumenalist and phenomenalist interpretation). Similarly, Allison’s discussion of the Antinomies does not appeal directly to the notion of epistemic conditions, and is largely concerned with Kant’s rejection of the idea that the unconditioned can be said to exist in appearances. As he argues, Kant’s solution does not require either the positing of supersensible entities, nor a phenomenalist account of appearances. This is compatible with a more moderate metaphysical reading of transcendental idealism, one which thinks that appearances are mind-dependent in some (not phenomenalist) sense, and that Kant’s commitment to things in themselves is not an assertion of supersensible entities, but is a commitment to there being something which grounds appearances. 49 As Allison argues, the demand for conditions for every conditioned can be understood as a requirement for explanatory completeness or ultimate explanation (2004, 381; see also Grier 2001).
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that the reason we take this demand to be justified is that we mistakenly think that our experience presents us with things as they are in themselves. If we think that the objects of our experience – things as they appear to us – are things which exist independently of us, then we are entitled to think that there must be something unconditioned in the world, or that explanatory completeness must be possible with respect to the empirically real world. Kant says we resolve the Antinomies by realising that the objects we are given in experience are not things in themselves. He thinks that once we realise this, we can see that the demand for explanatory completeness, or for the unconditioned, is no longer legitimate. The issue we need to consider here is which interpretation of transcendental idealism makes sense of the claim that seeing that the objects of experience are not things in themselves resolves the conflict. The first thing to pay attention to is the way Kant describes the position in his introduction to his resolution of the Antinomies. The section entitled “Transcendental idealism as the key to solving the cosmological dialectic” begins as follows: We have sufficiently proved in the Transcendental Aesthetic that everything intuited in space or in time, hence all objects of an experience possible for us, are nothing but appearances, i.e., mere representations, which, as they are represented, as extended beings or series of alterations, have outside our thoughts no existence grounded in itself. This doctrine I call transcendental idealism. The realist, in the transcendental signification, makes these modifications of our sensibility into things subsisting in themselves, and hence makes mere representations into things in themselves (CPR A 490–1/B 518–9, my italics).



Kant immediately goes on to distinguish this view from empirical idealism, which denies the existence of objects in space and insists that he allows for the reality of spatial objects, but says that: Space itself, however, together with time, and, with both, all appearances, are not things, but rather nothing but representations, and they cannot exist at all outside our minds; and even the inner and sensible intuition of our mind (as an object of consciousness), the determination of which through the succession of different states is represented in time, is not the real object as it exists in itself, or the transcendental subject, but only an appearance of this to us unknown being, which was given to sensibility (CPR A 492/B 520, my italics).



He also says that: [...] the objects of experience are never given in themselves, but only in experience, and they do not exist at all outside it (CPR A 492–3/B 521). The non-sensible cause of these representations is entirely unknown to us, and therefore we cannot intuit it as an object (CPR A 494/B 522). The cause of the empirical conditions of this progress, the cause, therefore, of which members of it I might encounter and also the extent to which I may en-
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counter them in the regress, is transcendental, and hence necessarily unknown to me (CPR A 496/B 524).



What is noteworthy here is that in introducing transcendental idealism as the solution to the antinomies Kant clearly says that the spatio-temporal objects of our experience are mind-dependent, and talks as if there is something which exists apart from mind-dependent appearances, as their ground. Notice that we see no talk here of considering things in terms of the conditions of our knowledge and apart from such conditions. Further, in the very section in which Kant is discussing ideas which we cannot avoid positing but which cannot be known to be instantiated he talks about things in themselves as grounding appearances, and does not say that the notion of things in themselves is merely a posit of reason. More important than Kant’s language here is the fact that both the mind-dependence of appearances and the existence of a more fundamental part of reality which is independent of us are fundamental to the way his resolution of the Antinomies is supposed to work. Kant’s solution is to say that we can avoid the contradition by recognising that there is nothing unconditioned in the world of experience, but, crucially, this makes sense only because the world of appearances is mind-dependent, and is not the same as the way things are in themselves. Kant says that “If the conditioned as well as its conditions are things in themselves, then when the first is given not only is the regress to the second given as a problem, but the latter is thereby already given along with it” (CPR A 498/B 526 also A 498/B 526; A 506/B 534; A 535/B 563). In terms of the ways of understanding things in themselves we have looked at so far, there are at least three different things that could be meant by this. One is that if the conditions and its conditions are intelligibilia, the completeness of the series of conditions must be given. The second is that if the conditions and its conditions are thought of in abstraction from the conditions of knowledge, the completeness in the series of conditions is given. And the third is that if the conditions and its conditions were entirely independent real things, the complete series of conditions would be given. I submit that the first and the second are not plausible readings of what Kant has said, nor do they fit with the way he goes on to explain his solution. The first reading seems implausible since Kant says that intelligibilia are a kind of object of which we don’t even really understand what they are. It would therefore be strange to find him making such positive claims about intelligibilia as that completeness in the series of conditions of such things must be
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given.50 The second reading also has Kant making an unmotivated claim: why should abstracting from the conditions of knowledge force us to say anything about whether or not the unconditioned must be thought of as given? The claim that there are certain conditions of representing an objective world, including space, time, and causal relations, does not explain the idea that the spatio-temporal world has no absolute magnitude. And the claim that we have the mere thought of spatio-temporal objects considered in abstraction from what we know about them cannot explain the claim that things considered in this way must be a determinate totality.51 On the third reading, Kant is making a very general point about the nature of (entirely) mind-independent reality: that (whatever it is like) it is complete. It exists as a determinate (complete) totality.52 That this is what he is saying is supported by what he immediately goes on to say, in contrast, about the status of appearances. He says that: [...] on the contrary, if I am dealing with appearances, which, as merely representations are not given at all if I do not achieve acquaintance with them […] then I cannot say with the same meaning that if the conditioned is given, then all the conditions (as appearances) for it are also given (CPR A 498–9/B 526–7).



Here, he says that what explains the fact that appearances need not be complete is their mind-dependence: they are merely representations which are not given at all if I do not achieve acquaintance with them. This general account matches the specific explanations Kant gives of the resolution of the first and second Antinomies. He says that the propositions ‘the world is finite in magnitude’ and ‘the world is infinite in magnitude’ would contradict each other if we were talking about things in themselves (CPR A 504/B 532, A 506/B 534). Again, the thought seems to be that what exists entirely independently must be determinate in extent. How_____________ 50 Consider, for example, the claim that if a (Cartesian) soul, as a conditioned thing, is given, totality in the series of conditions of the soul must also be given. This sounds like a transcendent metaphysical claim of the sort which Kant rules out. 51 As Aquila argues, “the incompatibility of the two ways of considering things must itself stem from some fact about things themselves” as the transcendental realist’s mistake is not “considering things considered in one way not in that way,” but “supposing that objects in space and time [...] are things that exist in themselves” (Aquila 1983, 90). Similarly, Ameriks argues that the claim that human knowledge is governed by certain conditions will not account for “Kant’s own stronger conclusion, which is that there are objects which in themselves have genuine ultimate properties that do not conform to those conditions” (Ameriks 1992, 334). 52 See Watkins, who points out things in themselves are completely determinate whereas appearances are not (Watkins 2005, 313; CPR A 571–6/B 599–604), and Adams (1997, 813).
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ever, once we realise that the world of which we have experience does not exist independently of us, we can make sense of the idea that it does not exist as a determinate totality: because “the world does not exist at all (independently of the regressive series of my representations) it exists neither as an in itself infinite whole nor as an in itself finite whole” (CPR A 504/B 532). Both in respect of its boundaries in space and time, and in respect of its divisibility, Kant says that “the world of sense has no absolute magnitude” (CPR A 521/B 549). This is not something he thinks it would make sense to say of reality per se, something which existed entirely independently of us; reality itself must have some absolute magnitude. He thinks that the idea that the world of sense has no absolute magnitude can be explained once we realise that the empirically real world is not (entirely) independent of our experience of it. If we see that our knowledge is of appearances only, then we are not forced to say that the world is “determined in itself regarding its magnitude” (CPR A 504/B 532). The crucial point is that Kant thinks that the claim that the world is not determined in its extent in space and time requires explanation, and his explanation involves invoking a metaphysical position according to which appearances are a mind-dependent aspect of things, which does not exist apart from its possible relation to mind. He thinks that understanding that this is what empirically real objects are like explains the idea that the unconditioned is not to be found in them, as well as the claim that there is something more ultimate, on which they are grounded, and in which the unconditioned would be found (but which is not given to us). Kant does not give much argument for the idea that what exists entirely independently must be a determinate totality, but it is clearly his view. He does not think it makes sense to deny that reality itself exists as a complete totality; it is only because we are dealing with mind-dependent appearances of things, which exist only in the possibility of their appearing to us, that we can deny that they exist as a complete totality. Similar points may be made about Kant’s discussion of relations requiring something non-relational, in the Amphiboly to the concepts of reflection (CPR A 260–292/B 316–349). The Amphiboly section, which follows straight after the section on the distinction between noumena and phenomena, is not straightforward to read, because a lot of the time Kant is talking Leibniz’s views in a way which makes it not entirely clear whether he is asserting any of what he mentions. However, throughout the section he clearly states that it is analytic that what is relational requires something non-relational, and also repeats the view (introduced in the Aesthetic) that appearances contain only relations. He says that “through
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mere concepts, of course, I cannot think of something external without anything inner, for the very reason that relational concepts absolutely presuppose given things and are not possible without them” (CPR A 284/B 340). He denies that we will ever find something other than relations, something absolutely inner, in the things of our experience, and says that the necessity of positing something non-relational, or something absolutely inner, does not apply to the objects of our experience. But this is not something he thinks it would make sense to say of something entirely independent: the idea that relations could exist without requiring something non-relational seems to be a view Kant considers incoherent. Kant thinks that seeing that appearances are mind-dependent enables us to make sense of their being relations, and also commits us to thinking that there is something more fundamanental on which they depend. He says that it is “startling” to be told that objects consist of nothing but relations, but that this can be explained once we realise that the things we are talking about “consist in the mere relation of something in general to the senses” (CPR A 284–5/B 341). Like in the Antinomies, Kant makes claims about the objects of our experience which he does not think it makes sense to make about entirely independent things, and thinks that we can make sense of this precisely by seeing that the objects of our experience are not entirely independent or fundamental, and that they are grounded on something that is. The idea that Kant has a metaphysical commitment to an unknown reality which grounds the world we experience, and to the idea that the objects of our experience are (partly) mind-dependent, also provides the most straightforward reading of his (admittedly not terribly clear) solution to the third Antinomy. Since this notoriously complex and controversial section raises many problems, I will simply make a few comments. Kant’s aim in the third Antinomy is to demonstrate that freedom is coherent, and that nothing we know about the world can be taken to rule out the possibility of freedom. The metaphysical nature of his position is suggested firstly by the fact that his conception of freedom involves a different kind of causality to causality in accordance with empirical laws (CPR A 533/B 561). Second, his solution, which is supposed to enable us to show that this other kind of causality is possible (although we cannot know it to be actual), depends on the possibility of an intelligible cause which is not a part of the empirically real world. This possibility, in turn, can be explained because the empirically real objects of our knowledge are appearances, and not completely mind-independent things, but rather depend on
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some mind-independent ground (CPR A 539/B 567).53 This does not require asserting that there are intelligibilia, it simply requires that in addition to what we experience, there is an aspect of reality which we do not know. It is because appearances are not metaphysically complete or ultimate things, but, rather, must be grounded on something which exists in itself, that we can allow for the possibility that there is a kind of causality in the world in itself which is distinct from the causality of empirical law (CPR A 544/B 572; A 536–7/B 564-5; see also A 538/B 566).54 6. Throughout the Critique Kant speaks as if he is committed to there being an aspect of reality which we cannot have knowledge. The fact that Kant says that his notion of things in themselves must be understood in terms of the notion of noumena in the negative sense has lead some commentators to argue that the notion cannot be understood as having any existential commitment. However, Kant makes it clear that it is the notion of intelligibilia which cannot be known to have instantiations, and never says this with respect to his notion of things as they are in themselves. He gives a detailed and explicit account of concepts which reason leads us to posit, which play a role in empirical knowledge, but which cannot be known to have instantiations, but never says that the concept of things in themselves is like this. Some commentators have argued that a commitment to there being a way things are in themselves is inconsistent with other parts of Kant’s position: his account of the conditions of knowledge, the limitations of the categories to a use within experience, and his critique of the ontological argument. I have argued that this is not the case, and further, that such a commitment is required by Kant’s solution to the Antinomies. Further, I have argued that the idea of things considered in abstraction _____________ 53 See also GW, AA 4:453–460; Critique of Practical Reason, AA 5:95–8. See Ameriks (2006, 110). 54 Allison sees Kant’s solution to the third Antinomy as saying that there is no fact of the matter as to whether we are free or not free; rather, claims about determinism and claims about freedom are each relativised to a point of view (Allison 2006, 121). As Watkins points out, this is not an entirely satisfactory solution, since it leads one to ask what is the nature of the difference between the standpoints that precludes the possibility that they could be held at the same time? (Watkins 2005, 321). Further, the place where Kant denies that there is a fact of the matter is with respect to the extent of the world in time and space. With respect to freedom he wants to show that it is possible that there is another kind of causality than the causality that falls under empirical laws.
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from the conditions of knowledge does not do justice to Kant’s notion: Kant is committed to there being a way things are in themselves, of which we cannot have knowledge.
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Kant and the Understanding’s Role in Imaginative Synthesis Patrick E. Arens Abstract The aim of this article is to contribute to the ongoing debate about whether Kant is a conceptualist or a non-conceptualist, by criticizing Hannah Ginsborg’s conceptualist interpretation found in her “Was Kant a nonconceptualist?” (2008). Ginsborg’s conceptualist interpretation places important focus on imaginative synthesis. According to Ginsborg, our being conscious of imaginative synthesis is an essential element of such processes and it is our consciousness that confers intentionality to synthesized representations. In this article, I undermine Ginsborg’s account by offering several passages that challenge its central tenets. Then, I develop and argue for an interpretation of imaginative synthesis that respects the passages used against Ginsborg. In short, I think the original text supports an account of synthesis such that the manifold of intuitions produced by our faculty of sensibility is unconsciously synthetically unified by the imagination. It is important to note that while the interpretation I offer here does not decisively support a conceptualist or non-conceptualist interpretation of Kant, it is nevertheless favorable to both the content and state non-conceptualist readings and unfavorable to the Ginsborgian conceptualist reading; this is because my interpretation shows that the mere fact of imaginative synthesis does not itself entail conceptualism, as Ginsborg maintains.



Introduction Over the last decade, philosophers of mind and language have spent much time developing and advancing the debate over the possibility of nonconceptual content. One straightforward way of understanding the conceptualist/non-conceptualist debate is to consider it as a debate over the possibility of representational content in the absence of concepts (Allais 2008). Non-conceptualist characterizations of such representational content (characterizations that maintain content without concepts is possible) can vary since there are several ways content might be had ‘in the absence
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of’ concepts. The distinction between content and state nonconceptualism, which I will sketch and which is now widely considered to be an important distinction in the contemporary dispute over nonconceptualism, allows us to appreciate the nature of the non-conceptualism dispute in a substantive light insofar as it allows us two clear ways there could be content ‘in the absence of’ concepts. It is important to note, before introducing the distinction, that the conceptualist rejects both content and state non-conceptualism. According to content nonconceptualism, content comes in two different kinds or varieties: conceptual and non-conceptual. Commentators suggest that this difference in kind might be grounded in a difference in the semantic structure exemplified in each;1 for example, Jeff Speaks (2005) and Richard Heck (2007) entertain the possibility that conceptual content is constituted by concepts, while non-conceptual content is not. State non-conceptualism is the view that some contents are non-conceptual in that the individual undergoing the state does not have the conceptual ability to grasp the content; the individual does not meet the relevant grasping-conditions or possession-conditions for the content. Commentators agree that state nonconceptual content could be of the conceptual kind;2 that is, state nonconceptualism is neutral on what kind of content non-conceptual content is.3 In step with the contemporary debate over non-conceptualism, historical philosophers are revisiting Immanuel Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (CPR) in an attempt to better understand Kant’s theory with respect to conceptualism and non-conceptualism. As a result of their research, over the last few years we have seen several interpretive arguments offered in the literature. The majority of such interpreters side with the conceptualist when interpreting Kant’s account. This paper will concern one such conceptualist interpretive position, specifically, Hannah Ginsborg’s (2008) position explicated in “Was Kant a nonconceptualist?” In section 1, I will offer a broad-strokes sketch of the interpretive battlefield of the first Critique; that is, I will explain which sections of the Critique are being discussed and are considered critical to the conceptual_____________ 1 See Speaks (2005, 360) and Hanna (2008, 47). 2 See Heck (2007, 120) and Hanna (2008, 49). 3 I am indebted to an anonymous referee for the Kant Yearbook for extremely helpful comments on an early version of this work. Here, in this introductory paragraph, he urged me to make my initial characterization of this debate clearer, and for this I am grateful. I am also thankful to Nelson Potter for commenting on an early version of this work.
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ist/non-conceptualist debate. As I explain in section 1, imaginative synthesis (the subject matter of the Transcendental Deduction) is taken to be extremely important to this debate. In section 2, I will offer an exposition of Ginsborg’s conceptualist interpretation of Kant’s imaginative synthesis. In section 3, I critique Ginsborg’s account by offering several passages that challenge the central tenets of her view. Finally, in sections 4 and 5, I develop and argue for an interpretation of imaginative synthesis that respects and incorporates the passages I use against Ginsborg. As will be clear later, the main point of disagreement is that Ginsborg considers consciousness an essential element of all stages of synthesis and I do not. The interpretation of imaginative synthesis that I offer in sections 4 and 5 does not decisively support either conceptualism or non-conceptualism; that is, my interpretation can be accepted by conceptualists and non-conceptualists alike. This is because my interpretation does not take a stand on the issues most important to these positions. On the one hand, for example, the non-conceptualist could add the additional claim that intuitions prior to synthesis have intentional properties; and given that prior to synthesis, for Kant, implies prior to concepts, as we will see, if the nonconceptualist maintains that conceptual semantic structure is constituted by concepts and non-conceptual semantic structure not then such presynthesized intentional properties of intuitions must be content nonconceptual properties. On the other hand, however, the conceptualist Kantian interpreter could maintain that prior to synthesis intuitions lack any intentional properties. In any case, it is important to note that while the interpretation I offer here (in sections 4 and 5) does not, as I said, decisively support a conceptualist or non-conceptualist interpretation of Kant, it is nevertheless favorable to both the content and state nonconceptualist readings and unfavorable to the Ginsborgian conceptualist reading; this is because my interpretation shows that the mere fact of imaginative synthesis does not itself entail conceptualism, as Ginsborg maintains.4



_____________ 4 Thanks to an anonymous referee for the Kant Yearbook for suggesting that I make it more clear how my interpretation fits into the dialectical structure of the Kant non-conceptual debate.
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1. The Interpretive Battlefield of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason Much, but not all, of the debate over whether Kant is a conceptualist or non-conceptualist has been, textually speaking, focused on Kant’s account of synthesis. This is because, according to Kant’s account, synthesis is a process that constructs perceptual images from the raw and unorganized manifold of intuitions. Given this feature of Kant’s account, it is thought that Kant’s discussion and comments regarding synthesis are crucial to understanding when exactly a state is assigned intentional content. Participants in the conceptualism/non-conceptualism debate thus comb Kant’s text in search of signs that intentional content is assigned before or after the synthesis is brought to concepts. Both sides of the debate agree that a proper understanding of the synthesis of intuitions amounts to properly understanding the individual natures and relationships amongst the sensibility, imagination, and understanding. The following is uncontroversial to the participants in the debate: first, sensibility generates a manifold of raw data (what Kant often calls ‘intuitions’); and, secondly, in order for this manifold to be thinkable by the understanding, the manifold is interpreted and unified by the imagination into a structure that the understanding can comprehend. This is where the lack of controversy ends, for these two core claims are the starting point of many interpretations. The main interpretive divide in the debate concerns the imagination’s activities. Many non-conceptualists argue that the imagination is a manifestation of sensibility. As a result of such a thesis, non-conceptualist interpreters (see Allais (2008) and Hanna (2001; 2005)) argue that synthesis does not involve concepts. Thus, they urge, any intentional content had by a state pre-synthesis or post-synthesis is non-conceptual. Meanwhile, and contrary to the non-conceptualist, many conceptualists argue that the imagination is a manifestation of the faculty of understanding (see Ginsborg 2008). The general lesson to be taken from this overview of the debate is that in order to discover whether Kant is a conceptualist or not one must discern when and where concepts become involved in mental processes.



2. Ginsborg’s Conceptualist Interpretation As I mentioned above, Ginsborg argues for and develops a conceptualist interpretation of Kant. Ginsborg divides her article into two main sec-
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tions. In the first main section, Ginsborg argues that Kant needs to endorse the main theses of conceptualism. In the second main section, Ginsborg fills out the details of her conceptualist interpretation. In her first main section Ginsborg argues that in order for Kant to achieve his set goals in the Transcendental Deduction of the categories; that is, to show that the categories are objectively valid for all possible objects of experience, the categories must be implicated in the process of synthesis; the pure concepts of the understanding (the categories) must be active in synthesis. How else, Ginsborg contends, could the categories realize such validity? Thus, Kant’s synthesis is a synthesis according to concepts. According to Ginsborg, this is how Kant commits himself to conceptualism. To clarify and substantiate this argument, Ginsborg draws our attention to Kant’s strategy and goal of the Deduction. According to Kant, he will show that: [...] from the way in which empirical intuition is given in sensibility that its unity is none other than that which the category prescribes to the manifold of a given intuition in general [...] thus by the explanation of its a priori validity in regard to all objects of our senses the aim of the deduction will first be fully attained. (CPR B 144-145).



Ginsborg claims that the only way for the categories to prescribe that the manifold of intuition be taken up and unified in the way it actually is is for the understanding to play a part in perceptual synthesis. The objective validity of the categories depends on the categories having a role to play in perceptual synthesis.5 Furthermore, according to Ginsborg, that the categories have a role to play in perceptual synthesis is the crucial part of Kant’s account of perception that allows him to argue against Hume’s skepticism about necessary connection. Hume claims that we are not justified in applying our concept of causation to our experience since we do not receive an impression of necessary connection and thus do not experience necessary connection. Kant’s strategy in countering Hume’s skepticism, as Ginsborg puts it, “is to claim that even though we have no sensory impression corresponding to the concept of causality, causality as necessary connection nonetheless figures in the content of perception” (Ginsborg 2008, 70). The reason why necessary connection is part of the content of our perception is that sense impressions are synthesized in accordance with the categories, and thus, synthesized in accordance with, and made subject to, our concept of _____________ 5 Ginsborg provides more textual evidence for her claim that the understanding is active in synthesis in her article. See Ginsborg (2008, 69) for more textual evidence.
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causality. Thus, since synthesis is a process that assigns content to perceptions, Ginsborg claims that it is hard to see how a non-conceptualist interpretation of Kant could allow him to make this move against Hume.6 According to Ginsborg, both the interpretive argument of the previous paragraph and this theoretical argument provide conclusive evidence that Kant, on the one hand, allows the understanding and its pure concepts to play a part in synthesis, and, on the other, allows the understanding and its pure concepts to fix the content of our perceptions. Ginsborg claims that these theses make Kant a conceptualist. In the second main section of Ginsborg’s article she attempts to show that Kant, interpreted as a conceptualist, has the tools to subdue a general, but legitimate, concern about conceptualism. That concern is that conceptualism seems to get the relationship between conceptual abilities and perceptional states backwards, for, according to the unqualified versions of conceptualism, a precondition of being able to have a ball presented to me perceptually is for me to already possess a ball concept or for me to be able to entertain ball thoughts. According to Ginsborg, this constitutes a reason to be suspicious of conceptualism, since it seems that perceptions of balls come first and concepts and thoughts come at a later time. Again, Ginsborg is sympathetic with this concern and thinks that Kant’s theory can negotiate this potential pitfall. For this reason, Ginsborg interprets Kant as allowing for a “less demanding” conception of what it is for the understanding to be involved in perceptual synthesis. Kant’s conception is less demanding, according to Ginsborg, in the sense that Kant does not require that an object concept be grasped by an agent antecedent to that agent’s being able to be perceptually presented with that object. Rather, the role of the understanding in synthesis that Ginsborg attributes to Kant is that of a consciousness of normativity. According to Ginsborg, the role of the consciousness of normativity that Kant incorporates into his account commits Kant to the following two claims: (i) the subject is consciously aware of her combining and associating the manifold of impressions; and (ii) through the process _____________ 6 While it will not be a concern of this paper, it seems feasible that the nonconceptualist could claim that some of the content of our perceptions is assigned pre-synthesis. Ginsborg assumes that what is at stake in the conceptualism debate is all or nothing, but that need not be the case. A view that allows only some contents to be assigned pre-synthesis is still a non-conceptualist account, and, as I mentioned earlier, such pre-synthesized content might be content non-conceptual content. Thus, a non-conceptualist reading of Kant could supply Kant with the tools to respond to Hume.
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of synthesis and her awareness of it, she takes herself to be acting appropriately, that is, she is synthesizing the manifold as she ought (Ginsborg 2008, 71). Ginsborg sketches a specific model of imaginative synthesis with the intention of clarifying the understanding’s involvement (consciousness of normativity) in synthesis. According to Ginsborg, imaginative synthesis goes generally as follows: a manifold of intuition, which is the product of sensibility, is first run through by the imagination and held together synthetically. Running through the manifold allows the imagination to utilize associative connections with previous encounters of objects of the same kind, what Kant calls “association” and “reproduction.” Through such association and reproduction, the imagination is able to discern the given “object” from its environment and eventually build a perceptual image of the object and its relation to its environment. According to Ginsborg’s sketch of such activity, it follows that for Kant such a naturalistic process (merely association and reproduction) cannot confer intentionality to the resulting image. Ginsborg claims that Kant would reject this process as sufficient for the production of an intentional representation because the process of association and reproduction “is too external to bring about the kind of unity in the manifold of intuitions” that is needed for the resultant image to be a representation of an object (Ginsborg 2008, 73). The ingredient, when included, that transforms this naturalistic process into a process that produces intentional representations is consciousness of normativity. That is, the process of association and reproduction when conjoined with consciousness of normativity, generates the required unity in the manifold of intuitions; the sort of unity that is necessary for the resultant aggregate to become a representation of an object is the unity of consciousness. Ginsborg goes on to say how this consciousness of normativity relates and fits into perceptual synthesis: “For in perceptual synthesis, we not only associate representations in the ways I have described [her description of the purely naturalistic process above], we associate them with a consciousness of normativity” (ibid.). According to Ginsborg, we perform the associative function consciously and it is in virtue of this consciousness (of normativity) in the association that our perceptions are conferred intentional properties (ibid.).7 _____________ 7 Ginsborg does justify her attributing consciousness of normativity to Kant. According to Ginsborg, consciousness of normativity captures what Kant calls “the element of necessity” in the relation between cognition and object (see CPR A 104; Ginsborg 2008, 73). However, as I understand Ginsborg, her invocation of
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The final facet of Ginsborg’s interpretation of Kant that I need to address is her treatment of concepts in relation to the above-mentioned consciousness of normativity. According to Ginsborg, consciously associating a given impression with redness and roundness, or, on the basis of a given impression, consciously reproducing an earlier impression of redness and roundness, is an activity that just is the activity of applying my red and round concepts. That is, my performing these activities consciously just is my subsuming the relevant associated or reproduced impressions under my concept red and round (ibid., 74); such associations and reproductions are applications of the concepts of red and round.8 To summarize, here are the four central tenets of Ginsborg’s account. First, according to Ginsborg, the spontaneity that is characteristic of the understanding is an essential part of imaginative synthesis; that is, synthesis must involve the understanding and its corresponding rules (the categories). Secondly, Ginsborg claims that the consciousness of normativity captures the precise role of the understanding in synthesis. And, thirdly, Ginsborg claims that the consciousness of normativity is a necessary ingredient in the associative and reproductive syntheses. Finally, consciousness of the normativity in association and reproduction just is the subsumption of the associated and reproduced impressions under concepts.



3. Criticism of Ginsborg’s Interpretation As I will show in this section, there is a significant amount of textual evidence that suggests Ginsborg’s interpretation of Kant’s theory is mistaken. To begin this critical section, I want to make clear a rather obvious implication of Ginsborg’s interpretive account. Given both that synthesis is a mental activity that requires the understanding’s involvement and the _____________ the original text here (“the element of necessity”) is to justify the normative aspect of the consciousness of normativity. Ginsborg's inclusion of consciousness is an attempt to capture the unity (apperceptive unity) that she takes to be necessary for intentional properties. 8 In his first Critique, Kant distinguishes between two types of consciousness. On the one hand, “self-consciousness” or higher-order consciousness, what Kant calls “apperception;” and, on the other hand, first-order consciousness or “inner sense” (see CPR B 153 for more on this distinction). Ginsborg claims that the consciousness she invokes in interpreting Kant is the type of consciousness involved in concept application and the type of consciousness that provides the requisite unity in the manifold of intuitions; this makes clear that Ginsborg has the higherorder apperceptive consciousness in mind.
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understanding’s involvement in such synthesis can be entirely captured by what Ginsborg calls ‘consciousness of normativity’, synthesis as a mental activity requires that we be conscious of the relevantly normative features of synthesis. Our being conscious of synthesis is an essential element of synthesis and it is the element that confers intentionality to the resultant representation. To dispute this crucial element of Ginsborg’s interpretation, let’s consider some passages in which Kant seems to make room for unconscious synthesis. Along the way, I will consider a proposal by Robert Hanna as a possible way to interpret Kant. First, consider the following: Synthesis in general is, as we shall subsequently see, the mere effect of the imagination, of a blind though indispensable function of the soul, without which we would have no cognition at all, but of which we are seldom even conscious. (CPR A 78/B 103).



In this passage, Kant suggests that we can be conscious of the activities of the imagination, but, more often than not, we are oblivious to them (that is, we are not conscious of such activities). Hanna interprets this passage much the way I just characterized it (Hanna 2005, 284, n. 23). That is, Hanna agrees that Kant is allowing for occurrently unconscious synthesis. In addition to Hanna’s claim that this passage shows Kant allows for occurrently unconscious synthesis, Hanna goes on to state on Kant’s behalf that instances of occurrently unconscious synthesis can be “indirectly consciously recovered” as a result of reflection, hence that the contents of occurrently unconscious states are dispositionally accessible. As I understand Hanna’s suggestion, despite my not consciously attending to a particular imaginative process, later, perhaps by bringing forth the product of that process, I can retrodict and gain conscious access to the process as it occurred earlier via my reasoning abilities.9 If we endorse both an interpretation of Kant that allows there to be occurrent unconscious synthesis (I will provide more evidence for the possibility of occurrent unconscious synthesis shortly) and Hanna’s idea of indirect conscious recovery, they jointly allow us to make sense of passages of the Critique that might otherwise be problematic. For example: _____________ 9 Hanna’s proposal makes use of a distinction between “occurrently unconscious” and “dispositionally unconscious” states and processes. A state or process’ being occurrently unconscious, as mentioned above, means that it can be dispositionally accessed; and a state or process’ being dispositionally unconscious means that the content of the state or process cannot be reflectively recovered—that is, such contents are dispositionally inaccessible. The anonymous referee’s comments were very helpful here.
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All intuitions are nothing for us and do not in the least concern us if they cannot be taken up into consciousness, whether they influence it directly or indirectly, and through this alone is cognition possible. (CPR A 116).



This passage seems to legitimize Hanna’s proposal10 and, furthermore, strengthens a possible case against Ginsborg. For, in this passage, Kant claims that intuitions can indirectly influence our consciousness, and thus, be indirectly “taken up into consciousness.” Kant’s usage of “indirect” here, at the very least, suggests that intuitions can be “taken up into consciousness” via some mediating process or state. Thus, it is very natural to read Kant here as allowing for indirect conscious recovery as one way to take an intuition into consciousness. It is important to be careful here, however. For someone might criticize such an interpretation on the grounds that the passage at CPR A 116 does not explicitly mention synthesis, and thus, cannot be taken as conclusive evidence that Kant allows for indirect conscious recovery of occurrently unconscious synthesis. But once we understand that (i) this passage appears in a section of the ADeduction that is exclusively focused on how Kant’s three-fold synthesis works; and (ii) intuitions are synthesized in the three-fold synthesis, we can see that this skepticism is ungrounded. In addition to the passage at CPR A 78/B 103 above, Kant at B 130 explicitly claims that some instances of synthesis are unconscious mental events: [A]ll combination, whether we are conscious of it or not, whether it is a combination of the manifold of intuitions or of several concepts, [...] is an action of the understanding, which we would designate with the general title synthesis [...] (CPR B130).



First, note that Kant uses ‘combination’ as a blanket term for all types or instances of synthesis. This passage, thus, conjoined with CPR A 78/B 103 (above) constitutes an interesting case against one of Ginsborg’s key claims; her claim that consciousness of normativity is an essential part of synthesis. The interpretive argumentation that I have presented so far makes up the first general step in my overall argument against Ginsborg. Next, I want to investigate whether or not a more specific element of Ginsborg’s interpretation is supported by the text. The next key element I have in mind is her claim that consciousness of normativity is a central characteristic of associative synthesis. As I will argue, I think that there is _____________ 10 Note that Hanna (2005) does not offer this passage to support his indirect conscious recovery proposal. I have introduced the passage into the dialectic to advance my case against Ginsborg.
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reason to think this element of Ginsborg’s interpretation can also be challenged by the text. As is well known, Kant’s Transcendental Deduction of the Categories consists of detailed discussions of synthesis from two perspectives. The ADeduction is approached from the subjective perspective (it has come to be known as ‘the subjective deduction’). The B-Deduction is the objective perspective of the justification of the categories (and has come to be known as such). The majority of Ginsborg’s textual support for her interpretation is borrowed from the A-Deduction. For this reason, I will focus on passages of the A-Deduction that challenge Ginsborg’s interpretation. The A-Deduction itself has two main sections. The first, “On the a priori grounds for the possibility of experience,” is a section in which Kant offers a discussion of the individual components of synthesis, specifically: (i) the synthesis of apprehension in the intuition; (ii) the synthesis of reproduction in the imagination; and (iii) the synthesis of recognition in the concept (CPR A 99-A 110). In the second main section of the ADeduction, “On the relation of the understanding to objects in general and the possibility of cognizing these a priori,” Kant unifies the components explained individually in the first section. At the beginning of the second section, Kant says that: “What we have expounded separately and individually in the previous section we will now represent as unified and in connection” (CPR A 115). So, this second section consists of a description of the interrelations between the subjective faculties of mind during synthesis. For this reason, this second section of the A-Deduction is of central relevance to us in determining the adequacy of Ginsborg’s interpretation of Kant. Kant begins the second section of the A-Deduction by summarizing the three subjective sources of cognition: sense (the faculty of sensibility), imagination (the faculty that produces the associations and reproductions), and apperception (the conscious faculty that allows us to consciously connect one representation with another) (CPR A 115). According to Kant, in order for us to obtain and understand the unity of cognition that results from the three above-mentioned “cognitive sources”, we must first consider apperception. According to Kant, we are conscious of all representations that belong to our cognition; in order for a representation to belong to our cognition, it must be able to be connected to our consciousness. A representation has the capacity to be connected with our consciousness if the representation is synthetically unified (CPR A 116). According to Kant, this synthetic unity that is necessary for experience
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presupposes a synthesis. The antecedent synthesis is prior to apperception and necessary for experience, for consider the following claim: The principle of the necessary unity of the pure (productive) synthesis of the imagination prior to apperception is thus the ground of the possibility of all cognition, especially that of experience. (CPR A 118).



This quote sheds light on the relationship between synthesis and consciousness (apperception). According to Kant, the mechanisms of the productive imagination perform their function before the involvement of the consciousness. Furthermore, as mentioned above, in order for a representation to even be capable of unifying with consciousness, it must be synthesized. It should be evident immediately that this passage does not support the account that Ginsborg attributes to Kant. For, again, Ginsborg’s interpretation requires the productive activities of the imagination include, as an essential part of the productive imagination, apperception, what Ginsborg calls the consciousness of normativity. Kant goes on to claim, in the A-Deduction, that the categories allow the imagination to forge the connections found in the synthetic unity of a manifold (CPR A 118-A 119). The categories are the implementing devices that the imagination utilizes in synthesis. Furthermore, according to Kant, combination, or synthesis, requires reproductive capacities which allow the imagination to recall previously synthesized representations in hopes that the reproduced representations will assist in categorizing and sorting the present lot of intuitions (CPR A 121). However, in order to execute a systematic reproduction, that is, a reproduction that is organized and predictable, the process of reproduction must operate in accordance with a set of rules. Such rules allow the imagination to reproduce the appropriate representations, and not irrelevant ones. Kant goes on to claim that “[t]his subjective and empirical ground of reproduction in accordance with rules is called the association of representations” (CPR A 121). As Kant points out, this unity of association must have an objective ground, for otherwise it may only be contingent which representations are connected or associated with a particular representation. If there were no objective ground of association, experience in one consciousness would be impossible; for in that case there could be a cluster of representations reproduced by the imagination that would be so diverse that no unitary representation could emerge so as to be conjoined with the one consciousness (CPR A 121–2). Kant argues that since we do experience one consciousness, there must be such an objective ground of association and reproduction; and thus, there must be objective, necessary, and universal rules (the categories) that prescribe the connections found in imaginative
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synthesis (CPR A 122). According to Kant, the productive imagination’s function of producing a synthetically unified representation out of a manifold of intuitions is called “the transcendental function of the imagination” (CPR A 123). Kant then offers the following important claim: It is therefore certainly strange, yet from what has been said thus far obvious, that it is only by means of this transcendental function of the imagination that even the [objective ground of all association] of appearances, and with it the association and through the latter finally reproduction in accordance with laws, and consequently experience itself, become possible; for without them no concepts of objects at all would converge into an experience. (CPR A 123).



This claim is important because it shows that, again, Kant thinks that the synthetic unity of a manifold of intuition precedes concepts and experience. For, as he says here, the transcendental function of the imagination (to synthetically unify a manifold of intuition) is the function that allows the mind to achieve the higher unities of concepts and experience. If the synthetic unity of a manifold precedes experience itself, then it also precedes the unity characteristic of the one consciousness, apperception. Thus, Ginsborg’s interpretation diverges from the text in a subtle but important way. According to Ginsborg, the first stage of the three-fold synthesis, the associative or productive stage, is a stage of imaginative synthesis in which the consciousness characteristic of apperception plays a critical role; such consciousness, for Ginsborg, allows synthesis to confer intentional properties to the synthesized state. Furthermore, Ginsborg’s reading identifies the application of a concept with the consciousness of normativity. Thus, for Ginsborg, that application of the categories in the first stage of synthesis brings with it the consciousness of normativity. However, contrary to Ginsborg, Kant’s view, as the passages I have set forth make clear, is a view that allows the productive stage of synthesis to execute its function in the absence of consciousness.



4. Another Interpretation of Kant’s Imaginative Synthesis In this section I will sketch an interpretation of Kant’s notion of synthesis that takes the passages that I used against Ginsborgs’s account seriously. When the content of the above passages are combined in the way I suggest, an interesting interpretation emerges. Kant, in the first Critique, seems to regard the categories (the pure concepts of the understanding) and object-concepts as importantly distinct types of concepts. They are importantly distinct for at least two reasons. First, the categories are higher-order concepts and object-concepts
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are first-order concepts, according to Kant; that is, the categories are applied directly to lower-order concepts while object-concepts are directly applied to objects. Secondly, and more relevant to my discussions to come, the categories and object-concepts bear different metaphysical relationships to different mental activities. On the one hand, as the passages we surveyed above make clear, the productive stage of synthesis, an activity that utilizes the categories, can transpire without the accompaniment of apperceptive consciousness. On the other hand, according to Kant, objectconcepts are triggered in the recognition-of-object stage of synthesis, which requires the unity of apperception (consciousness) (CPR A 115). The unity of apperception is a higher-order unity that is only possible through the synthetic unity in the manifold and reproduction. Thus, Kant appears to allow the categories and object-concepts to bear different modal relations to the unity of apperception. I think, however, the texts considered in section 3, specifically, CPR A 118 and A 123, also support a more extreme thesis about the first stage of synthesis. The passages at A 118 and A 123 indicate that the productive stage of synthesis concludes before the reproduction and recognition stages of the three-fold synthesis. Moreover, these passages indicate that the unity characteristic of the second and third stages can occur only after the productive stage is completed. Thus, these passages should lead us to interpret Kant as claiming that the unity of apperception occurs only after the productive imagination has generated a synthetic unity from a manifold of intuition. An interesting and obvious consequence of this conclusion is that productive synthesis is an occurrently unconscious synthesis. The previous paragraph explains how the text supports an interpretation that takes synthesis to be a genuine stage-by-stage process. That is, regarding this step-by-step process, first, the imagination produces a synthetically unified representation from the manifold of sensible data. Then, the imagination performs functions that involve the synthetically unified representation. It is important to note that Ginsborg’s account does not characterize synthesis in this way. For Ginsborg, synthesis is a simultaneous process such that production, reproduction, and recognition are bundled into one activity. According to Ginsborg, there really is no “first stage” of synthesis; rather, Ginsborg envisions a conglomerate process that includes the consciousness of normativity (the unity characteristic of apperception) at every step, where conscious of normativity constitutes the application of concepts in production and reproduction. The interpretation I will advance, however, stipulates that there is a genuine and distinct first-stage of synthesis which performs its function before the relevant
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cognitive mechanisms achieve the unity characteristic of consciousness or apperception. Unfortunately, Kant is not clear about the nature of the relationship between the productive and reproductive functions of the imagination in the following sense. If a property is ascribed to the productive stage, does that ascription have any implications whatsoever for the nature of reproductive stage of synthesis? For example, if Kant claims that production precedes the unity of apperception, does that mean that reproduction does as well? Kant does claim (at CPR A 123 [above]) that the reproductive imagination depends on the productive imagination for it to have any representations on the basis of which the reproductive imagination can generate formerly experienced representations of a similar or the same type; the reproductive imagination can perform its function only after the productive imagination has produced a synthetically unified representation. Moreover, at CPR A 115, Kant treats the productive and reproductive activities as closely connected imaginative capacities. At CPR A 118, Kant picks out the productive imagination, and only the productive imagination, as prior to apperception. Kant does not make a parallel claim about the reproductive imagination; that is, Kant does not claim that reproduction occurs before the unity of apperception. It is thus pretty unclear what role, if any, consciousness may play in imaginative synthesis construed broadly; that is, construed to include both production and reproduction. In face of these difficulties, I propose to treat the reproductive imaginative activities as activities of which its subject can in principle be occurrently conscious; under some circumstances we can be conscious simultaneously of the activities of the reproductive imagination. This interpretive path suits the text best because Kant does not state explicitly, as he does with regard to productive imagination, that reproduction is “prior to apperception.” It seems that by omitting such a claim Kant could be leaving room for occurrently conscious reproduction. That is at least the interpretative position I will occupy in this paper. Stated slightly differently, I propose to ascribe an account to Kant that leaves open the possibility that we can perform reproduction consciously in the occurrent sense, for that may be exactly what Kant is allowing for; that is, until we are provided with an interpretive argument to the contrary. So far I have endorsed the following two interpretative claims: (i) we are not occurrently conscious of the productive imagination’s activities – and we cannot be; and (ii) we can in principle be conscious of the activities of the reproductive imagination. Next, I want to incorporate Hanna’s (2005) indirect conscious recovery which allows us to see how occurrently
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unconscious activities can still dispositionally “belong to us” (to use a phrase that Kant uses throughout). First, however, let me say a word about why indirect conscious recovery should be integrated into an interpretation of Kant’s theory of synthesis. As earlier discussions pointed out, Kant’s claim that we are “seldom even conscious” (CPR A 78) of synthesis implies that we are, at times, conscious of it. But what sort of synthesis does Kant have in mind here? The following passage is helpful in this regard: Synthesis in general is, as we shall subsequently see, the mere effect of the imagination, of a blind though indispensable function of the soul, without which we would have no cognition at all, but of which we are seldom even conscious. Yet to bring this synthesis to concepts is a function that pertains to the understanding, and by means of which it first provides cognition in the proper sense. (CPR A 78).



Here we see Kant claims that the synthesis of which we are seldom even conscious is a pre-conceptual synthesis. Given both that Kant divides synthesis into three stages at CPR A 99-A 110 and that his discussion of the recognition stage (the third stage in the above-mentioned divide) explicitly incorporates discussions of objects and object-concepts, I think it is reasonable to interpret Kant as claiming that object-concepts are not involved in the first two stages of synthesis, when he claims that “to bring this synthesis to concepts” requires a further step. Thus, taking him at his word with regard to the main division of synthesis, it must be the case that Kant thinks that we are seldom conscious of production and reproduction. Hence, per the implication mentioned above, Kant thinks we can be conscious of associative synthesis. This may seem to clash with the interpretation I offered above, and prima facie it does. However, this passage, when set in the context of the discussions in this paper, constitutes an argument for the incorporation of Hanna’s indirect conscious recovery. Thus far I have argued that Kant’s claim that the productive activities of the imagination are prior to apperception implies that we cannot be occurrently conscious of such activities. But now, it seems, Kant also allows us to be conscious of such activities. This apparent conflict can be undermined if we make explicit the type of conscious access that is relevant in each claim. I propose that we interpret Kant’s claim that production is prior to apperception as implying that we cannot be directly or occurrently conscious of such imaginative processes. We can still be conscious of such synthesis indirectly later, and hence dispositionally at the time of synthesis, and this, I propose, is what Kant is allowing for when he implies at CPR A 78 that we can be conscious of such synthesis; he is yet again allowing for later indirect conscious recovery.
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One way to be charitable to this line of thought is to consider why it might be rare that we are conscious of such synthesis. It might be rare because it is only seldom that we attempt to indirectly consciously recover an associative process. It is plausible that in an overwhelming number of instances we conduct our mental lives without regard for the associative synthesis that precedes the reproduction and recognition of representations and objects. Thus, I propose to make occurrently unconscious productive synthesis and indirect conscious recovery crucial elements for understanding both Kant’s claims in the A-Deduction and Kant’s theory of synthesis. This interpretation marks one way to develop Hanna’s suggestion and one way to give a coherent explanation of the textual counter-evidence I offered against Ginsborg. I think, in contrast to Hanna and Ginsborg, that given Kant’s claim that production is prior to apperception and his suggestion that we can be indirectly conscious of production although never occurrently conscious of it (“we are seldom conscious” of synthesis – thus we can be, after the fact), we can make sense of both Kant’s A-Deduction and his theory of synthesis and our awareness of it if we place indirect conscious recovery in the foreground (rather than the background) with regard to the productive stage of synthesis. Kant’s claim that production occurs prior to apperception implies that if we are to become conscious of the productive activities of the imagination it must be in some later indirect fashion. In summary of my interpretation, I think the text supports an account of synthesis such that the manifold of intuitions produced by our faculty of sensibility is occurrently unconsciously synthetically unified by the productive imagination (as mentioned earlier, this stage involves the categories but is occurrently unconscious). On the basis of this synthetic representation and the experiential history of the system, the reproductive imagination recalls representations that are synthetically associated with the initial representation. According to my interpretation, this reproductive step could in principle reach the unity characteristic of apperception, and thus, this stage of synthesis could be governed by occurrently conscious awareness of the relevant associations and representations. Finally, after the completion of the productive and reproductive stages of synthesis, the understanding subsumes the initial synthetic representation under a concept. Kant is clear that this stage of synthesis involves occurrently conscious awareness; at CPR A 115 Kant calls this the apperception step of synthesis and claims that “apperception in the empirical consciousness of the identity of these reproductive representations with the appearances
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through which they were given, hence in recognition.” We see here that Kant claims that in this last stage of synthesis occurrent consciousness plays a key role; consciousness plays the role of categorizing the synthetically produced representation with the type of the reproduced representation. This categorization into the appropriate types of representation is what Kant calls recognition.



5. Coherence with Kant’s bigger picture It is important that the interpretation I advanced in section 4 coheres with the bigger picture of Kant’s Transcendental Deduction. That is, my interpretation must allow Kant to follow through with his goals in the Deduction. Such coherence can advance the plausibility of my interpretation significantly. As I will explain, my interpretation does allow Kant to make the claims and arguments that are central to his analytic of concepts. One of the primary goals of the Transcendental Deduction is to show that the categories are universally necessary. My interpretation does not inhibit Kant’s argument for this claim. This is because the universal necessity of the categories does not depend on our being occurrently conscious of the productive stage of synthesis. The categories are necessary because they are required in order to achieve the unity of one consciousness. Kant claims that our experience would not be organized as it is without the categories as rules of synthesis. The categories allow the productive stage to produce synthetically unified representations; the categories provide the reproductive imagination with the necessary objective ground of association. Finally, on the basis of these steps object-concepts are triggered and the unity of apperception achieved. The categories can play this role (and these roles) without our being occurrently conscious of the first stage of synthesis. A second, and no less important, goal of Kant’s Transcendental Deduction is to show that the categories are objectively valid. According to Kant, the categories are objectively valid because they prescribe of the manifold of intuitions the connections we experience in navigating the world. The categories are valid of all possible experience because the categories constrain the imaginative capacities by being rules that must be followed and applied during the synthesis of intuitions. As with Kant’s argument for the universal necessity of the categories, his argument for the objective validity of the categories does not depend on our being occurrently conscious of the productive stage of synthesis. For in both cases (his
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claim of universal necessity and objective validity) Kant does not claim that we must be occurrently conscious of such synthesis. Given both that Kant does not make such a claim and that there are no theoretical reasons why he must make such a claim, my ascribing to Kant an account of synthesis that allows productive synthesis to occur without occurrent consciousness fits in seamlessly with Kant’s more general goals of the Transcendental Deduction.



6. Conclusion In this paper I have argued for two main theses. First, I argued that Ginsborg’s (2008) interpretation of imaginative synthesis diverges notably from the original text, and, as a result, her conceptualist interpretation should be rejected. Ginsborg offers a picture of synthesis that has consciousness of normativity playing a key role in the synthesis of intuitions. In criticism of Ginsborg’s interpretation, I offered several passages that suggested that occurrent consciousness (in the sense of apperception) of normativity does not play a key role in the relevant stages of synthesis. For my second thesis, I argued that the passages I offered against Ginsborg actually support a different conception of synthesis. The conception I advanced did not take occurrent consciousness to be an essential guiding feature of synthesis in general; rather, occurrent consciousness, according to my interpretation, only plays a key role later in imaginative synthesis (recognition) and is inessential to the first two steps of synthesis (production and reproduction). Again, this is a very different interpretation than Ginsborg offers, but, as I have argued, it enjoys more textual support than Ginsborg’s interpretation. As I mentioned in the introduction, my interpretation of synthesis does not decisively favor either conceptualism or non-conceptualism. It does, however, provide a core account of synthesis around which both the conceptualist and non-conceptualist alike can build their respective theories. If the conceptualist endorses my view, then she will be able to avoid the problems I created for Ginsborg’s conceptualist interpretation. And if the non-conceptualist endorses it, she may be able to preempt future pitfalls. In either case, this is progress.
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Pure Reason’s Enlightenment: Transcendental Reflection in Kant’s first Critique Karin de Boer Abstract In this article I aim to clarify the nature of Kant’s transformation of rationalist metaphysics into a science by focusing on his conception of transcendental reflection. The aim of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, it is argued, consists primarily in liberating the productive strand of former general metaphysics – its reflection on the a priori elements of all knowledge – from the uncritical application of these elements to all things (within general metaphysics itself) and to things that can only be thought (in special metaphysics). After considering Kant’s conception of metaphysics and his various uses of the term ‘transcendental’ I closely examine his account of logical and transcendental reflection in the section entitled ‘On the Amphiboly of the Concepts of Reflection’. Whereas commentators generally attribute the activity called transcendental reflection to Kant alone, I contend, first, that Kant regarded philosophy as such to rely on a mode of transcendental reflection and, second, that the critical mode of transcendental reflection enacted in the Critique itself yields insight into the reason why our a priori knowledge is limited to the realm of possible objects. This is illustrated by outlining the difference between Kant’s and Leibniz’ employment of the concepts of reflection.



1. Introduction The introductory parts of the Critique of Pure Reason (CPR) make it clear that Kant considered transcendental philosophy to ensue from a transformation of metaphysics, a transformation initiated by the Critique itself. The “incipient transformation and enlightenment” of metaphysics would require, in his view, that it abandon its deeply-rooted desire to achieve knowledge of things by means of reason alone.1 In order to achieve the _____________ 1 CPR A x. A metaphysics that “has been brought onto the secure path of a science” would befall the fortune of fully embracing “the entire field of cognitions belonging to it.” (CPR B xxiii-iv, cf. B xv-xvi, B xxii).
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status of a science, metaphysics should confine itself to comprehending the pure concepts and principles constitutive of scientific knowledge as such. The significance of this transformation can only be grasped, as many commentators have stressed, by closely examining Kant’s relation to Leibniz, Wolff, and their followers.2 This approach has greatly enhanced our understanding of the problems that prompted the development of Kant’s thought. As I see it, however, it also sheds new light on elements of the Critique that tend to be regarded as highly obscure, and possibly on the very aim and logic of Kant’s transcendental philosophy. One of these elements is undoubtedly the concept of transcendental reflection, a concept that occurs in the Appendix to the Transcendental Analytic entitled ‘On the Amphiboly of the Concepts of Reflection’. Kant introduces this concept in the larger context of his effort to “unify” the various steps undertaken in the Transcendental Analytic “in one point.” This point, he adds, consists in the insight that a priori principles can only be employed with regard to possible objects of experience (CPR A 236/B 295-296). In this paper I will examine Kant’s remarks on transcendental reflection because I take them to offer an important key to his conception of the crucial difference between rationalist metaphysics and the scientific metaphysics he intended to elaborate. By thus starting from Kant’s selfcomprehension, I hope to contribute to a better understanding of the transformation of rationalist metaphysics at stake in the Critique as a whole. An interpretation of Kant’s tentative remarks on transcendental reflection requires a preliminary examination of Kant’s conception of metaphysics (Section 2) as well as of the term ‘transcendental’ as such (Section 3). I then turn to the context within which Kant treats of transcendental reflection, that is, his account of “the amphiboly of the concepts of reflection” (Section 4). This account is bound up with Kant’s criticism of Leibniz. Unlike most commentators, I will not discuss this criticism for its own sake, but focus on the various modes of reflection Kant here distinguishes. Moreover, commentators generally attribute the activity Kant calls transcendental reflection to Kant alone.3 I will contend, by _____________ 2 See Heimsoeth (1956), Martin (1969), Graubner (1972), Fulda (1988), Ameriks (2003), Höffe (2003), and Ficara (2006), among others, for readings of Kant that underscore the continuity between Kant and his rationalist predecessors, and/or interpret Kant’s innovations in light of this tradition. (Relatively) recent discussions of, in particular, Kant’s relation to Leibniz and/or Wolff include Paton (1969), Broecken (1970), Parkinson (1981), Hess (1981), Wilson (1988), Malter (1981, 1982), Pereboom (1991), Langton (1998), Cicovacki (2006), and Jauernig (2008).
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scendental reflection to Kant alone.3 I will contend, by contrast, that Kant considered this activity to inform the metaphysical tradition as well. By means of a close analysis of the text I will argue, first, that Kant regarded philosophy as such to rely on a mode of transcendental reflection and, second, that the critical mode of transcendental reflection enacted in the Critique itself yields insight precisely into the contrary possibilities contained in the very concept of transcendental philosophy (Section 5). I thus hope to determine the exact way in which Kant intended to transform the dogmatic metaphysics of his time. Apart from the external constraints imposed on any paper, my interpretation is limited to sections of the Critique itself because I abstract from questions concerning the actual development of Kant’s thought. I hold, moreover, that the resources offered in the Critique suffice for a consistent interpretation of the issues at stake.



2. Kant’s Conception of Metaphysics As various commentators have argued, Kant’s transcendental philosophy has more in common with ontology such as it was understood by Leibniz, Wolff, and their followers than may appear at first sight. This can be illustrated by considering Wolff’s definition of ontology. Wolff took ontology to be concerned with beings as such. Yet his ontology does not treat of these beings themselves, but merely of such determinations as can be predicated of them. These determinations are constitutive of our knowledge of things and, as such, are necessarily presupposed in disciplines such as psychology or physics: Some characteristics are common to all beings; these are predicated of souls as well as physical things, be they natural or produced. The part of philosophy that treats of beings in general and the general properties of beings is called ontology [...]. Such general concepts include the concept of essence, existence, property, mode, necessity, contingence, place, time, [...] etc. Neither psychology nor physics can adequately explain these concepts, because we, in these sciences as well as in all other parts of philosophy, require these concepts and the principles derived from them.4



_____________ 3 See, for instance, Malter (1981) and Allison (2004, 325-326). Other commentators either seem to presuppose a similar view or to ignore the topic. 4 Wolff: Discursus praeliminaris, § 73, my emphasis. Honnefelder (1990) points out that Wolff regarded ontology as a discipline concerned with pure concepts – to be discovered by means of analysis – that make it possible to achieve knowledge of beings. Accordingly, “the ‘transcensus’ of ontology [...] can no longer be
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Clearly, Kant’s projected metaphysics no longer pertains to all beings or things. No less than Wolff’s ontology, however, does it aim to comprehend the concepts and principles that ground our knowledge of objects. In Kant’s view, metaphysics could only become a science by considering determinations such as substance, causality, or necessity to be constitutive of objects of experience rather than of beings as such. The difference between ‘things’ or ‘ beings’ and ‘objects of experience’ is a crucial one, because the latter term refers exclusively to the content of judgments brought about by the human mind. This restriction allowed Kant to rescue the very idea of constitutive a priori principles – so far treated within ontology – from the skeptical attack on a priori knowledge he attributed to Hume.5 It also allowed him, on the other hand, to denounce the effort of special metaphysics to achieve a priori knowledge of things such as the soul, the world as such, and God. As I see it, the main achievement of the Critique consists in demonstrating why these things cannot be turned into objects of knowledge. I take Kant to demonstrate, in other words, why principles derived from pure concepts such as substance or causality are absolutely necessary to turn appearances into objects of knowledge, but cannot be used to achieve knowledge of things in themselves (cf. CPR B xxvii). On this view, Kant’s criticism of rationalist metaphysics was primarily directed against former special metaphysics, a discipline he sometimes seems to identify with metaphysics proper. Since this discipline relied on concepts and principles treated in former ontology, however, Kant’s attempt to raise metaphysics into a science is primarily concerned with ontology or general metaphysics.6 Even though Kant seldom uses the term ‘ontology,’ I _____________ understood primarily as the act of moving beyond the categories, but should rather be understood as the act of moving from that which is grounded toward its conditioning first grounds.” (321). 5 These principles, Kant notes, “are merely principles of the exposition of appearances, and the proud name of an ontology, which presumes to offer synthetic a priori cognitions of things in general in a systematic doctrine (e.g. the principle of causality), must give way to the modest one of a mere analytic of the pure understanding.” (CPR A 247/B 303, my emphasis). If we focus on the similar role granted to appearances and things in general, the gap between former ontology and transcendental analytic is less deep than this passage may suggest. See Forster (2008) for an interpretation of Kant’s reform of metaphysics in light of his response to skepticism. 6 See Höffe (2003, 19). See Honnefelder (1990) for a highly detailed reconstruction of the various conceptions of metaphysics as scientia transcendens from Scotus to Kant, and Vollrath (1962) for an account of the modifications of the divisions of metaphysics in the rationalist tradition from Clauberg to Wolff and Baumgarten.
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hold that the distinction between general and special metaphysics not only informs the division of the Transcendental Logic into Transcendental Analytic and Transcendental Dialectic, but plays a crucial role in the Critique as a whole. In the Preface to the second edition Kant obliquely refers to this classical distinction. If we were to adopt the view that objects conform to our cognition, rather than the other way round, he notes, the first part of metaphysics – that is, the discipline formerly called general metaphysics – might well be raised into a science: This experiment [...] promises the secure course of a science to metaphysics in its first part, where it concerns itself with concepts a priori to which the corresponding objects appropriate to them can be given in experience. For after this alteration in our way of thinking we can very well explain the possibility of a cognition a priori and, what is still more, we can provide satisfactory proofs of the a priori laws constitutive of nature qua sum total of objects of experience. (CPR B xviiixix, my emphasis).



Kant here refers only implicitly to the discipline Wolff called ontology, however, because the mode of ontology he is concerned with merely pertains to possible objects of experience. Once this first part of metaphysics is reformed in this regard, its second part – former special metaphysics – will be deprived of the means to achieve a priori knowledge of the soul, the world as such, and God: But this deduction of our faculty of cognizing a priori in the first part of metaphysics yields a very strange result, and one that appears very disadvantageous to the whole purpose with which the second part of metaphysics is concerned, namely, that with this faculty we can never get beyond the boundaries of possible experience, which is nevertheless precisely the most essential occupation of this science. (CPR B xix, my emphasis).



Thus, the reformed metaphysics that constitutes the aim of the Critique corresponds to former ontology insofar as it treats of a priori concepts such as substance, causality, and necessity. It differs from former ontology, on the other hand, insofar as it predicates these concepts no longer of all beings, but merely of possible objects of experience. Kant may well have substituted the term ‘ontology’ with the term ‘transcendental philosophy’ such as it had been coined by the rationalist tradition because it, first, did not imply that this discipline should treat of beings and, second, because in Kant’s time the term ‘transcendental’ had lost its currency.7 Yet Kant’s various uses of the predicate ‘transcendental’ in the Critique seem to create more problems than it resolves. _____________ 7 Within the scholastic tradition these two terms had become deeply entangled. See Fulda (1988, 50-53), Honnefelder (1990, xiv-xvi, 406-413).
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3. Kant’s Use of the Term ‘Transcendental’ The ambiguities surrounding Kant’s use of the term ‘transcendental’ partly disappear, I will argue in this section, if it is considered to refer to a feature common to former ontology and Kant’s critical mode of transcendental philosophy. In the 1781 Introduction to the Critique, Kant considers transcendental cognition to be concerned with “our a priori concepts of objects as such” rather than with these objects themselves. This cognition, he notes, takes on the form of a critique – transcendental critique – insofar as it treats of the pure concepts and a priori principles relevant to his present purpose, that is, the transformation of metaphysics into a science. This transcendental cognition would take on the form of a system, on the other hand, insofar as it would comprehend all pure concepts involved in our knowledge of objects. Kant considers only this latter mode of transcendental cognition as transcendental philosophy in the strict sense.8 Kant discusses his projected “system of pure reason” in more detail in the Doctrine of Method.9 These remarks bring out the deep affinity between the metaphysics Kant intended to elaborate after the Critique and the rationalist metaphysics exemplified by Wolff. Thus, Kant’s twofold division of theoretical metaphysics clearly corresponds to the classical distinction between general and special metaphysics also assumed by Wolff. Its first part, called transcendental philosophy, [...] considers only the understanding and reason itself in a system of all concepts and principles that are related to objects in general, without objects that would be given (Ontologia); the latter considers nature, i.e., the sum total of given objects [...] and is therefore physiology (though only rationalis). (CPR A 845/B 873, my emphasis).



Kant here considers transcendental philosophy in terms that are neutral with regard to the difference between its former, rationalist guise and its future, scientific elaboration. Taken in this sense, transcendental philoso_____________ 8 “I call all cognition transcendental that is occupied not so much with objects but rather with our a priori concepts of objects in general. A system of such concepts would be called transcendental philosophy.” Kant’s “transcendental critique” itself cannot be called “transcendental philosophy” because it merely aims to determine the appropriate employment of a priori concepts (CPR A 11-13, cf. A xxi, B xliii, B 25-26, cf. A 56/B 80, A 57/B 81, A 297/B 353). Kant sketches the structure of his projected transcendental philosophy at A 845/B 873. 9 CPR A 841-847/B 869-875, cf. B xxxvi-xxxvii, A 82-83/B 108-109. See Zöller (2001) for an account of Kant’s conception of a philosophical system in light of the rationalist tradition.
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phy merely denotes the investigation of the concepts and principles constitutive of (our knowledge of) objects. Considered in this light, it is understandable that Kant sometimes uses the term ‘transcendental philosophy’ with regard to what he saw as the viable core of any ontology.10 This is also the case when he characterizes the scholastic treatment of a priori concepts as “the transcendental philosophy of the ancients.”11 Somewhat confusingly, however, he also uses the term ‘transcendental’ with regard to an element of former ontology he opposes, namely, its application of a priori principles to ‘all things’ or ‘objects as such’. In this context, ‘transcendental’ refers to a particular employment of a priori principles rather than to the activity intended to comprehend them: Likewise the use of space with regard to objects in general would also be transcendental; but if it is restricted solely to objects of the senses, then it is called empirical.12



Kant dismisses not just the transcendental employment of forms of intuition, but also that of pure concepts. Referring to the result of the transcendental deduction, he argues that the use of these concepts does not extend to things as such (CPR A 139/B 178). Kant, in sum, opposes former ontology insofar as it purported to achieve knowledge of things as such, but values its account of the pure concepts and principles constitutive of any mode of knowledge. Kant further distinguishes the unjustified employment of pure concepts and principles within ontology from their equally unjustified transcendent employment in special metaphysics.13 In this case, pure concepts _____________ 10 See, among many other places, CPR A 12/B 25, A 56/B 80, A 478/B 506. 11 CPR B 113, cf. A 290/B 346. Kant refers to (allegedly) transcendental predicates at B 113, A 343/B 401, A 547/B 602. 12 CPR A 56-57/B 81, my emphasis. Cf., for example, CPR A 238/B 298, A 246/B 303, A 720/B 748. In the following passage ‘transcendental meaning’ means ‘ontological meaning’ in the sense Kant accepts, whereas ‘transcendental employment’ means ‘employment with regard to things as such,’ that is, an employment Kant rejects: “The pure categories, without formal conditions of sensibility, have merely transcendental significance, but are not of any transcendental use.” (CPR A 248/B 305). Philosophy, in short, should not employ pure concepts to achieve knowledge of things, but should reflect on these concepts themselves and leave it to the sciences to employ them to achieve knowledge of appearances (cf. CPR A 11). 13 A pure concept can be either used empirically or abused – in general metaphysics – for the purpose of determining things as such. These determinations are laid down in ontological principles. Metaphysics draws on such principles to produce principles that are “transcendent” – and therefore fallacious – in themselves. Be-
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are used to achieve knowledge of things that by definition cannot be intuited, such as the soul, the world, and God. In sum, I take Kant to mean that a pure concept such as ‘substance’ can be employed in three different ways. If it is used empirically, it allows physics to turn appearances into objects of knowledge, that is, to treat something as different from its variable properties. If the concept is used transcendentally, by contrast, it allows ontology to claim, for instance, that all things consist of simple parts.14 Once it has done so, nothing prevents special metaphysics from applying this alleged a priori principle to things that by definition transcend the sphere of phenomena, and to claim, for instance, that the soul is indivisible or that the world as such consists of monads. In order to preclude this transcendent employment of pure concepts, Kant replaces the ontological term ‘thing’ with the distinction between appearances and things in themselves and restricts the application of pure concepts to the former. Even though the first part of Kant’s projected system would certainly have modified the content of former ontology where necessary, the restriction of its domain to appearances can be regarded as his pivotal contribution to philosophy. Seen from the perspective of the system of pure reason outlined in the Architectonic, the mode of philosophy to which he assigns this task does not belong to transcendental philosophy proper, but to its preliminary part, that is, to the critical investigation of pure reason elaborated in the Critique itself. Kant realized he could only demonstrate that the domain of transcendental philosophy is limited to the realm of appearances by investigating the various faculties involved in the production of synthetic a priori principles. This means, in my view, that the Transcendental Logic contains two different strands. On the one hand, it repeats the task formerly assigned to ontology, namely, the systematic elaboration of the pure concepts and principles constitutive of all knowledge. On the other hand, it carries out this task in a completely new way, namely, by setting out from a preliminary investigation into the subjective sources of these concepts and principles. If the term ‘transcendental’ is predicated of the various elements of this preliminary investigation, it refers, I hold, to a mode of ontology that has become thoroughly self-reflective.15 Unlike Wolff’s ontol_____________ longing to special metaphysics, such principles “incite us [...] to lay claim to a wholly new territory that recognizes no demarcations anywhere.” (CPR A 296/B 352, cf. A 308/B 365). See Allison (2004: 322-329) for a similar interpretation of Kant’s use of the terms ‘transcendental’ and ‘transcendent’. 14 Cf. Kant’s second antinomy (CPR A 434/B 463). 15 Cf. CPR A xi. See also Broecken (1970, 205-206).
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ogy, however, Kant’s transcendental critique bears not just on the a priori principles of all knowledge, but also on the reason why they can not be deployed for properly metaphysical purposes: [If metaphysics] by this critique has been brought onto the secure course of a science, then it can fully embrace the entire field of cognitions belonging to it and thus can complete its work, [...] since it has to do solely with principles and the limitations of their use, limitations which are determined by the principles themselves. (CPR Bxxiii-xxiv, my emphasis, cf. B 6).



Here I take Kant to be suggesting that the transformation of former ontology into his projected transcendental philosophy hinges on the insight that synthetic a priori principles, based on pure concepts, can only be employed with regard to the realm of appearances. This restriction is not due to the fact that objects necessarily appear in space and time, but rather to the fact that any application of pure concepts presupposes their schematization in terms of time.16 According to Kant, it falls to transcendental critique to reveal the reason of this internal limitation. Although the introductory sections of the Critique repeatedly refer to this task, it is hard to see how it relates to the various forms of (alleged) a priori knowledge actually discussed in the Critique. In the next section I will try to clarify Kant’s conception of transcendental critique by examining his remarks on transcendental reflection in the Appendix to the Transcendental Analytic.



4. The Amphiboly of the Concepts of Reflection In the section of the Critique entitled ‘On the Amphiboly of Concepts of Reflection’ Kant argues that Leibniz and his followers obliterated the difference in kind between sensibility and thought.17 Since Leibniz, in Kant’s _____________ 16 Cf. CPR A 146/B 185-186, A 219/B 266. 17 I will disregard the question as to whether Kant’s criticism of Leibniz is pertinent, something with many commentators, including Parkinson (1981), have doubted. By contrast, Pereboom (1991) regards Kant’s “attack on intrinsicality” to be rightly aimed against Leibniz himself. According to Malter (1981, 297) Kant’s criticism rather targets Wolff’s conception of sensibility and thought. It seems to me that Kant cannot have intended Wolff in all respects, since Wolff, unlike Baumgarten, did not accept Leibniz’ monadology (see Honnefelder 1990, 297). Graubner (1972, 15-24) argues convincingly that Kant developed his criticism of Leibniz primarily in relation to Baumgarten’s metaphysics. It may well be that Kant wished to highlight a certain tendency of rationalist metaphysics from Leibniz onward, a tendency he held emerged most clearly in Baumgarten’s work.
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view, failed to grasp the epistemological irreducibility of phenomena, he applied pure concepts not to appearances, as he should have done, but to things insofar as they can be thought. His essential mistake – which Kant calls a transcendental amphiboly – consisted in taking the latter instead of the former as the subject of a priori judgments (CPR A 270/B 326). Hence Leibniz’ purely intellectual conception of the world, a conception thoroughly at odds with the requirements of modern science. The key to understanding Kant’s criticism of Leibniz is undoubtedly his notion of transcendental reflection. I hope to show, however, that this notion also constitutes an important key to understanding Kant’s Critique as a whole.18 Before turning to Kant’s remarks on this subject I will first consider his discussion of two other forms of reflection. Kant states, to begin with, that all judgments require a preliminary act of reflection. This means that I always have to determine whether the representations I wish to connect belong to sensibility or the understanding (CPR A 260-261/B 316-317). It only makes sense to state that some triangles are red, for example, if I take the concept ‘triangle’ to refer to the painted figures I see in front of me. In this case, my judgment relies on the distinction between pure and sensible intuition. If I were to state that causes are red, by contrast, my judgment would testify to the failure to distinguish between the two kinds of representations at issue. Whereas the concept ‘cause’ refers to something that can only be thought, the concept ‘red’ refers to something that can only be seen. Obviously, representations can only be compared so as to be connected in empirical judgments if they are of the same kind. According to Kant, all our everyday judgments presuppose this preliminary reflection. I take it, however, that in most cases this reflective activity remains completely implicit. Since in daily life we hardly ever mistake one kind of representation for another, this unspecified mode of reflection seldom has to be used as a means to correct mistakes. The second mode of reflection Kant discusses is logical reflection. According to Kant, logical reflection precedes both the formation of empirical concepts and the connection of given concepts in judgments.19 Logical _____________ 18 Discussing the amphiboly of the concepts of reflection, Paton (1969, 74) contends that the whole Critique constitutes a work of transcendental reflection, because it traces the origin of our concepts to the different faculties of the human mind. However, Paton can hardly be said to substantiate this claim, as his article is limited to Kant’s explicit criticism of Leibniz. 19 CPR A 261-262/B 317-318. See Broecken (1970) and Longuenesse (2008, 107166) for detailed and valuable accounts of Kant’s concepts of reflection. Longue-
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reflection proceeds by comparing the content of various representations (CPR A 262/B 318), which Kant holds can be done from four different viewpoints. In order to produce the concept of a ball, for example, I must compare the representations of things such as footballs and billiard balls and single out their common characteristics. If I already possess the concept of a ball, on the other hand, I can produce the concept of a billiard ball by focusing on the characteristics it does not share with other kinds of balls. In these cases I treat my representations in light of the distinction between sameness and distinctness (Einerleikeit and Verschiedenheit) (CPR A 262/B 317-318). To produce an adequate concept of a billiard ball, I must also take care to exclude from the concept certain characteristics of the thing I see in front of me, such as its color. In this case, I treat my representations in light of the distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic determinations (das Innere and das Äussere). The other concepts of reflection Kant discusses are agreement and conflict (Einstimmung and Widerstreit) and matter and form.20 These concepts also inform the process of comparison that results in judgments. If I state that the ball in front of me is bigger than the other one, for instance, my actual judgment is preceded by a comparison of their representations in terms of sameness and distinctness.21 Clearly, this mode of reflection generally occurs unconsciously as well. Yet logical reflection should not be confounded, therefore, with the implicit act of reflection which according to Kant relates representations to _____________ nesse focuses on the role of logical reflection in the formation of empirical concepts and judgments (11, 115, 131) and devotes almost no attention to transcendental reflection (cf. 114). 20 CPR A 261/B 317. In logical reflection, we compare concepts from four different viewpoints. I can try to find out “(1) whether two of them have the very same content, (2) whether they contradict each other or not, (3) whether something is contained in the concept internally or is added to it, and (4) which of these concepts should count as given and which merely as a way to think the given concept.” (CPR A 279/B 335, numbers added). This passage completes the incomplete – and much discussed – enumeration at A 262/B 317-318. Interestingly, Broecken (1970, 60-61) points out that Kant probably drew his list of concepts of reflection from Baumgarten’s Aesthetics, in which they are treated – among other concepts – as forms of comparison (§§ 734-735, 763-773). 21 Obviously, this empirical judgment depends on sense perception. The act of comparison it presupposes, by contrast, is exclusively concerned with the characteristics of representations. That is why it plays no part in the properly synthetic function of judgments. Accordingly, its nature emerges more clearly in the production and classification of concepts than in the production of judgments. See Broecken (1970, 20) and Longuenesse (1998, 124, 127).



64



Karin de Boer



either sensibility or the understanding (CPR A 260/B 316). This latter act should rather be regarded as the germ of the act Kant calls transcendental reflection. Logical reflection, by contrast, completely abstracts from the subjective source of the representations it compares, treating all of them as homogeneous (gleichartig).22 It is precisely for this reason that concepts of reflection can also be used for ontological purposes. Just as I can compare my representations of ‘ball’ and ‘round’ and define the latter as an intrinsic determination of the former, so I can compare my representations of ‘all things’ and ‘substance’ and define the latter as an intrinsic determination of the former. The same pair of concepts of reflection allows me to define the concept ‘spatial position’ as a merely extrinsic determination of ‘all things’. In such cases, Kant notes, I “apply these concepts to an object in general (in the transcendental sense), without further determining whether this is an object of sensible or intellectual intuition” (CPR A 279/B 335). As we have seen, Kant considers this application to be characteristic of ontology. In his view, philosophy thus produces [...] allegedly synthetic principles, which critical reason cannot acknowledge and that are grounded solely on a transcendental amphiboly, i.e., a replacement (Verwechslung) of the pure object of the understanding with the appearance (CPR A 269/B 325-326).



Kant’s criticism of rationalist metaphysics aims to demonstrate that the synthetic a priori principles it generates rest on a particular fallacy. This fallacy arises, according to Kant, if the concepts of reflection are employed for ontological purposes. As I will argue below, however, Kant denounces not this employment itself, but merely the particular way in which Leibniz relied on the concepts of reflection. If all philosophy consists in reflection, then Leibniz’ inadequate employment of these concepts may well be indicative of the way in which these concepts should be used in order to generate valid synthetic a priori principles. Now what causes fallacious synthetic a priori principles, in Kant’s view, is an ambivalence contained in the very concept of a thing. By predicating pure concepts of all things, ontology generates “allegedly” transcendental principles such as “everything that is, exists as substance, or as a determination dependent on it” (CPR A 259/B 315). In this case, the concept of substance is employed in a transcendental way. Yet things can have “a twofold relation to our faculty of cognition, namely, to sensibility and the understanding” (CPR A 262/B 318). If the concept of a thing is considered in relation to the understanding, nothing _____________ 22 CPR A 262/B 318, cf. A 269/B 325.
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prevents philosophy from conceiving of things as “pure, merely intelligible objects” (CPR A 259/B 315) that is, as monads (cf. A274/B330). On the other hand, the concept of a thing can also refer to things such as they appear to the senses. In Kant’s view, only this empirical employment of the concept of substance is justified. He therefore restricts the meaning of ‘all things’ – insofar as it functions as the subject of synthetic a priori judgments – to ‘all appearances’. This restriction arguably constitutes the aim of the Critique as a whole. In the case of the concept of substance it results in a principle – Kant’s first analogy of experience – that is no longer tainted by the ambivalence of its classical version: All appearances contain that which persists (substance) as the object itself, and that which can change as its mere determination. (CPR A 182).



However, Kant does not directly deal with Leibniz’ fallacious employment of concepts such as substance in judgments. In order to uncover the ultimate ground of this employment, he focuses rather on Leibniz’ preliminary use of the concepts of reflection mentioned above. Ignoring the ambivalence implied in the very concept of a thing, Leibniz, so Kant suggests, identified things with noumena and reduced phenomena to a mere guise of them: Sensibility was only a confused kind of representation for him, and not a special source of representations; for him appearance was the representation of the thing in itself, although distinguished from cognition through the understanding in its logical form [...]. In a word, Leibniz intellectualized the appearances.23



If we take the term ‘transcendental’ in the broad sense outlined above, it might be argued that Kant implicitly holds Leibniz’ alleged reduction of phenomena to noumena to result from an inadequate mode of transcendental reflection. If any kind of transcendental reflection relies on concepts of reflection, then it should be possible to interpret Leibniz philosophy in light of his fallacious use of these concepts. This is exactly the approach Kant adopts. Thus, he argues that Leibniz relied on the concept of sameness to assert that things are identical if all of _____________ 23 CPR A 270-271/B 326-327. Kant suggests here that Leibniz considered the understanding to be the unique source of representations, whereas Locke only recognized sensibility as such a source. He does not imply, however, that they did not distinguish between sensibility and the understanding at all. As I see it, he merely thought they had failed to adequately interpret this distinction. This I take to be the gist of the following passage: “Instead of seeking two entirely different sources of representation in the understanding and sensibility, [...] each of these great men held on to only one of them, [...] while the other did nothing but confuse or order the representations of the first.” (CPR A 271/B 327, cf. A 853855/B 881-883, where Kant aligns Plato and Leibniz).
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their intrinsic determinations are identical (CPR A 263/B 319, A 272/B 328). In his view, moreover, Leibniz used the concept of agreement to assert that various qualities affirmed of things cannot be in conflict with one another (CPR A 264/B 320, A273/B 329), and argued that things possess intrinsic characteristics (CPR A 265/B 321, A 274/B 330). Lastly, Leibniz is said to have considered these things to precede their spatiotemporal form (CPR A 267/B 323, A 276/B 332). In short, Kant interprets Leibniz’ philosophy by arguing that he defined the true nature of things in terms of sameness, agreement, the inner, and the priority of matter over form. Had Leibniz considered ‘all things’ as mere noumena, these preliminary determinations would have been justified.24 In that case, no one could have blamed Leibniz for claiming, for instance, that monads – including the human soul – are imperishable. Kant only takes issue with Leibniz because he extended his preliminary determination of ‘all things’ to phenomena. On this basis, I should even conceive of the billiard ball I see in front of me as an aggregate of indivisible, soul-like monads that possess representations and do not occupy any space.25 Moreover, in order to achieve true knowledge of two colliding billiard balls I should completely ignore the fact that they occupy different spatial positions. The natural sciences, however, are concerned not so much with the intrinsic determinations of things as with objects that occupy different positions in space and are defined by extrinsic rather than intrinsic determinations.26 Leibniz went wrong, in Kant’s eyes, by extending, among other things, [...] his principle of indiscernables, which holds merely of concepts of things in general, to the objects of the senses [...], and thereby believed himself to have made no little advance in the cognition of nature.27



In order to determine the relation between two billiard balls in terms of size or causality, Leibniz’ purely “intellectual system of the world” is of no avail (CPR A 270/B 326). Kant turns against Leibniz – and rationalist ontology as such – because he purported to provide the natural sciences _____________ 24 CPR A 283/B 340, cf. Broecken (1970, 246). 25 Cf. CPR A 266/B 321-322, A 267/B 323, A 274/B 330. Hence, for example, the antinomy concerning the divisibility or indivisibility of things that Kant discusses in the Transcendental Dialectic (CPR A 434/B 462-A 443/B 471). Kant here explicitly takes issue with the “monadists” (CPR A 439/B 467). See on this Gerlach (1998). 26 CPR B 320, cf. B 321. Langton (1998) focuses on this issue. She rightly, though unsurprisingly, contends that Kant rejected Leibniz’ reduction of physical relations to the intrinsic properties of monads (96). 27 CPR A 271/B 327-328, cf. B 59-62, B 85, A 272/B 328, A 281/B 337.
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with useful ontological principles. As I will argue in the next section, Kant considered this failure to result from the particular way in which Leibniz enacted transcendental reflection. According to Kant, such a failure can only be revealed and remedied by a critical form of this very reflection.



5. Transcendental Reflection Kant’s remarks on transcendental reflection are notoriously obscure. It seems to me that this obscurity is partly due to the fact that Kant – in line with his employment of the term ‘transcendental’ as such – uses the term ‘transcendental reflection’ sometimes to distinguish his own philosophy from preceding systems (cf. A262/B 318), and sometimes to denote an element common to all philosophy. At one point, Kant unambiguously notes that Leibniz’ failure to distinguish adequately between phenomena and noumena is rooted in transcendental reflection. Leibniz’ doctrine of space and time, Kant writes, [...] in which he intellectualized these forms of sensibility, arose solely from this very same mistake (Täuschung) of transcendental reflection.28



Kant attributes the mistake committed by Leibniz to his alleged epistemological reduction of phenomena to noumena. If this mistake resulted from a particular mode of transcendental reflection, as I believe to be the case, then it must meet Kant’s definition of transcendental reflection as such. Now Kant defines transcendental reflection as the act by means of which I determine whether the representations to be connected in a judgment belong to pure understanding or sensible intuition.29 At first sight, this definition seems to refer to an act achieved in Kant’s philosophy alone. But is this really the case? Clearly, Kant assigned a number of representations – pure concepts – to pure thought, and a number of other representations – space and time, the content of perceptions – to sensible _____________ 28 CPR A 275/B 331. This remark suggests that the three preceding mistakes Kant attributes to Leibniz stem from transcendental reflection as well. Cf. A 842-843/B 870-871. 29 CPR A 261/B 317, cf. A 295/B 351. In the First Introduction to the Critique of the Power of Judgment, Kant defines reflection as the act “to compare and hold together given representations either with other representations or with one’s power of cognition.” (AA 20:211). Kant here predicates this activity of the faculty of judgment. Despite the parallel definitions I do not think that transcendental reflection constitutes a mode of the faculty of judgment. See also the Critique of the Power of Judgment, AA 5:180-181.
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intuition. Moreover, he divided the representation ‘all things’ into the representations ‘noumena’ and ‘phenomena,’ assigning the former to pure thought and the latter to sensible intuition. Yet it seems to me that Kant considers philosophy from Plato onward to have established similar distinctions, all of which can be traced back to the distinction between things insofar as they can be thought and things insofar as they present themselves to the senses.30 On the basis of this distinction, some philosophers – including Plato and Leibniz – considered true knowledge to pertain to the essence of things revealed in thought, whereas others – including Locke – considered the senses as the unique source of knowledge. If this is the case, then philosophy as such distinguishes itself from the sciences by the act of transcendental reflection. Considered in this light, Leibniz’ philosophy no less relied on the transcendental distinction between essence and appearance. Leibniz merely went wrong, Kant suggests, by implicitly assigning the representation ‘all things’ to pure thought alone. By doing so, he failed to determine which representations belong to pure thought and which to sensibility in an appropriate way. This brings us to the question of how Kant considered his own enactment of transcendental reflection to differ from the transcendental reflection constitutive of rationalist ontology. In order to answer this question I would like to dwell on an elliptic passage the significance of which is easily overlooked (although its latter part is often quoted). Transcendental reflection, Kant notes, [...] contains the ground of the possibility of the objective comparison of the representations to each other, and is therefore very different from [logical comparison], since the cognitive power to which the representations belong is not the same. This transcendental reflection is a duty from which no one can escape if he would judge anything about things a priori. (CPR A 263/B 319, emphasis mine).



Kant here suggests, to begin with, that scientific knowledge rests on the objective comparison of representations. This comparison itself is a matter of logical reflection. However, my empirical judgment concerning colliding billiard balls requires that the representations I compare are both given in sensible intuition. This homogeneity is established by the unspecified mode of reflection mentioned above (cf. CPR A 260-261/B 316-317). Obviously, empirical judgments do not rest on logical reflection alone. Seen from a transcendental perspective, empirical judgments are rather _____________ 30 Cf.: “The analysis of the metaphysician separated pure a priori knowledge into two most heterogeneous elements, namely, the knowledge of things qua appearances and the knowledge of things in themselves.” (CPR B xx, note).
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made possible by synthetic a priori principles. It is only by dint of the principle that predicates causality of possible objects of experience, for instance, that I can connect my representations of colliding billiard balls in an objective way. 31 However, Kant in this passage is not so much concerned with synthetic a priori principles themselves as with the transcendental reflection on which the validity of these principles depends (cf. CPR A 269/B 325). The objective comparison of representations occurring within the sciences, he notes, ultimately rests on transcendental reflection. This is the case, I would contend, because valid synthetic a priori judgments must connect representations that belong to different faculties. The act of reflection that precedes these judgments must ensure, in other words, that the representations to be connected stem from different sources. As we have seen, this requirement is not met by Leibniz, who in fact merely predicated concepts originating in thought of things insofar as they can be thought. The principles of the pure understanding put forward in the preceding chapter of the Critique, by contrast, perfectly meet this requirement. For these synthetic a priori principles connect a representation originating in thought – a pure concept – to a representation originating in sensibility, that is, to all appearances.32 For Kant, in sum, philosophy has the ‘duty’ to ensure that the representations connected in synthetic a priori judgments are heterogeneous rather than homogeneous. Critical transcendental reflection maintains, in other words, that synthetic a priori principles are valid only if they predicate pure concepts of possible objects of experience. Since logical reflection lures us into obliterating the subjective origin of our representations, philosophy should not rely on it in this respect. Given this outcome, we can now return to the four pairs of concepts of reflection that figure so prominently in the section under consideration. Various passages suggest that Kant considered the critical mode of transcendental reflection enacted in the Critique to separate phenomena from noumena in an appropriate way. Yet this by no means entails that he therefore abandoned the concepts of reflection he held undergirded Leibniz’ uncritical mode of transcendental reflection. _____________ 31 In the Critique of the Power of Judgment Kant refers to the pure concepts of the understanding as “ontological predicates” (AA 5:181). 32 As Kant argues in the Schematism chapter, this a priori connection of heterogeneous elements is made possible by a mediating element, namely, the temporal form of all intuition (CPR A 138/B 177, cf. A 155/B 194). Given the scope of this article I cannot elaborate on this issue.
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From Leibniz’ perspective, as we have seen, it is hardly relevant that actual billiard balls differ from one another by dint of their position in space, that they can be the subject of conflicting forces, and are determined by extrinsic characteristics such as color and weight. Neither could Leibniz consider the spatio-temporal form of things such as billiard balls to precede their sensible matter. Now it seems to me that Kant draws on these very concepts – albeit implicitly – to establish the realm of phenomena as the sole realm of which it is possible to achieve knowledge. In order to turn appearances into objects of knowledge we must rely on a number of synthetic a priori principles. Yet before applying these principles we must, by an act of reflection, have distinguished phenomena from noumena in an appropriate manner. Although Kant does not really put it this way, he seems to regard the opposites of the concepts of reflection employed by Leibniz to serve precisely this purpose. On this view, the concepts of distinctness, conflict, and the outer allow thought to conceive of phenomena as distinct from one another, as marked by conflicting forces, and as determined by extrinsic, relational properties. The distinction between matter and form, lastly, allows thought to conceive of phenomena as sensible contents preceded by the forms of intuition.33 By delimiting the domain of appearances in this fourfold manner, Kant’s critical mode of transcendental reflection brings to light the ultimate ground of the “objective comparison of representations” carried out in the natural sciences. By confining the realm of things in themselves to such things as can merely be thought, Kant, conversely, denies special _____________ 33 This can be inferred from the passages in which Kant – in the context of his criticism of Leibniz – discusses the basic features of phenomena. Kant here clearly draws on the concepts of reflection opposed to those he considered to underlie Leibniz metaphysics: (1) “Since [phenomena] are objects of sensibility, and the understanding with regard to them is not of pure but of empirical use, multiplicity and numerical difference are already given by space itself as the condition of outer appearances.” (CPR A 264/B 320); (2) “That which is real in appearances, [...] on the contrary, can certainly be in conflict (Widerstreit) and, united in the same subject, one [reality] can partly or wholly destroy the effect of the other, like two moving forces that in the same straight line that either push or pull a point in opposite directions.” (CPR A 265/B 320-321); (3) “The inner determinations of a substantia phaenomenon in space, on the contrary, are nothing but relations, and it is itself entirely a sum total of mere relations.” (CPR A 265/B 321; Kant considers determinations that depend on relations as extrinsic); (4) “If [space and time] are merely sensible intuitions, [...] then the form of intuition (as a subjective constitution of sensibility) [...] precedes all matter (the sensations).” (CPR A 267/B 323, all emphasis mine).
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metaphysics the right to achieve a priori knowledge of the soul, the world, and God.34



6. Conclusion By limiting the use of synthetic a priori principles to appearances, critical transcendental reflection precludes the interference of rationalist ontology with the sciences, something that was anything but self-evident among the unnamed “monadists” of Kant’s time (cf. CPR A 439/B 467). It simultaneously affirms, however, that scientific knowledge relies on the very a priori concepts rationalist ontology had always attributed to things as such. Kant believed himself to have demonstrated in the Transcendental Analytic why the employment of these concepts must be confined to appearances.35 The remarks on transcendental reflection which conclude this part of the Critique do not add anything to this demonstration itself. Yet they do indicate how Kant himself sought to interpret the crucial difference between rationalist metaphysics on the one hand and his projected scientific metaphysics on the other. I believe, therefore, that the Appendix to the Transcendental Analytic not only forms the hinge between the two parts of the Transcendental Logic, but also contains a tentative reflection on the hinge between rationalist metaphysics and a metaphysics enlightened from within about the end of its sway. If transcendental reflection, in Kant’s sense, reveals the limit that pure sensibility imposes on pure reason, then this Appendix may well be considered to mirror the universe called Critique of Pure Reason in a pre-eminent way.36
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Kant on the Soul’s Intensity Kirill Chepurin Abstract In this paper I propose to consider a certain set of notions in Kant as subsumable under a single notion – that of the soul’s intensity – as well as the possibility of a transcendental grounding of this notion within Kant’s critical framework. First, I discuss what it means for Kant to attribute intensive magnitude to the soul, starting with his response to Mendelssohn where Kant introduces the soul’s intensity as a metaphysical notion immanent to the principles of rational psychology. I show, however, that in Kant’s counter-argument there occurs a subtle though crucial shift in perspective – from the soul’s substance to its powers. Then I move on to consider three fundamental variants upon the soul’s intensity – intensities of representation, of life, and of cognition – each governed, I argue, by the implied notions of measure of intensity and its balance. Also, I examine Kant’s accounts of the life of a species and the necessity of sickness; of intensity of “enlightenment” in a society and the benefit of ignorance; and of sermon as a practical exertion of cognition’s intensity. Next, the aforementioned shift of emphasis allows me to demonstrate that the notion of the soul’s intensity can indeed be transcendentally justified by appealing to Kant’s principle of the Anticipations of Perception. Finally, I conclude with an appendix on the possible connection of the soul’s intensity to Kant’s aesthetics.



1. Introduction1 In Kant’s much-studied critical corpus, the theme of the soul’s intensity comes to light but once, in the Critique of Pure Reason, and but briefly, in _____________ 1 All citations from Kant’s work, except for the Critique of Pure Reason, refer to the “Akademie” edition, prefixed by the abbreviation of the English title. References to the first Critique employ the original pagination of the first (“A”) and second (“B”) editions. Translations are taken from the standard Cambridge edition of Kant’s works. The abbreviations are as follows: A: Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View; CF: The Conflict of the Faculties; CPJ: Critique of the Power of Judgment; CPR: Critique of Pure Reason; LL: Lectures on Logic; LM: Lectures on
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the short rebuttal of Moses Mendelssohn’s argument in favor of the immortality of the soul. The same rebuttal, rendered even more compact, we find repeated several times in Kant’s lectures on metaphysics. To the extent that the notion of the soul’s intensity is employed within the scope of Kant’s counter-argument, it acts as a strictly metaphysical notion immanent to the principles of rational psychology. In fact, most of the things Kant says regarding intensity of the soul and a number of related issues, encountered chiefly in his lectures on metaphysics and on logic, are situated within the logico-metaphysical context and often seem not to be directly founded upon the critical approach. Therefore my task in this paper is twofold. First, I discuss what it means for Kant to apply an intensive quantity to the soul. A number of relevant passages, from both the Critique of Pure Reason and Kant’s various lectures, need to be considered here, starting with the answer to Mendelssohn where the general notion of the soul’s intensity is introduced as an immanently metaphysical hypothesis. Then I examine some fundamental variants upon the soul’s intensity, namely, intensities of representation, of life, and of cognition, without as yet considering their relation to the transcendental framework, as well as touch upon a few related themes: Kant’s discussion of the life of a species and the necessity of sickness, a notion of measure of intensity and its balance, the distinction between the logical and practical importance of a cognition, intensity of enlightenment in a society and the benefit of ignorance, the relation of the beautiful and the deep, and even what it takes to deliver a model sermon. My second task is to consider whether and how all the notions of the soul’s intensity can be grounded transcendentally, since Kant himself does not make it explicit. Therefore it is the possible logical transference of the soul’s intensity from the metaphysical to the transcendental field that interests me here. In search of a transcendental basis, I turn to the Anticipations of Perception section of the Critique of Pure Reason in which the notion of intensity is critically rethought by Kant to apply to all possible experience. Thereby, I argue, the kinds of intensity of the soul that Kant examines in his lectures can be transcendentally justified.2 Finally, I con_____________ Metaphysics; Obs: Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sublime; OP: Opus postumum; Rel: Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason. 2 Most of the lectures I discuss do indeed stem from the critical period, and Kant himself must have regarded all these kinds of intensity as transcendentally justifiable. I hope to demonstrate as much.
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clude with a brief remark on the possible connection of the soul’s intensity to Kant’s aesthetics.



2. Kant’s counter-argument: the soul’s intensity as a metaphysical hypothesis In fact, Mendelssohn’s argument,3 concerned with the standard metaphysical question of the soul’s immortality, i.e., whether or not our soul can survive our bodily death, is itself a response to a traditional argument in defense of immortality. The latter goes as follows: since the soul is a simple substance (which is a cardinal proposition of rational psychology4), having no disjointed parts, then it cannot be decomposed into parts, and hence perish by disintegration; consequently, the soul cannot pass away. But even though Mendelssohn, himself belonging to the tradition of rational psychology, accepts the basic premise of the soul’s simplicity and substantiality, nevertheless he is perfectly correct, says Kant, in finding the proof untenable. Rather, it is Mendelssohn’s proposed correction of the argument that leaves Kant as much dissatisfied: He [i.e., Mendelssohn] presupposed that a simple being could not pass away like a body through successive diminishing of its parts, but rather it would either wholly have to be or stop at once having been at all.5



For Mendelssohn, the traditional proof of immortality does not take into account another possible way of the soul’s destruction. That is, even if a simple substance cannot pass away by disintegration, nevertheless it could as well perish “by vanishing,”6 or rather, an immediate vanishing. For since the soul is simple and thus has “no plurality,”7 it cannot be “more” or “less” existent, and therefore at any given moment of time we are presented with a clear alternative: the soul is either wholly existent or wholly inexistent. Consequently, the soul’s transition to nonexistence can only happen through a momentary “leap <saltus>”8 into nothing. But such a _____________ 3 From his Platonic dialogue Phaedo or On the Immortality of the Soul (1767). See Mendelssohn (1972). Here I follow Kant’s exposition of Mendelssohn’s argument. 4 As stated already by Leibniz in the Monadology. See Leibniz (1973, 179). 5 LM, AA 29:1037; emphasis added. 6 Ibid. 7 CPR B 414. 8 LM, AA 28:764.
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transition is metaphysically impossible, because there cannot occur any leap within a simple substance; therefore the soul is immortal. The counter-argument of Kant to Mendelssohn’s position9 is, basically, an “as if” argument from within the rational psychology framework, an immanent critique obviously meant to work independently of the general exposition of the fundamental fallacy of rational psychology as a whole.10 Let us suppose, says Kant, as rational psychologists do, that the soul is in fact a simple substance; does it follow from this that we are, as Mendelssohn insists, confronted with just two possible ways of its death, either by disintegration or by vanishing? Kant’s answer is “no”; there is a third possibility for the soul to pass away, or rather a possibility to think its passing away differently. It is to substantiate this claim that Kant introduces a distinction of extensive and intensive quantity as applied to the soul. Even though, being simple and numerically self-identical, the soul cannot have any extensive quantity, there is still a possibility of its having an intensive quantity (an “intensive magnitude,” or “a degree of reality”11), or, to put it simply, an intensity. Death can thus be thought of as a diminishing of the soul’s intensity until it reaches zero. The soul, says Kant, can pass away “through an evanescence.” In this, it “observes the laws of continuity by descending through ever smaller degrees,”12 thereby avoiding the supposed necessity of a leap. But, granted that the soul is a simple substance, how should one conceive the application of intensity to it? As we will see now, there occurs in Kant’s reasoning a subtle shift of emphasis compared to both the traditional proof of immortality and the argument of Mendelssohn, a shift that allows of a transcendental grounding of the notion of the soul’s intensity and its inclusion within the framework of Kant’s transcendental philosophy.



3. Intensity not of substance, but of powers In Wolffian psychology, the soul is characterized by a number of separate “powers,” all derived from the fundamental power of representation, vis _____________ 9 See CPR B 413-415, as well as LM, AA 29:905, 912, 1037-1038, AA 28:763764. 10 On Kant’s account of this fallacy, see Grier (2001, 143-163), Ameriks (2003, 113-115), and Thiel (2006). 11 CPR B 414. 12 LM, AA 29:1038.
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repraesentativa.13 Since the soul is considered as a simple substance, its powers cannot be regarded as different substances, for otherwise the soul would be “an aggregate of several substances,”14 hence the need to speak of different powers as activities radiating “from one focal point.”15 Now, both Mendelssohn’s proof of the soul’s immortality and the traditional proof refuted by Mendelssohn are concerned exclusively with the substantiality of the soul. The question they pose is: what manners of the soul’s death could in principle be inferred from its being a simple substance? Kant, however, approaches the problem differently, shifting the premise from the assertion “the soul is a simple substance” to the double assertion “the soul is a simple substance and it has a number of powers.” And it is in the second part of this claim, viz., that the soul has powers, that he finds a condition of the possibility for attributing an intensive quantity to the soul. It seems that in this attribution Kant does not at all require the first part of the assertion (“the soul is a simple substance”), for intensity in Kant belongs not to the soul as such, but rather to its powers: [The soul can pass away] through an evanescence, i.e., a gradual remission of its powers. Just as the clarity of a representation can gradually become obscure so that finally the soul slumbers in it and thus its consciousness is lost little by little, so can all degrees of the powers of the human soul give way little by little, and when they have been diminished through all degrees, finally pass over into a nothing.16



Indeed, it would be absurd, at least when arguing within the assumptions of classical metaphysics, to attribute intensity (a “degree of reality”) to the soul’s substance as such. There can be no difference in degree of reality between different substances qua substances.17 Moreover, intensity is an essentially “active” notion. To attribute it to the soul’s substance qua substance would amount to making the soul’s very substantiality a mode of its activity; and this would involve the reversal of the traditional hierarchy of substance/powers to which Mendelssohn adheres. That is why Mendelssohn, speaking of the soul as a simple substance, cannot devise any other way for it to perish except by disintegration or vanishing – in no way could a substance as such pass away “through an evanescence.” Kant in_____________ 13 Cf. Beiser (1987, 265): “According to Wolff, the mind consists in a single active force, the vis repraesentativa, or power of representation. Wolff refers every activity of the mind back to its power of representation, whether perception, imagination, memory, understanding, or will.” 14 Teo (2005, 44-45). 15 Bell (2005, 27). 16 LM, AA 29:1037. 17 Therefore, as Powell (1990, 127) points out, it is impossible to hold here “that persons begin at non-being, ascend to being, and then travel back to non-being.”
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stead proceeds not from the soul’s substantiality but from its powers, and this shift of emphasis allows him to posit that [...] the supposed substance [...] could be transformed into nothing [...] by a gradual remission (remissio) of all its powers [...]. For even consciousness always has a degree, which can always be diminished; consequently, so does the faculty of being conscious of oneself, and likewise with all other faculties.18



In effect, Kant assumes that as soon as every power of the soul ceases to be active, the soul as substance is consequently “transformed into nothing.” This presupposition may or may not be valid vis-à-vis the principles of rational psychology,19 but what is important for us here is that Kant’s argument is certainly of a different kind, highlighting the “phenomenal” aspect of the soul – not the substance, but its activities. This change of emphasis, introduced by Kant within an immanently undertaken counterargument, is crucial for the transcendental justification of the notion of the soul’s intensity, its transference to the transcendental field precisely because such an argument makes it possible for a critical philosopher to “forget” the first part of the above-mentioned assertion (“the soul is a simple substance”) and to retain the second, i.e., the activities of the soul as being fundamentally intensive in character.



4. Some cases of the soul’s intensity Let us briefly turn our attention to the above-cited passage from Kant’s Lectures on Metaphysics involving reference to intensity of representation.20 As has been already mentioned, in Wolffian psychology all powers of the soul originate in the power of representation; consequently, the degree of intensity of every power of the soul must be dependent upon the degree of intensity of representation.21 A representation can be more or less clear, and hence possesses a degree, or intensity. As the intensity (or “clarity”) of _____________ 18 CPR B 414. 19 The problem is whether even complete loss of the soul’s activity necessarily presupposes death. For instance, one could argue – recalling Wolff’s distinction between “faculties” and “powers” (see Teo 2005, 45) which Kant does not seem to follow here – that even if all activity of the soul (i.e., of its powers) equals zero, its faculties (i.e., its capacities to act) do not have to cease existing, and thus the substance as a whole could still exist “at a standstill.” Such a state would then be analogous to the asphyxia, or “apparent death,” that Kant discusses in his Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View. See A, AA 7:166. 20 LM, AA 29:1037. 21 Cf. CPR B 414-415.
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representation diminishes, the actual threshold of the soul’s intensity lowers along with it. “Clarity of representation” seems here to signify something like the overall current intensity of the soul distributed variously among its set of powers. All this suggests what may be called the soul’s measure of intensity, being the maximum degree of intensity that the soul can potentially reach and withhold. Kant does not seem to argue that excess of intensity could kill the soul (as Hegel later does), but its lack brought to complete absence certainly can. If we take it that death is the outcome of the loss of intensity of the soul’s powers, then the “sickness” mentioned by Kant in the Opus Postumum as the transition from life to death could be interpreted as meaning precisely such an attenuation of intensity – in this case, intensity of an individual’s life: [...] the phenomenon of a species which preserves itself in space and time is the continuation of the genus and the alternating death and life of its individuals: Sickness forms the constant transition between the two.22



Thus, although in a single individual belonging to the genus the balance of intensity inevitably shifts toward death, the measure of intensity of life within the whole of genus remains more or less intact in virtue of the constant “alternation” of life and death, thereby allowing the genus to survive “in space and time.” Like in a system of communicating vessels, the overall balance is preserved. A rather mechanical notion of balance presupposed here should not deceive us too easily, since this balance is as much organic as it is mechanical. Indeed, there is a fundamental ambivalence regarding the organic-mechanical distinction both here, in Kant’s discussion of “organic” bodies as “machines – either lifeless (merely vegetative) or living, animal,”23 as well as in the relevant passages of the Critique of the Power of Judgment. Kant does not seem to distinguish in kind between intensity of the body (mass, temperature, etc.) and intensity of the soul, whereas for Hegel their difference is crucial.24 Contained in Kant’s claim on the con_____________ 22 OP, AA 22:373. 23 Ibid. 24 It is on this point that Hegel, in the Science of Logic, criticizes Kant’s approach to the soul’s intensity. The soul, says Hegel (1969, 224), is not a “thing” (Ding), but a form of “spirit” (Geist). “Being does, of course,” he continues, “belong to spirit, but its intensity is wholly different from that of intensive quantum; indeed, its intensity is such that in it the form of merely immediate being and all its categories are sublated. What should have been admitted was the elimination not only of the category of extensive quantum but that of quantum altogether.” This argument should not be taken to mean that Hegel renounces the notion of the soul’s intensity altogether. Rather, he argues against Kant’s identification of the soul’s intensity with intensity of its powers – and preserves both by distinguishing them
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nection between death and loss of intensity is perhaps his only (even if hypothetical) theory of individual death, a theme characteristically absent from his critical philosophy. It should also be noted that even though there is a connection here between intensity and death, there is no affinity in Kant between intensity and suffering of a sort that exists in Hegel’s anthropology. There is a further notion of intensity in Kant, viz., intensity of cognition (Erkenntnis) as treated in the Lectures on Logic, based upon the general distinction Kant draws between extensive and intensive cognition. Intensity of cognition is a case of the soul’s intensity since cognition rests upon the soul’s powers. “Extensive cognition rests on manyness, but intensive cognition on degree. The last is a quantity of unity.”25 Or, more at length: The quantity of cognition can be understood in two senses, either as extensive or as intensive quantity. The former relates to the extension of cognition and thus consists in its multitude and manifoldness; the latter relates to its content, which concerns the richness or the logical importance and fruitfulness of a cognition, insofar as it is considered a ground of many and great consequences (non multa sed multum).26



_____________ conceptually. First, Kant’s conception of intensity of the soul’s activities is integrated by Hegel into his own mature Phenomenology; see, e.g., his discussion of “degrees” of consciousness’s intensity in the philosophy of spirit lectures of 1827/28 (Hegel 2007a, 64), with due reference to Kant’s refutation of Mendelssohn. It is this and only this “phenomenal” intensity that is for Hegel quantifiable. Second, in his Anthropology, Hegel ascribes intensity to the soul’s substance as such. In the above-quoted passage from the Science of Logic, he implies precisely this second kind of intensity “wholly different from that of intensive quantum” (emphasis added) and pertaining to the soul as “spirit.” This intensity is, strictly speaking, unquantifiable, it is the “substantial force” (Hegel 2007a, 128) of the soul as concentrated into the unity of its “nucleus,” its “intensive form of individuality” (Hegel 2007b, 90), the one from which all the soul’s activities proceed. In other words, for Hegel, there can be no quantitative, “phenomenological,” intensity of the soul’s powers without there being the original, “anthropological,” intensity of the “nucleus” that alone grounds these powers and imparts intensity to them. Clearly, this is but a brief account of the move from Kant’s to Hegel’s notion of the soul’s intensity, so important and complex that it merits a separate detailed study. 25 LL, AA 24:711. 26 LL, AA 9:40. Cf. LL, AA 24:56: “If I consider [...] only the multitude of the objects that I cognize, then I look merely to the extensive quantity of the cognition. But when I cognize a single object wholly and really perfectly, then the cognition is great intensive. In the latter it is really a matter of degree, of how I cognize the unit.”
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To cognize intensively means “to know much about one thing. Non multa, sed multum.”27 Employing physical terms, Kant calls “the extensive quantity of a cognition” its “volume,” and the intensive, “density.”28 The intensity (or “strength”29) of a cognition is therefore two-sided: on the one hand, it concerns the “content” as such that must be cognized “wholly and really perfectly” for the cognition to be “great[ly] intensive”30; on the other, it points away from the content towards the multitude of implications the (perfectly grasped) content yields (“fecunditas et dignitas”31). Thus, to cognize a unity intensively one needs to cognize it together with its “consequences and effects.”32 The latter branch once again divides into two: the implications may be of “logical importance” or, more interestingly, of “practical importance” or “usefulness.”33 Whereas the first, strictly logical, importance remains locked up within the circle of cognition and therefore can be “foreseen” by logical means, the practical one “cannot be foreseen” and yet entails substantial consequences for the conduct and character of the society.34 For there seems to be a certain measure of cognition’s intensity within society analogous to that of an individual or a genus, a balance of “enlightenment”: In one age enlightenment can be extensively great, namely, when it reaches all, but intensively small, namely, because no one has very much of it, but all simply know some little [...]. Just as when one beats gold very flat it then takes up a great space, but on the other hand it is thin and can easily be damaged.35



Here the condition of being easily damaged plays a role comparable to that of sickness within the genus, as connected to the loss of life’s inten_____________ 27 LL, AA 24:717. 28 LL, AA 24:110. 29 LL, AA 24:842. 30 LL, AA 24:56. This includes, among other things, the demand that the cognition “be true” (LL, AA 24:822). 31 LL, AA 24:717. 32 LL, AA 24:822. 33 Ibid. E.g., as regards the practical side, intensity of cognition is essential for “morals” (LL, AA 24:110). Cf. LL, AA 24:139: “Some complete thoroughness is required in regard to morals” (by “thoroughness” Kant means intensive logical sufficiency). 34 LL, AA 24:822. There is in some degree a connection between the logical and practical importance of a cognition: “Logical perfection teaches practical perfection, since usefulness thereby becomes more determinate” (LL, AA 24:822). Cf. LL, AA 24:79: “One can never, or very seldomly, have insight into, and know in advance, every use of this or that cognition”. 35 LL, AA 24:717.
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sity. In an extensively enlightened age every individual is cognitionally sick as the society’s measure of cognition’s intensity is exhausted. Extensive enlightenment can never be “objective” and deep-reaching: The extensive quantity of the enlightenment can also be called subjective, since it stretches to all subjects, but the intensive can be called objective, which deals with degree.36



For the balance of intensity always has its way, and the measure of intensity of a whole cannot be exceeded, this whole being a single individual, a genus or a society. “The quantity of the extension weakens the degree – produces shallowness.”37 That is why, says Kant, “a kind of ignorance,” a “lack” in regard to extensiveness is required for a cognition’s perfect intensity, “so that we can turn all our energy” to it.38 And since there seems to exist an immutable law of balance which makes enlightenment grow thin when dispersed among many, an individual grows sick so that its genus could live on, or a cognition grows slack when its objects are too numerous, – a demand for ignorance39 is, for Kant, a demand for discipline, a beneficial (self-)restriction and (self-)control on part of an individual or a society: Lacks [Die Mängel Defectus] are nothing other than limits of a thing that ought to begin here. They are its termini, restrictions, and the lack actually subsists quite well with the perfection of a beginning.40



Intensity conjoined with distinctness (Deutlichkeit) produces “depth” of a cognition.41 Distinctness, which divides itself into extensive and intensive, is a logical notion: “The greatest logical perfection as to clarity is distinctness.”42 In fact, depth is here also a purely logical notion, even though it may entail certain practical consequences; there is no depth in the sense of a “beyond” in Kant. Next, Kant discriminates between the “beautiful understanding” and the “deep” one, and thus between poetry and philosophy: An extensive distinctness, which one encounters in the beautiful understanding, is an aesthetically pure one[;] intensive distinctness, however, which one finds in the



_____________ 36 Ibid. 37 Ibid. 38 LL, AA 24:78. 39 Which in case of a genus turns into a demand for sickness, leading to death, of an individual belonging to the genus. 40 LL, AA 24:78. 41 Cf. Adorno (2001, 185-186) for a general discussion of the notion of “depth” in Kant. 42 LL, AA 24:843.
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deep understanding, belongs to logical perfection.43 The poet describes the spring for me with extensive distinctness. He piles marks [Merkmale] one upon another. The philosopher, however, describes the same thing with intensive distinctness[;] he looks, namely, not to the multitude of marks, but rather he seeks to represent really clearly and distinctly only a few marks, indeed, where possible, only a single one.44



Furthermore, there is an important discussion of sermon in the Lectures on Logic involving an ostensibly paradoxical reference to intensity of cognition that links it to feeling. Kant’s account of sermon also provides us with a fine example of cognition’s intensity as applied to practical use. According to Kant, a model sermon should necessarily combine “distinctness and correct explication” with “liveliness,” Lebhaftigkeit (“in order to excite attention and to move the soul”); the latter, in its turn, can be either extensive or intensive: The extensive degree [of liveliness] depends on intuition, not on feeling [Gefühl], where the thing is placed before the eyes through examples from common life and cases in concreto [...]. This is the most necessary thing: that concepts thereby become more adequate to our understanding and more distinct [...]. Intensive liveliness rests on feeling, not on intuition but rather on the strength of the cognition.45



A sermon is a practical event par excellence, that is, directed towards practical – moral and religious – ends. Hence the demand for liveliness that is absent from, say, a purely mathematical approach.46 In a sermon, “there _____________ 43 Cf. Kant’s Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sublime (1764) (Obs, AA 2:229-230) for a discussion of women’s “beautiful understanding” as contrasted with men’s “deep understanding.” 44 LL, AA 24:56-57; cf. 24:835-836. On extensive and intensive distinctness see, moreover, Natterer (2003, 216-217). Kirwan (2004, 166 n.3) assumes that Kant’s conception of poetic effect may derive from Baumgarten’s identification of poetry with “extensive clarity,” according to which “the more that is gathered together in a confused complex concept [...] the more powerful the effect, and the more poetic the representation.” Kirwan also mentions Part 5 of Burke’s Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of our Ideas of the Sublime and the Beautiful as a possible source for Kant’s views of poetry. Further, Cutrofello (2008, 67) even claims that “by distinguishing aesthetic ideas from ideas of reason and confirming the former to works of poetic genius that are essentially different in kind from philosophical investigations, Kant implicitly distinguishes between a Shakespeare and a Kant.” In other words, in Kant, such an understanding of poetry is (pragmatically) useful as a means of distinguishing between philosophy and poetry. 45 LL, AA 24:842. Cf. Rel, AA 6:109. 46 Cf. LL, AA 24:52: “As beauty constitutes [everything] in aesthetic perfection [of cognition], a cognition is dry, e.g., in mathematical considerations.” In a particularly fine sermon, though, “dryness and beauty can exist together (e.g., in a ser-
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must reign a power to have an effect on every soul,”47 so that it would be “universally understandable,” even by those “who can learn little.” Therefore it requires “much genius,” a “great gift” of preaching “to distinguish, to choose, what this and what every listener needs.” Moreover, a sermon’s intensity – that is, intensity of the powers of the preacher’s soul (including intensity of cognition) as this intensity manifests itself in the sermon – should be directed practically towards “the future.” This is not merely a question of persuading the hearer to concur or sympathize with the preacher; something higher is at stake. The preacher’s task, urges Kant, is to awaken the hearer’s “higher abilities” so that the latter’s internal state could gradually “develop into something.”48 Although elsewhere Kant is content to assert that “any sermon” should have “edification as its final end,”49 here he seems to imply a stronger conclusion – indeed, nothing less than a new “manner of thinking” is to be born within the hearer’s hitherto uncultivated mind, as Kant proclaims in a memorable passage of the third Critique, the one that reverses the ordinary attitude by “making the intellectual and the ideas of reason superior to sensibility.”50 This reeducation of the mind is precisely what is missed out by those contemporary preachers that Kant blames here for propagating “false humility” instead of “the energetic determination to seek out the powers that still remain in us” in order to make our “resistance against evil” possible.51 Their sermons therefore amount to a pure waste of intensity – that is, even when a preacher is able to introduce a high degree of intensity into a sermon, this intensity is entirely misplaced and “affected,” for, says Kant, “man is affected when he shows an art that is not suited to the end.”52 In other words, it is not enough that intensity of cognition should be high; it must also be properly applied. It is only this combination that can produce the necessary effect on the hearer, that of eventually becoming capable of “duty” and “firm principles” as contrasted with mere “happiness” and “play of affects.”53 A sermon’s intensity should result not simply in an _____________ mon which begins dryly but contains many beauties in what follows)” (LL, AA 24:708). 47 LL, AA 24:782; emphasis added. 48 Ibid. 49 CF, AA 7:69. 50 CPJ, AA 5:274. 51 CPJ, AA 5:273. 52 Kant (1992, 420). This is a quotation from “The Hechsel Logic,” not included in the “Akademie” edition. For the German original, see Kant (1998b, 116). 53 CPJ, AA 5:273-274.
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orgasmic “agreeable exhaustion” on the part of the hearer which makes the sermon – i.e., the sermon’s content, the preacher, and even Christianity itself – a phantasy-object of the hearer’s desire. Rather, it should lead to the conception of “the supersensible” in the mind of the hearer. Only then the intensity that a preacher invests in his sermon would not be dissipated, but would achieve its “final end” and true “sublimity.”54 Thus, it is precisely because intensity (“strength”) of cognition appears here within a “pragmatic” perspective of liveliness that Kant relates it to feeling. As to the identification of extensiveness with intuition and of intensity with feeling in these lectures of the early 1790s, it seems to be closely connected to the transcendental context of the Critique of Pure Reason, as we will see below in the discussion of the Anticipations of Perception. Finally, all this interplay of various modes and implications of cognition’s intensity, of its measure and balance, if taken within the metaphysical framework, is directly related to the soul’s intensity since cognition is here dependent upon the faculty of representation. Thus intensity of cognition can be considered as related to intensity of representation, and both can be subsumed under the notion of the soul’s intensity. Even intensity of life falls within this notion if death is believed to be the outcome of the loss of the soul’s intensity.



5. The transcendental context: grounding the soul’s intensity The critical philosophy cannot retain the a priori notion of the soul as substance. According to Kant, rational psychology, purporting to derive, “independently of all experience,” the metaphysical nature of the soul – the latter as a simple substance – from “the single proposition I think”55 (“the simple representation of the I,”56 or a subject of pure apperception) inevitably falls into paralogisms. Thinking, for Kant, is indeed able to think itself, but only as pure form, explicating its own a priori structure as the condition of all possible experience.57 On the other hand, the soul’s _____________ 54 CPJ, AA 5:273. As an aside, it might be an interesting undertaking to explore the biographical context of Kant’s notion of sermon and, in particular, of his distinction between a true sermon and a false one. 55 CPR B 400. 56 CPR B 68. Cf. Ameriks (2006, 140). 57 Or, as Ameriks (2006, 136) puts it, “the a priori principles needed if sensible beings like us, in space and time, are able to make warranted theoretical claims
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activities can be preserved, if properly purged, since one should not disturb the purity of the a priori principles of cognition. All empirical study of the soul’s (phenomenally real) activity, i.e., of the soul as object and its phenomenal nature, is relegated by Kant to empirical psychology, now excluded from the realm of philosophy proper and concerned with the soul as an object of inner sense.58 What is left now is precisely the transcendental activity that constitutes the phenomenally real. Therefore in Kant’s transcendental psychology59 the soul as subject can be legitimately thought of only as the transcendental subject, i.e., as being engaged in a purely formal activity of synthesis that structures everything the subject experiences. This subject itself is purely formal, “the reference point to which thought must be related in any act of thinking,”60 whatever its (noumenal) nature could be. Hence we would do well to renounce the term “soul” here, within the transcendental context, substituting “subject” for it instead. It is precisely the transcendental subject that must ground the notion of the soul’s intensity for the latter to be valid vis-à-vis the transcendental principles. In other words, to be an appropriate object of study for critical philosophy, intensity must necessarily belong to the characteristics of the subject’s transcendental activity. As is well known, in the Anticipations of Perception Kant justifies the application of intensive magnitudes to the phenomenally real. Perception, for Kant, is “empirical consciousness of the intuition (as appearance),”61 or “the consciousness of an appearance (before any concept).”62 While sensation is passive, perception is not; it cannot be free from the categories: “all synthesis, through which even perception itself becomes possible, stands under the categories.”63 The principle of the Anticipations of Perception _____________ about determinate objects at all.” Kant’s “Transcendental Analytic” is concerned with just that. 58 Cf. Adorno (2001, 193 ff.). On the problematic character of empirical psychology, both for and in Kant, see Kitcher (1990, 11), Sturm (2001), and Thiel (2006, 216-217). 59 See Kitcher (1990) and Allison (1996, 53-66). Cf. Robert Hanna’s definition (2001, 35-36): “Kant’s transcendental psychology is a non-naturalistic a priori theory of any actual or possible mind possessing a unified system of innate cognitive capacities just like ours – whether that creature happens to be biologically human or not.” 60 Allison (1996, 66). 61 CPR B 160. Cf. CPR B 207: “Perception is empirical consciousness, i.e., one in which there is at the same time sensation.” 62 AA 23:28, translated in Kant (1998a, 285). 63 CPR B 161.
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reads as follows: “In all appearances the real, which is an object of the sensation, has intensive magnitude, i.e., a degree.”64 That is, sensation, as opposed to intuition,65 does not have an extensive magnitude, “since space and time are not met with in sensation”66; rather, it has “an intensive magnitude, i.e., a degree of influence on sense.”67 When Kant says that the real has a degree, what he has in mind is the phenomenally real, not the alleged real of the in-itself. And the phenomenally real is constituted by the activity of the transcendental subject, although, of course, this is not to say that the subject itself produces the “stuff” of sensation. To better understand this, we must distinguish the degree of the thing’s influence on the senses from the degree of the real. The determination of the latter is the result of the former as reflected in the subject’s (empirical) consciousness. An object can affect the subject’s senses more or less, but the subject still has to grasp the degree of the object’s influence upon it as the degree of the real.68 And that is the work of empirical consciousness, or perception. Sensation as such is passive sensory affection that does not possess any structure; it is simply “matter”69 of experience that affects the senses. In perception, it is appropriated in the complex of the real, and it is the subject who imposes a scale of intensity upon it. In the principle of the Anticipations of Perception, intensity of the phenomenally real is thus a property of the “Reale der Empfindung”70 as it is processed in perception. It would be wrong to suppose that Kant here tries to find an a priori in sensation as such. What the principle of the Anticipations of Perception asserts is that the subject’s real experience can always be a priori anticipated to have a degree of intensity.71 In other words, this _____________ 64 CPR B 207. 65 Intuition for Kant has an extensive magnitude (see the Axioms of Intuition, CPR A 162/B 202). That is precisely why Kant relates extensiveness to intuition and intensity to feeling in his discussion of sermon. 66 Kitcher (1990, 40). Cf. CPR A 166/B 208. 67 CPR B 208. Just as sensation can diminish and finally disappear (CPR B 210), so can perception (CPR B 208). 68 Cf. Powell (1990, 126-127). 69 CPR B 34. 70 That is, “the real of sensation” (CPR B 207). 71 For a detailed exposition of Kant’s argument, see Buroker (2006, 149-161); cf. also Dicker (2004, 67-72). A full examination of how exactly Kant arrives at his conclusion and how and whether it fits into his overall project in the first Critique would be too lengthy an undertaking here. For the purpose of my argument, it is precisely the conclusion that matters; therefore I accept it as given.
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principle is a formal a priori principle that manifests itself in every phenomenal activity of the subject.72 However, if intensity is necessarily a property of the subject’s phenomenally real, and the latter is constituted by the transcendental activity of the subject, then intensity becomes a property of the subject’s workings, just as it did in Kant’s reply to Mendelssohn where intensity was attributed not to the substance itself, but to its various powers, i.e., the soul’s activity. Kant’s counter-argument itself may now be seen as pretending to be immanent and yet stemming from within the critical approach. Now intensity becomes that which is manifested in every phenomenal activity of the subject as the activity’s property or degree. Therefore the transcendental subject can be said to possess intensity – not as a particular degree of intensity of this or that complex of appearances, but rather as a form of intensity that is applied by the subject to the phenomenally real. It is precisely this notion of the transcendental subject’s intensity as form manifested in the subject’s phenomenal activities that underlies Kant’s notion of the soul’s intensity within the critical metaphysical context, particularly in the criticism of Mendelssohn. Indeed, it can be seen as grounding every case of the soul’s intensity examined earlier – that is, intensity of representation, of cognition, and of life. The content of a representation for Kant is always dependent upon sensation, either directly or indirectly.73 This means that every representa_____________ 72 There are in fact two possible aspects the principle of the Anticipations has: a “subjective” and an “objective” one. First, insofar as Kant’s argument for the principle of the Anticipations of Perception rests on an analysis of the “empirical cognition” of a subject (CPR B 208), its immediate conclusion is valid precisely for a particular empirical subject, that is, subjectively. Therefore this principle can be regarded as grounding the transcendental form of intensity as it manifests itself in a particular subject’s phenomenal activity. Second, it can be considered as the principle that justifies the application of mathematics to appearances by making an objective scale of intensity (say, intensity of light) possible. For a discussion of this second aspect, see recent articles by Sutherland (2004a, 2004b, 2005). Although Sutherland is concerned first and foremost with the Axioms of Intuition rather than the Anticipations of Perception, he aims to demonstrate, inter alia, the interdependence of two logically distinct aspects of Kant’s principles: first, that of providing the conditions for mathematics’ application to the objects of experience; and second, of making “pure mathematics” possible. Also, according to Sutherland (2004a, 160), the Axioms and the Anticipations “articulate principles concerning magnitudes that are true of any human experience whatsoever.” Whereas Sutherland is interested in the “objective” intensity, I am concerned with its “subjective” aspect.
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tion can be a priori anticipated to possess a degree of intensity.74 Since cognition is, for Kant, a kind of representation,75 it also has a degree. Moreover, since it is a conscious representation, its intensity is only indirectly dependent upon intensity of sensation (that is, the degree of an object’s influence upon the senses); rather it is conditioned by intensity of perception, or (empirical) consciousness, and the latter depends on a whole range of (subjective) factors in its appropriation of sensation’s intensity. As Paul Natterer shows, these factors include “physical conditions,” “physiological processes,” and “active extraction of marks and detection of models,” that is, the activity of reflection.76 The intensity of cognizing the complex of the phenomenally real that a subject faces is thus dependent both on the subject’s transcendental activity and the contribution of the senses. But the process as a whole is grounded upon the notion of intensity as form, as explicated in the Anticipations of Perception. The same is true with regard to intensity of life, since the latter is merely the soul’s intensity seen as liable to decrease in time (sickness), which leads – hypothetically – to the death of the individual. Therefore the notion of the soul’s intensity, as well as its cases that we have examined, can indeed be justified within Kant’s transcendental approach.



_____________ 73 See CPR B 1: “[...] objects [...] stimulate our senses and in part themselves produce representations, in part bring the activity of our understanding into motion to compare these, to connect or separate them.” Accordingly, Kant distinguishes between two kinds of representational content: Materie (CPR A 20/B 34) and Inhalt (CPR A 34/B 87, A77-78/B 103). See Hanna (2001, 18). Cf. also Dicker’s (2004, 101) claim that for Kant the content of a representation is comprised of “particular items obtained in sensory experience.” 74 Cf. Freydberg (2005, 155): the principle of the Anticipations of Perception “refers to the intensity of the image we are beholding at any moment.” 75 See the so-called “classification passage” in the Critique of Pure Reason (CPR A 320/B 376-377). Cognition, or “objective perception,” belongs to perception, or “representation with consciousness.” Cf. Falkenstein (2004, 113-114). 76 Natterer (2003, 137-138). Moreover, distinct kinds of subjects, as Kant points out, have different complexes of the real: “According to the diversity of subjects one will be affected by the same things in diverse manners, e.g., the raven is agreeably affected by spoiled carrion, and we run from it. Every subject has its own manner of being affected. Its representation thus rests not on the object, but rather on the particular manner of intuition” (LM, AA 29:799-800).
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6. Appendix: a remark on the possible connection to aesthetics But if the organization of perception, and thus the phenomenally real and its intensity, involves activity of reflection, then there may be possible a different – that is, an aesthetic – attitude to the processes governed by the Anticipations of Perception. A case for that could be made on the basis of the following passage from the Critique of the Power of Judgment: If one assumes [...] that the mind does not merely perceive, by sense, their [i.e., the physical processes that constitute the secondary qualities such as color and tone] effect on the animation of the organ, but also, through reflection, perceives the regular play of the impressions (hence the form in the combination of different representations) (about which I have very little doubt), then colors and tones would not be mere sensations, but would already be a formal determination of the unity of a manifold of them, and in that case could also be counted as beauties in themselves.77



It would require more space than appropriate here to consider this passage and its context in detail, but it could still be said, as a preliminary remark for future research, that what reflection makes possible is free variation of intensity, an activity, the highest manifestation of which would in this case be the perfection of beauty. In the process of variation, we are able to abstract ourselves from the receptive component, become engaged in a play – including, quite likely, a play of anticipations, – in an abstraction of contingency,78 free from the given as given.79 An examination of the soul’s intensity in this context, as well as the role of the faculty of imagination in variation of intensity, may prove to be fruitful.80



_____________ 77 CPJ, AA 5:224. 78 E.g., in the sense of Meillassoux (2006, 54-55). 79 Cf. Freydberg (2005, 35-36). 80 I am particularly grateful to an anonymous referee for the Kant Yearbook for helpful comments and suggestions.
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The Aeneas Argument: Personality and Immortality in Kant’s Third Paralogism Corey W. Dyck Abstract In this paper, I challenge the assumption that Kant’s Third Paralogism has to do, first and foremost, with the question of personal identity. Beginning with a consideration of the treatments of the soul’s personality in Christian Wolff’s rational psychology, I show that, despite being influenced by Locke’s novel account of personhood and confessing a dissatisfaction with the Scholastic definition of the term, Wolff maintained the agreement between his account of personality and the traditional conception. Moreover, Wolff did not put this concept to a forensic use but considered its primary application to be in the context of the demonstration of the soul’s immortality which, according to him, required that after the death of the body the human soul retained its status personalitatis, understood as its distinct capacity to be conscious of its identity over time. Wolff’s account of the soul’s personality, and the use to which he put it, proved rather influential for metaphysicians like G. F. Meier and Moses Mendelssohn, and Kant’s lectures in the 1770’s also betray this influence. Considering the Third Paralogism in light of this context I claim that, rather than taking up the question of whether the numerical identity of the soul can be inferred from the meagre resources of the I think, what is at issue is the rational psychologist’s account of how we are conscious of our numerical identity in different times. Despite disagreeing with the rational psychologist on this score, Kant nonetheless contends that the way in which we are, in fact, conscious of our numerical identity in all times qualifies us as persons and suffices for that concept’s use in the proof of the soul’s immortality. This reading thus makes sense of Kant’s claim that the soul’s personality, even with its transcendental grounding, is “necessary and sufficient for practical use,” and provides a charitable alternative to the recent allegation of a paralogism of pure practical reason on Kant’s part. Horrsecit visu subito, causasque requirit Inscius Aeneas, quae sint ea flumina porro Quiue viri tanto complerint agmine ripas? Tum pater Anchises: animae quibus altera fato Corpora debentur, Lethaei ad fluminis vndam
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Securos latice et longa obliuia potant. Aeneid, Book VI, as quoted in Meier (1749, 141-2)1



Introduction Kant’s Third Paralogism2 concerns the general topic of the soul’s personality (Personalität, Persönlichkeit), where a person is defined in the major of the reconstructed argument as that which “is conscious of the numerical identity of its self in different times” (CPR A 361).3 There is an undeniable resemblance between this definition of person and that offered by Locke which involves, among other elements, a thinking being’s capacity to consider “it self as it self, the same thinking thing in different times and places” (1979, 335; II.xxvii.9), and it is perhaps for this reason that the Third Paralogism is frequently understood as dealing specifically with the identity of persons. Accordingly, the question at issue is supposed to be the rational psychologist’s claim that the soul’s consciousness of itself and its identity discloses the numerical identity over time of an immaterial substance. Against the rational psychologist, then, Kant holds that the identity of the I of the I think is “only a formal condition of my thoughts and their connection, but it does not prove at all the numerical identity of my subject” (CPR A 363) and, thus, that in this consciousness of the identical subject of thinking we are not conscious of what is, in fact, our identity as _____________ 1 In Dryden’s translation, the passage reads: “Aeneas wond'ring stood, then ask'd the cause/Which to the stream the crowding people draws./Then thus the sire: ‘The souls that throng the flood/Are those to whom, by fate, are other bodies ow'd:/In Lethe's lake they long oblivion taste,/Of future life secure, forgetful of the past’” (1997, 173; lines 964-9). 2 I use ‘Third Paralogism’ (initial capital letters) when referring to the section as a whole, and ‘third paralogism’ to refer to the problematic syllogism itself. 3 Translations from the Kritik der reinen Vernunft [CPR] are taken from Kant (1999), though these have been amended where appropriate. Citations from the CPR refer to the pagination in the first “A” edition and, when applicable, to the second, “B” edition. All other citations to Kant’s works refer to the volume and page number in the “Akademie Ausgabe” of Kant’s Gesammelte Schriften [AA] (1900ff). Citations of Kant’s works are inserted parenthetically in the text. In addition, I have made use of the following abbreviations in referring to Kant’s Nachlass (AA 14-23) and the student notes from his lectures on anthropology (AA 25) and lectures on metaphysics (AA 28-29): Handschriftlicher Nachlass [R], Anthropologie-Collins [AC], Anthropologie-Friedländer [AF], Anthropologie-Parow [APa], Anthropologie-Pillau [APi], Metaphysik L1 [ML1]. In the case of translations from ML1, I have followed that in Kant (2001); all other translations are my own.
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persons. There is, without question, a certain naturalness to this reading as it places Kant’s argument at the apex of a line of criticism, beginning with Locke and continuing through Leibniz, of Descartes’ inference from the cogito to the existence of a thinking substance.4 Nevertheless, this reading faces a number of textual obstacles,5 not the least of which is Kant’s claim in the concluding paragraph that the concept of personality taken merely in its transcendental signification is “necessary and sufficient for practical use” (CPR A 365-6). This would seem to imply that even if the consciousness of our identity expressed in the I of the I think does not amount to the consciousness of the identity of an immaterial substance, it somehow suffices for what Locke dubbed its “Forensick” use in “appropriating actions and their Merit” (1979, 346; II.xxvii.26). Among the few commentators to confront this confusing result head on, Béatrice Longuenesse has recently contended that an unnoticed “paralogism of pure practical reason” must lie behind Kant’s misguided endorsement of this rationalistic conception of person.6 Before having recourse to the uncharitable charge of a paralogistic error, however, I think it would be worthwhile to reconsider the assumption that the vast majority of commentators bring to the Third Paralogism, namely, that it has to do, first and foremost, with the identity of persons. Indeed, a glance at the most important treatments of the soul’s personality among Kant’s predecessors in rational psychology provides a rather different context for Kant’s discussion. For them, the personhood of the soul was not understood in terms of its preservation of an appropriate identity over time as disclosed by its consciousness of itself; instead, the human soul was accorded the status of personhood insofar as the very capacity for a consciousness of its own identity served to distinguish it from animal souls. Unsurprisingly, this concept of person was not put to a forensic use, since it had nothing to do with the individuation of human souls, but instead found its exclusive employment in the demonstration of the soul’s immortality which required, among other things, that the human soul retain its distinctive status personalitatis after the death of the body. It would appear that the question of the soul’s personality took on increasing importance through the mid-1700’s, and that even Kant himself under_____________ 4 For this view, see Allison (1969, 121-2). 5 For instance, as Ameriks (2000, 132) notes, Kant appears to saddle the rational psychologist with an empirical claim (that the soul is consciousness of itself as in time). Similarly, Longuenesse (2007, 157) notes that the footnote in the section has been a perennial source of trouble for commentators. 6 Longuenesse (2007, 161-2).
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stood the concept of person in this way in the student notes from his lectures on anthropology and metaphysics from the 1770’s. Reading Kant’s Third Paralogism in light of this context, it becomes clear that what is primarily at issue is not the putative inference from the I think to the soul’s identity over time, but rather the way in which the rational psychologist alleges that the soul is conscious of its numerical identity and, thus, a person. In spite of disagreeing with the rational psychologist on this score, Kant will claim that the soul’s consciousness of its identity expressed in the I of the I think nonetheless qualifies it as a person and even suffices for that concept’s use in the demonstration of the soul’s immortality.



1. The Definition and Use of the Concept of Person in Wolff’s Rational Psychology Discussions of the background to the Third Paralogisms often, and rightly, begin with a nod towards Locke’s famous (if not unproblematic) definition of the term in the Essay as “a thinking intelligent Being, that has reason and reflection, and can consider it self as it self, the same thinking thing in different times and places.” I take it, however, that Locke presents an appropriate starting point not because he would exercise a direct influence on Kant’s thought in the Third Paralogism, but rather because Christian Wolff would offer a definition of personhood that closely approximates Locke’s novel account, though Wolff would adapt it to his own ends in rational psychology.7 There is an unmistakable resemblance between Locke’s treatment and Wolff’s account of personhood near the conclusion of the rational psychology of the Deutsche Metaphysik (German Metaphysics, first edition 1719).8 There, Wolff claims that “a thing is _____________ 7 I am not aware of any evidence of Locke’s direct influence on Wolff on the question of personhood. For an appraisal of Locke’s general influence on Wolff, see Beck (1969, 267). 8 For ease of reference, citations to Wolff’s works are inserted parenthetically in the text, referring to the relevant section number, and I make use of the following abbreviations: Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, der Welt und der Seele des Menschen (Deutsche Metaphysik) [DM]; Vernünftige Gedancken von Gott, der Welt, und der Seele des Menschen, Anderer Theil, bestehend in ausführlichen Anmerckungen (Anmerkungen zur Deutschen Metaphysik)[AzDM]; Ausführliche Nachricht von seinen eigenen Schrifften, die er in deutscher Sprache heraus gegeben [AN]; Philosophia rationalis, sive Logica [LL]; Psychologia empirica [PE]; Psychologia rationalis
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called a person that is conscious that it is the very same thing that was previously in this or that state” (DM § 924), which definition clearly evokes Locke’s original in making the (actual) consciousness of identity essential to personhood. And while Wolff appears to differ from Locke in not additionally taking a person as “a thinking intelligent being,” that is, a being with “reason and reflection,” he will in fact claim that the consciousness of our own identity at different times already implies the possession of these faculties. The consciousness of our identity at different times, as the distinct representation of the connection of two states, involves the use of reason inasmuch as reason is simply the “insight into the connection of truths,” and in this case an insight into how “one [state] is grounded in the other” (DM § 865).9 This use of reason itself requires the operation of the faculty of reflection, defined as the faculty through which we direct our thought to one part of the manifold of a representation after another (cf. DM § 272). It might thus appear that the account of personhood Wolff offers in these passages of the Deutsche Metaphysik is reconcilable with Locke’s own treatment; nonetheless, the differences between the two become clearer later in the Psychologia rationalis, in the course of Wolff’s comparison of his conception of person with that of the Scholastics. There, Wolff offers the slightly modified definition of a person as that “being which preserves a memory of itself, that is, which remembers that it is that same being that was previously in this or that state” (PR § 741). Given, however, that memory involves the recognition, or consciousness that we have previously had an idea (cf. PE §§ 173, 175), this definition does not differ significantly from the previous one.10 In spite of this Lockean definition, however, Wolff will stress the “agreement [concordia]” between his account and the Scholastic definition of person as a suppositum intelligens against those who would charge that his conception would establish two distinct persons (a divine and human) in Christ. Taking a suppositum intelligens to be a singular, living substance endowed with an intellect, Wolff argues that a being with a memory and which remembers itself to be the same _____________ [PR]; Prima philosophia sive Ontologia [Ont], Jus naturae [JN]. Translations from Wolff’s German and Latin texts are my own. 9 That this representation is “distinct” further implies the activity of the understanding; cf. DM § 277. 10 This difference is commensurate with the claim of certain commentators that the DM is a “modern” philosophical text, setting out as it does from our consciousness of ourselves (and other things), whereas Wolff’s Latin works abandon this starting-point and retreat into a kind of Aristotelianism. See Wundt (1945, 152).



100



Corey W. Dyck



being as was previously in some state will necessarily be a singular being because it recognizes itself as the same being as before (PR § 741); it will also be endowed with an intellect since this recollection involves a distinct cognition, namely the judgment that it is the same being (PR § 281). Such a being will also constitute a living substance insofar as any being endowed with an intellect will possess a power of cognition (vi cognoscitiva; cf. PE § 275), where a power can only be found in a substance, and a substance is living in virtue of its possession of such an intrinsic power (cf. PR § 741, Ont §§ 725, 768). Wolff concludes that a person is in fact “a singular, living substance and so a suppositum” endowed with an intellect (PR § 741) and, on account of the agreement between these two accounts of personhood, that neither definition is more (nor less) guilty of making Christ into two distinct persons than the other.11 Even granting this “agreement,” however, we should be wary of taking Wolff to issue a blanket endorsement of the Scholastic conception of person, as Wolff himself views his definition as a distinct improvement over that of his predecessors. In the case of the Scholastic definition, Wolff claims that the defeniens, suppositum intelligens, is obscure inasmuch as a concept drawn from it will not be sufficient for the recognition of instances that fall under the concept and for distinguishing them from other things (cf. LL § 80). In this case, Wolff apparently construes the term intelligens as vague because it does not specify appropriate criteria through which the distinction between persons and animals can be recognized.12 This is not to say that a person is not, ultimately, a suppositum intelligens, but only that we do not gain a clear sense of what constitutes a person by means of this definition. Indeed, Wolff will claim that even when we do, in the course of daily affairs, recognize individuals as persons, it is a function of our ordinary use of language and not the clarity of the terms in this definition. As Wolff writes in the Ontologia: The Scholastics define existence, substance, person badly. These terms are not for this reason obscure, but instead are clear, since to them [i. e., the terms] correspond clear concepts acquired through use [i. e., rather than through the defini-



_____________ 11 See AzDM § 339: “Weil ich sage, eine Person sey ein Ding, das sich bewust ist, es sey eben dasjenige, was vorher in diesem oder jenem Zustande gewesen; so haben einige vermeynet, als wenn ich in Christo zwey Personen statuiren müste. Mich wundert dergleichen Schluss: denn man nehme die gemeine Erklärung der Person an, die in allen alten Compendiis Theologiae stehet, und in den alten Metaphysicken überall zu finden, dass sie sey Suppositum intelligens, so wird man seine Consequentiam eben so wohl als bey meiner anbringen können.” 12 Compare Wolff’s diagnosis of a parallel fault with the Scholastic definition of mode in Ont § 14.
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tion] in virtue of which we recognize existence, substance, and person. (Ont § 13).



What is needed, then, is a definition that enumerates marks that distinguish more clearly between persons and animals, and Wolff naturally takes his own definition to constitute just such an improvement. He notes that the souls of animals lack reason and understanding, which implies that they cannot be aware of their previous states (DM § 869) and renders them incapable of any consciousness of the fact that they are the same thing that was previously in this or that state (DM § 923; PR § 766); thus, the souls of animals cannot be considered persons (DM § 924; PR § 767). The souls of human beings are, however, persons since they possess the relevant faculties and are conscious of their identity in this way (DM § 892, § 924; PR § 767). 13 Wolff’s account of the soul’s personality is, for the preceding reasons, fairly distinctive. Unlike Locke, he explicitly takes a person to amount to a “singular, living substance,” but like Locke, he privileges the consciousness of ourselves and our identity as the true mark of personhood. The significance of Wolff’s conception of personality becomes clear in his discussion of the soul’s immortality, in the course of which the issue of the soul’s personality is originally introduced. Wolff takes the immortality of the soul to involve its survival of the death of the body and, like Descartes,14 Wolff thinks that this survival involves the soul’s incorruptibility, or the fact that the soul does not cease to be through the dissolution of its parts (cf. PR § 666). As a simple substance (DM § 742; PR § 48), the soul lacks parts and thus it could only be destroyed through instant annihilation (cf. DM § 922; PR § 732) rather than through the gradual dispersal of its parts, and for this reason it must be incorruptible (DM § 922; PR § 729). Inasmuch as the corruptibility of the body is evident in its putrefaction after death, it follows that the soul cannot perish along with the body (PR § 730), and, while a sufficiently powerful being, such as God, could annihilate the soul after the death of the body, there is no reason why this should occur (PR § 744). Thus, Wolff concludes that the soul survives, _____________ 13 Similar reasoning lies behind Wolff’s claim that the person is an individuum morale (cf. PR § 740). Wolff understands by the moral state a condition of being subject to laws and obligations (JN I, § 123), for which the possession of reason is required (JN I, § 70) and which, therefore, distinguishes the individual human, as a moral being, from animals. 14 See Descartes (1999, 9-10). For his account of immortality, Wolff is likely influenced by Leibniz’s treatment in the Theodicy (1990, 171), and he also acknowledges a debt to a dissertation of his student, Ludwig Philipp Thümmig (1721); see DM § 925, AzDM § 341, and Thümmig (1725, 199-200).
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and persists long after, the death of the body. Yet, while Wolff takes the soul’s survival of the death of the body to be a necessary condition of immortality, he does not think that it is alone sufficient. As he observes, it could be the case that the soul survives the death of the body but is no longer capable of distinct perceptions, a condition likened to the soul’s falling asleep (DM § 925, AzDM § 340) or psychopannychia (PR § 739), a possibility that contradicts the portrayal of the afterlife in Scripture.15 Indeed, since Wolff has claimed that the soul is capable of representing the world in accordance with the position of the body with which it is united (cf. DM § 753; PR § 62), it would seem that once the sensory organs cease to function the soul must lose this capacity, leaving it with only confused and obscure perceptions (AzDM § 338). While Wolff thinks that any account of the union of the soul and body in terms of physical influx cannot avoid this result, he argues that the remaining systems in which “the soul has absolutely no need of the body” as a source of its perceptions fare much better (AzDM § 340; AN § 106). In accordance with his hypothetical endorsement of the system of pre-established harmony,16 Wolff claims that the soul must be taken to exist previous to its union with the body (cf. DM § 789; PR § 727), in which condition the soul’s sensations have little clarity (DM § 925). When the soul comes to be united to the body, even though this constitutes a “great change [grosse Veränderung; magna mutatio]” (DM § 925; PR § 745), the soul does not lose its obscure perceptions but rather many of these become clear. From this, Wolff infers that “in great changes the soul retains that which it has, and receives still more than it previously had” (DM § 925), and given that the death of the body constitutes yet another great change, Wolff concludes that, far from losing our capacity for distinct perception, there is little reason to doubt that our remaining obscure and confused perceptions will become more clear and distinct upon the body’s perishing (DM § 925; PR § 745).17 Even with the soul’s survival of the death of the body in a state of distinct perceptions, however, Wolff still thinks that one thing is lacking for genuine immortality, namely, the personality of the soul. It could be the case, for instance, that the soul survives the death of the body and retains the capacity for distinct perceptions but that it is no longer aware of being the same soul now as it had been when, united with the body, it was in a _____________ 15 For specific passages, see Calvin (1932) passim. 16 For more on this point, and its relevance for Wolff’s conception of rational psychology, see Dyck (2009, 254-5). 17 In AzDM § 340 and PR § 745, Wolff defends himself from the charge that the damned would be unjustly rewarded through this perfection of cognition.
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certain state. Here again, Wolff considers the possibility of such a condition to be contrary to the pronouncements of Scripture (PR § 740), but he notes as well that it would undermine the justification for punishment (and reward) in the afterlife: Since if souls no longer knew that they were the same beings which had committed this or that offense in life, then one would no longer find a reason why they should be punished after death as they would no longer know why this would befall them. (AzDM § 341; cf. also PR § 740).



Against this, Wolff argues that, given that the soul continues to have distinct perceptions after the death of the body (PR § 745), it must also be the case that the soul is conscious of itself after the death of the body, as the states of distinct perception and such consciousness are mutually implicative (cf. PR § 13). In addition, given what Wolff calls the law of imagination, or the law that past perceptions are reproduced in virtue of their similarity to present perceptions (PE § 117), when the perceptions that we have after the death of the body have something in common with those of our embodied life, the past perception will be reproduced and, by means of our memory, we will recall that we have previously had that perception before (cf. PE §§ 173, 175). Thus, after the death of the body, the soul will be conscious that it remains the same soul as it had been previously when, in union with the body, it was in this or that condition, and thus it will maintain its state of personality (PR § 746). Insofar, then, as the soul survives the death of the body, remaining capable of distinct perception and its consciousness of itself, it must be immortal (PR §§ 739, 747). Whatever the broad continuities that obtain between Locke’s and Wolff’s definitions of personality, then, Wolff’s employment of the concept differs drastically from that of Locke. Locke had claimed that person “is a Forensick Term appropriating actions and their Merit” (1979, 346; II.xxvii.26), and for him the prospect that we might not retain our identity as persons after death posed a threat to divine justice since, in the absence of any continuity of consciousness, an individual would not be the same person as the one who had committed the original action and so would not be justly punished for it (cf. 1979, 347; II.xxvii.26). It might be supposed that Wolff also thought it important to demonstrate that personality obtains after death to avoid implicating divine justice, but this would be mistaken. For Wolff, the concept of person does not bear the weight of moral responsibility since the being to which an act is ultimately attributed is the individual substance of which the state of personality is predicated; consequently, what is at issue in personality is only whether a
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given soul knows or recognizes that it is the same as it was previously, where this knowledge is not somehow constitutive of our identity but presupposes it. As it relates to immortality, then, the important question for Wolff cannot be whether the same person remains after death (or in life, for that matter), but rather whether we continue to possess the status of persons upon the death of the body, that is, whether we continue in the same state of having a memory of ourselves (and distinct perceptions) as we had been in previously (PR § 742).18 So, Wolff writes that in order to demonstrate immortality “we must further prove that the souls of men also retain their statum personaliter, that is, that they remain conscious that they are this and that soul that found itself in this or that condition in the unification with the body” (AzDM § 338 – my latter emphasis). And while we have seen that Wolff thinks that punishment and reward in the afterlife would be without justification if the soul did not maintain its personality, this claim is founded upon Wolff’s conception of the relation of punishment and reward to God’s plan in creating the world. According to Wolff, God created the world so that human beings could recognize His perfection, and God’s intention in punishing the evil-doer is to reveal His wisdom, which is accomplished through bringing about “an arrangement of things so that from it His hate for the evil conduct of man becomes clear and therefore, notwithstanding His goodness, He lets them come to harm, that is, He punishes evil” (DM § 1084). This recognition is, of course, impossible when those who should face punishment, or enjoy reward, in the afterlife do so without a memory of themselves and their actions in their previous condition. Thus, it is God’s wisdom, rather than justice, that would be directly implicated by the loss of the soul’s state of personality after death, since God would have arranged the world in such a way that His perfection would not be evident to all.



2. Doubts about the Soul’s Personality after Death As might be expected, Wolff’s definition of the concept of the soul’s personality, and the use to which he put it, proved rather influential, particularly as it relates to the immortality of the soul. This is indicated in the numerous and detailed treatments of the topic that appeared after Wolff’s original discussion in the Deutsche Metaphysik. Among the first of these is that of Johann Gustav Reinbeck, whose Philosophische Gedancken über die _____________ 18 For Wolff’s definition of a state, see DM § 121 and Ont § 705.
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vernünfftige Seele und derselben Unsterblichkeit (Philosophical Thoughts on the Rational Soul and its Immortality, 1739) provides a number of arguments for the soul’s immortality, by which he understands the life of the rational soul after death,19 while remaining faithful to Wolff’s general presentation. He argues, for example, that the immortality of the soul can be proved through a demonstration of the soul’s personality since, if it can be shown that the soul preserves its memory of itself after death, then it must be conscious of itself as well and so it must continue its rational life.20 Israel Gottlieb Canz sought, in his Uberzeugender Beweis aus der Vernunft von der Unsterblichkeit sowohl der Menschen Seele insgemein, als besonders der Kinder-Seelen (A Convincing Proof from Reason of the Immortality of the Human Soul in general and of the Souls of Children in particular, 1744), to improve on Reinbeck’s treatment by, among other things, “making evident, with sound reasons, all the partial concepts [Theilbegriffe] which are contained in the soul’s immortality.”21 Following Wolff, Canz enumerates incorruptibility, the condition of distinct perceptions, and personality22 as the appropriate partial concepts and, in the section devoted to the soul’s personality, sets out to prove that “in accordance with God’s decree, the soul will recognize that it is the very same which had acted in such a way in life.”23 Canz is also clear as to why the failure to preserve the state of personality of souls after the death of the body would be inconsistent with God’s purpose in creating the world, namely, that God’s wisdom should be honoured: For that soul which did not hold itself for the very same after death as it was in this life, the goodness and power of God would no doubt be obvious [...] but God’s wisdom would not be evident to it since it would not regard its future life as the aim of the current one, and would not know that it had been in this life and through this had been lead to eternal life. The wisdom of the highest is usually expressed with respect to these things.24



Another notable treatment is, of course, that found in the third conversation of Mendelssohn’s Phaedon. Cebes asks Socrates whether the soul “is destined for true immortality, for the eternal endurance of its consciousness and distinct feeling of self, or if these favours of the creator cease _____________ 19 Reinbeck (1739, 28). 20 Cf. Reinbeck (1739, 223-231). 21 Canz (1744, 5). 22 Canz (1744, 13-16). 23 Canz (1744, 299). 24 Canz (1744, 306-7). It should be noted that Canz also thinks the soul’s personality after death follows from God’s goodness (308-9) and justice (310-11).
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again after a brief enjoyment and an eternal forgetfulness takes their place.”25 In favour of the preservation of our feeling of self after death, Mendelssohn’s Socrates argues that its loss would be inconsistent with divine wisdom since God has made it the end of our natures to strive endlessly to perfect ourselves (a task whose completion requires eternal life), and the feeling of self is essential for this continual perfection of our capacities.26 Among the most original treatments, however, is that offered by Georg Friedrich Meier in his Gedancken von dem Zustande der Seele nach dem Tode (Thoughts on the State of the Soul after Death, 1746). There, Meier contrasts two senses of the soul’s immortality: a narrower sense which involves only the soul’s continued duration and life after the death of the body, and a broader sense introduced by the moderns which also includes the soul’s consciousness of itself and of other things after death, as well as its retention of its states of distinct perception and personality.27 Meier claims, however, that in whatever sense it is understood, the soul’s immortality cannot be known with certainty. For instance, assuming that the soul is a simple, immaterial substance, it follows that the soul does not naturally cease to be,28 but we cannot be certain that the annihilation of a soul after death does not belong to the best of all possible worlds.29 As regards the soul’s personality, Meier notes that philosophers since Wolff have been uniformly hostile to the conjecture of the “heathen philosophers” that in the next world “there is a river of forgetfulness, from which the departed souls must drink, through which draught the representations of their previous states are utterly washed away.”30 Indeed, Meier agrees with those modern philosophers to the extent that “it is much more natural that the soul should recall its previous life after death,” [s]ince as soon as we receive a representation that is similar to a previous one, the latter is brought to light through the former. Now [assuming that God has decided that the soul should have a functioning memory after death], it must be accepted without dispute that after death the soul will receive representations that are similar to those we presently have, because otherwise there would be a leap in



_____________ 25 Mendelssohn (1979, 105). 26 See Mendelssohn (1979, 106): “Mit der gesamten Reihe der denkenden Wesen hat es die nehmliche Beschaffenheit: so lange sie mit Selbstgefühl empfinden, denken, wollen, begehren, verabscheuen, so bilden sie die ihnen anerschaffenen Fähigkeiten immer mehr aus.” 27 Meier (1746, 48-9). Cf. also Meier (1746, 36). 28 Meier (1746, 56-7). 29 Meier (1746, 69-72). 30 Meier (1746, 141).
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the development of its concepts; thus, if the soul should forget itself, then it would have to give up its entire nature as God would have to revoke the law of the imagination.31



Yet, because this argument rests on a decision taken by God, into which we can gain insight neither by reason nor experience, Meier concludes that it amounts to a merely probable opinion: “It remains uncertain therefore whether the soul retains its personality after the death of the body.”32 And even though Meier acknowledges the importance of this opinion for the purposes of reward and punishment in the afterlife,33 he thinks that it can be held only with the “certainty of faith” rather than that of reason.34 Whether or not Kant was familiar with Meier’s treatment, he expresses similar doubts regarding the cognition of the soul’s immortality, and its personality after death in particular, in the lectures of the 1770’s. However, it is not clear after an initial glance at the student lecture notes from Kant’s courses on anthropology and metaphysics that he shares the Wolffian conception of person. For instance, rather than explicitly taking personality to consist in our consciousness of our previous condition, Kant usually ties personality to the ability to think or have the concept of the I. Thus, the ML1 notes read: The consciousness of one’s self, the concept of the I, does not occur with such beings that have no inner sense; accordingly, no non-rational animal can think: I am; from this follows the difference that beings that have such a concept of the I possess personality. (ML1, AA 28:277).



In addition, Kant distinguishes between two different senses in which this I can be understood, that is, the I considered in sensu latiori and in sensu stricto. In the ML1 notes, the distinction is characterized as follows: “This I can be taken in a twofold sense: I as human being, and I as intelligence. I, as a human being, am an object of inner and outer sense. I as intelligence am an object of inner sense only” (ML1, AA 28:224).”35 The I in the broad sense is identified with that representation of the I that we have of ourselves insofar as we are also subject to alterations of the body occasioned by external objects, that is, it is a representation of the soul as it is “deter-



_____________ 31 Meier (1746, 143). 32 Meier (1746, 143-4). See also Meier (1746, 144). 33 Meier (1746, 49-50). 34 On this distinction, see Meier (1746, 8). 35 See also AC, AA 25:13, APa, AA 25:245-6, and AF, AA 25:473-4.
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mined by the body, and stand[s] with it in interaction” (ML1, AA 28:225). By contrast, the I in the narrow sense expresses the consciousness of that self or subject to which all of our representations are related: “Each human as a person or intelligence relates all thought to itself by means of the I” (AC, AA 25:476).37 This twofold significance of the concept of the I, culminates in Kant’s unusual, and rather un-Wolffian, claim that we have a double personality: “Every human being has within him, as it were, a double personality, the I as soul and the I as human being” (AC, AA 25:13). This might be taken to suggest that Kant has abandoned (if he had ever adopted) the Wolffian conception of personhood as designating a complex capacity of the soul,38 and indeed, that Kant should also claim that “personality makes it that something can be imputed [imputirt] to me” (AC, AA 25:11) would seem to leave little doubt about this. In spite of these obstacles, the continuity between Kant’s and Wolff’s accounts can be demonstrated. First, it should be noted that, in linking personality to the concept of the I, Kant is actually taking up a remark by Wolff in which it is claimed that a human is recognized as a person through the use of the word ego.39 Second, the doctrine of double personality is not necessarily inconsistent with the Wolffian conception, as long as it is not taken to mean that we are, in fact, two distinct persons but rather only that there are putatively two senses in which we can be considered to be persons corresponding to these two ways in which we might 36



_____________ 36 On the psychological consideration of the I in the broad sense, see ML1, AA 28:259: “When we consider the soul of a human being, we regard it not merely as intelligence, but rather when it stands in connection with the body as soul of a human being.” See also R 5461: “Ich als das correlatum aller äusseren Anschauung bin Mensch. Bei äussere Anschauung, worauf sich all übrige an mir beziehen, ist mein Korper. Also muss ich als ein subject äussere Anschauungen einen Korper haben” (AA 18:189). 37 See also APi, AA 25:736: “Das Vermögen eines Geschöpfs sich selbst anzuschauen, und alles in der Schöpfung auf sich zu referieren ist die Persönlichkeit.” 38 For this objection, consult Ameriks (2000, 171n8). See also APa, AA 25:246 and AF, AA 25:475-6. The version of this claim in the anthropology lectures perhaps owes something to Kant’s previous contrast, evidently inspired by Swedenborg, between the personality of the human being and that of the spirit, as he claims that the subject of such a “dual personality” is not “one and the same person” (cf. AA 2:337-8 and note). In the APi, the notes appear to go even further, as they read that “[o]f myself, I find a twofold subject” (AA 25:736). 39 See PR § 743: “Nimirum homo qua persona intelligit, quid sit illud quod vocabulo ego indigitatur.”
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become conscious of ourselves.40 In any case, perhaps seeking to head off this likely confusion, Kant claims that our personality is only properly expressed by the I in the narrow sense and he does so for the now-familiar Wolffian reasons. Kant is clear that the I in the broad sense is the first thought that occurs to us when we turn our attention to ourselves,41 whereas the I in the strict sense is obtained only by means of abstracting from all that belongs to outer sense in the original representation. Thus, at AA 28:265, the ML1 notes read that “I take the self in the strict sense insofar as I omit everything that belongs to my self in the broader sense” and, a few lines later, it is claimed that this concept is attained when we “abstract everything outer from the object of inner sense.” Significantly, it is this narrower sense of the concept of the I that is at issue in rational psychology42 and, given that it is the concept of that subject that “is no predicate of another thing,” the “I, or the soul through which the I is expressed, is a substance” (AA 28:266). On the basis of this substantiality of the I in the strict sense, or soul, which contrasts with the mutability of the body, the consciousness of which is expressed by the I in the broad sense, Kant contends that the I in the strict sense is the “proper” I: The proper [eigentliche] I is something substantial, simple and persistent; on the contrary, one regards the I as human being as changeable – for example, one says I was large, I was small. The I [i. e., in the narrow sense] would not change if one was in another body. (AC, AA 25:13).



Thus, Kant, like Wolff, holds that only a substance (indeed, only a simple, immaterial substance) is the proper subject of personality since only then is the consciousness of our subject the consciousness of a being that does not change, or that is strictly speaking the same over time.43 Finally, when _____________ 40 Compare Klemme: “Mit dem Ausdruck ‘doppelte’ Persönlichkeit ist nicht gemeint, dass er wirklich zwei verschiedene Persönlichkeiten hat, sondern dass die eine Persönlichkeit in zwei verschiedenen Hinsichten von ihm ausgesagt werden kann, nämlich als Seele und als Mensch” (96). Kant’s introduction of the notion of a combined personality might be intended as a clarification along just these lines: “Die Intelligenz macht die Persöhnlichkeit aus, die aber mit der Thierheit combinirt ist” (AF, AA 25:476). 41 Cf. AC, AA 25:10 and APa, AA 25:244. 42 “When I speak of the soul, then I speak of the I in sensu stricto. We receive the concept of the soul only through the I, thus through the inner intuition of inner sense” (ML1, AA 28:265). 43 On this point, see R 4237: “Der Mensch hat zweyerley Leben: 1. das thierische, 2. das geistige. Das letztere ist die personlichkeit” (AA 17:471-2), R 4240: “Das principium des Lebens im Menschen, das eigentliche subiect seiner persöhnlichkeit, sofern es die Materie belebt, heisst seele, und das Leben des Menschen ist ein thierisch Leben” (AA 17:474), and R 5049 (AA 18:72).
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it comes to Kant’s explicit connection between personality and imputation, it must be borne in mind that Kant frequently distinguishes between psychological and moral, or practical, personality (where this is unrelated to the doctrine of double personality). We find the following account of this distinction in the ML1 notes: This [consciousness of one’s self, the concept of the I] is psychological personality, to the extent they can say: I am. It further follows that such beings have freedom, and everything can be imputed to them; and this is practical personality, which has consequences in morality. (ML1, AA 28:277).44



Moral personality is taken to “follow” from psychological personality insofar as the fact that I am conscious of my self as a substance distinct from matter implies that my actions are not determined by external causes.45 As a result, I must have a capacity for free action, and so my actions can be imputed to me.46 In contrast to this, then, the mere psychological personality at issue for the rational psychologist has no direct “consequences in morality” but amounts simply to the capacity to be conscious of the persistence of our (proper) subject. If Kant adopts Wolff’s conception of the soul’s personality, he nonetheless finds reason to doubt Wolff’s conclusion that the soul retains its state of personality after death. In the final section of the ML1 notes, devoted to this topic, Kant takes up two questions essential to the demonstration of the soul’s immortality. The first concerns whether the soul will “live and survive” after the death of the body, that is, whether the soul will persist after the death of the body,47 and whether it will continue its spiri_____________ 44 It should be noted that, in the original, the notes refer to “physikalische” rather than “psychologische” personality. The latter is suggested, however, by the way in which the distinction is presented later in the notes (cf. ML1, AA 28:296). For a different version of this distinction, see R 5049 (AA 18:72-3). 45 Thus Kant sometimes suggests that practical personality amounts to the consciousness of our personality, as in R 4228, where he writes that “through consciousness of our personality, we see ourselves in the intellectual world and find ourselves free” (AA 17:467), and ML1, AA 28:296, where he distinguishes between the soul’s “being conscious to itself that it is a person,” which corresponds to practical personality, and its being “conscious of the identity,” which corresponds to psychological personality. Contrast Klemme’s claim that “[d]ie psychologische Persönlichkeit setzt die praktische Persönlichkeit und damit den Begriff der Freiheit des Subjekts voraus” (1996, 98). 46 See also R 4225 (AA 17:464), R 4228 (AA 17:467), R 5049 (AA 18:72-3), and R 6713 (AA 19:139). 47 See ML1, AA 28:285: “that [the soul] will merely live already follows from its substantiality, in that every substance survives.”
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tual existence as a thinking and willing being.48 Kant claims that this can be proved to hold contingently, but that as regards the “natural necessity of living” (ML1, AA 28:285) that would be required for immortality, we must be content with arguments that “prove only the hope for a future life” (ML1, AA 28:285). Like Wolff (and others), however, Kant does not take survival and the continuation of spiritual life to be sufficient for immortality, even claiming that “personality [is] the main matter with the soul after death” (ML1, AA 28:296), and so it must also be shown that the human soul retains its condition of personality;49 otherwise, “if it is not conscious of itself, although its life-power is still there, then this is spiritual slumber, in which the soul does not know where it is, and cannot rightly adapt itself in the other world” (ML1, AA 28:296). It might seem clear that, because the soul’s consciousness of itself “rests on inner sense,” it should remain a person after death, that is, “because the body is not a principle of life, inner sense [would] remain even without the body, thus likewise the personality” (ML1, AA 28:296). Nonetheless, in our case “[e]xperience teaches us that when we think, our body comes into play,” even if it is possible for us to imagine other beings for whom this is not the case (ML1, AA 28:278). It will be recalled that Wolff had considered the soul’s reliance on the organs of sense as a possible obstacle to the demonstration of its immortality, and specifically to its continued spiritual existence. Yet, since Kant understands the very concept we have of the I, the basis for the rational psychologist’s conception of the soul, to be abstracted from a representation of ourselves that includes the data of outer sense, Kant takes this specter to extend to the soul’s personality as well. Consequently, as Kant writes in an earlier note, it is not clear in our case that we could become conscious of ourselves without the involvement of the body: One wonders, therefore, whether it is possible that the human soul can be a particular person even without the body [...]. This question does not concern [enthält] whether certain interruptions of its personality (as in sleep) take place, but rather whether it can ever become conscious of itself without a body (R 4237; AA 17:472 – my emphasis).



Kant thus concludes that, if the personality of the soul is to be possible, either it must be the case that (immediately) after death we are provided _____________ 48 See ML1, AA 28:286, where Kant distinguishes animal from spiritual life, and AA 28:277 where Kant defines spiritual beings as beings “whose thinking and willing can continue even when they are separated from the body.” 49 For Kant’s recognition of the importance of personality in the demonstrations of the soul’s immortality, see R 4239 (AA 17:473), R 4554 (AA 17:591-2), R 5473 (AA 17:192) and R 5474 (AA 17:192-3).
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with a body, whether “of a worldly or otherworldly kind” (ML1, AA 28:296), through which we can receive outer sensations and thereby become conscious of ourselves in the usual way; or, it must be the case that we begin to lead “an entirely pure spiritual life” without a body (ML1, AA 28:296) where we become conscious of ourselves through a kind of “spiritual intuition” (ML1, AA 28:297). While Kant thinks that there is reason to prefer the latter option, he concludes that, as both alternatives far exceed the boundaries of experience (cf. AA 28:264), “we can say nothing reliable” regarding the soul’s personality after death (AA 28:296).



3. The Paralogism of Personality The foregoing context sheds new light on the topic and argumentative strategy of the Third Paralogism. It suggests that, rather than taking up the issue of personal identity, that is, “the question of whether one has an appropriate numerical identity over time,” the Third Paralogism will instead concern the issue of personality as traditionally understood, that is, the question of “whether one has certain appropriate complex powers (at any time).”50 In particular, Kant will reject the rational psychologist’s account of how we are conscious of our identity, and are thereby persons, claiming that we have no experience of the persistence of the soul to ground this consciousness. Nonetheless, Kant will allow that we are conscious of our numerical identity, in a way distinct from that imagined by the rational psychologist, and which qualifies the soul as a person in the Wolffian sense. This helps to bring out the sometimes overlooked paralogistic character of the rational psychologist’s inference to the soul’s personality as well as the role of transcendental illusion in motivating this error. Moreover, given that the proper use of the concept of (psychological) personality was not as the ground for the imputation of praise or blame, but rather as a requirement for the demonstration of the soul’s immortality, we can make sense of what Kant intends when he claims that the merely transcendental signification of the concept of personality is necessary and sufficient for practical use without resorting to the uncharitable charge of a paralogistic error on Kant’s part. The criticism that follows Kant’s reconstruction of the argument for the soul’s personality begins by presenting his mature account of the way _____________ 50 Ameriks (2000, 129) distinguishes the two questions in this way; nonetheless, he takes the former (the “identity question”) to be the sole focus of the Third Paralogism.
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in which the soul is “conscious of the numerical identity of its self in different times.” Before considering this, it will be useful to look briefly at Kant’s previous account in the ML1 notes of how this consciousness comes about. The relevant discussion is provided in Kant’s argument for the soul’s singularity: 3. The soul is a single soul (the oneness [Unität], the unity [Einheit] of the soul), i.e., my consciousness is the consciousness of a single substance. I am not conscious of myself as several substances. For if there were several thinking beings in a human being, then one would also have to be conscious of several thinking beings. But the I expresses oneness: I am conscious of myself as one subject. (ML1, AA 28:267).



The question at issue in the singularity of the soul naturally arises from the previous demonstrations of the soul’s substantiality and simplicity. Having shown that the soul, or I (in the narrow sense), “means the subject, so far as it is no predicate of another thing” (ML1, AA 28:266), and so is a substance, Kant proceeds to demonstrate that the soul is a simple, rather than composite, substance inasmuch as a “simple thought can take place only in one simple subject” (ML1, AA 28:266). Given, then, that the subject of thought must be a simple substance, it remains to be seen whether the same (simple) substantial soul is the subject of all our thinking, or whether there are multiple (but non-overlapping) simple subjects.51 As Kant argues here, the singularity of my soul is evidenced by my consciousness of myself as a single substance. Upon attending to myself, I notice that the I, or soul, persists through the succession of my thoughts, and so is the same substance throughout. According to Kant, were it the case that the soul was in fact comprised of consecutive substances it would, upon directing its attention to itself, notice this and its consciousness would be of itself as “several substances.” Thus, the soul is singular inasmuch as its consciousness of itself as single or a unity could only be grounded in the sameness of its substance. By the time of the KrV, of course, Kant had come to think differently of how we are conscious of the numerical identity of ourselves in different times, and his new account is presented in the first paragraph of the Criticism that follows the reconstructed argument. There, Kant briefly outlines _____________ 51 Kant is clear that the singularity of the soul does not merely amount to its simplicity: “die Unität ist mit der Simplicität nicht einerlei” (ML1, AA 28:263). Moreover, as it is the consciousness of the soul’s singularity, or unity (as distinct from simplicity) that is at issue in the Third Paralogism, it should be clear that the argument does not collapse into the Second Paralogism. Contrast Ameriks (2000, 129).
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the way in which we cognize (and so, become conscious) of the numerical identity of an external object: If I want to cognize through experience the numerical identity of an external object, then I will attend to what is persisting in its appearance, to which, as subject, everything else relates as a determination, and I will notice the identity of the former in the time in which the latter changes. (CPR A 361-2).



As should be clear, the way in which Kant now claims that we cognize the numerical identity of an external object is precisely the way in which he had claimed that the singularity of the soul was cognized in the ML1 notes. As Kant goes on to elaborate, however, he now holds that we become conscious of the identity or unity of the soul in a much different way. Far from having to attend to what is persistent in the appearance of this unitary consciousness in order to cognize its identity, the soul, or the I of the I think, is necessarily represented as numerically identical. This is because the possibility of the cognition of objects requires the capacity to combine my representations, which itself presupposes that all my representations belong to a numerically identical consciousness.52 That the consciousness of this numerical identity of apperception,53 which is possible with respect to all my representations (cf. CPR B 408), is furthermore a consciousness of the numerical identity of myself in different times is evident upon a consideration of the transcendental ideality of time: But now I am an object of inner sense and all time is merely the form of inner sense. Consequently, I relate each and every one of my successive determinations to the numerically identical self in all time, i.e., in the form of the inner intuition of my self. (CPR A 362).



Time is a form of intuition which is also to say that it is a representation (a pure intuition), and as such its unity must be taken to originate in the unity of apperception.54 This implies that all determinations given in time are capable of being related to the numerically identical self, and so that _____________ 52 Kant refers to apperception as numerically identical at CPR A 107 (“That which should necessarily be represented as numerically identical”) and A 114 (“But from this, as a transcendental representation, numerical identity is inseparable”). 53 See CPR A 116: “We are conscious a priori of the thoroughgoing identity of ourselves with regard to all representations that can ever belong to our cognition, as a necessary condition of the possibility of all representations (since the latter represent something in me only insofar as they belong with all the others to one consciousness, hence they must at least be capable of being connected in it).” 54 As Kant had written previously, “even the purest objective unity, namely that of a priori concepts (space and time) is possible only through the relation of intuitions to it [i. e., transcendental apperception]. The numerical unity of this apperception therefore grounds all concepts a priori” (CPR A 107).
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the self of whose identity I am conscious is necessarily identical in all the time in which I am possibly conscious. The rational psychologist (including Kant at the time of the ML1 lectures) is thus accused of conflating the way in which we are conscious of the numerical identity of the I of the I think with the way in which we are conscious of the numerical identity of external objects. Significantly, this diagnosis of the rational psychologist’s error is quite consistent with Kant’s general account of the error in each paralogism as involving a middle term ambiguous between transcendental and empirical uses.55 Kant distils the rational psychologist’s argument for the personality of the self into the following syllogism (with implied information supplied): What is conscious of the numerical identity of itself in different times is to that extent a person. Now the soul [or thinking I] is [conscious of the numerical identity of its self in different times]. Thus it is a person. (CPR A 361).



At the end of the Paralogisms chapter, Kant provides the following general account of the formal error committed in each of the four paralogisms: If one wants to give a logical title to the paralogism in the dialectical syllogism of the rational doctrine of the soul, insofar as they have correct premises, then it can count as a sophisma figurae dictionis, in which the major premise makes a merely transcendental use of the category, in regard to its condition, but in which the minor premise and the conclusion, in respect of the soul that is subsumed under this condition, make an empirical use of the same category. (CPR A 402-3).



As Kant explains later in his Logic, the fallacy at issue in a paralogism is that of an ambiguous middle term. In the case of the third paralogism, the middle term is “that which is conscious of the numerical identity of itself in different times” which, in referring to identity evidently makes use of the category of unity.56 As it occurs in the middle term of the major premise (which reproduces the Wolffian definition of person57), the category is made use of unambiguously in its transcendental signification, that is, it serves only to specify what condition an object in general must meet in order to be subsumed under that concept. It is in the minor premise that the problem occurs, and the ambiguity in the case of the third paralogism involves the concept of numerical identity, which Kant takes to be employed in both its transcendental and empirical uses in that premise. In its _____________ 55 Contrast Ameriks (2000, 130). 56 Thus Kant uses ‘unity’ interchangeably with ‘identity’ at CPR A 107 (“The numerical unity of this apperception”), and the category of unity is explicitly linked to identity in the charts at A 344/B 402 and A 404. 57 Klemme (1996, 329) also notes this.
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empirical signification, the concept of unity refers to that which is numerically one in a given time (and space),58 and for something to be numerically identical in different times, any changes to it over time must merely be changes of its state, through which it persists.59 This is in contrast to its transcendental signification, that is, its sense in its application to objects in general and, specifically, to the I of the I think, where the identity of such an object at different times consists in its logically necessary unity rather than in its persistence over time. Kant contrasts these two senses of identity briefly at CPR A 365 (“Now since this identity of person in no way follows from the identity of the I”) and in more detail in the second edition version: The proposition of the identity of myself in everything manifold of which I am conscious is equally one lying in the concepts themselves, and hence an analytic proposition; but this identity of the subject, of which I can become conscious in every representation, does not concern the intuition of it, through which it is given as an object, and thus cannot signify the identity of the person, by which is understood the consciousness of the identity of its own substance as a thinking being in all changes of state (CPR B 408 – my emphasis).



Accordingly, the rational psychologist is guilty of conflating these two senses of the middle term in order to run his argument. This generates a syllogism with four terms, a paralogism, and leads the rational psychologist to commit a further, metaphysical error, a “subreption of hypostatized consciousness” (CPR A 402), as the rational psychologist predicates a category as it is used with regard to objects of our experience or empirically of the soul, which is not given as an object of sensible intuition. The conflation of the empirical cognition of an identical object persisting over time with a mere formal consciousness of unity might seem an unlikely error, even for the rational psychologist. According to Kant, however, it has its roots in a natural and unavoidable illusion which he generally defines as the “taking of a subjective condition of thinking for the cognition of an object” (CPR A 396).60 In the case of the idea of the I of the I think, or soul, it is the representation of the unconditioned unity of inner appearances and, as such, is only presumed as given in the course of reason’s own efforts to bring unity into that manifold; yet it inevitably seems _____________ 58 See CPR A 263/B 319-20. 59 Thus we find in the First Analogy: “Alteration is a way of existing that succeeds another way of existing in the very same object. Hence everything that is altered is lasting, and only its state changes” (CPR A 187/B 230). 60 For more detail on the distinction between transcendental illusion and the paralogistic error it grounds, see Grier (2001, 144-52) and Allison (2004, 334-42).
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to be given as an object in its own right. Thus, Kant writes near the conclusion of the Paralogisms that “nothing is more natural and seductive than the illusion of taking the unity in the synthesis of thoughts for a perceived unity in the subject of these thoughts” (CPR A 402).61 As it relates to the topic of the third paralogism, the rational psychologist is misled by the illusory representation of the soul into taking the merely formal unity of apperception for a given unity and, on that basis, mistakes our consciousness of our numerical identity in different times for the consciousness of the identity of our own immaterial substance. Consequently, the rational psychologist illicitly takes the personality of the soul to be founded on the cognition of the identity in different times of an object given in time, when in fact all that we can have is a mere consciousness of the unity of the logical subject of thought. Indeed, the error the rational psychologist commits on the basis of this illusion is shown to be all the more egregious given that a consciousness of the self as a numerically identical persisting being in time is only possible from the perspective of an external observer, and even then does not amount to a consciousness of the identity of my (proper) self: But if I consider myself from the standpoint of another (as an object of his outer intuition), then it is this external observer who originally considers me as in time; for in apperception time is properly represented only in me. Thus from the I that accompanies – and indeed with complete identity – all representations at every time in my consciousness, although he admits this I, he will still not infer the objective persistence of my self. (CPR A 362-3).



Against these charges, the rational psychologist might reply along the lines of Kant’s previous exposition in the ML1 notes that my own consciousness of the numerical identity of the I of the I think proves the identity of my substance since, if I was comprised of consecutive substances, I could not be conscious of my numerical identity. Indeed, this is the very scenario that Kant now lays out in detail in the section’s notorious footnote: An elastic ball that strikes another one in a straight line communicates to the latter its whole motion, hence its whole state [...]. Now assuming substances, on the analogy with such bodies, in which representations, together with consciousness of them, flow from one to another, a whole series of these substances may be thought, of which the first would communicate its state, together with its consciousness, to the second, which would communicate its own state, together with that of the previous substances, to a third substance, and this in turn would share the states of all previous ones, together with their consciousness and its own. (CPR A 363-4n).



_____________ 61 Compare R 5553 (AA 18:223).



118



Corey W. Dyck



As should be clear, the significance of this note lies primarily in the fact that Kant now takes issue with his previous claim in the ML1 notes that, “if there were several thinking beings in a human being, then one would also have to be conscious of several thinking beings” (28:267). In the fabricated scenario, Kant imagines that a human being is composed of several consecutive, non-overlapping thinking beings, in which thoughts and their accompanying consciousness are transferred from one thinking substance to the next, in a manner analogous with the transfer of motion among corporeal substances. Since for Kant, as for Wolff, the identity of person is just the identity of underlying substance, the assumption of multiple substances underlying our states of thought and consciousness obviously implies that the human being “would not have been the very same person in all these states” (CPR A 364n). Even so, Kant now contends that the consciousness to which our thoughts belong, as designated by the I and which is transferred along with those thoughts from substance to substance, would necessarily remain numerically identical throughout, despite its inherence in a number of substances; as he writes “a [substantial] change can go on that does not allow it [i.e., my subject] to keep its identity; and this even though all the while the consonant [gleichlautende] I is assigned to it” (CPR A 363). Accordingly, without pronouncing on the question of whether we would be conscious of the fact if we were comprised of multiple non-overlapping thinking substances, Kant claims that a consciousness of the numerical identity of the I of the I think would still be possible since its identity is in no way tied to the identity of an underlying thinking substance. Significantly, Kant continues to hold that, even on the basis of its consciousness of its numerical identity, where this identity is taken in its transcendental signification, the soul is rightly taken to be a person. As Kant writes: On this basis, the personality of the soul must be regarded not as inferred but rather as a completely identical [i. e., analytic62] proposition of self-consciousness in time, and that is also the cause of its being valid a priori. For it really says no more than that in the whole time in which I am conscious of myself, I am conscious of this time as belonging to the unity of my self, and it is all the same whether I say that this whole time is in Me, as an individual unity, or that I am to be found with numerical identity in all this time. (CPR A 362).



Indeed, it is with respect to personality so understood that Kant makes the troublesome claim that “to this extent this concept is also necessary and sufficient for practical use” (CPR A 365-6). Though it had previously been _____________ 62 See Ameriks (2000, 131).
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assumed that the practical use which Kant imagines for the concept here could only be that forensic use emphasized by Locke, which assumption ultimately issues in Longuenesse’s charge of a paralogism of pure practical reason, it should now be clear that this need not be the case. Instead, the “practical use” to which the concept of personality is put could only be that to which Wolff, and those he influenced, put it, namely, its use in the proof of the immortality of the soul. Along these lines, that the personality of the soul, understood in this sense, is necessary and sufficient for this use should be taken to mean that, provided the soul survives death (about which we cannot be certain since we do not cognize its substantiality and simplicity), it will remain conscious of its numerical identity, and thus will retain its status personalitatis. That Kant should now make this claim represents another clear departure from the ML1 notes where Kant had concluded that nothing reliable could be known about the personality of the soul after death on the grounds that our experience was of the necessity of outer intuition, and therefore of the body, for such consciousness. The likely reason for this departure is that Kant no longer holds that the concept of the soul at issue in rational psychology, and which expresses the consciousness of our own identity, is drawn from a prior representation that includes the data of outer sense. Rather, as he now claims, the concept of the I is inferred (by means of reason) from “the transcendental concept of a subject that contains nothing manifold” (CPR A 340/B 3978), and consequently, that the “numerical identity of our self,” of the I of the I think, is concluded “from identical apperception” (CPR A 365). Given that nothing else is required for the soul to retain its state of personality after death than the possible consciousness of the numerical identity of apperception, the personality of the soul is easily conceivable even in the absence of the body and all the data of outer sense. This does not, of course, imply that we can be certain of the soul’s survival of the death of the body as a pure spiritual being since, as we have seen, the identity of the I of the I think does not prove the identity of the thinking substance in which it inheres; so, even while we can be assured that the surviving soul will retain the state of personality after death “we can never boast of it as an extension of our self-knowledge through pure reason” (CPR A 366). Still, it might be wondered whether Kant’s understanding of the transcendental ground for the personality of the soul does not deviate from the spirit of the traditional concept. The initial worry on the part of the rational psychologist, as was reflected in the appropriation of the classical myth of a draught of forgetfulness, was that the soul would not retain a memory of itself, of its actions and experiences in this life, which circum-
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stance would give us reason to doubt the wisdom of this arrangement of the world. Admittedly, Kant’s assertion that the soul would retain its state of personality, where this consists merely in the consciousness of the “logical identity of the I” (CPR A 363), can offer little consolation in this regard. Nonetheless, we have seen that a part of the rational psychologist’s worry had to do with whether the human soul will retain its distinctive capacities after death. When taken in this sense, a draught of forgetfulness would threaten the loss of those capacities whose presence was signalled by the soul’s personality and which served to distinguish the human soul from that of the animal. Understood in this context, Kant’s argument performs much better. For Kant, the soul’s consciousness of its numerical identity, as ultimately a consciousness of the identity of apperception, is evidence of the soul’s possession of an understanding.63 Animals, by contrast, do not possess an understanding but only its analogue; as Kant writes in the Anthropology “irrational animals [verstandlosen Thiere] can manage provisionally, following implanted instincts, like a people without a sovereign” (AA 7:196; § 40). That the personality of the human soul signals the possession of an understanding thus serves to distinguish the human soul from that of an animal, something that Kant also makes clear in the Anthropology: That man can have the I among his representations elevates him infinitely above all other living beings on earth. He is thereby a person [...] that is, by rank and worth a completely distinct being from things that are the same as reason-less animals with which one can do as one pleases. (AA 7:127; § 1).64



Accordingly, even when the personality of the soul is taken in its transcendental signification, it suffices to distinguish us, as beings with an understanding, from “die verstandlosen Thiere.” Rather than betraying a paralogism of pure practical reason, then, Kant is entirely warranted in his claim that the soul’s personality, its consciousness of the numerical identity of the I of the I think in all time, suffices for its practical use. Since the personality of the soul depends in no way upon the existence of the body, Kant can claim to have shown that the human soul would retain its distinctive capacities in the afterlife.65 _____________ 63 See CPR A 119: “The unity of apperception in relation to the synthesis of the imagination is the understanding” and B 134n: “the synthetic unity of apperception is the highest point to which one must affix all use of the understanding [...] indeed, this faculty is the understanding itself.” 64 Cf. also the letter to Herz of May 26th, 1789 (AA 11:52). 65 I am grateful to Falk Wunderlich, Lorne Falkenstein, Ben Hill, an anonymous referee for the Kant Yearbook, and to Heiner Klemme and the participants in his
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Kant’s Epistemological Reorientation of Ontology Chong-Fuk Lau Abstract This paper analyzes Kant’s epistemological reorientation of ontology, explaining in what sense Kant’s complex theory of transcendental idealism and empirical realism should be understood as an ontological realism under the framework of epistemological idealism. The paper shows that Kant’s concept of existence is only applicable to empirical objects in the spatiotemporal causal framework. Accordingly, not only things in themselves, but also epistemic conditions such as the transcendental subject and the faculties of sensibility and understanding cannot be said to exist. They are theoretical constructs in the transcendental discourse to account for the normative conditions of objective cognition and reality.



1. Introduction Kant is known for his critical attitude toward traditional metaphysics and ontology, but the ontological position of his transcendental idealism is ambiguous. There have been heated debates over the true nature of transcendental idealism and the ontological status of things in themselves, noumena or the transcendental object.1 A main dispute is over Kant’s distinction between appearances and things in themselves, about whether it is a metaphysical distinction between two different realms of existence (the “two-world” interpretation) or merely a methodological distinction between two different ways of considering things (the “two-aspect” interpretation). Kant himself provides enough ammunition for both sides of the debate. A number of factors play a role, but the primary cause for Kant’s ambiguity is certainly the subtle conception of transcendental idealism itself. Kant holds that transcendental idealism yields a form of realism _____________ 1 There are subtle differences between concepts of things in themselves, noumena and the transcendental object (Allison, 1978), but Kant is not always consistent in his choice of terminology. I will treat the three terms as synonymous, unless distinctions between them are necessary.
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at the empirical level. Strictly speaking, transcendental idealism and empirical realism are not merely two compatible theories, but two sides of a single theory. In this paper, I will argue against the “two-world” interpretation in favor of a radical form of the “two-aspect” interpretation, showing that Kant does not endorse the existence of an inaccessible and unknowable noumenal world or a metaphysical realm of things in themselves behind the phenomenal or empirical world of appearances.2 A major difficulty in understanding Kant’s position arises from the fact that ontology has been fundamentally redefined and reformulated in his transcendental philosophy. Kant himself explicitly claims that “the proud name of an ontology [...] must give way to the modest one of a mere analytic of the pure understanding” (CPR A 247/B 303).3 Surprisingly, this famous claim has rarely been taken seriously enough in discussions of Kant’s ontology, and I think this is a serious mistake. For Kant, ontological questions can no longer be answered or even asked in the traditional way. They must be reformulated through a critical analytic of the pure understanding. If the analytic can be considered a kind of epistemological investigation, the upshot of Kant’s claim is that ontology must be redefined consistently under an epistemological framework.4 This reorientation is also rooted in Kant’s idea that critique precedes metaphysics (CPR A 841/B 869). Even though Kant has the reputation of trying to demolish the whole edifice of traditional metaphysics, he certainly aims at a new, reliable, and even “scientific” metaphysics based on his Critique. The Critique is not merely a “propaedeutic” that brings the mistakes of traditional metaphysics to light, but it is, in its investigation into the conditions of possibility of objective knowledge, _____________ 2 The most influential “two-aspect” interpretation is probably the one offered by Henry Allison (1983; 2004). I agree with Allison’s general approach, but his interpretation is still too psychologistic and fails to fully appreciate the implications of Kant’s epistemological reorientation of ontology. 3 References to Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (CPR) are to the pagination of the first [A] and/or the second edition [B]. References to other works of Kant are given in parentheses with volume and page numbers of the Akademie-Ausgabe [AA] (1900 ff.). All English translations of Kant’s works are from The Cambridge Edition of the Works of Immanuel Kant (1992 ff.). 4 Heidegger’s provocative claim that “the Critique of Pure Reason has nothing to do with a ‘theory of knowledge’” might be exaggerated, but I agree with the underlying thought and his emphasis on the ontological aspect of the Critique. Kant’s aim is not merely a theory of experience or human knowledge, but rather a theory of knowledge in which “the inner possibility of ontology is questioned” (1997, § 3, 11).
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itself the most fundamental part of metaphysics. The task of the Critique is to explore the epistemic conditions that define the realm of ontological discourse and make the application of objective categories possible. The paper will analyze the epistemic conditions and explain in what sense concepts such as the transcendental subject and cognitive faculties of sensibility and understanding are theoretical constructs in the transcendental discourse that account for the unity and objective validity of normative epistemic principles.



2. Kant’s Concept of Existence In order to determine Kant’s ontological position, it is essential to understand his concepts of being and existence. When Kant suggests that ontology has to give way to an analytic of the pure understanding, it means that the concepts underlying ontological problems must be examined and clarified in view of their objective validity and application conditions through investigation into the pure understanding. Kant maintains that the objective structure of reality is determined by the categories that define objectivity as such. Kant’s twelve categories are divided symmetrically into two types and each further into two subtypes, resulting in the mathematical categories of quantity and quality and the dynamic categories of relation and modality. This standard classification, however, conceals a more subtle difference that is especially crucial for ontological problems. The twelve categories can be divided into two essentially different types according to another criterion. Each of the twelve categories contributes in its specific way to a determination of being, but the first nine and the last three categories do it in different ways. While the first three groups are about the content of objects, the last group of modal categories does not add any objective content. The modal categories do not determine what the object is, but in which way it is an object of cognition.5 The last three categories fulfill a _____________ 5 In Kant’s words: “The categories of modality have this peculiarity: as a determination of the object they do not augment the concept to which they are ascribed in the least, but rather express only the relation to the faculty of cognition” (CPR A 219/B 266). This essential difference even leads Hegel to conclude that Kant’s system contains only nine instead of twelve categories. If categories for Kant are the basic forms of thought according to which all possible objects are to be structured, then Hegel is right in saying that only the first nine categories are qualified (1968, 6).
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quite different function by distinguishing three different modes for being. Kant points out that “if the concept of a thing is already entirely complete, I can still ask about this object whether it is merely possible, or also actual, or, if it is the latter, whether it is also necessary?” (CPR A 219/B 266) If the first nine proper categories can be called first-order categories, then possibility, actuality, and necessity, which represent the ways in which the application conditions of first-order categories are satisfied, should be classified as second-order categories. Anticipating Frege’s idea,6 Kant understands existence as a second-order modal category, which does not apply directly to objects, but rather to concepts of objects.7 The modal categories together with the principles derived therefrom have been attracting relatively little attention from Kant’s scholars, even when problems about Kant’s ontology are at stake. In order to assure a fair and coherent interpretation of Kant’s ontology, it is indispensible to evaluate his position on the basis of the concept of existence he proposes. _____________ 6 Frege calls existence a “second-order” or “second-level” concept, which expresses “a property of concepts” instead of a property of things (1884, § 53, 65; 1994, 36). 7 Kant puts the point more clearly in his Lectures on Metaphysics L2 (1790 f.): “The true explanation of existence is: existence is absolute positing ‹existentia est positio absoluta›. It thus can be no complement ‹complementum›, no predicate of a thing, but rather the positing of the thing with all predicates. Existence is not a separate reality, although everything that exists must have reality. Existence, possibility, actuality, and necessity are special kinds of categories which do not at all contain predicates of things, but rather only modes ‹modos›, for positing the predicates of things” (AA 28:554). The idea that “existence is not a predicate or a determination of a thing” (AA 2:72) is put forward in an earlier work, The Only Possible Argument in Support of a Demonstration of the Existence of God (1763), in which Kant attempted to explain the concepts of being and existence by the concept of positing (Setzung). The broader meaning of being is understood as positing in general, while the narrower meaning of being in the sense of existence is characterized as absolute positing in contrast to predication as relative positing. In ascribing predicates to a thing, we are determining it in view of particular characteristics, and the predicates are said to be posited relatively to the thing by the copula. Asserting the existence of something, however, does not express any relation between the thing and its properties, but the thing itself together with all its properties is posited. “If I say: ‘God is an existent thing’ it looks as if I am expressing the relation of a predicate to a subject. But there is an impropriety in this expression. Strictly speaking, the matter ought to be formulated like this: ‘Something existent is God’. In other words, there belongs to an existent thing those predicates which, taken together, we designate by means of the expression ‘God’” (AA 2:74). Kant retains the basic line of thought about the concepts of being and existence in the Critique, but the idea of absolute positing is reinterpreted under the framework of his theory of categories and the “Postulates of Empirical Thinking.”
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An important tenet of Kant’s theory of categories is that the pure forms of the understanding can be applied to objects only through empirical schematization. Each category must be interpreted in a way that makes it applicable to experience. In the “Postulates of Empirical Thinking,” the categories of possibility, actuality, and necessity are defined in reference to the conditions of experience as follows: 1. 2. 3.



Whatever agrees with the formal conditions of experience (in accordance with intuition and concepts) is possible. That which is connected with the material conditions of experience (of sensation) is actual. That whose connection with the actual is determined in accordance with general conditions of experiences is (exists) necessarily. (CPR A 218/B 265 f.).



These are called postulates of empirical thinking because they define the rules for applications of the concepts to empirical objects. Abstracted from these rules, the categories taken by themselves represent only a kind of formal or logical relation, which Kant sometimes calls the “transcendental significance” of categories (CPR A 248/B 305). The concepts of possibility and necessity defined in the postulates are not merely logical possibility and necessity. Kant often emphasizes a distinction between logical and real (also called metaphysical) possibility. While the former is defined as the absence of contradictions, the latter has a narrower scope, demanding, in addition to logical consistency, conformity to the formal conditions of experience that are determined by spatiotemporal forms. Real possibility is, therefore, not only subject to the law of contradictions, but also to the a priori laws governing the construction of an object in general (CPR B XXVI; B 302). Similarly, Kant also distinguishes material or real necessity from merely formal and logical necessity (AA 28:557 f.). The former kind of necessity cannot be ascertained by considering conceptual content alone, but depends on the general laws of experience in conjunction with empirical knowledge. Important for our discussion is the fact that unlike the concepts of possibility and necessity, the concept of existence does not have the double sense; it would not make sense to distinguish between logical and real existence. Existence is always real existence, which can never be derived a priori from concepts alone. For Kant, what is actual has to fulfill not only the formal but also the material conditions of experience. Something that fulfills the formal conditions defined by the first nine categories is a possible object – an object that can be given in intuition, but in order to become an actual or existent object, it has to be, in fact, given in direct or indirect experience. Kant specifies a criterion for existence, which makes him very much like an empiricist: “perception (Wahrnehmung), which yields the material for the
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concept, is the sole characteristic of actuality” (CPR A 225/B 273). Thought alone is never sufficient to ascribe existence to an object, but instead has to wait for the materials given a posteriori. Not even from the necessary concept of God as the most real being (ens realissimum) can existence be derived a priori,8 since “existence has nothing in the least to do with all of this, but only with the question of whether such a thing is given to us in such a way that the perception of it could in any case precede the concept” (CPR A 225/B 272). It is, however, unclear in what sense Kant interprets the category of existence or actuality in terms of perception. If perception is taken to be the action performed by the subject, i. e., the act of perceiving, then perception is a process that takes place in the mind. It is obvious that an object does not come into existence through an act of perceiving. The contrary is very much the case: One can perceive an object because it exists. It seems to be more reasonable to take Kant to be referring to that which is perceived instead of the act of perceiving. But what is perceived is the sensation or “mere representation” of the object. Does Kant mean to assert a Berkelean thesis “esse est percipi”? Kant might, as Peter Strawson suggests, be much closer to Berkeley (as Kant himself might have admitted) (Strawson 1966, 22), but Kant did not really equate existence with perception, neither as perceiving nor as the perceived; existence is also not what Heidegger calls “the being-perceived of the perceived, its perceivedness” (1988, § 8b, 48).9 Instead, Kant takes perception to be the sole characteristic of exis_____________ 8 When Kant identifies God as the most real of all beings (ens realissimum), this does not signify the highest degree of actuality, but the greatest possible real contents (CPR A 608/B 636). Since possibility and actuality are second-order categories, a possible and an actual object do not differ in content. One hundred actual thalers have exactly the same content, or in terms of Kant’s categories, the same amount of “reality” as one hundred possible ones. The category of reality in Kant’s system belongs to the categories of quality; it does not, as in modern usage, mean actuality or existence, but refers to the content or “thinghood” (Sachheit) of a thing (CPR A 143/B 183), corresponding to the Scholastic concept of res. Whether a thing is possible, actual or necessary does not increase or decrease the real content of the thing at all. Therefore, even the most perfect being, God, will not lose any “reality” or property to become less perfect, if it is merely possible and not actual. This is Kant’s central argument against the traditional ontological proof of the existence of God. 9 Being one of the few who recognize the crucial role of the Postulates of Empirical Thinking for ontology, Heidegger interprets perception in Kant’s concept of existence neither as perceiving (Wahrnehmen) nor as the perceived (das Wahrgenommene) but as “the being-perceived of the perceived, its perceivedness (die Wahrgenommenheit).” Heidegger takes the last to be most likely what Kant means by
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tence, but not existence itself. What Kant asserts is the principle that “perception, thus sensation of which one is conscious,” is required for “the postulate for cognizing (erkennen) the actuality of things” (CPR A 225/B 272). Existent things can be given in direct perception (as in my perception of the computer screen in front of me), but they can also be given indirectly through the perception of other things. Even the existence of something that can never be directly perceived, such as magnetic fields or black holes, can be affirmed insofar as it stands in “connection with some actual perception in accordance with the analogies of experience, which exhibit all real connection in an experience in general” (CPR A 225/B 272). While what is actual is that which is connected with the material conditions of experience, the connection is determined by the rules defined in the “Analogies of Experience,” i. e., the principles of substantiality, causality, and community. What actually exists is not merely sensation, nor mere representation in our consciousness, but concrete objects or things that have spatiotemporal properties and are causally connected with one another. Kant’s concept of existence can only be attributed to something that belongs to the spatiotemporally and causally organized unity of experience. A thing such as a magnetic field or black hole itself need not be directly perceivable, but through its influence on other perceivable things it shows itself to be existent and part of the causal network (CPR A 225 f./B 273). Kant is not Berkeley. For Kant, esse is both more and less than percipi, as it need not be actually perceived, but it has to stand in unified lawful connection with perceivable things.



3. The Ontology of Transcendental Idealism Let us evaluate the ontology of transcendental idealism in light of the concepts previously explained. Idealism is generally understood as the theory that existence is mind- or thought-dependent. Kant certainly maintains that the constitution of objects depends to a certain extent on the subjective cognitive conditions. This, however, does not straightforwardly make him an idealist, particularly as he also considers himself an empirical realist. Kant takes his transcendental idealism to be a very special sort of ideal_____________ perception as well as existence, but this clarification is still, in Heidegger’s eyes, so unclear that it needs a further elucidation through the hermeneuticphenomenological concepts of uncoveredness (Entdecktheit) and intentionality (1988, § 8b).
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ism, profoundly different from “common idealism,” which he defines as the theory that “doubts or denies the existence of external things” (CPR A 491/B 518 f.). A more precise definition of idealism can be found in the Prolegomena: “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” (AA 4:288 f.). Whether and to what extent Kant is an idealist depends on whether and to what extent his theory is committed to the existence of “external things” or things “outside us”. But, there are two different aspects that need to be evaluated separately. Kant is aware of the fact that “the expression outside us carries with it an unavoidable ambiguity, since it sometimes signifies something that, as a thing in itself, exists distinct from us and sometimes merely something that belongs to outer appearance” (CPR A 373). The latter can be called “outside” or “external” in the ordinary, empirical sense, while the former, as Kant suggests, “might be called ‘external’ in the transcendental sense (Sinn)” (CPR A 373). In an empirical sense, the concept of “outside” or “external” is schematized in terms of the forms of sensibility and “signifies only existence in space” (AA 4:337), while its transcendental sense is abstracted from sensible schema, representing a logical notion of independence. As a first approximation, Kant’s theory of empirical realism and transcendental idealism can be understood as the twofold claim that there are things existing outside in the empirical sense, but none in the transcendental sense. At the empirical level, Kant affirms the existence of external things outside thinking beings. What exist empirically outside us are “things that are to be encountered in space” (CPR A 373). Kant argues that empirical idealism is not only factually wrong, but, to a certain extent, necessarily wrong, insofar as one, like Descartes, does not doubt the existence of his own self. Kant’s Refutation of Idealism questions a philosophical presupposition that since Descartes has often been taken for granted, i.e., the immediacy of self-consciousness.10 While the existence of external things could be doubted, the existence of my own self was supposed to be re_____________ 10 The central argument of the “Refutation of Idealism” reads as follows: “I am conscious of my existence as determined in time. All time-determination presupposes something persistent in perception. This persistent thing, however, cannot be something in me, since my own existence in time can first be determined only through this persistent thing. Thus the perception of this persistent thing is possible only through a thing outside me and not through the mere representation of a thing outside me.” (CPR B 275).
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vealed immediately in the very act of self-consciousness. But Kant attempts to show that the consciousness of my own self would be impossible without the existence of external things. His radical conclusion is that “the consciousness of my own existence is at the same time an immediate consciousness of the existence of other things outside me” (CPR B 276). Kant’s Refutation of Idealism relies heavily on the principle established in the First Analogy, which defines substantiality in terms of persistence in time. The affirmation of my own existence requires the application of the category of substance to my own (empirical) self, but this application presupposes something persistent. The required persistence, however, can never be met in the inner sense, which is in a state of continual and rapid flux.11 Therefore, the existence of external things in space is needed in order for me to identify my own existence. One major difficulty, however, is why “the perception of this persistent thing is possible only through a thing outside me and not through the mere representation of a thing outside me” (CPR B 275). Why couldn’t the perception of external things be produced by imagination or a mystical source like Descartes’s evil demon? In order to argue for the existence of external things, Kant has to rely on additional premises that are hardly acceptable even among sympathetic Kant scholars (cf. Guyer, 1987, 279–329). Kant admits that it is possible to be mistaken in individual perceptions, falsely ascribing the cause of certain representations to an external thing that does not exist, but he believes that it is impossible that all representations of external things are caused by inner sense.12 For Kant, outer sense is not _____________ 11 At the empirical level, Kant basically agrees with Hume that a simple and continued self is not perceivable within one’s mind: “The consciousness of oneself in accordance with the determinations of our state in internal perception is merely empirical, forever variable; it can provide no standing or abiding self in this stream of inner appearances, and is customarily called inner sense or empirical apperception” (CPR A 107; cf. A 381; B 413; B 420). Yet, Kant differs fundamentally from Hume in recognizing a transcendental subject that must be presupposed to account for the objectivity of empirical objects. 12 Kant certainly does not mean that every representation we perceive in our mind implies the existence of an independent object. Although in an ordinary situation we can infer from the visual perception of redness the existence of a red object outside, every particular inference like this can be wrong. We can ascribe existence or actuality to the feeling of redness in our mind, but the inference from a mental representation to the existence of an external thing that is causally connected with my visual perception can always turn out to be wrong. The objects we experience while dreaming usually do not exist because the supposed objects are not causally connected with the perceptions in a dream. If we ask Kant how we know that something really exists and is not an illusion, he would give us a
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reducible to inner sense, or “inner experience in general is possible only through outer experience in general” (CPR B 278 f.). If this presupposition could be made, then philosophy would have been able to save itself from the “scandal” long ago. Even though Kant’s Refutation of Idealism is based on highly questionable premises, his ontological position is clear. Kant is an empirical realist according to his own definition, committed to the claim that external things outside thinking beings do exist. At the transcendental level, the sensible forms of space and time do not come into play. “External” in the transcendental sense no longer refers to spatial existence, but rather to things that are conceptually independent of thinking beings, i. e., things in themselves. If existence is taken strictly in the sense defined in the Second Postulate, then the consequence is straightforward: things in themselves or noumena do not exist. What can be said to exist are only individual empirical things, which are directly or indirectly perceivable in the spatiotemporal causal framework defined by the Analogies of Experience. Noumena not only fail to fulfill the material conditions of experience, but also fail to meet the formal conditions from the very beginning. It is not merely a factual nonexistence, like the case of the unicorn; the nonexistence of noumena instead follows from the concept of noumena in conjunction with the Postulates. In other words, noumena not only do not exist, but they cannot exist because they lack the real possibility defined by the First Postulate.13 No actually existent thing can ever fall under the concept of noumena, not because we can never know anything about them, but because the concept of existence in Kant’s transcendental idealism rules out the possibility of their existence. I would like to call this interpretation the “Strong Kantian Thesis,” according to which Kant’s transcendental idealism is not merely committed to the (weaker) claim that it is in principle impossible to know anything about things in themselves or noumena, but rather to the (stronger) claim that there are, strictly speaking, no such things as things in themselves. In contrast, Henry Allison’s interpretation is a good example of what I call the _____________ coherentist reply as follows: “The difference between truth and dream [...] is not decided through the quality of the representations that are referred to objects, for they are the same in both, but through their connection according to the rules that determine the combination of representations in the concept of an object, and how far they can or cannot stand together in one experience” (AA 4:290; cf. CPR A 451/B 479). 13 Just like a rounded square or a married bachelor do not and cannot exist because there is no logical possibility for them to exist, noumena do not and cannot exist because there is no real possibility for them to exist, even though the concept of noumena is not self-contradictory.



Kant’s Epistemological Reorientation of Ontology



133



“Weak Kantian Thesis,” according to which “the claim is not that things transcending the conditions of human cognition cannot exist (this would make these conditions ontological rather than epistemic) but merely that such things cannot counts as objects for us” (2004, 12). Allison is right that what I call the “Strong Kantian Thesis” conflates epistemic with ontological conditions, but I think this is exactly what is revolutionary in Kant’s epistemological reorientation of ontology. In fact, Kant is not ambiguous at all about the nonexistence of noumena. In the often neglected categories of nothing, Kant distinguishes four different ways in which being fails to obtain. In the first category of nothing, i.e., an empty concept without object, Kant explicitly uses noumena as an example: To the concepts of all, many, and one there is opposed the concept of that which cancels everything out, i.e., none, and thus the object of a concept to which no intuition that can be given corresponds is = nothing, i.e., a concept without an object, like the noumena, which cannot be counted among the possibilities although they must not on that ground be asserted to be impossible (ens rationis). (CPR A 290/B 347; cf. AA 22:27).



A noumenon is a kind of nothingness in the sense of a thought-entity (Gedankending, or ens rationis) that can never be applied to an object, although it is not a nonentity (Unding, or nail negativism) like a rounded square, which would be an “empty object without concept” and would cancel itself out in self-contradiction (CPR A 292/B 348). However, similar to a nonentity, a mere thought-entity like a noumenon does not and cannot exist “because it is a mere invention (bloß Erdichtung)” (CPR A 292/B 348). A thought-entity can be said to “exist” in the mind that thinks the concept. This thought, however, exists insofar as it is given to the subject in inner sense in a determinate time, while the content or the intended object of the thought has no existence in the spatiotemporal causal framework. Kant’s distinction between phenomena and noumena is not primarily a distinction between a world that can be known and another that can never be known. The Second Postulate does not merely define knowable existence, but existence in the empirical sense, which, however, is the only meaningful sense of existence.



4. The Epistemic Conditions of Ontology If nothing can be said to exist unless it fulfills the conditions defined in the First and Second Postulates, then it is obvious that what really exists are individual empirical things in the spatiotemporal causal framework.
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Kant is thus a clear anti-Platonist in regard to the existence of abstract entities such as universals and mathematical objects. Kant certainly would not deny that we can speak objectively about concepts and numbers. These abstract entities have objective validity and can legitimately be applied to existing things, but they themselves are not the kind of “things” that the category of existence can meaningfully be applied to. This sounds reasonable, but the price of taking existence strictly in the empirical sense is high, perhaps higher than the price most Kantians would be ready to pay. Not only are universals, mathematical entities, and noumena nonexistent, but neither can the transcendental subject or cognitive faculties such as sensibility and understanding be said to exist, since none of them belongs properly to the empirical realm. They are conditions of the possibility of experience and hence conditions of the objects of experience, but they themselves do not fall within the spatiotemporal causal framework. If the transcendental subject and the like cannot be said to exist, then not only is there nothing existing “outside us” in the transcendental sense, but there can even be nothing existing “inside us” either. Is there anything wrong? Isn’t it a contradiction to say that the conditions of existing things themselves do not exist? It is important to distinguish between two ways in which the concept of existence fails to apply. It can be factual nonexistence as in the case of unicorns, but the nonexistence of noumena, as explained previously, is of another kind. No existent thing can ever fall under the concept of noumena because it does not belong to the realm in which the concept of existence can possibly be applied. For Kant, the boundaries of possible experience, defined by the First Postulate, are at the same time the boundaries of possible existence. The limits of possible empirical cognition mean the limits of ontological reality. We might be inclined to think that there can be things somehow existing in themselves but remaining forever inaccessible to us. There can certainly be things that we are never capable of knowing, but if their unknowability or inaccessibility is due to violation of the First Postulate, then calling these “things” unknowable or inaccessible is misleading because, in this case, they do not fulfill the minimum requirements of being objective “things.” We thought we could talk about the possible existence of some unknown and humanly inaccessible things that could perhaps be objects of cognition for other intelligent beings equipped with different cognitive powers. Yet, the failure to specify the conditions under which ontological categories can be correctly applied to these things results not merely in the impossibility of knowing them, but more fundamentally in the loss of objective meaning of the concepts employed.
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Kant’s reorientation of ontology by an analytic of the pure understanding means a radical reformulation of ontological problems through an investigation into the application conditions of ontological concepts. Kant’s revolutionary idea is that concepts, abstracted from their empirical conditions, do not have any objective sense.14 Talks about things in themselves are therefore completely empty, if they are taken to refer to some unknown objects. Although Kant sometimes seems to suggest that noumena can be objects of a nonsensible or intellectual intuition like God, he does emphasize that the concept of noumena can only be employed in a negative sense as a boundary concept (Grenzbegriff) to indicate the indispensible sensible conditions of concept applications (CPR A 255 f./B 310 f.).15 In Kant’s theoretical philosophy, discussions about God, intuitus originarius, and noumena do not mean to speculate on a mystic way of cognition and an unknown realm of existence. They solely play a negative, functional role to delimit the nature of empirical cognition and reality.16 In accordance with the Second Postulate, all nonempirical things can never to be said to exist, but whether they can be said to be nonexistent depends on whether we allow the negation of existence to be applied to something to which the concept of existence is, in principle, not applicable.17 They certainly do not exist within the empirical realm, but asking whether they might in fact exist unbeknownst outside this realm is not envisaging a meaningful and legitimate use of the concept of existence. _____________ 14 “For all the categories through which I attempt to frame a concept of such an object are of none but an empirical use, and they have no sense at all when they are not applied to objects of possible experience, i.e., to the world of sense. Outside this field they are mere titles for concepts, which one might allow, but through which one can also understand nothing.” (CPR A 696/B 724) Strawson calls it the “principle of significance” (1966, 16). 15 Interesting is that an infinite reason like God would, according to Kant, never have to use concepts at all, as the way God “cognizes” objects would be “intuition and not thinking, which is always proof of limitations” (CPR B 71). “Thinking as such is thus,” according to Heidegger’s interpretation, “already the mark of finitude (Siegel der Endlichkeit)” (1997, § 4, 16). 16 Indeed, God himself also belongs to the sort of “things” to which the category of existence can never be applied. But in what sense Kant postulates the existence of God from the perspective of practical philosophy cannot be discussed in this paper. 17 The problem is comparable to Russell’s “King of France” example. It is certainly wrong to say that the statement “the present King of France is bald” is true when there is no present king of France, but whether the statement can be said to be false is debatable. While, according to Russell’s analysis, the statement is false (1905), Strawson argues that it is neither true nor false, but meaningless (1950).
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The boundaries Kant draws for the legitimate use of concepts are boundaries of the objective, factual world as such, beyond which no object and no state of affairs can be meaningfully conceived. There is simply no objectivity or factuality beyond the empirical realm, and so there is no fact of the matter as to what things are in themselves.18 In Kant’s words: “To the question, ‘What kind of constitution does a transcendental object have?’ one cannot indeed give an answer saying what it is, but one can answer that the question itself is nothing, because no object for the question is given” (CPR A 478/B 506). It is fundamentally misguided to ask what things might be in themselves. Although we are sure that categories such as existence, substance, and causality as well as spatiotemporal properties cannot be attributed to things in themselves, we must be careful not to take it as knowledge about what things are in themselves. Paul Guyer is mistaken in saying that “transcendental idealism is nothing other than the thesis that things in themselves, whatever else they may be, are not spatial and temporal” (1987, 333). It is wrong to ascribe spatiotemporal properties to things in themselves, not because they have some properties that must be different from the spatiotemporality of empirical things, but because there is no fact of the matter as to whether things in themselves are spatiotemporal or not. What distinguishes Kant’s project is not his humility regarding our cognitive capacity,19 but rather his radicalness in transforming ontology through epistemology, summarized by Wilfried Sellars as follows: Indeed [...] the core of Kant’s “epistemological turn” is the claim that the distinction between epistemic and ontological categories is an illusion. All so-called ontological categories are in fact epistemic. They are “unified” by the concept of empirical knowledge because they are simply constituent moments of this one complex concept, the articulation of which is the major task of the constructive part of the Critique. (1974, 46).



Kant’s discussions of thing in themselves are indeed sometimes misleading, but his epistemological turn implies ruling out things in themselves _____________ 18 I argued elsewhere that the same situation applies to the problem of freedom. Strictly speaking, there is no fact of the matter as to whether we are transcendentally free or not (Lau 2008; cf. Allison 2004, 47–9). 19 Like Guyer, Rae Langton affirms the existence of things in themselves, but she transforms the “two-world” interpretation into a “one-world” interpretation that distinguishes between two kinds of properties. Langton interprets our insurmountable ignorance of things in themselves as the impossibility of knowing “the intrinsic properties of things” (1998, 13). There may in fact be properties of things that are never accessible from outside, but this by no means proves that they are properties of things in themselves.
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from the ontological discourse. The statement that the category of existence or spatiotemporal properties can never be applied to things in themselves is not knowledge about things in themselves, but knowledge about the conditions of existence and the concept of things in themselves. The category of existence is, as discussed previously, a second-order concept that is applied to concepts of objects instead of objects themselves. The nonexistence of things in themselves in the empirical world does not determine any property of them, but only means that there is nothing that can ever fall under the concept of things in themselves.20 Nevertheless, the concept of things in themselves is indispensible in Kant’s transcendental idealism, playing a constructive role in the explanation of the possibility of objective knowledge at the transcendental level. In order to deal with the conditions of the possibility of objective knowledge, Kant cannot avoid developing theoretical constructs that account for the objectivity of the empirical world (Sellars 1968, 9). To justify the objective validity of the empirical discourse in which we apply categories and articulate knowledge of empirical objects, Kant introduces a transcendental discourse, operating on a metalevel to deal with the conditions of the empirical discourse. An objective application of the categories of existence or causality to empirical objects presupposes a set of principles that cannot be dealt with within the empirical discourse. Not only the concept of things in themselves but also concepts such as the transcendental subject and the cognitive faculties of sensibility and understanding all belong to the transcendental discourse. They constitute the very conditions of the possibility of the empirical world, but they themselves are not part of this empirical world. A similar point has been made by Wittgenstein in his Tractatus: There is no such thing as the subject that thinks or entertains ideas [...]. The subject does not belong to the world: rather, it is a limit of the world (Grenze der Welt) [...]. Thus there really is a sense in which philosophy can talk about the self in a non-psychological way [...]. The philosophical self is not the human being, not the human body, or the human soul, with which psychology deals, but rather the metaphysical subject, the limit of the world – not a part of it. (2001, §§ 5.631, 5.632, 5.641, 69 f.).



The transcendental (or, for Wittgenstein, metaphysical) subject is something that must be presupposed in order to account for the objectivity of the empirical world, but in presupposing it, we do not apply to it the cate_____________ 20 In the same way, when we say that a rounded square does not and cannot exist, this does not imply that we know anything about “it” because there is not any possible “thing” we can know about. What we know is that there is nothing in the world that can ever fall under the concept of a rounded square.
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gory of existence or other categories that are applied to objects in the objective empirical world. We could perhaps say that the transcendental subject is “metaontological,” insofar as it belongs to the conditions that define the meaning of ontological categories. If the basic question of ontology is what really exists, then Kant’s answer is: individual empirical things in the spatiotemporal causal framework. Kant’s empirical realism is an ontological thesis that these entities exist mind-independently outside us in space. Behind this ontological position, however, lies his transcendental idealism, which is itself not straightforwardly an ontological thesis, but a theory that operates at the metaontological level to account for the possibility and conditions of the empirical reality.21 Insofar as these conditions are conditions of concept applications, they can be said to be epistemic in nature. Kant’s unified theory of transcendental idealism and empirical realism can thus be summarized as an ontological realism under the framework of epistemological idealism.



5. The Normativity of Epistemic Conditions Whether something exists or not is in most cases independent of our thought, but to what extent and in what way ontological concepts can be legitimately applied depends on conditions that Kant ascribes to our faculty of cognition. Transcendental idealism is a thesis about the nature of these epistemic conditions. More concretely, Kant defines transcendental idealism as the doctrine that [...] everything intuited in space or in time, hence all objects of an experience possible for us, are nothing but appearances, i.e., mere representations, which, as they are represented, as extended beings or series of alternations, have outside our thoughts no existence grounded in itself [...]. The realist, in the transcendental signification, makes these modifications of our sensibility into things subsisting in



_____________ 21 Allison also emphasizes the metatheoretical character of the transcendental discourse: “transcendental realism cannot itself be defined in straightforwardly ontological, or even epistemological, terms. Instead it was suggested that it must be understood in broadly metaphilosophical or metaepistemological terms as a ‘standpoint’ or normative modal with reference to which human cognition is analyzed and evaluated [...] transcendental idealism must also be characterized as a metaphilosophical ‘standpoint,’ rather than, as is usually done, as a metaphysical doctrine about the nature of ontological status of the objects of human cognition” (Allison 2004, 35).
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themselves, and hence makes mere representations into things in themselves. (CPR A 490 f./B 518 f.).



Expressed in simplified terms, transcendental idealism is the claim that all objects of possible experience are only appearances and not things in themselves, whereas transcendental realism takes empirical objects to be things in themselves. It is important to note that the distinction between appearances and things in themselves belongs to the transcendental discourse at the metalevel and not to the empirical one. The distinction does not represent two different kinds of existence or reality because the transcendental discourse does not engage in first-order descriptions of the characteristics of things; instead, it clarifies the theoretical status of the objects of our cognition.22 In other words, saying that empirical objects are appearance does not express any property or any matter-of-factual determination of objects, but rather conceptual conditions for the cognition of objects. The theory of transcendental idealism asserts that the objectivity of empirical objects depends on certain formal conditions such as space, time, and categories that must be ascribed to the transcendental subject, whereas the materials to which the formal conditions are applied are not attributable to the subject, but must be given from the outside.23 Although the formal conditions are ascribed to the transcendental subject or its faculty of cognition, it does not mean that Kant’s transcendental idealism is a theory about the structure and operations of the human mind. The transcendental discourse about the faculty of cognition does not directly describe any mental structure or operations, nor any factual characteristics of the phenomenal self. Nevertheless, it does not describe any empirically inaccessible properties of the noumenal self either, which is not anything that objective categories can be applied to. The transcendental subject is neither a noumenal self nor a thinking human being that processes mental representations with the brain, but only a theoretical construct that accounts for the unity and legitimacy of a priori spatiotemporal and categorial forms.24 Accordingly, the transcendental apperception _____________ 22 “The difference between the transcendental and the empirical,” as Kant emphasizes, “belongs only to the critique of cognitions and does not concern their relation to their object” (CPR A 56–7/B 81). 23 In this connection, Kant characterizes his theory as formal idealism in contrast to the ordinary material idealism (CPR A 491/B 519; AA 4:337). 24 In Kant’s words, it is “nothing but the simple and in content for itself wholly empty representation I of which one cannot even say that it is a concept, but a mere consciousness that accompanies every concept. Through this I, or He, or It (the thing), which thinks, nothing further is represented than a transcendental subject of thoughts = x” (CPR A 345–6/B 404).
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“I think” is not a factual description of my thinking activity, but merely a “logical function” (CPR B 143; B 428). I can certainly use the statement “I think” to describe the empirical fact that I am now thinking, “but the proposition ‘I think,’ insofar as it says only that I exist thinking, is not a merely logical function, but rather determines the subject (which is then at the same time an object) in regard to existence, and this cannot take without inner sense” (CPR B 429). The transcendental subject belongs to the epistemic conditions that make the indispensible spatiotemporal and categorial structure of objects possible.25 Ascribing the formal conditions of cognition to the transcendental subject instead of the transcendental object is the basic tenet of transcendental idealism. This attribution cannot be understood as an ordinary predication of empirical objects; it is not a factual description at all. The point of attributing the forms of space-time and categories to the transcendental subject is to express the theoretical status of these forms, i. e., their essentially normative character. Kant’s epistemic conditions that define ontological categories are not factual descriptions of the structure of the human mind or any universal characteristics of empirical objects, but normative principles for the applications of concepts. Normative forms are not given from things outside, but something we prescribe to the empirical world. In this sense, “objects must conform to our cognition” (CPR B XVI). The crucial idea in Kant’s Copernican revolution is therefore, as Robert Brandom suggests, “a normative turn” (2002, 21). Kant’s transcendental logic does not describe how understanding and reason work, but prescribes how their concepts or ideas ought to be applied in order to form objective cognition.26 The distinction between under_____________ 25 Therefore, the transcendental subject itself cannot be properly determined using the categories: “Thus the subject of the categories cannot, by thinking them, obtain a concept of itself as an object of the categories; for in order to think them, it must take its pure self-consciousness, which is just what is to be explained, as its ground. Likewise, the subject, in which the representation of time originally has its ground, cannot thereby determine its own existence in time, and if the latter cannot be, then the former as a determination of its self (as a thinking being in general) through categories can also not take place” (CPR B 422). 26 That is why Kant emphasizes that the transcendental deduction of categories is not primarily concerned with factual questions (quid facti), but rather questions about entitlement or legitimacy of the use of categories (quid juris) (CPR A 84/B 116). Kant’s terminology sometimes gives a psychological impression, but on closer inspection it is quite clear that he cannot be talking about mental operations. For example, he considers logic the “science of the necessary laws of the understanding and of reason in general” (AA 9:13; cf. CPR A 53/B 77). What Kant calls transcendental logic also “has to do merely with the laws of the under-
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standing and reason distinguishes between two types of normative principles that are valid for making judgments and inferences respectively. In the same way, sensibility stands for another type of normative principles that govern, not the use of concepts, but the reference to objects. In order to acquire knowledge about the empirical world, human beings must possess appropriate cognitive faculties to receive sense impressions, but sensibility does not primarily refer to the receptive component of our cognitive apparatus like the five senses. In order for the understanding to make judgments about objects, an epistemic function of referring to objects must be presupposed, and this is the role of intuition.27 Sensibility and understanding as “two stems of human cognition” (CPR A 15/B 29) thus represent two basic and mutually irreducible functions for the cognition of objects, i. e., reference and description.28 The understanding does not refer to objects directly, but thinks them by applying concepts, which are nothing but “predicates of possible judgments” (CPR A 69/B 94), whereas sensibility is responsible for nonconceptual, “immediate” reference to individual objects to which predicates can be ascribed.29 However, Kant’s definition of sensibility sometimes misleads us to think that it is a cognitive component for receiving and possessing sense impressions (CPR A 494/B 522), which gives rise to the intractable problem of affection. The controversy is about whether the object that affects the mind is an empirical one or a thing in itself. Jacobi, who first raised the problem, suggests that Kant is committed to the latter, but none of the alternatives could be made consistent with Kant’s epistemology (1968, _____________ standing and reason, but solely insofar as they are related to objects a priori” (CPR A 57/B 81–2). Neither pure logic nor transcendental logic studies how understanding and reason in fact think or operate. There is a branch of logic that “is directed to the rules of the use of the understanding under the subjective empirical conditions that psychology teaches us” (CPR A 53/B 77), but it is called applied logic. Abstracted from all psychological and empirical elements, logic is concerned with how understanding and reason ought to work, i. e., with the normative and necessary principles for thought. Logical principles are necessary not in the sense that we cannot think otherwise; instead, their necessity means normative bindingness (Verbindlichkeit). 27 “In whatever way and through whatever means a cognition may relate to objects, that through which it relates immediately to them, and at which all thought as a means is directed as an end, is intuition” (CPR A 19/B 33). 28 It is similar to the demonstrative and descriptive conventions that J. L. Austin takes to be necessary for making meaningful statements (1961, 121–2). 29 Jaakko Hintikka suggests “that Kant’s notion of intuition is not very far from what we would call a singular term” (1969, 43). Similarly, Sellars understands Kant’s intuition as a function of representing individuals or “thises” (1968, 3).
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291–310). If things in themselves are the cause of affection in the sense that intuition is generated by their impact on our receptivity, then the categories of substance and causality will be illegitimately applied to things outside the phenomenal realm, violating Kant’s basic epistemological principles. If, however, it is empirical objects that affect the mind to produce appearance, then this seems to imply the absurd consequence that the condition of the possibility of appearance is itself an appearance. If both the noumenal and the phenomenal affection lead to a dead end, then combining the two to form a “theory of double affection” will not help (Adickes 1929). If things in themselves, as argued previously, cannot be said to exist, the category of causality cannot be applied to them either. The idea of noumenal affection is untenable. If we take Kant’s concept of causality and the Analogies of Experience seriously and if affection is understood as a causal relation, then it is clear that affection must take place within the spatiotemporal framework. Accordingly, what can really affect the mind can only be empirical objects existing in the phenomenal realm. For instance, what affects a mind to produce a conscious visual perception of redness is a concrete red object. In this causal relation, however, not only the object that affects the mind is an empirical object, but also the mind that is affected is an empirical thing, not the transcendental subject of thought. According to the Second Analogy, the category of causality is only applicable to empirical events in a temporal sequence. Cause must precede effect, and both of them are determinable in time. In other words, the representation of redness in the mind is an empirical, temporally determinable event that is caused by an external object at a specific spatiotemporal location. Causal relations, ex hypothesi, never involve things in themselves. Yet, the problem is that Kant does sometimes seem to identify the cause of affection with things in themselves or the transcendental object.30 Despite his repeated emphasis on the indispensible sensible conditions for the application of concepts, Kant does use concepts such as “non-sensible _____________ 30 For example: “The sensible faculty of intuition is really only a receptivity for being affected in a certain way with representations [...]. The non-sensible cause of these representations in entirely unknown to us, and therefore we cannot intuit it as an object; for such an object would have to be represented neither in space nor in time (as mere conditions of our sensible representation), without which conditions we cannot think any intuition. Meanwhile we can call the merely intelligible cause of appearances in general the transcendental object, merely so that we may have something corresponding to sensibility as receptivity.” (CPR A 494/B 522; cf. AA 4:289)
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cause” and “transcendental cause” (CPR A 391), which allows the category of causality to be applied beyond the realm of experience. Above all, the possibility of transcendental freedom presupposes an alternative kind of causality other than empirical causality that is defined in temporal terms. But note that the category of causality, when applied beyond experience, gains another meaning. Kant himself admits that “the word cause, when used of the supersensible, signifies only the ground for determining the causality of natural things” (AA 5:195). In ordinary empirical discourses, the category of causality is schematized in terms of temporal, sequential relation, but the transcendental discourse is not concerned with all these factual relations. Instead, the relation between “cause” and “effect” in the transcendental discourse expresses a conceptual relation between grounds and the grounded, or conditions and the conditioned. It is true that Kant considers the transcendental object as the “cause” of the affection, but the transcendental object does not literally “affect” the transcendental subject to “produce” appearance. The transcendental object does not have any causal efficacy on the transcendental subject; instead, it is the conceptual ground to which we ascribe the material conditions of experience, just as the formal conditions of experience are ascribed to the transcendental subject. It is an analysis of the concept of intuition which, ex hypothesi, must have something other than itself that accounts for the source of its receptivity. The concept of things in themselves or the transcendental object, therefore, plays a necessary role in the transcendental discourse, which, together with the transcendental subject, forms the conceptual grounds that define the limits of the objective, empirical world. There does not exist a noumenal world or a metaphysical realm of things in themselves behind the phenomenal or empirical world, but the existence and objectivity of the empirical world has to be accounted for by introducing a transcendental or normative perspective in reference to which ontological categories gain their objective meaning. Concepts such as the transcendental subject and cognitive faculties of sensibility and understanding do not refer to anything that falls within the empirical world, but they are normative epistemic conditions that must be presupposed to explain the nature, condition, and limit of this ontological reality.31 _____________ 31 Central ideas of this paper were presented to the Symposium “Idealism East and West” at the Chinese University of Hong Kong in September 2007, and a revised German version “Die Ontologie des transzendentalen Idealismus” will be published in: H. Feger and T.-W. Kwan (eds.): Idealismus und Idealismuskritik. Subjekt, Person und Zeit, Würzburg (forthcoming). I am particularly grateful for the comments of the anonymous referee for the Kant Yearbook.
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Kant’s conception of self as subject and its embodiment Christian Onof Abstract This paper examines Kant’s conception of the self as subject, to show that it points to an understanding of the self as embodied. By considering ways in which the manifold of representations can be unified, different notions of self are identified through the subjective perspectives they define. This involves an examination of Kant’s distinction between subjective and objective unities of consciousness, and the notion of empirical unity of apperception in the first Critique, as well as the discussion of judgements of perception and judgements of experience in the Prolegomena. If this identifies the self as subject through its embodied perspective, it leaves open the question of the self’s existence. The paper proposes an interpretation of Kant’s brief statements on this matter which provides grounds for an existence claim that extends to the embodied self. This suggests considering Kant’s view of the certainty of one’s existence as involving a feeling of self, albeit in a specifically Kantian form drawing on the transcendental unity of apperception. This feeling of self introduces a practical dimension that supports the claim that any determination of the self as subject has to be practical, namely as free agent subject to inclinations, insofar as he is embodied.



Introduction The impetus for this paper lies in reading Béatrice Longuenesse’s lecture (Longuenesse 2008a) on self-consciousness and self-reference. In that paper, she examines how the phenomenological tradition, exemplified by Sartre, and the tradition of ordinary language philosophy exemplified by Wittgenstein, Anscombe and Evans, can be seen to be finding closely related solutions to the question of the nature of self-consciousness and what it discloses on the one hand, and the problem of what “I” refers to, on the other. It is impossible to summarise her rich analysis in a few words, but essentially, she introduces a further refinement to a basic distinction made
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by Wittgenstein (1960, 66-67) in the Blue Book, and further developed by Shoemaker, between the uses of “I” as subject and of “I” as object, and which can reasonably be taken as a cornerstone for many later analyses of “I” (see Frank 1991, 333-4). The need for such a further refinement is already manifest in Wittgenstein’s own move away from this distinction in the Philosophical Investigations, and the consequent parting of the ways between, at one end of the spectrum, Elizabeth Anscombe who claims that “I” never refers, and at the other end, Gareth Evans who views all uses of “I” as referring to a person as physical body. The further refinement is informed by Sartre’s having, at different stages in his writing, considered both an embodied and a non-embodied form of self-consciousness, both of which are non-thetic, i.e. not reflexive uses where the “I” would be an object. The embodied form is analysed in much detail in Being and Nothingness, and Longuenesse (2008a, 10-13) sees it as usefully illustrating and further developing Evans’s analysis of how the “I” refers to a body. The non-embodied form, she sees as useful to account for Anscombe’s denial of any reference for “I” in the case of expressions like “I perceive”, “I imagine”. Her conclusion is that, although Anscombe, Wittgenstein and Sartre would not have agreed with this, there are two distinct uses of “I” as subject: the one refers “to ourselves as bodies (albeit in a way which is immune to error through misidentification)”, and the other “to whoever thinks or says ‘I’” (Longuenesse 2008a, 17). The latter use is “inspired by Kant’s 'unity of the act of synthesis’” (Longuenesse 2008a, 16). Taking this as a starting point reflecting one interpretation of the contemporary situation on the understanding of the subject, the question I ask myself is whether such a dichotomy is satisfactory as the final word on the use of “I” as subject. Probably not, if we think that there is a unique subject “I”. Longuenesse (2008a, 17) notes, the use of “I” as subject “can have, and in most instances probably does have, both features at the same time”. The issue of the relation between these two features therefore arises. This paper presents a few reflections into what light a transcendental idealist approach such as Kant’s can shed in general on the nature of the self as subject, and in particular on this dichotomy of the subject self. To consider that a large part of the problem that analytic philosophy has wrestled with in analysing the use of “I” lies in an implicit realist outlook, is perhaps not unreasonable (see Frank 1991, 366). And one might think that Kant’s Transcendental Idealism (TI) is worth looking into here insofar as Kant’s critical turn is, as he says in the letter to Marcus Herz (Kant 1967, 70-75), motivated by the need to rethink the relation of the subject to the object. Against bringing Kant into the picture to shed light on the self,
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one might worry, with Ameriks (2006, 62) that “Kant has remarkably little to say directly about the I as a distinctive kind of entity”. This means that the textual resources may have to be fairly thin, and that it will be a case of exploring the potential of some of Kant’s brief statements. Alternatively, one might worry with Kitcher (1982, 41) about the multiple roles that the self has to play in his system. I shall however suggest that this is not a problem as such. More specifically, the thought is that it might turn out that different aspects of the self as subject are not independent, but related as transcendental condition to conditioned. In this paper, I want to examine the notions of self that can be identified in Kant’s theoretical critical work (mainly the Critique of Pure Reason, hereafter CPR, and the Prolegomena), and whether they shed light on different aspects of the “I” as subject. This investigation will exhibit in what way a metaphysics of the self is inextricably bound up with a practical dimension. Also, although the notion of embodiment may seem foreign to Kant’s concerns in his transcendental philosophy, I shall argue that his overhaul of the metaphysics of the self leaves room for a conception of embodied subject self.1



1. The self and the unity of consciousness One of the most famous sentences of the first Critique is the claim that “The I think must be able to accompany all my representations, for otherwise something would be represented in me that cannot be thought at all” (CPR B 131-2). Kant further explains that the “I think” is “an act of spontaneity” which is called “pure apperception” (CPR B 132). Kant will go on to show that this apperception has a transcendental role to play as the “supreme principle of all understanding” (CPR B 136). Hence its unity is called “the transcendental unity of self-consciousness” (CPR B 132) or Transcendental Unity of Apperception (TUA) in CPR B 139. This is the pivotal concept of the whole of Kant’s account of the possibility of knowledge, and it is a notion of self which provides it. That is, the objectivity of our knowledge ultimately rests upon the transcendental function of subjectivity. But what kind of notion of self is it that can play _____________ 1 In this paper, I restrict the investigation in two ways: to the notion of self as subject on the one hand, and to Kant’s theoretical philosophy on the other hand. But one ought to note, first, that tackling the issue of the self as object would give us a more complete Kantian picture to compare with that drawn by Longuenesse (2008a). And second, as we shall see, an understanding of the self as subject inevitably leads to considering it in its practical dimension.
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such a role? Kant clarifies that in “pure apperception in the representation I am nothing manifold is given at all” (CPR B 138). The content of the representation “I think” must therefore be sought outside it.2 And indeed, a key claim of the first part of the Transcendental Deduction (B version) is that “[...] it is only because I can combine a manifold of given representations in one consciousness that it is possible for me to represent the identity of the consciousness in these representations itself, i.e. the analytical unity of apperception is only possible under the presumption of some synthetic one” (CPR B 133-4).



So the relation to the identity of the subject “does not yet come about by my accompanying each representation with consciousness” (CPR B 133), but through a synthesis. What constitutes the relation of our representations to an object, and thereby forms the content of the concept “transcendental object”, is the unity of the manifold insofar as it is referred to the identity of the “I” (CPR A 109). As Kant puts it, “no cognitions can occur in us, no connection and unity among them, without that unity of consciousness that precedes all data of the intuitions” (CPR A 107). The “transcendental subject” that is the “I” is nothing more than the correlate of the transcendental object. That is, the self here is characterised as an identity to which the manifold of representations is referred, and whose manifestation is the unity which it brings about among these representations.3 There is therefore no more content to the “I” than is apparent in the unity it provides to representations insofar as they are taken to be representations of an object. In particular, as Kant discusses in the Paralogisms, claims of substantiality, simplicity, etc. of the self cannot be derived from this minimal content (CPR A 348/B 380). This minimal content has ech_____________ 2 This view has its source in Leibniz’s use of the word apperception. The latter distinguishes apperception from self-consciousness as understood by inner-sense theorists such as Locke. Leibniz (1988, 1,118-20) criticises Locke’s reflexion model as it requires for anything to be brought to consciousness, that there be a distinct consciousness of it. This leads to an infinite regress. That is why Kant stresses that the I think “cannot be accompanied by any further representation” (CPR B 132). 3 I avoid complicating the picture here, but note, with Ameriks (2006, 56-57) that “the original-synthetic unity of apperception” (CPR B 151) involves the possibility of the “I think” accompanying all my representations (“pure apperception”, B 152), by which seems to be implied that all my representations should be included in one “all-inclusive act of transcendental apperception” (Ameriks 2006, 57). I agree with Ameriks (2000, 241) that an “in principle” understanding of this requirement is sufficient, as long as it is not thereby trivialized.
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oes in Wittgenstein’s (1992, 151, 5.632) notion of the “limit of the world” illustrated by an eye on the world (1992, 151, 5.6331), but we shall note an important difference later.4 _____________ 4 Now some (e.g. Strawson) want to give the “I” much more content, and take it that the TUA refers to the noumenal self, i.e. some thing which is timeless. And indeed, Kant states in a Reflexion (6001; AA 18:420-421) that “the soul in transcendental apperception is substantia noumenon”. Such a view is based upon a parallel between inner and outer sense. It has it that knowledge of the self is not possible for our human cognition, in the same way that knowledge of things-inthemselves outside us is beyond our cognitive grasp. Allison (1986, 286-291) views this doctrine as incoherent for the reasons that Strawson identifies, namely that “we are constrained to conceive of the empirical subject as both appearing to and as the appearance of the transcendental subject”. Aside from the apparent incompatibility of these two claims, they involve notions of “appearance of” or “to” timeless entities to which it is difficult to attach any clear meaning. It seems to me that the issue of whether the “I” does ultimately refer to a noumenal self or not should be irrelevant to its constitutive cognitive role, and insofar, I agree with Allison’s overall view here. Additionally, the worry that, if there is a “significant non-phenomenal side of the self” as Ameriks (2006, 65) puts it, then this would threaten the whole edifice of TI, is well dealt with by Ameriks’s response. That is, assuming that this self cannot be known, this does not imply that some “transcendental self” would have to be considered over and above the putative noumenal self. Rather, the latter would simply turn out to be that which functions transcendentally. In any case, I think there are also grounds in the “Dialectic” for holding the view that considerations about a noumenal self are irrelevant to the “I”. Indeed, a cursory consideration of the differences between the tasks of the “Paralogisms” and the “Ideal of Pure Reason” is illuminating in this respect. While the second examines the impossibility of any human cognitive access to God, the first shows that determinate claims about the self (substantiality, simplicity, etc.) are not warranted. Although both amount to the refutation of metaphysical claims, the latter do not assume a (more or less) well defined entity of which the problem lies in how we could know that it exists. Rather, the entity which is the self has a minimal characterisation in the TUA, and the issue is whether it could be further determined conceptually. The claim in the “Paralogisms” is that “I think is [...] the sole text of rational psychology” (CPR A 343/B 401). This leaves us with no properties for the object of rational psychology. Unlike the case of God on the other hand, there is no doubt that I exist (CPR B 422n). Any consideration of an inaccessible existing determinate noumenal “I” is therefore irrelevant to the considerations about the self in the “Paralogisms”, just as much as it is irrelevant to the TUA. To think otherwise would be to misunderstand the essential point that the TUA is not grounded in the numerical identity of a subject to whom all individual representations would be related. Although Allison (1986, 143-43) himself misleadingly suggests that the TUA involves an identification of a prior “I think” that accompanies A with a prior “I think” that accompanies B, the “I” of apperception is only manifest insofar as there is a synthesis of A and B effected by it. The point is that the objective perspective which
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Let us finally note that the minimal content of the “I” is a notion of numerical identity which is individuated. That is, the “I” which brings unity to a given manifold is the same for all my representations in the manifold, and this is the condition under which these representations are mine (CPR B 132). The objective perspective afforded by the reference to the “I” is therefore achieved by my being able to occupy a transcendental standpoint which is valid for all and for all times. Although the standpoint referred to is impersonal, this does not make the “I” into an impersonal self as Keller (1998, 22) contends. The latter would then be a unifier of all representations irrespective of whose representations they are (Keller 1998, 33, 37), while Kant refers to those which are mine (CPR B 132). For Kant, the TUA is “consciousness of myself, as original apperception” (CPR A 117n, my emphasis).5 There is an important lesson to be learnt from this brief analysis of the TUA. Namely, that the self is revealed in its role as a unifying principle of a manifold of representations. This suggests looking at other types of unity of the manifold which might enable us to say more about the self. Kant claims that there is “a determination of inner sense, through which that manifold of intuition is empirically given” (CPR B 139). This is the Subjective Unity of Consciousness (SUC). Kant’s first example of such determination is that of the manifold as simultaneous or successive, but he also refers to determination by “circumstances”, and “empirical conditions” (CPR B 139). Further, he explains that there are connections in the manifold which are produced in inner sense, “in accordance with laws of association” (CPR B 142; see also A 100). The example Kant presents in CPR B 142, namely of the difference between judging that “If I carry a body, I feel a pressure of weight”, and judging that “bodies are heavy”, brings to mind a distinction introduced in the Prolegomena, namely that between Judgements of Perception (JP) and Judgements of Experience (JE). Although Allison (2004, 182) is keen _____________ is defined by the TUA, and which Allison (1996, 290-91) rightly compares to Wittgenstein’s understanding of the subject in the Tractatus, can only be defined insofar as a bunch of representations is taken as connected in a way which refers to something objective: only then does such a perspective become meaningful. 5 Keller is right to complain about the hijacking of Kant’s TUA for the purpose of defending a notion of personal identity, e.g. as in Kitcher’s (1990, 97) interpretation of Kant’s purported response to Hume. But it is not clear how his impersonal self-consciousness can be a property of a self, and his position sometimes seems close to Brook’s (1994), although he distances himself from the latter’s denial that there is any self-consciousness involved in the unity of apperception (Keller 1998, 22).
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to differentiate this distinction from the subjective/objective unity distinction, I think his claim that there is a “change of subject” when moving from the Prolegomena to the CPR hides the important parallels. Longuenesse (1998, 188) also emphasises the differences between these distinctions, by pointing out that, while that between JPs and JEs distinguishes between two types of empirical judgements, that between the SUC and the TUA refers to “two origins of judgement”. But this seems precisely to invite comparison and indeed Longuenesse refers to the clear “proximity in formulation between the two texts” (ibid.). What is the distinction from the Prolegomena? The first examples Kant gives of JPs involve sensations: “The room is warm, sugar sweet, and wormwood bitter” (Prolegomena 299). These judgements originate in syntheses which are purely subjective in that they merely involve “a relation of two sensations to the same subject” (ibid.). So, presumably, Kant means that a sensation of being in a room is connected with a feeling of warmth.6 Note in passing that, insofar as we are dealing with judgements, concepts (room, warmth) have to be used to report this subjective connection: this accounts for the difference between examining unities of consciousness and judgements. Kant however further revises his example of JPs when he seeks to show how they can lead to JEs. There, he considers the claims that “air is elastic” or that “when the sun shines on the stone, it grows warm” (Prolegomena 301-2) which are the kinds of observation that might be made with a view to the identification of causes. The latter would issue in a JE such as “the sun warms the stone”. Although the difference in the examples is discussed by Longuenesse (1998, 171-177), she does not see an important distinction from the first examples, probably because the focus of her interest is the link to the JEs.7 Prauss (1971, 175-188) does, as JPs should, _____________ 6 Unlike in the cases of empirical unity of apperception examined further, insofar as these relations are immanent to consciousness, there is no useful distinction between the nature of the grounds for these associations. 7 It is worth noting that a stronger connection can be made between judgements of perception (of type-2, on my reading) and judgements of experience than Kant’s observation that the first can lead to the second. Longuenesse (1998, 202-207) views the first as a necessary stage of the process involved in arriving at a judgement of experience. Indeed, according to Longuenesse, before submitting the manifold in intuition to an analysis which will identify the concept which can provide the unity of its synthesis, it is necessary to have already gathered the relevant manifold in a first imaginative synthesis which has the goal of reflecting representations “under concepts combined according to logical forms of judgment”
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on his view, originate in associations of representations (e.g. as in the first examples).8 If we accept this as defining a type of JP, how shall we view Kant’s other examples? What exactly is subjective about judging that the sun’s shining on the stone is accompanied by its becoming warmer.9 There are two differences from the first examples of JPs. First, this no longer involves gathering subjective representations in a way which merely refers to the subject’s state. Indeed, it is not sensations which are at stake here, but conceptual representations, or the empirical objects or states of affairs which are their correlates. Second, the subjectivity of the statement lies rather in its being the case that the terms are related by the subject insofar as his temporal/spatial location enables the perception of both these states simultaneously as in the same place. This is what Kant refers to in CPR when he says that there is a dependence of the SUC on “circumstances”, and whether a manifold is received as successive or simultaneous (CPR B 139; see also AA 7:161.918). The origin of this kind of judgement is therefore the type of associations which Hume sees as constituting what is taken to be an objective world; for Kant on the contrary, such associations are an explanandum, and his account of objectivity provides a ground for them. This example lends itself particularly well to illustrating how the objective unity of consciousness differs from the subjective. The objective unity of consciousness would unify the same representations so that a judgement could be formulated which no longer refers to the contingencies of my subjectivity. That is, it would enable the formulation of a statement that claims that the events are related (here under the category of causality) independently of this observer, i.e. in a way which is valid for any subject. Since there are, as we saw, two ways in which this JP differs from the previous ones, this suggests there is an intermediate case of JPs. Namely, like the last example, these judgements would relate conceptual representations (or their correlated objects/empirical states of affairs), rather than sensations. But they would be based upon the same relation to the subject as the first examples. Kant hints at this in the CPR, when he talks about the way in which “one person combines the representation of a word with _____________ (ibid., 203). My analysis in this paper does not depend upon the endorsement of this account, although I am sympathetic to it. 8 Prauss argues that Kant’s examples are inadequate to the task of illustrating what a JP is. 9 I leave aside the example Kant gives of “the air is elastic” (Prolegomena 299-300, 43) as I agree with Longuenesse (1998, 177) that this is not the most appropriate for illustrating the JP/JE distinction.
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one thing, another with something else” (CPR B 140; see also A 101). This, Kant gives as an illustration of the Empirical Unity of Apperception (EUA). Although Longuenesse, like Ameriks (2006, 55), identifies this with the SUC, there are grounds, with Allison, to view these as having distinct, albeit related, meanings (Allison 2004, 183-4).10 Kant points out that the EUA is “derived from the [...] [TUA], under given conditions in concreto” (CPR B 140). And insofar as this type of example, as well as the previous one, involves making connections (albeit subjective ones) between objective states of affairs, it is indeed the case that the TUA is involved. The EUA therefore establishes subjective connections between representations that already have some objective content defined by reference to the TUA.11 There is, in fact more that is implied by Kant’s claim that the EUA is derived from the TUA, as Ameriks (2006, 56) notes: the JP originating in the EUA “presupposes an understanding of judgements of experience that do make [...] [objective] predications”. That is, I can only subjectively relate objective states of affairs insofar as I grasp them as objective, and this means, as potentially to be related objectively. Curtailing further discussion of the abundant literature on this topic, I shall suggest that we have three types of judgements of perception (JP): JP type-1 originate in associations between sensations which are subjectively valid insofar as these are mere associations. JPs type-2 also originate in subjective associations, but between conceptualised representations or their correlated objects.12 JPs type-3 originate in associations between ob_____________ 10 After discussing the difference between the subjective and the objective unities of consciousness, Kant introduces the EUA by saying that this is a topic “which we are not assessing here” (CPR B 140). This strongly suggests that the TUA is not just the SUC. Although Allison makes the distinction, he does not discuss it in terms of the nature of what is connected through the corresponding synthesis. Ameriks (2006, 55) does not make the distinction, but notes that the term “empirical apperception” can become confusing if one originally takes it to refer to “particular instances of apperception”. I think this issue can be taken care of by distinguishing between empirical apperception and the unity thereof, which Ameriks does not do insofar as he takes “apperception” to mean the same as “synthesis” or indeed “judgement” (ibid.). 11 Here, we might want to note that aesthetic judgement might be seen as a case of such judgement insofar as that which leads to a judgement of beauty (which is subjective but universal), must presumably in practice already involve more or less well identified objects. This has to be the case unless one wants to adopt a strict reading of pure aesthetic judgements which would exclude any conceptualised components. I am grateful to Keren Gorodeisky for drawing my attention to this. 12 The distinction between JPs type-1 and type-2 is related to the distinction Ameriks (2006, 54) makes between his first two levels of mental life. Ameriks’
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jective states of affairs, which associations are only subjective insofar as they are linked to the spatial and temporal location of the judging subject.13 These three types of JPs originate in syntheses carried out under the SUC. However, type-2 and type-3 JPs originate in a synthesis in which the representations that are connected are required to refer to objects. That is, the subjective link is no longer between merely subjective representations, but between conceptualised representations,14 or the objects they refer to. As a result, the SUC from which a type-2 or a type-3 judgement originates serves as EUA.15 So, in a sense, we have a progression in the subjectivity involved in these types of judgements. Type-1 JP finds its origin in an association between subjective representations under the SUC. If these representations are referred to objects, the subjective unity defines an EUA, as in type-2 and type-3 JPs. The latter distinguish themselves from the former however in that what is subjective in them is merely the contingent spatialtemporal location of the subject. Finally, if any subjective contingency is to be removed altogether from the synthesis, an objective unification of a manifold of representations under the TUA is at stake, which gives rise to a Judgement of Experience (JE). _____________ first level is the “level of passive representation”, which corresponds to the associations of representations reported in JPs type-1. His second level is defined more broadly (and I would argue too vaguely), but nevertheless, when associations are applied to objective states of affairs, this involves some element of attention which is not present in JPs type-1. 13 This is not the place to examine whether judgements of perception type-1 involve the categories or not, even in a mere “guiding role” as Longuenesse would have it for judgements of perception type-2. I believe a case can be made for saying that they do: non-objective determinations of inner sense such as that of a representation as successive or simultaneous involve the categories of quantity, and possibly, those of quality; associations are arguably not made without some role for the categories of relation. Certainly the categories of modality are excluded, since they can only concern objective knowledge. 14 Although Kant does not use this term in his transcendental analysis insofar as he is precisely in the business of carrying out a modal analysis of the conditions of knowledge by separating out sensible and intellectual sources of knowledge, further determination of any object must involve taking already synthesised manifolds and bringing them under other concepts. That an intuitive representation provides enough content for such further determination is an issue discussed in Onof (2009). The already synthesised manifolds involved therein are conceptualised intuitive representations. What we are examining here are synthetic unities of such representations which are not objective. 15 The EUA is a form of subjective unity of consciousness, which depends upon the objectivity of the TUA.
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In this progression, what is of interest from our point of view, is that the first type of judgement, JP type-1, reveals characteristics of a self that is individuated in terms of associationist psychology. As far as the second type of JP is concerned, insofar as links between objects (e.g. a word and a thing) are involved, the individual subjective characteristics which are revealed could include features which are characteristic of a socio-cultural (linguistic) community. JPs type-3, on the other hand, depend upon how the individual self is “located” in space and time. But, although this tells us something about what kind of self is required to make sense of the possibility of such SUCs, it is only philosophical reflection which reveals this. What, if any, kind of self features in the subject’s consciousness? In the SUC from which JPs type-1 originate, there is no unity of apperception, therefore no consciousness of a self. Some take it that this means there is no self-consciousness (Allison 1983, 155), although more developed theories of self-consciousness than Kant’s (from Brentano to Sartre, see Frank 2002, 136) would claim that there is no consciousness without some self-consciousness, and indeed would allow for forms of self-consciousness in which no “I” appears. I would argue that Kant clearly refers to a “consciousness of oneself in accordance with the determinations of our state in internal perception” (CPR A 107) about which he further contends that “it provides no standing or abiding self in this stream of inner appearances” (ibid.). This seems to me to provide sufficient evidence that Kant does allow for a form of self consciousness in inner sense, which Kant refers to as “empirical apperception” (note: not the unity thereof), although no “I” is thereby manifested. This consciousness is merely that of “the determinations of our state in internal perception” (ibid.). We shall say more about this later. The TUA that gives rise to JEs, on the other hand, discloses a self as subject with a transcendental role as ultimate focal point of the possibility of a world of objects to which the judgement refers. As we pointed out earlier, apperception of the “I” in this role is only possible insofar as some structural feature of a manifold of representations is taken as referring to a property of an object, i.e. is taken as referring to something which lies beyond our subjectivity. With this point in mind, what then ought we say about any manifestation of the self in the EUA, i.e. in the SUC reported in JPs –type 2 and type-3 even though there is no Kantian text to help us here? Insofar as the EUA is derived from the TUA (i.e. objective, rather than merely subjective representations, are involved here), the EUA benefits from there being a numerically identical “I”, in the background as it were. As a result, unlike
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the SUC manifested in JPs type-1, the EUA is directed upon a world defined by the TUA: it is intentional. It is true that the syntheses the EUA unifies are purely subjective. But this means that, although reference to objects is already assumed, the intentional perspective upon them is not that of the detached objective TUA. Rather, it is that of the unity of a particular consciousness from which objects are viewed. The EUA therefore defines a perspective upon an already assumed objective world, which perspective is characteristic of this individual self. But importantly, unlike JPs type-1, this is an individuality which, in principle, is inter-subjectively graspable as it is expressed in ways of connecting objects. In JPs type 2, it could therefore include features which characterise this self in distinction to others, or indeed as belonging to a socio-cultural (e.g. linguistic) group, hence Kant’s example of the association of a word with a thing. In JPs type-3, the subjectivity of the spatio-temporal location only is at stake. In both these judgements, self-consciousness is consciousness of a perspectival take on the world.16 Another way of looking at this is to note, as Allison does, that the EUA introduces something in the subjective unity which is not present in my JP type-1. This is that the unity which is at stake is not only a unity in consciousness (as is the case for any SUC), but a unity for consciousness (Allison 2004, 182). This means that some intentional perspective on what is unified is involved,17 and it is this perspective that is grasped through the EUA.18 Importantly, the perspective of the EUA is only possible insofar as a world of objects defined by the TUA is already in place. The self manifested in the EUA is therefore a thickening of the “I” of the TUA.19 _____________ 16 This has close connections with a grasp of oneself as defining a horizon in a Heideggerian understanding of this word. 17 This view is in tune with Ameriks’s (2006, 56) claim that the contents of the mental states which I have described as involved in the EUA resulting in JPs type2 and type-3 although “not directly objective [...] [depend] on a background judgmental understanding of objectivity”. 18 The continuity between these types of judgement implies however that it is the same self which, once it is revealed in the TUA, as pure subject, “I”, can: - now retrospectively be viewed as also endowed with individuating properties characterising the SUC and which defines a perspective manifested through the EUA; - also be viewed as belonging to a socio-cultural linguistic community as appears through the EUA; - equally be viewed as having a spatial/temporal location. 19 This is, of course, still a notion of self as subject.
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I take it that the TUA represents the kind of “psychological unity” which Longuenesse (2008a, 17-18) has in mind when discussing the use of “I” as subject in statements such as “I think the proof is valid” (ibid., 15).20 The aspects of subjectivity characterising the EUA, on the contrary, involve some form of embodiment. This embodiment is a contingent matter in the case of the individual characteristics of a self (imaginative associations could in principle be made by a non-embodied subject), but non-contingent in the case of the spatio-temporal location of the self. That I should receive certain manifolds as successive or simultaneous, as Kant puts it (CPR B 140) or indeed that I should receive this particular manifold at all, “depends on the circumstances” (ibid.). What this suggests is that although the “I” of the TUA refers to a non-embodied subject, it provides a transcendental condition for an embodied perspective’s, that of the EUA as “thickening” of the perspective of the TUA, featuring in our consciousness. That may appear to be a thin notion of embodiment, but it is clearly key to the idea of embodiment which Longuenesse (2008a, 17) characterises in terms of “empirical features and self-location”. It does not however constitute a direct reference to a self as embodied, but it is useful to forge a link between the two notions of subject that Longuenesse discusses.



_____________ 20 Although the phenomenology of the self-consciousness defined by the SUC is not examined by Kant, so that the above necessarily involves some speculation beyond Kant’s concerns, it is at least clear that it defines pre-conceptual, i.e. prereflective forms of self-consciousness. The distinctions we have just made between different forms of pre-reflective self-consciousness find an echo, for instance, in Sartre’s analyses of self-consciousness. In the Transcendence of the Ego, he describes self-consciousness as being “non-positional” (it is not a relation to an object), and having no place for an “I” (Sartre 2003, 98). However, a few years later, in Being and Nothingness, this non-positional consciousness is now taken as revealing an “I” (Sartre 1957, liv). This parallel is instructive and it has a further twist in view of the fact that Longuenesse (2008a, 10-11) notes that both embodied and non-embodied forms of self-consciousness are to be found in Sartre’s work. Inasmuch as, for Kant, the TUA defines a unity which is essentially that of cognisers, it accounts for how “I” refers to a non-embodied subject. But the analysis of the EUA reveals how in JPs type-2 and type-3, a self (subject) with individual characteristics and a spatially/temporally located subject feature through the type of self-consciousness characteristic of the EUA, i.e. in a perspectival fashion. This is useful for our analysis insofar as these aspects of subjectivity involve some embodiment.
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2. The existence of the self More has to be said about the self than what emerges from the analyses of the EUA, the SUC and the TUA. Indeed, all that has been established so far is that there are different ways of grasping the self in self-consciousness and thereby different features of the self which are manifested, but, as we just noted, the self only appears as definitive of a perspective defined by unities such as the EUA and the TUA. To bring the self into focus, as it were, we need to address the issue of its existence. While it is understandable that Kant did not explore the subjective dimensions of the self discussed above, this question of existence seems unavoidable, and we shall indeed find Kant’s text provides sufficient material to clarify his position on the issue. In so doing, we shall see how this issue contributes to our understanding of the question of embodiment. In an important footnote in the Paralogisms B (CPR B 422-3), Kant claims that the proposition “I exist” is included in the “I think”. Kant is not the first to connect apperception with a certainty of existence. Thiel (1996, 224) points out that Johann Bernhard Merian, an 18th century member of the Berlin Academy, claimed that apperception is distinct and logically independent from other states of consciousness. Apperception, for Merian, reveals the existence of the self. Kant makes it clear that this Cartesian sounding conclusion “I am” does not follow from “I think” in a syllogistic manner. That is, it is not a derivation from a major proposition “Whatever thinks exists”21. Descartes’s cogito is, pace Kant, also not a syllogistic derivation, but nevertheless an inference. This inference connects the very performance of the utterance or judgement “I think”, with the truth of “I am” (Williams 1967). But, when Kant says that “I exist” is contained in “I think”, is he not in fact making a claim that is similar to Descartes’s, if not arguably even stronger, insofar as the “I think” is said to contain the truth of “I exist”?22 There are a number of issues here which are thoroughly analysed in a recent paper by Longuenesse (2008b). Referring to the footnote in the Paralogisms B, she points out the closeness between Kant’s and Descartes’s claims that “I think, I exist” (ibid., 17-19). It is on the issue of what the “I” is, that she sees _____________ 21 Here I follow Longuenesse (2008b, 13) who points out that although there is no syllogism, as Descartes himself argues in his Second Replies, the clearest statement of the cogito in the Meditations shows it to be an inference. 22 We shall note that there is an inference involved in Kant’s claim, but that this is an inference to a transcendental condition, i.e. an inference which involves a modal claim, that of necessity.
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Kant’s essential anti-Cartesian move (ibid., 19-25). This enables him to diagnose the errors of the reifications of the “I” carried out by rational psychology in the Paralogisms. Longuenesse clarifies Kant’s move as involving a distinction between a pre-categorial existence claim “I am”, and the claims of actuality which are made about empirical objects (ibid., 25). This diagnosis is very enlightening, but I would argue that Kant parts from Descartes right at the start, in the way he establishes the “I exist” claim. For that, I will refer to two important details of Kant’s text in the aforementioned footnote. The first is the bracketed claim that “sensation [...] grounds this existential proposition” (CPR B 423n), i.e. the claim “I exist”. Making much of a bracketed claim in a footnote might seem like clutching at straws, but I shall argue below for an interpretation of this claim which finds support further in the footnote. The second is the meaning of “contains” in the claim that “The ‘I think’ [...] contains within itself the proposition ‘I exist’” (CPR B 422fn). Longuenesse (ibid., 17-18) does not see this as particularly significant, and yet I shall argue that Kant does make a related use of the notion of “containment” in the CPR which sheds much light on this one. These two pieces of textual evidence support a reading of Kant’s existence claim which involves sensibility in a way which Descartes’s does not. To understand Kant’s “I think” we must recall that, although analytical insofar as it states the identity of the subject with herself, it contains a synthesis and is indeed only possible if a manifold is given unity through it (CPR B 133-4). The possibility of self-consciousness (here, the grasp of my self as subject), i.e. the possibility of episodes of apperception is therefore, in turn, dependent upon there being a manifold of representations available for synthesis. Kant states this in his explication of his existence claim in the aforementioned footnote: “without any empirical representation, which provides the material for thinking, the act I think would not take place” (CPR B 423n). What is implicit in this statement is that, if empirical representations are to provide the material for thinking, they must not only be available, but I must also be aware of this. We thus have a dual condition: that my outer sense is in receipt of a manifold, and that I am aware of this determination of inner sense. This mere pre-reflective consciousness in inner sense has been examined above. Kant refers to it also as empirical apperception (inner sense) in the A edition. It is in this consciousness that contingent imaginative associations of representations occur. We noted above that this consciousness is in some sense self-conscious, although no self features in it. We can now
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further characterise this empirical apperception in three steps which will shed light on Kant’s claim “I exist”. (1) We had noted that this self-consciousness features no self because, unlike the forms of self-consciousness characterising the EUA, no intentional relation to objects is involved here: the content of this consciousness is entirely immanent to inner sense. We now see that, insofar as inner sense is herein characterised as receptive,23 this consciousness involves a consciousness of itself as the passivity of receptivity, a passivity that Kant emphasises as a key feature of perception (e.g. see Reflexion 619, AA 15:619.4-5). This passivity is not only experienced when affected by objects of outer sense in perception, but also in the case of self-affection (CPR B 156). In such self-affection, I am in receipt of a representation in space which I have produced in imagination. This is what Kant refers to when he claims that “we cannot think of a line without drawing it in thought [...] we cannot even represent time without [...] drawing a straight line” (CPR B 154). In both cases of affection, the receptivity of the subject is manifested through sensations. The consciousness thereof is not of any notion of self, but just of a receptivity of sensibility itself (from which any “I” is absent). In what sense it can properly be called “self-consciousness” (and Kant can therefore be said to refer to more or less explicitly to a notion of ego-less self-consciousness) will be clarified below. (2) This self-consciousness reveals the existence of something being received in inner sense. This is the meaning of Kant’s claim in the footnote that “sensation, which belongs to sensibility, grounds this existential proposition” (CPR B 422-3n). But, because of the previous point, this self-consciousness can only lead to an indeterminate existence claim such as: “something exists”.24 Here, “something” can only refer indiscriminately to that which is received and to that which receives. There are no criteria for distinguishing the two at this level.25 That some existence claim is nev_____________ 23 This is the case, whether or not the manifold in inner sense is connected by associations, as Ameriks (2006, 55) notes. 24 This “something” could be pure mental activity, if the representations I am considering are produced by my imagination. However, even imaginative constructions have to be represented in space (CPR B 156), and provide the material of inner sense very much in the same way as any other representations of outer sense. 25 This undifferentiated “something” of which we are conscious of in receptivity might usefully be seen in relation to Hölderlin’s notion of Being, at least at one level of understanding this notion (there are other layers of possible interpretation of this rich notion). Indeed, Hölderlin views our grasp of Being as a grasp of something that is prior to the division between subject and object. As a result,
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ertheless possible follows from Kant’s view that perception (which for Kant is “empirical consciousness”, A 166/B 207) is that “which yields the material for the concept [...] [as] the sole characteristic of actuality” (CPR A 225/B 273).26 That is, that something exists is grasped in our conscious receptivity.27 (3) When, however, the manifold in inner sense is brought to the TUA, and thus provides the material for the “I think” to be performed (CPR B 423fn), two forms of self-consciousness inform one another in the following sense. The ego-less self-consciousness in inner sense stands now in relation to the unifying act of apperception in which the manifold is related to the “I”. This relation is that of conditioned to condition since the consciousness of representations in inner sense is the material condition for the synthesis required for the representation of the analytical unity of apperception. As a result, the existence claim which was made possible by our being sensibly receptive, can now take on the form of “I exist”. This is why Kant is justified when he says “that sensation, which [...] belongs to sensibility, grounds this existential proposition”, namely “I exist”. This is confirmed by his claiming in the A-edition of the Paralogisms, that the self “exist[s] on the immediate testimony of my self-consciousness” (CPR A 370-1).28 This explains how Kant can actually talk of an “indeterminate perception” (CPR B 423n) of my existence. And in the Prolegomena, Kant presents the “I” of apperception as “nothing than a feeling of existence without the least concept” (Prolegomena 335n): this feeling of existence is that of being affected and accompanying this with the “I think”. _____________ self-consciousness for Hölderlin is only possible against the backdrop of a unity of subject and object (Hölderlin 1972). This constitutes his main objection against Fichte’s project in the Wissenschaftslehre. Pace Stolzenberg (1996), Fichte’s notion of a pre-reflective self-consciousness does not address Hölderlin’s criticism as his notion of self-consciousness presupposes the “I” which is only manifested in reflection. This is not the case with Kant’s self-consciousness in empirical apperception, as I have interpreted it. 26 Note that Kant characterises perception as follows: “The first thing that is given to us is appearance, which, if it is combined with consciousness, is called perception” (CPR A 119-120). 27 Note that emphasising this point does not imply taking on board the understanding of Kant’s “correspondence theory of truth” relating the subject to the matter that is given to the senses, as Frank (2002, 52-62) claims. 28 With this existential implication of the “I think”, Kant’s TUA clearly distinguishes itself from Wittgenstein’s subject in the Tractatus, who, as “limit of the world” is denied any existence (Wittgenstein 1992, 143, 5.5421; 151, 5.631).
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Kant therefore properly characterises the claim “I exist” as contained in the “I think” since this notion of “containment” is that which he used in the Transcendental Deduction (B edition) to describe the relation of the analytical unity of apperception to the synthetic one. Thus: “this thoroughgoing identity of the apperception of a manifold given in intuition contains a synthesis of the representations” (CPR B 133). In the preceding three steps, I have sought to show that through this containment which reaches down to the basic sensations through which the matter of representations is provided, an existential claim is made possible. Let us recapitulate how the existence claim is grounded. A synthesis of a manifold of sensations is a necessary condition for the “I think” to have a content. Merely through having sensations, an indeterminate existence is disclosed in empirical apperception. Since the synthesis of this manifold is contained as a condition in the analytic unity of the “I think”, the indeterminate existence of which I am conscious in being affected grounds a claim of existence of the “I” which unifies the manifold it receives. With hindsight, the terminology of “self-consciousness” used to describe the consciousness of our receptivity in inner sense, although it features no “I”, can now be clarified. It is as potential self-consciousness of a self as receptivity that it can be characterised. This is Kant’s version of an egoless pre-reflective self-consciousness, but it is nevertheless characterised by reference to the “I” of apperception. The upshot is that Kant moves from the “I think” to the “I am” by identifying a necessary condition of the “I think” which is included in it, and has an existential dimension. And as a result, this existential claim is clearly distinct from Descartes’s, because of the crucial role which sensibility plays in it.



3. The embodied subject-self We therefore have a grasp of the existence of our selves which involves no concept, but which is reflective. That is, it is not located in our being merely receptive, but in the role which our sensations play as the matter to be unified with reference to the “I think”.29 This notion of a self as charac_____________ 29 I take it that in this way, Kant avoids the circular regress which Frank (2002, 106-7) discusses: namely if that which were to be made conscious through reflection, were not at all conscious, then, clearly, it would be the case that through being made conscious, it would be altered. But here, the manifold is already an object of a pre-reflective awareness. Now, although the manifold, insofar as it refers to the object, is indeed altered (i.e. unified), no conceptualisation of a self is
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terised through sensations is, I think, as far as one can go in identifying some notion of embodiment in Kant’s view of the self as subject. One might argue that this does not go far enough, and clearly, the aim here is not to present Kant as having developed a notion of embodiment. However, three points need to be made to support the claim that this is nevertheless a bona fide notion of embodiment. First, although sensations, as the impact on the faculty of sensibility of that which affects us, are correctly interpreted as mental entities (Kitcher 1990, 36), they characterise what makes us receptive in outer sense: the reference to sensations is indirectly a reference to some (non-mental) outer world. Thus, in the Dissertation, Kant refers to them as “evidence at least for the presence of something sensible” (AA 2:393; Kant 1968, 55). This “something” impinges upon us through some sensory apparatus, i.e. through the means of a sensorily receptive body. There is, of course, room for scepticism here: sensations could be experienced in relation with the imagination’s production of representations. In the A edition of the CPR, Kant quickly dispatches the threat of such scepticism (that of the problematic idealist) in the Fourth Paralogism (CPR A 370-1). There he claims the problem is resolved by considering the mere existence claim “For I am indeed conscious to myself of my representations; thus these exist, and I myself, who has these representations” (CPR A 370) in a transcendentally idealist setting. This claim is, in effect, the existence claim examined above, which is made possible by empirical apperception, together with the “I think” which introduces the “I” as distinct from the representations that are synthesised. Kant then takes it that “external things exist as well as my self” follows from this insofar as, in TI, “external objects (bodies) are merely appearances, whose objects are something only through these representations” (ibid.). If one does not interpret Kant as a subjective idealist, one must take this passage to mean that, insofar as there are representations in outer sense, there are external objects. Even in the more elaborate form of the Refutation of Idealism in the B edition, such a claim does not amount to a convincing move against the sceptic, as Longuenesse shows (2008b, 28-9). But it does illustrate to what extent Kant takes representations in outer sense to reveal the existence of the outer objects we determine in space, just as the existence of the “I” is immediately disclosed, and indeed “both exist on the immediate testimony of my self-consciousness” (CPR A 370-1). It follows that an existence claim relating to sensations in outer sense, insofar as these provide the matter for the representations of _____________ thereby involved, so that the “I think” picks out the feeling of self in a preconceptual form.
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outer sense, directly leads to the possibility of identifying, in the outer world, empirical causes of these representations, and therefore to the existence of some bodily sensory capacity, as Kant describes it in the Anthropology (AA 7:157.19-23). Kant explicitly refers to embodiment when he argues that if we only had inner sense (i.e. no outer sense), we would not be able to locate the soul “in” the body (Reflexion 6315, AA 18:619.5-8, 620.16-19). So the existence claim for objects of outer sense certainly involves an existence claim for an embodied self.30 Second, it is noteworthy that much of the discussion around the notion of the “I” as referring to the body in the contemporary debate mentioned in the introduction, involves examples reporting sensations. Thus Longuenesse (2008a), discussing Evans’s views, provides three examples of reference to an embodied “I”: “my legs are crossed”, “I feel hot and sticky”, and “I’m being pushed” (Longuenesse 2008a, 8). The last two examples refer to sensations, while only the first explicitly refers to an objectively identified part of the body. This gives further support to referring to embodiment when sensations are at stake. Third, we can draw on the analyses of unities of consciousness in the first part of the paper to say more about the embodiment in question. As we concluded from these analyses, the EUA reveals a “thickened” subject “I” compared to that of the bare “I think” of the TUA upon which it is dependent, insofar as it has empirical characteristics and/or a spatiotemporal location. Since the TUA is a transcendental condition of the EUA as we saw in the first part of the paper, and the availability of representations in sensibility (and therefore of sensations) is itself a material condition of the “I think” as shown above (steps (1) to (3)), it follows that sensations provide a material condition for the particular types of synthetic unity characterising the EUA. As a result, in the same way as the existential claim ”something exists” which translates the experience of being sensibly affected led to the claim “I exist” under the TUA (steps (2) to (3)), it can be said to lead to the claim “I exist” under the EUA. In the latter case, the “I’ now refers to a self with empirical characteristics and/or a spatiotemporal location. Kant’s claim “I exist” thus brings together the “I” of apperception and the subject’s receptivity to sensations, which receptivity provides a material _____________ 30 It is interesting to note that, in the Opus Posthumum, Kant develops a conception of the unity of experience which involves a key role for the body. This is now a transcendental condition for the possibility of perception insofar as the body’s being part of a system of dynamically interacting physical bodies (AA 21:490, 507, 535-6, 552; AA 22:293, 300, 326, 431, 502 – see Beiser 2002, 193).
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condition for the “I think”, and thereby grounds the “I exist”. In this claim therefore, lies a unified understanding of the subject. In this unity, the subject is both the unity (TUA or EUA) to which all his conscious representations are referred, and a receptivity to sensations that amounts to a form of embodiment.



4. Existence, feeling of self and embodiment In this final section, I want to return to a concern expressed after the analyses of the subjective unities of consciousness. This is that, through such unities, the self only features as a perspective, and no reference to it is possible. The analysis of the existence of the self was designed to address this issue by “bringing the self into focus”. It now remains to explain in what sense, through the experience of the existence of the self as subject (either in the lean form of the “I” of the TUA, or the thicker form of the “I” of the EUA), reference to a subject “I” is possible. That is, the grasp I have of my existence as “I”, either in the lean sense of the TUA, or the thicker sense of an EUA, does not enable me to refer to this “I” through any particular determination. That is because it is merely in their function as perspectives that these unities have certain properties. Here the issue is that of the determination of the “I”. And the difficulty is that of understanding what a determination of the “I” as subject could be. An object can of course be constructed, and this defines the self of inner sense, but Kant is at pains to indicate that this is distinct from the “I” of the TUA (CPR B 153). To tackle this issue, it will be useful to situate Kant’s existential claim in a historical context. If this existential claim has now clearly been differentiated from Descartes’s, it can nevertheless usefully be related to another historical tradition. The claim that, through sensation (albeit under the TUA for Kant), the existence of the self is evident, is closely connected to the notion of a feeling of self. Now, as Frank (2002, 41) notes, Kant does not make use of the exact terminology “feeling of self”. But he does not hesitate to claim in a Reflexion (AA 28/1:206.3 f.) that “The first thing that is completely certain, is this: that I am; I feel myself, I know for sure that I am” (my transl.). Moreover, the claim that “I exist” is said to be grounded in sensation, and Kant does relate sensations to feelings in the Critique of Judgement (CJ). There, he defines feeling as the result of referring a sensation “solely to the subject”, so that it is not used for cognition of an object (CJ 206). In taking our receptivity to sensuous affection as
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disclosing our existence, we are precisely referring sensations to the subject; it therefore seems legitimate to use the expression of feeling of self here. And indeed, in Reflexion 619 (AA 15:268.11-12) Kant argues along similar lines to the conclusion that “all our representations are accompanied with a feeling, insofar as they are affections of the state of the soul” (my transl.). This feeling is, or contains, a feeling of self. There is a long history to the concept of feeling of self, which Frank (2002) has recently reviewed extensively. The notion of a feeling of one’s own existence certainly acquired a central role in philosophy in the immediate post-Kantian era, with Jacobi (Frank 2002, 79) and Romantics like Novalis (Frank 2002, 8-9). But its history can be traced back to the Stoics, and, with Locke in the Essay Concerning Human Understanding, under the name of “inner sense”, it finds its place in the empiricist tradition (Frank 2002, 93). What is of interest here is precisely the claim that in experiencing sensations, we are also conscious of a feeling of one’s own existence. Rousseau (1969, 565-635) explicitly asks whether I have a feeling of my own existence, or not, i.e. only experience it through sensations. He defends a positive answer to this question, thus siding with Locke. But of course, Hume’s scepticism about the self (Hume 2007, 263-4, I.IV.VI) is a powerful counter to any attempt to extricate a feeling of self that is separate from our sensations in our bundle of perceptions. If Kant is to be enlisted among the proponents of the notion of a feeling of self, he distinguishes himself from the Locke-Rousseau line of thought in that this feeling of self does not constitute a starting point. Rather, as we have seen above, the “I think” which is the highest point of unity of all our knowledge, is referred to our receptivity as providing the representations to be synthesised under the unity of this “I think”. And therefore, the “I’ provides the required tool for thereby differentiating between our consciousness of being affected with a manifold of sensations, and a self-consciousness which one can properly call “feeling of self”. In other words, the differentiation which Rousseau and Locke readily embrace between consciousness of sensations and consciousness of a self, but which Hume’s scepticism shows us to be highly problematic, is here made directly possible by the “I think”. Kant, as I have interpreted him, thus takes a step beyond the dichotomy of Rousseau/Locke and Hume’s positions. Kant has it that sensation grounds an existence claim, but that the TUA establishes that the certainty of my own existence is thereby
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grounded:31 through the “I think”, the consciousness of that which I receive is differentiated from the consciousness of my self as receiving. In this differentiation, that which is received, i.e. the representations, is referred through the TUA to the object. The existence of the self as receptivity is, on the contrary, referred to the subject, in a way we have now characterised as “feeling of self”. These two determinations can be understood schematically as related to the two components of the “I think”: thought brings about the determination of the object, leaving the ‘I’ to be manifested as existence, through the feeling of self.32 The symmetry of these two facets of the “I think”, one referring to the object, the other to the subject, suggests that, just as the TUA provides the condition for the determination of the object through concepts, the existence of the self as receptivity provides the condition for the determination of the self through the feeling of self. That is, just as Kant develops a theory of the determination of the object in the CPR, one can also find the elements of a theory of the determination of the subject. The subject is determined “in regard to existence” (CPR B 429), but what about further determinations of this existing subject qua existing subject? I shall briefly consider what a theory might consist in and explain why Kant would not have developed it.33 What does a determination of the subject originating in the feeling of self amount to? Kant gives us a clue when he explains that every feeling, which is that through which a sensation is referred to the subject (as opposed to its cognitive use in relation to the object), is a feeling of pleasure or pain (CJ 206). Although this is not relevant to cognition of an object, the proposal here is to see it as enabling a determination of the subject.34 For Kant, “a judgment by which I declare an object to be agreeable [...] arouses a desire for objects of that kind” (CJ 206-7). That is, sensations, _____________ 31 There is no certainty that, in being receptive in inner sense, I am not merely receptive to my own imaginings. There is therefore no scope for an existence claim about what affects outer sense. 32 I am grateful to Gary Banham for drawing my attention to this. 33 Instead, Kant does seem inclined to view the subject as object insofar as it is determined as an existence (CPR B 429-430). 34 The present proposal is inspired by Benoist’s (1996, 280-298) insightful reflections on the notion of affection and of the subject as receptivity that is found as remainder of the relation to the object. Although I think the general thrust towards an account of subjectivity that has a practical and aesthetic dimension is correct, it seems that by not focussing on the notion of “feeling of self” and its practical implications, Benoist’s account is too biased towards a notion of the self as “passive”.



170



Christian Onof



insofar as they refer to the subject, are feelings, and such feelings are of necessity either pleasurable or not. That is, for something to be a feeling is for it to trigger an inclination directed at the object of the feeling (CJ 207). This inclination amounts to a desire for (or aversion towards) its existence as it is presented: this is the practical dimension of the feeling. Kant also stresses that such a feeling cannot be used for any cognition, “not even for that by which the subject cognizes himself” (CJ 206). This means that the way in which a feeling refers to the subject is only practical: it defines an inclination the subject experiences towards (or against) that which causes the sensations. This provides the first ingredient of a practical determination of the self: this is the self which experiences this inclination. But this is not the whole story since we have only described the practical nature of any determination through sensation referred to the subject. What is at stake is a particular feeling, the feeling of self. This stands however in a dual relation to feelings arising from sensations. On the one hand, as noted above, the claim of existence of the self is grounded in sensation (CPR B 422-3), so that the feeling of self is intimately bound up with feelings arising from sensations: it is the feeling of a subject receiving these sensations. On the other hand, the feeling of self is a distinct feeling which is only possible because of the distinction between the matter of representations, i.e. sensations, and the subject of representations, a distinction grounded in the TUA. To reflect this duality, a theory of the determination of the subject has to view the inclinations arising from sensations as providing material for a determination of the self, but not, as such, fully determining it. The issue of the nature of the determination of the subject requires an additional ingredient. In the CPR, Kant at least examines the possibility of a determination of the subject that fulfils these conditions: it is the notion of transcendental freedom. If an agent is transcendentally free, he can choose to act or not on any given inclination. That is, although an agent’s actions can be traced back to subjective principles (CPR A 549/B 577) which reflect, in particular, the inclinations governing his agency (CPR A 554/B 582), this empirical character can ultimately be viewed as having a “transcendental cause” (CPR A 546/B 574), the intelligible character. The determination of the subject can now be seen to be this practical self-determination through a free agency that is aware of the inclinations that arise from sensations.35 _____________ 35 Note that the subject is not defined as a pure freedom, but insofar as the feeling of self is grounded in sensation, practical self-determination also involves a grasp of that which inclines the subject. And indeed, freedom is only relevant to a being who has options for choice, i.e. is inclined in certain ways. In this respect, it is
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What this means is that it is as transcendentally free agent subject to inclinations that the subject is determinable: the feeling of self is identified with a feeling of freedom with respect to the inclinations experienced by the subject.36 The self is then determined through the way this freedom is exercised and a metaphysics of the self will have to turn to the examination of a priori laws governing agency. Kant himself brings out this point when he speculates, in the final section of the Paralogisms (B) on the possibility that there might be “laws holding firm a priori and concerning our existence” (CPR B 430). Such a “moral law” (CPR B 431) would account for our being “self-determining in this existence” (CPR B 430). Through it, “we would become aware that in the consciousness of our existence, something is contained a priori that can serve to determine our existence” (CPR B 430-1). An important reason for which this theory of the determination of the subject is not developed by Kant, is that it steps outside theoretical metaphysics to enter the domain of the practical (see CPR B 431). So, although an indeterminate notion of subject is sufficient for the purposes of theoretical enquiry into how an object is possible, a proper determination of the subject qua subject, must be practical. A full examination of this issue would require an investigation of Kant’s notions of self in his practical philosophy, as well as drawing on the Selbstsetzungslehre from the Opus Posthumum. Indeed, the Selbstsetzungslehre brings together not only understanding and sensibility, but also theoretical and practical reason under the concept of the autonomy of reason (Beiser 2002, 196). These are topics for another paper.



_____________ important to note that Kant’s views at the time of writing the First Critique were that some inclination is always required for action, even in the case of morally worthy action (CPR A 813/B 841). However, the case of action from the incentive of duty which Kant introduces in the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals can be accommodated into the proposed notion of self-determination. Action on duty is action which turns its back on all inclinations. It is therefore still related to them, albeit in a negative way. 36 That we are, or not, endowed with such freedom is, of course, not an object of possible knowledge (CPR A 557-8/B 586-7), but the discussion of the Third Antinomy at least purports to establish that this freedom is not impossible (CPR A 537-541/B 565-569).
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Conclusion With this notion of a determination of the subject through the feeling of self as free agent subject to inclinations, the conception of an embodied subject characterised by its being a unity manifested through its receptivity to sensations is given a practical dimension. In this dimension, the determination of the subject independently of sensibility37 now becomes a possibility. If one is interested in other broader aspects of our practical embodiment (e.g. our involvement with tools), one clearly has to look beyond Kant, e.g. to 20th century phenomenology, to fill in an account of the nature of the self. But the analyses carried out in this paper should provide sufficient grounds for disagreeing with Cassam’s (1997, 162) view that Kant simply abstracts his notion of “I” of the TUA from an embodied notion of self. This paper has aimed to show that a different response can be made to Cassam’s claim than Longuenesse’s (2007). Longuenesse rightly emphasises the extent to which Kant’s “I” is misunderstood if interpreted in the light of contemporary discussions of the self. But it would seem that Kant’s work provides sufficient materials to suggest a framework for a metaphysics of the self that integrates an embodied self and the “I” that “unifies the speaker’s thoughts”. Kant achieves this by showing that embodiment only delivers a notion of self insofar as it provides the material for the synthetic unity required by cognition, and has a role to play in the practical life of a free agent.
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Time and Metaphysics: Kant and McTaggart on the Reality of Time Matthew Rukgaber Abstract The paper examines Kant’s theory of time in light of McTaggart’s argument that time is unreal. First, it presents McTaggart’s theory of time and his argument that a contradiction inevitably emerges in time’s analysis, leading either to an infinite regress of times or the denial that time is real. The paper then shows that Kant rejects the absolute notion of time, the idea that there are eternal coordinates that are experienced by us as being in time. It argues against subjectivist or psychological interpretations of Kant’s theory of time. The main argument is that Kant’s notion of a priori intuition, rather than being the flow of mental states in consciousness, is the subject’s self-intuition as being temporally present, and, moreover, that the present acts as a temporal metric, specifying a first-person perspective in the world and designating a temporal simple.



1. Introduction I will examine Kant’s theory of time, called “the most vulnerable tenet in his whole system” in light of McTaggart’s argument that time is unreal (Kemp Smith 1923, 137).1 In sections two and three, I present McTaggart’s theory of time and his argument that a contradiction inevitably emerges in time’s analysis, leading either to an infinite regress of times or the denial that time is real. I point out, in section 4, that Kant rejects the absolute notion of time, the idea that there are eternal coordinates that _____________ 1 Waxman argues that Kant and McTaggart agree that time is, in a sense, unreal. He argues that Kant holds that time is “the ‘flux’ of representations in inner sense” or the “succession of states of consciousness” (1992, 181-2). Although I disagree with this psychological characterization of “pure time” as a synthetic act of the “productive imagination,” Waxman does correctly see that Kant would reject McTaggart’s realism regarding events. But this theory of the inner, psychological flow of time falls prey to McTaggart’s regress argument (discussed below).
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are experienced by us as being in time, which is part of McTaggart’s analysis. Section 5 argues against subjectivist or psychological interpretations of Kant’s theory of time, by showing that Kant explicitly rejects them. Evidence is shown that he believes that temporal relations are real features of the world outside of mental states. The main argument against McTaggart, in section 6, is a rethinking of Kant’s transcendentally subjective theory of time. I argue that Kant’s notion of a priori intuition, rather than being the flow of mental states in consciousness, is the subject’s self-intuition as being temporally present, the intuition of the “now.” Rather than then engaging traditional speculations about temporal experience and the flow of time, I argue that the present acts as a temporal metric, specifying a first-person perspective in the world and designating a temporal simple. Although dependent on a consciousness, the transcendental specification of the simple element of time, the present moment, introduces a privileged frame of reference into what Kant regards as the infinitely divisible, intrinsically undifferentiated, manifold of material reality.2 Kant’s theory of time is argued to be a transcendental conventionalism regarding temporal metric, which means that the present moment of the first-person perspective, given in a priori intuition, designates a consistent, objectively real field of temporal moments and relations outside the mind that we can come to know and measure.



2. McTaggart’s A, B, and C-series McTaggart analyzes time in terms of three series – named, A, B, and C. The B-series is the system of temporal moments that can be mapped by the relations of earlier-than and later-than.3 It is the idea of an objective, unchanging system of relations between events – what some call world_____________ 2 I regard this notion of the undifferentiated manifold to be part of Kant’s Leibnizian heritage. Leibniz expresses this idea in terms of “primary substance” or what he considers to be dead matter, which is “merely passive” and not a “complete substance” (1698, 218). 3 The B-series can be divided into symmetrical and asymmetrical relations (Rohs 1998, 40). I follow McTaggart in calling the asymmetrical relations (earlier and later) the B-series, although modern B-theorists focus on the symmetrical relations. These relations are dependent on the “arrow of time” (anisotropy). The symmetrical relations of simultaneity and existing between two points, for example, do not depend on the anisotropic nature of time. Whether to call this the Bseries or McTaggart’s C-series depends on whether one believes change (and therefore time) exists in symmetrical relations.
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time or calendar time (Faulk 2003, 215). McTaggart explains, “if N is earlier than O and later than M, it will always be, and has always been, earlier than O and later than M, since the relations of earlier and later are permanent” (1934, 113). But the B-series alone is not time. It is a nondynamic system without change.4 Change is relative to the A-series, to past, present and future determinations. The dynamic nature of the Aseries bears the reality of the directionality of time and is often represented, as Kant imagines it, spatially in terms of a point moving along a line (CPR A 33/B 50).5 The B-series, although non-dynamic, contains a directional (non-reversible) order between earlier and later events and is, therefore, dependent on the A-series. According to McTaggart, if t1 is earlier than t2 on the B-series, it is absolutely or permanently so. Yet we can think of the B-series in abstraction from directionality, as the absolute order of (symmetrical) relations of events without any earlier or later. This is the C-series. For McTaggart the order of “realities which in time are events” is a pure series not in time (1934, 116). This directionless order is taken to have a direction by a person, but intrinsically it has no direction: it is non-temporal (McTaggart 1934, 117).



3. McTaggart’s argument against the reality of time McTaggart is a realist regarding the C-series. It is not ideal; its “units of time [or the units which appear to us as being in time] do form a series, the relations of which are permanent” (McTaggart 1934, 119). Assuming that time exists, then the non-temporal C-series, which is temporalized by the A-series to create the B-series, is “as ultimate as the fact that each [temporalized moment] is present, past, or future” (McTaggart 1934, 119). If there is time, the A-series and C-series seem to be the dual conditions of its possibility. But, he argues that the A-series is contradictory. Therefore, time does not exist. McTaggart’s argument begins by arguing that the B-series (successive and simultaneous moments) cannot account for change and, therefore, an account of change must appeal to the A_____________ 4 B-series theorists, opposed to McTaggart, argue that 4-dimensional space-time explains time and change (Williams 1968, 113). How causality (entropy) in a Bseries theory can account for change has been developed in the works of Le Poidevin (1991, 2007). 5 The following abbreviations are used for Kant’s works: AA (Kant 1900 ff.), ID for the Inaugural Dissertation (in Kant 1992), CPR (Kant 1998), P for the Prolegomena and MFNS for the Metaphysical Foundations (both in Kant 2002).
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series. But the A-series leads to a contradiction, because every moment of time has all three predicates (past, present and future) true of it. But past, present and future are incompatible. A single moment cannot have them all without contradiction.6 The temptation is to argue that because an event has A-determinations successively, then it cannot be thought to have them at the same time. Yet notice that this appeals to the notion of (directional) succession in time, a B-series determination. But McTaggart has argued that B-determinations rely upon the A-series. If to explain the first A-series, we must appeal to a B-series relation, then we must appeal to another A-series to explain that B-series and so on to infinity. McTaggart thinks that each moment of time must have past, present, and future predicated of it, because he assumes the legitimacy of a totally objective perspective on reality. As Peter Geach, following Michael Dummett, has argued: [...] the strength of [McTaggart’s] argument is [...] an idea, a strong prejudice we have, that there must be possible some sort of complete neutral view of this Universe. If there logically could be such a view [...] then A-characteristics cannot really occur and there cannot be time (Geach 1979, 102).



McTaggart’s argument is based on comparison with spatial relations. McTaggart thinks that we can pick one point on a spatial line and make a predication of it that is true (e.g., being within the circumference of a circle). We can then pick another point on the line and make the same predication which is false. We would not ascribe change here. Similarly, he believes that we can choose two temporal events on a line, and make a predication, for example, that “the oatmeal is cold,” which is true at one point of the line and false at another point of the line. Where is the change, and what is different from the spatial line case? McTaggart thinks no difference can be found. He holds reality to be the true set of simple _____________ 6 One of McTaggart’s other arguments depends on regarding A-determinations as relations, which is avoided if one denies that they are relations (Gale 1968, 12). Gale says that the present argument is independent of whether A-determinations are relations, but later implies that the two arguments are not distinct (Gale 1968, 12). Gale’s refutation of McTaggart is that the latter has an “obsessive belief…that A-determinations are relations, or…disguised two-place predicates” (Gale 1968, 240). In Gale’s terms, the present argument relies on thinking of Adeterminations as relations to a transcendental entity X (1968, 240). Although correct about the error, his solution argues for the “objectivity of becoming” which is a sui generis type of change (in nature) that renders time indefinable (1968, 242, see also Rohs 1998). Kant, as I interpret him, would not agree to these claims.
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facts, and elevation to them eliminates subjective A-series determinations. But there is only change insofar as we can say oatmeal in the past was cold and in the present is hot. McTaggart’s argument in a nutshell is that explication of change requires the A-series, and the latter is not among the facts of the universe. Any attempt to make A-series relations part of the universe leads to either a contradiction or an infinite regress of temporal series. The range of responses to McTaggart consists primarily of 1) Btheorists, who establish the possibility of change in the B-series and hold that A-determinations are not part of time (Williams 1968, Le Poidevin 2007, Faulk 2003, Mellor 1998), 2) A-series theorists who argue that the A-series is the reality of time (Prauss 2001, Loizou 2000), 3) conventionalists, who argue that B-series time is a mathematical construct of a subject (with standard topology) and that real time exists and fits this construct (among others) (Van Fraassan 1970, Newton-Smith 1980), and 4) temporal dualists, who argue that A and B-series are both real and irreducible (Rohs 1998). Although Kant has predominately been regard as an Atheorist, who denies the reality of the B-series, I believe that Kant’s transcendental idealism is different from these standard responses. That uniqueness emerges from the fact that time among events (B-series relations) is real and objective but also metaphysically dependent on the firstperson perspective and the A-series. This dependency runs through the transcendentally ideal notion of a temporal metric. For Kant, there is no in-itself or absolute individuation of events, which is an idea never questioned by standard realists, objectivists, and dualists about time.7



_____________ 7 The debate on temporal metrics of duration between objectivists and conventionalists is found in Newton-Smith (1980) and Le Poidevin (2007). Le Poidevin suggests that the question of metric is separable from the reality of time (what is measured), but argues that conventionalism about temporal metrics (i.e., there is no objective fact about whether two durations are equivalent) may wreck havoc with our physical theories (2003, 236). Transcendental conventionalism regarding temporal metric holds that objectively measurable durations (truth-makers) exist only relative to the first-person perspective for which there is a present.
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4. The Kantian rejection of the C-series Kant rejects the notions of absolute space and absolute time.8 The “empty receptacle” theory, the idea of space and time as the sensorium of God, is either the reification of the anisotropic B-series or the isotropic C-series. Kant’s rejection of both, which he regards as metaphysical monstrosities of non-experienceable actual infinity, is found in the mathematical antinomies. Many scholars believe that Kant has no need and no way to deny the C-series. For example, Allison states that Kant may accept “noumenal analogues to our sensible forms” (2004, 130, 472n). Kenneth Westphal argues that, from Kant’s point of view, it is a logical and metaphysical possibility that reality in abstraction from time has some inherent characteristics that are “analogous” to the temporal order, which Westphal calls r-temporality (“r” for real), which is unimaginable but somehow still warranting being called temporal (2004, 55). Kant’s rejection of the C-series is found within his denial that phenomenal reality – i.e., the external spatio-temporal world – can be reduced to simples. Such is his solution to the second mathematical antimony. To say that the world of objects that we experience is appearance as opposed to existing in-itself means that it consists of things that are what they are neither by being grounded upon either metaphysical simples or absolute material ones. Phenomenal reality is conditioned through and through and is neither materially-causally founded upon nor identical to some unconditioned (material or metaphysical) reality. If there is one thing that the theoretical philosophy does is banish the notion of the unconditioned to the realm of mere idea.9 The C-series is simply the idea of the temporally unconditioned, ultimate coordinates of reality. Kant’s arguments in the mathematical antinomies conclude that McTaggart’s absolute viewpoint and its rational assumption of unconditioned temporal simples (absolute events) leads to paradoxes. The second antinomy or the infinite divisibility of every event is the main objection: arbitrary closure of possible division into events with ultimate location cannot be justified.



_____________ 8 Jill Vance Buroker’s first work takes Kant to be an absolutist (1981, 114) and borrows this from Arthur Melnick (1973). Charles Sherover argues that Kant accepts eternal temporal duration, from God’s perspective, as the noumenal structure of being and that time qua form of inner sense is our subjective experience of time (2003, 40). 9 Space does not allow me to justify this claim, and as with any substantial interpretative thesis about Kant, there is controversy. Rae Langton takes Kant to accept the existence of such metaphysical, isolated substances (1998).
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5. The objective reality of time Kant needs to show that both A and B-series are possible without contradiction. Denying the C-series is a start. The next step is the transcendentally idealistic thesis that the B-series depends on the A-series and, for that reason, on subjectivity in a very radical way. But before turning to that argument, the standard A-series interpretation of Kant needs to be refuted. One primary form of the A-series interpretation holds that time is the subjective flow of mental events in the mind.10 The easiest way to argue against this interpretation is to show that Kant openly rejects it. Kant calls the idea of a “continuous flux within existence” but independent of any existent thing to be “a most absurd fabrication” (ID, AA 2:400). This can be seen as a rejection of those A-series theorists who argue for an objective notion of temporal becoming (Rohs 1998, Gale 1968, Broad 1968). Kant then argues against those who believe that time is merely “abstracted from the succession of internal states,” which he points out eliminates simultaneity (and therefore B-series time) (ID, AA 2:400-1). This argument anticipates the argument from the Refutation of Idealism in which mental succession is said to depend on simultaneity and spatial persistence (CPR B 275). I will not rehearse that argument here, but I will mention that the development of that argument in notes from the 1790s. In those passages Kant acknowledges that “time itself persists” and cannot be thought of as purely mental without our reducing space (temporal simultaneity) also to the purely mental, which is self-contradictory given that the mental is purely successive and incapable of generating the experience of simultaneity (AA 18:611). A-series reductionism is not possible. Persistent B-series time is spatialized time, and the A-series (the present) requires but is not reducible to spatial persistence. _____________ 10 For example, Sherover argues that time is “a mathematical mode of measurement” that we project onto nature as it appears to us (2003, 16). He calls time “the fundamental form of representation” which only reaches as far as we apprehend objects in a relation to our perceptions (2003, 32). Similarly, Turetzky argues that, for Kant, the noumenal “non-sensible causes of sensory representation remain completely unknown to us” (1998, 99). The result then is that time is merely the ordering of sensory representations. Time is the “single order of succession” among “sensations” (Turetzky 1998, 88). Finally, McInerney claims, “the framework of time is only a feature of the mind itself. The framework of time consists of temporal locations at which intuitional data could occur” (1991, 71). For McInerney, this leads to a transcendental ego and noumena outside of time, the identification of time with the flow of experience for conscious, empirical subjects, and, ultimately, the unreality of time (1991, 73, 88).
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The empirical reality of time that Kant advocates cannot be regarded as a mental projection added to non-spatial and non-temporal qualitative data: a thesis that Kemp Smith ridicules and attributes to Kant (1923, 105).11 Kant holds that time is essentially protensive (successive), extensive (simultaneous), and intensive (qualitative). He says that time is “protensive insofar as one [moment] follows after the other. [Its] Extensive[ness] concerns the multitude of existing things at the same time; [its] intensive[ness] concerns [its] reality” (AA 28:567). The reality of fourdimensional space-time is clearly stated in 1770, when he states that time adds “a further dimension to the magnitude of actual things, in so far as they hang, so to speak, from the same point of time” (ID, AA 2:401n). Not only would reduction of time to the mental eliminate temporal simultaneity (extensiveness), it would mean that time only extended to actual perceptions, whereas Kant holds that it extends to “all objects that may ever be given to our senses” (CPR A 35/B 52). He remarks that time is “the principle of the laws of what is continuous in the changes in the universe:” it is the “the metaphysical law of continuity” or the principle that all changes are “continuous or flow” (ID, AA 2:399).12 Time is “an absolutely first formal principle of the sensible world” and not simply an expression of mentality (ID, AA 2:402). In his notes, Kant states “time pertains to being in general” and “expresses the entire existence of things” (AA 17:579). Further, appearances are not mental representations of the empirical mind.13 Thus, when Kant claims that time is that in which “all actuality of appearances is possible,” he is not referring to mental states (CPR A 31/B 46). Rather than agreeing with McTaggart that time is unreal, Kant claims that time is the ground and structure of what is real.14 _____________ 11 Westphal (2004) attributes a similar “sensationist” thesis to Kant. 12 This is surely part of Kant’s indebtedness to Leibniz who argues for “the law of Continuity” or the maxim that “nature never makes leaps” or that “nothing takes place suddenly” (Leibniz 1996, 56). 13 I recognize that even the meaning of this central concept is not free from controversy. For example, Longuenesse argues that the relation between representation and object is “internal to representation” and so that appearances are “in us” (1998, 20, note 9). Van Cleve holds that appearances are “intentional objects” or “virtual objects” even “logical fictions” (1999, 11, 50, 59). 14 This thesis commits me to the claim that phenomena and appearances are real, and the notion of the unconditioned is banished from critical ontology. There is no more controversial thesis than this, and I certainly cannot justify it in this essay. My reason for holding this view is at least superficially supported the relegation by Kant of noumena to being “nothing,” a mere being of Reason, or an “empty concept without object” (CPR A 292/B 348). Similarly the modes of be-
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B-series realism is not opposed to a strong non-reductive A-series realism. Take Aristotle’s theory that “time is a measure of motion and of being moved, and it measures the motion by determining a motion which will measure the whole motion” (Physics 220b33-221a.2). Aristotle holds that time “is a kind of number” where the notion of number refers to “what is counted or countable” within movement (Physics 219b5-9). This connection between time and measurement leads Aristotle to remark that “if there cannot be some one to count there cannot be anything that can be counted either, so that evidently there cannot be number” and, once more, that “if nothing but soul, or in soul reason, is qualified to count, it is impossible for there to be time unless there is soul” (Physics 223a22). If there is no present moment or soul, then there is no time (Physics 220a1). Yet the mutual disappearance of time and the soul is in no way claiming that time is entirely in the soul. The soul only adds the metric or determinate specification of the motion that is going to be used to measure other motions and times. Without the soul, Aristotle holds that what disappears are attributes of motion, the before and after. I believe that Kant and Aristotle share the focus on temporal metrics. Kant’s position is more radical in that the individuation of motion also seems to depend on the metric introduced by the soul. For Kant, the Bseries has as a condition of its possibility the first-person perspective and its metrical specification of a present moment or “now.” A real objective B-series exists for Kant and our judgments track it. But that objective temporal order (i.e., the world) is regarded as metaphysically dependent not on the empirical metric by which we measure time (e.g., clocks, the sun) but by a transcendental metric or the introduction of a discrete moment (the present) into reality. A priori inner intuition, I will claim, is precisely this having of a present and not the empirical consciousness of the sequence of mental states.15 _____________ ing (possibility, actuality, and necessity) are defined as existence at some time, existence at a determinate time, and necessary temporal existence (CPR A 144/B 184). 15 One anonymous reviewer, to whom I am grateful, suggested that my position is akin to the temporal dualism of Rohs. There is a sense in which the present moment given by the first-person perspective and the objective B-series relations are indeed separate, unique realities, the former being a transcendental notion and the latter being empirical. But as I understand Rohs, the two time series are utterly distinct: “Der temporale Dualismus is irreduzibel. Beide Zeitreihen [the A and B-Series] sind logisch und semantisch gleichrangig” (1998, 40). On my interpretation of Kant, although no reduction of the B-series to the A-series is possible, there is nonetheless a metaphysical dependency of the former on the latter.
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6. The subjectivity of time The doctrine of a priori intuition is the main reason that Kant is labeled a subjectivist regarding time, supposedly holding that time is in the mind and that it is projected onto the world through our judgments. By reinterpreting a priori inner intuition, we find that Kant has the resources to avoid McTaggart’s argument. Kant’s view is that the reality of the A-series is a condition for the possibility of B-series relations of succession and simultaneity. The dependency of the B-series on the A-series is, for McTaggart, a result of the fact that directionality and, therefore, change is only found in the latter.16 Kant’s position is that the coordinates of time in the B-series, which McTaggart’s reifies into timeless coordinates, are themselves constructed through the instantiation of the present (an Aseries notion), which acts as a temporal metric. Such a view should not be surprising, even if widely overlooked, given that the individuation of substances and causal relations (i.e. the formal laws of nature) are for Kant, although objectively real, also a function the first-person perspective (see P, AA 4:318). Kant’s response to McTaggart’s contradiction-or-regress dilemma is to argue that there is no ultimate individuation of events absent the existence of a “present” and, therefore, the contradictory predications of A-series determinations cannot arise. Given the infinite divisibility of time, Kant believes that any designation of a simple moment is arbitrary from the view from nowhere (although not arbitrary for us): moments are infinitely divisible and any duration can be regarded as a mere moment.17 _____________ Kant’s classical (Newtonian) notion of space-time regards the present as transpersonal but still subjective (a function of the transcendental ego or the possibility of the first person perspective in general) and not relativized to the motions of observers as in modern physics (Greene 2004, 132) 16 Kant’s argument operates, I believe, through the notion of temporal metrics and not through any puzzlement about the direction of time. This is part of its strength: it need not delve into the notorious fuzziness of the “passage” of time (Williams 1968) or its whoosh and whiz (Faulk 2003). 17 The classical objection to unrestrained conventionalist accounts of temporal metric fails to hit Kant’s position. That objection is stated by Newton-Smith, repeated by Le Poidevin (2007), is that our choice of temporal metrics must fit with our best physical theories (Newton-Smith 1980, 163). Kant can agree to this in terms of our applied metrics. Kant is considering the arbitrariness of metrics only at the transcendental level or from the investigation into what is even required for the possibility of a physical theory. What is needed is a metric which individuates events, which he believes to be provided by the present available only to a first-person perspective.
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To be a realist with regards to the simple moment of time goes against the idea that it is a limit and that time is not the aggregation of moments (ID, AA 2:399, CPR A 32/B 47). The moment and the aggregation of moments no more make up time than do simple points aggregate to make up a spatial line. Both the spatial and temporal simple are demarcations of limits within spatial and temporal measurements: they are not aggregative parts of the whole (Physics 220a19). The present is a simple moment but it is also infinitely divisible: it is simple only relative to the first-person perspective for which there is a present. The present is intrinsic to our perspective, but absolutely, in abstraction from any first-person perspective, no simple moment of time exists. Such a view is contained within the final argument of the Metaphysical Exposition of Time: “immediate intuition” (the present) is the “ground” of the “limitation” of infinitely divisible time and is the reason why there are “parts” to time (or any determinate magnitude of objects) (CPR A 32/B 48). The consequences of such infinite divisibility for Kant’s thought have not been widely recognized. Take the case of space: in his notes, Kant argues that “all of the extended parts of the world could be put into a drop of water or into an even infinitely smaller space” (AA 18:669, 659). Similarly for time, the duration between the birth and death of our solar system can be imagined as fitting within an infinitely small time. In his lectures, Kant seems to think this thought alone is enough to establish the ideality of space and time. Without a simple or metric, the infinite division of space and time allows there to be no absolute relations of difference and sameness among events. Where does Kant talk of the present and its function as a metric that determines the field of possible measurements in advance of all actual measurements? One place is the first argument of the Metaphysical Exposition of Time, which establishes a pre-condition for there to be external B-series relations.18 What is needed is what he calls an a priori representation that grounds those relations (CPR A 30/B 46). Many regard a priori intuition as the sequencing of perceptual data in the mind.19 My proposal _____________ 18 The language of this argument has led many, for example Guyer, to claim that it concerns only the ability to represent or identify particulars (events) and not the existence of those particulars (Guyer 1987, 347). But of course one reason one may not be able to identify temporal events (the B-series) is if there were no such relations to represent absent the specification of a temporal metric. 19 Falkenstein takes the notion of a priori intuition to be a doctrine of “formal intuitionism” that holds that spatial and temporal knowledge emerges from the spatial and temporal array of the array of sensations (the order they appear with in the sense organs) (1995, 10). Guyer claims that space and time for Kant are only representations (Guyer 1987, 349). Allison understands Kant’s point to be that space
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is that a priori intuition of time is consciousness of the present moment. The “representation of time” that a priori grounds simultaneity and succession is ultimately called an a priori inner intuition whose object is the subject itself (CPR A 30/B 46). To consider such a priori intuition to be the subject’s grasp of the succession of its own states is viciously circular. To consider it to be a mental projection of temporal order onto sense-data locates all of time in the mind. But if it is consciousness of the present as a simple moment or of “the now,” then a priori intuition institutes the Aseries (past, present, and future for an empirical subject). Furthermore, the present is the same for all subjects and indicates a perspective relative to which there is a simple moment of time. That simple moment can be regarded as transcendental metric that limits the field of all possible empirical metrics by which we might measure time. Kant’s temporal conventionalism is not that any theory of time is possible but that the possibility of first-person experience limits metrical temporal conventions. The second argument of the Metaphysical Exposition expresses Kant’s idea that appearances “could all disappear” but “time itself” as “the universal condition of their possibility [...] cannot be removed” (CPR A 31/B 46). Many have believed this argument to support or not rule out absolute time, but this depends one what Kant means here by time. One could see “time” as the absolute B or C-series, but it is not. Instead, I take it to be the A-series determination of the present. Time qua temporal metric designated by the present or, quite simply, the first-person perspective is the ontological ground of appearances. I take the present to be what Kant called the intensive reality of time (AA 28:567). Kant recognizes that appeal to the asymmetrical B-series relations (earlier-than and later-than or before and after) and, therefore, to the experiential flow of time cannot be of much help in understanding the nature of temporal succession and simultaneity precisely because of the regress argument we find in McTaggart (ID, AA 2:399).20 Rather than simply appeal to _____________ and time are to be regarded as “epistemic functions …rather than as ‘realities’ of one sort or another” (2004, 98). This leads him to regard it as a “preconceptual pattern” that “guides and constrains” spatio-temporal judgment by organizing sensory “data in a certain fixed manner” (2004, 113). 20 D. H. Mellor argues that “Kant’s form of inner sense” is the “later than relation” or the asymmetrical (tensed) B-series relations (1998, 42). I disagree that this is the primary content of a priori intuition, which I take to be the subject’s intuition of its own existence at the level of sensory self-presence (rather than at the reflective or apperceptive level). Mellor ultimately claims that tensed statements and “time’s flow” are “transcendentally ideal and only empirically real, i.e., not real at
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the flow of the A-series, Kant’s tact is to show how there can be different times or the same time at all (ID, AA 2:399). Absent any specification of temporal perspective, material reality is as much a single instant as it is an infinite series. This point does not rely on the flow of time, because more basic than the direction of B-series relations are the relata themselves. There are no eternal events or moments: the relata of time are individuated relative to a frame of reference and its temporal metric, the present. The present has a unique status: it is both the phenomenological present of a consciousness and the transcendental specification of a temporal metric that designates the basic constraint on all empirical metrics (and subsequent measurements), namely, availability to first-personal consciousness.21 A priori intuition (our having a present) is not something we do or a judgment we make: it is a necessary feature of our existence qua firstperson, temporal being. Without the specification of a temporal perspective and intensive time as its material instantiation – a “singular” or “immediate” intuition of the present – talk of eternal B-series (or C-series) relations is meaningless (ID, AA 2:399, CPR A 32/B 48). Recall that McTaggart explained the B-series as the fact that if A is earlier than B, it is so eternally, and this relation is thought to hold between ultimate coordinates even if abstracted from the direction of time and converted to the mere notion of being at different times. But if we abstract away from the present (“our way of internally intuiting ourselves”) then there is no more reason to regard t1 and t2 as separated as there is as happening at the same instant. But if both are possible, then there is no eternal fact of the matter whether they are separate or not. The role of metrics is made explicit in the Metaphysical foundations of natural science. In the merely mathematical (phronomical) section of the work, Kant argues that motions can be infinitely divided: any apparently single motion can be infinitely divided into smaller motions. Furthermore, we can take any motion to be rest and vice versa. The possibility of individuation of the infinite manifold of motions into discrete “composite motions” is the result of what Kant calls “construction,” which we do though the specification of a metric and by “presenting a motion in a priori intuition” (MFNS, AA 4:486). A similar a priori construction of the possibility of qualitative extension (space filled to a determinate degree) _____________ all” (1998, 42). Such a statement seems based on a misunderstanding of what Kant means by something being real and transcendental ideal. 21 Such a constraint can be regarded as the most basic restraint on temporal conventionalism, relative to which there is a world capable of experience and of being the subject of a physical theory (Newton-Smith 1980, 161).
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takes place in the section on dynamics.22 Most importantly, in the section on mechanics, Kant argues that determinate quantitative relations (such as the B-series relations) are “only possible through the construction of the quantum” (MFNS, AA 4:538). He calls this “the composition of the equivalent” and, equally, the “construction of the quantity of a motion [which] is the composition of many motions equivalent to one another” (MFNS, AA 4:538). Although this terminology is not particularly helpful, Kant’s goal of an a priori foundation of natural science takes place by arguing that what can be generated a priori (from subjectivity) is a metric or standard of equivalence relative to which there is a natural world amenable to our empirical judgments and measurements. I take this to be precisely the way that Kant’s theory of time operates. When Kant says that “time is given a priori,” it may seem strange to say that what he means is that the present is given a priori (CPR A 31/B 46). However, the simple moment of time given in a priori intuition can be regarded as containing the “formal principle of the sensible world” (ID, AA 2:402). Similarly, if Kant really believes that the B-series is as real and independent of actual perceptions and judgments as I claim, then it will seem strange to say that time is “nothing other than the form of inner sense, i.e., of the intuition of our self and our inner state” (CPR A 33/B 49). Yet this may not seem that odd to modern sensibilities, for which standard temporal topology (linear, unified, non-ending, non-beginning, dense, continuous) is just a privileged model (Newton-Smith 1980, 226). Of course, Kant did not regard this merely as a model, because he failed to appreciate how the data of the universe would leave any model of temporal topology radically underdetermined (Newton-Smith 1980, 232). However, Kant should not be simply deemed arrogant in thinking that reality must cohere with the model of time generated from the formal structure of subjectivity, at least not until all of his reasons for holding this position are examined, a task too great for this paper.



_____________ 22 The dynamical construction of matter is a rather problematic section, presumably leading to the project of the Opus (Westphal 2004, 173). My own view of this is that Kant fails to properly ground his a priori construction in the embodied nature of subjectivity, which can be seen as specifying a metric regarding the basic forces that fill space. This project seems to be taken up in the Opus by specifying that the subject itself is a moving force.
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7. Objections B-series realism holds that the A-series is subjective or purely experiential and that B-series relations exist independent of the A-series. B-series realism often accepts objectivism regarding temporal metrics as well. The first objection to my view is that there is ultimately a fact of the matter about whether there are temporal relations between two events or whether they happen at the same time: they only appear subjectively to be simultaneous from an inaccurate or too expansive perspective. Different empirical metrics will be more or less accurate, but the relation being measured remains the same. The B-series realist holds every shift in perspective to be only a shift in how these relations show up. An analogy to our empirical spatial perspective can be drawn. Spatial perspectivism holds that what appears as a simple point from one spatial perspective can have existent spatial relations internal to that point further specified through a change in perspective. As I have said, Kant’s position is that the very individuation by which there are measurable relations of time of either simultaneity or succession is a consequence of there being a present for a first-personal experience. Kant does not believe that either absolute space, time, motion, or individuation exists in material reality. This is why his solution to the mathematical antinomies restricts us to the progression of experience, to the indefinite progression of the time and space of the world and its infinite division. Kant’s idealist position is that “one can only say of appearances [i.e., material objects], whose division proceeds to infinity, that there are just so many parts in the appearances as we may provide, that is, so far as we may divide” (MFNS, AA 4:506). If there is no simple moment, then there is nothing to act absolutely as the relata in relations of succession from a view from nowhere. Of course, from our temporal perspective it will always seem as those the relations await for us, waiting to be discovered through more exact measurements. And it not only seems so, but is so. But absent the present, which is not just my or your consciousness, but the trans-personal “now” shared by all subjectivity, we must envision a view from nowhere in which there is no more reason to take as true what appears to us as the succession of events in time from the Big Bang to the Big Crunch than to take this to be a single instant. Would there be Bseries facts that the view form nowhere and nowhen is leaving out? Kant seems to think not: time does not exist as an actual infinity, and it only has so many determinate relations as specified by the metric intrinsic to our perspective.



190



Matthew Rukgaber



It might also be objected that the proposal that the A-series both individuates moments and gives direction to them begs the question against McTaggart by simply asserting the reality of the A-series. Yet the phenomenological reality of the present is not something easily denied, and that is what, on my interpretation, lies at the core of a priori intuition. Assertions of the reality of the A-series seem to run astray by appealing to a psychological flow or succession which is circular and reliant on the Bseries. To avoid this, several writers who want to rescue a notion of “temporal becoming” have argued that it is a sui generis type of change that is non-psychological (Gale 1968, 242).23 In this way they have avoided the regress of McTaggart’s argument but done so in a way that gives up on a unified account of time. If such views can be considered temporal dualisms, then Kant clearly maintains a Platonist spirit by trying to give a unified account of how form (the temporal metric) ontologically grounds and structures what is real (empirical temporal reality). Temporal form, although given to a consciousness, is not merely psychological for Kant. As a form, it determines the field of temporal possibility for all subjects. The admitted transcendental ideality of the present, and the absence of the temporal simple from nature qua material, does not mean that such a thing is an illusion or unreal (Mellor 1998, 42). The present is a condition of the possibility of the field of what is real. Absent any actual first person perspective, Kant does regard “the form of intuition” to be a mere product of the imagination (ens imaginarium), a sort of nothing (CPR A 291/B 347). Asserting the reality of the present qua a fact of consciousness and arguing that it is not a duration within time but a temporal metric that is the ground of both psychological reality (succession in the mind) and objective temporal relations in the world clearly avoids McTaggart’s regress and the charge of begging the question.24 The unique, non-durational notion of the present was already recognized by Aristotle who noted that a moving point in space has unity but that the present or “now [...] is always different” (Physics 220a14). He recognized that the “now” is, in a sense, “no part of time” but is nevertheless its ground: “if there were no time, there would be no ‘now’, and vice versa” (Physics 220a19, 1). The scholars who advocate the A-series and _____________ 23 A-series determinations are not given in experience and not in “inner sense” according to Rohs: “Sie gehören auch nicht zu ‘einer Form des inneren Sinnes’” (1998, 45). The A-series is said to be independent from any substrate and the socalled flow of time is immaterial (Rohs 1998, 45). Gale, on the other hand, holds that there is an objective now in nature (1968, 213). 24 The notion of a fact of consciousness is borrowed from Reinhold (1794, 70).
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temporal becoming, such as Prauss, might object that I have not regarded time as “complete dynamic succession,” “a substrate-less absolute change” that cannot be thought of in spatial terms (Prauss 2001, 161, 159). Prauss states that unlike a point moving through space, the temporal point or the “now” only has identity as “a continually renewed difference” that constitutes its own identity (Prauss 2001, 162). Prauss considers time to be a pure, non-spatial motion: “a motion without anything that moves” or “something that is motion, not something that has motion, that is, not merely as its state, compared with which it would be something still other than motion” (2001, 159). This idea of pure motion, activity, flux, or duration is attractive, but once we recognize that a priori intuition is prereflective self-intuition of the first-person perspective as a “present,” then it seems to be beside the point. The element of truth in Prauss’ analysis is his conclusion that time is the subject. But by this Prauss does not mean, as I claim, that the subject’s self-intuition establishes the present as a temporal metric by which there are determinate temporal relations of succession and simultaneity. Prauss’ idea of pure succession or purely internal extension cannot be an account of time. The A-series and, for that matter, selfintuition has no reality outside of outer, spatial determinations, at least that is the argument of the Refutation of Idealism (CPR B 275). It may be objected that my emphasis on the objective reality of time and its connection to motion is undermined by transcendental subjectivism. Would it not be safer to identify time with the purely subjective flow of experience given that time is clearly said to be a priori and that “the movability of an object in space cannot be cognized a priori, and without instruction through experience” and, therefore, that it is not one of “the pure concepts of the understanding” (MFNS, AA 4:482)? However, Kant also states that we are able to “present a motion a priori in intuition” (MFNS, AA 4:486). He calls this a priori motion “a description of a space,” which is “a pure act” and which belongs to “transcendental philosophy” (CPR B 155n). Motion, it would seem, is not opposed to a priori intuition, self-intuition, or time. Again I do not regard this as some pure, psychological flux, or at least that is not what is significant. What is significant is the present qua metric, which is instantiated in the spatial world by an embodied first-personal being and which halts, at least for us, the infinite division of the temporal manifold.
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8. Conclusion This paper has argued for an approach to Kant’s theory of time that has many significant implications about what Kant means about appearances, reality, and even the status of things-in-themselves, all of which are controversial and which must be defended independently. For now, I hope only to have suggested an alternative path of interpretation, which does justice to both the idealist and empirical realist elements of Kant’s transcendental idealism. That interpretation rejects many longstanding assumptions about what a priori intuition of inner sense is and what the notion of time being the form of inner intuition means. A priori intuition is not the empirical awareness of the contents of our minds. Instead, it is an awareness of the present that is only available to the first-person perspective and that is logically prior to reflective awareness of perceptual contents. To say that time is subjective and given in (or the form of) inner intuition is to say that the present or “now” operates as a temporal metric, specifying the “simple” element of time, relative to which there can be an objectively real relations of difference and sameness among individual moments. The present or the “now”, although given to a subject, is not simply a psychological reality. Instead, it must be regarded in transcendental terms as temporal perspective that we, as empirical subjects occupy, and which delineates a set of knowable empirical relations from the infinitely divisible, indeterminate manifold. I have only argued that this position contains a refutation of McTaggart’s classic argument against the reality of time, not that Kant is right about the nature of time. What I take to be Kant’s response to McTaggart is that the present (a component of the A-series) is necessary for there to be events in the B-series at all (relatable moments). Therefore, Kant’s argument does not involve the notion of change or temporal direction and flow, which was at the root of McTaggart’s paradox. Instead, Kant can be regarded as rejecting a common assumption in most philosophies of time: that there is some ultimate individuation of time. Although these ideas seem to lead Kant towards an A-series theory that identifies time with a subjective flow, he remains rather uninterested in the nature of tensed discourse and the whoosh and whiz of temporal experience. The a priori intuition of the present or simply the existence of the first-person perspective is the condition of the possibility of objective B-series relations, the latter being Kant’s primary concern. Certainly, asymmetrical Bseries relations and the direction of time (along with other topological elements) are objectively real for Kant, but I do not see that Kant wishes
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to reduce such relations to the merely psychological or regard them as mere projections that falsify (reify) subjective temporal experience. Instead, Kant seems to regard the flow of time (and the rest of its topology) to be objectively real features of the causally connected community of substances. Yet its reality is not absolute. If we abstract entirely from the temporal present of a first-personal being such as ourselves, then we also leave behind the temporal metric capable of capturing the basic physical motions and individuations that make up the B-series, then, as Kant says, “time is nothing” (CPR A 34/B 51).
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