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Abstract

SUBJECTIVITY, OBJECTIVITY, AND INTERSUBJECTIVITY
IN KANT'S
CBITIQUE_OF PUBE_BEASON

by

Jorg Baumgartner

Chapter I contains an examination of the criticisms which some
philosophers (Husserl, Sartre, and Merleau-Ponty) have advanced
against Kant concerning the problem of our knowledge of other
thinking beings. In the course of this examination the nature
and scope of Kant's inquiry is brought into focus: it is a
transcendental inquiry which deals with the a_priori conditions
of the possibility of experience. This means two things: (1) The
question whether there are other thinking beings besides myself
is for Kant not a philosophical (transcendental), but an
empirical question which can be answered only a_posterjori, that
is, by actual experience. (2) The a_priori conditions must
nevertheless be such that they do not preclude but leave room for
the experience by which we find out whether there are other
thinking beings besides ourselves, Chapter II develops the
central thought of the Transcendental Deduction in order to deal
with two complementary issues: with Kant's confusions with
respect to the 'subjective', and with the notion of an 'object of

It is argued that objectivity in the

representations'.




Critical-transcendental sense ranges equally over the 'outer' and
‘inner’, This means that inner experience is objective, i.e.,
can be expressed in judgments which possess objective validity
and necessary universality for everybody. Chapter III deals with
the Second Analogy. The main purpose here is to show what types
of objects are constituted by means of the categories: the
determination of a manifold of sensible intuition by wmeans of the
category of cause and effect is its determination as a happening
or as an event, In chapter IV, finally, it is shown that and how
a particular type of empirical objects, namely thinking beings,

can be seen as falling under the objects which are constituted by

the categories.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

"The objects of transcendental philosophy
are not objects of perception."
(WW XXI, p. 92)

In Kant's thropology there is a section "On

Egoism" in which he describes the behavior characteristic
of, for example, the logical and the ethical egoist.

Towards the end he remarks that egoism has as its opposite
pluralism, "that is, the attitude of considering oneself not
as if comprising the whole world in one's self, but only as
a citizen of the world." This, Kant says, is how the
science of anthropology states the difference between egoism
and pluralism, and he concludes the section with the
observation that they also form a topic in metaphysics--the
topic of metaphysical egoism, or solipsism, which discusses
the question "whether I, as a thinking being, have reason to
assume, besides my own existence, also the existence of a

totality of other beings that stand in community with me, i.
1

e., the existence of what is called 'a world'."

The reader who with this question in wmind turns to
the Critique of Pure Reason will soon be convinced that
nothing is further from Kant's wmind than maintaining
metaphysical solipsism, and that the latter is rather one of

those philosophical "scandals" he mentions in the

Introduction (B XL a; NKS 3“}.2 For although the Critigue




is, in Bennett's words, "an intensely first-person singular

3

work, " a considerable body of text is marked by what
Strawson calls its "collective style."“ Indeed, the
locutions in the first-person plural are numerous: Kant
speaks, often emphatically, of "us," "our representations,"
"our sensibility," "our understanding," or of "our
knowledge." And there is no question about the referent of
these pronouns: it is the class of human beings.

Thus Kant says, for example, that "we cannot judge
in regard to the intuition of other thinking beings, whether
they are bound by the same conditions as those which limit
our intuition and which for us are wuniversally valid" (A 27
= B 43; NKS 72). These conditions are the conditions of our
sensibility, and our sensibility is "peculiar to us, and not
necessarily shared in by every being, though, certainly, by
every human being" (A 42 = B 60; NKS 82).

According to the question in the Anthropology,
however, the plurality of human beings cannot be simply
presupposed as something obvious but demands a
justification. Yet this does not mean eo_ipso that the
Critigue has to give it. It has to do so only if the
question "may reasonably be asked" and is not "absurd in
itself and [calls] for an answer where none is required" (A
58 = B 82; NKS 97). But we can expect the question to be a
reasonable one if the Critigue shares sowme basic features

with that framework in which the question arises anc from

which it derives its sense. This framework is plainly




Cartesian: if not in wording, in essence the question is
the one raised in the Third Meditation and in part answered.
And there it is raised because it is held that a person is a
thinking or immaterial substance which, as such, can know
immediately or directly, although apodeictically so, only
what is 'in' it in the sense of being a modification of it.
It can have no such indubitable knowledge of what, as matter
of principle, cannot be a modification of it and in this
sense is something 'outer'--namely, all other substances, be
they thinking or material.>

There is no question that Kant revises both the
ontology and the epistemology of the Cartesian framework,
and later I will examine both revisions in some detail. At
the moment it is sufficient to say that if anything survives
the ontological revision, it is the contrast of the internal
and external which now recurs in the domain, no longer of
substances, but of appearances. These divide into those of
inner and outer sense. Yet the latter are 'inner' too:
they are representations, and all representations belong,
"whether they have as their objects outer things or
not,...in themselves, as determinations of the mind, to our
inner state"™ (A 34 = B 50; NKS 77). And this view is open
it seems, to the traditional objection that Kant formulates
as follows: "I am immediately conscious only of that which
is in me, that is, of wy representations of outer things;

and consequently .it must still remain uncertain whether

outside me there is anything corresponding to it, or not" (B




XLaj; NKS 34).

For an answer to this objection, let us look briefly
at Kant's epistemolological revision. The latter consists
in the tenet that the Cartesian cogito implies, i. e., has
as a necessary condition something other than itself.6
Thus in the Analytic of Concepts and in the Analytic of
Principles there are arguments for the claim that for a
manifold of representations given in intuition to be such
that each of them belongs to one and the same consciousness
it is necessary that they be brought under concepts and so
be representations of an object held to be, in some sense of
the term, “uist1nct"7 from these representations themselves.
And in the Refutation of Idealism Kant argues that the
determination of my existence in time, that is, inner
experience, is possible only on the assumption of outer
experience: it requires, in other words, that some of my
representations be representations of "actual
things...outside me" (B 276; NKS 245).

It appears that both these claims, if they can be
substantiated, provide Kant with an answer to the question
raised in the Anthropology. Thus he can say: I have reason

to assume besides my own existence the existence of

something else, because "the mere, but empirically
determined, consciousness of wmy own existence proves the
existence of objects in space outside me" (B 275; NKS 245),
or because the fact that I can be conscious of myself as the

same subject of a diversity of representations shows that




they are representations of objects. But Kant does not say,
and hence answers the original question perhaps only
partially, "whether I, as a thinking being, have reason to
assume" that among the objects of my representations there
are objects of a special type--thinking beings other than
myself.

Kant's silence has not gone completely unnoticed in
the literature, and in the following sections I will examine
what some philosophers have to say about it. This will give
me also the opportunity to bring to the fore a number of
problems and themes that will occupy the center of my

investigation.

In Husserl's interpretation, Kant's Copernican turn,
his turn to 'transcendental subjectivity', consists in the
insight that it is necessary to break with the traditional
epistemological procedure that reconstructs experience by
presupposing the following as given: that there exists, as a
matter of course, a world, and that the cognitive subject,
for example myself, occurs in it as a psychophysical taning
among other thln&s.ﬁ This break is required, Husserl
maintains, because what is given is neither the world nor
myself simpliciter, but only the consciousness of 'the
world' and of 'myself'.? In other words: that there exists
a world and that I find myself in it is an experience itself

and hence cannot be presupposed in order to explain that




experience,

This experience belongs, according to Husserl, to a
subject that on principle cannot occur in experience, but in
terms of whose 'subjectivity', i. e., cognitive functions,
experience, and there being a world in experience, is to be
rendered intelligible. Hence when Kant expresses the
subjective nature of space and of time by saying that they
are "in us" and would vanish "if the subject...be removed"
(A 42 = B 59; NKS 82), he points to what in Husserl's view
is "an irrefutable state of arfairs."10 But this involves
for Kant the problem of exploring how it is possible for a
"cognitive...subjectivity" to arrive not only at a belief
in, but "at a justified conviction about a real world which
it can l<nov.4."11 And Kant, as Husserl points out, sees that
in order to be known, a world has not only to be real, but
also objective, and that it is objective if and only if it
can be known by any subject. In other words: it is not
sufficient that everybody be in a position to say: "I know a
world in my experience as wy world,...and others know a
world as Lng}r,y,grlgﬁJz What Kant, rather, sets himself

as a task in the Critique is to discover the transcendental

conditions of the possibility of a "sjngle, individually and

intersubjectively determinable world."13
According to Husserl, Kant's reconstruction of a

ntrue objectivity within the transcendental subjectivicy,"1“

however admirable, has serious shortcomings nevertheless.

Husserl bases his criticism on the claim that "in a




transcendental philosophy everything without exception must
be Lr*amscendental4"]5 Kant's failure to adhere to this
norm is why his reconstruction is both incomplete and flawed
by methodological mistakes. He commits such mistakes, for
example, when he designs epistemological theories on the
basis of empirical, psychological doctrines of association
or of reproduction, whose legitimacy cannot be taken for
granted in a transcendental inquiry but must first be
established. And one respect in which the reconstruction is
said to be incomplete concerns Kant's repeated and
unjustified reference to "us human beings." Husserl argues
that Kant fails to consider that in an inquiry like his own
a plurality of subjects is given only in the form of human
beings, and that therefore the "translation of their bodies,
as the translation of all outer nature, into transcendental
appearances"16 yields at first his own ego only, and that
the transcendental possibility of positing other egos has
still to be explored.

Husserl's criticism seems to come to this: The
plurality of subjects to which Kant refers when mentioning
tus' or 'us human beings' is merely presupposed; it is not
constituted in that "single, individually and
intersubjectively determinable world" of which the Critigue
tries to establish the condition of the possibility. I will
come back to this claim later, and at this point remark only
that it is misleading. For we are left with the impression

that Kant is completely unaware of the problem concerning




the 'translation' of human beings into appearances. That

this is not so becomes clear once we realize that in a
transcendental philosophy the plurality in question is not a
plurality of other human beings only, but a plurality that
also and equally includes myself. That the constitution of
myself as appearance is at least attempted by Kant is shown
by his all-important distinction between the transcendental
unity of apperception and the empirical self, i. e., the
self that is experiencea.17 And it is my empirical self
according to Kant, that occurs, or is supposed to occur, in

that intersubjective world we are talking about.

Whereas in Husserl's view Kant does not see and
hence does not investigate the problem of the transcendental
possibility of a plurality of subjects, we may, Sartre
suggests, at first judge the situation differently and take
Kant to be of the opinion that there is no such problem to
be dealt with: the problem of Others does not fall in the
domain of his inquiry, which is a_priori and deals with
"the universal laws of subjectivity," i. e., with laws
"which are the same for all,"18 and with the conditions of
the possibility "only for an object in g,eneral."19

Such a view, however, would be misleading. For in
his transcendental inquiry Kant is engaged, according to
Sartre, to determine not only the conditions of an object in

general, but also of various types of objects--of the




physical object for example, or of the beautiful. Hence "if

it is true," Sartre argues, "that the Other represents a
particular type of object which is discovered to our
experience, then it is necessary even within the perspective
of a rigorous Kantianism to ask how the knowledge of others
is possible."20 And the other is a particular type of
object: he is, to be sure, an object in my experience, but
an object which, unlike all other objects, is also a subject
of experience.

Sartre wants to argue for the conclusion that within

the Kantian framework such an investigation comes to

nothing: the concept of the Other, he maintains, is
"neither...a constitutive concept nor...a regulative concept
of my knowledge."21 For the issues to be raised, it is

sufficient to examine Sartre's argument for the first claim
only, which he also puts this way: The concept of the QOther

. . 22
can not constitute our experience."

First let me point out here that in view of his
actual argument Sartre's choice of the term 'constitutive'
is misleading. For we cannot take him to use it in Kant's
sense according to which the forms of intuition or the

categories can be said to be constitutive in so far as they

i conditions of objects of experience. Nor can

are a_pri
we take Sartre to employ the term in the sense in which he

himself considers not the concept of the Other but the
3

nother's_look"" to be constitutive, i. e., to be "the

necessary condition of my objectivity."?®  In experiencing
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myself as looked at, I experience myself as an object, which
in turn is a requirement if I am to be able, upon
reflection, "to conceive of...my properties in the objective

moden??

--to conceive of them, that is, as they present
themselves to the point of view of the Other. What Sartre's
argument amounts to, is simply the claim that if we
presuppose Kant's account of experience, and if within this
account we mean by 'the Other' not only an object but also a
subject of experience, then the concept of the Other cannot
be exemplified in our experience.

Now in a number of passages in Being and Nothingness
Sartre critically discusses Kant's doctrine of freedom, in
particular the notion of a "non-temporal spontaneity"26
and the notion of a choice on the part of the "intelligible
character."27 It is in the light of these passages that we

have to see the preliminary step of Sartre's argument,

which, however unhappily formulated, is a correct and

important one: the problem of the Other does not concern
his "noumenal" or "intelligible existence,"26 because such
an existence can, not only in the Other's, but in my own
case as well, "only be thought, not conceivec."29 In
correct Critical language Sartre should have said 'not
known'. According to Kant we can think things in
themselves, but we cannot know them. We have "no knowledge
of any object as thing in itself, but only in so far as it

is an object of sensible intuition, that is, an appearance"

(B XXVI; NKS 27). The problem, then, of our knowledge of
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the Other can concern the Other only as an appearance.

In my view Sartre's argument depends for its crucial
steps on his interpretation of Kant's distinction between
outer and inner experience. And it is in particular Kant's
conception of inner experience that, Sartre says, is the
reason why the knowledge of the Other becomes a problem that
cannot be solved.

First, according to Sartre, inner experience
consists in the knowledge of the appearances of my inner
sense: "of my emotions or of my empirical thoughts.“so To
raise the question of the Other, then, is to ask whether
within the Kantian framework I am justified in asribing to
the other what I can know in my own case by means of inner
experience, In Sartre's words: "What I aim at in the Other
is nothing more than what I find in myself."31

Second, in outer experience I obtain knowledge of
the Other "by the presence of organized forms such as
32

gestures and expression, acts and conducts." But

although I ordinarily take these to refer, for example, to
the anger the Other feels towards me, in the Kantian
framework I am prevented from doing so. For in it we are
led to a gap between the Other's anger-behavior and his
anger itself: while the former is public, the latter is
private. For to talk in the Critical sense about the Other's
anger is to talk about an appearance or series of
appearances of "his inner sense...[that] is by nature

33

refused to my apperception:"” they are "on principle




outside my experience and belong to a system which is

34

inaccessible to me"
n35
We might attempt now, Sartre suggests, to bridge the

--to a system that, in short, "is not

mine.

gap between the Other's anger and his anger-behavior by

connecting them as cause and effect: to consider "the

redness of Paul's face as the effect of his anger‘."36 But

the anger the Other feels and the anger-behavior I observe

belong to two different experiences, and Kantian causality

"only...links the phenomena of

w37

ne_and the same

experience. Causality for Kant, Sartre maintains, "is a

unification of the moments of my time in the form if

ir‘r‘eversibility,“"8 and there is no way for this causality

to "unify my time with that of the Other."39

If by the Other, therefore, we mean not only an

object of experience, but an object of a particular kind--i.
e., an object that is also a subject with experiences of its
own--then the Other cannot be known in a Kantian framework.
His experiences are out of my reach: they are "located

outside of all experience which is possible to me.“uo

Hence, "the subjective quality of the Other-as-object" turns
out to be in Kant's philosophy a "closed oox.“‘”

In assessing this argument I am struck by the
discrepancy between what Sartre promises to do and what he
actually does. The promise is "to establish the conditions

42

of the possibility of the experience of Others." But to

claim this, and to claim it "within the perspectives of a
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rigorous Kantianism,"u?’ is to claim that one is engaged in
a transcendental inquiry. And such an inquiry is, in Kant's
words, "occupied not so much with objects as with the mode
of our knowledge of objects in so far as this mode of
knowledge is to be possible a_priori (A 11 = B 25; NKS 59).
The scope of a transcendental inquiry is thus defined not by
any conditions, but by the a_priori conditions of experience
and objects of experience. It is within this scope,
therefore, that the problem of our knowledge of the Other
has to be dealt with.

We would, then, expect Sartre to tell us something
about _a_priori conditions: about space, time, and the
categories, and their function with respect to the
constitution, for example, of "what I find in myself,"u“ of
"the Other's anger in so far as it appears to his inner

nh5 i, e., of particular instances of inner

sense,
experience. The latter according to Kant, cannot be simply

taken for granted, but "has to be reckoned with the

investigation of the possibility of any and every
experience, which is certainly a transcendental enquiry" (A
343 = B 401; NKS 330).

But Sartre, instead of placing his argument cn the
transcendental-a_priori level, places it fplainly on the
empirical-a posteriori level: for to talk about the Other's
emotions and about his behavior means, for Kant, to talk
empirically about empirical objects. And once we realize

this, we realize also that the transcendental terminology
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throughout his argument--"apperception, "™ "synthesis, "
"synthetic unity"--is only ornamental. Without it, there is
nothing specifically Kantian about the position under
attack, and no reason why the argument could not be mounted
against, for example, Locke or Hume. Against Kant, however
it idles. And it does so, in my view, because Sartre
completely ignores or fails to understand the "Critical
problem. "

In what follows, I will outline this problem and its
solution so far as is necessary for my present purposes. In
the Transcendental Deduction Kant introduces the problem
with the question: what must we mean "by the expression 'an
object of representations'" (A 104; NKS 134)? It is the
problem, in other words, of how it is possible for our
representations, which qua representations are "inner
determinations of our mind, " to acquire, in addition to
their "subjective reality" and "subjective meaning, " what
Kant calls "relation to an object, "™ "objective reality, " and
"objective meaning" (A 197 = B 242; NKS 224). It is now of
crucial importance to see that the expression 'relation to
an object' does not mean 'relation to an external object':
it concerns, rather, the objectivity of our representations,
whether they are representations of inner or of outer
intuition. And the solution of the problem of their
objectivity is in both cases the same in principle: the
representations must be united in the pure concepts of the

understanding or categories. But the 'objects' thus
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constituted are not particular empirical objects--such as a
chair, for example, or Paul's anger--but objectivities, i.
e,, precisely those 'objects in general' that Sartre
dismisses right at the outset of his discussion of the
Critical philosophy. The problem, then, to which Sartre
should have addressed himself and which he completely
ignores, is a transcendental one and concerns the necessity
of the categories and of the objects constituted by the
categories, e. g. "a happening in general" (A 788 = B 816;
NKS 624) or something permanent in general, for our
knowledge of particular empirical objects which include 'my

anger' and 'the Other's anger' as well.

In Husserl's opinion, as we have seen, Kant does not
realize that even if he should have succeeded in
establishing the transcendental conditions of & "single,
246

individually and intersubjectively determinable world,"

he ist still faced with the problem "of the transcendental

y
possibility of positing other egos." 7 Sartre, on the
other hand, goes further: he believes to have shown that
Kant cannot solve this problem. We turn now to

Merleau-Ponty, who holds that the problem does not arise for
Kant, but this only because Kant has an inadequate
conception of philosophical reflection

According to Merleau-Ponty, the very starting-point

of the Critical philosophy is already "the spectacle of the




16

world, which is that of a nature open to a plurality of
thinking subjects‘"ha The task, then, which the Critical
Philosophy sets for itself is merely to discover "the

conditions which make possible this unique world presented

to a number of empirical se].ves.““9 These conditions are
found in a "transcendental ego“so or "universal
constituting consciouness."51 And since the Kantian
analysis "is located from the start outside me," that is,

"has nothing to do but to determine the general conditions
which make possible a world for an ego--myself or others

equally--," the transcendental ego is "just as much other

people's as mine."52 This, Merleau-Ponty maintains, is the

reason why "the problem of the knowledge of other people is

wd3

never posed in Kantian philosophy. But if, on the other

hand, philosophical reflection were "not carried outside

oSl

itself, if, in other words, Kant had realized that "the

thinking ego can never abolish its inherence in an
individual subject,"55 he would have been able to achieve a

more radical self-discovery and other people would have

become a problem for him.

In my discussion of Merleau-Ponty I will take issue
with his view of the method of argument which the Critical
philosophy employs. It is an argument which consists in a
regress on a de facto intersubjective world to the
transcendental ego as the condition which renders such a
world possible. The method, in other words, is the analytic

one, which in "the preparatory exercises" of the Prolegomena
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Kant says he used, as opposed to the synthetic method of the
Criti E§'56

What I want to point out now is the asymmetry wich
obtains between the regressive or analytic method which
Merleau-Ponty ascribes to the "Critical philosophy," and the
synthetic, i. e,, deductive, and hence rigorous and
scientific method of the Critigue. For the argument of the
Critigue should have as its conclusion a world which is de
facto intersubjective, i. e., the existence of a plurality
of thinking beings or empirical selves. This conclusion
however, the argument does not have. The basic claim of the
argument is only that its premise, namely the unity of
consciousness, requires that it be consciousness of "objects
in general," not however, of particular empirical objects
such as tables or human beings.

This becomes clear once we reflect upon the nature

of Kant's inquiry. Its purpose is, at the most general

level, to establish what Kant calls "transce tal

knowledge" (A11 = B25; NKS 59): by it "we know that--and

how--certain representations (intuitions or concepts),"
although they are "not of empirical origin...can yet relate
a_priori to objects of experience"™ (A 56 = B 80f. NKS 96).
And we can know this, Kant claims, because the arguments of
the Transcendental Analytic show that only through these

representations "is it possible to know anything a

an
object" (A 92 = B 125; NKS 126). 1In other words: a

transcendental inquiry in Kant's sense concerns the a_priori
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conditions which are necessary if there is to be empirical
knowledge. But these a_priori conditions are all formal
conditions, and it is precisely their formal character which
sets a limit to what in a transcendental inquiry can be
known.

Kant claims that the forms of sensibility, space and
time, and the forms of the understanding, its pure concepts
or the categories, make experience and objects of experience
as regards their form possible (cf. A 128; NKS 149). But
when he uses the term "form," Kant does not mean, as he

points out in De "the outline or some kind

of shape of the object," but, as he says in the Logic,

w58

"the manner in which we kpnow the object. In the

terminology of the Cr

igue we can say that these forms are
the respective ways in which a sensible manifold of
representations is intuited, thought, i. e., united in one
consciousness, and thus known. This is the reason why in
the Summary of the Transcendental Deduction Kant can say
that "the complete unity" of such a manifold "in one and the

same apperception...constitutes the form of all knowledge of

objects" (A 129; NKS 149; emph. added).

The sensible manifold itself, however, is outside
the scope of Kant's transcendental inquiry: it denotes not
the formal, but the material element of experience and is g
posteriori. "In the field of appearance," Kant says, "in
terms of which all objects are given us, there are two

elements, the form of intuition (space and time), which can
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be known and determined completely a_priori, and the matter
or content" (A 723 = B 751; NKS 583; emph. added). And this
material element, which accounts for the content of our
actual experience, can be given only empirically: "The
matter of appearances, by which things are given us in space
and time, can only be represented in perception, and
therefore a_posteriori" (A 720 = B T48; NKS 581). What a
transcendental inquiry, then, can be only concerned with

are the a_priori conditions which a sensible manifold must
fulfill if it is to be united in one consciousness and so
constitute an object of knowledge: "In respect to this
material element we have nothing a_priori except
indeterminate concepts of the synthesis of possible
sensation, in so far as they belong, in a possible
experience, to the unity of apperception™ ( A 723 = B 751;
NKS 583).

We can express Kant's position differently as
follows. We can know a_priori that if a manifold of
representations is to belong to one and the same
consciousness, then it must be united by means of, for
example, the pure concept of substance and accident. But we
cannot know a_priori what particular kinds of empirical
objects will instantiate this concept: this we find out a
posteriori, by means of experience. And the question as to
what we empirically do find out is a question which is
outside the scope of Kant's transcendental inquiry. "The

objects of trancendental philosophy are not objects of
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perceptinn."sg This, now, is the reason why, in

Merleau-Ponty's words, "the problem of the knowledge of
other people is never posed in Kantian PhllOSOphy."so The
reason is not, as Merleau-Ponty claims, that the analysis
"is from the start located outside u‘e.“61 This claim, too,
has become untenable: the analysis concerns the unity of
consciousness which is the premise of the Transcendental
Deduection (ef. B 131f. NKS 152f.). And the consciousness

whose unity we investigate is, of course, in each case

"mine."

(5)

Kant claims that the unity of consciousness implies
experience of objects, i. e., the unification or synthesis
of a given manifold of sensible intuition by means of the
categories. But Kant does not say that the unity of

consciousness requires experience of cbjects and experience

of objects of a special type, namely subjects of experience
other than myself.

His position, thus, is at variance with the views,

for example, of Husserl and Strawson. In his C

Meditations Husserl wants to aefeat the objection that

version of transcendental philosophy results in a
transcenaental solipsism by arguing that the experience of
an objective world cannot be constitutecd by me alone,
because objectivity, as actuality ror everyboay, alreaay

contains the sense 'other subjects'. "The sense of the
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being of the world, and in particular of objective nature,
obviously includes being-there-for-everybody, and this is
always co-intended wherever we speak of objective

actuality.“62

And among the results of his account of the
experience of someone else, Husserl mentions the following:
"My ego, which is apodeictically given to me...can a_priori
be a world-experiencing ego only by being in communion with
others like himself: by being a member of...a community of
w63

monads.

And Strawson, in connection with the issue of &

non-solipsistic consciousness, claims in Individuals that
the idea of oneself as subject of experience requires not
only experience of something other than oneself, i. e., of
an objective domain, but also that one actually shares it
with other such subjects. For according to Strawson "it is
a necessary condition of one's ascribing states of
consciousness, experiences to oneself, in the way one does,
that one should also ascribe them, or be prepared to ascribe
them, to others who are not oneself."ﬁu

It appears to me that Kant can answer Husserl and

Strawson as follows. The problem of the unity of

consciousness concerns the possibility as to how a manifold

of representations "can stand together"™ (B 132; NKS 153) in
one consciousness, or conversely how "it is possible for the
*I think' to accompany all my representations" (B 131; NKS

132). And the s of the problem consists in what is

necessary for this possibility to obtain: in what the unity
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of consciousness, in other words, implies. Clearly, the
inclusion, among my representations, of representations of
other subjects of experience, cannot solve the problem but
leaves it where it is. The solution, Kant maintains, is the
synthesis of the representations by means of the categories,
and it is these which are a_priorji necessary for the unity
of consciousness. And if it is claimed that among the
categories would have to be, let us say, the pure concept of
a person,65 then every object of experience would have to
fall under this conept.

Whether or not there are other subjects besides
myself is for Kant then a question of contingent fact which
can be answered only a_posteriori, that is, by experience.
And this in wmy view also means that for Kant the question
concerning the relation of those of our empirical judgments
in which we ascribe states of consciousness to ourselves,
and the judgments in which we ascribe states of
consciousness to others, can be only an empirical, not a

philosophical question.

(6)
In my view, then, our 'knowledge of other minds' is
for Kant not a philosophical problem, i. e., a problem to

which a transcendental-a_priori inquiry woula have to

provide the solution. In my opinion, Kant more sc than any
philosopher before him, is interested in the question as to

what we can mean by the expression "a mind." We can reac
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the chapter on the Paralogisms as telling us what we must
not mean by this expression, and the arguments of the
Transcendental Analytic as an investigation into the
necessary condition of "a mind" or, in Kant's words, of "a

3 6
consciousness in general." o "Other minds,"

however, are
for Kant just particular items in the class of empirical
objects. And as there is, for instance, no special
philosophical problem called "our knowledge of tables," so
there is, correspondingly, for Kant no special philosophical

problem about other minds. To be sure, Kant himself points

out that "thinking beings,

can never be found by us
among outer appearances, and that their thoughts

consciousness, desires, etc., cannot be outwardly intuited"

(A 337; NKS 33f. But we cannot, in the ordinary sense of
the term, see electrons, for example, either: and this does
not make the question whether or not there are electrons a
philosophical question.

But here we must enter a caveat. We have to take

Kant's claim that the unity of consciousness implies

experience of objects as a formal-transcenental, not as a

material-empirical claim. More explicitly, his thesis is

that the unity of a manifold of sensible representations in

"one and the same apperception®" (A 129; NKS 149) is a
synthetic unity which has as its necessary condition that

these representations be united in "concepts of an object in

general," that is, in the categories (B 128; KS 128). And

so united they obtain, in addition to their being mere
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"modifications of our sensibility" (A 491 = B 519; NKS 439),

relation to an object. Thus Kant can say that "it is the

unity of consciousness that alone constitutes the relation
of representations to an object, and therefore their
objective validity and the fact that they are modes of
knowledge" (B 137; NKS 156). It is for this reason that
Kant calls the synthetic unity of consciousness "the form of
all knowledge of objects" (A 129; NKS 149) which must
"precede all experience" and which is "required for the very
possibility in its formal aspect" (A 130; NKS 150). Kant
wants to say, in other words, that there are certain
invariant or formal elements which are necessarily involvea
in every instance of empirical knowledge, and that these
elements can be known a_prjiori, i. e., constitute the topic
of a transcendental inquiry. Yet such an inquiry can say
nothing about the actuzl empirical content of cur knowledge.
This content is due to the paterial element in experience,
that is, to sensation. Of the latter Kant says that it is
"the matter of perception," that it "can never be known a
Priori", and that it "therefore constitutes the distinctive

priori knowledge" (A 167

difference between empirical and

= B 209; NKS 209).

But although it is a contingent matter of fact, i.
e., to be found out "only...a_posteriori, by means of
experience" (A 721 = B T49; NKS 581) what particular kinds

of empirical objects there are, their experience is itself

"possible only in conformity"™ (A t21 + B T4G; NKS 5&1) or in
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"accordance with" (A 723 = B 751; NKS 583) the formal
conditions of an experience in general. And this means for
our problem that these conditions: the forms of intuition
space and time, the categories and the unity of
apperception, must be such that, although they do not
require, they nevertheless do not preclude, but leave room
for that experience by which we find out whether there are
other thinking beings besides ourselves. For if these
transcendental conditions would not allow for such an
experience, Kant would be in an awkward position: the a
priori nature of his inquiry allows him, on the one hand, to
dismiss the problem at hand as an empirical problem, whereas
on the other hand, according to the very same inquiry, there
can be no empirical solution of it

And clearly, the transcendental conditions of an
experience in general do rule out certain things as

empirically impossible. On a_priori grounds there can be no

experience of, for example, miracles, if by a miracle we
mean "an event the cause of which cannot be found in
nature."67 Nor can there be experience of the "power of
spontaneously beginning a series of successive things or
states™ (A 448 = B 476; NKS 412), that is, of freedom. "The
concept of freedom, " Kant says, "is a pure concept of
reason...for which there is no corresponding example in any
possible experience, which therefore forms no object of any
68

theoretical knowledge possible to us." And let us

mention finally that on a_priori grounds there can be no
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experience of our noumenal selves or of ourselves as
persops, i. e., of "goral personality" which "is nothing
but the freedom of a rational being under moral laws.“69
Hence it is only the experience of the "psychological self
as empirical consciousness."70 that is, of the empirical
self, for which Kant's transcendental inquiry must be shown

to leave room.

In Chapter II, I will examine some of the arguments
of the Transcendental Deduction in order to show that what
Kant calls 'inner experience' is empirical knowledge in the
strict sense of the term, i. e., consists in judgments which
possess what for Kant are equivalent terms, namely objective
validity and necessary universality (for everybody). In
Chapter III, I will discuss the Second Analogy, that is, the
Transcendental Deduction of the category of cause and
effect: my aim is to show what kinds of objects are
constituted by the categories. And in Chapter IV, I will

show that thinking beings other than ourselves can be known

as objects of experience.




27

NOTES TO CHAPTER I

Wilhelm Weischedel, Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, 1966, p. 411. Hereafter quoted as Werke.

2

igue of Pure Reason, trsl.
h, London: MacMillan & Co. Ltd., 1956.

Inpanuel Kant's Criti
p Smit

Norman Kem
3jonathan Bennett, Kant's Djalectic, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1974, v 69

P. F. Strawson, The Bounds of Sense, London:

Methuen & Co., Ltd., 1966, p. 197. Hereafter quoted as The
Bou _Sense.

>cf. The Philosophical Works of Desea
II, trs., Elizabeth S. Haldane and G. R. T. Ros
Cambridge University Press, 1969, pp. 157-61;
Hereafter quoted as Haldane.

6ce. Jonathan Bennett,
Cambridge University Press, 1966
Strawson, loc, cit,, pp. 97-112.

7

Cambridge:
240.

P
s
P

tes, I and
’

Cambridge:
F.

Cf. A 104, NKS 134; A 129, NKS 149; A 191 = B 236,
NKS 220.

ECf. Edmund Husserl, "Erste Philosophie,"
Busserliana, VII, Haag: Martinus Nijhoff, 1956, p. 225.

Hereafter quoted as Ha VII. My translation.

9cf. Ha VII, pp. 277, 378.

02 v11, p. 226.
"ha viz, p. 225.
12

Ha VII, p. 222.
Ha VII, p. 222.
Ha VII, p. 227.
Ha VII, p. 373.

Ha VII, pp. 369 f.

"Tce. B 157, NKS 168-9; B 406-7, NKS 366-9.




18
Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness, trs.

Hazel E.
225.

Barnes,

198artre,

2OSartr‘e,

2lgartre,

ZZSartre,

zasartre,
usartre,

ZSSartre,

Zﬁsartre,

275artre,

285ar‘t.ra,

zgsartre,

30
“Ysartre,

31
~“'Sartre,

325artre,

3353rtre,

3“Sartre,

3
‘5Sartre,

3ésartre,

3”Sarl,r'e,

3ssartre,

395ar‘tre,
uOSartre,

Msartre,

H25artre,

¥3sartre,

New York:
Hereafter cited as Sartre.

P.

225.
225.
228-9.
227.
269.
269.
270.
148.
480.
225.
225.
225.
226.
226.
226.
226.
227.
226.
226.
226.

226.

Philsophical Library,




29

uuSartre, p. 226.
ussartre, p. 226.
46

Ha VII, p. 222.

u7Ha VIiI, p. 369.

48
M. Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception,
trsl. Colin Smith, New York: The Humanities Press, 1970, p.
62. Hereafter quoted as Merleau-Ponty.

ugMerleau—Pontyy p. 62.

BDMerleau-PontYy p. 62.

51Mer1eau-Ponty; P 162

52Mer1eau-Ponty, p. 62.

53Mer1eau-Ponty, P. 62

SuMerleau—PontY, p. 62.
55Mer1eau-Ponty, p. 61.
56

Immanuel Kant, Prolegomena to Any Future

Metaphy. ed. Lewis White Beck, Indianapolis-New York:
The Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1950, pp. 21-2. Hereafter
quoted as Prol. Nevertheless some interpreters have been of
the opinion that the 'transcendental method' is
analytic-regressive. This view springs from the belief that

through Kant's interpolation of certain passages from the
Prolegomena into the Introduction to the second edition of
the Critigque (B 14-24), the latter shifted towards the
Prolegomena in the sense that its argument, unlike that of
the first edition, has now to be understood as an
analytic-regressive argument (cf. Vaihinger, Commentar, I,
414-15).

In Kant's own description the analytic-regressive
method starts from a "fact" (Prol. 23) and then moves by an
analytic exposition backwards to its conditions or grounds
which are held to explain how the given fact is possible
We begin with "something already known as trustworthy... and
ascend to sources as yet unknown, the discovery of which
will... explain to us what we knew" (Prol. 22). Thus the
regressive argument of the P e proceeds from the
fact that there actually are valla synthetic judgments a
Pr. i in pure mathematics, for example, and ascends to
their conditions, namely that space and time are a_priori
forms of intuition (p. 31 #11-12). And these conditions are
said to explain how this "uncontested synthetical knowledge
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2 _priori" is possible (Brol. 22).

Now in #117 of his Logik Kant says that the
analytic-regressive method is more suited for popular than
for scientific and systematic purposes. And this clearly
because a regressive argument is inconclusive in a twofold
sense: neither does the fact, on which the argument rests
guarantee the truth of the conditions to which it moves, nor
do reversely these conditions, by themselves, constitute a
proof of that fact (cf. Wolff, Kant's Theory, p. 46). The
"Factum," therefore, "on which the Prolegomenaz are based, is
not completely indubitable, but vigorously doubted by the
sceptics" (Vaihinger, I, 413). But it is precisely
scepticism that the Critical philosophy is supposed to
defeat: "Criticism alone," Kant says, "can sever the root
of... scepticism" (B XXXIV; NKS 32) and, "in the end
necessarily leads to scientific knowledge, in contrast to
"unfounded assertions"™ (B 23; NKS 57).

So let us now turn to Kant's other, the
synthetic-progressive method, which according to the Logik
is scientific, This method is the method of deduction that
"goes from the principles to the consequences" (Logik,
#117): it is rigorous insofar as the truth of the premisses
guarantees the truth of the conclusion. This method, in
contrast to the analytic-regressive, "seeks, without resting
on any fact, to unfold knowledge from its original germs
(Prol., P. 22). In the synthetic procedure, Kant says, we
do not start from facts: on the contrary, these "must
strictly be derived ip abstracto from concepts" (Prol. p
26). Kant gives us a hint how both methods are related:
"The Prolegomena...are intended to point out what we have to
do in order toc make a science actual, if it is possible"
(Proley Ps 22)% That is to say: whereas the Prolegomena
move from the fact of the validity of synthetic judgments a
priori in pure mathematics and pure science by an analytic
regress to the conditions that explain how that validity is
possible, it is the synthetic-progressive method of the
Critigue that at first proves these conditions and so proves
the validity of these judgments to be actual. Vaihinger
puts it this way: "In the Prolegomena Kant takes as a basis
the validity of mathematics and pure science as
incontestable, indubitable factum: Kant analyzes this fact
in order to discover... its conditions. These conditions
are the grounds of explanation (pri of that

tup... erently, and even

in itself incomprehensible
in the opposite way, the Critique: it establishes first that
there are such conditions... which it finds guite
independently, i. e., without taking that factup in its
argumentation into consideration. Then it shows that the
factup can not only be completely and uniquely explained in
terms of these conditions, but that it is moreover
necessarily contained in them and follows from them
other words: those conditions are here both, ground

explanation (principia essendi = explicatio) and grou
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proof (principia_probandi) for that factum™... Since it also
"furnishes the proof of the factum," the "synthetic
procedure is more complete and scientifically more
satisfactory" (Vaihinger, I, 412-13).

But now it appears that this view becomes untenable
as soon as we look at how in the Introduction to the second
edition, Kant formulates the task of the Cpritigue: for after
asserting that the Critigque has to answer the questions how
pure mathematics and pure science of nature are possible, he
continues in the manner of the Prolegomena: "Since these
sciences actually exist, it is quite proper to ask how they
are possible; for that they must be possible is proved by
the fact that they exist"™ (B 20; NKS 56; cf. p. 22). But
clearly, this way of stating the problem can lead us to the
belief that the method of the Critigue is, after all, the
analytic-regressive method of egopena. And this
means that at the very outset the Critigue presupposes, or
takes for granted, what it is supposed to prove--that these
sciences are actual. The argument of the Critigue,
therefore, can have only the strength of an exposition or
explicatio, but not the apodeictic character of a proof (cf.
Vaihinger, I, 412).

According to Vaihinger, however, the view that B
underwent change to the analytic-regressive method of the
Prolegomena is based on both "a factual and methodological
error" (Vaihinger, I, 415). On a factual error because
already in A the status of synthetic judgments a_priori in
pure mathematics and in pure science is by no means a
problematic one in that at first Kant grants these judgments
their claim to validity only in order subsequently to decide
upon the legitimacy of this claim. On the contrary, if we
believe Vaihinger, Kant never doubted the validity of such
judgments in pure mathematics, and at least since 1770
entertained the possibility of their validity in pure
science (Vaihinger, I, 388-89). And in the first edition of
the Critigue the validity of both types of judgments is
presupposed as a fact. So Kant mentions, for example in A
4, the "established reliability" of mathematics and its
"shining example of how far, independently of experience, we

can progress in a _priori knowledge." And in A 209 Kant says
of the principle of causality that "direct inspection may
show the principle to be actual and true" (my trans. so

that even "the question how it should be possible, ma
therefore be considered superfluous" (NKS 232). It is
Vaihinger maintains, the very presupposition of their
validity that at first gives rise to the genuine Critical
problem: why is it that I can form valid synthetic judgments
a_priori about objects? (Vaihinger, I, 395)

For this reason the fact that in the Introduction to
B the validity of these judgments is much more pronounced
than in A should not lead us to commit the pethodological
error of holding that in B nt took a turn to the
analytic-regressive method of the Prolegomena (Vaihinger, I,
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415). In other words: that Kant formulates in B the
Critical problem in Prolegomena-fashion, does not mean that
he intends to solve it in the analytic-regressive way. On
the contrary: if in the Prolegomena the validity of
synthetic judgments a_priori is basis and means of the
argumentation, in the Critigue it is neither. But it is,
according to Vaihinger (I, 415), the objective of the
argumentation, of an argumentation that Kant expressively
calls synthetic, i. e., deductive. This should be taken
seriously. That is to say: we have to look, for example in
the Analytic, for a "principle" or a true premise of which
valid synthetic a_priori judgments "can strictly be derived"

(Prol. 26).
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CEAPTER II

SUBJECTIVITY (o]

» blind play of representations,
less even than a dream."
(A 112; NKS 129)

I will henceforth refer to the objectivity of &n
object in the Critical-transcendental sense as 'objectivity
[ct]: it consists, as we have seen, in the necessary
synthetic unity of a manifold of representations. This
unity is not a function of intuition, by which the manifold
is given, but of thought or of concepts. An object of outer
intuition is thus objective [ct] not because it is
represented in space, and there is no reason to suppose that
something can not be objective ([ct] on the ground that it is
an object of inner intuition, an object, that is, which is
represented only in time (cf. A 373; NKS 342). Synthetic
unity, Kant maintains, is due to the categories: they

"consist solely in the representation of this necessary

©
"
©
o
=

synthetic unity" (A 7 NKS 112).

We might now be tempted to form a corresponding

notion of what is subjective or, as I shall call it,

tsubjective [o0],' namely a wmanifold which does not possess

tion of which would lack

synthetic unity and the represent

what synthetic unity accounts for, i. e., "obj tive

1 "
validity and necessary universality (for everyboay)." The




representation would, instead,

be valid only for the subje

in which it is founa, even if, of course, it would be a

representation of an object in space.

In an early stage of the Transcendental Deauction

the first edition of indeed entertains

the thought of a sensible manifold of intuition which does

not possess necessary synthetic unity. In # 13 we finc

three versions of the same idea. (1) "Objects...may appea

to us without their being under the necessity of being

related to the functions of understanding" (A 89; NKS

123f.). (2) "Appearances can certainly be given in

intuition independently of functions of the understanding"

(A 90; NKS 124). (3) "Since intuition stands in no need

whatsoever of the functions of thought, appearances would

none the less present objects to our intuition" (A

152).

It is obvious if the Transcendental Deduction

is to succeed, these claims must be false. For its very

strategy consists in showing that consciousness coula not

t

have the formal unity it has, namely that "it must be

possible for the 'I think' t

representations" (B 131; NKS 152), s

representations were united the

oy

understanding, i. e., by the categories. But such a state

would be pointless if maintainea that we can

conscious of a manifold of intuition which does not posses

such unity. And indeea, at later stage of the

ct

in

r

&Y

be




Transcendental Deduction, Kant rejects the claim., A manifold
"in a state of separation," he says, "and without belonging
to consciousness of myself...is impossible" (A 122; NKS

145). He maintains that the categories "must be recognizea
3

as b i conaitions of the possibility of experience,

whether of the to be met with or of the

thought" (A 94; NKS 126; emph. added). And finally he
claims that "all sensible intuitions are subject to the
categories, as conditions under which alone their manifold

can come together in one consciousness"™ (B 143; NKS 150).

My proposal has been to consider, as subjective [o], a
manifold of representations which is given in intuition, but
which does not possess necessary synthetic unity. In the
passage last quoted, however, Kant claims, in effect, that
necessary synthetic unity 1s the only condition under which
a manifold of representations "can come together in one
consciousness." What he rules out, in other words, is that
there can be (one) consciousness of a manifold of
representations which aoes not possess synthetic unity.
This, he says in the Transcendental Deduction, "is
impossible™ (A 122; NKS 145).

It is in my view one of the basic tenets of the
Transcendental Deduction that the formal property of zll

consciousness, namely its Y,1is by no means something

obvious, but something of which the transcendental
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possibility has to be explained. And this for the following
reasons.
It is held to be analytic, i. e., to be contained in

its very concept, that a representation can exist or occur
only if there is a subject which is conscious of it. Thus
Descartes says in his Replies that "it is certain that no
thought can exist apart from a thing that thinks; no
activity, no accident can be without a substance in which to
exxst."2 Kant, too, subscribes to this view, without
holding, however, that a 'subject' is a Cartesian thinking
substance: "All representations have a necessary relation to
a possible consciousness. For if they did not have this,
and if it were altogether impossible to become conscious of
them, this would practically amount to the admission of
their non-existence" (A 118a; NKS 142). And what is true of
the genus 'representation,' is true of every of its species:
thus intuitions "are nothing to us, and do not in the least
concern us, if they cannot be taken up into consciousness"
(A 1165 NKS 141).3

But while it is analytic that every representation
has a necessary relation to some conscious subject or other,

it is not analytic that each of a manifold of

representations has such a relation to one and the same
conscious subject. This, it appears to me, is the reason

why the unity of consciousness must be accounted for, In

the Paralogisms ant himself points out that we can conceive

of a plurality of representations, "for instance, the single
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words of a verse," as being "distributed among different
beings." But these representations would, Kant continues

"never make up a whole thought®™ (A 352; NKS 335). Our point
here is that if we entertain the logical possibility of a
plurality of consciousnesses of one representation each, we
are talking only spuriously, and not in any cognitive

relevant sense about both, consciousness and

representations. "If each representation were completely
foreign to every other, standing apart in isolation, no such
thing as knowledge would ever arise. For knowledge is
[essentially] a whole in which representations stand
compared and connected"™ (A 97; NKS 130). Hence Kant wants

to say not only, as I have repeatedly pointed out, that the

unity of consciousness implies experience of objects, but

also the reverse, namely that empirical knowledge ha
necessary condition the unity of consciousness

In the Transcendental Deduction, then, Kant must
address himself to three distinct but connected issues

(1) The possibility of a sensible

representations to "stand together™ (B 132; NKS 153)in one

(2) The possibility of one consciousness of

such a manifold, or, as Kant puts it, of the "thoroughgoing

identity of the apperception of a manifolad which is giv

intuition" (B 133; NKS 153). (3) The possibility of the

representations to form a "connectea whole."™ 1In the

following we will try to reconstruct, i

Kant's solution of these three problems
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(1) A condition of this possibility would be,
instead of each representations of the manifold having a
necessary relation to some conciousness or other, that all
representations of the manifold have such a relation to one
and the same consciousness., It would, then, indeed be
"possible for the 'I think' to accompany"™ (B 131; NKS 152)
all the representations of the manifold; and the "necessary
relation" which "all the manifold of intuition" is said to
have "to the 'I think' in the same subject in which this
manifold is found" (B 132; NKS 153), could obtain.

(2) It can obtain, Kant claims, only by means of a
synthesis, and his further claim is that this synthesis also
secures the unity of consciousness. The relation of a
manifold of representations to one and the same
consciousness is not a matter of "the empirical
consciousness which accompanies aifferent representations"
and which "is in itself aiverse ana without relation to the
identity of the subject." This relation, rather, comes
about "not simply through my accompanying each

ss, but only in so far as I

representation with consciousn
conjoin one representation with another, and am conscious of
the synthesis of them. Only in so far, therefore, as I can

unite a manifola of given representations in one

is it possible for

(3) Now the unification of a manifold of sensible




representations, i, e., the constitution of its unity, can
be according to Kant not a matter of intuition, in which the
manifold is given, but only of concepts. Concepts are for
Kant "functions of unity among our representations" (A 93 =
B 93; NKS 105f). The concepts, however, in which the
manifold is to be united, cannot be egpirical concepts, for
these are derived from experience which presupposes the
unity of the manifold. They are the concepts, already
referred to, which "consist solely in the representation
of...necessary synthetic unity™ (A 79 = B 104; NKS 112),
i.,e., the pure concepts of the understanding or categories.
And a manifold of sensible representations which in these,
and only in these concepts is united, is an object [ct]. A
manifold which is united, for example, in the empirical
concept of a tree, is in the strict sense of the term not an
object [ct].

For our present purposes, then, we must note that a
manifold of representations of sensible intuition can be
accompanied by the 'I think' only if it possesses synthetic
unity. Hence what we have called 'subjective [o],' namely a
manifold of intuition which stands together in one
consciousness, but which does not possess synthetic unity,
is transcenentally impossible. And this is the reason why
Kant must reject the thought entertained at the beginning of
the Transcendental Deduction, i. e., that "appearances might
very well be so constituted that the understanding should

not find them in accordance with the conditions of its
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unity" (A 90 = B 123; NKS 124). Now he says: "There might
exist a multitude of perceptions, and indeed an entire
sensibility, in which much empirical consciousness would
arise, but in a state of separation, and without belonging
to a consciousness of myself. This, however, is ippossible.
For it is only because I ascribe all perceptions to one
consciousness (original apperception) that I can say of all

perceptions that I am

of them" (A 122 = B 145;

emph. added).

(3)

Although the notion of the subjective [o0] is a
notion of something which, as we have seen, cannot be
constituted, I will not discard but retain it for heuristic
purposes. For by examining what this notion implies, 4
intend not only to bring the epistemic function of the
"pure," "original," ana "transcendental' unity of
apperception (B 132; NKS 153) intc focus, but also to show
the incoherence of any account of experience which is based
on this notion.

At times Kant himself adopts such a strategy, i. e.,
assumes for the sake of argument of what is subjective [o].
Thus in a letter to Herz he assumes with respect to a
manifold of representations that "I am...conscious of each
individual representation, but not of their relation to the
unity of representation of their object, by means of the

synthetic unity of their apperceptlon."n On this
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assumption, however, the representations would, Kant
maintains, never "represent objects. They would not even
reach that unity of consciousness which is necessary for
knowledge of myself (as object of inner sense). I would not
even be able to know that I have [(them]; consequently for
me, as a knowing being, they would be absolutely nothing.
They could still carry on their play in an orderly fashion,
as representations connected according to empirical laws of
association, and thus even have an influence upon my feeling
and desire, without my being aware of them...This might be
so without my knowing the slightest thing thereby, not even
what my own condition is." 2

Now in this passage Kant suspends, as it were, what
in the opening sections of the Transcendental Deduction in B
he establishes as "the principle of the original synthetic
unity of apperception"™ (B 137; NKS 156). This principle says
that "all my representations in any given must be subject to
that condition under which alone I can ascribe them to the
identical self as pmy representations, and so can comprehend
them as synthetically combined in one apperception through
the general expression ' I think'"(A B 138; NKS 157).

The condition, to which Kant here refers, is, as we
have seen, the condition of their synthesis in a pure
concept. It is in such a concept, Kant wants to say, that
representations first of all can form "a whole" or "stand
compared and connected," that is, be modes of knowledge or

have relation to an object,

{nowledge, " Kant says,
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"consists in the determinate relation of given
representations to an object; and an object is that in the
concept of which the manifold of a given intuition is
united"™ (B 137; NKS 156). To suspend the principle, then,
means that our representations would fail to represent
objects: they would, as Kant says in the same letter, "be
nothing to us, that is, not objects of knowledge at all."6

But they would also have no "relation to the
identity of the subject." For the latter requires according
to the principle precisely their synthesis. "The thought
that the representations given in intuition belong to me,
is...equivalent to the thought that I unite them in one
self-consciousness, or can at least so unite them; and
although this thought is not itself the synthesis of
representations, it presupposes the possibility of that
synthesis. In other words, only in so far as I can grasp
the manifold of the representations in one consciousness, do
I call them one and all mine" Otherwise, Kant continues, "I
should have as many-coloured and diverse a self as I have
representations of which I am conscious to myself" (B 134;
NKS 154). I could, as Kant puts it in his letter to Kerz,
not even know "what my own condition is."

What we can mean, then, by the notion of the
subjective [0], is a manifold of qiconnected
representations, standing apart in isolation, each of which
is accompanied by a different empirical consciousness. But

with this, Kant wants to say, we can in the cognitive sense
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mean nothing at all. For such a manifold has no cognitive
function: on the basis of the subjective (o] "we should
have, " as Kant writes to Herz, "knowledge neither of

ourselves nor of other things." 7

We have seen that in an early stage of the
Transcendental Deduction in A Kant maintains that the notion
of what I call 'subjective [o]' has a legitimate
constitutive employment. This claim, however, he later
dismisses: what the notion of the subjective [o] purports to
refer to, is, as he says, "impossible."™ And in the meantime
we have seen, too, that these two claims cannot be made
compatible, But it is nevertheless instructive to
understand why Kant gets entangled in this contradiction, a
contradiction of which he apparantly is never completely
aware: for although we find only a few traces of it in the

revised edition of the Critique (cf. B 141-42; NKS 158-59),

the contradiction reappears, as we shall see, at the basis
of an untenable doctrine in the Prolegomena.

It appears that the reason for Kant's quandry is to
be found in the peculiar method which he employs in the
Critique and elsewhere. The Critique, De Vleeschauwer
writes, "is based on the method of isolating the factors
that occur in Knowledge.”s Similarly Vaihinger talks about
Kant's "decomposing method which consists in considering

w9

each of the cognitive faculties at first by itself. Thus
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Kant says, for example, that "in the transcendental
aesthetic we shall isolate sensibility, by taking away from
it everything which the understanding thinks through its
concepts"(A 22 = B 36; NKS 67), and that in "a
transcendental logic we isolate the understanding...[by]
separating out from our knowledge that part of thought which
has its origin solely in the understanding" (A 62 = B 87;
NKS 100).

Kant owes the use of this procedaure not merely to
considerations of expositicon, but rather to a philosophical
reason which in the Transcendental Doctrine of Method he

sets forth as follows: "It is of utmost importance to

€ the various modes of knowledge according as they

differ in kind and in origin, and to secure that they not be

confounaed owing to the fact that usually, in our employment

of them, they are combi

ed. What the chemist coes in the

analysis of substances...is in still greater degree

incumbent upon the philosopher" (A 842 = B 870; NKS 660;

emph. added). Kant's method of isolation, in other words,
is based on the idea that although our knowleage is, or
"usually" is, knowledge only as "conjunction" (A 271 = B
327; NKS 283) of elements, it is a conjunction of elements
none of which is reducible to the other. Thus he says at
the beginning of the Transcendental Logic that "intuition
and concepts constitute...the elements of all our knowledge,
so that neither concepts without intuition in some way

corresponding to them, nor intuition without concepts, can
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yield knowledge" (A 50 B 74; NKS 92). And he adds that
although it is only through their "union" that knowledge can
arise, these elements "cannot exchange their functions" and
that it is therefore necessary to "carefully separate and
distinguish the one from the other" (A 51-2 = B 75-6; NKS
93). Kant's admonition is well founded. For he asserts here
one of the basic tenets of the Critical philosophy, namely,
in Strawson's words, the "original duality of intuition and
concept."1o And he asserts it against his predecessors
against Descartes, Leibniz, and Spinoza, against Locke,
Berkeley and Hume, all of whom in his view in one way or
another "confounded" intuition and concept or assimilated
the one to the other. "Leibniz intellectualised appearances,
just as Locke sensualised all concepts of the understanding"
(A 271 = B 327; NKS 283).

Kant's method, however, is subject to a

misunderstanding which is due to the ambiguity of terms such

as "isolation" or "separation." Given his fondness to
compare his own procedure with that of the chemist,11 we
might be led to believe that an element of knowledge can
ocecur in separation. Kant, it appears, is aware of this
danger. Here is a remark from his Reply to Eberhard which,
although it concerns the topic of abstraction, in my view
nevertheless pertains to the problem at hand: "One does not
abstract a concept as a common predicate, but one abstracts

in the use of a concept from the diversity which falls under

it. The chemists alone are in a position to abstract
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something, when they extract a liquid from other materials
in order to have it separately; the philosopher abstracts
from what in a certain use of a concept he does not want to
consiuer."12

Hence to "isolate" an element of knowledge, for
instance intuition, should not be taken to mean that we come
in possession of it, as does the chemist of an element
namely as something which can exist independently of the
other element, that is, of concept. In other words: Kant's
method of isolation is supposed to result not in real, but
in transcendental distinctions. These must be drawn, as we
have seen, in order not to confound the specific epistemic
contributions of each of the elements or sources of
knowledge. It is in this respect, indeed, that "intuition
stands in no need whatsoever of the functions of thought" (A
90-1 = B 123; NKS 124). But it is only in this respect. We
are not permitted, in other words, to do what Kant
apparantly does against his own warning, namely to confuse
the transcendental independence of intuition with its real
independence. And it is this mistake that, in my view, is
responsible for the uncritical claim according to which, as
we have seen, "objects...may appear to us without their
being under the necessity of being related to the functions
of understanding," for the claim, that is, that the notion
of what is subjective [o] does have a legitimate

constitutive employment.
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(5)

It is this same mistake to which, I think, we must
ultimately trace Kant's notorious distinction between
judgments of perception and judgments of experience that he
develops in the #18-20 of the Prolegomena, to which he
refers obliquely in #19 of the Transcendental Deduction, and
that he states summarily in #40 of the Logic. Although this
distinction cannot be maintained as it stands, it can
nevertheless be reconstructed along Critical lines, as can
the equally untenable notion of subjective validity which
according to Kant belongs tc a judgment of peception.

Both types of judgments are empirical in the sense
that they have their ground in "what is given to sensuous
intuition, " that is, "in immediate sense-perception."13 A
judgment of experience, however, in contradistinction to a
judgment of perception, is not only empirical in this sense,
but expresses experience in the Critical sense of the term
that is, "empirical knowledge" (B 165; NKS 173). And this
is because in such a judgment the perceptions are subsumed
under a pure concept of the understanding and thus possess
necessary synthetic unity. In a judgment of experience,
Kant wants to say, the perceptions are not represented as
they contingently happen to belong to each other in a
subject's perceptual state, "in my state or in several

states of mine, or in the perceptual state of others,"1u

but as they are pecessarily related apopg_themselves. It is

this "necessary connection"15 among the given perceptions
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themselves that, according to Kant, constitutes their
"reference to an object."16

This gives us the opportunity to render the notion
of an object [ct] more precise. Such an object is the
representation, in a pure concept or category, of the
synthetic unity of the given perceptions, that is, of their
necessary relation among themselves, It is, therefore, an
objective representation, a "mode of knowledge, " or a
cogpition. And this representation is not only numerically,
but also in kind, "distinct" from any one of the given
perceptions, or a collection or association thereof. The
given perceptions are sepnsible representations, their
object, however, consists in their representation in a pure
copcept. It is this state of affairs to which, in my view,
Kant refers when in the Transcendental Deduction he says of
perceptions that are represented as they necessarily belong
to one another, that "they are combined ip_thbe_object, no
matter what the state of the subject may be"™ (B 142; NKS
159). And now we can see, too, why for Kant an objective
representation is also a universal representation, i. e.,
why what he considers in the Prolegomena as the defining
mark of a judgment of experience, namely "objective
validity" and "necessary universality (for everybody)," are
"equivalent terms."17

One of Kant's examples of a judgment of experience
is "The sun warms the stone."™ 1Its empirical ground are the

perceptions of the sun and of the warmth of the stone as
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they succeed one another "in my subject."18 But it is
only by the synthesis of these perceptions in a pure
concept, i. e., in the pure concept of cause and effect
that they are determined as they are necessarily connected

among themselves, and thus, in Kant's words, "changed"19 or

"converted into experience,"20 It is for this reason that
the judgment is not only empirical, but expresses empirical
knowledge, and is hence, not only valid for "my subject,"21
but for all subjects: it "hold[s] good for us and in the
same way for everybody else."22
In my view the most useful and least ambiguous
definition of a judgment of perception is to be found in
Kant's Logic, where he says that such a judgment is about
our "perceptions gua perceptions."23 A judgment of
experience, we have said, consists in the representation of
their object, i. e., in the representation of their
necessary synthetic unity. A judgment of perception, Kant
wants to claim, consists in something else, and this
precisely because of what it is a judgment about. "The
consciousness of perceptions," Kant says in the Reflexionen,
"relates all representations only to ourselves as
modifications of our state; they are thus, unconnected among

themselves,.. constitute no knowledge, and have no relation

3 24 : . "
to an object." And this view, it appears, is reflected

here in the Prolegomena where Kant says that a jucgment of
perception requires "no pure concept of the understanding,"

but only "the logical connection of perceptions in a
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25

thinking subject." Thus in the judgment 'The room is

warm' I "merely compare perceptions and connect them in a

26

consciousness of my state." Such a judgment is,

therefore, only "subjectively valid,"27 i. e., its validity
is "limited to the subject"™ who makes it, and "to its state
28

at a particular time." A judgment of experience, by
contrast, is valid, as we have seen, "no matter what the
state of the subject may be."

It has often been remarked and hardly needs to be

repeated that Kant's doctrine of judgments of perception in

the Prolegomena is incompatible with his account of judgment

which he gives in the Critigue. There he says that a

judgment "is nothing but the manner in which given modes of
knowledge are brought to the objective unity of
apperception™ (B 141; NKS 159). Clearly, if this is
correct, then a judgment of perception is not a judgment.

More important for our purposes, however, is to see that the

doctrine is in violation with an already familiar claim of
Kant, namely the claim which in the revised version of the
Transcendental Deduction he puts as follows: "All sensible
intuitions are subject to the categories, as conditions
under which alone their manifold can come together in one
consciousness" (B 143; NKS 160). And this means that a
judgment of perception is but an instance of what we have
called 'subjective [(o]', something, that is, which cannot be
constituted: a manifold of sensible intuition which stands

together in one consciousness, but which does not possess
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synthetic unity.

(6)

It is the notion of the subjective (o], then, which
provides us with the clue for the Critical reconstruction of
a judgment of perception: the reconstruction must be based
on the realization that the unity of consciousness, and
whatever is necessary for this unity, cannot be
circumvented.

The central thesis, as we have seen, of the
Transcendental Deduction is that the unity of consciousness
implies a synthesis of representations. But this means that
the order of constitution which we find in the Prolegomena
is invalid. For there Kant claims not only that there are
these two kinds of judgments, but moreover that "all our
judgments are at first merely judgments of perception," and
that "we do not til afterwards give ([some of] them a new

9

reference (to an obgect),"2 and so convert them into
judgments of experience. According to the thesis of the
Transcendental Deduction, however, we must say: unless a
manifold of perceptions possesses synthetic unity, there can
be no "unity of consciousness...in the manifold of
perceptions™ (A 112; NKS 139). They could not even "enter
the mind or be apprehended" (A 122; NKS 145) and hence would
be "nothing at all™ (A 120; NKS 144), Without synthetic
unity, therefore, they would not only fail to refer to an

object, but would not even gus perceptions be available as
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the topics of a judgment of perception.

But this means that as a matter of transcendental
necessity also a judgment which is about perceptions gqua
perceptions only, must be a judgment in the strict Critical
sense of the term (B 141; NKS 159), i. e., a judgment in
which the perceptions are subsumed under a pure concept. It
means, to put it differenty, that also the "consciousness of
perceptions" which, as we have seen, "relates all
representations only to ourselves as modifications of our
state, " must be understood in the strict Critical sense: as
a consciousness which requires the pure concepts as the
conditions of what for Kant is the form of all
consciousness, namely its unity.

In order to see what this involves we shall look at
a letter of Kant's to Beck. The problem under consideration

is "the relating of a representation, gua determination of

the subject, to an object distinguished from it, by which
means it becomes a cognition and is not merely a reeling."3°
Under discussion, in other words, is the claim that if a
representation "is to be a cognition, a relatiop to
something else (something other than the subject in which
the representation inheres) befits the representation,
wherey it becomes copmupnicable to other people; for
otherwise it would belong merely to feeling... which in
itself is not communicable."31 With the basic feature of

Kant's answer we are already familiar: the relating of

representations to an object consists, he says, in "the
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grasping (apprebensio) of the given manifold,... its
reception in the unity of consciousness"™ by means of a
synthesis, and thus in the "representation of a
compoaite."32

I now want to point out the following. If an
object's being "distinguished" from the subject would
consist in its being an object ipn_space, or if, in other
words, the relation of a representation to "something other
than the subject" would have to be construed as a relation
to such an object, then there could be no cognition of
representations taken gua determinations of the subject
only, and they would therefore not be "communicable."

We have seen, however, that for Kant the relation of
a manifold of representations to an object consists solely
in the representation of their necessary synthetic unity in
a pure conept. And it is the representation of this unity,
i. e., of the object [ct], which is, as I have said
"distinct" from the representations themselves. It is this
representation, therefore, and not an object in space, which
constitutes what here in his letter Kant calls the
"somethipg_otber than the subject."™ But this means that
even representations taken qua determinations of the subject
only, can have a relation "to an object distinguished from
(them]:" they can be united in a pure concept and thus be
represented as "contained ip_a_sipgle representation™ (A 99;
NKS 132). And this representation is not only numerically,

but also in kind distinct from the representations qug
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determinations: it is the representation of an object [ct],
that is, a cognition and hence communicable.

But the notion of an object [(ct] does not only allow
for representations qua determinations to be "™connected in
the object:"™ they must be connected. Kant stresses this
point in the letter to Herz which we have already mentioned.
Representations, he says, without the functions of the
understanding, would be "nothing to us, that is, not objects
of kpowledge at all; we should have knowledge neither of

n33 He stresses, in

ourselves nor of other things.
particular, that the representations "would not even reach
that unity of consciousness that is necessary for knowledge

n34 And knowledge of

of mysself (as object of inner sense).
my representations qua determinations is, of course, but a
special type of knowledge of myself.

Kant distinguishes here two kinds of empirical
objects: "myself (as object of inner sense)" and "other
things." To the former Kant refers also, e. g., as the
"object of inner perception, " or the "object of inner

n35 We are dealing here, in other

empirical intutition.
words, with what in the Palalogisms Kant calls an
empirically "ipper object, "™ i. e., an object which "is
represented only jip_its_tipe-relatiops" (A 373; NKS 348).
Correspondingly, we can take "other things" to fall under
what Kant calls an empirically "externgl object, "™ that is,

an object which also is "represented in space" (A 373; NKS

348).
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It appears that we can now say the following: the
notion of an object [ct] is peutral with respect to, or
ranges over both, empirically external apd empirically inner
objects. The objectivity [ct] of an object, thus, consists
not in its being represented in space, and the fact that an
object is represented in time only and hence inner, does not
amount to its being 'subjective'.

To the neutrality of the notion of an object [ct]
there corresponds the neutrality of the principle of the
unity of apperception itself: it ranges over apy_given
iptuitiop. "All py representations in any given intuition
must be subject to that condition under which alone I can
ascribe them to the identical self as my representations™ (B
135; NKS 155). The same point is made in #24 of the
Transcendental Deduction where Kant says that "apperception
and its synthetic unity is... far from being identical with
inner sense. The former, as source of all combipation
applies to the manifold of ipntuition ip_general, and in the
guise of the categories, prior to all sesnsible intuition,
to objects ipn_geperal" (B 154; NKS 166). What the principle
stipulates, in other words, is that a manifold of both,
outer and inner intuition, must satisfy the condition under
which alone there can be consciousness of it, namely the
condition of synthetic unity in a pure concept. Otherwise,
the manifold of either type would be "merely a blind play of
representations, less even than a dream, " that is, "without

an object™ (A 112; NKS 139) and hence incommunicable in
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principle.

Conversely, however, we can say: if consciousness in
the Critical-transcendental sense, i. e., a consciousness
whose fundamental property, or form, is its unity "in" or
"throughout" a manifold of representations, requires their
unity in an object [ct], then whatever I can be said to be
conscious of, is communicable in principle. And this in
particular if what I am conscious of, is a manifold of inner
intuition only, e. g., representations taken qua

determination of the subject only.

7)

Throughout these sections of the Prolegomena the
scope of the Pripciple, i. e., that it ranges over "the
manifold of intuitions in general, " is obscured by Kant's
equivocation on the term 'object'. There is, in my view, no
doubt that when he claims that the given perceptions
acquire, by their subsumption under a pure concept,
"reference to an object,"36 he uses the term 'object' not
only in the sense of an object [ct], that is, as denoting a
manifold of any description which has the formal property of
possessing synthetic unity, but also in the sense of an
empirical object which is represented in space.37

This ambiguity reveals itself not only in the way in
which Kant contrasts the expressions 'object' or 'objective'
on the one hand with such phrases as, for example, "my

n38

present state of perception, "a connection of
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perceptions in my mental state,"39 and "a consciousness of
my particular state"uo on the other hand: these states are
all 'ippner' states. The ambiguity is also contained in what
Kant says about a certain class of judgments of perception,
i. e., a class whose members cannot be converted into
judgments of experience: e. g. "The room is warm, sugar
sweet, and wormwood bxtcer.""1 And they cannot be
converted even though a concept of the understanding were
superadded, "because they refer merely to feeling which
everybody knows to be merely subjective and which of course
can never be attributed to the object and consequently never
become DDjssSiyg."uz Clearly, Kant is here talking about
an external object. And what he is saying derives from
gng"3 of his views about sensible qualities that in the
Aesthetic we find in The Transcendental Exposition of the
Concept of Space, and according to which these qualities
cannot be regarded as "objective determinations" or
"properties of things, but only as changes in the subject™®
(A 29 = B 45; NKS 73). On this view sensible qualities are
to be treated not as determinations of 'objects,' but of the
'subject, ' and the sentence, 'The room is warm, ' can be
rendered epistemologicaly more perscpicuous with the
sentence, 'I have a sensation of warmth in this room.'

Now, given the expository character of the
Prolegomena and their conception as "a sketch and textbook, "
ua it suggests itself to jllustrate the objective validity

and necessary universality (for everyone) of a judgment of
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experience by a judgment which is, as for example, "The sun
warms the stone, " about empirically external objects, i.

e., about objects which are "represented in space" (A 373;
NKS 348). In contrast to what Kant calls an empirically
"inpner object, "™ the sun and the stone are, as it were, there
for everyone to see.

But such an illustration obscures not only, as I
have pointed out, the scope of the Principle, i. e., its
range over "the manifold of intuition in general, " but also,
and more importantly so, the precise character of the unity
of the manifold which the Principle requires and hence why
the Principle can have the range it does: It is a unity in
a pure category or concept, that is to say, a unity which
consists entirely in its being thought. This is one of the
fundamental claims of the Critigque, and we have to be clear
about what it entails.

To say of a manifold of representations that it

possesses synthetic unity or that it is "combined in the
object™ (B 130; NKS 151) is to say that its being so
combined is pot a matter of sepsibility, but of the
upderstanding: "The combination (conjunctio) of a manifold
in general can never come to us through the senses" (B 129;
NKS 151). On the contrary: "All combination...be it a
combination of the manifold of intuition, empirical or
non-empirical, or of various concepts, is an act of the
understanding. To this act the general title 'synthesis

may be assigned" (B 130; NKS 151). Tbipnking, for Kant then
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is_copbination. And combination itself is defined as "the
representation of the synthetic unity of the manifold" (B
131; NKs 152), that is, as a judgment. In the Prolegopenz
Kant says: "The business of the senses is to intuit, that of
the understanding to think. But thinking is uniting
representations in one consciousness... The unity of
representations in one consciousness is judgment. Thinkng
therefore, is the same as judging or referring
representations to judgments in general."uB
But if the upity of a manifold in general is
synthetic, i. e., is something which is, gua unity, due pnot
to sensibility but to an act of the understanding and thus
is something which is thought or judged, then it belongs to
the very essence of this unity that there can be no
intuition whatsoever of it. "By means of outer_sense, a
property of our mind, "™ Kant says in Transcendental

Aesthbetic, "we represent to ourselves objects as outside us,

and all without exception in space." By means of "jnner
sepse...the mind intuits itself or its inner state, " and
time is the "form in which the intuition of inner states is
possible" (A 22 f.= B 37 f.; NKS 67; emph. added). But as
something which is essentially thought, synthetic unity
precisely does not admit of this: to be represented, by
means of outer sense, in space, and by means of inner sense,
in time. What only can be so represented is the manifold in
so far as it is given_in_intuitiop: not, however, its unity.

Kant thus can talk about "outer intuition" and "inner
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intuition™ (A 33 f.= B 50 f.; NKS 77)--but it would be
senseless, that is, strictly absurd, to talk about an outer
or inner synthetic unit.y.“6 In other words: the
distinction between the "inner" and the "outer, " and thus
between inner and outer objects of knowledge depends
entirely on the type of the manifold of intuition that is
either temporal or spatial, or both: but it does not depend
on the upity of the manifold.

Hence, although the judgment "The sun warms the
stone" is about empirically external objects, i. e., about a
manifold of representations which are, gua "determinations
of the mind" in time and which "have for their objects"
things in space (A 34 = B 50; NKS 77), the synthetic unity
or objectivity (ct] of these representations, i. e., the
cognition expressed in the judgment, is nothing in space and

w1 It is nothing 'outer' and it is, in

time at all.
particular, nothing 'inner.' And the same holds, mutatis

mutapdis, for what Kant calls 'judgments of perception:' for

those judgments which according to him are about
representations qua determinations of the mind, i. e., about
representations, which are in time only. Their synthetic
unity is nothing in time either: the cognition, therefore
of our inner states is not itself an inner state.

Thus it is for the objectivity [ect] of a manifold of
sensible intuition and therefore for the objective validity
and universality (for everybody) of apy empirical judgment

strictly_immaterial whether the representations united are
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in time only or whether they have, in addition, for their
objects things in space. We can make an even stronger
claim: if we grant Kant that the two "fundamental sources of
the mind" (A 50 = B T4; NKS 92), namely, sensibility and
understanding, "cannot exchange their functions, "™ if, in
oher ords, "the senses can think nothing" (A 51 = B 75; NKS
93), and if the synthetic unity of a manifold is a unity
that is tpought, then it is jnconceivable that a manifold's
being a manifold of either outer or inner sensible intuition
should in any way respectively either strengthen or weaken
the objectivity [ct] of the judgment.

The fact that the synthetic upjty of a manifold, the
bearer of objectivity [ct], is a unity in a pure concept,
that is, a function pgt of sensibility, but of the
understanding, explains not only why it is that the
Pripgciple can range over the manifold of outer and inner
intuition. It is also the reason why, furthermore,
objectivity in the Critical sense cuts across those
contrasts that are associated with the 'inner' and 'outer':
the contrasts, for example, between the mental and the
physical, between the private and public. In each of these
cases the objective (ct]) is neitber. Thus it is misleading
to assimilate or to identify the objective [ct] with the
public. And this not only because the objective [ct] is
nothing spatial or physical, but because we would be at a
loss if within Kant's transcendental inquiry we were to form

the contrasting notion of what is private. What objectivity
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[ct] alone can be contrasted with is subjectivity (o]. But
this is a purely heuristic notion which signifies something
whose constitution is transcendentally impossible: namely, a
unitary consciousness of a manifold of representations which
does not possess synthetic unity. Such a manifold would
only be sensed and not thought and could, therefore, not be
known. "I would not even be able to know that I have
(i{:]."“8 That is to say, we are talking about
representations which are not even private in the sense that

in principle only I and nobody else could know them.

(8)

Kant says that in a judgment of perception "I

g 3 s U
connect (perceptions) in one consciousness of my state." »

We know that he is talking about "perceptions gusa

50

perceptions" or about perceptions qua "modifications of

our state,"51 that is to say, about a sensible manifold of

ipner intuition only. On our reconstruction we know

furthermore: it is required by the 'I think' or the
Principle that the connection of this manifold be synthetic,
which is to say, be thought in a pure concept or "brought to
the objective unity of apperception™ and thus judged (B 141;
NKS 159). And we know finally, as a consequence of this,
that the manifold in question as thought or as judged, i.
e., its cognition, is objective [ct], that is, constitutes
an objective [ct] representation which is not identical

with, but distinct from, the perceptions themselves: it is
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not something 'inner.'52 And this, as we have seen,

because the objectivity [ct] of the representation, i. e.,
its content as that which is thought in it, is a function of
the upderstandipg and pot of sensibility, and thus incapable
of being represented in time at all. Hence, objectivity
[(et] and distinctness [(ct] or, in Kant's repeated phrase,
the notion of "an object distinct from our representations"
is neither precluded by their being representations of inner
nor does it require that they be representations of outer
sensible intuition.53

Ultimately, then, it is the satisfaction of the
transcendental condition of the unity of consciousness as
spelled out in the Pripciple, i. e., the synthetic unity of
a manifold of any description, which accounts for the fact
that the empirical "consciousness of my state"su is a
cognition or knowledge in the strict Critical sense of the

term. It is, to be sure, knowledge of an inner manifold

but is, qua_kpowledge, precisely not inner, but objective
[et] and thus in principle communicable to others. And this
is the reason why any empirical judgment in which such a
cognition is expressed, must have "objective validity" and
its equivalent, "necessary universality (for everybody)."55
n"The synthetic unity of consciousness, " Kant says, "is...an
objective condition of all knowledge" (B 138; NKS 156) and
hence, also of the knowledge of our inner states (Gepueth).

At times Kant refers to an unsynthesized manifold of

inner sensible intuition as being merely "a feeling which
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everybody knows to be merely subjective...and which of

n56 i. e., as something

course can...hever become objective,
which has no cognitive worth: which is, as he says in the
Critigque_of Judgment "available for no cognition whatever,
not even for that by which the subject cognizes itself."57
This, however, is false. Any manifold, we have shown, which
does not possess synthetic unity, is subjective [o], i. e.,
something of which there can be no consciousness of. But
what can Kant mean by a feeling of which I cannot be
conscious and of which, therefore, I cannot "even know that
I have it?" It is precisely this question which is glossed
over in the letter to Beck where in a curious turn of the
phrase Kant says that an unsynthesized manifold of inner
sensible intuition is a "feeling (of pleasure or
displeasure), which in_itself (ap_sich] cannot be
communicated." But within Kant's transcendental inquiry
there is no warrant to talk about 'a feeling in itself.' He
can, to be sure, talk about what is a_priori and
constitutive, and about what is empirically constituted. He
can, furthermore, talk about what as a matter of principle
cannot be constituted: the subjective (o] which "would be
nothing to me" and whose decisive importance for the
argument of the Transcendental Deduction lies in the fact
that it is the oply alternative to the unity of
consciousness. But the legitimate discourse about what

canpot be constituted does not allow us the inference that

there is something upcopstituted. What I have already
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pointed out and what I call the 'Critical_disjupctiop' says
the following: a manifold of any description either
possesses synthetic unity and is constituted, or it is
"nothing at all"™ (A 120; NKS 144). There is thus, no
"feeling in itself." It is either "nothing at all" or I can
be conscious of it. And if I am conscious of it, then the
transcendental condition of the unity of consciousness must
be fulfilled. But then a feeling jis "available... for
cognition, " that is, for the empirical knowledge of myself.
And this knowledge cannot fail to be objective [ct]: it "is

valid (copmupicable) for everyone."58

(9)

We are now finally in a position to say in which
sense judgments of perception are 'subjective.' Kant
claims, as we have seen, that they are "merely subjectively
valid, " that their "validity is... limited to the subject"
and "to its state at a particular time:" they "hold good
only for us (that is, our subject)." What Kant, according
to our reconstruction, should have said is the following: a
judgment of perception is called 'subjective' for the sole
reason that it is about the sensory state of the_subject who
makes it, in contradistinction to a judgment in which a
subject judges something otber than its state. This sense
of 'subjective' we shall henceforth call 'subjective ([s].'

But otherwise such a judgment is a judgment (ct] and hence
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has objective validity and necessary universality for
everybody.

The subjective [s], thus, is objective [ct]. In
other words: within the domain of all judgments [ct] the
differentia_specifica of a reconstructed judgment of
Perception does not consist in its cognitive status or
value, in its being, as Kant says, "merely subjectively
valid, " but exclusively in its patter. It is a member of
that class of judgments in which a manifold of jnner
intuition only is brought to the objective unity of
apperception.This is the kind of manifold we are dealing
with whenever we talk about the subjective [s]. But as
being brought tc the unity of apperception, i. e., judged,
such a manifold is, as I have shown, no longer inner but
objective [ct]. And I want to maintain that the subjective
[s] is ope of two senses in which within the scope of Kant's
Critical inquiry anything can be legitimately called
' subjective.' It denotes the subjective insofar as it can
be constituted. The only other legitimate sense is the one
in which space, time, and the categories are respectively
said to be the "subjective conditions of all our intuitions"
(A 49 = B 66; NKS 86) and the "subjective conditions of
thought"™ (A 89 = B 122; NKS 124). What is subjective in
this sense is so because it has its ground or "its seat in
the subject only, as the formal character of the subject" (B
41; NKS 70): it is a_priori. But it is at the same time

transcendental, that is, the necessary and universal
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condition of objectivity (ct].

(10)

I conclude this chapter with a remark on the
unreconstructed subjectivity which, as Kant says in the
Prolegomena, belongs to a judgment of perception. Under
discussion, in other words, is the correct philosophic
'location, ' if any, of the indisputable state of affairs
that the judgment 'I have a feeling of warmth in this roon, '
for example, does not mean that "I or any other person shall
always find it as I do nou."59

The decisive point to remember is that a subjective
(s] judgment is, as is any judgment [ct], objective [ct]: it
cannot be made unless the manifold of inner intutition "is
brought to the objective unity of apperception" (B 141; NKS
159). But then it is "valid" or "communicable" as is a
judgment whose matter consists in a sensible manifold of
inner apd outer intuition. Only if, therefore, the a_priori
conditions of the possibility of experience are fulfilled,
are we in a position to discover and to assess by
experience, i. e., a_posteriori, the eppirical subjectivity
or objectivity of our empirical judgments, That the room
feels warm to me is an empirical fact, and that not
everybody "shall always find it as I do now, " is likewise an
empirical fact. Facts like these can be found out "only...
a_posteriori, by means of experience" (A 721 = B T49; NKS

581). This, however, is possible only "in accordance with"
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the a_priori conditions of the possibility of experience (A
723 = B 751; NKS 583). But it is with these a_priori
conditions that philosophy proper, according to Kant, is
concerned: it is trapscepdeptal (A 56 = B 80 f.; NKS 96).
We will adopt a term from the section on the Apphibely and
say that the subjective and objective validity of which Kant
talks in the Prolegomena, have no "trapnscepdeptal" but only
an eppirical "locatiop"™ (A 268 = B 324; NKS 281) and are
therfore, strictly speaking, of no philosophical interest at
all.

In analogy to a distinction which Kant makes in the
Introduction to the second edition of the Critigque, we can
talk of the "copparative" (B 3; NKS 44) or relative
empirical objectivity or subjectivity of an empirical
judgment. From this we distinguish its
Critical-transcendental objectivity and intersubjectivity
which are "strict" (ibid.,): the Critical disjunction says
that a manifold of intuition either possesses synthetic
unity or is nothing at all. By contrast all empirical
judgments can be graded or ranked according to their
relative empirical subjectivity and objectivity. The
paradigmatic case of the latter would be an empirically
universal judgment about objects in space, that of the
former a judgment of perception, i. e., a judgment which is
about myself and my state at a particular time.

But even witbhbin the domain of the empirical

subjective is room for differentiations. "The taste of
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wine" (A 29 = B 45; NKS 73) may be "different for different
men"™ (A 29 = B 45; NKS 73) and may "appear differently to
every observer" (A 30; NKS 73) and thus be subjective. But
it may also pof vary and hence be objective if, let us say,
the community of observers is one of vintners, On the other
hand, the description, in terms of colors, of a landscape by
an acyanobleptic would, according to Kant, be subjective
twice over: because it is a function, as is any such
description, of "the particular constitution of the
sense-organs" (A 29; NKS 74), and because in this case we
are dealing with a defect in this constitution. But
nevertheless: the description could not be made and could
not be found out to be subjective [s] unless it were
objective (ct].

Considerations such as these, however, have only an
empirical, but no "transcendental location™ and should,
therefore, not occur on the arguments of the Trapscendental
Aestbetic and of the Jranscepdental Logic. Their proper
location is Kant's own empirical Aptbhropology where, it
appears, he carefully distinguishes
empirical-anthropological questions from transcendental
ones. Thus what would be illegitimate in transcendental
ingquiry, is perfectly legitimate in an anthropological one:
to rank, for example, the five bodily senses according to
their relative subjectivity and objectivity. Three of these
senses, i. e., the senses of touch, sight, and hearing "are

more objective than subjective, that is, as empirical
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external object than they animate the consciousness of the

affected organ."60

The other two, the senses of taste and
smell, "are more subjective than objective, i. e., what we
represent by means of them is suited more for the enjoyment
of the external object than for its cognition. This is the
reason why with regard to the former it is easy to
communicate with others., With respect to the latter,
however, although the external empirical intuition is the
same... the manner in which the subject is affected by it,

can be quite dit‘f‘erent."61
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Chapter III

OBJECTS [ct]
"That something happens..."
(A 191 = B 236; NKS 220)
1)

My discussion in the last chapter of the Principle
resulted in a number of claims the most important of which
can be summed up as follows. I have shown that unity of
consciousness requires objectivity ([ct], namely, a given
manifold of intuition of any description which possesses
synthetic unity. The latter, I have said, consists in the
fact that the manifold is united or thought in a pure
concept of the understanding. This accounts not only for
its objectivity [ct], but also for what is equivalent,
namely its intersubjectivity in priciple. Thus I could
claim, consciousnss is always consciousness of objects [ct]
which are communicable or intersubjective, and this even if

the manifold should be a manifold of i

r intuition only.
The principle of the unity of apperception, I have pointed
out, ranges equally over the manifold of outer and inner
intuition: its scope is the manifold of intuition in
general. And I have claimed that the strength of the
principle derives from the fact that the only alternative to
the unity of consciousness is subjectivity [o], i. e., a

manifold which does not possess synthetic unity. The
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constitution of such a manifold I have shown to be
transcendentally impossible. liy Jjudgments, in other woras,
about what Kant calls empirically "inner objects," are as
objective [ct] and intersubjective as are our judgments
about objects in space. An unsynthesized manifola would, as
Kant says, be "nothing at all" (A 120; NKS 144) or "nothing
to me"™ (B 132; HNKS 153). This led me to formulate the
Critical disjunction accoraing to which a manifold of
intuition either possesses synthetic unity or 1is nothing at

all.

(2)

But now mucn or all cof this nas Kant really
establishea? Let us l1ook at #17 of tne Transcendental
Deduction ia B wnere Kant cakes the followin, two claims.
He maintains, tirst, that "insocfar as the manifold

representations of 1ntuition are given

to us, they =are
subject to the... supreme principle of the possibility or
all intuition iu 1ts relation to censibility." This
principle says tnat "all the wanifold of intuition should be
subject to the tormal conaitions or space ana tiwe" (E 136,
NKS 155). Seconaly, Kant maintains tnat inscfzr as tne
representations "pust aliow ol being cowbinec in one
consciousness, they are subject to... tne suprewre principle
of the same possibility, 1in 1its reiation to uncerstarncing"
according to which "all the manifola of intuition shoulc De

subject to conGgiltions or the oOriginei syrntnetic unity of
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apperception” (B 136; NKS 155). For this claim, I have
argued at length in the preceding chapter. But it says no
more than that the unity of consciousness in a manifold of
representations requires their synthetic unity and that the
latter is the result of an act of combination which "is an
affair of the understanding alone, which itself is nothing
but the faculty of combining a_priori, and therefore of
bringing the manifold of given representations under the
unity of apperception" (B 134 f.; NKS 154).

To these two claims we must now add a third one
which we find in the short section 20 and to which Kant

himself refers as "the transcendental deductions" (B 159;

NKS 170): namely, the claim that the categories whose table
he has established in the Metaphysical Deduction (A 70-83 =
B 95 = 109) in fact are the conditions of synthetic unity
i, e., "the conditions under which alone" the manifold of
all sensible intuitions "can come together in one

consciousness" (B 143; NKS 166). They e, it is claimed

"concepts of combination"™ (B 131; NKS 152), and precisely
for that combination which the Principle requires, and
"without which nothing can be thought or known, since the
given representations would not have in common the act of
the apperception 'I think,' and so could not be apprehended
together in one self-consciousness”" (B 137; NKS 156). But
this claim, it appears, is established by Kant neither in
the Transcendental Leduction of the first nor in the

Transcendental Deduction of the second edition of the
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Critigue.
In A the claim is simply a consequence of what Kemp

Smith in his Commentary calls the "identification of

! nIne unity_of

apperception with understanding.

apperception," Kant says, "in relation to the synthesis_ of

imagination is_the_ understanding... In the understanding

there are then pure a_priori modes of knowledge which
contain the necessary unity of the pure synthesis of
imagination in respect to all possible appearances. These

are the catego

, that is, the pure concepts of
understanding” (A 119; NKS 143).

Now Adickes says that in #20 in B we find the
simplest and clearest expression of the deduction which Kant
could achieve.2 And De Vleeschauwer maintains that here
Kant succeeds in demonstrating for the first time "the
objectivity of the categories‘"3 The deduction in #20
"distinguishes itself from the deduction of the first
edition insofar as there the categories are deduced neither
as synthetic forms of apperception (objective deduction) nor
as a_priori forms of objects (subjective deduction). It is
governed by the notion of judgment and by the idea of the
identity of the categorical and the judgmental act. Thus
the metaphysical and the transcendental deduction are now
tightly joined to each other. In 1781 their connection was
quite weak, "4

With this assessment, Wolff partially agrees. In

his discussion of #19 and of #20 he says that "Kant
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introduces the categories by way of a doctrine of judgment.
As judgment is the assertion of a unity of representations
by means of the copula 'is', the functions of unity
expounded in the Table of Judgments will yield the modes of
combination in general (#19). When applied to a manifold of
sensible intuition, they give the modes of synthesis or
Table of Categories (#20). This way of leading into the
categories after a discussion of the unity of apperception
is much superior to the original discussion in the
Metaphysical Deduction."5 But Wolff disagrees, and in my
view, rightly so, with both Aidckes and De Vleeschauwer: "It
is still the case, however, that the Tables of Judgments and
Categories are ad_boc at this point in the argument.

Rather, Kant should modify his exposition slightly so that
he claims here merely the existence of such tables, and not
yet their possession. In practice, he does just this, for
the second edition Deduction makes no more detailed
reference to particular categories than did the first
edition."6 That is to say: "the objectivity of the
particular categories" is precisely ngt demonstrated. And
Kemp-Smith says that "the Analytic of Concepts supplies no
proof of the validity of particular categories, but only a
quite general demonstration that forms of unity, such as are
involved in all judgment, are demanded for the possibility
of apperception,. The proofs of the indispensableness of
specific categories are first givern in the Analytic of

n’

Principles. I will now turn to a discussion of the
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"Principle of Succession in Time, in accordance with the Law

of Causality™ (B 231; NKS 218).

(3)

It is worth our while to begin the discussion of
Kant's Second Analogy with a remark concerning its place in
the main argument of the Analytic. In The Discipline of
Pure Reason, Kant characterizes the way we prove
transcendental synthetic propositions, that is, the
principles of the pure understanaing, to the erfect that
"our guide 1s the possibility or experience" (A 763 = B 811;
NKS 621). In particular, Kant says with respect to the
Secona Analogy, according to which "all alterations take
place in conformity with the law of the connection of cause
and effect"™ (B 232; NKS 216), that its "proof proceecs by
showing that experience itself, ana therefore the object or
experience, would be impossible without a connection of this
kind" (A 783 = B 811; NKS 621). Whatever ramifications
Kant's proof of the Secona Analogy nas for the "Generczl
Problem of Pure Reason" (B 19; NKS 55), its significance for
his strict epistemolcgical-transcendental inquiry consists
in the assertion that the law of the conmnection of cause and
effect 1s a necessary condition ror the possibilitvy of
experience,

Now this claiwm is but a specification of "the
general principle of the analogies" which in its revisec

version says tnat %"experience is possible only through the
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representation of a necessary connection of perceptions" (B
218; NKS 208). This tenet, however, is but a reformulation
of the conclusion of the Transcendental Deduction,
"Experience," Kant maintains, "is knowledge by means of
connected perceptions" (B 161; NKS 171), or "the
thoroughgoing synthetic unity of perceptions is... the form
of experience" (A 110; NKS 138). And this conclusion, it
Wwill be remembered, is held tc follow from the 'I think,"'
that is, from the necessary unity of consciousness, Tone
same point is made by Kant himself at the beginning of the
Analogies: he ties what he is about to say to the main
thread of his argument: "The general principle of the
Anzlogies," he says, "rests on the necessary unity of
apperception"™ (B 220; NKS 209). That it so "rests" means
that it, and the three Analcgies themselves, are impliec by,
and hence necessary for, the unity of apperception.

It is the first-edition version of the Principle cf
the Analogy which tells us in some detail in which sense the
Analogies go beyona anc deepen, the result of the
Transcendental Deduction: "™All appesrances are, as regards
their existence, subject a_gpriori tc rules ceterwmining their
relation to one another in cne_time" (A 177; NKS 208). That
is to say: the representation of a necessary conhection of
perceptions, of which the revised version of the Principle

talks, 1is a representation, by means of a_priori rules, of a

necessary Llemporal connection among percepticns; of a

manifold of perceptions "as it exists objectively in time"
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(B 219; NKS 209). And it is precisely this representation,
we ought to note, in terms of which Kant finally gives the
most explicit answer to the question which he first asks in
his letter to Her28 and which keeps recurring in the
Analytic, namely, what "we mean by the expression 'an object
of representations'" (A 104, NKS 134; A 129, NKS 149; A 155
= B 194, NKS 192; A 197 = B 242, NKS 224). And the answer
is that to confer "relation tc an object upon our
representations" consists in "subjecting the representations
to a rule, and so in necessitating us to connect them in
some specific manner... as regards their time-relations" (A
197 = B 242 f.; MNKS 224; emph. mine).

And again it is of importance for Kant that we see
how the temporal character of synthetic unity, or of
necessary connection, which here in the Analogies comes to
the fore, is related to the Transcendental Deduction and its
central thought, that is, the necessary unity of
apperception, All the manifold of intuition, nhe says here,
"must, as regards 1its time-relations, be unitec in the
original apperception.” This, he continues, "is demandec by
the a_priori transcendental unity of apperception, to whnich
everytning that is to belong to my kncwledge (that is, to my
unified knowledage), and so can be an coject for me, has to
conform" (A 177 = B 220; NKS 206 [.). low with this claim
we are alreaday acqueintea: in the opening sections cf the
Transcendental Deduction in B, Kant argues that "the

synthetic unity of consciousness... 1s 2 concition uncer
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wnich every intuition must stand in order to become_a

I

object for me" (B 136; LKS 156). And this tenet Kant makes

immeaiately explicit as the Principle or Apperception, which
is "the highest principle in the whole sphere of human
knowledge™ (B 135; NKS 154), and which says that "all my
representations in any given intuition must be subject to
that condition unaeer wnich I c¢an ascrive thew tc the
identical self as my representations, and so can comprehenc
them as synthetically combinea in one apperception through
the general expression, 'I_tnink'" (B 136; KKS 157).

The "conaition" which the Principle of Apperception
in general terws refers tc, 1is "synthesis," that is, the
synthesis of representations in "a concept" (B 137; IEKS
156, in & category (B 143; NKS 160), or in & concept of an
object in general (A 93 = B 126; LKS 126). Ana to establish
in this way synthetic unity of a manifold of representations
is to unite thewm in one consciocusness, Fere in tne
Analogies of Experience, synthetic unity becomes zpecified
as lLhe "syntnetic_ unity in the time~relations of all
perceptions, "™ zna the inaivicual Analogies are saic to be
rules of synthesis by wnich this unity 1s brougnt about, 1.
e., "rules of universal time-deterwination" (A 177 . = E

~

220; NKS 210). Hence tne caztegory fcr example, that is

under discussion in the Second Analogy is but a particuler
instance of that generzl concition of synthesis of wnich the
Principle of Apperception talks. Therefore, tO prove the

Second Analogy, 1s not cniy tc prove that the caetegory of
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cause and effect is requirea for the possibility of
experience: that it is, in other words, one of the
inaispensable and "fundamental concepts by which we think
objects in general for appearances" (A 111; NKS 138), but
also to prove that this category is, ultimately, a necessary

condition of the unity of consciousness itselr.

(4)

The initial ana perhpas centrzl difficulty of the
Analogies consists in Kant's notion of the time-order of
representations in apprehension which is "azlways successive'
(A 198 = B 243; NKS 224), "accidental" (B 216; LKS 209),
"arbitrary" (A 193 = B 23&6; NKS 222), "undeterminea" (A 1G53
= B 238; NKS 221) and "subjective" (A 193 = B 23&6; NKS 221),

but which 1is objectified or rencered "objective... Dby
reference to a rule"™ (A 195 = B 240C; NKS 223; emph. acaedu;
or category sucih that the "time-order" of the
representations is now a "necessary orcer" (A 20C = B 24%5;
NKS 226; A 194 = B 239 f.; KKS 222, euph, added).

The terminus_a_gquo oI otjectivation, however, the
notion of a subjective time-ordcer of representations, is
dubious: it is inconsistent with the result or tne
Transcendental Dbeducticn, Thus kant asserts in A that
"according tco [the principle of the unity oI eapperception]
all appearances, without exception, wpust so enter tne wing

or be apprehendeda, that tney conrorm tc tihe unity of

apperception. Without synthetic unitvy in thelir connection,



85

this would be impossible™ (A 122; NKS 145). And the
corresponding claim in B is that "all sensible intuitions
are subject to the categories, as conditions under which
alone their manifold can come together in one consciousness"
(B 143; NKS 160). But given this tenet, Kant is faced with
the following dilemma:

(1) If the representations do conform to the unity of
apperception, i. e., possess synthetic unity and are subject
to the categories, then their order in consiousness can be
no other than an objective ([ct], that is, necessary ([ct]
order.

(2) If they do not conform to the unity of apperception
and do not possess synthetic unity, then they cannot be
"apprehended," "enter," or "come together in" one
consciousness, and no time-order whatsoever can be assigned
to them.

I have shown that a manifold of representations
which stands together in one consciousness but that does not
possess synthetic unity is subjective [o], that is
something whose constitution is transcendentally impossible.
And Kant's notion of a subjective time-order of
representations is, it appears, subjective [c]: it is an
order in consciousness, but not a necessary order. But to
give up necessity, that is, synthetic unity, is to give up
everything. The result is not one consciousness of a
multiplicity of representations whose time-order would be

subjective instead of objective [ct]. The result, rather,
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is a multiplicity of consciousnesses of one representation
each (cf. B 134; NKS 154; cf. A 352; NKS 335): and in this

case the very notion of a temporal order of representations
no longer epplies,.

Accordingly, Kant's doctrine of a subjective
time-order of representations in apprehension has to be
abandoned. At first =sight this seems to be fatal: it has
been suggested, for example by Woltf, that "the central

insight of the Secona Analogy 1is the aistinction between

subjective ana objective time-or'der',"9 ana that "the proor

of the Analogy... dewancs two contrasting orders, both of
then conscious."10 Similarly Strawson argues that 1t is
essential for Kant to distinguisn "two sets of relations:
(1) the time-relations between the objects which the

perceptions are to be taken as perceptions of; (2) the

time-relations bDetween the mewbers of the (subjective)

. i . L R L ) )
series of perceptltions themselves, Without this
distinction, Strawson claims, Kant coula not distinguisn
between "objects ana perceptions cf objects" and "all
attendant notions woulc collapse too: 1. e., the nction of a
subjective or experiential route through an objective worla,

the possibility of empirical self-consciousness, the

necessary selr-reilexiveness of experience, nence the very

. .. . Lo le
notion of experience 1itself.™"

One way out or the aeilewwea, anc ocne wnich kKent
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himself takes, consists in the introduction of an additional
synthesis which accounts for the subjective time-order of
representations in consciousness. Thus Kant talks about

for example, the "apprehension" of representations as "their
reception in the synthesis of imagination" (A 190 = B 235;
NKS 219). He mentions a "synthesis of apprehension" (A 192
= B 237T; NKS 221) and "a subjective synthesis of
apprehension" (A 195 = B 240; NKS 223). And he refers to
the "synthetic faculty of imagination" (B 233; NKS 218) or
to the "synthesis of the manifold by the imagination"™ (A 201
= 246; NKS 226). But there are two considerations which
count strongly against Kant's assumption of a second
synthesis.

First: whatever these syntheses elsewhere in the
Critigue are supposed to accomplish, they are definitely not
claimed to generate a subjective time-order of
representations. On the contrary, in the Subjective
Deduction in A they form essential wmoments of the Synthesis
of Recognition in a Concept. In other words: they are
required for the synthetic unity of a manifold of intuition
in a pure concept. Thus Kant says, for instance, that a
manifold of intuition, if "unity of intuition" is to arise
out of it, "must first be run through, and held together."

This "act" he calls the "synthesis_of zpprehension," and

this synthesis is necessary for a manifold to "be
represented as a manifold, and as contained in _a_sjingle

"™ (A 99; NKS 131 f.). And the latter notion
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is, ironically, precisely the one which irn the Second
Analogy Kant neeas in order to distinguish vetween a
succession of representations in apprehension and the
representation of an objective succession,

Second: it is the very point of the Transcendental
Deduction that for a manifold of representations "to come
together in one consciousness" not any synthesis 1is
required, but their synthesis by wmeans of the categories
"alone"™ (E 143; NKS 160). In no other way is the unity of
consciousness possible. 0f eny other synthesis, therefore,
the following can be said: if it is tnought tc take place
Pbrior to the synhesis by the understanding, we are ashked to
entertain the meaningless notion of a time-order of
representations which 1is not 1in ccnsciousness. And 1ir it 1is
thought to take place arfter the syrnthesis by the
understanaing, tnen the time-order of the representations
will already De & necessary Orcer, In othe werus: any otner
synthesis, 1in adaition tc the syuthesis in a pure concept,
is either no solution or tine problew at all, or else tnere

is no probtlew for it to solve,

(6)

The other way out ¢l the quzncry Gerives rcum a
distinction which Kant araws at the begiuning or the Seccnc
Analogy. The cistinction concerrs the nrotion o1 a
representation ana is crucial: nhent makes it in order to

answer, finelly, the gquestion &35 t¢ waatl, 1ua the
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Critical-transcendental sense, has to be understood by "an
oject of representations™ (A 104; NKS 134).

The distinction under consideration is the one first
formulted by Descartes, who in his Third Meditation
distinguishes between ideas taken "only in themselves."13
as "certain modes of my thoughts'"Iu and as unrelated "to

15

anything beyond, " and ideas 'properly so called' which

are, "so to speak, images of the things"16 and which are,
therefore, related to something "else beyond themselves."17
The very same distinction underlies, for example, Kant's
claim in the Transcendental Aesthetic according to which
"all representations, whether they have for their objects
outer things or not, belong, in themselves, as
determinations of the mind, to our inner state" (A 34 = B
50; NKS 77). It is to be found in the body of the Second
Analogy whnere Kant talks about representations gusa
"modifications™ (A 197 = B 242; NKS 224) or "inner
determinations of the mind"™ (A 197 = B 242; NKS 224) in
contradistinction to "an object for these representations (A
197 = B 242; NKS 224). And finally we have the distinction
at the beginning of the Second Analogy where Kant refers to
representations qua "objects of consciousness" and
representations qua_representations, that is, "viewed... in
so far as they stand for an object™ (A 190 = B 235; NKS
219).

Of decisive importance now is the interpretation of

Kant's further claim, namely that representations gqua
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objects of consciousness "are not in any way distinct from
their apprehension" (A 190 = B 235; NKS 219). It appears
that Paton, for example, and in particular Wolff, are
correct when they take Kant to mean here that
representations gua objects of consciousness do not differ
from their apprehension with respect to their tjipe-order.
That is to say: the time-order of representations in
apprehension is their time-order qua objects of
consciousness, Wolff calls this their "subjective
Lims:grggr."18 And from it we can now distinguish their

objective_time-order which, according to Wolff, is "their

order gqua representations, which is to say, the order in

objective time of the states or events of which they are

19

representations." It is the time order in which they are

"connected in the object"™ (A 190 = B 235; NKS 220).

Thus, when Kant says in the proof of the Principle
of the Analogies, for instance, that in apprehension
representations "come together only in accidental order, "
that is, "without necessity determining their connection, "
he is talking about representations gua objects of
consciousness and their subjective time-order. But when he
continues to say that in experience [ct] "the manifold (of
representations) has to be represented... as it exists
objectively in time™ (B 219; NKS 209), he refers to
time-order. The whole point, of course, for Kant's quandry

is the fact that both orders can, in Wolff's words, "exist
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in consciousness.," 9 Representations, he says, have a

"double nature." As objects of consciousness "they are
apprehended in a subjective time-order. But as

representations, they form the content of empirical

judgments which assign them to an objective time-or‘der."21
In my opinion, however, this solution does not
survive scrutiny. To be sure, we can talk about the "double

nature" of representations and there is, as we shall see, a
legitimate use for this notion. What is questionable,
however, is the inference to the further claim that they
have this double nature also "in consciousness, " a claim
from which, if correct, the doctrine of the two time-orders
"in consciousness" would immediately follow. But the
inference, in my view, is fallacious: it rests on an
unresolved ambiguity of the expression 'in consciousness, '
an ambiguity of which, it appears, not only Wolff is the
victim, but in the first place, Kant himself.

In keeping with a considerable number of seventeenth
and eighteenth-century theories, I interpret the expression
first in the optologiczsl/metaphysical sense. A
representation, viewed not in its representational function,
but in respect of its existence or the kind of entity it is,
is 'in consciousness' or 'in the mind' because there can be
no representation unless there is a mind which is conscious
of 1it. "No thought, " Descartes says, "can exist apart from

22

a thing that thinks. "Ideas, " according to Locke, "are

nothing but perceptions of the mind. "23 And Berkeley
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states that the "existence of an idea consists in its being
perceived, " which is to say that ideas "cannot exist
otherwise than in & mwind perceiving them."Zu

Without a doubt, we must understand Kant's claim in
the same sense, that "in itself" a representation has "no
objective reality," but "exists only in being known" and is
"otherwise nothing at all® (A 120; NKS 144); or his
assertion that "if it were altogether impossible to beconme
conscious of (representations], this would practically
amount tc the admission of their non-existence" (A 108a; NKS
142); and finally, all those passages in which he states
the doctrine of Transcendental Idealism and maintains that
representations "have...no inaependent existence outside our
thought"™ (A 491 = B 519; NKS 433) or that they "cannot exist
outside our mwiuda" (A 492= B 520; NKKS 440), but only "in us"
(A 372, NKS 347; A 42 = B5¢; HWKS 440).

It seems that Kant here is {irwly committea to the
traditional ontological/metapnysical conception of a
representation being ‘in consciousness' or 'in the minc,'

In what follows, however, I shall show that this sense is at
variance, 1if not incompatible, with the trensceraental
nature or his argument. ke may, perhaps, be zllowecd tc wmake
use of this sense simply for reasons of exposition, that 1is,
for an intelligible rormulation of the probiem or
objectivity [ct]. But wiere ne sets rforth the solution in
the Transcencental Decucticn anc in the Analogies, it can rno

longer be taxen for grantea., 1n particular the
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ontological/metaphysical sense of 'in consciousness' cannot
be used to procure representations and their subjective
time-order a 'subrepetitious entry' as it were, into
consciousness, that is, an entry without their conforming to
the condition of its unity.

We find now in the Transcendental Deduction and in
the Analogies a number of passages in which the discussed
sense of 'in consciousness' has not been set completely
aside ana still holds its sway. Kant says, for example,
that representations "enter the mind"™ (A 122, NKS 145),
"stand" (B 132, NKS 153) or "cowe together in one
consciousness" (B 143; NKS 160), that they are "generated in
the wmwind successively" (A 190 = B 235; NKS 220) or simply
"in us"(A 197 = B 242; NKS 224). These claims, one might
say, are couched in a more or less metaphorical language and
doubtlessly can be phrased in a less orffending way. But one
can also say that here the language betrays a defect in the
substance, that 1is, in the argumentation, and therefore has
to be looked at without cherity.

What 1is &t issue in these passages are not only the
conditions, in Critical-transcendental terms, of experience
or of empirical knowledge, but also of & wincg or of
consciousness itself. The transcendental possibility of

both is inextricably linkea by the very structure of the

o}
™m
"3

argument: the categories, it is claimed, precisely in so
as they unite a manifola of representations in an object

[et], render also the unity of consciousness in trese
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representations rirst of all possible. And this unity is,
according to Kant, the form of consciousness in general, i.
e., of any consciousness whatever.

But if the transcendental constitution of
consciousness itself is here indeea the issue, then Kant
cannot legitimately at the same time presuppose
'consciousness' or 'mind' in the ontological/metephysical
sense, and make use of it as something which, Ior example,
representations "enter" or "in" which they already "are.,"

On the contrary: we must say that nothing can be said to be
"in consciousness" prior to its constitution, that 1is,
unless the conaitions of its unity are fulfillea,. Anc it is
in the light of these strictures that we shoula look at tne
passages at handc.

Thus Kant says that representations cannot "enter
the mind" unless "they conform to the unity of apperception"
(A 122; NKS 145). The latter clause, clearly, belongs to
the transcendental discourse proper of the Deauction. The
former clause, however, which aerives from the
ontological/uwetaphysical sense of 'in consciocusness, ' is
illegitimate in the present context, which purports tc be
transcendentai. In fact, the damage in this particular
passage 15 negligible precisely because of the
Lranscendental condition wnich Kant places on the
onological/metaphysical notion of representations enterirng
the mina. As a consequence this notion cissoclves or czncels

itself: what Kant is claiming here is simply that there can
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be no consciousness unless the condition of its unity is
satisfied. The damage is severe, however, when Kant says in
the Second Analogy with respect to the subjective time-order
of representations that they "are generated in the mind
successively"™ (A 190 = B 235; NKS 220). For Kant has no
right to refer to anything being generated "in the wmind" if
the argument concerns the transcendental possibility of a
mnind, that is, of its unity, in the first place.

The same objection applies, in my view, to the
introductory passage (A 197 = B 242; NKS 224) to the fourth
accounts for the subjective time-oraer in terms of the
ontological/metaphysical sense of representations being 'in
consciousness. ' "We have representations in us," he says,
"ana we can become conscious of them. But how far this
consciousness may extena,..they still rewmain mere
representations, that is inner
this or_ that relation of time" (emph. aadea). Clearly, the
subjective time-order of representations in consciousness 1is
here a corollary of the ontolopical/metaphysical sense of
'in consciousness', Kant then shifts ground anc turns to
the epistemological/transcencdental question, namely, as to
how it "comes about that we posit an oject for these
representations, and so, 1in zacition tc tnheir subjective
reality, as modifications, ascribe to them some mysterious
kind of objective reality." The question 1is, in other

words, how it is possible for a representation to acquire
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"objective meaning in addition to its subjective meaning
which belongs to it as determination of the mental state."
Ana Kant's answer, which no longer will do, is that the
representations, which are "in us" and which as
modifications of the mind stand "in tnis or that relation of
time," mwust be subjected to a rule such that they are
"necessitatea in a certain oraer as regards their
time-relations," which is to say, possess an objective [ct]

time-order.

(7)

Although the passage under considaeration (A 197 = B
242; NKS 224) is a failure in the sense that Kant does ncot
succeed to account legitimately for the subjective
time-oraer of representations 'in consciousness,' the
Fassage 1s nevertneless of 1nterest precisely bpbecause of tne
admixture of ontological/metaphysical anc
epistemological/transcendental considerations that it
contains, Let us, therefore, examine it further.

I begin by exploring a aifferent anc uncritical
answer to the question concerning the "cbject for these
representations," that is, the answer given by
Transcendental Realism as kant rerers tc the netaphysical
doctrine whicn he claiwms to be inherent in Descartes's
Empirical Idealism. For the transcendental realist, the
objects corresponding tc our representations, Kaent says, "in

the manner in which they are representea, as extendec beings
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or as alterations," do have an "independent existence
outside our thoughts," that is, they are not "mere
modifications of our sensibility," but "self-subsisting

things" or "things-in-themselves" (A 491 = B 519; NKS U439;
cf. A 369 f.; NKS 346 f.). And furthermore, according to
Kant's account, it is precisely because they "exist
independently of us" and have "an existence by thewmselves,"
that the objects of our representations are said to be
"outside us" or "external'" (A 369; NKS 346). The

representations, on the other hand, have no independent

existence; their "reality... depends on immediate
consciousness" and are therefore "never to be met with save
in us"™ (A 372; NKS 348) and said to "exist only in us" (A4 42
= B 59; NKS §&2).

According to this view we can now distinguish two
different time-orders. The first is the time-order of the
independently existing objects ol' our representations: it is
a time-order "apart from" or "outside us" (A 373; NKS 346).
The other is the time-order "in uvs" or "in the winc," Ana
if we now say that for the transcendental realist the domain
of the 'objective' 1is the domain of the incependently rezil
and external, ancd by contrast tne dowain of the mnerely
'subjective' the domain of the only aependcentiy real or
inner, tnen the first time-oraer will be an objective, anc
the second will be & subjective time-ocrder. Tnis, then, is
the historical setting, in outline at least, oi rant's claim

in the passage uncer dGiscussion, nawely that our
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representations stand qua "inner determinations orf our wmind
in this or that relation of time:" the setting is an
ontological/metaphysical one, and so is the claim itself.
It is not necessary to rehearse here the various
arguments, both metaphysical and epistemological, that have
been advanced to the effect that within this framework the
expression 'an object corresponding tc our representations'
is ultimately incoherent or internally inconsistent; why on
this view the "objective reaslity" of our representations,
namely that they represent something other than themselves,
is, as Kent himself says, "wmysterious," and consequently,
the notion of a representation itself. Of iwmportance here

is only that for Kant an 'object of representations is nct

an incependudently real object, anc that it is not the latter

0.

"which prevents our wmodes oI knowledge from being iiephazar

anc arbitrary" (A 104; HNKS 134) and so makes them knowleage,

which is to sazy, objective [ct]. Objectivity [ct], for
Kant, is not grounded in the incepenauently real, out in
necessity. An object ([ct], he claims here in the Second
Analogy, consists in thne representation, by wmeans of a rule
or category, of the necessary temporal relation among
representations themselves. And the necessity of this
relation is, as 1s "all necessity, without exception,...
groundea in a transcendental condition" (A 106; NKS 135),
namely 1in the transcendental unity or epperception.

We see now quite clearly that in the passzge under

consideration, Kant 1s cont'useu zocut wnat caen bDe




legitimately contrasted with what. The contrast of
objectivity [ct]: of the "objective reality," the "objective
meaning," and the necessary and therefore objective
time-order of our representations is not their merely
"subjective reality" or "subjective meaning," or their
subjective time-order, i. e., their standing gua "inner
determinations of the mind in this or that relation orf
time." Objectivity [ct] is a Critical-transcendental notion
and can only be contrasted, as I nave shown, witn
subjectivity [o]}. The subjectivity here, however, which
Kant ascribes to the "reality" ana the "meaning" of our
representations is en ontological/netaphysical notion: 1it
derives solely 1'rom the fact that a representation depends,
for its existence or its reality, on a wmind or a subject
that 1is conscicus of 1it,

What 1s at issue here, nowever, 1is not only hant's
confusion or contrasts. It appears that I can LO one step
ffurther and say that 1in his Criticel-trenscendental inquiry
there is no roow tfor this type of subjectivity, Dbecause
there is no roon for the notion o a representation gua
modification or aeterunination. Anc if this notion has to be
given up, then we will have to give up the woctrine of the
double nature of representations itselr.

To say, in the ontologicel/metaphysicel schene uncer
consideration, that representations are, 1n tne existential
sense, woairications or determinations, is to say chat they

necessarily belong to, or innere in, a substance. By the
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latter we understand, if we zbstract from the concurrence cr
God, a thing which, in Descartes's words, for example, "so
exists that it needs no other thing tc exisr,,"25 but on
which for their existence the representations depend: "it is
certain that no thought can exist apart from a thing that
thinks;... no accident without a substance in which to
exist."26

The point here is that on this view, anc¢ if we take
the notion of & representation que wocification seriously,
the unity of conscicusness turns out tc De analytic: it 1s
the consequence of the concept of a tninking substance anu
of a representation gue wmoaification of suchh a substance.
Representations dare 'in the mind' becesuse or tneir nature
qua moaificetions, and to say thnat a plurality of
representations is in one mina 1s tec say that there exists,
as Kant nimself cnaracterizes the view, an "I" in which, as
their "common subdject"™ they "inhere" (A 350; NKS 334).

But tnen the objection will be: if representations
qua modaitfications, gua "inner ceterminations of our mwinc!"
are indeed indispensable for Kant, then nis central, anc
ainti-Cartesian ciaim according UC which the unity or
consciousness is syanthetic, 1is unintelligible, ana trne
principle of the synthetic unity ©of consciousness
superfluous: "All Ly representations in any ¢iven iatuiticon
must be subject to that conaitiorn uncer wnicnh aicne 1 can
ascribe thewm to the ldentical sell &s Ly representations,

and so can comprenend tinew as syuntneticelly cortined in one
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apperception through the general expression, 'I think'" (B
136; NKS 157). But if, on the other nand, we take the
principle seriously, as we certainly must, then we ought to
eliminate from Kant's transcendental argument, as an
extraneous elewment, the notion of a representation gue
modification and everything that this notion entails: that
our representations, as we have seen, are 'inner' anda
'subjective,' and that they have an 'inner' and 'subjective'
time-order that subsequently becomes objectified (A 197 = B
242; NKS 224).

Now 1t goes almost without saying that in the
Paralogisnm Kant denies what the notion of a representation
gue modification implies, namely tne view that in his own
words, "everyone must...necessearily regard nimself as
substance, and thought as [consisting] only (in] accidents
of his being, determinations of ais state" (A 34G; NKS 333).
This is not the place tc examine in cetail Kant's aiscussion
of the First Paralogism. The suggestion is ounly that his
attack of tne claim tnat "I, as vaninking being (soul), amn
substance®™ (A 346&6; WKS 333) coulc have includea, and guite
obviously so, an attack of the notion cf & representation
gua moaification. Fcr clearly, this notion wakes sense ornly
in conjunction with tnhis, as Kant calls it, gGoswatic view.
That is to say: we can apply tne nocticn of a rocification
when we talk, dogmaticalily, for exauple, zbcut "the rezl
sudbject in whnich thought inheres" (A 350; KRS 334}, "the

subject 1in itself"™ (A 350, NKS 334, or zocut the "I" as
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"self-subsisting being" cr "substance"™ (B 407; HKS 369).
But we can no longer apply it when we talk in Critically
correct language, that is, talk for instance about "the
constant logical subject of thought"™ (A 350; NKS 334),
"consciousness... as the transcendental subject" (A 350; KkKS

334), the "I of apperception" (B 407; NKKS 369), or about the

"I in every act of thought"™ (B 407; NKS 369).

(8)

I have said above that the initial difficulty of the
Analogies consists in Kant's notion of a subjective
time-orcer of representations, wnich is claimeda toc oe in
consciousness ahu TO serve &as the basis or ovjectivation
[et]. This notion, I have pointed out, is incompatible witn
the principle or the synthetic unity of epperception, which
allows only of one, that is, objective [ct] time-oraer of
representations in consciousness, Ana the notion, as we
have shown, can be saved neither by the introcduction of an
additional syntnesis, nor by invoking the traaitional
doctrine of the aouble nature of representations.

In my view, the cdifficulties in the Transcendental
Deduction anc¢ here in the Analogies that surrocunc some of
Kant's uses of the terms 'subjective,' 'objective,' anc

their cognates, result trom the fact tnat the notion of

o
L"

objectivity [ct] is a constitutive notion anc as such has
its proper contrast the notion or subjectivity (o] which

signifies sometning which as & maetter of principle ceannot
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constituted. Thus, being constitutive of experience,
objectivity ([ct] can be exemplified in experience, that is,
is exemplified in any ewmpirical judgment. For given the
identity of the categories and the logical functions of
Judgment in so far as the latter "are emplcyed in the
determination of the wanifold of a given intuition™ (B 1453;
NKS 160), an act of judgment is an act of objectivation

[et]: it is %Ynothing but the manner" in which such a

manifold is "brought to the objective unity of apperception"

(B 141; NKS 159) anc thus determined. But there can be no
judgments which would exewuplify the 'unuetermined' or
subjectivity (o]: in which, let us say, a manifold of

sensible intuition would be brought to the 'sutjective unity

of apperception.' In the transcendental discourse at hend,

this term 1is meaningless: it involves, to be sure, not only
a logical, but an epistemic contradiction. Yet Kant
nevertheless uses the term (cf. B 139; KKS 157), and uses it
in contradistinction to the objective unity or eprperception,
as he correspondingly distinguishes "the objective unity of
representations frow the subjective" (E 142; KKS 159G).

This, it seems, 1s not a matter of careless terninolcgy on
Kant's part, but 1is due, ratner, to the ¢ifriculties whkich
the exposition of the notion of objectivity ([ct] is facea
with, anc¢ this precisely because the notion requires that
its only legitimate contrast, nawmely subjectivity (o],
cannot bLe constitutea: 1t is not in the cowain cr Giscourse

possible tc us.,
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We can, to be sure, characterize the subjective [o]
from the 'outside,' as it were. Kant does so himself: he
describes it, in opposition to the "unitary experiernce" (A
123; NKS 146) in "which representations stand comparea and
connected" (A 97; NKS 130), as "a turmoil" of
representations (A 111; KKS 138, my trens.) which fail to
"constitute... knowledge... and consequently woula be for us
as good as nothing" (A 111; NKS 138). It is this state of
absolute cognitive blindness to which Kant refers when he
talks about "a blinca play of representations, less even than
a dream" (A 112; NKS 139). Ana we can go further and say
that lack of syntnetic unity among the representations
implies the 'fragmentation'27 ol the "numerical unity of...
apperception" A 107; KKS 136) and therefore the
impossibility of seli-consciousness. liot only, thus, woulad
ny representations {aill to "represent objects" other than
myself or to yield "knowledge of wyself (as object or inner

+

sense), " but I would "not even be able to know that I have"

—
r’epresenta1:ion.s."'6 But we cennot tell a stcry frcw the

'inside' or give a aescription of what subjectivity (o], 1i.
e., a 'turmoil' or 'a blind play of representations' would
be like. For &any such aescription presuppcscs at least e
unitary consciousness: out if we grant this, tnen we must
also grant the rest that 1is necesszry for such a
consciousness, that is, the synthetic unity of the
representations.

In other wordas: il acccraing to #1§G ci' the
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Transcendental Deduction objectivity [ct] is of necessity
the defining mark of our discourse, that is, of our
theoretical language, then subjectivity [o] cannot be
expressed in this language. It is this impossibility which
is the reason for the systematic inadequacy and for the
final failure of all our attempts to say anything about, or
to illustrate, the subjective ([o]: we cannot, as it were

step outside the domain of objectivity [ct].

(9)

We have come across this state of affairs already in
the previous chapter where I discussed Kant's doctrine of
judgments of perception. Such a judgment is supposed to
serve as a contrast to objectivity ([ct] in the sense that it
expresses an unsynthesized manifold of sensible intuition in
one consciousness., But a manifold of this description is
not subjective, but subjective (o], and, therefore, strictly
ineffable. This is of course the reason why from the very
beginning Kant has to admit that the doctrine is
self-defeating: he calls, what by hypothesis is not brought

to the unity of apperception and hence is not a judgment, e.

&., the expression 'The room feels warm to me,' by its
correct name, namely a judgment. Our reconstruction of a

judgment of perception, if we recall, consisted in showing
that it is necessarily objective in the
Critical-transcendental, but subjective in the empirical

sense or subjective [s]: that the room feels warm to me does
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not mean that, in Kant's words, everybody else in the room
should "find it as I do now."29

The suggestion now is that we have here an example
of @ possible procedure to deal with an item which Kant
considers to be subjective, but wich upon exawmination turns
out to be subjective [(o0]: namely to try to relocate it in
the domain of the constituted, that is, of experience [ct].
As such it will have satisfied the transcendental conditions
of the possibility of experience, and therefore be, first of
all, objective [ct]. It remains to be seen, then, 1in which
empirical sense of the term the item in question is also
subjective: but the point is that in whichever sense it will
turn out to be so, it cannot of course be contreastea with
objectivity [ect], because it is itself objective ([ct].

Let us now turn tc the subjective time-order of
representations "in apprehension" (A 192 = EBE 237; NKS 237)
which according to Kant is "always successive" (A 189 = B
235; NKS 219; c¢f. B 225, NHKS 213; A 190 = B 235; LKS 220; &
1986 = B 243, HKKS Zz24): be it "the apprehension of the
manifola in the appearance or a house" (A 190 = B 235; NKS
220) or tnat of & ship moving down stream (A 192 = B 237;
NKS 221). The subjective time-oraer or "subjective

succession" is, therefore, "entirely undetertiinec, anc does
not distinguish one appearance fror another," i, e., "it

aoes not prove anything as to the wanner in which the

manifola is connectea in_the object" (A 193 = B 23&; NKS

n
n
—_

f.; cf. B 233, NKS 219; A 190 = B 235, IKS 220; emph.
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added). In other words: "the subjective succession by
itself"™ (A 193 = B 238, RKS 221; emph. added) does not tell
me whether the manifld "in the object" is successive or
coexistent: whether I am presented by an empirical object,
let us say, of the type 'event' or of the type 'thing,' In
order tc know this, the manifold of apprehension must be
"represented as an object:" it must be brought "under & rule
which distinguishes it from every other apprehension and
necessitates some one particular mode of connection in the
manifold" (A 191 = B 236; NKS 220).

Now, for the sake of the arguwment, we can grant Kant
the claim that the time-order of & wmwanifold of
representations in apprehension is always successive, yet
must ask why anc in which sense this order shoula also bte
Subjective. If by the latter we mean 'not objective [ct],
then the manifold turns out to be subjective (o]: of such a
manifold, however, no consciousness 1is possible as a matter
of principle. Eut then 1 cacrnot even know that the
time-order of tne wanifold is one of succession.

Let us, therefore, aiscuss the grounds for the other
claim, namely that the manifold is successive. In order to
know this, I must be able to become conscious of it as
successive, This point, it zppeers, is azamittec by Kant,
inadvertently though, when ne says that "I aw conscious only
that ny imagination sets one state before and the other

at'ter, not that one state precedes the other in tne object®

(B 233; NKRS 219). Such a consciousness, however, requires,
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as aoes on Critical-transcendental principles all
consciousness in the strict sense of the term, for its very
possibility the synthesis of the manifold by wmeans of the
categories,.

The claim that "it must be possible for the 'I
think" to accompany all my representations™ (B 131; NKS 152)
implies that all wy representations must allow of being
objectified [ct]. The c¢laim coes not mean, however, that
all of them must allow of being cdbjectified [ct] in space,
i. e., be representations of &en emprically externgl object.
But it does mean, in conjunction with the further clair,
namely that "all representations, whether they have s their
objects outer things or not, belong, in tnewuselves... to our
inner state" (A 34 = B 50; HKS 77), that all ay
representations wust allow to be synthesized or ccnnecteaq,

as Kant puts it in the Prolegomena, 1in "a consciousness cIf

my pearticular state."jo Arc it 1s such & consciousness
which 1s required if I am to fianc out c¢or tc KhLow
empirically, as in the case at hanc, anything about wny
representations "iu_ themselves" as oppcsed to tne objects cof
which they &re sometimes tne representations.

At this pecint 1t is of crucial 1mportance teC Laxe
explicit the correct transcencental/epistenciogicel remmar
involved in the expression 'e consciousness of uwy sState.’!
Wihat 1s brought to the objective unity of epperception anc,
therefore, Qetermiined¢ anc¢ Knowr, 1is wny e€wkpiricel seif in the

E

sense that 1t 1s precicated aiic Cclaimged Lo Ce tru

[Q

et
.

ke}
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that it apprehends representations successively. This, of
course, is an a_posteriori claim: what I know a_priori is
that representations "are in time, and necessarily stand in
time-relations™ (A 34 = B 51; NKS 77). That the latter in
apprehension are always relations of succession, is known by
experience, that is, by inner experience. The claim,
therefore, is a contingent claim. Its proper domain is, as
Kant argues in the Pgaralogiswps, "empirical psychology" (A
343 = B 401; NKS 330), and it is, as some commentators
maintain, as a matter of fact false.

But in my view the point is that the expression
'subjective succession' has to be reconstructed as 'the
succession of representations in_subjects.' The phrase
"subjective succession in apprehension"™ (A 193 = B 238) is,
in other words, an empirical claim to the effect that
representations jip_pe or in apy_subject are apprehended
successively. And this order can be contrasted only with
the temporal order of what is not in me, which here can mean
only the temporal order of the eppirically_externzl_objects
of which these representations are the representations of.
But to maintain that the time-order of representations is
successive in subjects does not mean that it is therefore
'subjective' in an epistemological sense, i. e., subjective
as opposed to objective [ct]. To draw this conclusion would
mean that, correspondingly, we would have to ground the
'objective' in the object, that is, ground it optologically.

In this case, however, we would have abandoned the Critical







stance,

I am now in a position to state less ambiguously one
of the theses which Kant advances in the Analogies. The
thesis can not be that there is a subjective time-oraer
which is "rendered objective by reference to a rule" (A 195
= B 240; KKS 223). Given Kent's central claim, that all
consciousness 1is necessarily consciousness of the objective
[ct], such a time-crder is systematically elusive. Rather
we can take Kant to assert the following. e know fromw
outer experience that the time-order of the objects ol our
representations is sometimes one or coexistence, ana at
other times one of succession. Frou inner experience,
however, we know that the time-order of the representations
"in themselves," i, e., the order of their apprehension in_ge
bject, 1s celways successive. This orcer, hence, 1is
"entirely undetermined," that is, "by itselr... Goes hot
prove anything as to the order in which the manifold 1is
connectea in the object"™ (A 1935 = ¥ 23&; KuS 221 r.; euwpi.
added). It experience, thererore, were to pe construed
entirely 1in terms o©r & succession oI rerpresentations, tnerce
woula be no way in which we could make intelligitle to
ourseives WO types OI regresentations whicn as a wmatter ol
fact we do nave: nauely the representaticn of & succession
anc oI a co-existence cl regpresentations.

Thus, Lant's cisegreement with hEuge concerrs not thne
truth of the tenet accorcing to whilcrn we inc in us nothinhg

"pbut airferent perceptions, whicii succeec ezcen othier... and
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which are in a perpetuzl flux and movement."31 Of this,
Kant himself says, "I awm conscious" (D 233, NKS 219). The
disagreement, rather, is that for experience "successive

. 32 R
perceptlons"J are not sufficient

"Experience," Kant

says in the Principle of the Analogies, "is possible only
tanrough the representation of & necessary nection of

perceptions" (A 176 = B 218; WNKS 208; emph. added).

(10)

There rewmains, however, s5till one sense of
'subjective,' which according to sowme of Kent's coumentators
applies precisely tc wy reconstructed notion of a succession
of representations in a subject,. According to tnis view,
which derives frouw the second ergument for the Second

Analogy (A 169-G4 = [ 234-39; LKS 21

Vel

-22), a succession of
representations is subjective in the sense tunat the subject
can determine the order in which the representations succecec
one another. Thus the weniifolc or the zppearzrnce or &
house, for instance, can Dbe representec '"either I'rom right

to left or frow lert toc right"™ (A 192 = B 23&¢; LIRS z21),

(€S

either frow top to bottow or from bottow tc top. ":n the
series of these perceptions," Kant szys, there is "no

deteruminate order specifying, at what point I wust bpegin tco

connect tne manifold" (A 193 B 23&; KKS 2z1). The crcer,
in other words, in this series is "entirely uncecvernirnea" {£

\

1¢35 = B 236; kS 221, "altocgether crtictrary" {(itia. ),

v
=
0

reversible (ctf. 4 192 1. = B 23G¢; LuS 222;.
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Let us now consider "an appezrance which contains a
happening"™ (A 192 = B 237; NKS 221), e. g., a ship moving
down streamn. In this case, Kant claims, "my perception of
its lower position follows upon the perception of its
position higher up in the streazn, and it is inpossible that
in the apprehension of this appearence the ship should first
be perceived lower down in the stream and afterwards higher
up (A 192 = B 237; KKS 221). If, in other woras, we are
dealing with an appearence which contains an objective
succession such that A precedes B, then A and L must be

represented in this order. The representation of B must
follow the representation of A, and the representation of &
cannot follow upon the regresentation or b, out can only
precede it. "The order in wnich the perceptions succeea one
another in apprehension is in this instance ueterminea, anc
to this order azpprehension 1is bound down"™ (4ibid.): it is an
irreversible ana a "necessary order"™ (A 193 = CL 228&; MNKS
221).

In wmy view, 1t is unjustified to taxe Kant Tc assert
in this passage that the respective properties of the two
orcers make the first a subjective anc¢ the seconc an
objective [ct] order. Tnis view 1s expresssec by Gram Lost
emphatically. "The distinction, ™ ne says, walch "Kant nezkecg

between & subjective anc obvjective time order comes LC tnis.

[

The time ordaer in wanich a maniliiolc is presentec is

subjective if I can vary it at will. Tnis 1z iilustratec by

the example of our apprencinsion of z nouse... Trnere ere
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other sequences, like tnat of a ship's movement downstreamw,
which we can allegedly not vary. And the order in which
such a manifold is presentea is for Kant objective."33

There is, first of all, no textual evidence for such
a suggestion, Kant says, to be sure, that when we perceive
an event, "we must derive the subjective succession of

apprehension frow the objective succession of appearances"
(A 193 = B 238; NKS 221). But this does not mean that when
we perceive what is not an event, e. g., a house, where no
such 'derivation' is possible, the order in the succession
is subjective. For neither is Kant's claim nere out c¢f the
ordinary, nor is it a particularly Critical claiu. All he
is saying, accoraing to my previous reconstruction, is that
when we experience an event, the order in which the
perceptions follow one another in_the_ subject 1is deterniinec
by the order in which the appecrances follow one another in
the object. And this state or affairs aoes nrot render the
order in the subject objective [ct]. Baa Kant thought it
were so, the existence of tune Seconc Analogy woulc be
unintelligible; ne would be committed tc tne view tnat tor
our knowledge of an objective succession, as oppcsea to our
knowleage of &n cojective coexistence, apprenhension is
surficient: for in this case tne latter "is bounc down" (A
192 = B 237; NKS 221), and its order 1is an irreversible
order,

That an irreversible order is rnot an ocojective [ct]

order becomes clear once we exaine partits oI tne present
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argument itself, and in particular if we look at it as
Kant's answer to Hume. There is no doubt that both must be
taken to agree that we know that a certain event AB occurs:

~

"I see a ship move down stream." Botn differ, of course, in

their account of this knowledge. But even here we find at
least partial agreement: they concur in the view that
"nothing is really given us save perception(s)" (A 493 = B
521; NKS 441) ",..in this or that relation of time" (A 197 =
B 242; NKS 224). And it seems that Hume woula furthermore
not quarrel with Kant's other claim, namely that in the
experience of &an event the oraer in the succession of our
perceptions is an irreversible order,. A crucial step in
Kant's argument, however, consists in the tenet that "the

o

objective relation cof appearances...is not determined

through mere perception" (B 234,; NKS 219). Anra this means
that a succession of perceptions, even 1if the order in whicn
they occur is &n irreversible orcer, 1is not sufficient tfor
our knowledge of the event AR. And to say this is to say
that an irreversible order is not an objective [ct] order.
It is for my purposes instructive tc look at tnis
matter from a cifferent angle. It appears tnat in the cese
of an event the property Kant assigns to the succession of
perceptions, brings with it, as 1t were, an illusion of
objectivity [ct]: its orcder is determined, necessary, &na
irreversible. But we imust not overlook thne fact that this

1-

WOrK

o
i

1
@

a ]

order belongs to the succession cnly wiinin the [

empirical realism in whose language a consicerable part of
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the argument is stated.3u The succession of perceptions in
the subject, Kant says, that is, in wmwe, is derived from or
determined by, the succession of appearances in the object,
i. e., in the course of the ship down strean. This, of
course, 1is an empirical and hence a_posteriori claim, anc
it is based on both, outer and inner experience, Thus it
presupposes the a_priori conditions of the possibility of
experience as already fulfilled. In other words: the order
in guestion is an experienced or constitutec order, and
therefore cannot be said to be constitutive of experience
itself.

And indeed, as soon as we enter the domain of Kant's
Critical-~transcendental inquiry proper and investigate the 2
Priori conditions of the possibility of our knowledge of an
"objective succession of appearances" (A 193 = E 238; IlKS
221), nothing any longer cah Dbe said toc be "derived." The
transcendental turn in the present argument occurs, in wy
view, with the "otherwise," which introduces the claiwm that
"by ditself," or in the transcendental sense, the succession
in the subject is "entirely undetermineda" ana "azltogether
arbitrary" anc "does not prove anything as tc the manner in
which the menirold is connected in tre object" (A 193 = E
236; NKS 221). In the transcercental sense the succession
is radically unaetermnined: it is a _iven manifclc of
intuiticn which does not possess syntnetic unity, and Kant
correctly aenies it all reference tc an gcbject. BEut he

still calils it a "subjective succession," that is, a
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succession in a subject. All reference to a subject,
however, ought equally to be dropped, since otherwise the
succession as a wanifold which does not possess synthetic
unity, according to the argument of the Transcendental

Deduction, turns out to be subjective [o].

(11)

We concluded our discussion of tne last ot various
senses of 'subjective' with the remark that what gives rise
to the problem of the Second Analogy is the radical
indeterminateness of what Kant calls in contradistinction to
"the objective succession of appearances," "the subjective
succession (of representations) in apprehension" (A 193 = B
238; NKS 221), and which on our reconstruction became a
succession of representations in a ‘a subject.' This
manirold is helc by kant to te "arvitrary" or "undetermined"
in the sense that "by itself" it "does not aistinguish one
appearance from another," or "does not prove anything as to
the manner in which the meanifola (of zppearnce) is connected
in the object" (A 193 = b 23&; LKS 221).

For the inteliligibility o1 the problewm, however, it
is not requirec that the wanifola of representation is in
succession. The 1mpression to tne contrery dGerives fron

Kant's repeatec insistence that tne apprehension of =&

manifolc is "always successive" (ct'. A 16& = B Zz43; KKS

)

224). It is surficient to recognize that the teLporal orcer

which obtains in & wanifola ol representations, te it one of
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succession or of simultaneity, is not necessarily the same
as the temporal order which "belongs to the manifold in the
appearnces themselves" (A 190 = B 235; NKS 220). Thus we
might be inclined to think for instance that the
successiveness of a manifold of representations "proves"
that the represented manifold of appearance 1is in succession
and so constitutes a happening or an event, but mere
successiveness 1is inconclusive: for if I scan, for example,
"the manifold in the appearance of a house which stanas
before me," wmwy representations will succeea one another.

Yet this does not mean "wnhnat no one will grant," namely,
that "the manifold (in the appearznce) of the house," e. ¢.,
its roof anad its basement, is "also in itself successive" (A
190 = B 235; NKS 220), that is, an event.

We can render the indeterminateness under discussich
more precisely in the rollowing manner, A manifold of
representations is "entirely undeterwmined™ (A 163 = B 23¢&;
NKS 221) in the sense that "this or that relatior of time"
(A 197 = b 242; NKS 224) wnich in it obtains, "by itself" or
"alone™ (B 225; WKKS 213) afforas no evidence whatsoever as
to whether the manifold of appearaznce, wihich the
representations are the regresentations c¢f, 1is 1in itselfl or

r

"as object of experience... coexistent or_in succession"

i

225; NKS 213). It is the neutrality with respect to this
alternative, an alternative, that 1s, between twc different
basic types of objectis, tc which Kaznt refers wnen ne says of

the successiveness of our representations that it does "nct
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distinguish one appearance from another," or "does not prove
anything as to the manner in which the manifold (of
appearance) is connected in the object"™ (A 199 = B 238; NKS
238).

The epistemological problepmn, then, tc which the
Second Analogy adaresses itself, is how, in general terms,
an "entirely undetermined" manifold of representations

becomes determined. Specificeally, it is the problewm on
which grounds it is to be decided that it represents a
manifold of appearence which is successive, 1i. e., an
"appecrance which contains a happening" (A 192 = B 237; HNKS
221) or an event, namely "that something, or some state
which did not previously exist, comes to be"™ (A 191 = B 236;
NKS 220 f.). Let us, with respect to its solution, rirst
look at tne short summary Kant gives of it towaras the end
of the Critique &and where in my view he expresses the basic
idea of his ergument nuch wmore concisely than anywhere in
the Analogy itself. He says: "In the Transcendental
Analytic... we derived the principle that everything whicn
happens has a cause, from tne concition uncer which alone =
concept of a happening in general is objectively
possible--narely, by showing that the ceterwinetion o1f an
event in time, and therefore the event as beloaging tc
experience, wWwoulau be impossible save as stancing under such
a dynamical rule" (A 7806 = B 816; KKS 624). «Kant claiws
here, in other words, tne faci that our concept cf =&

happening in general is "objectively possitle,™ toat is, in
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the terminology of the Postulates, has "objective reality"
and hence refers to a possible object of experience and not
to "mere feancies" (cf. A 222 = B 269; NKS 241), is subject
to a transcendental condition: namely, as he says 1in the
same paragraph, to "the synthetic condition of the
possibility of the object in accordance with this concept"
(A 781 = B 815; NKS 624). This condition is the "dynamical
rule”™ to which Kant alludes, i. e., the principle of
causality. And it renders the object of the concept
possible in so far as it makes the "aetermination of &an
event in time,"™ which is to say, "the experience... of
anything as happening"™ (A 195 = B 240; NKS 223) first of =all

possible.

(12)

OQur reconstruction of Kant's argument for this claim
is based mainly on the tirst three proofs of the Analohy.35
I begin by recalling what Kant considers to have
demonstratea "by reference tc the appearance™ of a ship
which moves down stream (A 192 = E 237; NKS 221), and of a

"house which stanas before me" (A 162 B 235; NKS 220).

With respect to the former Kant says that "the order in
which the perceptions succeec one anotner 1in zpprehension is
in this instance determinead" (A 192 = E 237; WNKS 221),
namely by the order of the events o¢of which they are the
perceptions., And with respect to the exawple of the nouse,

Kant rmaintains that in this case there is, o2y contrest, "in
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the series of perceptions... no determinate order specifying
at what point 1 must begin in order tc connect the wanifola"”
(A 193 = B 236; NKS 221).

Commentators have pointed out, however, that these
two claims are only contingent claims. That is to say: "the
physical and physiological setting of a perceptual
situation"36 can be imagined to be such that the. orcer in
the succession of & wanifold of representations is not
determined by, or "bound down" (A 192 = B 237; NKS 221) to,
the order of the "appearances in their succession" (A 195 =
B 240; NKS 223), i. e., of the events, Or the perceptual
situation can be conceived to be such that the oraer in the
manifold of representations is determined, although what 1is
represented are appecrances which coexist. That a manifold
of representations be order-aetermined or order-inaifrlferent
is, therefore, anoct & necessary conaition rfor its
representing, respectively, an ocojective succession or an
objective coexistence, Nor is it, as I have already shown,
a sufficient condition: "it does rot frove anything as to
the manner in which the manifold (of appearance) is
conrected in the object" (A 193 = B 23¢; LkS 222).

Let us see now how this state of affairs arfects

Kant's argument, Its purgpose, I have said, 1s tec show under

which concition an "entirely undeterwineca" (A 193 = B 23G;
NKS 221) wanifold ol representations can be saiag to
represent an cbjective succession, i. €., constitute the

experience or &n e€vent.



(1) Although an objective succession does not imply an
order-determined manifola of representations, the latter
nevertheless, if it is to represent an objective

succession, accoraing to Kant, wmust at least be assumed or

taken to be order-determined: "For mere succession in my
apprehension, if there be no rule deterwmining the succession
in relation to something that precedces," that is, if the
succession is believed to be orcer-indifferent, "coes nct
Justify me in assuming any succesgsion in the object" (A 195
= B 240; NKS 223; emph. added).

(2) Let us suppose that the manifolc is
order-indiffereunt and let the reprresentations Ra ana Lo
represent, respectively, the appearences A ana B. Then A
can be representec either before or after B, To be sure,
this is %oy itself" (A 195 = E 238; ;NKS 221) not conclusive
prooi, 1. €., sutrficient ror tie coexistence of £ ana B, in

wnich case we woula contradict our essumption of "a

succession in the object" (A

—_

Qv
Z

J
'

= b 240; MHKS 223). Eut

\

this assumption 1is nevertheless unjustiriea ir tne manifola

is supposea tc be order-inairferent: for there is no basis

)

for assuming or either eppearence, A or E, that it must
occur after, znc ceunct be coexistent with, the other, thnat
is, "that 1t follows" (A 195 = B 240; IKS 223; emph. &aued).
Eowever, 1if we take, as nant says we unust, the manifolc to
be orcer-determinec, then wnat 1s representeu by hRa, namely
the appearance A, must precece what is representead by ko,

the appearance b, which is tc sey tnhat J wust folliow upon A.
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(3) Now, to say that B must follow upon and cannot
precede A implies the "recognition™ (A 196 = B 241; NKS 224)
of a condition under which alone this temporal relation
between A and B is possible, namely that they stand to each
other in "the relation of cause and effect™ (A 202 = B 247;
NKS 227). In order that "the objective relation®" (B 234;
NKS 219), Kant says, between the appearances A and B "be
known as determined, the relation between the two... must be
so thought that it is thereby determined as necessary which
of them must be placed before, and which of them after, and
that they cannot be placed in the reverse relation... The
concept which carries with it a necessity of synthetic
unity... (is) in this case the concept of the relatiop_of
cause_apnd_effect, the former of which determines the latter
in time as its consequence™ (B 234; NKS 219).

(4) I have said earlier that the epistemological problemn
to which the Second Analogy addresses itself, results from
the indeterminateness of a manifold of representations: its
being "entirely undetermined" (A 193 = B 238; NKS 221) with
respect to an object of either two basic types, i. e., an
object of the type 'coexistence' or of the type
'succession.'! I can now say: to claim of a manifold of
representations, Rm and Rn, that Rn represents, not an
appearance which coexists with what is represented by Rm,
but an "appearance which contains a happening" (A 192 = B
237; NKS 221), that is, an eyept, implies the assumption

that what Rn represents, namely the event En, follows upon



and cannot precede the event Ewm which is representec by Ru.
But to say that the temporal relation bvetween Ewm and En 1is
deteruined and cannot "be placed in the reverse™ (B 234; LIKS
219), i. e., that En always or "inveariaoly" (A 1935 = B 239;
NKS 222 s A 198 = B 243; NKS 225) follows upon Lm, is to say
that En "follows according to a rule' (A 195 = B 240; HKS
222; A 196 = B 253; NKS 225). This rule is "that the
condition under which" En "invariably and necessarily
follows is to be [found in wnhat precedes"™ it, tnat is, in Em
(A 220 = B 201; HNES 226). Invariable and necessary
succession in time, however, is the schewma of causality (ct.
A 144 = B 183; NKS 1685). Therefore: a representation can be
said to be a representation "of an event (i. e., of &anything
as happening)...only on (the) assuwption" that "appearences
in their succession, tnat is, as they nappen, are determined

by the preceuing state" ( 195 = B 240; KKS 222,.

o>

(5) From here let us now look at Lant's answer to fLume.
"The acceptea view," Kant says with respect to Hume, "IS
that only tonrough percepticon anc compariscn of events
repeatealy tollowing in & unlforw manner upon prececing
appearances are we able Lo Giscover a rule accorcing to
which certain events always {foilow upon certain appeara:;nces,
ana that this is the wey in wuoicih we are first lea to
construct ror ourselves the concept oI czucse"™ (A 165 = C
240; NKS 223). Tnere is no coubt that Heanl a_rees witn tne
first part or this statewent wnilch concerns, we cal. say, tne

enpirical procedures by which we ciscever particuler causes
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. “"To obtain any knowledge
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anything as to the manner in which the manifold is connected
in the object™ (A 193 = B 238; NKS 222), namely whether any
one impression is an impression of an eyent in the first
Place. Thus the fact that one impression follows
"repeatedly... in a uniform manner upon® (A 196 = B 240; NKS
223) some other impression does not preclude the possibility
that the sequence of events which they purport to be the
impressions of, is "a sequence that occur(s) solely in the
imagination™ (B 234; NKS 219), and that in fact they are the
impressions of an object of the type 'coexistence.' "Mere
succession in my apprehension, "™ Kant says, "if there be no
rule determining the succession in relation to something
that precedes, does not justify me in assuming any

succession in the object"™ (A 195 = B 240; NKS 223).

(13)

I have already indicated that Kant places the
Analogies of Experience in the context of the main argument
of the Analytic by claiming that their "general principle...
rests on the necessary unity of apperception"™ (B 220; NKS
209). We can now go further and say of one of the three
special principles, namely of the principle of causality or
of "the law of the connection of cause and effect" (B 232;
NKS 218) that it likewise so "rests," i. e., is implied by,
and hence a necessary condition of, the unity of
consciousness.

This claim, however, brings us back to the
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Transcenuental Deduction itself. The central idea of the
latter, as expressed in #16, is that the 'I think' or the
unity of consciousness requires "a synthesis or
representations" (B 133; LKS 153). In #20, Kant arrives at
the conclusion that the categories are the conditions of
this synthesis: "All sensible intuitions are subject toc the
categories, as conditions under which alone their manifold
can cowe together in one consciousness"™ (B 143; KKS 160).
Now synthetic unity of a wanifold of representations of any
description 1is Kant's umost general definition of an object
[et], i. e., of an object of knowledge. The categories,
therefore, are conditions c¢i knowleage ana of cobjects of
knowledge. Specifically, they are conaitions of experience
ana of objects of experience, 1if we eare cdealing with a
manifola of perceptions. "Experience, " Kant says in #26
wnose title 1s 'Transcenaental Deduction,' "is knowledage 0Oy

means of connectec perceptions" (B 161; LAKS 171;. This

4]

tenet, however, stands at the beginning ol tne Analogies a

their principle: "The principle of tne znalogies is:

Experience 1is possible only thrcugn the representation coi &

necessary connecticn of percepticns" (L 216; IKS 2068). The
version in A 1s more cdetailec¢ in the sense that 1t specifies
this necessary counnecticn as a conhection in time: for

experience tc bLe possible 1t 1s requirec taat "all
appearsciices are, o8 regarcs tacir existence, subject a
priori to rules Geterwmining their relation tc one zictner iun

\

ol. Toe principle of ceausaliiy,

C

one time"™ (A 177; WLKS 2
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Kant claims, is sucik a rule, and what the Second Analogy
proves 1is that this rule is an &_priori conaition of tne
possibility of experience. e may recall ant's answer to
Hume: "Recognition of the rule, as a condaition cf the
synthetic unity of appearances in tiwme, nas Dbeen the ground
of experience itself, anc has therefore precedec it a
priori®™ (A 197 = B 242; HKS 224). It is with the proof of
this claim, then, and not sooner, that tne Transcendcental
Deduction of a particular category, 1i. e., of the category

of cause and effect, finally cowmes to its conclusion,
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Chapter IV
ONE WOLLD

“The Other’s anger 1is "outside

ny experience ana belong(s] to

e system wnicn is inaccessible

to me. Sartre, 226

"There is cone sia.le experience."
(A 110; KKS 136)

At tne beginning of the present inquiry I quoted =

sage Irom Kant's Anthropology in wnicun he consiaers it to

w

pa o]
be a "metaphysical! problem "whether I, as a tuinking being,
have grouncs Lo assume, vesiaes my own existence, the
eXistence of a totality of other beings tnat stand in
communiiy wiih we, 1. e., the existence of wnat is calica '&
. ol o . ) i ) . . ) .
worla', To ¢&all tnis 2 wetaphysicel problew 1is, 1cor

Kant, to say that it is a problew that falls in the comnaii

of' the Lheoretical or "speculative...cmnployment c¢f pure

reason" (A &41 = & §6G; LS 659) wnich aunswers the questio.
"lihat can 1 Know?" (A 605 - o--, KKS 63£,;. It is, thus, a

problew tLc wnicn the Critigue is supposec tc proviae tiace
answer. Let us uow conclude this inguiry by asking how soue
oI Jts resultits pertaln LG e Questiol &l tznbG. 1n orcer tc
do so I snail consider wwo interpretations, A4 enda B, or the
gquestion: the rirst is Cartesian, tue other

Critical-transcendentai.
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L

I will, first, 1interpret it in 1its originail,
Cartesian sense accoraing to wunich, as we have seen, it
refers to a thinking substance in which all
"activites...falling under the aescription of thought,
perception or the wind" reside as itis "accidents"2 or
moaifications. Of these, anc only of these, such a
substance or subject is saiua to be iwnediately conscious.
According to Descartes some ol these luwmediace ovjects of
awareness are, "so to specak, dmages of ihe things."® Ee
calls tnew 'ideas' anc¢ gives as exauwpleszs "wy tnought or &
man or of a cuimera, oif heavern, ol an angel, cr {even) CI
GoG." laeas, 1in other werds, Desldec veing Lere

woairications, ttave & representational function: they

purport Lo rerer Lo sowcéthin., "beyond tierseivesh,” Lo
. . . . . . i S
cbjecus", conal 15, wiico Yexist culsice we, " or woplicth

exist ‘'ducepencentiy'.

The provler, witih wvhis view cons

.
%
-
4]

it 15 ergued,

in the rect cinat it can give us only iwvsuiiicledaltl Lrouitas

-
e
o
.

for Kiowing thetl our 1CGeas 1aGeed 1erer ¢ &owcinin. oiiner
than thenselves, .ent puts tilsg Trauiticnai obDjecticn as
1ollows: "I ean lnmecliately conscious only ¢l wnzt iz in e

that 1is, O LYy rejpresentaiiovn ol ocuter oaings:. anc
consequently...it must sCL1ll reucin unCcertLin yanecaer

outsiGe we There 1S «0Lginill, COI'PESfCi.Cili, LT =y, CP not.



132

hence the "existence cf things ouilside us...must be accepted
on mere taith" (B XL, NKS 34;. And even tne causal arguwent
that ianfers tne existence of external things rom "inner
perceptlion, takiung the inner perception as the effect ol
which something external is the proxiwate cause" (A 366&;
NKS 345) is not satisiactory proor. It dces rnot stana up
against the objection that it is "far frow certain that, ir
the perception exists, there exists also the ocuvject
corresponding to it" (A 371; LES 347). Ana this 1is because
"the ilurerence rrow a given effect to & aeterminate cesuse 1u
always uncertain since the elfect may be wue (o more tnar
one caucse. Accoraingly, e@s regares cane relation of the
perception to its cause, 1t always rewains aoubtiul whether
the cause bLe interncl or external, whecther, that is tc cey,
all the so-called outer perceptions are not a mere play of
our 1nucer sense, or whether chey stanu iun relation tce zctuel
external objects zs taeir cause' (A 36&; LxS $455.

Under c¢he Cartesian interpretataion, then, o1 the
expression 'a thinking bveing', 1t is only tiue existence or

iy

i

Thlualiiy sSUblstance tuat 1s cpoacictic

Lwyself gua
certain. Tne eaistence of "a tcoitality ci cther beings that

staena 1o COowmunlicty wita we,™ 1. <., Ci weria,"

o
s
(4

however, 1in principle open tve woultt. I wyseli witih all ny
representacvions, " Lent says, Gau oni e Ceartedian view
something that is "irwmeaiately ferceivea" and wihocece
existence "aoes not ailow ¢f ULeiawe woubied."™ ZuUol Lith

reiarg to objecis LC wuicn tnese PeEprede.ialiCus purpdri te
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These difficulties cau be avoidea, Kant claiws, 1if
we adopt the doclrine of Transcendeatal Idealism for which
he has argued "iron cthe start" (A 270; KKS 346), that is,
already in tre Transcendental Aestnetic. This doctrine 1is
that "appearances are (o Le regarcec as bLeing, one ana all,
representations only, not tnings in thewmselves, ana that
time end space &re tnereiore only sensible forwms ol our
intuition, ana not determinations given as existing Dby
themselves, nor ccocnditicns oi cuvjects viewew as things 1u
themselves" (A 36G; LLS 345, Ci. B..

Oii tnis view, Kant taintains, tae "existencce cor
smatter, " or orf obLjects that, in Dbescertes's formulaticn,
"exist outside we," can e cccepiece "on the unaigedu
testinony of our uere seli-corcsciousuness, ™ (A 370; LK3 3L46),
i. e¢., Witnout the aelp oif & Causal inlerence. "There czi.
be no questicn, toe argunent joes, "tiaut I ar conscious or
Ly represepntations, these representations ahce I nyself, who
have the recpreseitcetions, therefore cxistc, Lxternal cbject:
(bodies), nowever, wrfe LCre aplearnces, GLG &re inererore

o

notning but a species of wy representaticius, tne objects ol
wiilcn are sounetiniing oniy turcucn tiaese representations.
Apart rron tiew ULney are uotiiinhg. Taus external tninhgs
exist as weii as I nysell, <«i:¢ voiln, 1inGcéeGw, upon iac
iuwmediate witness c¢i iy seli-conscioucsiuess" (a4 37C-T71; U3

SUG-4T

~es

. [feiice tnhne dGililerence 1&£ w0 LCLgoer Loal 1. 28 only

wyselt trat I can vbe saic te be 'zumedlately' CcOnLLClous Cl.
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This term is now pointless: "the only difference is that the
representation of myself, as the thinking subject, belongs
to inner sense only, while the representations which mark
extended beings belong also to outer sense™ (A 370-71; NKS
346-47). This difference, since time and space are,
respectively, the forms of inner and of outer sense, can
also be expressed as follows: the representation of myself
is an empirically ‘inner' object in so far as it is
"represented only in its tipe-relatiops, " whereas the
representation of an extended being constitutes an
empirically 'external' object, i. e., an object that is also
"represented jin_space." But both, time and space, are
transcendentally ideal: they are not "to be found save jin
us"™ (A 373; NKS 348).

I will not discuss here the various reasons why
Kant's argument fails to refute the Cartesian position: why,
for example, "it refutes," in Kemp Smith's words, "Descartes
only by virtually accepting the still more extreme position
of Berkeley."S Kant himself came to realize this: we have
the Refutation of the Second Edition and the note pertaining
to it in the Introduction which make pronounced use of the
results of the Analytic, in particular of the Analogies.
But is appears to me, nevertheless, that the doctrine of
Transcendental Idealism is at least sufficient to expose
some of the mistakes involved in the Fourth Paralogism: I
hope that their removal will help us see our original

question in the proper, that is to say, in the
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objective or intersubjective, i, e., "valid (communicable)
for everyone."8 The Critical-transcendental notion of an
object does justice to both these features: and object [ct]
consists, we have shown, in the representation of the
necessary synthetic unity of a manifold of sensible
intuition. And it is the categories that impart this unity.
They are, thus, "functions of unity among our
representations" (A 59 = B 93; NKS 105-6), or concepts
"which consist solely in the representation of this
necessary synthetic unity" (A 79 = B 104; NKS 112). And in
so far as the different categories are representations of
different modes of unity, they can be said to be
constitutive of the different modes in which a manifold of
sSensible intuition can become objective [ct] at all. The
categories of relation, for instance, represent synthetic
unity as necessary connection: here we have, as Kant says, a
"synthesis of the manifold so far as its constituents
necessarily_belong_to_ope_another, as, for example, the
accident to some substance, or the effect to the cause" (B

201; NKS 198, note).

(8)

A transcendental ingquiry, thus, is not concerned
with how we arrive empirically at a certain piece of
empirical knowledge that we express in a synthetic a
posteriori judgment such as, for instance, "The bcdy 1is

heavy, " or "The sun warms the stone." Such judgmernts are of
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interest only in so far as they raise the question, not of
the ewmpirical but ot the & priori conditions of their
possibility. Among these concitions are the a_priori
concepts of objects in general in which, Kent claims, a
manifold of sensible intuition is united--i.e. thought--and
hence known e_grriori. If, therefore, a manifold is thought
in the category of substance and accident, for example, the
cognition consists not inm ocur escription, let us say, of the
predicacte 'neavy' to a particular body. flhat 1is representec
a_priori and thus comes to be wnown 1s that the sensible

representations are representations of somethihy permpanent
or abiaing in general, And siwilarly, if we represent a
wanif'old ot sensible intuition in the category o cause auda
effect, we Go not assign, for instance, causual erficecy to
the sun in relation to the waruth of the stcne, The 2

Priovri cognition is that the representations are

representations of succession, 1i. e., of sometuing happening

or of an gvent.

(97

lie are now in a position tc give &t least part of
our original question a Critical-transcenaental
interpretation. 1n part itne question concerns, "the
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such things as tatles, electrons, or tlashes c¢i lignining,

then the guestion, lie

v
(o]
[
ct
4]
[
0
(¢}
-
m
0
P
O

™
I
@]
"
n



142

transcenaental inquiry and cannot be answered by it: it is
an a_priori inquiry. Whether there are tables or lightning
is a question of fzct that can be answered only a
posteriori, that is, by experience. But it can be answered
only "in accoraance with" (A 723 = B 751; NKS 583) the =&
Priori conuitions of the possibility of experience. And
this means tht we cznnot have empirical knowlecage of a table
or of & flash of lightning unless we know a_priori,--i.e. by
the application of z category to manifola of sensible
representations--that the latter are representations of
something perrmanent or of something that happens. For iu
respect to this alternative & wmanifold of sensible intuition
by itself is, as we nave seen in the aiscussion of the
Second Analogy, cowpletely duccterwinate or incifferent.
The question, tnerefore, as to tne existence of a totality
of other beings can in a Critical-transcendental iuquiry
mean only the qucstion whetnher Lhe categories gque_ & _priori
concepts of objects in general indeec Go eIrfect a
gifrerentiation in the cescrioca sense of the jiven ranifcla
of sensible intuition: a Girferentiaticn, that is, into
moaes 1in waich 1t can Decoue ovjective or ern object ror vus.,
In the Critigque this question isc the question of tne
objective valiauity of the categories. Fer it 1s oae tning
to say that these concepts are "regresented in ithe miha
completely &a_pricri" (A 156 = b 16¢5; NLS 1¢3,. It is guite
another tning, however, to snow tnat tiey &re nct "a wnere
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259), but "relate to an object" and so have "meaning and
significance in respect to it" (A 155 [ 194; HNKS 192). Anc
to show tnis, i. e., the objective validity of the
categories, means proving "their necessary application to
the objects of experience"™ (A 156 = 195;NKS 193). Lrd this
proof 1is all that talk about grouncs for assuwing the
existence of a totality orf other beings--i.e., cf a
world--in &« Critical-trenscencdental dinquiry coLies toO. This
inquiry 1is a_priori aac¢ as such concerrs not the existence
of worla, but tne universal and necessary conaitions for the
constitution oi a worid in its "rornal aspcct"g in the
first place. Ana also in the comain of transcencental
constitution in this sense belongs the guestion nct of what
exists but or what we nust wean oy tne notion of existence,

2N

ana what we mean oy it, will bLe ¢ forwal {eature of the
world, In otner words: tnat tae sun werws tne stone, for
instance, is LOU sucth & leature. cutl what Kent calls &
principle, 1. e., a syntnetic &_priori priunciple oi pure
understanding, namely that "everything that heppens, thau
is, begins o be, presupproses Sowelning upon wupicen it
rcllows accorcain, to & rule" (A 1&C; LIS 218&) woues express
such a reature, Siiilarly, 1t is not a forwal dGdetcecruineation
of the worla tnat there are tables. Trne Prirciple, nowever,

which says tnat "tnat whici is vound Uup with tne Leterial

concitions ©If eXperience, tnat 1», wWwitn Lensation, 13

ectual" (A 216 = £ 266; LKS 23¢) does state & fcocrmal
"
U

aeternination ¢f the world.
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(10)

In the last section I have shown that part of Kant's
guestion in the Anthropology becomes in his
Critical~transcencental inquiry the question of the
objective validity of the categories. The other part of the
question, which I have so far neglecteda, concerns the
expression 'l &as thinking being'. In what follows I shail
show that it is the very structure of the proof of thne
objective velidity or the categories, that allows me to give
tne expression 'I as a tninking being' a
Critical-transcendental interpretation.

Larlier in my investigation I nave said that this
proof, which cowprises the arguwents ci’ the Treanscendental
Deduction and or the Principles chapter, has as 1its core the
claim that the necessery unity oI any (inite coasciousness
in a wanifold of representations or sensible intuition
implies the syuntnetic unity ol tinese representations oy
meens of the categories. The central tenet, in otner words,
is that the uniity of consciocusness reguires as a Liatter or
treanscendental nhecessity that the manilfola oe constitutea ax
an object [ct]: as scuetnin. thet possesses "cbjective
vallaity &anc necessary uuilversgeaiilty ror everybccy}.”11

I nave argued above thatv tae prcecof of the cojective
validicy of the categories i1ssues il tne Principles, 1. e.,
in the Synthetic Priacigles of Pure lUncercstanaing thet

concernn the fornal ceterninations of the worid. I Ccan rnow
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say, correspondingly, that Kant's claim that the necessary
unity of consciousness implies a synthesis of
representations (Cf. B 133; NKS 153) and is, therefore,
synthetic, denotes an equally formal, a_priori and hence
universal and necessary determination of any consciousness
of such a world. And it is this determination that in my
view forms opne, and the fundamental one, of two
interpretations to which the expression 'I as a thinking
being' in Kant's Critical-transcendental inquiry is
susceptible.

Kant's claim of the necessary synthetic unity of
consciousness has likewise, as I have already pointed out,
the status of a principle: it is the "Principle of the
necessary unity of apperception" and is indeed "the highest
principle in the whole sphere of human knowledge" (B 135;
NKS 154).. And the closest tie between it and the principles
of pure understanding is that at least some of the latter
are claimed to be derived from the former: "the general
principle of the three analogies, " Kant says, "rests on the
necessary unity of apperception" (B 220; NKS 209). It is,
in other words, the very form of consciousness as such, i.
e., its necessary synthetic unity, which requires that it be
consciousness of an objective [ct] domain, that is, of a
world tha formal features of which are described by the
principles of pure understanding: of objects which possess
extensive and intensive quantity, which are substances that

have changing accidents and that stand in causal interaction
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With other substances.12

This thesis coves not amount tc & strezigntforwarc,
affirmative answer to the question Kant raises in the
inthropolopy~-nanely, whether "I as thinking being, have
sroundcds to ascune, besices my own existence, the existence
of @ totality oi othner veings that stanc in cowmuniiy with
me, i, e,, the existence of what is called 'a world'.®
Kant's thesis, rather, undercuts the question by waintaining
that its rirst terw, 'I as tiuinking being', cannot be taken
for granted, but aiready presupposes, as tne concition of
its very possioility, what the question is a gqguestior
about--that is, & 'wcrlia'. Fcr what Kent's thesis says 1s
that as wattcr of transcendental ilecessity there carn oe, irn
the terminology or ine gquestion, no 'IY unlessc there is &
'‘world"'. Irn Criticai~-transcencental terws Wwe {ina this
depenuency expressec ot the very veginning of the
Transcendental Deauction: the %Ytnorougngoing iaentity of the
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we have to note that these rules, i. e., the categories
precisely in so far as they are constitutive of a nature or
of a 'world', are also constitutive of the identity of

apperception itself.

(11)

Let us now modify the original question of the
Aptbropology and take the 'totality of other beings" to
include beings of a particular kind--houses, for examfple, or
thinking beings, or electrons. And let us now investigate
what, it will mean, in light of the answer Kant has already
given, to ask whether we have "grounds to assume the
existence" of any such particular being.

Kant's answer, remember, in brief, was the thesis
that the unity of apperception implies an objective [(ct]
domain. If explicated, the thesis will "instruct us... as
to what it is that can be known as an object of experience"
(B 165; NKS 173), namely a manifold of sensible intuition
which possesses synthetic unity by means of the categories.
The thesis does not instruct us, however, in regard to the
particular instances of an object of experience: they cannot
"be derived from the categories"™ (B 165; NKS 173). With
these Wwe "become acquainted" (my trans.) only a_posteriori,
that is, "we must resort to experience"™ (B165; NKS 173).

Here Kant is saying that the categories are
necessary but not sufficient conditions for actual

experience. They are not sufficient: the categories are
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only "indeterminate concepts of the synthesis of possible
sensations" (A 723 = B 751; NKS 583). Actual experience
requires, in addition, sensation as the material element of
experience. But they are necessary: actual experience
itself is possible only "in accordance with these concepts
as rules of an empirical synthesis" (A 723 = B 751; NKS
583). And this means two things. (1) We can show, on a
priori transcendental grounds, that something can not be
known as an object of experience and hence can not be a
member of the objective [ct] domain, by demonstrating that
its concept is not in conformity with the Principle of Pure
Understanding. Thus the referents of what Kant calls 'ideas
of reason' cannot occur in the objective [ct] domain: God,
for example, 1is according to the First Postulate not
empirically possible, Similarly, according to the Second
Analogy there is no room for miracles in the objective
domain, if by a miracle we mean "an event whose cause cannot

be found in nature."13

(2) We cannot prove, of course, on a
priori transcendental grounds, what will be known as an
object of experience: the Principles, Kant says, cannot
"exhibit a_priori any one of their concepts." i. e., the
categories, "in a specific instance; they can only do this a2
posteriori, by means of experience" (A 721 = B T49; NKS
581). But if a specific instance is experienced, then it
must be experienced "in accordance with" the categories "as

rules of an empirical synthesis" (A 723 = B 751; NKS 583).

And this we must in principle be able to show of every
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specific instance, and to do so amounts to what in Kant's
Critical-transcendental inquiry we have to mean by 'to have
grounds for' or by 'to give an account of' the instance in
question,

Thus we can say that my seeing a house that stands
before me--i, e., something that is relatively enduring or
permanent--requires, according to the First Analogy, the
category of substance and accident.  And the reason for this
is what I have called the indeterminateness of a manifold of
sensible representations: I have said that it is, with
respect to any one representation as_gjiven, undecidable
whether it is the representation of something that is
permanent or of something that happens. It is the
differentiation of the indifferent given manifold for
example into a "happening in general" (A 788 = B 16; NKS
624) or into something permanent in general that, according
to Kant, is effected by categories. These are a_priori and
transcendental differentiations that make our egpirical
distinctions first of all possible: without them, Kant wants
to say, we could not, empirically, distinguish between the
ship that moves downstream and the house that stands next to
the stream. Hence it is such a_priori differentiations that
a transcendental account of a specific egpirical instance
must be concerned with. And it need be concerned with
nothing more. Thus, for example, what in the case of the
ship comes to be known [ct] is a bappening or an alteration

that, according to the Second Analogy, demands the category
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of cause and effect. Moving ships, in other words, can be
known as objects of experience and therefore are members of

the objective (ct] domain.

(12)

Before we examine the membership of thinking beings,
let us pause briefly and put the problem in context with the
main tenets of the Transcendental Deduction.

There is only g9pe objective [ct] domain. "There is
one single experience, " Kant says, "in which all perceptions
are represented as in thoroughgoing and orderly
connection...When we speak of different experiences, we can
refer only to the various perceptions, all of which, as
such, belong to one and the same general experience" (A 110;
NKS 138). And there can be only one experience because
according to the Principle of the Unity of Apperception,
"all appearances, witbout exceptiop, must so enter the mind
or be apprehended, that they conform to the unity of
apperception. Without synthetic unity in their connection,
this would be impossible, " i, e., I could not say "that I am
conscious of them" (A 122; NKS 145, emphasis added).

This tenet entails that for every putative
empirical concept we must be able to show that the
experience from which it is derived is possible in
accordance with the categories. We might not be able to do
so because the concept in question upon closer examination

turns out to be "fictitious"™ (A 222 = B 269; NKS 241). Or
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the concept might upon inspection turn out to be not
empirical at all, but a transcendental idea of which the
purported reference to an empirical object rests on a
"dialectical illusion" (A 63 = B 88; NKS 100). The same
holds for thinking beings: they either belong to the
objective domain, or else are 'nothing at all', What we are
not permitted to do is to widen the scope of the objective
domain by adding another "original and primitive concept®" (A
82 = B 108), i. e., a category to the list we already have.
Such a move is forbidden primarily not because Kant claims
that the list is complete and exhaustive ( A 79 = B 105, NKS
113), but because the objection will be that the experience
in question jijs the exception which the principle of the
upity_of apperceptiop rules out: that appearances ¢ap,
therefore, enter the mind yjithout being subject to the
categories, All we can do is supplement, adjust or refine
some of the membership-criteria for the objective [ct]
domain that we already have. And we can see Kant himself
doing so: suppose it is argued that electrons can not be
known to exsist because the notion of an electron is
inconsistent with the Second Pgstulate according to which
"that which is bound up with the material conditions of
experience, that is, with sensation, is actual" (A 218 = B
266; NKS 239). Here is Kant's refinement: "The postulate
bearing on the knowledge of things as actual does not,
indeed, demand immediate perception (and, therefore,

sensation of which we are conscious) of the object whose
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existence is to be known. What we do, however, require is
the connection of the object with some actual perception, in
accordance with the analogies of experience, which define
all real connection in an experience in general" (A 225 = B

272; NKS 242-43),.

(13)

I have argued above that Kant's reconstruction of a
Cartesian 'thinking being' results, in part, in the notion
of the transcendental unity of apperception. If I now show
that thinking beings can occur in the objective [ct] domain,
I can of course not try to show this for the transcendental
unity of apperception itself. The latter can, to be sure,
be legitimately investigated in a transcendental inquiry,
but cannot itself be an object of what this inquiry tries to
establish the a_priorji conditions of--that is, empirical
knowledge. To call this unity 'transcendental' is to say

that it is a_priori necessary for the possibility of

experience: it cannot, therefore, itself be experienced.1u

In objective [ct] domain, then, we must take the
expression 'a thinking being' to refer to a particular type
of empirical object among other such objects. And this is,
besides the sense 'transcendental unity of apperception’,
within the confines of the Critique of Pure Theoretical
Reason, all we can mean by the expression. Following Kant,
we now understand by a thinking being in this, egpiricsal

sense, (1) a being that has 'thoughts, consciousness,
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desires etc., " all of which "belong to inner sense™ (A 357;
NKS 338-40), and (2) a being that "as man" is also "an
object of the outer senses"™ (B 415; NKS 373).

In what follows I shall establish the membership in
the objective [ct] domain first of myself as such a being,
and subsequently of other such beings: I will show, in other
words, how I myself and Others %"can be known as ab object of
experience" (B 165; NKS 173). Such a procedure I have
called a 'transcendental account'. It is to be expected
that the transcendental account' of myself as "an object of
the outer senses" (B 415; NKS 373) will follow the general
lines which I have indicated above. But so will the account
of myself as an object of inner sense. For inner experience
or empirical knowledge of myself has the same requirements
as experience in general--namely, unity of apperception, the
categories, and a given manifold of sensible intuition: "in
order to kpow ourselves, there is required in addition to
the act of thought, which brings the manifold of every
possible intuition to the unity of apperception, a
determinate mode of intuition, whereby this manifold is
given" (B 157; NKS 168). The "limiting condition"™ (B 159;
NKS 169), i. e., the fact that in this case the manifold can
be represented only in time as the form of inner sense, may
complicate the account, but will not affect its nature.

Thus the transcendental account, for example of a change of
our mood, will not differ in principle from the account of

the changing positions of the ship. That is to say: in this
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case, too, we are not concerned with eppirical distinctions
the account of which, according to Kant, belongs to
empirical psychology and to anthropology. We are concerned
not with what Kant calls the "specific instance" (A 721 = B
T49; NKS 581), which is a_posteriori, but with what is a
bpriori necessary for it, i. e., with transcendental
differentiations of a sensible manifold of intuition, which
is in this case a manifold of inner intuition only.

To give a transcendental account of Others gua
"object[s] of the outer senses" (B 415; NKS 373) should
likewise pose no particular problem. But the difficulties
appear to be formidable if we attempt to do so with Others
taken as beings that have "thoughts, consciousness, desires,
etc." (A 357; NKS 338-39). Here is the apparent obstacle:
"In the Transcendental Aesthetic we have proved, beyond all
question, that bodies are mere appearances of our outer
sense and not things in themselves. We are therefore
justified in saying that our thinking subject is not
corporeal; in other words, that, inasmuch as is it
represented by us as object of inner sense, it cannot, in so
far as it thinks, be an object of outer sense, that is, an
appearance in space. This is equivalent to saying that
thinking beings, as_sugh, can never be found by us among
outer appearances, and that their thoughts, consciousness,
desires, etc.,, cannot be outwardly intuited. All these
belong to inner sense" (A 357; NKS 338-39). Part of this

passage is, according to Kant, fallacious and the source of
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a paralogism: of the inference, namely, that we must regard
"souls as quite different entities from their bodies™ (A
358; NKS 339). I have chosen this passage because what it
says "seems to be so natural" (A 357; NKS 339) as to give
rise to an argument equally fallacious and for the same
reasons: I cannot, it is said, have grounds to believe that
there are beings other than myself that have "thoughts,
feeling, desire, or resolution, " for these are

"never...objects of outer intuition™ (A 358; NKS 339).

(14)

Nothing prevents our giving one and the same
transcendental account of both: of Others as objects of the
outer senses and of myself as such an object (cf. B 415; NKS
373). "If I want to determine my location in the world as a
human being, " Kant says, I must "view my body in relation to

other bodies outside me."15

My body, as well as the body
of Others, must be considered as what Kant calls
"empirically external objects, " or as things which are to be
found in space" (A 372; NKS 348).

Since the focus of much of the subsequent discussion
will be on the categories of relation, I will deal with the
problem at hand in terms of the category of magnitude (A 142
= B 181; NKS 183), which I have so far neglected. 1In
particular, I have not examined the proof of its objective

validity that results in the Principle of the Axioms of

Intuition,. This Principle says, as stated in A, that "all
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appearances are, in their intuition, extensive magnitudes"
(A 162; NKS 197), and in B. that "all intuitions are
extensive magnitudes" (B 202; NKS 197). In what follows I
will not enter into a detailed evaluation of this proof, but
restrict myself to conveying its main idea, and only so far
as it pertains to the problem under investigation.

Kant begins the proof with a reference to the
Transcendental Aesthetic: "Appearances, in their formal
aspect, contain an intuition in space and time, which
conditions them, one and all, a_priori"™ (B 202; NKS 197-98).
I will return subsequently to the problem as to the
relationship between Kant's doctrine in the Aesthetic and
his doctrine here in the Analytic. But it seems that Kant
here refers to the claim that space and time are a_priori
representations that as such necessarily underlie,
repectively, all outer appearances, and all appearances as
their forw (cf. A 23-24 = B 38-39; NKS 68; A 30-31 = B 46;
NKS T4).

We not only intuit appearances, however, in space
and time, or in time only, but we represent them as
occupying a particular space or time. And it is this, 1i.
e., the constitution of our "representations of a
determinate space or time"™ (B 202; NKS 198) that Kant is
concerned with here in the Analytic. At issue, in other
words, is the possibility of those of our empirical
judgments in which we talk, for example, of a thing's size,

of its distance to something else, or of the length of =a
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happening and the frequency in which it occurs. Also at
issue, hence, 1is the possibility of such judgments in which,
in some fashion or other, we predicate determinate spaces or
times of our bgdjes. Thus we say: "The cut in his finger
was deep, and the wound took a week to heal."™ Or: "I am 20
inches taller than my son, "™ which for Kant is an empirical
judgment about myself and my son qua "objects for the outer
senses" (B 415; NKS 373)--that is, about our bodies.

Kant is now saying, on the grounds of the results of
the Transcendental Deduction, that the representation of an
appearance as occupying a determinate space or time requires
a synthesis. The appearance "cannot be apprehended, that
is, taken up into empirical consciousness, save through that
synthesis of the manifold whereby the representations of a
determinate space or time are generated" (B 202; NKS 298).
This synthesis, too, is successive: it is one of "part to
part, "™ and as such it involves the repeated position, i. e.,
the addition of parts of space or of time (A 163 = B 203-04;
NKS 198-99; cf. Rfl. 5726; AA 18, 337). The synthesis
consists, in other words, in the "combination of the
hopogeneous manifold and consciousness of its synthetic
unity "™ (B 202-03; NKS 198; emph. added).

According to the Transcendental Deduction, however,
every synthetic unity requires a pure concept or category in
which a manifold first of all becomes united and hence
representable as an object. And here this means:

"Consciousness of the synthetic unity of the



158

manifold...homogeneous in intuition in general, in so far as
the representation of an object first becomes possible by
means of it, is, however, the concept of a magnitude" (B
203; NKS 198). Every category is, for Kant, a concept of a
unity, i. e., a concept that serves as a rule for, and hence
governs, a particular combination of the manifold. And so
does, Kant maintains, the category of magnitude: the
particular type of synthesis of which it is the rule and
which it governs is "the successive synthesis of part to
part®"™ (A 163 = B 204; NKS 199), the repeated positing of the
same, that is, of the manifold in so far as it is
homogeneous. It is, in other words, the "concept of a
magnitude"™ in which "the unity of the combination of the
manifold (and) homogeneous is thought" (B 203; NKS 198).

All appearances, Kant has claimed, are intuited as
occupying a determinate space or time. The representation,
however, of a determinate space or time consists in the
representation of the manifold homogeneous in the category
of magnitude. Hence objects, as appezarances, "are all
Wwithout exception magpjitudes, indeed, extensive magnitudes"
(B 203; NKS 198), i. e., magnitudes that are generated by
the successive addition of their parts.

Let us pause here and compare this principle of the
pure understanding with Kant's doctrine in the
Transcendental Aesthetic,. There he argues not only for the
claim that space and time are the a_priori forms of

intuition, but alsc that they are intuitions themselves.
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What Kant wants to point out, it appears, is that the
representation of space, for example, is not "a geperal
representation (representatio _per_potas_coppunes)" or a
copcept, but a "sjingular representation (representation
singularis)" or an 19;gi§195;16 a representation, in other
words, "which can be given only through a single object™"™ (A
32 = B 47; NKS 75). And the reason why the representation
of space "is not a discursive or...general concept..., but a
pure intuition"™ (A 24-25 = B 39; NKS 69), is that "space is
essentially one" (A 25 = B 39; NKS 69). For we can, Kant
says, "in the first place...represent to ourselves only one
space; and if we speak of diverse spaces, we mean thereby
only parts of one and the same unique space. Secondly,
these parts cannot precede the one all-embracing space, as
being, as it were, constituents out of which it can be
composed; on the contrary, they can be thought only as in
it"™ (A 25 = B 39; NKS 69).

Commentators have of course observed that it is
difficult to reconcile such a claim with the doctrine of the
Axioms of Intuition. For their principle says that "all
intuitions are extensive magnitudes" (B 202; NKS 197), and
of the notion of an extensive magnitude Kant gives the
following definition: "I entitle a magnitude extensive when
the representation of the parts makes possible, and
therefore necessarily precedes, the representation of the
whole" (A 162 = B 203; NKS 198). And commentators have

said, too, that this discrepancy can be explained by the
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fact that for expository reasons in the Transcendental
Aesthetic the emphasis must be on the contributions of
sensibility, whereas those of the understanding are
neglected. This is, to be sure, correct, but we must
nevertheless locate the precise problem.

Kant cannot say of the representation of a
particular empirical object, e.g., of a table, that it is an
intuition: if it were, we could be said to know the object
independently of the categories and the unity of
apperceptiohn,. What he is saying, of course, is that such a
representation involves both, intuition and concept: it
requires, that is, a sensible manifold of intuition, the
forms of intuition, and the categories. All of these we can
now call (adopting Kant's own terminology) 'elepenis' in
empirical knowledge or in the knowledge of an empirical
object. And let us note further, as we have seen, that the
general procedure by which Kant arrives at these elements is
one of jisolation (cf. A 11 = B 36; NKS 67), and that the
purpose of this procedure is to isolate the elements as they
differ with respect to their origin, their cgognjtive_nature
and_fupnction. Thus when here in the Transcendental
Aesthetic Kant calls the representation of space "a
necessary a_priori representation®" (A 24 = B 38; NKS 68)
and, as we have seen, a (pure) intuition, part of what he
means is this: that this representation is subjective in the
sense that it is due to the cognitive subject, that it is an

"objective™"™ representation (cf. A 28 = B 39; NKS 69) insofar
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as it is constitutive of an object [ct]--and that in
contradistinction to other, equally constitutive
representations--it is not a concept, but an jnptujtiopn.
What I suggest here is that it is both necessary and
legitimate to treat, for example, of the representation of
space 'in isolation': provided, that is, we keep in mind
that the claim according to which this representation is an
intuition can then be only a claim about an elempenft in our
knowledge of an object [ct]. On Critical grounds it cannot
be a claim to the effect that we know space by intuition
alone.

It appears that on the whole Kant is in the
Transcendental Analytic more aware of the crucial difference
between an element that is constitutive of empirical
knowledge, and such knowledge itself, than he is in the
Transcendental Aesthetic. For this difference can be seen
to be expressed in all those numerous passages in which it
is argued that the categories by_themselves or in
'isolation' "are nothing but forms_of_thought™ (A 248 = B
305; NKS 266), or that pure categories, i. e., "the
categories, apart from the condition of sensible intuition,
of which they contain the synthesis, have no relation to any
determinate object" (A 246; NKS 264). In the Transcendental
Aesthetic, by contrast, the corresponding emphasis with
respect to the forms of intuition appears to be lacking.

And Kant's claim that the representation of space is

an intutition js ambiguous. If it is, as I have indicated,
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a claim about the epistemic nature of an elemept in
empirical knowledge, then Kant is undoubtedly entitled to
it. If, however, it is a claim to the effect that our
knowledge of space consists in an intuition, then we are
entertaining a view as uncritical as the view that the
representation of a table is an intuition. And this second
interpretation suggests itself by the fact that space is
said to be represented as "one" or as "unique"™ (A 25 = B 39;
NKS 69). According to the Transcendental Deduction,
however, the unity of space is not given in intuition, but
thought in the pure concepts of the understanding. And Kant
does correct himself: "Space represented as
object...contains more than mere form of intuition; it also
contains c¢copbinatiop of the manifold, given according to the
form of sensibility, in an jntujtive representation" (B
160n; NKS 170; Kant's emph.) Clearly, here in the
Transcendental Deduction Kant wants to stress two things:
(1) that the representation of space as an object requires,
as does the representation of any object [ct], the necessary
synthetic unity of a manifold by means of a pure concept;
and (2) that the representation of space, taken in isolation
or as element only, is not a conceptual but an intuitive
representation.

We must side, then, with Kant's view in the
Analytic, and in particular adopt his view expressed in the
Axioms. There he has argued, as we have seen, that the

representation of a determinate space is not a matter of
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intuition alone: he has argued, in other words, that the
sensible manifold as given in intuition is updetermiped with
respect to extensive magnitude. Getting back to the
original problem in this section, I can now conclude the
following. The judgment 'I am 20 inches taller than my son'
is an empirical judgment about myself and my son gua
"objects of the outer senses"™ (B 415; NKS 373), that is,
about our bodies. This eppirical judgment requires,
according to the Principle of the Axioms of Intuition, the
category of magnitude: and what in terms of the latter first
of all comes to be determined and hence known [ct] are
extensive magnitudes. My body, therefore, and my son's
body, can be known as objects of experience and hence are

members of the objective [ct] domain,

(15)

In the chapter on Subjectivity I have shown that
inner experience, too, is subject to the principle of the
necessary synthetic unity of apperception; the latter ranges
not only over the manifold of outer intuition, but over
"representations in apy given intuition™ (B 138; NKS 157;
emph. added). Thus inner experience consists, as does outer
experience, in the representation of an object [ct]: it is
expressed, in other words, in a judgment in the strict sense
of the term (cf. B 141 f.; NKS 159), in a judgment,
therefore, that possesses "objective validity and necessary

universality (for everybody)".'”  And this means that my
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judgments about myself as a being that has "thoughts,
consciousness, desires, etc.," all of which "belong to inner
sense"™ (A 357; NKS 338 f.), are made in accordance with the
categories. I can know myself, therefore, as an object of
inner experience, and as such an object I am a member of the
objective [ct] domain.

The fact that the principle of apperception, the
"highest principle in the whole sphere of human knowledge"
(B 135; NKS 154), applies to both outer and inner intuition
means that the particular principles govern equally both
outer and inner experience. I have argued in the last
section that the judgment "The cut in my finger was deep,
and the wound took a week to heal, "™ requires, according to
the Principle of the Axioms of Intuition, the category of
quantity. And the same holds for the judgment "The pain in
my finger lasted one hour," which is about an empirically
ipper object and expresses the consciousness of my
particular state: what by means of the category is here
first of all represented and hence known [ct] is a
"determinate time-magnitude®™ (A 153 = B 203; NKS 198).
Similarly Kant claims that the category of cause and effect
unites not only a manifold of outer but also of inner
intuition: what in our awareness of a change in our mood,
for example, comes to be known (ct] is an inner happening or
an "inner alteration, "™ i. e., "the successive existence of
ourselves in different states" (B 292; NKS 255). Such a

succession, too, is an objective [ct'] that is, a causal
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succession, Inner alterations, in other words, must be seen
as falling under the principle according to which "all
alterations take place in conformity with the law of the
connection of cause and effect" (B 232; NKS 218).

My emphasis on the fact that the particular
Principles apply to both outer and inner experience suggests
concluding this section with two observations. The first is
about Kant's view of the status of empirical psychology, the
other will be a comparison of Strawson and Kant.

(1) It appears that the "System of the Principles of
the Pure Understanding™ (A 150 = B 189; NKS 189) must be
taken to be coextensive with what in the Introduction to the
Critique and in the Prolegomepa Kant calls "the pure part of
natural science" (B 18; NKS 54) or the "pure" and "universal
science of nature" (B 20; NKS 56).18 This science is said
to be pure in the sense that the Principles are synthetic a
priori, and strictly upiyersal in the sense that it "must
bring nature in general, whether it regards the object of
the outer or that of the inner sense (the object of physics

9 on tnis

as well as psychology)" under these principles.
view, then, empirical psychology is on par with physics: it
too is, and for the very same reasons, a genuine natural
science, Here is what Kant says at the beginning of the
Paralogisms: "If our knowledge of thinking beings in
general... were based on more than the c¢cogito, if we

likewise made use of observations concerning the play of our

thoughts and the natural laws of the thinking self to be
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derived from these thoughts, there would arise an empirical
psychology, which would be a kind of physiology of inner
sense, capable perhps of explaining the appearances of inner
sense" (A 347 = B 405; NKS 332). This passage has a
cautionary note that I think reflects Kant's other view of
empirical psychology: the view that he expresses in the
Apfapgsgruvende and according to which empirical psychology
can never attain the status of a genuine natural science,
because mathematics is not applicable to the appearances of
inner sense.20 This position, however, is at variance with
Kant's doctrine in the Critigue. For he claims not only, as
he does in the General Note on the System of the Princples,
that the category of quantity "can...be applied...to inner
sense, " although, to be sure, "only through the mediation of
outer intuition®" (B 239; NKS 256). In the Axioms, moreover,
Kant claims that "all appearances are...intuited as
aggragates," And the fact that they are so intuited, i. e.,
"as complexes of previously given parts™ (A 163 = B 204; NKS
199) is said to be the very reason why they allow of
mathematical treatment. 21

(2) In the chapter 'Persons' of his book,
Ipdividuals, Strawson discusses the problem of how one can
ascribe states of consciousness to others. Referring to the
historical origin of the problem itself, Strawson says: "if
the things one ascribes states of consciousness to, are

thought of as a set of Cartesian egos to which only private

experiences can, in correct logical grammar, be ascribed,
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then this question is unanswerable and this problenm
insoluble."22

It appears that Kant would agree with part of what
Strawson here claims. We can say that to the "private
experiences" there corresponds what in all those passages in
which Kant pgoses the Critical problem of an "object of
representations, " he calls (in contradistinction to such an
object) representations in the sense of "modifications" or
"inner determinations of the mind" (c¢f. A 197 = B 242; NKS
224). These by_tbemselvyes indeed would not be

23

"communicable. " But we have already seen earlier that
Kant wants to go further: he is saying that a mind or a
subject could not even know that it has representations in
this sense.. And this is because they do not "reach ([the]
unity of consciousness."zu because, that is, they are not
"synthetically combined in one apperception™ (B 138; NKS
157). This, however, would mean that the very notion of a
subject, and the connected notion of the ascription of
representations to it, could no longer be entertained. But
then the problem at hand would not only be "insoluble™ but
could not even be stated.

Strawson himself does not want to give us a solution
of the "problem of other minds, " but argues instead for a
position according to which the problem does not arise.25
Central to his position are two tenets, Strawson claims,

first, that the concept of a person is "the concept of a

type of entity such that both predicates ascribing states of
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consciousness and predicates ascribing corporeal
characteristics, a physical situtation etc. are equally
applicable to a single individual of that single type."26

He calls predicates of the first kind, e.g. "is in pain, "
P-predicates, and those of the second kind, e.g. "is in the
drawing room, " M-predicates, predicates, that is, "which are

27 Secondly,

also properly applied to material bodies."
Strawson maintains that "one ascribes P-predicates to others
on the strength of observation of their behaviour; and that
the behaviour-criteria one goes on are not just signs of the
presence of what is meant by the P-predicate, but are
criteria of a logically adequate kind for the ascription of

the P-predicate."28

Now an obvious difference between Strawson and Kant
is that for Kant there is no single type of entity to which
both M-predicates and P-predicates are applicable. These we
employ, Kant maintains, in our judgments, respectively,
about empiricélly external objects, including our bodies,

and about empirically inner objects, such as our inner

states and episodes. In contrast to Strawson, then, Kant
holds that a 'person,' i.e. the empirical self, is something
‘ippner': it is an object not of outer, but of inner sense,

and in so far as time is the form of inner sense, it is
time, and not space, which is the "mode of representation of

myself as object™ (B 4; NKS 79).
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I share this particular view with Bird whose own
comparison between Strawson and Kant is based mainly on the
Refutation of Idealism. But Kant's argument there shows
only, according to Bird, that inner discriminations
presuppose the discrimination of "outer, spatial objects."29
not, however, that "the concept 'person' has the meaning
that Strawson, but not Kant, ascribes to it." For the
latter, Bird maintains, empirical "persons are essentially

0
possessors of consciousness."3

And although Kant rejects,
as does Strawson, Descartes' account of persons, he still
holds "that a person is essentially that to which inner
characteristics belong."31
And this brings us to the central difference, in my
view, between Kant and Strawson, I have said that Strawson
wants to argue for a position in which the sceptical problem
with respect to other minds does not arise, His remarks,
therefore, Strawson assures us, should not be understood as
a "solution" of this "problem, "™ or as a "general
philosophical 'justification'" of our beliefs about

others.32

Such "justifications" are bound up with a set of
connected distinctions which his own concept of a person, as
we have seen, 1is supposed to undercut: the distinctions,
that is, between mind and body, the mental and the physical,
the inner and outer, the subjective and objective.

Now we have seen that Kant, too, at times talks in a

Cartesian fashion about representations gQqua "inner

determinations of our mind" that have only "subjective
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meaning" (A 197 = B 242; NKS 224). This way of talking
allows Kant to state the Critical problem in terms of the
"relation to an object" of these inner determinations, and
of their acquiring "objective meaning" and "objective
reality" (A 197 = B 242; NKS 224). One result of my
discussion of the Second Analogy, however, has been that at
the center of the Critical problem is not the 'jnner', but
how, on the presupposition that nothing is given to us save
representations (cf. A 483 = B 521; NKS 441), there can be,
not knowledge of outer objects, but objects of kpnowledge at
all. And this is because of what I have called the
undeterminateness of a manifold of representations as given
in sensible intuition, If the sensible manifold is
undetermined, i. e., not thought in the category of cause
and effect, there is no question of our having knowledge of
particular empirical happenings or events, be they
represented in space or in time only--that is, be they
empirically jnner objects. The central problem, therefore,
is for Kant not the ascription of M-predicates and
P-predicates, but the a_prjori possibility of ascribing
predicates to_anything_at_all: the possibility, in other
words, of "the unity among our representations," i, e., of
judgdpents (A 69 = B 93; NKS 105-06). The actual ascription
of predicates is a_posteriori, i.e., discovered and learned
by experience and empirical procedures, and hence for Kant

outside the scope of a philosophical inquiry which for him

is a_priori.
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(16)
I will finally answer the question how, according to
Kant, we "ascribe, " as Strawson puts it, "states of

consciousness... to others.33

It is the question which, as
we have seen, in Husserl's view Kant failed to explore: the
question concerning the transcendental possibility of
positing other egos. And according to Sartre it is the
problem which Kant cannot solve: "the subjective quality of
the Other-as-object, " he claims, turns in the Critical
philosophy out to be "a closed box."3u

For this investigation it is the problem of showing
how thinking beings can be known as objects of experience
and hence be members of the objective [ct] domain. The
apparent obstacle, I have pointed out, is that "thinking
beings, as_such, can never be found among outer appearances,
and that their thoughts, consciousness, desires, etc.,
cannot be outwardly intuited. A1l these belong to inner
sense: (A 357; NKS 338). Kant, however, says also that
although "we cannot intuit" the thoughts of thinking beings,
we can "indeed intuit their signs (in the field] of
appearance™ (A 359; NKS 340). And the second part of his
Aptbhropology, as the title page instructs us, deals with
"the ways of knowing the inner of human beings by means of
the out.er'."35

Such knowledge, however, is according to Sartre,

precisely for what the Critical philosophy leaves no roomn.
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If we talk, for instance, about Paul's anger, we are talking
about a series of appearances of "his inner sense" which "on
principle are outside my experience and belong to a system

36 And we are not allowed to

which is inaccessible to me."
consider Paul's behavior as the effect of his anger because
the behavior which I observe and the anger which Paul feels
belong to two different experiences: and Kantian causality,
he says, "only... links the phenomena of 9pe_and_the_szape
experience.“37

We have seen that knowledge of the existence of
things in general requires the satisfaction of the Second
Postulate according to which "that which is bound up with
the material conditions of experience, that is, with
sensation, is actual" (A 218 = B 266; NKS 239). Clearly,
the Postulate as it stands is of no help for the problem at
hand: I cannot have, Sartre will say, sensations of the
appearances of Paul's inner sense, Let us then look again
at Kant's refined version of the Postulate: "The postulate
bearing on the knowledge of things as actual does not,
indeed, demand immediate perception (and, therefore,
sensation of which we are conscious) of the object whose
existence is to be known. What we do require, however, is
the connection of the object with some actual perception, in
accordance with the analogies of experience, which define
all real connection in an experience in general®"™ (A 225 = B
2T72; NKS 242-43).

Indeed it appears that this refined version of the
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Second Postulate allows us to infer the existence of Paul's
anger from the perception of his behavior. Here is Kant's
example: "Thus from the perception of the attracted iron
filings we know of the existence of a magnetic matter
pervading all bodies, although the constitution of our
organs cuts us off from all immediate perception of this
medium., For in accordance with the laws of sensibility and
the context of our perceptions, we should, were our senses
more refined, come also in an experience upon the immediate
empirical intuition of 1it. The grossness of our senses does
not in any way decide the form of possible experience in
general™ (A 226 = B 273; NKS 243). The objection, of
course, will now be that what makes the problem under
consideration a problem is not "the grossmess of our
sesnes, " but the fact that, as Kant puts it, our thoughts
and our feelings "“can never [be] objects of outer intuition"
(A 358; NKS 339). But this fact does not decide the form of
a possible experience in general either. For this form
consists, as we have seen, in the synthetic unity, by means
of the categories, of a manifold of sensible intuition in a
consciousness in general. It consists, in the two cases at
hand, in a manifold's of outer intuition being united, 1i.

e., thought in the pure concept of cause and effect. It
would be absurd and the existence of the Second Analogy a
puzzle, were we to think that this unification to be a
unification of particular empirical objects of which some

belong to "outer sense" but due to the "grossness of our
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senses" ¢canpot be seen, and of which some cannot on
principle be seen, because they belong to "inner sense."
What Kant has argued for is that the representation of the
given manifold of intutition in the category of cause and
effect makes "the experience of an event [(i. e., of anything
as bhappepingl" (A 195 = B 240; NKS 223) first of all
possible. This means that only if, as Kant puts it very
carefully, "the manifold in the appearance" (A 190 = B 235;
NKS 220) of the iron filings or of Paul is experienced as a
happeping, is it possible to look for and to discover a
pesteriori, i. e., by experience and by whatever emppirical
procedures the respective causes, be they emprically inner
or outer.

Because the experience of "anything as happebninpg"
requires a_priori application of the category of cause and
effect, the ga_posteriori judgment 'Paul is angry' is made
"ijpn_accordance_with" the principle of the Second Analogy.

It is for this reason alone that it expresses empirical
knowledge, or possesses what for Kant is equivalent, namely
objective validity and necessary universality (for
everybody). "The relation of cause and effect is the
condition of the objective validity of our empirical
judgments, in respect of the series of perception, and so of
their empirical truth" (A 202 = B 247; NKS 227).

I have shown in the chapter on subjectivity (o] that
objective validity and necessary validity (for everybody)

belong also, and for the same reason, to the judgment 'I am
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angry'. Hence my judgment 'Paul is angry' and Paul's
judgment 'I am angry' express the same_eppirical_cogpitiop.
Thus the fact that my judgment is one of outer experience
and that Paul's judgment is one of inner experience does
also not decide "the form of a possible experience in
general." This form is, as we have said, necessary
synthetic unity, and it is the latter which gives us
objectivity and universality: "There would be not reason for
the judgments of other people agreeing with mine if it were
not the unity of the object to which they all refer and with
which they all agree; hence they must all agree with one
another" (Prol. U46). Now the categories, we have seen, are
not only the forms of the unity of the object, i. e., of a
manifold's being "combined in the object, no matter what the
state of the subject may be™ (B 142; NKS 159), but also the
conditions of the form of consciousness in general, i. e.,
of its necessary unity. And it is this state of affairs
which necessarily ties a plurality of empirical subjects
into a common world, i. e., into a world which is papifold
as to its patter, but one as to its form. It is this state
of affairs, too, which is the reason why there is only "one
single experience, " and why when we speak "of different
experiences, " e. g., Paul's and mine, "we can refer only to
the various perceptions, all of which, as such, belong to
one and the same general experience™ (A 110; NKS 138), whose
sameness consists in its "form, " i. e., in the "synthetic

unity of appearances according to concepts"™ (A 110; NKS
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138). Paul's anger, thus, does not in Sartre's words,
"belong to a system which is inaccessible to me:" we both
inhabit one and the same. And in order to do so, it is not
necessary, as Sartre thinks it is, that I unite my
representations with Paul's. What is necessary, and also
sufficient, is that Paul and I bring, in a judgment, our
representations "to the object unity of apperception" (B

141; NKS 159).
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