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THE ROLE OF TRANSCENDENTAL UNITY IN KANT'S EPISTEMOLOGY ™

[T

*

lftonstanée‘S.B:‘Grouix

: ABSTRAct*

".

This the51s is the presentat1on of an ana]ys1s and eva]uat1on of
the centra] 1ssue in Kant s Transcendenta] Ana1yt1c, viz, the .

transcendenta1 un1ty of apperceptton Kant $ fundamenta] prem1se of

the abso]ute unity' of the (pure) understand1ng is here1n 1nterpreted .

as an ep1stemo1og1ca1 concern, dep]ct1ng the funct1on1ng of pure

»

appercept1on and the poss1b11aty of justifying the -forma) e]ements.of
,'th1s unity, ' - .

The Introduct1on and Chapter One contain the necessary

d1st1nct1ons which 1 felt were pretedent to d1scuss1on of the centra]

issue. In the: Introduct1on, I am concerned to d1st1ngu1sh between the |

"'Subgect1ve and 0b3ect1ve Deduct1ons with the consequent suggested
"'re orientation of the 'SubJect1ve Deduction to preparatory d1scuss1on
- of the Schématism. Chapter One - argues agawnig viewing .the categorles

as ’der1ved' from the Table of ‘Judgments ;* rather the categormes are

to be cons1dered as systematTcally developed from the or1g1nary re]at1on

-between understand1ng and sensibility. Further Chapter One suggests a
nev 1nterpretat1on of the Table of Judgments as the rules of
fTranscendentaT Logic. )

' Chapter Two presents e]uc1dat1on of the or1g1na1' re]at1on

'betueen the transcendenta1 un1ty of appercept1on of the understand1ng

and t1me as forma] 1ntu1t1on A re]at1on, or funct1on1ng, w1thout Ihe :

LY

a1d‘=of ﬂmag1nat1on This relation is the ground1ng, and justification,

© . of the e]ements of the ?absolute un1ty of the_understand}ng including,

r
,
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of cqurse, the cateagories. Resu]tant from the analysis. of the or1g1Q§J

re]at1on are the precise Kant1anégfan1ngs of the ways we may speak of
the epistemological se]f'.

r Chapter Three is merely the explicit statement of the implied.
inessentia1ity of imégination found in the previous chapters. The.

'kinds' of synthesis are presented’ in order to carefu]]y d1st1ngu1sh

the 1nte11ectua1 synthes1s from both the reproduct1ve synqpes1s in

imagination and from even the transcendental ( productive' or figurafive')

synthesis in imagiﬁatﬁon. .

’ ) ,.- T
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".MOTTO

- "Inany case, as is not surprising, I have learned that Kant

himself is incomparably. his own best commentator; and I have sought

throughout to rid myself of the theorjes of others and ‘to see his

doctrine, so far as I may, through his.own eyes. . No one who-

understands the difficulty of this underta®ing will expect...to.find

a work free from errors, free even from serious errors. B8ut there is,

one error I have nevef committed: I have never thought that an{ part g
of Rant's philosophy...could justly be regarded as. negligible.” L \\

¥
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]Paton, H. J. Xant's Metaphysic of Experience (New York: b

MacMillan Co., 1961), Vol. 1, p. 19. Hereinafter cited-as 'Paton; - s

KIE" .
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PREFACE

This thesis is a development and defense ofa the Kantian theory

. of the tfanscendénta1'synthetic unity of'pure apperéeption in the

Critique of Pure Reason;2 a theory which is‘éentra1 to %nté]]igibf]ity'_.
of the Transcendental_ Deduction of both editions of the Cripigue. As

such, the second chapter of'this-thesié, entitleﬁ "Unity and Appe?ception',
is to be considered as the matrix of my thesis. As well as containing ‘
exboﬁitory &eveTopment 6f thg'the9ry of the\transcendénta] synthetic

. unity of apperception, the sgcond,cha%ter is a preSentation‘of what f

havé entitied the fofigina] relation' between trqhscendenta] synthetié
-Unity of apperception and time, representedfas fonnél intuition. ‘ft is

my co;téntioh that this oriéinary relation is thé'apriori-necessity '
which-grounds énd makes possible all other relations between thinking::
“and sensibility; therefore, it is the (origina]) necess;ry transcendental
condi%?Uﬁ\of knowledge. 1t is bééquse the transcendental synthetic

unity of‘abperception‘is the:characterizétioh 6f self-consciousness of
ﬁpontaneous conjoining in time in;ggnera] that it provides.the

cbnfirmatioﬁ of the Justification of the cétegories as representative of

originat unity, a theme which is discussed in_thé flrst chapter of this

2A]1 referrals to the Critique of Pure Reason are to be understood
as references to the translation by N. Kemp Smith (Toronto: .MacMillan &
Co., Ltd., 1965), unless otherwiseexplicitly stated. This thesis shall
utilize the system of pagination as found in the translation by Kemp Smith:
‘A' and 'B' referring to the First and Second Editions, respectively. ‘
Hereinafter cited as 'Critique’. Most references to the Critique will be
found in parentheses in the text. . : C
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thesis. . . .

'dnity‘and Categories is the subgect o?,the first chapter, and-
the representat1ve unity of the categories is confirmed when grounded
in the obJect1v1ty of transcendenta] appercept1on through its or1g1na]
| relation to time as forma] intuition. The categorles are representat1ve
of the unity of synthesis of all poss1b1e reTat1ons of space and time;
they are representat1ve of the un1ty of thinking which characterizes.
knowTedge The f1r5t chapter traces the systemat1c development of ‘the
'Tab]e of Categor1es as expressive of the pure forms of thought (or
. funct1ons of uq1ty) of the pure understand1ng '

Not on]y is the 1nt°nt of the second chapter self- 1nc]u51ve, it
confirms the first and, as well, introduces and grounds' the d1fferent1at1ons
of the third. chapter, ent1t1ed Un1ty and Synthes1s » which def1nes the
tranSCEndentaT synthesis of imagination in contradistinction from both
lthe 1nte1]ectua1 SynthESIS and the reproductive synthesxs of 1mag1nat1bn
Because the 1nte11ectua1 synthes1s is representat1ve of the or1g1na1 ' .
relation of the transcendental synthet1c Un1ty of appercept1on and, time,
it is an act1v1ty of soontane1ty without. the a1d' of 1mag1nat10n As
such, expos1t1on of the transcendental synthes1s in 1mag1dht1on in the
_th1rd chapter is c]early de11m1ted and 1maglnatwon can be seen to be
j}veToped as 'transcendenta]' (or ' produc¢1ve , or f1gurat1ve ) only -

nsofar as it is express1ve of - the spontane1ty of pure appercept1on
" The Introduct1on to this thesis is not merely a conventional
presentation odt]1n1ng the general mater1a1 of the chapters wh1ch fo]1ow ‘
Sit. It is that, as ue11 as being the occasion I have chosen to make
necessary distinctions which do not properly belong in the succeedlng '

chapters As such, the Introduct1on can r1ght1y be regarded as an
' /

»
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introductory chapter to the problems of the tﬂesis. The uﬁder]ying
problem of the Introduction.jg tb.clear1y disfinguish tﬁe *ObjectiVe’
and ’'Subjective' Deduction(s) in anticfpétion of lessened confusion and
misunderstanding concerniﬁg_Kantfs intention in the Transcendeﬁta?- |

Deduction.



INTRODUCT ION

The purpose of this thesis is the c]ar1f1cat1on of Kant s concept (\\ '
of the transcendenta1 synthetic unity" of pure apperception. Principa]
analysis w111 focus on the Transcendental Deduction in both ed1t1ons of

the Cr1t1que of Pure Reason Wﬂth the aim of discounting d1ss1m11ar1t1es

between the two. Signification of the 'SubJect1ve and 'ObJect1ve
Deductmns3 needs to be ena1yzed before a final, dec]aratlon be pronounced
concern1ng Kant 5 rea1 1ntent1on in an a11eged d1m1nut1on of the role of
1mag1nat1on in the Second Ed1t1on I ma1nta1n that Kant intended the
Transcendenta] Deduct1on(s) to establlsh 1) that the categories are
' apr1or1 obJect1ve]y valid because they are funct1ons (modes) of unity,_
and 2) that the grounding, or foundat1on (or_ source), of this unity is
the transcendenta1 synthet1c unity of apperceptlon ygltx_of th1nk1ng,
and its pr1nc1p]e of un1fy1ng, is the prime theme of the Transcendenta1
Deduction of both editions. The nn1fz1ng of thought of sensible
reptesentations is anticinated in the 'Subjective' Deduetibn and this
ant1c1patory mater1a1 is realized in the Chapter on Schemat1sm

The categories are not accorded full s1gn1f1cance concern1ng their
_employment in the Transcendental Deductton(s), in fact,»they are not until

they are schematized. In order to have objective reality, they must be

3Critigue,‘CF.,_e.g.; Axvi-xvii

4'Deduction(s) expresses my contention that both ed1t1ons of the
Critique are fundamentally identical in intent and that dissimilarities
are incidental to the thematic issues of the Transcendental Deduction.
Further, all references to 'Deduction', or 'Deduction(s)", mean
'Transcendental Deduction(s)‘ unless otherwise identified.
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) the conditions ‘of the noss1b1]1ty of experience and the poss1b111ty of

sen51b1e‘!b3ects This means they must be re]ated as cond1t1ons, to

ObJECtS of sense and th]S occurs only when ‘appearances are time- determ1ned.

Kant - wr1tes, on. ‘occasjon, as though the categorles ake accorded their

ft]] ocbjective 51gn1f1cance a; apr10r1 concepts when .once -he has shown

their determtnat1on of the transcendenta] synthes1s,of 1mag1nat10n in

time as formal 1ntu1t1on Th1s procedure stresses only fhe un1ty and

ob3ect1ve validity of.thinking (understand1ng) and is, in fact, all that

+ s theoretically demanded of the Deduct10n(s) 1tse1f That which
d1st1ngu1shes the aim of ‘the Deduct1on(s) and the Schemat1sm s the

s

dvstxnct1on between objective va11d1ty and obJect1ve-reaIity, respective1y.'
If the categor1es are shown to be obJectlvely valid, the aim of the
‘Deduct1on(s) is rea11zed |
Kant has antecedent1y made it cIear in the Aesthetic that all
percept1ons must be spat1a1]y and tempora]]y ordered if we are to know
them as appearances., Thus, if the categories apply apriori to the
synthet1c un1ty represented in forma] 1ntu1t1on, this means that the
categorles are the ways (modes) in which specific tempora] (thus, spat1a1)
' re]at10ns are un1f1ed\‘_rgg the1r transcendental deduct1on Once
perceptions are tempora]]y ordered (determlned) in inner sense; Kant calls
them appearances to indicate the1r still 1ncomp1ete1y-determ1ned
character .in contrast to the concept (or un1ty) of obJect' There are
not two processes of determ1nat1on, i.e. one spat1al temporal and one
categorial, but one. The poss1b111ty of percept1ons being temporally-
determined and.character1zed as appearances is dependent upon the
categorial modes of unifying. 'The 'ohjectf as determined appearante is
not merely ordered in tempora]i reiations of sucgessionior coexistende

- - ) .
of representations of the permanent by the imagination. - Synthesis is not

!

.



sufficienL\ior know]edge the orinciple of unity is necessary for -
_ synthes121ng, or combining, else the result be a mere aggregate The
categor1es, as representat1ve of un1ty, are the pure rules (or modes) of oo
‘succession or determination'of coethtence A1l that is prdered in time
in inner sense is ordered according to the orlg1na1 pure concepts of
. synthgsis. éategor1es are. ways. of synthes1z1ng all p0551b1e relations of
- space and time; thus, they are modes of knowing. Know]edge for Kant,
15 never actual]y knowledge of obJects but is, rather, exp11c1tly stated
concepts of objects. We do not d1rect]y or 1nmed1ate1y apprehend the
obgect as a th1ng in-itself but.we do conceptual1ze the matter or
sensatlon of sens1b1e_1mpress1ons, or: affect1ons? i.e. we order the
successively apprehended spatial relations and unify this ordering in
specific ways. Actna11y, it ts even siﬁp1er"we undfy the successively-
‘ordered spatial, re]at1ons (strictly, there would be no 'succession' =, %
w1thout “the cond1t1ons of un1ty) . ' . o . _ ;
A: 'Va]1d1ty as Condition of Rea]1ty . | é
Often, then, in the TranscendentaT Deduction(s), one has‘the |
confused impression that there are. two processes 1nvo1ved in 3ust1fy1ng
the obJect1ve validity of the categor1es The first seems to be the
relating of the categories to forma] intuition and secondly, relating the
categpries to objects of the senses.: Thexlatter possible process can é'
a1so be expressed as re]ation of the categories to time;determined
appearances in contrad1st1nct1on to- the former re]at1on of categor1es to
the pure synthesis in the determ1n1ng form of t1me Concomitant with the
apparent process re]at1ng categor1eslzo time- determined appearances are

two further poss1b1e 1nterpretat1ons of the Transcendental: Deduct10n(s)

The first would emphasize the importance of the 'Subjective' DedUction in




the First Edition and would stress, consequently, a psychoiogieal
Iinterpretation of the Kantian Thanscendental Deduction. In fect, this
interpretation very hear]y equates ‘psychological’ with 'transtendentaT'.
N. Kemp Smith is quite explicit in his support of the above interpfetation.
He says that the subjective deduction js.‘peycho]ogica1 in character' and
that -the objective deduction is '1Qgiea1' or 'epistemq]ogica1',5 and that
the ]atteh 'rests upon' the former.6 In'fact, Kemp thth goes further‘and‘
says that,.seemingly, Kant did not "despair of deﬁeloping a'transcendente]
--psychoTogy;"7 In contrast, S. Al-Azm statée: _fKaﬁt fe cleariy not'
‘embarhed on-a progham of constructing a new faCU]ty of psycho]ogy. ;Hie
A Durpoées are primarily logical and critical ih the'hest Kantian sense;et

8 ‘The second possible interpretation conjoined with vieﬁfng the

the term
Deduction of the categor1es as a. relation of them to time- determ1ned

' appearances is 1tse1f bi- d1rect1ona1 either nullifying the s1gn1f1canee
of the Chapter on Schematlsm or more preva]ent]y, nu111fy1ng the . o : —
qmportance of the Transcendenta] Deduction itself as. the process of )
.dete;m1nat1on is a]]eged1y more concretely deve]oped in the Chapter on

*Schematism, Regard]ess of. the d1rect1on the genera1 1dea of both- is

- that the categor1es are schemata, i. e more prec1se1y, that categor1es

are always schematized categorjes. | |

I believe it can be-shown in the analysis of the Transcendental

5Kemp Smith, N. A Commentary to Kant s 'Critique of Pure Reason s

. 2nd Edition. (New York: Human1t1es_erss, 1962}, p. 236. Hereinafter -
cited as 'Kemp Smith'. ' :
®Ibid., p.238. . | |
" 7ibid., pp. 269-70; and cf. pp. 50-51. S
8 /

"~ "Al-Azm,-S.J. Kant's Theory of Time. -(New. York% Philosophical
sLibrary, Inc.,.1967), p. 37. Hereinafter cited as 'Al-Azm‘. :




Deduction(s) that Kant's intention does nbt warrant the above-indicated
conf]%gting interpretations. His intention in the Deduétjon(s) is to
C ' ¢

‘demonstrate the apriori validity.of categories as necessary conditions

of a possible experience in general and of possible objects in_general.

The categorjies, as modes of unifying, make poséib]e forma],undérstanding "

(i.e. rather, are the formal understanding, or pure conceptual 1h0ught)

of spatio-temporal relations of all possible appearances. In other words,

- cafégories are tha conceptualization of the synthesis %n the forms of
intuiting as formal infuitions Time, e.g., is ‘the form of inner sense
of all poss1b]e appearances whatever But to know it as the’ form, i.e.

" as one time, is to conceptua11ze it as unity. Th1s know1ng, or |
coaceptualizing, is synonymous with unifying, or at least with the
possibility of uaifjcation of successive appéarances.' Time itself is
not & concept' it is, rather fokma1 intuition just bécause it répresents
the only possible re]at10ns of appearances in inner sense. A]ll |
'percept1ons, as appearances, are subject to the formal condatlon of
tempora1 succe551on Success1on is the form of appearances in human‘
consciousness; ergo time -as fef’"] intuition, or condition o? 1ntu1t1ng
As such, it is forma1 1ntu1t1on which does not suggest that it 1tseif %s
intuited. A Ewing, rather odd]y, 1nterprets ' formal 1ntu1t1on as

p
exp]a1ned in the Aesthet1c to mean that space and time are themse]ves

immediate 1ntu1t1ons.g He says, further, that Kant 'drew back’ from th1s"

view, citing tﬁe_presupposition of. the proofs d% the Anaiogies, viz. that

' nging,'A C. A Short Commentary on-Kant's Critique-df Pure Reason.
(Londoﬁ Methuen and Co., Ltd., 1965), p. 32. Hereinafter cited as
'Ewing’. : L

. t
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time itself cannot be perceired 10 A] -Azm criticizes this general view -
of Kant and spec1f1ca11y criticizes Kemp Smith's attr1but1oq of
1ncons1stency concerning space and time in the Aesthetic and the
AnaIyt1c. Al-Azm says that:

-The Aesthetic deals with time after it has been.. -generated and does
not concern itself with its synthetic origins.... "In other words,
from the isolated point of view of. the Aesthet1c the temporal
manifold looks Tike an 1mmed1ate]y given. fact that came from
nowhere 1T _ .

Space and time are originally represented as apr1or1 intuitions;
more prec1se]y, not as concepts or 1ntu1ted obJects but infinite and

unlimited given magn1tudes ]2

The mean1ng of this characteruzat1on of )
space and time is that aTthough in determ1n1ng appearances we ]1m1t them,
we cannot do the same to the pure sens1b]e cond1t1ons of a]] possible
appearances A11 appearances as determ1ned by cenditions of functions

'Lof unity of the understand1ng are abstracted in analysis of sens1b111ty
in ‘order for Kant to f1na]ly conc]ude that we represent space and t1me
or1g1na11y (i.e. prior to any spec1f1c 1ntu1t1on) as un1que apriori
formal 1ntu1t1ons We could even say, with grave danger attendant that
formal intuition represents for apr1or1 knowledge (wh1ch is noth1ng other

' than necessary cond1t1ons of emp1r1ca1 knowledge, or necessary cond1t10ns

for the ﬁbss1b1]1ty of knowledge) a pure matter in the sense that it is’

the necessary form whereby sensat1ons ‘are- determ1ned as appearances

f‘ ]OIde > P- 63

M p1-Azm, p. 56 (my emphasis); and cf. p. 31, pp. 60-61.

eritique, of. A25/B40, A32/BY7-8. CF. Kant's Inaugural Disserta-
- tion, translated by J. Handys1de {(Chicago and London: ~ The Open -Court
Publishing Co., 1929), pp. 54, 64; hereinafter ¢ited as 'Dissertation’.
Refer also to the pertinent dlscussvon in A] -Azm, pp 58-60, 61 67.




Formal intuition is the pure representation of objects of our senses.

JIf the categokies relate to.formd1 intuition as the sources of

unification of all possible appearances in formal intuition, they relate””

»

strictly and purely to the apriori condipions of all éppearanées
whatsoevers, i.é. categories as representative of uniity, relate purely to'-
formal. intuition which is the determ1n1ng cond1t1on of success1ve
sensations, 1dent1f1ed thereby as appearances, or obJect(s) of the senses.
If the categorigs relate purely to apriori formal intuition, they relate
neceséarf y to objeéts'of the senses as 6ond{tions af knowing thése
appearanc§§*3uccessfve]y'intﬁited. Tﬁus, the Eategories neEessari]y

condition time as the determining form of inner intuition and there-is,

- consequently,. shown to be one process inVo]ved in jusfifying the objective -

vaiidity of the categories. This one ‘process may yet be analyzed. further
- to d1st1ngu1sh the” goss1b111tg of obJect1v1ty from the application of the
conditions of objectivity. That is predisely why Kant's aim in the
.Deduction(s) refers'to the former disffnctibB whéreag'the Schematism (and
Priﬁcip1es) is tﬁe analysis of the.employment of the categories. It
remains true to say, though, thaf the emp]oymént {or conditions.of
6bjecfive rea]ity) 15‘dgpendent upon transcendental proof of the pbjeﬁtiﬁé
va]iaity of the categories. So if we~cannoi_sho@ that the categories afe -
nbjettive]y valid, we cannét discuss.their objective realify fdr they ‘are
representative o% the orjgina] %6nditiops'of objectivity in. general.
i B: Objectivity )

‘As Kant states clearly both in the Preface totthe Eirsp Edition.of
the Critigue and in the Dedﬁction‘of both.tdftions, the .intelligibility
. of'the'objective validity of the categoriés‘re%ers to their rglation to

objects of pux underétanding {cf. Axvi—xvij), ‘Objects' are 'objects

e ek AT o m— .
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of senses for Kant and\the categories are seen‘to relate to the form of
these 'objects of senses', or appearances. that is his essential purpose ’
in-the Deductiongs). He had previously analyzed the faculty of
sensibi]ity {or faculty of sehsio]e reptesentations) in the Transcendental
Aesthetic and;discusséo at Tength the 'subjective souhces’ of sensibiiity,
viz. space and time as-forms.of intuition. They were seen to be related
to sensations as the forms in which we are conscious of sensation (thus,
perceptions) Ana1y51s of .the receptiv1ty of the facu]ty of sen51b111ty
and its relation to perceptions necessariiy preceded anaiy51s of the
spontaneity of the faculty of understanding The Deduction(s) contains

not only the justification.of the objective validity of the categories

but as weii an anainis of the source {or condition) of spontaneity as

the Aesthetic discussed the source (or condition) of receptTVity

The establishment of the relation of the conditions of recept1v1ty

to possibie objects (appearances) is reiatiVe]y simpte in the Aesthetic

for space and time are the forms of intoiting'appearanees. Demonstration

~of a similar relation of conditions to conditioned is more difficult in

the Deduction(s) as the relation is mediate. But analysis of sponaneity .

as it is‘manifested.in synthesizing at any level (or rather, synthesizing

regardiess oflcontent synthesiied) serves to characterize the forms of.

_understanding and . their necessary relation to 'objects-of senses'. This:

is so because the modes of synthesizing characterize even the empirical

-apprehension'of perceptions. More though, than an anaiogy of receptivity—

forms'and spontaneity/forms, and elucidation of both-as sources of
knon]edge, is revealed by an analysis of understanding, or spontaneity.
It is demonstrated absolutely that synthesis itself has no meaning, in

fact has not-even possibility of meaning, if the aggregate is not unified

-

-~
~
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in one mode or another. S | //):

'The éategories not only relate to objects in general represented
by.their‘aprioff form, thus to obje;ts in experience becausg these
1atfer 'objects' are detefmined in(;ime,lthe cq;ggorieslare so related’
bécéuﬁe they are the functions of unity of the understanding's
sponééneity.and first make knoWﬂedgé of objécts of'exﬁerience possible.
The thgoretica1 transformation of éppearances successively intuited fn-
inner sense into‘objects‘of exberiépce occurs begause the successive
épbearapces‘are'tthght of in certain ways thch, of coufse, are.ihc1ﬁéive
of uniting th;m{ Thus, the l‘Sub‘]'er:‘tiv‘e".Deductiorj, considered as an .
i]]ustratjon‘o?lthe_prob]ematic Qf the objectivity of the categorﬁés;_fs
no mofe'psycho1ogica1 thaﬁ the 'Objective' Déductioﬁ, or the Aesthetic
_ which‘incfudes é]arification_of iﬁe sgbjéctive sourceé of sénsibi1ity.
"A11 three.ana]yses are transtendenta1,‘i.e. at least in the-sense that .

they are all oriented toward investigating modes of apriori knowledge,
: ' -«

and’when we remember that for Kant, ’khow]edge’ means 'determinétibn-of“f
objects’ (mean§ ‘experience’, etc,); expTication of thé;understanding-as
actively determining.{n certéin apriori modes and the pure forms of N
sensibility a; apriori determination of appearances should be more |
c1ear1y‘récognized as epistemological, not psychological, qonditions of
knowledge. .Kant explains this by stating: .‘ .

...t is_first hecessary to.remind_thé reader that we are discﬁssfné,

“not the origin of experience, but that which lies in experience. The
former pertains to empirical psychology and would even then never be -

adequately’' explained without.the -latter, which be]ongs to the critique -
of knowledge, and particularly of the understanding.1 '

]3Kant, Immanuel.” Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, Edited by -
L.W. Beck (New York: The Bobbs~-MerriTl Co., Inc., 1950), p. 51. Herein-
after cited as_'Pro]egomena'. ' - . o .

L
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. C: Subjectivity
-Synthesie 15 not a sufficient mark for knoh1edge; the'synthetﬁpa1
act1v1ty must be un1f1ed in specific ways for it to be synthes1s at
all. Th1s is c]ear]y i1lustrated by Kant in the Syntheses of Apprehens1on,

Reproduction and Recogn1tion; they.must be synthetical activities in

N accordance with the unity of apperception in brdé‘ for concepts

Schematism of the Categor1es

cohresponding_to the.intuition_to be pessib1e.‘ Further, theSe syntheses

are what occasion poss1b]e 1dent1f1cat1on of the Transcendental Deduction(s)
as part1a11y psychoTog1ca11y or1ented These synthe;es are, in fact,
ant1c1pat1ons of the Chapter on Schemat1sm whefein categories are
empiricized, i.e. where1n t1m° is determ1nab1e in respect of the syntheses
of representat1ons of specific emp1r1ca1 intuitions. H. Patonlsucc1nctJy '
stites the issue when he says, “A11 references to,1maginat10n are a sure

14

sign that we are dea]ing with the Subjective Deduction" ' and, "Th1s

subJectlve s1de of the Deduction 15 a necessany preparat1on for the
Wl : \

The manifo]d'of time as'forma] intuttion, is determinab]e—as
unity just because the man1f01d in t1me as form of 1ntu1t1on, 1s
synthes1zed by imagination.  This last synthes1s is itself poss1b1e only
belause it is determined by the transcendenta1 hnity of apperception by
v1rtue of spec1f1c time- determ1nat1on Nonethe]ees,‘the synthesis is .
sens1b1e and 1nc1ude5 both apprehenswnl ahd 'rehroduction' (and, strictly,

1

empiricatl, consc1ousness or recogn1t1on), wh1ch is to say that they are

' emp1r1ca11y subJectlve act1v1t1es wh1ch is not to‘say that emp1r1ca11y '
. . . . ‘_' . e .

MPaton KME, Vol. I, p™241. A | ~
Bibid., p. 529, n.1.

‘
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.sub3ect1ve act1v1t1es are necessary cond1t1ons of the obJecttve va11d1ty

of the categor1es

To know the appearances apprehended and reproduced means unification
of the synthes1s of them as representat1ons in specific ways, thus
th1nk1ng them as concepts of .gbjects of the senses. The only poss1b1e
B way of doing this is’ through the th1rd thing', the med1ator » i.e..time
as determ1nab1e T1me, or rather the transcendental syntheses 1n time,

because 1t is determaned by the categories as representat1ve of

transcendenta] unity, thus contains 1n 1ts manifold spec1f1c determinable 7

syntheses of appearances with sens1b]e matter. Ant1c1patory d1scuss1on
of the mater1a] of the Schematism chapter does not nullify the purpose
©or lmportance of either the Deduction(s) or the Schematism Justification

of ‘the obJect1V1ty of ‘categaries 1s the purpose of the former, and an

~ outline of the emp]oyment of the ob3ect1ve1y valid categor1es the purpose .

of the latter. Fu]]er ana]ys1s of, Schemat15nrw111 have to await a

. future project, for my on]y aim concerring it in this thes1s is to have
indicated its genera] nature in re]at1on to ant1c1patory d1scuss1on of it
in the Deduction{s)

t It can be concluded, then, that the discussion of the 'Subjectiye
Deduction' be10ngs more proper1y to Schemat1sm as it is a presentation
af the subjective processes ‘determined in t1me wh1ch the categor1es
cond1t1on and in so .conditioning, ob3ect1fy The ob3ect1f1cat10n of the
_5ubJect1ve syntheses in time is s1mu1taneously the express1on of the
app]1cat1on of the categor1es, thus, their obJect1ve reality. It is

) tota]]y 1nc1denta1 to-the subJect herein"that the subjective deduction is

also the locus, were one interested, of psycho]og1ca] anaTyses A]though

it is of no 1nterest in th15 theSTS, it is mentioned merely to cTear]y

- ——



orient and'diStinguish the epistemo1ogica1 emphaéié of the TransCendehtai-
Deductioh(s) from any alleged subjectivism. H¥J. de Vleeschauwer, fhr
" example, says that thé attribution of 'suhjective idea1tsm' to Kant is .
"a MiscbnceptiOn of his teaching."‘s- |
D: Objective Unity

Essentially, thg,'Objective” Deduction is meant td-estab]ish'the
categor1es as the sole means’ by which an obJect is thought Kant,
suggests that the 'Subjective' Deduct1on is non-essential to his “chief
quest1on--what and how much ;an the understand1ng and reason know apart
‘from all experience? not:--Fow is the faculty of thought itself poss1b1e’";
(Axvii) It is often forgotten that his' 'chief quost10n is pure reason,
and its pure thinking--apart from all sens1b111ty An ané]yéis of pure
understand1ng and’ 1ts poss1b111ty of conceptualization about- obJects of
the senses 1s perhaps also non- esseht1a1 but of 'great . 1mportance ," then,
to a critique of pure reason Th1s ana]ys1s, though,'1s essential to the
science of Transcendenta] Logic which is to determ1ne the or1g1n, scope,
and obJect1ve validity' of the knowledge of the understandtng The sole

concern of Transcendenta] Logic is 'laws of understand1ng and reason.

in so far as they relate apriori to ngects . (A57/B82)} What is non-
essential t0'hoth the 'chief questioh and- Transcendental Logic is the
~ three-fold synthesis grounded in spontaneuty; these syntheses-are more

favourably elucidations of Schematism than Deduttionfs)J But the princfp]e

of unification {of spontaneity) is essential to'Transcénﬁenth'Logic and,

o

) 16V1eeschauwer H-d. de. The Deve]opment of Kantian Thought
trcns1ated by.A.R.C. Duncan (Toronto and New York: Thomas Nelson and
Sons, Ltd., 1962), p. 95. Herejrafter c1ted as’ 'V]eeschauwer
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- more spetiftca?]y, to the 'Objective' Deduction. _ .

There are no categories as representations‘of synthetic unity
relating apriori to possible objects of the senses 1f there is no
poss1b111ty of un1f1cat1on The pr1nc1p1e of spontaneous un1f1cation_
is indispensable for knowledge for it is, in the order of know1edge, the

u1t1mate determ1nat1on of objects. Enta11ed by ana]ys1s of unity 1s -

d15cuss1on of synthesis, or conb1nat1on, in general 1n order to demonstrate

e

- what is un1f1ed or rather, that we are affected and determ1ne these ¢

affect1ons as concepts of objects. . How we-are affected, i.e. synthesis
of perceptions by imagination, if we cou]d speak of 1t as actual and not
_merely as an abstract10n, would be a subJective determ1nat10n of 1nner
sense. Un1ty of pure appercept1on appropr1ates the synthes1s as my
thought of objects, i. e. determ1nes it as obJect1ve]y va11d
Cons1derat1on’of the transcendental unity - of apperceptton as
essential to pure reason and its pure 1deas is not a mean1ngfu1 issue
(here}. I would suggest that for Kant, the converse is true, i.e. un1ty
is plurality cons1dered as tota]1ty and this ]atter is an 1dea of pure
reason. 17 It is another problem altogether than the one - cons1dered in.
thislthESis ' The d1ff1cu1ty of accountTng for the prtnc1p1e of the
uncond1t10ned in the serijes- of conditions is compounded by 1ts most
probab]e re]atton to the un1ty of appercept1on and, 1n turn th]S re]at1on
.to Kant's belief 1n the idea of the soul which renders poss1b1e the idea’
of human freedom in actlon. I think, thouch, as Kant obviously did, that .-

-theoretically the problems can be dealt with separately. ‘It would seem

]7J D.. McFarTand discusses. this suggest1on in Kant S Concept of
Teleology (Edinburgh: Un1vers1ty of Edinburgh Press 1970), pp. 14-15.
Cf., also, Cr1tlgue B383, B673] B679, B693. ' B
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:to bé a fact of our experience that we do unify diséreté'dafa into

~ coherent wholes. The 'fact', though, is not .the Deducfion of the
categories, merely the;i]lhstratidn'of occasioning them.' That is
precjsely‘wh§.Kant doubts the.ESSenIia1ityfof_his-expositﬁon of unity in
,>thé Firs Eﬁition Deduction;lit‘is exhibited as the 'cause of the effettl,
1.e,~un€iy is the cause disco?éred from-the occaéioh of unified |
synthetical aétivity, rather than ag;origin of the unity caused (effected)

by the categories...a mode of exposition he é]ters in théASECUnd Edition

- Deduction. ; ‘

.
1

E: Summation

. The main problems of this'theSis, then, boﬁcerning elucidation bf
r‘the {ranscendenta1 synthetic‘unity of appékcept10n7are: i)‘c1arificatipn'a’

of'the'categories as functions of the dnderétahding representative of
‘synthetic gnity; 2) coherent ﬁreséntatiﬁn of the theory of transcéndentaT’
unity of apperception ftse]f; and 3) d%scgssioh of.the_synthesfs.of
imagination with a vjew;to knowing this synthesié, i.e. determining it
. as unified and objective, and not btimari1y.to learn how imagination
'gathers together' and remembers past representations as instances
similar to‘those preséntiy occasioned. The incidéntaT éoro]]ary of
problems faised in this introductory materié] is the disp]acemenf, or |
: re-oriéntation, of the 'Subjective’ nguction (iné]usive of the question
of the possibility of 'psychomgica]ll investightions)'#o whére i%'EOré
fightfﬁ]ly belongs, i.e. in the Schematism chapter. The cétegprfes
detérminé_time—re1a£10ns, i.e. transcendental syntheses of iméginatjon,-
.and dre not, conversely, determined.themse1§es by time. Know]edée‘is
unjty; nature is unﬁty, experience is uﬁjty...ana]ogous wholes, if not

wholly synonymous or'identicaf'terms for Kant. Right]j or wrongly, this
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unity‘is Kant's principal premise. We know'natufe, or experience, as
uei;y_because ee unify the representations of -the sensible materia],.i.e.
we deteﬁﬁine'them as unified coneepts'of objects of our senses. )
- The proper defense of the thesis . outlined in th1s 1ntroduct1on of
the. prob1em of transcendenta] synthetic unity of apperception must begwn

with expos1t1on and support1ve argumentat1on of the categories. With-

.ﬁreét expectations:'the chapter concerniné the unity of appercebtion will

foT]ow naturaITy after discussion of the categories and with equa] -ease
precede as proper antecedent, the presentation of synthet1ca1 activity

of 1mag1nat10n.

-
*
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'(Transcendental Deduct1on) of . the categor1es, and their funct1ons as
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CHAPTER ONE -
UNITY AND CATEGORIES

A: The Prob]em of the Categories

Reso]utlon of the prob]emat1c epistemological s1gn1f1cance of the

, categoraes will be 1n1t1ated herein if d1scu5510n 23 Successful, concerning

'three closely interrelated’ aspectua? views of them, Ghz > and primarily,

the relational .Significance of the Tables of Categories and Judgments

(Metaphys1cal Deduction); the Kantian significance of Just1f1catﬁon f\

representat1ve ‘of the principie of synthet1ca1 unity of apperceptlon All
three aspects of’ categor1a1 meaning are, actua11y, synonymous as -~

representat1ona1 un1ty and its necessary apriori import in know]edge It

is a m1sapprehen510n to say, that categor1es are 'derived’ from the Table

of Judgments~ rather, the latter, as embodying the orxg1na] synthetlc : .

pr1nc1p1e, prov1des the method (or ‘clue') of 'd15c0ver1ng the Table of

o !

o Categor1es as or1g1na] pure concepts of synthes1s Another m15apprehens1on,

concernlng Kant's 1ntent1on in the Deduct1on(s), results in fhe a]]eged
ass1m11at1on of* categor1a1 reTat1ons to formal intuition w1th the |
consequent1y determ1ned formal intuition in relation to those d1verse
apnearances which are in jt. Precise1y because there is no such _
assimilation is .the’ reason why the Deduction{s) is success ful and further
uny the 1mp0rtance ef the Chapten‘gn SchematISm 1s not diminished or
ob]1terated, i.e. the understanding schemat1zes (tempora11y determ1nes)

-4

the synthes1s of the contents of empirical consciousness.,

r
+
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There are, of course, differina ooinions concerning the categories/
schemata issue. Kemp Smith, for exampie says that the'categories are
schemata and that, therefore Kant created for h1mse]f "the art1f1c1a1

W18

difficulties of the section on schematism. in cOntrast, R.P.-WOTff_

claims that the r1nc1ples are not app]1cations"of categorﬁes; Wthey-
are the categories.".]9 - E. Séhaper.says that“outside thé'Anj]oQSaxon-'
'context;, the possibilities of interpreting the Schematisn as “'either
.Continuation or replacement of Dednction'.have not”been formn1gted as the '
‘extreme"form of 'dilemma"Tfavored.by Ang1o-Saxon‘eemmentators' . She
states that Cont1nenta1 Kant scho]arsh1p genera]]y cons1ders the Schematism
chapter as comp1et10n 'development » Or. app11cat}0n of the-Deduct1ong
an approach with which I am in full agr'eement.z-0 .

For Kant,fechemata are néceSsary‘beeause the"cohtent' considered o
is not purely apr1or1, Just the contrary, 1t is percept1b1e sensation ;

cons1dered as transcendenta] matter of appearances The obJect1ve '

va11d1ty of the categories is 'proved’ once we cons1der the formal relations .

of intuition, fn'abstraction from the\synopsis'and synthesis of the
~imagination, as dependent upon the formal princip]e représentationa] of
unity of the underSténding. Only such dependence suffices to explain the
- representations of time and speee as concepts witn'quaIitative untty. In

order to be ‘thought, "time', for example, must be thought as representative‘

]aKemp Smith, p. 195. | .

yn1£F, R.P. Kant's Theory of Méntal Activity (Gloucester, .

Massachusetts: Peter Smith, 11973), p.204. Hereinafter cited as "Wolff,
KTMA' . o -

20Schaper, E. ™Kant's Schematism Reconsidered," Review of Metapnjéics,
Vol. 18 (December 1964), p. 271, n. 8. Hereinafter cited as. 'Schaper, -
Schematism'. . ) : e o8
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of a set of relations within which the.possibility of appearances being
related occurs. Conceptua]1zat1on of time is possible only as un1f1cat10n N
of the formal re]at1ons, as forma] reTat1ons, in which obgects of senses |
appear and are synthesized.

Strict adherence to what Kant himself states concern1ng the X
'd1scovery of, the categories and the1r objective: va11d1ty is 1mp11c1t1y
'1nc1us1ve of eD! meaning of the categor1es as representat1ons_of.synthetic
-.unity. Further, elucidation of the categories as they are discuseed in
the Transcendental Ana]ytxc Jn general ant1c1pates their’ emp1r1c1zat1on .
1n the un1f1cat1on of synthesis of appearances, preparatory to further
spec1f1cat1on of the un1f1ed form.of appearances in the Chapter on
‘Schemat1sm Th1s elucidation of the categor1es a1so revea]s them as ways
- of unify1ng which are grounded in the* transcendenta1 un1ty of appercept1on,

the ant1c1patory subJect of the fo1]ow1ng chapter of this the515 The .
:former ant1c1pat1on, that concerning schemat1sm, is only treated as of -
secondary 1mportance, i.e. only to the extent that 1 have maintained, in
general, the necess1ty of d1sp1acement of the subJect matter of the
”,'SubJectwel Deduct1on, viz. subJect1ve apprehension, . reproduct1on and-
'recogn1t1on from the Deduct1on(s) proper to the Chapter on Schemat1sm.i

Kant's ‘real purpose in the d1scuss1on of the subJect1ve sources
(A97) of our knowledge in the Deduct1on(s) was s1mp1y to ‘i1lustrate the
'-.cont1nu1ty (and dependency) of empirical consciousness, and its synthes1s;
both as empiricaily apprehended'and as forma11y-intuited,-with that |
princip1e which.conditions the possjbi]ity of the contents of empirical
‘consciousness being known‘ This cont1nu1ty can also be exh1b1ted so]e]y
through the transcendental un1ty of appercept1on and the obJect1ve

deduction of the categories without 1nvo1v1ng 111ustrat1on of the - _ Ty
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exper1ence within. wh1ch we encounter the bure . concepts of the understand1ng!

The 1nessent1a11ty of the 1atter1y 111ustrat1on is prec1se1y why the
syntheses in 1mag1nat1on1are dealt w1th perfunctorily in the Second

Ed1t1on,. Synthet1ca] act1v1ty in 1mag1nat1on is properily an e]ement of

. explication of schemata not categor1es Synthet1ca1 un1ty is 1dent1f1ed

by Kant with exper1ence “and hlstana1ys1s of human exper1enc1ng was a.

- L

purpos1ve endeavour. to discover the e1ements and origins of synthet1c

0‘ —

un1ty wh1ch cond1t1ons exper1ence "1 doubt great]y that his actual
procedure was as c1rcu1ar as the preced1ng sentence appears to present the
tru]y 1mportant ep1stemo]oglca1 methodo]ogy ' Rather we may in general

: q
aanou]ndge some sort of systemat1c comb1nat1on of e1ements, or d1screte

data, and, to understand Kant accept one of h1s primary prem1ses that

without a unifying act1v1ty there is no knowledge, no Judgment, no
thought; and no mankind in the sense in which.he'understood them.21-.“ .
Analytical i]]uetration of‘ﬁdﬁah\ixpertence-may oossib1y'haVefbeen:Kant's
initial orocedure-but his effort was a]ways to renderlinte1]igib1e the-
cond1t1ons of that very ana]ys1s, in fact of thL>exper1ence itself.
Once c]ar1f1cat1on had been ach1eved Kant's problematic was to
show the cond1t1ons as operat1ve and or1g1nary in exper1ence if the
categor1es as modes of un1fy1ng and their or1glnat1ve source are_

[

Just1f1ed as cond1t1ons‘of‘the\very,p0551b111ty of.know]edge of 'objects

of senses’, continuity is assured. Thus,. Kant's 'greatest labour' is in

the Tnanscendental Deduction(s). Tf.the assertion.of'the apriori

cond1tgons follows from analysis of their possibiiity, the1r ecesS1tg is

establ}shed in. the ob3ect1ve deduct1on Just1f1cat1on-of the obJect1ve

211»!0”—‘1’ KTMA, says that .the 'fact of the un1ty of . consc1ousness
is Kant s on]x prem1se 1n the Cr1t1gu P 111, -

B TR
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validity of the categories'necessar11y is inclusive of their
coriginative unity, which is why analysis of the transcendental unity of

pure apperception occurs in ;he Deduction(s). To argue from the

Rl

conditioned to its cbnditiqné-is the procedure employed in the 'Subjective' .

. Deduction, (A]]g)_whereas'Kantrs methodological emphasis coﬁcefné the
mbvemeht from apriorf and necessary condifions to that which is
conditioned, i.e:'tb that which. is determined, and;reCQghized to be so
determined, by those very conditions. 6. Bird states the distinction
-lobséIy by saying that Kant is not claiming to go from the fact thaf-

. synthesis is necéssary to necesssary synthesis. Bird séys:

| He is not-arguing to the,existence of apriori knowledge or synthesfs,

but rather .presupposing that there is such knowledge and arguing
that it must involve abilities of the kind contained in apprehension.

22
To 'fb]]ow”up'-(A1]6) what 55/§ynthetica11y unffied is to see the
‘éategokies and their sourc jbf un%ty as constantiy preéenf.determining.
factors of knowledge. The labour bf:fhe;Deduction(s)‘was to‘show that}— -
"transcendental Unity,'its princip]e;'énd.ifs-modeé‘or rules of unifying .
arequ¥géna]”apriori squrcgs'of knoﬁ]edge relating 'direét]yﬂ to formal
fn%uition, thus 'ihdfreétly‘ to thé manifoldgof‘appearénces (this last " .

developed more concretely in the Chapter on Schematism).

22Bi_r.d_,'G. Kant's Theory of Knowledge (New York: Humanjties

. Press, 1965), p. T19. Hereinafter cited as 'Bird'. Cf. Kemp Smith

for his analysis of the transcendental argument, pp. 44-45, 239. Also,

. ¢f. E. Schaper's distinction between the 'weak' and 'strong’ transcendental
arguments in “Arguing Transcendentally", Kant-Studien, Band '63.(1972),

pp. 101-16. Hereinafter cited as 'Schaper, Arguing Transcendentally.

Kemp Smith says the transcendental argument is ‘hypothetical' while

- Schaper says. that Kant's 'Stronger' claim characterizes the Transcendental

Deduction as opposed to the weaker argument from conditioned to conditions.

The 'stronger' claim concerns specific principles 'without which we
could not think coherently about experiénce at all', says Schaper (p. 102).
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This first chapter of my'thesis,‘then, will be an expos1tory
) analysis, and defense of the relation of the categories to the Tab1e of
Judgments, and of the mean1ng of the1r obgect1ve deduct1on, viz. the1r o
‘relation to time. (and space) as formal condition of intuition:. The .
th1rdaspectua1 view of the categor1es as procedura1 man1festat1ons {or
- functions) of transcendenta] unity ofappercept1on s 1mp]1c1t in the two
preV1ous1y 1ntroduced re]at1ons The or1g1nary source of the categor1es
as rules. of synthet1c unity will be presented 1n the second chapter,
whereas synthes1s in genera] will be considered in the third, and lasy
;chapter The matr1x of the ent1re problem centers in rea] mean1ng be1ng
-accorded the transcendenta] unity of apperception in order both for
synthes1z1ng to be’ synthet1c unity, i.e. comblnatton to form who]es, and
for systemat1c specification of d1fferent1at1on in un1fy1ng the syntheses,-
viz. determ1nat1ve comb1nat1on as wholes in accordance w1th the pure
apriori concepts of syntheses In order f1rst1y, to .understand these
apr1or1 concepts of synthes1s, it 1s necessary to d1st1ngu1sh between

N
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3There are . two art1c1es dealing with the d1st1nct1ons between
formal and transcendental logic: Paton, H.J. "Formal and Transceéndental
Logic," Kant-Studien’, Band 49 (1957/]958) Pp. 245-63 (hereinafter cited
as 'Paton, Logic'J; and Smart, H.R. "Two Views on Kant and Formal Logic,"
Philosophy, and Phenomeno]og1ca] Research, Vol.. XVI, No. 2 (December 1955),
Pp. 155-7T (hereinaTter cited as ‘Smart, Logic'). Paton's article is 1in
response to Smart's interpretations of both Kemp Smith's -and his own
(Paton‘s) discussion of the distinctions between the logics. Smart is
saying that whereas Paton makes: transcendental logic dependent upon ‘formal
logic, Kemp Smith offers the ‘converse 1nterpretat1on Smart himself seems
to be saying that transcendenta] Togic is derived from the. categories, and
that transcendental Togic is the basis of general. (formal) logic. He says:.
-one may say that what kind of a logic--formal or other--a ph11osopher
subscr1bes to, is a function of, derives from,. that ph1]osopher 5
metaphysics," (p. 163); (and the categories -are the ! ~metaphysical forms!).
_And cf. Paton's comments, pp. 257-58. As I would maintain that .
'dependency' is not a reTevant issue, this brief reference to either of




B: Negative Logical Criteria
Puré Geﬁéral.togjc coﬁsiderskthe_form of thdught‘in genera],‘énd
'is.coﬁcerned,with:nepeésqry rules, or criteria, of formé};truthVOf .
- thayught in generai. ‘(A52/876; A59/B84) kant says: ' ' |

.General .logic resolves the whole formal procedure of the understanding
“and reason intg its elements, and exhibits them as principles of all
Togical criticism of our knowledge. This part of logic, which may |
therefore be entitled analytic, yields what . is at least the negative
touchstone of truth.  Tts rules must be applied in the examination
~and appraising of the form of all knowledge before we proceed to -
determine whether’ their content contains positive truth in respect to
their object. But since the mére form of krowledge, however completely
it may be in agreement with logical laws) .is far from being sufficient
to determine the material {objective) truth of knowledge, no one can
venture with the help of logic alone to judge regarding objects, or
to make any assertion. e must first, independently of logic, obtain
reliable information; only then are we in a position to enquire, in
accordance with logical laws, into the use of this information and its
~ connection in.a coherent whole, or rather to test it by these laws.
(R604B85) ‘ " o _

The above quotatign is a succinct reminder from Kant concerning the intent .

and problematic of tﬁe'Critigué. The ané1ytic‘of pure general logic
 contains.0n1y the criteriafof'tﬁe agréement of thought in'genéra1, or .
thought{s) with thougﬁt(s);'it.containé no more'tﬁan negative formal
Toéiqél criterialpertaining to the oﬁjeqtive.confent,(materia]) of.theée
thoughts "and their'reiat{ons. B . o
Kemp Smith‘drawg yadical conciusions from thg defiﬁitioh of thé

analytic of pure general Togic; coné]usions which in no respect accord
With my thesis nor,.I maintain, with Kant's. Ke@p'Smifh*s-genéralposition
begihs :wﬁth_his_distinction between general and transcéndénfal 1ogic; the -

former concerned 6n1y3w1th 'discursive“ (analytic) activities and the

the articles is sufficient. . The -two logics seem to me to be supplying *°
different criteria of objectivity, viz. pure general logic is the negative
-criterion of objectivity; and transcendental logic is the positive ‘
criterion of objectivity. : : .

A
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. latter with 'originative' (synthetic) activities.?4 Discursive "

ectivities are ana1ytic thinktng, thus ref1ective:25 originative or

creat1ve act1v1t1es are synthetic thlnk1ng, thus 1nterpretat1ve 26

Kemp Smith says that

Discursive activities are consc1ous processes, and are under our
control; the synthetic processes, are non-conscious; only their
f1n1shed products appear within the conscious field.... The
synthetic activities...are due to a facuﬁty of 1mag1nation.27

And, "the forner pfesupposes and is conditioned by the-latter “28

conc1u51on we can draw from Kemp Smith's pos1t1on is that a11 synthet1c .

th1nk1ng is due to the 1maglnat1on--a very un- KantIan thought.

The entire Cr1t1gue is actua11y a systemat1c presentat1on of sets

of relat1ons and;the1r possibility of being related. ™ G. Martin expresses

1t as

Nature is noth1ng but a system of relations and the understand1ng

nothing but the faculty of- establishing relations, and nature must.

therefore arise out of the activity of such an understanding.29

The

Yy

The dialectic of pure genera1 logictis concerned to expose the consequent

-,fallac1es when we do attempt to treat genera] and necessary logical laws

as cr1ter1a of objective content The on]y application of these

'A_general 1og1ca1 laws to obJect1ve content'1s their function as 1negative‘ .

- 28

Zkenp smith, p. 172

251bid., p. 179.

2®1bid., pp. 178-79.

27 1hid., p. 179.

Ibid., p. 178.

29Mart1n, G.. Kant's Metaphys1cs and Theory of Science, translated

from the German by P. G. Lucas (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
1961), p. 125. Hereinafter cited as 'Martin'. .
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touchstqnes', i.e. any thdught‘abput objects must‘fundahenté]]y conform>
to these.Taws to be thought cbherent]y'at all. ﬂe are already iﬁvo]ved
in presuppositions of unity andngoherence,.?qr thé'analysis of the

- understanding and réason has revealed as important for thinking puref
genera1.1aws_ﬁhich function as princip]es of_forma1'thjhkiﬁg in general.

And'as:'thjnkingﬂ is by means of concepts and concepts are related

in judgments, the most généra1:1aws of thinking condition all. judgments,

ana]ytic-as-we]1 as synthetic. 'Thgse 1aws‘consﬁitﬁte the negatiﬁe
tondition for objéqtive truth, and are the positibe qriterih_fdr merely
formal, o' analytic, truth: (CF. A151/B191) Any thinking .of the
understandin;‘ané reason must conform to éhesé nost general 1aws:of"‘
significance for undérsténding andureégbn. §uch'tkiteria are already

representation of the characteristics of a systematic who1é.

In Kant's Introduction to Logié,Bo we are told what these most

. B : . R ' . ‘
general pure logical laws are. Before he states them, Kant advises us
that |

these formal universal criteria are certainly not sufficient for
“‘objective truth, but yet- they are to be viewed as its conditio sine
" qua non. For before -the question, whether the’ cognition agrees with
the object must come the question,. whether it agrees with itself
(as to form). And this is the business of Logic.31 : '

Kant introduces three pr}ncip]eé‘ds "the universal merely formal or
logical-criteria of trﬁth', namely:

1. The Principle of Contradiction and of Identity (principium
- contradictionis and identitatis) by which the intrinsic

possibility of a cognition is determined for problematical
Judgments, . ' . )

-3OIntfoduction to Logic, translated by T.k.;Abbott {London: Vision.

Press Limited, 1963). Hereinafter cited_as 'Kant, Logic'.

Nibid., p. 42



2. The Principle of Sufficient ‘Reason (principium rationis .
sufficientis) on which the {Togical) actuality of a cognition
depends; that it is well-founded, as material for assertorical
Jjudgments. L . o . '

3. The Principle of Excluded Middle (principium exclusi medij
inter duo contradictoria). on which the (Togical) necessity of a
cognition is based, that we must necessarily judge thus and not -
otherwise, that is, that the contradictory is false. This is
the principle 'of apodictic judgments.32

The‘aone criterial principles of pure general 1ﬁgic'are takeQ-as é-gi;an'
for thé purposes 6%-this thesis. 'Inferest in tﬁe'1ogica1 elements of the

unity.bf pnderstaﬁdiﬁﬁ'is directéQ-primari]y to the differences between‘_

pure genera].}ogica1 Taws of thought in general, incfuding analytic

' jUdgments, and-the abriori transcendental logical Jaws, cqncépts and

prin§1p1es'of thougnt of objects in gemeral, echusivéTy concerned wiih
" apriori and necessgfy syntﬁétio\judgménts ggggg_(objéctivé) experienée,
or nature, in general. | | * Y

| General logical princip]és of thinking,.or judging; héve efficacy
only if they are'app1iéd,.qf ehp]oyed, as criteria of'thoughts or |

: juﬂgments 1h'génera1. Now, thoughts and judgments are about something,
i.e: they are'ways_of doipg something which, more specifica11y

" characterized, aré ways of reiating-represéhtatfons in athrdance with
concepyuaT differentiation of ‘objects‘of our senses'§ referrents whiéh
éke thusly distinguisﬁed from other 'objecfs of our senses'. If we
“create the objecf_cofreéponding to conceptual iden;ificétiop, the
.content which is formalized is purely subjective and as such does not
constituteknowjedgé; i.e. objective con%ént. 'Such content is still
deté}minabﬁe by the general ]6gica1 1aws; for ekahp?e,‘char;cteristics

are non-predicable of a subject if they are contradictories of the

2ihid. Pp. 43-44.

[P —



25 .
f/.l

meaning of the subject-concept It. is 1rre]evant here1n to consider any
‘fobJect1ons to these general ]aws wh1ch cite ascr1pt1ons of JUSt such
contrad1ctory character1st1cs in fantas1z1ng, for these objections assume
the efficacy of the Taws 1n genera] as the basis for the sought effect
It more usually occurs that such imaginative, i.e. fanc1fu1,'ascr1pt1on
cortcerns contrar1ness and not contrad1ctor1ness In either case, the
f1rst cons1derat1on is the ana]ys1s of the subject- concept to discover
where1n 1t has been altered or distorted to allow of conta1nment of
co trary, or contrad1ctory, pred1cates ' It would be mere]y acc1denﬂ!1
thus contingent, if such a created object were actua]]y to refer to an
.obJect of our senses. | o K -
| C: Logic.and Sensibi]ity
As Kant states in the above quoted selection concerning pure
general.logic, we need- re11ab1e 1nformat1on obta1ned 1ndependent1y of
logic to supp1y the forma] cr1ter1a of material content of the- forms of
understand1ng Precedent]y to the AnaTyt1c he has already estab]1shed
in the Aesthetic such necessary cond1t1ons of the mater1a] content of
formal th1nk1ng Space and time as forms of intuition are necessahy
conditions of our representations of percept1ons In this. characterlzat1on,
space and t1me are sub3ect1ve forms of sensibility; they become
ob3ect1f1ed' on1y as they are (anovfor know]edge, rea1ized to be)

determ1nab1e as formal 1ntu1t1ons, i.e. un1f1ab1e, and unified, as pure
1ntu1t1ve forms in abstract1on from the determinable empirical manifold
Infthem: Paton endorses this 1nterpretat1on when he writes. that:

Pore formal. 1ntu1t1on is said to conta1n an apr1or1 man1fo1d, a

manifold which is not a manifold of sensa, but is given because

of the nature of our sensibility. This manifold is composed only
of re]at1ons (spat1a1 and tempora]) It is at once the content of .
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b )

nure_[formaij intuition and the form of (empirical) intuition.3°
The distinctions of the Aesthetic have also made manifest the
necess1ty of d1st1ngu1sh1ng between 'pure and emptrical thought of
objects' (ASS/BBO) because of the d1fferent1at1on between pure and
‘ empirica]_intuitions. In1t1a11y, we can think of this d1fferent1at1on
as thought.about space and time as forMa]'intuttionsnnecessitating
cenformanee of the cqnditioned manifo]d of appearances,'and thought about
the 'objects of'senses' which are spatial and temporail sets of relations.

L . _
Acceptance of Kant's theory of space and time as subjective forms of

apprehensipn of ebjects qf eur senses compele us: 1)_‘t0 distinguish
SQace and time as both formal and forming re1ation§,.andx2)' to attempt
'.to.distinguish concepts, some of which are determinatively attfibutab]e

to both_forma].intujtions and formed tntuitions, ane'SOme which are
attributable exclusively to formed-nntuitions.-!Charaetertzation of
Categor1es as representat1ve of the understand1ng s synthet1c unity means.
they determ1ne the genera] ways in which the formal intuitive reiat1ons
.ang/un1f1ed As well, the categorzes apply equally, though 1nd1rect1y,
to concepts of/tormed 1ntu1t1ons, in fact they are the cond1t1ons of the
possibility of)the 1atter_emp1r1cal concepts. Nonethe]ess,_the
distinctions were carefully presented by’Kant for the purpose ef -
'estab11sh1ng the poss1b111ty of apr1or1 and necessary cond1t10ns of

i

Aesthet1c

know]edge‘of objects 'of our senses. The d1st1nca1qns made in ¢

. -

3paton, KME, Vol. 1, p. 105 and n. 7. The only reseration 1 have
concerning Paton's otherwlse clear discussion of space. and time as .

- formal {he says 'pure’ rather than 'forma]‘, -as noted on p. 105) intuitions
is that he says they are known by pure intuition, rather than saying they
are thought as pure 1ntu1t1ons, which is one reason why Kant differentiates

them as 'formal'; cf., e.qg., pp\\\\s n. 5, 117, 121.
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'necessari}y precede the 'search' for anr1or1 concepts (of synthes1s) of

the understpnd1ng prec1se]y because the concepts w111 __press as un1f1ed

the merely forma] and forma11z1ng intuitions in order for -them to. be
known, and for them to be known as present1ng re11ab1e information’ |
concerning the material content of Judg1nq. ‘ |

| _ D: Positive Logical Critefie

“What is needed now 1is furthen.specification of the elements of tne

'absolute un‘it_\,r‘I of the pure understanding. (A67/892 cf. A65/890) |
Pr1nc1p]es of the understanding and reason contain ]aws of all ]og1ca1
(thus, coherent) thought(s) and 1nterre1at1on(s) of thought, i.e. pure
laws of thought 1n general. These se1f—same pr1nc1p1es d0'not contatn :
positive criteria of thoUght of objects tn general. If we are to app]y,
or empToy, these negative cr1ter1a of truth to Judgments of ObJECtS in
genera] we need to Spec1fy pos1t1ve cr1ter1a wh1ch serve as necessary
rules for the formulation of a complete and systemat1o 1ist of concepts
' wh1ch const1tute the content' of these judgments. Fundamenta]]y,
Jjudgments are spec1f1c comblnatTOn of relatable concepts, or of
re]atab]e marks of un1f1edl1ntu1t1ons, 1ntu1t1ons which are. 1dent1f1ab1e
because-they conta1n (1n récogn1t1ons) something homogeneous wtth the
funct1ons of unity known as! “marks’ or, 1n ‘the’ present d1scuss1on, pure
»categor1es He need, that 15, to enumerate the k1nds of Judgments wh1th
cond1t10n the ways in wh1chlwe know sensible. ObJECtS and, 1n moda]1ty,

cond1t1ons the re]at1on of the Jugﬂgent of objects of our senses to the
| pure ‘géneral cr1ter1a or pr1nc1p1es of thought in genera] (Cfu; for‘-
'example, A74-5[B100-1) we cén Teglt1mate1y move from pr1nc1p1es of pure
'general logic to rules of thought of obJects in general in the sense that
the movement is on1y further spec1f1cat10n of the pr1nc1p1es and

|
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) inprincipled elements 'contained' in the presupposed absolute -unity of
. _understanding. -In fact, the Very‘restriction of pure general Jog1ta1

laws concerning objeétive truth compels us tg,cenffn;;‘;n;]ys1s of the

pure understanding. In order though, to account as least part1a11y,
for the eompu]sion or. necess1ty, of further ana]ys1s of the presupposed

un1ty of .the understand1ng the results of the Aesthetrc must be

-

_,accepted not as subsidiary assumptions but as an 1ntegra1 part of the .~
prob]emattc of the poss1b111ty of synthet1c apr10r1 Judgments 34 It is
because we discern 1n sensibility, as a fundamenta) source of know]edge,

pure mater1a1 content (1 e. determ1nable formaT re]atlons of intuition), -
| that we are ent1t1ed to assume pure apr1ora concepts uh1ch determ1n°
_thts content in certain spec1f1c ways. ) |

Kant has done-exact]y‘this in enumerating his TaB]e nf Judgments ;

Judgments which are funct1ons of un1ty in Transcendéntal Log1c

Assumption of pure apriori concepts w111 be Just1f1ed in the Deduct10n(s)

the problem of justification -is projection, though beyond the. issue now

being considered _concerning the Metaphys1ca] Deduct1on of the categorles.

-

Kant says: .
. ( -

In the expectat1on, therefore, that there may perhaps be*concepts
which relate apriori to objects, not as pure or sensible intuitions,
but solely as acts of pure thought--that is, as concepts which are
neither of empirical nor of aesthetic origin--we form for ourselves .
by ant1c1pat1on the idea of a science of the know]edge which belongs
to’ pure understand1ng and reason, whereby we think objects entirely
apriori. Such a-science, which shou]d determine the origin, the
scope, and the objective validity of such knowledge, would have to
be called tramscendental logic, because un11ke general logic,

o 34Ca1rd E., Cr1t1ca1 Philosophy of Immanue] Kant CNew York:
Kraus Reprint Co., 1968) develops the idea that "...the Aesthetic is
. necessary to make 1nte]11g]b]e the very statement of the prob]en of
the Ana]yt1c "-pp. 283-84 { (Vol. I}. Here1nafter cited as 'Caird'.
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wh1ch has to deal with both empirical and pure know]edge of reasdn,.
it concerns itself with the laws of understand1ng and of reason ’
soTe]y in so far as they relate apriori to objects.. (A57/B81- -2)

Metaphys1cs as a science js poss1b1e if we can dascover‘the origin, ' o | ;;
scope and obJect1ve va11d1ty of apr1or1 synthetic Jodgments Thus |
metaphys1cs is possible if we can enumerate the Tog1ca1 forms of the
unity of understand1ng as systemat:c or scientific, express1on of its
most genera1 ru1es determ1n1ng know]edge of ob3écts of our senses. The'
new methodology (Cf., for example, A54 5/889 90) wh1ch is to 'secure'
metaphy51cs as a science (Bxviii- x1x) beg1ns a5 an assumpt1on, 1ts-
-Justification 1s,ech1eveo s1mu]taneousty with the.Deduction(s) of the
categortes.(Cf- ﬁxiji n.) . |

Pure genera]ilogic is eonsidered by Kant'to he propaedeutﬁc to the
sciences (including metaphysics); therefore, it contains no spec1f1c
ru]es or principles of metaphysms as a pure SCTEnCE of apriori &
knowledge of objects of senses, merely fundamenta] pr1nc1p1es of alil _
thinking. Debate about the rules estabiished by the new methodology of
metaphys1cs may be d15regarded as 1rre]evant for the purposes of this
presentatIOn ‘We shall assume that the Table of Jodgments (of .
_Transcendenta] Logic), is exhaustive of the‘ways in which we judge (relate)
. representations of objects in genera], 1ndependent1y of the s specific
| perceptions which const1tute pr1mary content Perhaps it would be more ) .
precise to say that the Tab]e of Judgments can be cons1dered as ruoles
determining the ways possible obJects of senses are known aprioriy, .
whether the Table -is defective concern1ng Kant s c1a1m of exhaust1veness,
Aor mereTy Tinguistically, is an issue constituting the subject-matter

of another thesis. On the assumption that the Table is exhaustive, we

discover that methodologically this Table had to precede any attempt to’



* Tist, or enumerate, the 'expected’ system of apriori pure concepts

.
A

(whose possibility, though, in relation to the pure forms of

. B . 4. ' .
sensibt]ity, stimu]ated further ana]ysis of the pure understanding,

~thus ant1c1pat1on of the ru]es of transcendenta] ]og1c as methodo]og1ca]-'

pr1nc1p1es of metaphys1cs) The ru]es of Judgments of obJects in

- general,

I must presuppose as b81ng in me prior to obJects be1ng g1ven to
me, and therefore as being apriori. They find expression in ‘

- apriori concepts to which all objects of experience necessar11y '
conform, and with wh1ch they must agree. (BxV11 xv111)

I recognize that my assertions concern1ng the Tab]e of Judgments -
of- Transcendenta] Log1c cannot remain totally undefended I. have found
no. conV1nc1ng arguments to the contrary and am supported by, for examp]e,
Paton, at 1east to the extent that he expresses doubt about some of the .

‘moments of the Tab1e of Judgments being compat1b1e with a pure
genera] ]QEﬂF ‘But my interpretation does not rest so]e]y ‘upon.what

others failed to see in Kant. References to Kant E statements, for

'examp]e about 1nf1n1te Judgments be1ng d1st1ngu1shed from afftjmat1ve

Judgments in transcendental Jogic “a1though fn general’ 1og1c they are’ "

rightly classed with them" (A?] 2/897) is support1ve of my conc1u510ns.-
Transcendenta] 1og1c is the other ]og1c wh1ch conta1ns rules . for the

pure thought of an obJect (ASS/BBO) We shou]d also keep in m1nd

Kant's definition of the understanding as the faculty. “wh1ch enables us
to think the object of sens1b1e 1ntu1t1on" (A51/B76) while we compare |
the two d15t1nct canons of pure general legic and transcendenta] logic.
Pure genera1 1091c as a canon is concerned only w1th formal emp]oyment “:

of understand1ng and reason, regardless of content. (A53/B77). The

Spaton, KIE, Vol. I, p. 205.
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transcendentaT analytic gs the oart of transcendenta] logic wh1ch

‘'deals with' the elements and pr1nc1p1es of pure understand1ng and

"should be used only as a canon for passing judgment upon the empirical.

. emp1oyment of the understanding." (A62 -3/B87-8; cf. A796/8824) The

analys1s of this other Togic!’ shou1d 'reveal’ Tog1ca] Taws proper to
its a1ms wh1ch 1nc1ude for examp]e d1scovery of the or1g1n of the ways

in wh1ch we know obJects apr1or1, and exclusion "on]z of(those modes of

jknow1edge which have empirical content" (ASS/BBO) aims wh1ch are not

1dent1f1ed with pure genera] 1091c In the Pro]egomen as weT] Kant
1nd1cates the genera] direction of my thesis that the Tab]e of Judgments'
is not-a systemat1zat1on of gnneral Togical rules. Spec1.1ca1]y, he

says that the Tabours. 6f ]og1C1ans wh1ch were not. yet ‘quite free from
defects was- a 'he1p in exh1b1t1ng a complete table of the pure

funct1ons of the understand1ng Kant

finally referred these functions Of Jjudging to obJects in general,.
or rather to the conditions of determining judgments as obJectively
valid; and so there arose the pure concepts of the understanding,
concerning which he could make certain that these, and this

exact number only, constitute our who]e knowledge of th1ngs by pure
understanding. ,

"It was based upon such ev1dence as the above that I concluded that the

~

'1ntell1g1b111ty of the Tab]e of Judgments was only possible if they were

viewed as the 1og1ca1 laws of Transcendental Logic.37 ' -

36Pro1egomena. pp. 70-71.

37 Cf. Paton's d1scuss1on e.9., KME Vol. I, pp. '300- 301, concerning
the source of the related confus1on between analytic-synthetic Judgments,
specifically in Caird and Kemp Smith, Caird, for instance, insists that
all analytic judgments-are not Jjudgments but tautoTog1es, i.e., barren .
1dent1t1es, and that consequently Kant was mistaken in attempt1ng to
'derive' or 'deduce' principles of synthes1s from empty 1dent1ty, cf. Vol. I,

Pp. 268, 332ff., 387-88. Kemp Smith's genera] position is outlined
earlier 1n this chapter.

[



C E: P0551b111ty of Categor1es

We are not perm1tted to view the categor1es as der1vat1ons from K
the Tab]e of Judgments Contrar11y, it is Transcendenta] Log1c, i.e.
the apr1or1 laws of Judg1ng poss1b1e representat1ons in inner sense,
which f1nds express1on in the apr1or1 conceptual system of the
synthet1c unity of the understand1ng (Cf for example, A241- 2)
s 1nterest1ng to note that E. Ca1rd in general would agree w1th the - <
former statement (and never cons1dered the 1atter) but for reasons
'ent1re1y d1fferEnt from those presented in this thes1s Caird's reasons
constltute a cur10us]y cenvo]uted ensemb]e of misinterpretations of
Kant. Ca1rd ma1nta1ns genera11y that the categor1es cannot be"derived'
from the Table of Judgments because, f1rst]y, the Tab]e of Judgments
are 'moments’ of pure general Tog1c, thus analytic judgments, thus
‘barren_identities from which no synthet1ca1 rules can be derived. He
allows the poss1b111ty of except10n in the case of the f1rst two classes .
of categor1es, "which alone 1t can seem p1aus1b1e to der1ve from the
.anaTyt1c Jjudgment, "38 because they 1nherent]y represent adherence to
Ca1rd s cr1ter1on of synthes1s, i.e. the third category of each of these
c]asses is a]ready schemat1sed', or is the representat1on of the re-- -
1ntegrat1on of thesis and ant1JEhes1s Caird suggest that 1nte111g1b$1ity ;
:of Kant's theory can be sa]vaged if vie do not view, with Kant, pure.
thinking as actually separated from sens1b1]1ty (wh1ch I maintain Kant
_hever does). Caird's erroneous 1nterpretat1on leads him to conglude that
the 1s01ated pure understand1ng is an empty 1dent1ty He suggests in its

stead that we view pure understand1ng and its logical laws as re]ative-

Beair; vol. 1, p. aaa.
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moments in the rec1proca1 un1ty between understanding and sens1b1]1ty 39

a unTty wh1ch transcends the re]at1ve differences of the two terms, or
moments . Ca1rd, 1n effect, f1rst]y m1s1nterprets Kant s theory of
hY
pure thinking' 5 then rescues Kant through a proposed a]ternate theony

.- wh1ch equates synthes1s w1th the th1rd stage of the d1a1ect1ca1

‘movement of Judgment He says:

f1rst the thesis, the- simple position or. assertion of a th1ng
1n which it is referred to itself or set before the mind in its
se]f—1dent1ty, secondly, ‘the antithesis or determ1nat1on of the -
~ thing by distinction from, and relation to, other things; and

become conscious when we bring into view the unity of thought
which underlies all such_dist1nct1on and- relation. Or, to .put it

3

by re]at1on, and recogn1zes its unity with itself in this
determ1nat1on or, what is the same thing ‘in another point of view,

_1t EScogn1zes the unity of the obJect w1th the thought for which 1t
is. .

Had Calrd recogn1zed that the Tab]e of Judgments are the moments' of
Transcendenta1 Logic, the prob1em of der1vat1on woqu not have ar1sen.
B For, as the.categories are the. conceptual representat1ons of the ways
the pure understand1ng synthes1zes and un1f1es obJects of sens1b1e

1ntu1t1on, the 3udgments of TranscendentaT Log1c are s1mp1y the 1aws of

apriori th1nk1ng about (thus, 'synthetic’ knowTedge) the obJects of

intuition in genera] wh1ch are synthesized and unified. There can be no .

apr1or1 thxnklng about conceptua11zed (synthes1zed) objects of 1ntu1t1on
'if there is no idea what these concepts are.
~ Judgments of transcendentaT logic are 'funct1ons of un1ty of -the

. understanding which means they are modes of act1ve1y unifying

v

v Plbid., e.q.) p. 437,

= bia.. pp. 60-61 cf. p. 427
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,.representations insdfar as']ogicaT form is cdncerned. 2(Cfi, fof examp1e,
' ‘A68 69/893) Not only ‘apriori concepts ‘rest' upon these.functions, all
concepts of obJects do. The systemattc deveTopment of the division of
the Tab]e of CategorTes is possible because ofrthe "common pr1nc1p]e,

nameTy the facu1ty of Judgment (whlch is the same as the facu]ty of

thought." (A80 81/8106) The s1n9]e pr1nc1p]e which is operat1ve in both

- the Tables of Judgments and Categor1es 15 the a]ways -present Kant1an
premise of the understandlng as an absoTute un1ty which. supp11es us -

with a ru]e of conceptual connect1nns by wh1ch we are able to &3v6?3§

a systemat1c Tist of categor1es (Cf A67/B92, 1A64- 65/889 90) Th1s is

~ what Kant means when he writes'

N,

.the same function which g1ves un1ty to the various representat1ons

in a Judgment also gives unity to the mere synthesis of various

representat1ons in an intuition; and this unity, in its most general

expression, we entitle the pure concept of the understand1ng (A79/

B105) P

It is pert1nent to stress that the categor1es are the or1g1na1 pure

concepts of s Xnthes1 In re1at1on to the pure synthes1s in time, the
‘categor1es ‘are representat1ve of the order1ng pr1nc1ples of the pure
understand1ng wh1ch 'supply’ Judgments of transcendental logic w1th the
forma11ze (or, un1f1ed) transcendental content of apr1or1 synthetic
Judgments The categor1es can be sa1d‘to be representat1ons of the
order1ng pr]nc1p1es onTy because they are or1g1nal1y character1zed as
representat1ons of. the ‘necessary synthet1c unity of apperception of the_
pure synthes1$ in time. (Cf..?ft: As the categories are merely modes

of pure‘syntheticai'activity of “the transcendental'unity of‘apperdeptioh

in its relation to.objects of 1ntu1t1on, they must be in conform1ty with ;

. the ]aws (of th1nk1ng obJects in genera]) of this self-same pure un1ty

of appercept1on If empha51s upon 'der1vat10n -is insistent, we can

o

[SET— -
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:on1ylconc1ude that.categories, and the Tab]e of Judgments are 'der1ved"
from the absoTute synthetical un1ty of the pure understand1ng
In ana]§z1ng the pure understand1ng, we have seen Kant S consequent
Table of Judgments as representat1ve of the 1aws of the abso]ute unity" .
of the pure understand1ng The ana1y51s was motivated. because: 1) we -
now know sensib?lity to ‘contain ' pure apriori forms with their man1fo1d
-of spat1a1 and tempora] re]at1ons (which are a?so cond1t1ons of
'hrecept1v1ty of perceptwon in general); and 2) because we- consequent]y
ask if there are pUre apr10r1 concepts wh1ch do not abstract from all
content, i.e. which are not- the mere\result of ana]yszs of Genera] Logic
whose repre%entat1ons may - be g1ven from any source. _ These pure concepts
would necessar1]y have to correspond with the funct1ons of unlty in the
Table of Judgments 1n order to be concepts deve]oped methodo]og1ca]1y
-from the un1ty pr1nc1p1e of the pure understand1ng which 1s the .
fundamental principle of the poss1b1]1ty of metaphy51cs as a sc1ence
:They would be pure concepts because they are express1ons of ]oglcal
funct1ons of the pure understand1ng, and as pure apriori concepts -
express1ve of unity, their content' must be pure as well.. And, as we
. have read in the Aesthetlc the most Tikely poss1b111ty of pure obJectlve
content is to be found in pure apriori 1ntu1t1on, i.e. formal 1ntu1t10n.
Genera1 Logic, as Kant te]]s us, (A76 77/B102) “transforms’. |
representat1ons in genera1 into concepts by d1sc0ver1ng the ana]yt1ca1
un1ty in the. representat1ons,r1 e. by discovering the 1og1ca] form
correspond1ng to the representations by wh1ch the understandTng and
reason in genera] is ab]e to th1nk the representatlons 1nsofar as thexr

: form s concerned Logic in generai then can be character1zed as the

methodoTogy by which the understand]ng is enabled to think the Tormal
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unity of representations, j.e. it brings representations to concepts.
.'Concepts!_mean for Kaht"common,gbend of unity' which meane 'ana]ytie
unity’ in ggheral logic, i.e. the 1ogtca1_(forma1) unity discovered in

represenyations in general, and 'synthetic umity' in transcendental

logic, i.e. the material unity of the s&nthesis because it is conditioned

by the same‘baeic fehctiOning Qf_unity, in order to bé knowe.ql

| - F: tategories and Sensibitity |

Kant says Transcendental Logte ﬁas 'iying before' it pure matefia]

cohtent without which the possibility of pure apriori concepts -of objeets
of the senses cannot be forseen. (A77/B102) The.meaning of thie'ewkward
phraseo]ogy of '"lying before can be c]afified‘if.we refef to the
beginning of the d1scuss1on of Tranﬁcendente1 Logic. Since there are
pure and emp1r1ca1 intuitions, a d1st1nct1on must be made between pure
and emp1r1ca1 thought of obJects in which case: we wou]d on1y abstract
from emp1r1ca1 content of know]edge The result is that we formu]ated
the. ;dea of a sc1ence in which the functions of un1ty of the pure
understanding will be the formal cond1t1ons of pure thought of obJects
. in genera] Further, transcendenta1 1og1c - . "_ ‘ ‘,
would exclude only those modes of know]edge wh1ch have emp1r1ca1
content. It would also treat of the or1g1n of the modes in which

we know objects in so far as that or1g1n cannot be attributed to
the objects. (A55 56/880) ' . . 4

4]Cmtngue e.g., A77/B102 A78/B104 and references . a?ready
quoted, to pure apriori concepts as 'expressions' of functions of unity
in transcendental judgments. The subtitle of Chapter One of the Analytic
.of Concepts is differently translated by. Kemp Smith, and F. Max Miiler
{Critique of Pure Reasoh, Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Co., Inc.,
Anchor Books, 1966; hereinafter cited as 'Critique, Miller). - Kemp Smith

writes 'The Clue to the Discovery...'; and Miller, 'Method of Discovering -

' Cf. Critique (Kemp Smith), A66/BB1 and Cr1t19ue Mitler, p. 53.
Miller's translation seems more 1nd1cat1ve of Kant S purpose.

St b e Fam s o e
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Thus we see why\Rure\apr1o§l sen§3b111ty ']1es before' transcendenta]
1og1c. nethodo1og1ca1]y1.1t 1s the on]y poss1b1e given content which |
 would be commensurate w1th both the formal funct1ons of un1ty and with
_sensat10n as the matter of appearances42 .the only p0551b1e contentl‘
through which we are able to have pure apr1or1 thought of obgects.
The character1zat1on of space and time as not only forma]
intuitions hav1ng a man1f01dyof apr1or1 1ntu1t1on in them, but a1so as .
conditions of recept1v1ty, must be taken 1nto account. The latter
character1zat1on will 'affect' (A778102).the apraorl concepts_deteloped
accorging to the principle of unity of the pure Understanding' 'Thé very
fact that space and time ‘are conditions of em01r1ca1 dntuition m ans ‘that
_whatever Tinguistic express1on we g1ve to the pure concepts as expressions
of the_un1ty.1n Judg1ng,thus knowung,.obaects of the senses, must.reflect-
the relation between understanding and sénsibi]it&, j.e. 'these concepts
must reflect their characterization as cond1t1ons of apriori knowledge
of objects. To 'take account’ of' the affect1on of space and time as
‘ apriori fbrms of emp1r1ca1 1ntu1t10n upon the systematic deve]opment of
a 1ist of pure apriori concepts of synthesis means prec1se1y to 1ntroduce
the concept of synthesis ‘To enumerate the categor1es does not mean
merely enumerat1on .of other names for the divisions and ‘moments* of the -
Table of Judgments. Quite the contrary; 1t‘1s from the possible{re]ation
betweentlogicaT functions of thinking-pure intuitions and thé-matefia1

source, from which we abstract all that is emp1r1ca1 to have the concept

of space and time as forma] conditions of 1ntu1t10n (and also, after

exhaustive ana]ys1s, the concept of formal 1ntu1t1on), that pure apr1or1

-

42 Critique; concern1ng sensat1on as ‘matter', cf., e.qg., A51/B7§,.'
A86/B118 A223/B270. , ' .
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60ncepts arise. The concept synthes1s is 1ntroduced at th1s po1nt in
the analys1s to demonstrate the pr1nc1p1e common to both transcendental if
* logic and sen51b111ty.(1f sensibility is to be known). | |
Unity of the understandtng is, of course, the .common principle
.operattve both in its pure thinking about objeets and in.its objects
known. .Pure synthesis means methodological conjoinihg,lor synthesiging;
based uponiapriori synthetie unity. (8104) The developed categories
are‘to express this_untty of Togical functions and synthesis in time.
' The"synthesis‘tn general' of imagination is introddced'in explication
of the'deve1opment of the categories; its further ahalytica}‘unity is
‘ c1ar1f1ed and qrounded in the synthet1c unity of pure appercebt1on in
the Transcendenta] Deduct1on(s), and its importance is shown to be
culminated in the necessary synthetic ep15tem1c structure of perceptione ;

" in Schematism and Priqcihles. As such, the only possible meanings of

Synthesié of imagination for know]e@ge are restricted to the two
alternate characterizatiohs: 1) that‘within.which we see the prinéipTe-
of synthetic unity of apperception ﬁenifested;;or'z) the 'blind' aggregating.
of percebtiehs.in the absence gf.the aforementioned priﬁcipﬁe of
appercept10n )
The understand1ng, ‘as spontane1ty, not merely ' requ1res (Ai/[BlOZ)
synthesis, but st1pu1ates the specific ktnds of conJo1n1ng ‘which will
be commeneurate with ways of‘thihking of objects in general. Specific_
| ways of conjoihing representations of objects in generai are-not‘
synonymous with general ways ef cohjoining repre;entatione of specifi-
_able tempora] bbjeéts. The former is the problem of the Deduction(s};
the tatter;pfob1em is that considered in the Schematism. Neither of

[

these characterizations of knowledge is the problematic issue of the



the functions of pure apperception he cons1dered in actuality to be
unified. Such theorectical and linguistic isolation, though, does not

. warrant consequential functional isolation and thus attribution of

4 L
N S _ .
present discussion concerning the possibility of stipulation of the
certain ways'cenjdining is effected in order to be known as
repreéentations of objects of our senses. The &iétinction is made-
mmed1ate1y by- Kant, in the d1scuss1on concerning the categor1es,
between synthesis .in genera] and pure synthesis, the criterial

d1fferent1at10n being the nature of the man1f01d synthes1zed An © 4

‘apr1or1 manifold. 1s g1ven, i.e. formal tempora] and spatial relations

from which we have abstracted the emp1r1ca) elements of related

. sensible perceptions. It shou]d be stated categorically fhat any

. discussion of a manifold of representations of'objects of our senses or

of a pure'apriori manifold in euace and time é?ready presupposes the
synthet1dh1 unity which cond1t1ons their poss1b111ty. éut Kant felt it
1ncumbent to exp1a1n the unifying process, which necess1tated theoret1ca1 .

and ]1ngu1st1c 1so1at1on of the categor1es as the terms expressive of

1nconsistency, cdntradictorinees er paradoxiéa]_confusion to Kant's
theory. The nnderstanding does not frant?ca}1y ferret out some passive
bits-of sensory data whichlit‘can inform By means of arbitrarily chosen
words expnessiGe of'arbitrari]y chosen'ways of think{ng of the wqr]d.

The world as we sense it is the wq{1d in the ways we'think about the

ways we sense. To explain, in theoretica) isolation, the functionings

of the unified understanding of experience in general is;tdAconstantly'

be subject to that unity as condition while at the same time to try to

'suspend' it in order to expiéin it, which is why Kant considered

jnstification of ‘that explanation his 'greatest labour’. o -
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G: Sensibi]ity Restricts Emp1oyment of Categories

Ve “f1rst obtain - knowiedge properly so ca]]ed“ when we' 'bring' >

synthes1s 1n generat to concepts (A78/B]03) 'Bringing’ synthegis to

concepts 1s a function of the un1ty of the understand1ng, thus

' 'br1ng1ng synthes1s in genera1 to concepts 1§?prec1se1y to unify the

synthes1s in spec1f1c ways ways des1gnated as concepts wh1ch‘

" the fundamenta] fqrmal content of Judgments Pure synthes1s, or.
synthes1s of a pure apriori man1fold, is brought to pure concepts of the
understand1ng by the same methodo]og1ca1 procedure - In general logic,
synth°s1% of répresentations 1n;62;era1 are brought to unxty, j.e. to H_,/
concepts, by means of analysis. Through analysis, we determ1ne 1f
synthet1c*representat1ons ( the source of wh1ch is 1rre1evah€? accord
with the de51gnated 1og1ca1 unlty with which we are concerned Kant
says ' | |

What transcendenta] logic, on the other hand, teaches, is how we

bring to concepts, not representations, but’ the pure synthes1s of .
representations. (A78/BlO4) : _

3

The Togic which is concerngd w1th'the 'origin, scope, and'objectiVe

validity' of apriori know]edge herewith is shown %n‘the initial
estab]1shment of the scope of apriori knowledge We are henceforth
to see that un1f1cat1on or bringing to concepts, of the. pure synthesxs
“is the cond1t1on of poss1L111ty of know1edge ) Exp]1cat1on of how
synthe51s is un1f1ed const1tutes the ‘SubJectlve Deduct1on and the
further characterlst1c of synthet1ca1 unaty of temporal]y determ1ned
objects of our senses is elucidated in Schemat1sm The ‘scope’ with
which we are here concerned s r1gorous1y defined in the Deduct10n(s)
as the 11m1ts of knowledge, i.e. the Tog1ca1 funct1ons of the un1ty of

the understand1ng can ‘bring’ to concepts only the ‘content’ comprlsed

~

const1tute

[Ed
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of sensibi]ity-in qenerWIIaﬁd’dts conditions The pure concepts thusly
deve]oped cannot find pos1t1ve app11cat10n or employment beyond these
f]1m1ts or beyond the scope of 1ts-ob3eot1ve va11d1ty Careful
spec1-1cat1on of the gener@] scope of transcendenta] ]og1c 15, qn turn
Just as carefully brought to emp1r1c1zat1on in the schemata ' The; '
nature of sens1b111ty in relat1on to the’ functlons of unity of under-
~stand1ng de11m1ts ‘the scope of the categor1es and s1mu1taneous]y conf1rm
their objective validity. sThe th1rd\concern of transcendental ]og1c,
f.e. 'origint;'is made'eﬁpiicit in the toT]owing chapter in examination
of the or1g1nary source of un1ty (and objectivity) nominally known as.
the transcendenta] unity of appercept1on

The 'pure synthes1s whnch~15'brought‘to‘concepts in transcendental
1og1c is more fully. and adequately expressed as the synthesis 1in the
pure form(s) of representat1ons The synthes1s is pure only because the
apriori form‘of intuition ds apriori. Pure synthesis 'rests upon a basis
of apriori synthet1c un1ty' (A78/B104) wh1ch means it rests upon the
systematization of the:pure concepts as_common grounds oflun1ty,of

thoughts of objects in gereral, i.e. upon the relation between judgments

'of objects in genera1-and the pure form of sensibi]ity Hhen Kanf'says that

what "must first be g1ven--w1th a v1ew to the apriori know]edge of a11
0bJECtS—-1S the man1fo]d of pure intuition," (A78 79/B104) he means the
.determ1nab1e perceptions of objects of- our senses. Such g1venness '
_'must be f1rst]y poss1b]e before it is synthe51zed by means of 1mag1nat10n,
thus before we are ab]e to anaiytically determlne space and time as the |
formal cond1t1on. of sehs1b111ty and character1ze them as formaT

1ntu1t1ons, the content' of wh1ch is formal re]at1ons by virtue of

uh1ch a11 poss1ble percept1ons are determ1nab1e The concepts which are-
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expressiwe'bf the unity of the pure'sypthesis have, then, been_deve]oﬁed

~

syétematica14y.as designations of common grounds 0% Dnity of "the formal

-

relations of spatio-temporal determinations of percéptioné. The
catégories L - | . ‘

consist solely. in the representatiion of this necessary synthetic

unity [}nd] furnish the third requisite for the knowledge of an

. object; and they rest on the understanding, (A79/8104)
i.e. they. rest on functions of unification of-the'uhderstanding."Thg
selfi-same functional unit of thé understandiﬁ : roduced' the 1o fca]
\j .‘,y > un| g p g

form of ‘judgments through analysis of that unity. Kant adds that the
same operative functionalism of the understanding "also introduces a
' . - “L - . 8B -
transcendental content into its representations, by means of the
synthetic‘unity of the manifold in‘intuitidﬁ in genera]."(A79/8105)43.

The uﬁderstanding not only brings the synthét1c unity of representations

1n'genené1 'under' cpnceﬁts, jt_a156 bfings tqélgyfe synthesis of the
manifo1d in intuition in genefaT 'to'hits f;preseﬁtations,»i.e. to
categoriesJ' Theicategories are systematically deﬁe]oped as‘expfessive
-of the pure tﬁought of‘objects‘ié‘geneﬁa1; thus they are representative
pf;éertaih ways of synfhetical]y unifyfng possible reiationé of spatio—:

-

: 43It is'interesting to note the widely divergent views which some’
interpreters of Kant suggest concerning this passage. I believe that
"its representations’ refers to the categories- as the concepts 'which
consist solely in the representation of this necessary synthetic. unity’
and ‘which rest on the understanding’.(A79) The 'transcendental content' .
which the understanding introduces into the categories is the synthesized
unity of the manifold in intuition in general (all possibie formal
temporal relations of objects of our senses, or all formal relations of
“‘object in genéral' in time). 'On this accotnt we.are entitled to call
these representations pure concepts of the understanding’. (B105)

Paton, Logic, says that an ‘elerfent' (not 'content'] is introduced into
(its) ‘representations' and he interprets 'representations' to mean
“intuitions', p. 257. Smart, Logic, replaces (its) ‘representations’ by
‘judgment' and says that the 'eTement' (not 'codtent'). introduted is a_
category, p. 169. " ' . : '
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temporal determination . »

“The def1n1ens of the categor1es consists of o e]ements 1) the

transcendental unity of apperceptTOn and its prlnc1p]es, or laws, of ' *
'un1fy1ng which are expressed in the Tahle of Judgments, and 2) time- |
" .determination, inclusive of the formal nature. and the synthetic
2determ1n1ng of the tempora]]y determ1nab1e Actua]]y, as Kant states, .
(A241 42 A727- 30/8755 -58) the categorles cannot str1ct1y be defined but
they can be exp1a1ned or made the subJect of an exposition. 44
'Ph1]osoph1ca1 exp]anat1ons may be accorded the 'honorab]e title' of

de|1n1t1ons s thougn, if e understand the term to mean 'expos%tion of
concepts’. In this‘sense; we shali ﬁever'be‘ab1e to 'defipe’ categories
apart from the above-stated definiens; apart, l.e, from the functlohs of

unity of the pure understandlng upon which- they rest and from the

sen51b1e cond1t10ns 1n general wh1ch limit their emp]oyment Th1s is

1

s0 precisely because the pure synthesis in sens1b111ty in genera]

const1tutes the transcendental content', and the funct1ons of unity \‘5
represent the form of pure apr1or1 know]edge of obJects in genera] -

. Character1zed thus]y, the categor1es cannot be viewed as ‘empty" . When
Kant discusses-in his correspondence ‘what I have referred to as the
'def1n1t10n s+ Or 'exposition' » OF the categories he sayS'

~ In other words, in order to think the object as something that has

been synthes1zed I must presuppose the functioning of synthesizing;
and this is accomplished by means of the schematism of the faculty

44Cf L..W. Beck's discussions concerning the general issye of the
1ndef1nab111ty of the categories without the general conditions of
sensibility. He says that the def1n1t1ons whith would reduce apriori
knowledge to analytic knowledge 'cannot be given'. Cf, “Can. Kant's
Synthetic Judgments Be Made Analytic", Kant- Stud1en Band 47 (1955/1956)
Pp. 177-78; and "Kant's Theory of Definition™, Kant: A Collection of

-Critical Essags Edited by R.P. wo]ff (New York: Doubleday & Co. . Inc.,
Anchor Books, 1967 ), pp. 27, 33. ,

4
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of judgment, whereby §1nthesizin§ is related to inner sense, in
conformity with the representation of time, on the one hand, but
also.in conformity with the manifold of intuition (the given), on
the other hand.45 ' .

H: The Meaning of 'Objective' Deduction

We can therefore conclude that the problematic o% the fObjectjve'
Deduction is the‘justjficatioﬁ of fhis possibility of phif%cation of
pure synthesis, or ré]étion of pure sensibility to the pure understénding.‘-
Kant's primary'concern in his.iabOUr is not to define synthesis itse1f;
such an exposition merely aids in compfehensidn of how synthesis is
unifiedi thus how it makes experience- possible, in respect to the
praescription of laws Fbr the emp]oymenﬁ focategories to nature, f.e.
Schematism and Principles. An exposition of synthesis‘itse]f is not

‘sufficient to make clear that the poséibi]ify of synthetic unity is

’ . equally the possibility of knowledge. -

The transcendéntal.deduction of a]l_apriori concepts has thus
. Principle according to which the whole enquiry must be directed,
namely, that they must be recognized as apriori conditions of the
possibility of experience, whether of the intuition which is fo
be met with in it or of the thought. Concepts which yield th
objective ground of the possibility of experience are for thi
reason necessary.. {(A%4/B126; cf. A93/B124) . ' T_
. . ’ ' S |
The objective validity of the categories rests upon their charactgr as
‘ _ A 7 . o)

- conditions of the possibility of experience. If it can be proven' that \
only through the éategorie§ can objects'be thought, "this will be a
sufficient deduction of them, and will Justify their bbjective validity."
(A7) As a result of their systematic development, the categories may

be characterized as

4sKant: Philosophical Correspondence; 1759499,'Edited and

translated by A. Zweig (Chicago and London: The ‘University of Chicago
Press, 1967), Letter to J.H. Tieftrunk, December 1797, p. 245. Herein-
after cited as 'Correspondence’. S
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concepts of an object in general, by meané of which the intuition
of an object is regarded as determined in respect of one of the
Togical functions of judgment. (B128) i

The exposition also has shown us their fundamental nature as
representations of tﬁe synthetic unity of the pure understandfng. Kant
.says: o
Pure understanding is thus in the categories . the law of the ’ .
. synthetic unity of all appearances, and thereby first and originally
makes experience, as regards its form, possible. This is all we
were called-upon to establish in the transcendental deduction of
the categories, namely, to render comprehensible this relation of
understanding to sensibility, and, by means of sensibility, to all
objects of experience. The objective validity of the .pure apriori
concepts is thereby made intelligible, and their origin and truth
determined. (A128; cf. A130) g : ‘ :
T.K. Swing claims that Kant appeared to have two conflicting views
concerning the functions of the categories. The first Swing characterizes "
as the_'forma] function theory' whereby pure concepts‘are.assumed to be
* mere formal functions. In the second view, designated as the 'material
funétion theor&’, pure concepts are assumed to be material concepts.
"Swing adds in a note that Kant a]sb ‘entertained' the 'double function
theory' as the central premiée of the Metaphysical Dedtctioﬁ. This latter -
" theory reveals-that the pure concept% can have-at once both formal and
material-functions.. He says:
Kant may'have reached this hybrid position either as a compromise
between the formal and the material function théories or in his
transition from the latter to the. former. 46 ‘ .

Swing has a]réady concluded that if the Table of Caiegories
is a formal table, the Deduction becomes an impossible task. If the
Table is a material table, the Deduction becomes a ludicrous affair.

Thus the Metaphysical Deduction turns out to be an ill-conceived
program,. 47 . . ‘ - : , o .

' qﬁswing,_T.K. -Kant's TranScendenta]'Logic (New Haven and London:
‘Yale University Press, 196%9), p. 94, :

47

Ibid., p. 33.
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As'is clear from my account in _this chapter, I do not believe'that
Swing's.protfered options betwéen impossibility and ]udicroushess
exhaust the -understanding .of the expos1t1on of the categor1es
espec1a11y when it appears eV1dent that Swing considered ‘the categor1es
to be deduced from "the 1ogica1 forms of analytical reason. w48 Further
I think Swing is 1ncorrect when he defines: 'transcendenta1 1091c as
'material 1og1c because he c1a1ms that Kant

intends it to be the logic of transcendence that is, the material

logic that enables the Cartesian subject to Xganscend its

subjectivity and attain objective knowledge.
I think Swing is incorrect precisely because the transcendental synthetic
unitj of apperception is the'cpndition_of the objectivity of knowledge
and, thus, precludes .the need for 'transcendence’' of subjectivity.

'f: Summation
A1l I have attempted in this chapter is to c]early exh1b1t the

nature and systemat1c development of the categor1e£‘ahd the purpose of
~ the obJect1ve deduction in relation to them as representations of pure

synthetic unity of the'understanding. The objective validity of ‘the

categories does not become evident simply because they are characterized
as representat10ns of pure apriori synthet1c unity. Rather, Kant.has
shown in the Deduct1on(s) their nature as representat1ons of the

obJect1ve validity of the transcendental synthetic unity of appercept1on_
50

of the pure understand1ng This unity of appercept1on is to be v1ewed

as-supplying the principle of spontaneity which is the groun of the

- . three-fold synthesis<in 1mag1nat1on. The or1g1na1' ‘relation between

4Blbid.,e.g., p. 53.

Plbid.,"p. viii.

5OCritique‘;.c"f., e.g., A2z, A126, Ai27, B138, B139.
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pure larsta nd1n| ard sensibility is the relatIUn of tha trans cendental
'synthet1c unity of pure appercept1on to the intuitive form of . p0551b1e

experience, a thesis deveToped in.the fo]10w1ng chapter This theory,

developed by Kant in the Deductlon(s), if successfu], ea511y proves the
objective va]1d1ty of the categor1es as e;press1ve of the logical |
« functions of Judgements of objects in genera] and as expressive of the
re]at1on between understand1ng and sens1b111ty I-c1a1m this ease of
transecendenta?l proof because more than the 3ust1f1cat10n of the categor1es
is involved in the Deduct1on(s) The new sc1ence , its methodo]ogy and.
pr1nc1p1es {Table of Judgments) are to bé qust1f1ed ar proved, as well.

' Further because the aforement1oned are aT} ‘elements’' of the abso]ute
"un1ty of the understand1ng, the fundamenta1 problem of the Deduct1on(s)
- 15 the Just1f1cat10n of the transcendental synthetic unity- of appercept1on
| of the understand1ng and its principle of synthet1c unity.” If the 1atter
Deduct1qn is successfu1, the categorles the Tab]e of'Judgments of
ﬂTranscendenta] topic, the new science of metaphys1cs and its methodo]ogy
are all conf1rmed as necessary and apriori cond1t1ons of the poss1b111ty

of knou]edge ‘The on]y remaining objection wou]d be centered upon the

idea of the totality (Cf 'A64/B89) which most certa1n1y is a regu]at1ve

.1dea and thus_beyond the scope of this thesis. . _

The aim of the new sc1ence v1z the origin scope, and objective
validity of apr10r1 knowledge of obJects has been stated concretely by
Kant. Actua11y, demonstrat10n of the origin of .the scope and of the
ohjective va1id1tj depend (as indicated above) upon the 1nte111q1b111ty
.and 3ust1f1cat10n of the Kantian theory of the or1g1na1' relation

between the transcendentaT unity of appercept1on and t1me as formal

intuition. Ne may, though, employ as a differentiating pr?ncip1e the
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»

fdndamenta] elements of knpw1edge:in order to more concretely
1i]ustrate the.tripﬁe aime of the new science. -1f it cTear1y be
understood merely as a technlque and not as enumeration of immutable
e1ements The 'scope' has a]ready been 1nd1cated in the sect1on of this
chapter ent1t1ed 'Sen51b111ty Restr1cts the Employment of the Categortes 5
the forms of un1ty are delimited by their only ppss1b1e content, i.e. the
pure synthesis in time in general. As I believe is evident in this ’
chapter the 'origin' of the categories has been 1nd1cated to be the

transcendenta] untty of appercept1on of the pure understand1ng, thus, of

course, they copform to its laws of th1nk1ng objects in genera1 -1 am

. here d|s.1ngutsh1ng between the or1gin and the. ‘deve]opment' of the

categories as the ere éoncepts of apriori knowledge. The 1atter
expos1t1on is inclusive of the relation between understand1ng and
sens1b1]1ty, thus, is 1nc1us1ve of the probTemat1c of "scope'. The problem
of the 'objective va11d1ty of _pure apr1or1 knowledge of objects may aiso
be defined as the. prob]em of the relation between understand1ng and
sensibility, i.e. genera]]y, how is 1t possible to make apr1or1 synthet1c

Judgments about objects of sens1b1e intuition in general. The reso]ution

of the problem is through the or1g1na1 re]at1on between the transcendental

synthetic unity of anperception and time. This resoTut1on is natura1]y
1nc1us1ve of resolut1on of the question of the or1gin and scope' of
apriori knowledge of deects,.as.we]1 as determ1nat1on of the or1g1n'and
scope qf the categories as representation of the‘necesaary synthetic unity
oflthe Understanding Once we have determ1ned the<originary source of .
objective va]1d1ty for know]edge as the transcendental synthetic unity

of appercept1on in its relation to time, we have concom1tant]y determ1ned

the or1g1n and deveTopment of the pure apr1or1 concepts and their scope

U W L
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and, of coursa, determinad the scope an4 origin of apriori knowledge of
objects accbrding to the laws of the pure understanding

It is through the further spec1f1cat1on of the understand1ng S

spontane0us determ1nat1on of appearances n time (the syntheses and
p)

schematism) that the categor1es have not'0n1y formg\ sbiective validity
but "objective reality, that is, application to obj:;::J;Dich can be -
given_ps in intuition,” (8150-51)5] which I.clatm is to_be viewed as

- anticipatory introduction ‘o Schematism.

The objective va11d1ty of the categor1es then, i.e. the1r
poss1b111ty as cond1t1ons of the detern1nat1on of appearance, 'fo]1ows _
from' the re]at1on of the 'original synthetic unity of apperception‘ and
the 'origindl forms of sensip?]ity'; (Blégi V1eesehauwer notes that
Itne 'prOb]em‘df objectivity' is synonymous with the transcendental
deduction -and that the Tatter is conditioned by the metaphy51ca1 deduct10n
of the categor1es He says that in the metaphys1ca1 deduct1on, Kant has |
to o ' o t-

~ make an exhaustive inventory of them and arrange this 1nventory by
means of a principle. The principle is to be a guarantee of the
' necessary - comp]eteness of the ]1st 52,
) V]eeschaUUer suggests that at one po1nt (in the Nach]ass), Kant cons1dered
‘ and abandoned, Verbindung as the heur1st1c principle guarantee1ng the
categories. V]eeschauwer translates Verb1ndung as "liaison (1et us not

w3

yet speak of synthes1s) He says further:

*leritiques cf. AT19, A125. And cf. B159-60 for tre distinction
between "metaphysical’ deduct1on transcendenta]’ deduction, and the
possibility of apriori knowledge of obJects presented' to qur senses,
i.e. explication of syntheses.

52V]eeschauwer, p. 75.

>3Ibid., p. 79.
bid.,
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inis Function of liaison is the function which resolves the problen
. of objectivity, that is, which constitutes and brings about the
close connection between sensibility and understanding. The
- categories or pure concepts, then represent all the diverse ways in
which the combination of the two faculties. operate when integrated
in our knowledge of an object.54 - ' . o

‘I cannot ég?ee with Vleeschauwer that Kant abandoned this generaT
indication of the prihcip]e guaranteeing tﬁe_categories as a systém of
apriofj‘concépts of synthesis in favor of a principle of péra]]e]ism

between Judgments and the categories which were discovered precedently to

55

~ the principle. I maintain that the'categories were developed
. ¥ : .

systematically from the princip1e of pure appérdeption and its unifying
relation to time; an interpretation developed in the fol]dwing chapter

which 'grounds' objectfvity‘1n‘thé.transcendenta1 unity of apperception.

-

‘ Schaber suggests my- general approach when she says:

For the Deduction is not merely a deduction of the pure categories;-
of at least equal importance is Kant's elaboration of the oL
Transcendental Unity of Apperception, in which fime is an essential
factor, not fully accounted for by calling it a pure form of

sensibility.56 ' ‘

»

*Ibid., p. 79.
5 o P

*Ibid., pp. 75, 78.



| CHAPTER THO'
UNITY AND APPERCEPTION

A: The Pr1nc1p1e of Unity
'"The pr1nc1p1e of apperception. is the highest pr1nc1p1e in the
whole sphere of human know]edge-“ (B135) Accord1ng1y,
This principle holds apriori, and may be ca]]ed the transcendenta1
principle of the unity of all that is manifold in our representations,
-and consequent]y also‘in intuition. (A116) '
This "...pure apoerceptlon suoo11es a orinciple of the SjnthEtIC unity

of the. manifold in all possible 1ntu1t1on “ (A116-17)

The synthet1c propos1t1on, that all the var1ety of emp1r1ca1
consciousness must be combined in one-single self-consciousness, is

the absolutely first and synthet1c principle of our thought in
general. (A117 n.)- .

4

-Kant def%pes the 'absolutely first and synthetic principle df our thought
in general' also as: . |

The supreme pr1nc1p1e[:of the p0551b1]1ty of ali 1ntu1tuﬁﬂ in
its relation to understanding, is that all the manifold ot intuition
should be subject to conditions of the or1g1na1 synthetic unity of
apperception. (B136) _
This_latter "Principle of the Synthetic Unity isrthe Supreme Pfincip1e
of all Emp1oymen t of the-Understanding (8136 my emphas1s)
My - purpose in begwnn1ng th1s chapter with thg:above quotat1ons is
‘ rt
two-fold: ]) to firmly establish the 1dent1ty of 1ntent 1n both Ed1t1on5‘
o% the Deduction, as the principles receive equal stress in both
) presentations;_and: 2) to keep clearly in'view the fundémenta1 Kantian.
presupposition of -the 'absolute unity' of the understand1ng wh1ch is tp\)

be exp1a1ned by further analysis and spec1f1cat1on of this presuppos1t10n



53

' aéifhe sburcé Qi the originary princﬁéles conditioning knoﬁ]edge.
As already mentioned, Kant stafed‘in the Preface td fhe Fifst :
' Edifiop;that the 'Subjective’ Deduction was not an 'essential part' of
the eﬁqqirx of- the Dedg;tiﬁn.(Axyi—xvii)‘ Thé’Prefade to fhg Second
Edifibh states‘categcrica1]y thgt he has omitted or aﬁridged nothing

‘ }essentia1' td.COmp1eteness; he found noth{ng to alter but the mode of
© exposition, for examp1é; imp?ovemenfs to hé]p remové the-'obscﬁrity' of

the first editfén‘deduction.' (Bxxxﬁii—x]ii) -Paton says:

"I beljeve Kant is right in saying that it fﬁecond Edition?Deducticd]

does not add anything which-was not implicit in the first edition,
-and the suggestion that_he was retracting the wviews there expressed
- seems to me groundless. . '
Kant, in his correspohdence with Marcus Herz, May 1781,‘says that he

>8 In a letter to

found nothing to change in the{'main'thedfy'. |
Christian Garve, Augus; 1783, Kant says‘that as the 'work stands',_he
‘shoqu not wish it‘ghﬁrittén far any price‘.59 To Moses MehdeTssohn
in Augﬁst.i783, Kant says hé"compfeted it hasti]y‘ (tHe fifst edition
. of the Critigﬁe) *with thegreatest_attentiQeness fo content but less

60 I maintain that obfuséation of the first

care about its style'.
edition of the Deduction can be traéedhto thé emphasis on the synthese5
in imagination which s omitted a§ Tess than ‘essential’ to then'chief'
purﬁose' in the second edition. Geﬁéral allegations of inconsistencies.
and/or attribution to Kant of implicit retgntion;of'the alleged

centrality of imagination in explication of synthesis,‘df_combination,

- '57Eaton, KME, Vol. I, p. 500.

58Correspdndencgﬁ_p. 95 . ' , ' o

2 Ipid., p. 101.

%01h1d., pp. 105-106.
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. in the second edition, cannot be supported, inc1uding M: Heidegger'e
extreme Accusation .of Kant's reco11' from the 'unknown root' ofi
.transcendental imagination in the laying of the foundat1ons of meta-

:phys1cs 6]

~ _ | T oB: Cohfirmation'A‘
Introduct1on of the concept of combinatian actua]]y ant1c1pates
the following chapter but 1t\#s necessary to d1scuss it at least to
the extent that it aids in the deve]opment of the present chapter
A]so there is a paragraph in the chapter in the Cr1t1gue concerning
the pure ap11or1 pr1nc1p]es of the understandlng wh1ch makes an important
d1st1nct1on concerning the emp1oyment of these pr1nc1o1es which proceed |
from concepts to 1ntu1t10n (A160/B199); a paragraph which as wel]l -
refers to a note added in the Second Edition which carefully defines
'conbihation'
Mathematical pr1nc1p1es a]]ow of 'intuitive certa1nty accord1ng

to the categories of quant1ty and quality, wh1]e dynamica? pr1nc1p1es
~allow only of ' d1scurs1ve certa1nty Kant cont1nues by saytng that he
is concerned __lx_u1th 'the principles of pure understanding 1n the1r
re]atlon to" inner sense' He says: : | 4‘

It is through these principles of pure understand1ng that the

special principles of mathematics and dynamics become possible.

I have named them, therefore, on account- rather of their application

than- of their content (A162/8202) ' ‘
i.e. on account of the employment of the oategorial synthesis.' It is

because perceptions are determ1nab1e as to quantlty and quality that

spec1f1cat10n ‘of their time order is poss1b1e Time 1tse1f,1s generated

6]Heidegger M. Kant and The Problem of Metaphys1cs (Bloom1ngton
and London: Indiana’ Un1vers1ty Press, 1972) Section 31. Hereinafter
cited as 'Heidegger, KPM. : '
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(synthes1zed) in the synthes1s of apprehens1on, the schema, or un1ty of

pattern, of wh1ch is emp1r1ca11y expressed as nunber - {A141-45/BB182- 84)

'Number' itself, dﬁscunsive1y,-is nothing more than'p]ura1ity considered

“as unity, i.e. totality. (Cf. B]]O A103) Then we.are able, for

example, to speak of the parts of time as d1fferent1at1on of a time-

© series 'filled' w1th synthet1ca11y unified sensation as 'matter'. .As the-

mathemat1ca1 onacﬁﬁ§t1tut1ve categor1es have no corre]ates but

"are to be met w1th only’ 1n ‘the second group”, (B1]O) SO too is the

~

generation and 'content' of time in the syntheses of apprehens1on and

reproduction to be 'met w1th’ only'" 1ﬂ t1me order and -scope, i.e. in the .

re1at_“g of objects of our senses to one another and to the Tab]e of

| Judgments ('bringing' ‘the pure synthes1s\to categor1es) So, too, is the

same dependence exh1b1ted in the pr1nc1ples .intuitive certajnty_is
confirmed in discursive certa;nty because of the‘functiqn of-synthetica1-
unity in determination of inner sense which ptecedes characterization of
construction..,That is, the categories, in their restriction to timev
(schematizatjon), determine thefre]ations (and the_unif&ing of, the

re]ations) of possible bb?ﬁ%ts of our senses before consideration of‘the

"mathematjca1 properties of the ohjects.which are' to be related in specific

ways.
Fdr an object of intuition-to'be‘commensurate with the categbries,

it must be -possible to consider it s a tota11ty, i.e. d1fferent1at1on of

numer1ca1 1dent1ty, and to 5t1pu1ate that we are affected sens1b1y by it.

and.in what way (something like the trad1t1ona1 pr1mary and secondary

qua11t1es) but precedent to th1s spec1f1cat1on, it must be poss1ble to
determ1ne the possible re]at1ons of sensible. affect1ons to one another'

and to the underCtand1ng-—1f they are to be known by an understand1ng
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whose absolute‘unity i;‘uTtimate]y-the epfgenesis of the system ca]]ed
experience, or nature.' (Cf. B167) Caird interprets the 'epigenesis
of pure reason as "a new deve1opment in which the same pr1nc1p]e [§n1ty
of appercept1o:] reaches what Sche]ltng ca11ed a ‘higher potency'. w62
" He'is referr1ng to what he calls the dialectical 're-integration' of X
. known obJects and objects known. This’ interpretation ccntrastc sharp]y
- w1th, for‘examp1e Paton’s discussion whEre1n ep1genes1s is exp1a1ned as
the pouer of thinking d1fferent1at1ng itself progress1ve1y as the senses
are 'stimulated'.®3

. Ye can say, then, that appﬁicationlof mathematicaT_princip1es to
%nner sense has inte]1ig{eiTity as "rules for the opjective‘emp10&ﬁent"'

of categories {A161/8200) only if it is possible to Specify ihe objective

relations predetermining objects in geheral. (Cf., for example, A177-80/ .

 B220-23) |

The preceding d1scuss1on was preparatory to 1ntrodu¢t1on of the
definition of ' conb1nat1on as Kant stated it in a note added in the

ASecond Ed1t10n (Inc1denta11y, Martin, rather amus1ng]y, says that the

‘ def1n1t10n cf the understand1ng as a facu]tyvof comb1n1ng apriori is
“'the crimson thread"of the Transcendenta] Deduct10n in the second
edition. )64 I fee1 it is important to reproduce Kant's def1n1t1on

'perbat1m before proceedTng to the development of the theory of pure '

' apperception. He says _ | ‘ .

” "A11 combination (co n]unct1o) is either composition (compos1t10)

or connection (nexus) The former is the synthesis of the manifold
where its constituents do not necessar11y be10ng to one another,

%2Caird; Vol. 1, p. 392.
®3paton, KME, Vol. 1, p. 578. -

64Martin, p. 124,
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For example, the two triangles into which a square is divided by
its diagonal do not necessarily belong to one another.. Such also is
the synthesis of the homogeneous in everything which can be .
mathematically treated. 1his synthesis can itself be divided into
that of aggregation and that of coalttion, the former applying to
extensive and the Tatter to intensive quantities. The second mode
‘of combination (nexus) is the synthesis of the manifold so far as
its constituents necessarily belong to one another, as, for example,
the accident to_some substance, or the effect to the cause. It is
therefore synthesis of that which, though,heterogeneous, is yet

' reg(esented,as conbined apriori. This combination, as not being
arbitrary and as concerning the connection of the existence of the
‘manitold, I entitle dynamical.  Such connection can 1tself, in turm,
be divided jnto the physical connection of the appearances with one
another, and their metaphysical connection in the apriori faculty

of knowledge. (B202 n.jy cf. B134) T . '

Inciden}a]]y, this ‘apriori faculty of knowledgz’ is pure apperception
~considered as a 'facquy‘, or function. (Cf. A117 n. ., 8133ln.)
Specifiﬁdtions of combination as enumeratéd‘abbve one and all refer
to Fhe kind of syntﬁetic unity represented in the categories in fheiru
employment fn time. Principles 'spec%fy apriori the instance', i.e.,are
formulations "of universal but sufficient mérks {of] the conditions under
which OijCts can be given {n|harmonylw1th_these éqncepts [éatégorieg] N
(A135-36/B174-75) Thus, the'pkincip1és_are formulations concerning the
aﬁp]icationuof specjfic tempo}a1 re]ations'(time-géries, -content, efc.)
to'intuitions.iﬁ.acéordance,with the determining categories, as represent-
ative of orjgjné? syﬁthefiC'uhiﬁf of apperception. The re]atipn be}ween
:the specifitation of the_qpriori instance guaranteeing commensurability
of objeéts ip {ime and tﬁe‘cétééories is sﬁmmarized aspectually "in the.
above differentiation of combinat%on and 5n.tﬁe preQioUs discussipn of the
princip]es. In relation to‘the-catqgoriés of'thé uﬁderstanding, tHe
Principles (and Schémata) represent the aggiication in timé to intuitions

rather than the origin and objective validity of the categories justified

in the Deduction(s).’ This;re1atiop may. in genera],bé characterized as thé

-
-

! S \
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relation between objective reality and objective.validity and we can see,
then, that the latter objectivity confirms. (or determines) the former.
It is implicitly evident that the. pattern of confirmation 1s repeated in

th1s relation. 1In fact, it is the fundamental and or1gtna1 ‘confirmation’

(

-~

which is inaicated.here1n. In generet, we may,ggygthat_tntuition }s~
) copfirmed,;or determined, by the understanding or,-more specifically,
‘that tneftranscendenta1 synthetic unity of appercebtion confirms time‘as
formal 1ntu1t10n because the pr1nc1p1e of appercept1ve unwty 1s the.
ground of the poss1b111ty of the un1ty of time. |
C: The Original Relat1on

_ What is not eyplained but presupposed in‘the contirmtng relations
is the original re]at1on between the tranScendental synthet1c unity of
'apperceptlon and time as the form of inner sense. Interest1ngTy, Wolff!' s
suppos1t1ona1 comment that we try to ‘derlve the Tab1e of Categorles_

from time- consc1ousness ‘suggests this 'original relat1on 65

He could
not pursue it, though, because he did not make the necessary d1st1nct1on
" between se]f-consc1ousness of t]me as formal intuition, and self-
eohsciqusness of time as forming intuition. ‘This original re1eti5n Was
presented generally in the preceding"ehaptenfaSTthe determining of forma1'
intuition by the Table of Judgments defined as syntheétic functions of the
_unity of pure understanding, dccasioning'the syétematic‘deveiopment of |
the Table of Categories.-'Kemp Smith says, contrarily, that itlis only
because of tne*unity of the categories that the untty.of apperception is

Further clarification of the original relation can be accomp]ished"

1

®Suo1£f, KTMA, p. 2095 cf. p. 77.
66Kemp‘Smith, p. 287.
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inoeitior.of two ways. Digfhar w2 illustrate the syatheses of imagination

in time and their dependence .upon rules and principles of the unity of
consc1ousness, or, we show that the characterlzatTOn of the or1g1na1'
relation is incomplete thus far, viz. that both funct1ons of unity and

)
forma1 1ntu1t10n67 are themselves grounded 1n*representat1ons which are

' the most fundamenta] in knowIedge of obJects of senSTbTe intuitions.

Kant has developed both. genera] modes of exp]anat1on, the difficulty is

that the or1g1na] relation is a]ways presupposed in d1scuss1on of the

~syntheses of 1mag1nat1on and the1r unity, as we]1 as un1ty being

presupposed in exp]acat1on of time as a singular representat1on In.the
order of know1ng, the transcendenfal synthetic unity of appercept1on is
the last known, and the original re]at{nn_between this unity and time is
the penultimate knowing. In the order of knowledge, un1ty of pure
appercept1on is fundamental and its re]at1on to time second (although
this latter may appear the converse as Kant explains time f1rst n

the. Aesthetic, 1t is not SO for un1ty is a]ways assumed in all 'parts'

. of time:) The extreme danger 1s that 1n abstract1ng from all empirical

content’ and ultimately all intuition to exp1a1n the un1ty of appercept1on,
the.bare representat1on no longer exhibits the funct1on1ng through which
we were enabled to abstract. Neverthe]ess, expos1t1on of this" relation

between pure appercept1on and t1me as singular representation, is final

character1zatuo of the deve‘qpment of the obJect1v1ty of the Categories
in the first chg;:

ter of this thes1s, and grounds for the d1fferent1at1on

bct\cen intellectual synthes1s and syntheses in 1mag1nat1on as developed

in: the th1rd chapter. The or1g1nary re]at1on-between time and apperception

670r1t1que, cf. A34/BS]' we are here and in the succeeding
d1scuss1on concerned solely with time, as formal 1ntu1t10n .
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is not comp]ete]y c]ar1f1ed until appercent1on 1tse1f is fu]]y deve]oped S
in this chapter. The deve]opment, 1f successfu1 w1]1 be 1nc1us1ve of_
the deduct10n of the relation. '
0: S1ngu1ar1ty of Time
It is pertinent here to interject a few comments on time as the \
apriori fqrm of'inner sense. Kant says there is only ore time in which
all representations of times are contained (A}188- 89/8232) and the general

method of d1scover1ng the singleness is suggested in his’ d1scuss1on

"concern1ng space. In this 1nstance, (A27/B43) we abstract from' (or

'e]iminate') prects cond1t1oned by the form of sensibility. 68 The same
procedure Js sufficient 'to arrive at the form of 1uner sense, P.e. we

abstract from objects of emp1r1ca] appercept1on (or, 1nner sense, Cf.

- A107) and recognize that it is one dimension of t1me within which all the

objects of sens1b111ty have been related as simultaneous or sequential
a]terat1ons of the permanent, i.e. of representat1ons of the permanent
(Cf. A182/8225-26 B291, A30-31/B46- 47) The s1ngu1ar1ty of t]me not on]y
means many representat1ons are conta1ned in one but also that many

representat1ons are conta1ned in the consc1ousness of that one swngular

| representat1on and thus "the un1ty of that consc1ousness is therefore

synthet1c and yet is also ortg1na1 " (B136 n) The 'proof' of the

man1f01d of representations all be1ng m1ne' (or at least in one

Cf Paton's d1scu551on of the d1st1nct10n between abstract1ng
from something’ and ‘abstracting Something' in re]atIOn to space and
time. The primary importance of the distinction is between nece551ty
and contingency. Paton, KME, Vol. I, pp. 125 26.

“eritig ue; cf. A33/849 'A32/B48 where time is characterized as.
an 0r1g1na representation. R :
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tonsc1ousness and therefore attr1butab1e to the one whose consc10usness

it 15)

rests on the represented unity of intuition, by which an object is
given. - This unity of intuition always includes in itself a
_synthesis of the manifold given for an intuition, and so already
%onta1ns)the re]atlon of this manifold to the un1ty of apperception.
B144 n : : : . '

Thus, time (and space) is “fepresenﬁed with the determination of the unity"

of the manifold and s as a result, represented as formal intuition

| whose 'unity' belongs to itself. {B160, B160 n; cf;95107) V1eeschauwer
says:

Hence Kant finds in this formal intuition a ground of agreement
between sensibility and understand1ng Formal intuition maintains
a connection with receptivity in the sense that the apriori spatio-
temporal matter is.itself the form of receptivity; on the other
hand, it is connected with.intellectual unification, since this 70
matter has to be categorically determined in order to become actual.

4

P. Hoffman views the unity of time differently than rebresented in this-
fhésis. -He states thét time is 'nothing but an apriori éategory of _
understaﬁdfng; because‘it expresses the way in which synthetical activity -
appears as schematized Hoffman qua11f1es this by saying that the 'I
th1nk' means 'l conb1ne and as this latter act1V1ty always means
synthesgzﬁng;(_construct1ng ) time, the ‘I think' is to be cons1dered:. |
ihe concept of the understanding, and time 'itself' is ‘a schem&tized'

concept of understanding'.71

His assumptions, and his confusion, -include
viewing 'I think' as a part1cu1ar concept72 and he assumes that the -

activity of comb1n1ng is not a tempora] process but that it ‘appears’' to

70V1eeschauwer, p. 107.

71Hoffman P. "Note on Time ahd Subjectivity in Kanf's Critique
of Pure Reason,“ Ph11050ph1ca1 Forum (Boston), Vol. 4 (Spring 1974),
p. 318. o

72

Ibid., cf., e.g., p. 322 n.16.
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. More simply expressed, time as a singular representation for Kant
is the representation of un1f1ed relations of inner sense once we have
abstracted from the spec1f1cat1ons of the re]ated synthet1c mani fold.

This representation of 1ntu1t1ve s1ngu1ar1ty is original 'content' of
~the un1fy1ng function of original appercept1on as it is represented in
judgments which find expression in pure apr1or1 concepts The
categories, then,. are developed as a system (A83/B109-10) re]ating to
the unity of apperception as'representattve of this synthetic unity and -
they are abp1fed, or ehp]oyed, as ruIes;”to[the manifold of objects in.
general synthesiged in temporally-determined consciousness.. '
"E: Identity and Time
ooy . -

In the order of knowledge, the original representation of synthetic
unity results from knowing the functioniﬁg_of my own consciousness. In
.addition‘to consciousness of the identity of function,

I require.:.an intuition of the man1fo]d inme.... I exist as an

1nte111gence which is conscious solely .of its power of combination;
but in respect of the manifold which it has to combine I am
subjected to a 1lim ?t1ng condition (entitled inner sense), namely,
that this combination can be made intuitable only according to
relations of time, which 1ie entirely outside the concepts of
understanding, str1ct1y regarded (B158-59) . .
It 15 the original  synthetical unity of the relation between appercept1on
and time thch grounds the un1ty of all; other synthet1ca1 re]at1ons
(wh1ch actually comprises the whole of 'nature’, or exper1ence ‘).
For the original apperception stands in re1at1on to inner sense
{the sum of all representations), and.indeed apriori to its form,
that is, to the time-order of the manifold of empjrical
consciousness. “All this manifold must, as reégards its time-

relations, be united in the original apperception. - (A177/8220;
cf. A34/851) , _ .

Bibid., cf. p. 317. o e
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The syntﬁesis(ées) of the productive, or‘figurative,_imagination in
time is grounded in the original sjntbetica]lunity and is thus depgﬁdéﬁ% |
upon understanding_for both its'spoﬁtaneity and its synthetic unif&. 7
"~ This synthesis is an actfoﬁ of the understanding on thé sensibility;
and is its first application--and thereby the ground of all its

?ther)app1ications--to the objects of our possible intuition.
B152. ' ' ’ ‘

With the pogitioning of time and iﬁaginatfon in re]atioﬁ to puré

apperception accomplished, we‘may now-atten@_fu]]y;to exposition of
jthis éoncept 0% intelTectual fuﬁctioning of.apperception; In anticipation,
I may offer a brief and general characterization of the distinctions |
- which will be made in the following sections. Transcendental épperteption
ma2y be considered as identity'of.consciousness whereas transcendental
unity of apperception is expressive of consciousness. of identity, or |
se]f—consciousnés;. Transcendental synfhetit unity 6f apperception can
be characterizéd as'(se]f-)vcdnsciousness of‘identity'in time in general.

. . F: Self-Knowing . -
'ﬂnity of synthesis of the manifold in‘imaginatjon isigrbunded in

6rigina1 apperception‘which is a-spdntaneous functioﬁing kfacu1ty) of
the under.standing.74 In respect of ;hfs-faéu1ty (and reason), "the
actiéﬁ of which cannot be ascribed - to the réceptivity dfisensibility;" :
man 'knows' (i§ aware of) himself as "a purely ihte]inib]e osject."
(A546-47/BS74—75) Man's spontanéous'fgnctioning is 'revealed’ fhrough
his empirical actions (Ey virtue'of_whiéh we call him 'appearance'),
(A546/3574)ﬁ1;e;.wg seek the conditions of the conditiohed. This
'revelation’ is not the transcendental proof of unity of pure appgréeptionr

(it is rather its-illustration occasioned by experience): that proof

~

78¢ritique, A68-69/B93-94, A117 n., BI4S.
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cons1sts fn .showing that without the presuppos1t10n of. the transcendenta]

unity of appercept1on and, the principle of synthet1c un1ty which follows

from pure apperception, knqy]edge is 1mposs1ble | One may 'know‘ oneself

as a ‘pure]y 1nte]11g1b1e-object' in two ways: 1) as 'object’ of the

idea of reason whereby one may 'think' the soul as s1mp]e substance, :
'but may not 'assume' it to be so; (A771- 72/B799 800) or 2) consider’

~ the representatTon(s) 'I' (or 'I think' or "I am' or 'l ex1st th1nk1ng )

in general as undetermined representat1on(s) generated by the spontane1ty

. of pure appercept1on.(or_ original apperception’ or ’transcendenta]
‘ 75 '

»
L]

.unity of. seif-consciousness'). {B132 |
Tne formef ‘knowing‘ is a conaeQUent of consideration of nora]it;,

i.e. involved {at least implicitly) in the postu]at]on of God, freedom ) ?;g

and 1mmorta11ty of the soul 1in determ1nat1on of the act1v1t1es of

pract1ca1 life. Martin reveals his confus1on of the two senses of

knowing when he says

e

-

We are thus considering the pure theoret1ca1 self-consciousness

of the 'I think' from the £o1nt of view of the pract1ca1 self-
consciousness of freedom ,

The latter 'know1ng is represented in the analytic propos1t1on by

. which we state the spontaneous funct10n1ng of the understand1ng as

condition of synthet1ca1 unity of know]edge after abstract1ng from all

modes of sens1b111ty, it 1s, in fact, the transcendenta] condition

which‘enables us to d1fferent1ate between morality and ep1stemo1ogy.

SomexquaTification is needed concerning 'knowing' or 'thinking' onese]f

75Kemp Smith says that B132 is 'artificial® and "obscure', and
I contend it is primarily because he does not consider original
apperception-as 'dynamical'; p, 260-n. -

76Martin, p. 178. I
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2n an dntelliaibls object. Sirictly, onz 'thinks' oneseif an

1nte]1igib1e object_0n1y'in-mora1ity; Ve ‘know' the self in morality

in the sense that we 'think' a.determined intelligible object, whereas

we 'know' the subject of kndwiedge in'the‘genée that. we tﬁjnk an
undetermined and determiniﬁg'inté]?ectua] functioning As ue.sha11 gee,
to know the th1nk1ng subject as determined s to know it through 1ts
determ1n1ng of time and through its pred1cates of 1ntu1t1on determ1ned
in t]me Thus, to gggy_the determined thinking subJect is neither to,
.know‘ it as deférmiﬁed inte11fgib1e object nor as pure intei1ettua1.

functionihg but to.know it in abstracto as the intellectual functioning

of the transcendenta] synthetic un1ty of appercept1on and to know it

concrete]y as the emp1r1ca1 subject.

The modes of knowing oneself w1th which th1s thesis 1s concerned

are the determining subject and the determined object in abstracto,
'exc1udfng both the mora] séTf and the empirica1 self. These modes of
know1ng are neithar Cartesian- 11ke a]Teged mental intuitions; nor are
they facts express1b]e‘§s existential propositions (at Teast not in the
éccepted sense of bbsérﬁab1e fécts); nor, finaliy, aré they baséd Qn .
educ1b1e data from emp1r1ca1 conditions. Dﬁe to Kant's unique seﬁse
of abstract1on ,?Z we may consider original appercept1on apart from
its application, i.e. we consider the unity of the uhderstanding, or

~ knowing, abstracting fromna11'thét is:sensib1e. Bird expressés it by ’
sa}ing: | . |

4

The notion of a tranScendehta]‘apper;eptioﬁ is that of an

77

Cf., e.qg. D1ssertat10n, pp. 47-49; Kant, Log1c, p. 35; and the
" previous referance in th15 chapter to Paton s discussion. ,

¢

P egeeldbmeta. a2 L e
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understanding from which every reference to sense experience has
been removed or abstracted.’8

- Thusly, we are enabTed to consider unlty*of appercept1on in abstracto

: "as an 1nte]1ectua1 funct1on1ng of knowledge ('A256/B312 n.) and
formd]ate the-cohd1t1ons of 1ts.app11catdon which comprise its forma1
re]ations with 'a]].that is sensible’ Paton has' 'no sympathy w1th
criticisms wh1ch suggest that Kant's attempt to consider pure thought
in abstract1on was a mistake. He says N

This view is part1cu1ar1y prom1nent in Caird, and is. bound up
with the belief that:Kant considered thought in abstraction to be .

purely analytic--an error so grofound that it makes the undErstand1ng '

of the Deduct1on 1mposs1b1e

1 sha]] f1rst1y consider pure apperceptwon and 1ts un1ty in genera], then
proceed to 2 more dcta1]ed exposition .of the .careful d1st1nct1ons Kant '
has mader
G: Pure Apperception in General

The pgity-of the.dhderetandihg'js-the phifying of the elements ~
of know1edge: the,conditionfof‘this untfydng is expressed in the logico-
linguistic_analptic propoeitioh(sJ.'I"-am,<-think, 5e§ist thinking,
:which in torn are themseiVes exphessive of tdehtica]_functionings. The.
case is truly as Kant represented it; i.e. development of transcendental
knowledge. Strictly regarded, the 'I’ represents transcendental iéé}
consciousness (or, apperceptﬁon), cohscioosnese'which mekes poseible
further. apriori know]edge The '1 am' 1 exist thinkihg‘, "I think',
represent or1g1na] appercept1on or, aynonymous]y, transcendenta] unity
of appercept1on This representat]on of apperception declares more than

‘bare transcendental consciousness which as 'I' is a fundamental

88ird., p. 174.

79, , : it
Paton, KME, Vol. I, p. 560 n.2. :

B
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presupposition of all knowledge, it dec]ares that a]] consc1ousness.must

be conscﬁousness 'of'. The pr1mary funct10n of the 'l th1nk' is to

explicitly represent seif- consc1ousness, i.e. I am consc1ous of being

l conscious. Imp11c1t in se1f-consc1ousness is the relation between the

funct1on1ng of the unity of understand1ng and sebs1b111ty (which I am

: abstracttng in order to consider forma] unity and conditions of the

relation.) Cehsc1ousness of self, then, is consciousness of all that

I may be consc1ous of. Consc1ou$ness of, then, is exp11c1t1y

. representat1ve of se]f as subject of spontaneous 1nte1]1gence and
1mp11c1t1y representative of all objects of consciousness of self,
Consc1ousness, if 1t is to have any mean1ng, must have mean1ng‘ fdr me,
i.e. I must be able to think the ubject of consciousness.;'l do not have

lconSCIOUSHESS, I am consc1ous for examp]e of apprehend1ng percept1ons
Un1ty of apperception already suggests that everything of which I ‘am

| conscious must be related as a un1ty of understand1ng accord1ng to the

1 pr1nc1p1e of apperception. Further, everyth1ng must be re]ated

accord1ng to the rules of the unity of understand1ng, i.e. accord1ng to

~ the ways self-consc1ousness re]ates to sens1b1]1ty in genera1 (or, the

app]1cat1on of conditions of .unity to all that is sensible.)  Thus,

characterization of_transcendenta1 unity of apperception of the

understanding as the transcendentel synthetic unity of appercept1on

symb011zes not 0n1y the un1ty of se]f consc1ousness but also the .
un1fy1ng of all that is sens1b1e (or the un1fy1ng of all sensib111ty oft
~which we. are consc1ous.) Paton emphas1zes that

 the mind could not possibly: th1nk and _think apriori, its own

identity in the manifold of its 1deas [representat1on§], unless
it'had before its eyes the identity of its own act

O1bid., p. a3,

[TV
e
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which thereby makes poss1b1e the system of determ1ned appearances

Paton cont1nues,
This act incidentally is the act which Vaihinger, and to an
almost greater degree Kemp Smith, ma1nta1n to be for Kant
unconscious and pre-conscious.

Unifying sens1b1]1ty cpnst1tutes, in generaT;_the:'fefation'
'between understandiEQ and sensibi]fty, and simu]taﬁeouSJy'differentiates
| between,what Kant calls 'knowing' and 'thinking'. A1l knowing is

sjnthetica]luaificatioa of sensib1e.objects.and all thinking in.generaT
is representat1ona1 of synthetical un1ty of the understandTng,
abstract1ng from all sens1b111ty 'Knowing' is the mediate re]ation
of. functions of unity of the understandinq to sensibje objects in
general in_time, and through "time- determ1nat1ons to a sensible object
_ cofmensurate w1th part1cu1ar categories. The above may be br1ef1y
charactefized as the reiation of aeriori concepts of synthes1s of
sensible ObJECtS in genera] in d1st1nct1on from the character1zat1on af
"th1nk1ng as the re1at1on of apr1or1 concepts of synthes1s of obaects

~

in general whereby a specific 'object' may or may not be,pos1ted ‘but is
never known.mere1y'throu§h thinking it, i.e. mérely-through.ref1ectiqp
of logical uhity Transcendental synthetic un%ty ef apperceptibn
_ represents, then, poss1b111ty of app11cat10n of the formal cond1t1ons )
of self-consciousness to sensible objects in genera] because it is the
principle of unifying, or con301n1ng, all poes1b]e appearances in time-
- relations as my appearances. Whatever may be characterized as |

'perceived! must be apperceived in order to be so characterized. - Caird

comments: : i oo -

81Ib1d » P 413 n.1. Paton should have added Ca1rd to. the 11st
as wel], cf. Caird, Vol. I, p. 310,
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And if we suppose that, in the indjvidual, a percipient
consciousness preceded an appercipient consciousness, yet it
will not -be possible for us to account for the latter by means
of the former; on the.contrary, we shall be ohliged tg treat
the former as conformed apriori to the conditions of the
possibility of the latter.  Hence we may, and indeed must, start
with the unity of intellignece with itself as the precondition
of all objects for the intelligence; seeing that it is only"
through their conformity to that precondition that they can
‘become objegts for us, or that we can be conscious of ourselves
in relation to them.B2 p . T

H: 'I Thinkf

'I' is simply representation of bare consciousness, or the 'mere .
form of consciousness' which accompanies intuitions and concepts; a
representation which "has no content, and‘therefore‘no‘manifold.".‘(A381--

82, A346/B404) Kant says: |

The consciousness of myself in the representation '1' is not-an -
intuition, but a merely intellectual, representation of the. s
spontaneity of a thiq&ing‘subject’_(8278)‘ - -

and has, therefore, no predicates of intuiticn. Also; e

Consciousness is, indeed, that which alone makes all representations
to be thoughts, and in it, therefore, as the transcendental subject,
all our perceptions are. to be found; but beyond this logical

Teani?g of the 'I', we have no knowledge of the subject in itself.:
A350 g : = T ' -

The 'I think', though, is re?resentationa] of not oniy the original-

unity of apperception but of the principle of the transcendental

~ synthetic unity of appercehtion. '1 think" tonsidered in abstragto
has theiconcomitantjdahgér of being viewed as statié,'whereaé its full .
meaning_is'activély‘thihking "the mqni%q]d in one represenfation;? L
(A354) Kehp Smith intérprets the 'l think' as 'I am I', although I
have found no occurrence of 'I'am 1' -in his'translation of.thg Critique.
He says that the 'I aﬁ I represents_the;'transcendentai sﬁbject' which

/

82Caird, Vol. I,'p. 351.
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1S 'mere identity and has 'no content'.”™ -
The proposition, ‘I think',
expresses the perception of the self, ,[; dJ conta1ns an inner
experience...this inner perception is nothing more than the mere
appercept1on 'T think', by which even. transcendental concepts
.are made possible: what we assert in them ts '1 think substance,
cause', etc. (A343/8402) . :
'1 think' is the formal proposition of the un1ty of appercept1on S
generated by the spdhtane1ty of the understand1ng ‘The representations
of its un1ty whereby we 11ngu15t1ca11y express the functions of unity
and.general" 1og1ca1 laws, and its pr1nc1p1es of, app]1cat1on to

sensibility, may be stud1ed and deve1oped apart from spec1f1c references

of anp11cat1on and re]at1on to senswb1]1ty but they may not be cons1dered

to be apart from sens1b111ty The errors of,; for example,.P]ato and
Descartes are not Kant S errors. |
Caird 0bv1ous]y thought Kant cons1dered the unity.of appercept1on
to be apart from sen51b111ty Caird; as we]] as Kemp Smith, 1nterprets
" the se]f—1dent1ty of the subject as "I~ am I'I wh1eh‘15 a pure identity.
Caird proposes a theory of ' pure 1dent1ty of se]f transcendmg'84 1ts
synthetic (re 1ntegrat1ng) re?at10n w1th sens1b111ty Because Ca1rd

PRy
'1dent1f1es the Kantian . 1dea1' of know]edge w1th an a]Teged 1ntu1t1ve

- understanding, the'self (in Kanf), in its 'return upon 1tse1f rege1s

sens1b111ty as 1mperfect and is Uuy;character1zed as - q,bare 1dent1ty
'expressed as the.empty analytic Judgment 1 am I. 85 Caird says that

the self must ‘ T . o _t L

Bemp smith, pp 251 . 285,.462.

- 84

S L o
Blbig., cf. pp. a00-401. = o S

Ca1rd,.Vo1. I, e.g.,, p. 405. o o o :
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cease to be regarded as an analytic.uhity which rests in simple-
identity w1th itself, and it must be seen to be & synthetic

pr1nc1p1e, 3 pr1nc1p1e of -difference which gbes out of itself tg
objects in order through them to realise its unity with itself. 6

To accomplish this, Caird says, "it wolild be.necessary to get rid: of

Kant's -idea that the movement of thought in itself is purely”ana1ytic.h..

_ First]yz'Caird misinterprets Kant, then proposes a theor& ot synthetic

dnity far_more suspect (for edep]e,"re-jntegration', ‘goes out', and - -
‘transcending')]than Kant's theory coutd-possibly be. ‘Because of Caird's

own insistence upon the organicgﬁature of $n0w1edge and the“return“ of

~ self to itself, thereby transcending_the duality'of.conception and

perception, he sees the 'return' as including all the elements of ohtty’-

and comp]etlng them at a higher ]eve] 8g

'1 th1nk' as a forma] proposmt1on-of the Qr1nc1g] of the unity

of apperception is expressed by Kant in the Transcendenta1 Deduct1on of

- the Second Ed1t1on as an 1dent1ca1 thus anaTyt1c, proposition. (8132 35)
2
And sq it is, 1f we th1nk of the pr1nc1p1e of se]f—consc1ousness be1ng

represented and expressed as obaect in general® from wh1ch we . have

) abstracted the mode of 1ntu1t1on (B429) Bixrd notes

Kantfcerta1n1y does speak in this. 1og1ca1 or forma1 way of the
transcendenta1 concept of apperception, though he wou]d not -have
. said that 9t was mereTy an anaTyt1c unity.89. .

-

The 1dent1ty of self- consczousness in re1af§6n to the manrfo]d of .

4

representatuons in general presuppose, though, and is grounded 1n, (8134)

synthe51s of the man1fold wh1ch reveals the 1dent1ty because - the pure

W . .
- . - A3

-y - - L. A

Pibid., p. 412,
'§7Iqid., p. 202.

A '“%8 L ,u'f . | Z_ o E T
" Ibid. . pp. 398 413 R - | '
89 £ o e i “x‘gf T
qgﬁo p. 176. LT : . _
' T R S
» . a . — ~ -

. ’ : »
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A

'understanding combines (or unifies) the manifold and is conscious of

IS

do1ng S0 as-an identical funct1on1ng -We then abstract from the mode
of 1ntu1t1on through which we receive representations*of sen51b1e
ObJECtS and state the analyt1c un1ty which as a pt1nc1p] is operat1ve
in all our consciousness. ' - . ‘
An alternate mode of expressing this analytic unity of consciousness
is to state the representation 'I am” or 'I exist thinking'. 'I am’

is representative of .'intellectual consciousness of my existence';

(Bxl) it is representat1on 1n abstracto of the ex1stence g1ven in the

"propos t1on 'I think' when we cons1der the 1dent1ty of pure appercept10n

in relation to sens1b111ty 1n genera1 (Cf B418- 24) The proﬁﬁgqt1on "I

exist thinking' 35 the 'I think’ nd longer considered in abstractd as

'mere Tlogical funct1on' (8429 30) expressed as the ana]yt1ca] un1ty of
pure appercept1on. It is a propos1t1on express1ﬁg of se]f—percept1on

by wh1ch we are ab]e ‘to state the ana]yt1c unity of pure appercept1on . ‘ : t
Self- consc1ou5ness cannot- be d1V1ded, in se1f -perception {or se]f— ,

1ntu1t10n) 1t is both determining subject and detenm1nab1e :bject.‘ But

se]f consc1ou5ness is ndt determ1ned as determ1n1ng subJect, i.e.,the .

" transcendental synthet1c un1ty of -apperception wh1ch 15 the: cond1t1on o o

+.

of a]] comb1nat1on 1n one con§%1ousness i5 not 1ntu1ted in 1nner sense

Itself as determining the form of inner sénsé is viewed as undeterm1ned

subject and determined object in tine in general nhich can be studied

and expressed.in abstracto but which can also be expreesed in the,generel

*

empirical prpppsitfdn '1 exist'thinking' as indicative of'its.sti]1

'indeterminate re1atibn with the form of inner sense, or' time as formal

l

intuition.” The transcendenta] synthet1c un]ty of appercept1on is

determined_as an object in time.in general in. the sense that it is . ot
. - S .

'refated' o time,-thhs.affected"by itse1f‘in.time. Through'determining,

. H
.
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or unifying, formal temporal relations, the traﬁscendgnta] synthetic "
unity of apperception self-affects (§e1f-intuit§) itse%f.' But this ‘
“sense of ‘determination' of the thinking subjecf is hot equivalent to
detérminatidn through ﬁche@ata and pfincip]es,and particular concepts
of sensible object§ (empirical guhsect).'.we are discussing the' .
originary_re1at%on‘6f ée]f—determining énd self-determination in time
ih genefa] which canﬂbe.expressed as.an empirica1 propqsifjon only

because the détérmining self has self-intuited itself in time. If it

méy be .allowed, the correct characterization of the relation would be.

" . an''indeterminate determination', or non-particularized ‘determination;

_ bettér yat‘wou1d be 'transcendental determination’. .

Kant repeats_at:]east four times that 'I think' and/or 'l exist .

'r'i‘.hinking'l is, apart from consideration of it in abstracto, an empirical

,proposition;go. Although the 'I think' or 'I exist thinking' is

characterized as an‘émpiﬁica] proposition, the ‘I’ remains an
intellectual representation of thought?f

Without some empirical representation to supply the material for
thought, the actus, 'l think' , would not, indeed, take place; but
the empirical is only the condition of the application, or of the
employment, of the pure intellectual faculty. (B423)

Consciousness, without consciousness of its power of spontaneous
combination and consciousness of its combining, would not be

representable a§ identical, or énalytic; unity.

-

But we are not here considering self-consciousness determined in

relation to some ébecific time-relation of objects of our senses. That

is, we are still erfgaged in transcendental enquiry coﬁcerning-the“'

re1atiohship of the traﬁgcendenta1 syrthetic:unity of appetceptioh and

¢

¢ritique; B420, 8424, B428, BA29.

ks
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‘formal intuition. Kant says:

For inner experience in general and its possibility, or perception

in general and its relation to other percepsion, in.which no
special distinction or empirical determination is given, is not
to be regarded as empirical knowledge but as knowledge of the

.empirical in general, and has to be reckoned with the investigation.

of the possibility of any and every experience, which is certainly
a transcendental enquiry. (A343/B401) ‘ o

Although 'I think', or 'I exist thihking',.is an empirical proposition
. ‘ : ¢
(capable also.of being expressed as intellectual representatipn of the

unity of .apperception in.relation to the manifold of representations of

iﬁtuition, i.e. in_abstracto)}, it is properly seen as ehpirica]
" fepresehtation of the principie‘of the transcendenta1:synthetic unity
of apperception. This 'supreme principle of all employment ofiqpe'

understanding' (B136) is operative,.or functions, in the fundamental

apriori synthetic' judgments, which ground the empirical proposition(s) .

'I think', or 'I Exiét‘thfﬁking'.' One.ﬁuch expression of the
fundamental apriori synthetic judgment of the possibility of all
knowledge of ere#ience (and,'thu§1y, of knowledge of its objects) fs
found in Kant's qritiqﬁe of the Third Para10gismlin the F%rgi Edition.
He' Stétes theTFiq that as se]ffCOnsciqusness‘is_an objecE of inner
sehée,'the ideﬁtica] (anaTytjcaﬁ)‘proposftion of self-consciousness

expresses nuperical identity of self-consciousness in time;

For it really says nothing more than that in the whole time

in which ‘I am conscious of ‘myself, I am conscious of this time"
as belonging to the unhity of myself; and it comes to the same
‘whether T say that this whole time.is in me, as individual

unity, or that I am to be found as numerically identical in ati
this time. (A362) - a - : »
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a1
I. Seif

From the preceding discussion of the original synthetic relation
between unity of apperception énd time which'as singﬁlar representation
'1s.éxpreésivé of formal iqtuitioh of inner sense, it is évident that
we are not allowed to coﬁ;ider pure apﬁercgptiﬁn, or traﬁscepdenta]
iunity of appefception, as a;emporaT; But fhis is precisely what Wolff

does in his discussion of the four selves in The Autonomy of Reason.92

He equates the tranécendeﬁta1 unity of apperception with the 'noumenal”

seIf‘ahd identifies it with the 'fea]' self which is atemporal and‘
.outside‘of the céusa] order of nature.93 He then equétes tﬁe:reaT, or
ngumena]; self with the"moraﬁ' se]f.94 ‘As. we are reduced by Wolff to
the dichotomy between noumenal.and empirécé] selves, we hﬁye no way to
account for.unity of consciousness ih.timé.' No1ff ends his interpreta;
tion o% the four se1ves‘iq Kantian philosophy with reférence'to‘the
‘absurd conclusion' Kant must reach if forced to réa]iéeAthe
implicatioﬁs of his'theoryuof 'selves', i.e. hthai many independent

noumenal selves are all simultaneously synthesizing the one nature in

‘ , g]Cousin, D.R. in "Kant on the Self," Kant-Studien, Band 49 -
{1957/1958), confidently asserts that Kant's statements concerning
the 'self' imply a mysterious transcendental subject of experience of
which Kant can legitimately know, thus say, nothing, {pp. 29-30).
Cousin insists that it is only a 'slight overstatement' to represent
Kant as actually claiming that if one says, for example, 'I think I
have broken my deg', "I must be referring to two different people,”
(p. 29) i.e. either to the transcendental self and 'the’ body, or to
the transcendental subject and 'my own' mind. '

22015F, R.P. The futonomy of Reason .(New York: Harper -& Row,
Harper Torchbooks, 1973). - : ' :

93

Ibid., pp. 10-11.

bid.y p. 14
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which'they all aopear. “95
Nor are we a11owed to confuse’ the senses in wh1ch we may th1nk
~the self in epistemology. The former specuTat1ve th1nk1ng concerning

the 'self’ as atempora] results from confusion of the senses of 'self’

in transcendental knowledge. Regard1ng unity of appercept1on as

expressive of a self-in-itself (or, noumenon) results from consideration

of unity of apperception, in abstratto, as a separate pure existence
to'Whioh-we then fa]]acioué]y apply:the categories. Kemp Smith consioere
that in 'Kant's view', the se1f—consc1ous subject (as opposed to se]f—
COHSCIOUSHESS as such' ) is a]ways noumena] he bases this‘conc]usion

on A346;8404 for 1nstance 96 I thnnk he h1hse1f has“confused-the

moral 'self' with the 'self’ as 1nte]11gence Mart1n 1s subject to the.
samD confus1on, as we saw éarlier 1n th1s chapter. A funther problem
arising from Martin's 1nterpretat1on is his statement that Kant -

|
.app11ed near1y all the categor1es to th1ngs -in-themselves, for examp]e,

God and f1n1te 1nte1hgences,97

ar prob]em wh1ch however, rema1ns

genera]]y 1rre1evant to this thes1s beyond 1t5 ment1on which is perhaps

1nd1cat1ve of Martin's fundamenta1 Kant1an perspect1ve _
Actually, unity of .pure appercept1on must always be thought at

1east 1mp11c1t1y as transcendenta1 synthetlc unity of pure appercept1on

951b1d > p. 15. No]ff s (m15)1nterpretat1on of Kant's ‘selves!
begins- by equating the transcendental unity of apperception with an
atemporal noumenal 'self', rather than. viewing the unity of appercept1on
as the functioning of. pure understand1ng Because I consider Wolff's .
assimilation of the 'selves' an error, I would venture to suggest that
" the condemnation of ‘absurdity’ has more relevancy were Wolff to
realize it as se]f ascr1pt1ve : .

96Kemp Smith, p. 327.

Martin, p. 198. o -



confuses both with se}f4intditing_in time-in‘genera1. It isfvery evi

Kant says, - : L .
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" of the synthesized temporal relations of all objects of the senses in

general, wheréby we are disallowed speculation about the separate
atemporai_existence_of a knowﬁng sdbject.' Predicating existehce (or
any pther category) of the 'sé]f' expressed in unity of pure
apperception apart from its explicit or imb]icit rélation to time as
formal re]at{oq; of all objects of our sénées ¢0nstes the meanings of

the determining self with the meanings qf the determined self and

. that I cannot know as an object that which I mu presuppose in
order to know any object, and that the determinling self (the
thought) is distinguished from the self that is to be datermined
(the thinking subject)...[i# is} illusion which|leads us to regard

- the unity in the synthesis of thoughts as a pergeived unity in
.the subject of these thoughts. (A402; cf. B407-09)

We arrive at the thought of a determinabTe self (thinking subject)
through self-intuition, i.e. thrpugh the original relation of unity of
self-consciousness and formal intuition (which is actually determination
of time relations in'géneraT, or unifying témpora] relations in general
through pure apperception‘of the manifold of sensible repreﬁéntations
in general.) We think an ihdeterminate’intuition of -our self-
consciousness in time in general {i.e. in formal 1ntuition.) The
thinking subject that is to be determined is determined with specific
predicates of scﬁematized categories, for example, I have a concept.gor
'I think') of something permanent in existence. {Bx1-x11) This =
thinking subject thus -determined s groUndéd; or madé possible, in, the
intellectual functioning of the transcendental synthetic unity of

. : . E -. . . . . .‘a ) .
appergeption in ‘its re?atign {self-intuition) to time wherein the
relations.of time are subjected to specific rules. The thinking subject

considered in general asithe transcéndenta]‘synthetic unity of

P T T Y
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apperceptinn is{;determined' in the sense that it is subjectee toa

- Timiting Condition (tihe) in order to have objects correspond1ng to

its concepts. A]though we may 1oose1y speak of the transcendental
synthettc unity of apperception as 'determ1ned', str1ct]y regarded it

is 1ndeterm1nate The objects in relation to the pure apr1or1 concepts,
of the transcendenta] synthetic 'unity of appercention are objects in
general in time in general and are‘not specific objects of sensibie

' intuition.rj. . '

He- do not perceive unity in the subJect we apperce1ve un1ty of -
self- conscfousness in time (or apperce1ve relations of time unified ‘in
se].-consc1ousness ) The thinking se]f

does not know 1tse1f through the categor1es, but knows the

categories, and through them all objects, in the absa]ute unity
of apperception, and so through itself. (A402)

Pure se1f-consc1ousness knows the categories and objects of the senses
"because it is consc10us of 1tse1f 1n its or1g1nary synthet1c relation
to all syntheses in time in general. (Cf. B160—61, B161 n.)
T 0r1g1na1 Relation, or Se]f‘Intuiting

The or1g1na1 re]at1on between the unity of appercept1on and time
as forma] intuition may be character1zed then, as the formal express1on
of the unity of se]f—consc1ousness of all possxb]e ObJECtS of the senses
in t1me in genera] which- is simultaneously consciousness of myself .
| 1ntu1t1ng myself (or, intuiting my se]f-consc1ousness of the manifold
in genera] } The 1nterpretat1on of the Deduction of the categories as
presented in. the preced1ng chapter is now.more ful]y justified as it
is clear that the systemat1c deve]opment of ‘the Table of Categor1es as
; functions of the transcendenta] synthet1c unity of apperceptlon is made

possible by_se]f-1ntu1t1ng in time which is the necessary and original

B T
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condition of knowledge of sensible ebjects Further elucidation of -
self-intuition may strengthen the precedlng thesis concern1ng the -
original relation of self- ~consciousness and time as forma1 un1ty of
1ntu1t1on, and witl also serve as the method of, trans1t1on to the -
d1st1nct1ons which will be deve1oped in the following chapter

~ The 'original’ relating of pure appetception and pUre singu]ar

_representatTOn of time is an act of the spontane1ty of the understand1ng.

¢

It s or1g1na]‘ in the sense that unity of self- consc1ousness must be
unity qf self-consc1ousness in t1me a presuppos1t1on wh1ch is the -

* transcendental ‘condition of the possibility of know?edge, i.e. |
.poss1b111ty of thought of objects in general being related to the
matter and- form of our sens1b1]1ty (wh1ch is the same as thought of
objects 1n general haV1ng s1gn1f1cance or be1ng s1gn1f1cant )
Imagination has no function in this original relation’ wh1ch is an j
intellectual relation, or synthesis, and an intellectual consciousness
.of the tunctioning of the understanding‘ Even though the re]at1on is
11nguwst1ca11y xgresse as an emp1r1ca] propos1t1on (i.e. I exist
.th1nk1ng) and even though this means a re]at1on between understand1ng

and intuition in genera], neither the re]at1on nor the conscicusness

of the re]at1on 15 emp1r1ca1 The un1ty of a11 that is synthes1zed ih

time can be, and is, expressed by Kant as the formal un1ty of 1ntu1t1on 7

in time, or time as a forma1 1ntu1t1on wh1ch means we abstract from
all that is empnr1ca1 and consider only the un1ty-of 1ntuition As
self- consc10usness of my unity of appercept1on and se]f—consc1ousness
of ‘my un1fyfng all that is in t1me in order to represent time forma11y
to myself (as ‘the set of un1f1ed forma] re]at1ons to wh1ch all

" appearances must conform), is re]ated to forma] re]at1ons of time in

[P T SR
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4

order med1ate1y to be related .to sensat]on, and since we consider the.
relation in abstracto (abstract1ng from all empirical conditions}, the
representat1on of the original relation and the or1g1na] relating is
1nte1]ectua1 consc1ousness and 1nte]1ectua1 .synthesis. OQOnly thusly do
we dec1are unity of appercept10n and its or1g1na] re1at1on to.time as
a forma] intuition to be the transcendenta1 cond1t10ns of knowledge and
the grounding of all other 5ynthet1c apriori Judgments
. K: Method of 'Proof’. ’
Cons1derat1on of the unity and spontanelty of appercept1on and 1ts
ortglnany relation to t1me in genera] in_abstracto does not constitute
e proof. of this presuppos1t1on of the or1g1na1 transcendenta] cond1t10n
of knowledge. Ne1ther does the presuppositlon equate w1th
postulation or with hypothes1zat10n Abstract1ng from emp1r1ca]
cond1t1ons is the illustration of transtendental cond1t1ons of know1edge
Its 'proof' is in show1ng that without these conditions, knoy]edgel '
(nature, exper1ence) is 1mposs1b]e These cond1t1ons 'confirm?
1ntu1t1ons as concepts of obJects, i.e. they are the cond1t1ons which
d1st1ngu15h knowledge from subJect1ve 1ntu1t10ns Schaper’ marnta1ns
. that Kant's argument B
is certainly not an argument from our in fact mak1ng the
objectivity distinction. Rather, it is an argument show1ng
- that something 1ike this distinction must be drawn- as a
consequence of the unity of consciousness be]ng necessary for
any coherent quest1on about exper1ence ever ar1s1ng o
The proof' takes the form "of the Deduct1on(s) of the categor1es

characterized as funct1ons of the original- synthetwc un1ty in the

poss1b1]1ty of the1r a%p11cat1on to the syntheses 1n 1mag1nat1on of

988chaper, 5ﬁguing Tranécendeht&]ly, p. 115,
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appearances in time. F1rst1y, the or1g1na1 re]at1on estab11shed the
possibility and conditions of app]1cat1on of concepts representative
of its synthet1c un1ty The categor1es are more spec1f1ca11y def1ned

. functions of the or1g1na] synthet1c funct1ona1 unity in its application
to time’ in genera] The necess1ty of more- specifically def1n1ng the
cond1t1ons of appear1ng in tempora] re]at1ons is c1ear in order to more
prec1se1y show the re]at1onsh1p between functions of un1ty of the
understand1ng and time in genera] as form of all 1nner senSTng of
appearances .aand this necess1ty is fulfilled in the Schemataf(and

the Prlnc1p]es ) Synthe51s in general was. introduced in the F1rst
Ed1t1on Deduction prec1se]y to account for the sp°c1f1cat1ons of
cond1t10ns of appearing in-time; an account which would be completed
in the Schemat1sm and the AnaTyt1c of Pr1nc1p]es ‘

A further purpose of 1ntroduct1on of synthes1s in the F1rst

P

Ed1t1on was to distinguish between sub3ect1ve and objective synthes1z1ng
1n 1mag1nat1on If we consider only 'unity' in d1scuss1on of the
syntheses in 1mag1nat1on we can determine if the syntheses are i R
obJect1ve, i, e if they conform to the categories as representat1ve of
the or1g1na1 synthet1c un1ty On]y in that way 1s 1mangat1on '
considered ‘pure’, i.e..as expression of the unity of the spontaneity _
of the transcendental unity of‘apperception EXpFESSTOﬂ of the un1ty " ;
of appercept1on s s1mu1taneous1y express1on of the or1g1na1 cond1t1ons A ?
of, obJectlve]y valid SynthESTS, i.e. those wh1ch conform to the
.or1g1na1 synthetic un1ty and thereby are express1ve of such. Because
Kant was sorely m1sunderstood in th1s intent of the F1rst Deduction, the
“Second Edition DequctTOn established the object1ve unity of seTf—

) consciousness first (Cf. B]39ff ) and then deve1oped the theory of the
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syntheses in 1mag1nat1on But to more'e1eaﬁly understand both?the
preced1ng ant1c1pat1on of the fol]ow1ng chapter and its deve]opment
therein, I must pr0v1de a fuller statement of self-intuition -whereby
“the fundamental d1st1nct1on between the or1g1na1 relation.as the

transcendenta] condition of‘objectiv%ty and the subjectivity of the

syntheses'ﬁn imagination ni11 be-enident‘jn this chapter and'confirmedg

4in the next chapter.

.'L:_ Self- Intuttion and Objectivity

The most preva]ent method Kant emp1oys to exp1a1n‘self-1ntu1t1on
'aiso constwtutes the or1g1na1 proof‘ of the transcendental synthet1c
un1ty of apperception-as the or1g1nary source of un1ty, therefore of

knowledge; therefore, of obJect1v1ty.‘ We have considered the

presupposed 'absolute.unity’ of the understanding in'abstragto'as the .

'unity pf pure apperception which 'supplies’ through ite_ functidning
the supreme principle of the synthetic_unity‘qf all employmentnnf the
.pure understanntng in knowledge. We must-naw show that thie unity

determines,knoniedge,'which means it determines experience in genena1

and experience of objects in genera]. We mnst remenber that the

oA PR

: transcendenta] un1ty of appercept1on has been considered in abstracto

which ‘does not mean a pos1t1ng of a separate s1mp1e and substant1a1
subject. D1scu551on of a determ1n1ng subject which exists thinking is

accomp11shed only when we abstract from all emp1r1ca] cond1t1ons and

1ntu1t10n in genera1 and means noth1ng ep1stemolog1ca11y 1f we., 1n51st

that ‘thought in genera] can determ1ne 1ts own - ex1stence, J.e. determlne

.'1tse1f as an object. If we remember Kant's st1pu1at1ons that mere |
" thinking is not knowing, that knowledge requires'intuition; and that

‘only through intuition does the mind have méterﬁa] for concepts, we

4
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shall be well oriented -in developing the thtianrtheory'of self-
intuition | ) |

Now that he has exp1a1ned unmty of*appercept1on in abstracto,

he shows precisely that pure th1nk1ng and pure 1ntu1t1ng are. ré"ted
and in what manner a manner which reveals that the un1ty of the
understand1ng is. operat1Ve in every funct1on or act1v1ty, of the mind.

~

It is the same mind which. th1nks, 1ntu1ts, and 1mag1nes He_cannot-
1mag1ne un]ty of thought {nor even th1nk1ngi for to attempt to do so
-is to presuppose the principle of'unity which is .operative in thought,

We cannot: 1ntu1t thought in general or 1ts un1ty, for forma]

' '1ntu1t1on 1s tepresented as un1ty hecause we presuppose un1ty of

synthesis. But we can, as unitary consc1ousness, th1nk ourself as .

thinking in abstracto and think ourself as-1ntu1t1ng We th1nk ourself..

as th1nk1ng in an inner state, or as a representat1on of seTf—consc1ous—

‘ness in-time in genera] Se]f -consciousness in t1me in generaT is
consc1ousness of our 1ntu1t1ons in genere1, i.e. 1nc1udes consciousness
of our possible perceptions- of ngects.of senses which arggor&ered-in .
'epeeific timefdeterminétions (inclusive of the intuitive re]étibns of
succession, coexistence, and deratioh, and their manitold determined
eecording to'specific funétions of Synthetic'unity, or categories,
conmensurate with the obJect of 1ntu1t1on ) Schaper seems to suggest
that this se1f-consc1ousness in time is exh1b}£ed in the schemat1sm as
a Heideggerian 'being-in-time' or as Goethe expressed 1t. meaning and

being at the seme time.99 We could add to her list'the.Husser]jen

tebenswelt. But my point, and I think Kant's, is that the grounding,

)

ggsthaper,uSdhematism, p. 282.
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' forma] 1ntu1t1on and se]f~consc1ousness in t1me

'appearances.1n time and 51mu1taneous]y.1tse]f11h time. Kant says:.

. Or originary, re]ation is not being—in—time bUt know1ng—we -are-is-

.know1ng we are -restricted- to our- own-mode of—sen51b1e-1ntu1t1on From

-

- the or1g1na1 re1at1on, a]] other relations are made-poss1b1e, 1nc1ud1ng

pure apr1or1 concepts of synthes1s of ObJECtS in general.,in t1me

Consequent]y, I do'not know myself through be1ng condcious -of
myself as thinking, but only when I am conscious of the intuition
of myself as determined with® respect to -the function of thought.
Modi of self-consciousness in thought are not by themselves
concepts of objects (categories), hut are mere functions which do
not give thought an object to he _known, and accordingly do not
give even myself as cbject. The object is not. the- consciousness
of the determ1n1ng self, but only that of the determinable” self,
that is, of my inner 1ntu1t1on (in so far as its manifold can be
conb1ned in accordance with the universal cond1t1on of the unity
of apperception in thought..) (B407) LI -

This same- the51s is repeated by Kant'severa1 t1mes,-a'féw of which I
will refer to in the fo]]ow1ng statements. Se]f consc10usness requ1res
1ntu1t19n of th1 -manifold for knowledge of 1tse1f Just as it requ1res A
intuition for the categor1es "T1me is nothing but the form of inner
sense that is, of the 1ntu1t1on of ourselves and of our inner state "
(A33/Bq9) The form of 1ntu1t1on represented as forma] intuition conta1ns
"no determ1nate 1ntu1t1on ‘which is poss1b1e on]y through the

-

consc1ousness of the. determ1nat1on of the man1fo]d " (B154) Understand1ng,

"as pire appercept1on de;iip1nes inner sense by virtue of xts

character1zat10n as the origjnal pr1nc1p]e of the obJect1ve comb1nat1on
of the man1f01d thus determ1n1ng thought 4concept) of ObJectS of sensef-

in spec1f1c time- determ1nations In so do1ng, it determj7e§ time as

The 1nte11ectua1 representat1on T th1nk is. expreSSIDIe as an'

: emp1r1ca] prop051t1on 'I ex1st th1nk1ng because the 1nte11ectua]

funct1on1ng it represents determ1nes the synthet1c unity of alt

o
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The understanding does not, thérefore, find in inner sense such
a combination of the man1fo]d but groduce it, in that it affects
that sense. (8155) -
Knowledge of objects &and of se]f, and "all that is manifold in the
subject” (B68) is not given by se]f-act1v1ty (or, ég]f-consc10usness);
athis consciousness- demands inner perception" (BSB) of the manifold in ,
time. Therefore,ﬂseTffconsciousness of tﬁe manifo]d in time is self-
" intuition, i.e. knoWiﬁg'time'as formal relations of inner intuition and
uknowing self both as determining subject and'determinab]e.objectlin
time. The synthesis of the manifold in time even fhe pure synthesis,‘
if the synthe51s be v1ewed by 1tse]f alone, is noth1ng but the unlty
of the act, of which, as an act, it ({ the understanding
conscious to itself, even without (the "aid of) sens1b?ﬁ1Ly, But .
through which it is yat able to determine sensibility. The under-
stand1ng, that is to say, in respect of the manifold which may be
given to it in accordance with the form of sensible intuition, is |
able to determine sensibility 1nward1y (B153; cf. B158 n., A 129,
Bxl) .
Self-intuition, then, is simply unitary self-consciousness of the
- manjfold given in time. "Through determination of this manifold, it has
"affected' itself by being conscious of its se]ffconsciousness‘operative

in a1l modes of thinking the manifold. 'Consciousndss' knows itself

‘as determining subject {(in_abstracto) and knows itself as determinéb]é
object in.time, i.e. its thoughfs of all objeéts of the senses are
restricted to the conditions of temporality (and spatid]ity,tbroqgﬁ the
'matter' of appéérances in innef sense.).IOO |

Thus, we can séy'with"kant (A116-17, Al117 n.,, B136) that the

- principle of the original synthetic yhity-of the relation of understand-

ing and sensibility is the supreme principle in all employment of thought

-

1UOCquue, cf. , €. g . B75 A143 A223 And cf. Critique, ~

Hiller, p. 118



o"ﬁhjacts, f.oel i Al spplicition of thought to odjects of the

sensas. The poss1b111ty of th1s pr1nc1p1e rests on two fundamenta1

,‘functwons pf the pure understand1ng:. 1) that the mind can abstract

from the ehpiriéa} condft{bns of itéﬂthought of sensible objects and
. ) *

all intuition in general to consider the source of unitary (or

identical) inte]lectua1'functioning represented as the pPincipTe of

the analytic unity of apperception; and 2) that the mind thinks of 1ts

intuition of the man1fo1d in general in 1nner sense and thereby thinks

itself in t1me in general, i.e. affects 1tseTf in time in generaijk The

latter activity is expressibTe as the 'I think' (the manifold in general)

representative of the original synthetjc relation between unity (or

identity)‘of apperception and time as formal re1atiéhs of inner

~

Jintuition. This relation is the transcendental condition of the

possibility of experience, of the poss1b111ty of obJects of exper1ence

and of the poss1b111ty of synthet1c apr10r1 Judgments It is, thus, the

. condition and ground1ng of obJect1v:ty, j.e. obJect1ve know1edge

M: inessent1a11ty of Imag1nat1on

Both the systemat1c development of- the categorTes in the first.

. chapter and the conditions .of their possibility as deve]oped in- the”

present chapter can be seen to be intelligible without the theory of -

3

imaginatjon. It is-not simply that references to 1maglnat1on were

omitted; rather, imagination is 1nessent1a1 to the theory of the
development of the categor1es and themr Just1f1cat1on as functwons of
un]tj of the pure understanding. Imag1nat1on is equally 1nessent1a1
in qut1fy1ng the pr1nc1p]es of unity of appercention and of synthetic
unit} nf apnerception,randhin explicit discussion of the original

relation of .pure apperception and time in general. In short,

N
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{
: imaginafiqn is {nessential in exposiffon of the transcendental conditions |
of pure. thought of objects in generaT wh1ch is the necessary condition
of any thought of objects pf the senses. 1If, though we cons1der
determinate objects of the senses as_material.for the commensurate
concepts, imagination is essential: But its fnnctinn must be cTean]y
de]inﬁfed and this has been accomplished in part through its distinction
from the spontaneous self-activity of the transcendental syntnetic nnity
qf‘apperceptibn;'f |
Imagination even when designated a; ‘pure', is an activ%iy of

the mind which can never be cons1dered in abstracto from empirical

cond1t1ons and intyition in qenera1 for,” s1mp1y, it is operatlve 0n1y

within inner sense, the form of which is t1mg. Unity of apperceptlon
/ N

in abstracto is merely the princip]e expressive of the spresupposed
absoiute unfty of. the uneerstanding and proviqes the princfﬁ]e for
| eonQitioning, thus'underetanding, the cembination of thonght'and
intuition 5n our knowledge. Perhaps in developing the essentia]ity of
t1mag1nat10n in determinate’ know]edge in the f0110w1ng chapter, its
1nessent1a11ty in relation to the transcendenta1 deguct1on of the
categorﬁes and unity qfnapperception will become c1eareﬁ. w. Walsh
~seems to think that‘imagjnatﬁon is unnecessary es wejl, buf for
entirely different_neasons than those herein presented. He claims that
to speak of the understending is not to speek of aefivfties but of the
ability to operate with concepte {(he cites Wittgenstein) and to have
this -ability is to know how to apply the concepts. Walsh claims ‘that
imagination 'mystifies the ability, and ‘I would claim that thxs 1s

pr1nc1pa]1y so for him because hD equates 1mag1nat1on w1th

-
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wisualisation' .
N:_ Summation

'This'chaptér éan be concluded with a summat1on of the genera]
character1st1cs of Lhe snnses of 'self' 4n hant1an ep1stemo?ogy ‘The
determ1n1ng se]f in generaT €an be 1dent1f1ed as the transcendenta]
un1ty of appercept1on wh1ch 1s the 1dent1ty of 1nte11ectua] funct1on1ng,
“i.e. consc10usness (of) is self-consciousness. It is .expressible as '
an analytic proposition emphas1z1ng 1dent1ty The determining self ‘in
general may be theoretlcally d1st1ngu1shed from the deteranIng self in
“time in deneral. This 1atter sense of 'self' is the transcendenta]
synthetic unlty of appercept1on which is 1dent1ty of intellectual
funct1on1ng in twma in general; this re]atJon is inclusive of both
determination of the formal re]atTOns of time and se]f- intuiting, It
1s express1ble as an ex1stent1a1 (emp1r1ca]) propos1t10n emphas1z1ng
or1glnary synthetic unity in time in genera]

Character1zat1on of a 'determined self', in a qualified sense of
'detéhmined', is the transcendentaT synthetic unity of appercept1on
cons1dered as 1nte11ectua1 funct1on1ng ]1m1ted by time in order to have
'obJects of . ]tS pure apr10r1 concepts of synthesis, e may now conclude,
-1n this summat1on that the qua11f1cat1on of ‘determined se]f‘ is
properiy ’determ1nab1e se]f' rather than the 1ndeterm1nate determ1ned
se]f' suggested precedently to the d1scu551on of self- intuition and
: obJect1v1ty,1 e. the 'object' of se]f 1ntu1t1ng is the deferminabTe

subject' . It.is expressible as an emp111c1a1 propos1t1on, empha5121ng

se]f-intuitlon The other general sense of 'determined se]f' is the |

.Poncrete (emp1r1ca}) thlnP]ng Subject, He .could make the further
. . _.\ / \

. ']O]La1sh H. "Philosophy and’ PsychoTogy in Kant's Critique,"
Kant-~ “Studien, Band 57 {1965), pp. 197-98. '

.



~distinction here between ‘empirical subject in general’ and 'an
empirical suﬂject';.,The distinction would be fmportant if only tb

'_distinguish-betheen the coﬁditions of epistemo]ogita] deterhination .

(incTuding schemata and’ pr1nc1p1es) and conditions of subJect1ve or

psycho]pg1ca1 determinations. My on]y intent is to 1nd1cate that the

personal history of one individual is not the . same cons1derat1on as

. the poss1b111ty of persona] histories of individuals.

Concerning the references to expressibi]ity of the senses of
se]f in the preceding discussion, it can be stated that any emp1r1ca1
;propos1t10n which has obJect1ve real1ty as to its form, i. é if its
formal cond1t1ons have npn11Cab1]1tv to the p0q51b111ty of experience,
(Cf. Al56; B195, for examp]e) necessarily involves both senses of the
'determining'se]f' as well as the 'determinab]e se]f' (a?éo, if we
allow the d15t1nét10n, the 'empirical subject in generai'.) The
examp]es Kant uses, for example I -am, -think, -exist thinking,
.fundamenta]]y reflect both the expression of anaiytic (1dent1ty) un1ty,
and the ﬁeterm1n1ng and determ1nab]e se]f TRat he does not aﬁways
make this:clear can be attributed to the fact that while we may -
empﬁasize one ‘aspect’ of-the‘thipking subject, the others are
presupposed.

It has been shown that the or1g1na1 re]at1on between the
transcendental synthet1c un1ty of appercept10n and time as forma]
intuition is the cond1t10n -of ObJeCt1V1ty Thus, we may conclude that
this Just1f1cat1on of the va11d1ty of the transcendental. synthet1c
unity of apperception 15, as we11, the 0bJect1ve deduction of categor1es

(as representatlve of the ways. synthes1s is unified) in the1r

applicability to objects in general 1in time. Justification of the

oo
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transcendental synthetic uni%(\of‘a‘{perception' (whichis Eea]ly the

fundamental goé't of the Transcendental .Deduction(sf) ahd, 'thus, of the

~ ~ categories, necessarily justifief; the 'new science’ 'and.:ii':s'met_hodo}ggy
—for Kant.
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CHAPTER THREE -~
UNITY AND SYNTHESIS

A: 'KInds of Synthesis .

Th1e chapter can proper1y be Eons1dered as noth1ng more than an
appendix to the d1scu551qn of the two preceding chapters. There are
three modes, or 'kinds ', hf synthesis in. Kant'é Ana]ytic; jthe‘
intellectual synthes1s, the transcendentaT synthe51s of" (’product1ve .
‘“figurative', puwe_ B151-52) 1maglnat1on, and the reproduct1ve
synthesis of empiricaT imaginat1on P. Strawson has 'no faith',
synthes1s at a11, in fact, he d1scards the 'story' of synthes15awh1ch '
he ca]1s 'an essay in transcendenta1 psychology’. 102 - One of Strawson's
) pr1mﬂry motivations for 'by-passing' synthesis is h1s genera] n0t1on
that obJects possess a un1f1ed and enduring spat1q tempora] framework
1ndependent1y of any theory of space and time as forms of 1ntu1t1;n;,
and.1ndependent1y of synthes1z1ng.1O? The independent unity of objects
seems, then “to make poss1b]e se]f-con5c1ousness (which Strawson
1nterprets as empirical consc1ousness and equates with transcendenta]

' un1ty of appercept10n )]04 _
| He1degger S character1zat1on of imagination in the’ Cr1t1gu mer1ts
lment1on as a fourth k1nd of synthes1z1ng act1v1ty Heidegger claims

0. T
‘that imagination is another mode of 1ntu1t10n, 1t is un11ke percept1on

02Strawson PLF. The Bounds of Sense. (London: Methuen & Co.
,'1966), pp. 32, 96- 87, 117. ' .

931b4d., cf. pp. 27, 29, 41,
1044h44. , Pp. 26- 27.
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which needs an object to-be'present to provide an 'aspect'. Imagination
can give itse1f aspects of objects not present. It is a ‘formative
facu]ty' in a dual sense: it produces an imdge dependent indirectly .
-upon receptiVity of intuition;'and it jgng_and provideer(produces) -
'images as a tacu1ty not dependent upon objects of tntuition. The true
essence'of the imagination is its_'at one and the same time' receptivity

)]05 Pure intuition and pure thought,

‘and productivity (spontane1ty
for He1degger “are reduced to transcendenta1 1mag1nat1on which 1is the1r
'formative, root'.1 Further, He1degger states that ~
understand1ng and reason are not free because they have the
character of spontane1ty but because this spontaneity is a
recept1vc spontaneity, i.c. is transcendental 1mag1nat10n 107 -
In summat10n He1degger concludes that transcendenta] 1mag1nat10n is
only possible as the root of transcendence because it 1s noth1ng
other' than pr1mord1a] time (which is pure self-affection orienting,
)108

ob-jectifying, iteeff toward- the 'essent' as 'e—ject'. -1 think it

is clear fron this brief preeehtation of Heidegger's interpretation of
1mag1nat10n 1n the r1t19u that, contrary to the task of c1ar1fy1ng -
1mag1nat1on, He1degger has done such v1olence to the concept as to
‘render it unrecognizable as a Kantian term.

| To return to the discussion of the three 'kinds! of synthesws,

Kant 1nforms us that the reproductlve synthesis “fa11s within the domain,

not of transcendental philosophy, but of psych01ogy" because it 1;

1056 1degger, KPM, pp. 135-36.
198154, pp. 145-46.

1071544, , po 162.

108

Ibid., p. 205 ff.
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subject to laws of association. (B152, A100, A]Z}) As such, references
to the reproductive synthes1s of imagination shall be mere]y 1nc1denta1
i.e. only 1nsofar as I .shall exp11cate 1ts groundlng, thus 1ts
poss1b111ty, in the transcendenta] synthe51s of 1mag1nat1on Th1s

]atter synth951s shall be seen to be spontaneous only if it is cons1dered

as expressive of the "transcendental unity which is thought in the

" categories." (BIS]) The transcendental synthesis of imagination is a’

synthesis of imagination in time in general. Whem we abstract-intuition
in gepera]‘from_conéideration of the s&nfhesis, wé see tﬁitfjts
possibility of unity is that thought in thf pure forms ﬁf-unity, i.e.
categoriss, and, that thusly the categories have apb1icabi]ﬁty to objects

of the. sénses through imagination. Th15 app11cab1]1ty (or, the

“application) is in fact the re]ation deve]oped later by Kant as the

schematism (the procedure of the understanding in its re]at1on to pure
1mag1nat1on in time.) (Cf. A139—40/B]78-79) Time {as the form of inner

sense)\1s determzned by spec1f1c un1fy1ng thought of appearances which

‘we synthes1zed by the 1mag1nat1on Cons1derat1on-qf Just the pure _

synthesis revea]s.its‘re]ation with the categories, thus its unity; a

.relation subsidiary to, and made possible by, the original relation

considered iﬁ abstracto of transcendental synthetic unity of apperception
and time as formal relations of inner ihtuftiqﬁ. o (t.

\Patop says tﬁe text seems to be 'corruﬁt"when Kant.refers to
'se1f—iﬁtuition', or 'cowbination can be'maée intuitab]e onjy éccqrdiné
to relations of time', 'which lie entirely outside the concepts of

understanding, strictly regarded."” (E!]59)]09 It seems to be 'corrupt’

1990, t0n, KME, Vol. 11, p. 403 n.1.

L
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for Paion because hé seems to hsgume that the érigina1 re]atioﬁ s
betueen categor1es and the transcendenta] syntheses in 1mag1nét;on and -
not between pure synthetic appercept1on and formal 1ntu1t1on (t1me),
which is the relation from which we develop the gategor1gs as. pure
concepts of synthqsis. _ |
lB: Intellectual Synthesié
If‘ﬁe'remembér Kant's stricturé'that "only modes of know1ed§e are

either intellectual or sensuous,” (A256/8312 n.} it is manifest that
theé meaning of 'intellectual’ synthesis has been fully antigipated in
the discussion 0f thé formal relation of‘unity of apﬁercéption and
“¥ime in. the jast chapter. What ramains. to bé done is merely the
'summaty formé1 presen£ation before we_cons{der more fully the
problematic issue of this chépte;{ For onée we accept-the Kantian
thesis with which the preceding éhapter was occqbied the p}ob1ematic
issue of synthesis, or. cowb1nat1on, is seen to be neither reprodu¢t1ve
1maginat10n, WhTCh is empirical, nor 1nte11ectua1 synthesis, which ;;

a format expr?ss1on of the or1g1na1 re]at1on between understand1ng and
’sensmb1]1ty, but to be the transcendenta1.synthes1s of imagination.

The '1' is "a merely intellectual fepresentation of spontaneity

of a thinking subject,” (B278) i.e. if is qxpfessivé of an intellectual
(non-sensuous) mode of kno&!edge.' "But it {s owing to thié spdntaneity.
that I ent1t1e myse]f an 1nte]11gence, (8158).i e. I repfesent to
myse1f my act of th1nk1ng. 1 am non- sensuous]y conscious of my se1f—
thought.‘,l represent the combination of the man1f0]d of 1ntu1t10n in
general, when considered in abstracto, as an inte]ﬁe;tua] synthesis,

or the pure apperception. of the unity of 'all possible synthesis of

1ntdition.in general (pure or empirica].) Kant says:



g5

It is this aoperception which must be added to pure imagination,

in order to render its {pure imagination] function intellectual.

For since the synthesis of imagination cornects the manifold only

as it appears in intuition, as, for instance, in the shape of a -

triangle, it is, though exercised dpriori, always itself sensible.

And while concepts, which belong to the understanding, are

brought into play through relation of the manifold to the unity

of apperception, it is only by means of the imagination that they

~'can be brought into relation to sensibTe intuition.. (A124)110

It is only when imagination expresses the transcendental -synthetic

unity of apperception that we entitle it transcendental imagination and -
i{fis precisely through this medium of unity of given intuitions in
time that we are able to say that the categories relate, or determiné

. L. <N A
in specific ways, to objects of sensible intuition. The categories, as
- forms -of thought {or, synonymously, fuhctions of unity) re]éte tp‘
intuition in. general because they-have been systematically- developed
from the original relation of pure unity of‘apperception and time'as
formal intuition. Kant says: ' | ,

" The synthesis or combination of the manifold in them relates only °
to the unity of apperception, and is thereby the ground of the
possibility of apriori knowledge, so far as such knowledge rests
on the understanding. . This synthesis, therefore, is at once

. transcendental and also purely intellectual. (B150)

'wheﬁﬁhﬁ-'think of the categories as mere forms of thought, we are S
! ' . L. . ‘
thinking only of the synthesis of the self-thinking intelligence, -
whereas when we are thinking of the manifold of_given,represéntatipns
synthesized in time, we are thinking the "synthetic unity of the

apperception of the manifold of apriori sensib]é 1ntuitioﬁ,".(8150)

through the categories as determining modes of thought. The former’

thought has an imp1icft reference (and is therefore itself the

trqnscéndenta] condition) to indeterminate empirical intuition, while

]10Cf._£[jtigue, Miller, p. 114, for a clearer translation of the
last sentence. , . . ' .

»
~
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the iatten thought exp]ic1t1y refers tq,some given, thehefore determined,

empirical intuition. Thus, Kant is able to state that

the empirical is on]y the condition of the app11cat10n or of‘
employment of the pure 1nte11ectua1 faculty (B423 . )

the

Because.we can say, then, that the g1ven emptrtca1 intuitions are
determined in time lactua]]y, in inner sense whose form ts time)
,according to speeifiC‘modes ot thinking, we canlaTso say that the ,
categdries are epp]icah1e to objects of our senses and confirm their
deduction.' o | ! . |
7 ‘Ct The Dependence of Imagination

‘Reproductive synthesiélhavinp been ‘dismissed es incdnsequéntia]'
to the probTemat1c of the preeent d1scu5510n and intellegtual synthesis
having been shown to be express1ve of pure self-thought (or, pure
" intellectual funct1on1ng), we may now turn to elucidation of the role
"of the transcendental eynthesis of imagination in Kant's Ana]}ticy._Ij
have'aTready distinguished thé‘pure synthesis in imagination frpm the'
ihte]?ectuei synthesis by the previous discussion'” hhat remains=to'be'
done is. to further d1st1ngu15h them by outlining the funct1on and
significance of the transcendenta] synthesis of  imagination in order more.
c1ear1y to sea 1ts nature in contradistinction from the 1ntb11ectua1
synthesis. The full s1gn1f1cance of the function of the transcendenta]
synthe51s of 1mag1nat1on is not rea11zed unt11 the Schematism and the
Pr1nc1p1es are anaTyzed But such a task is beyord the scope of this
thes1s, for 1ts more modest aim. concern1ng imagination is mere]y’tO'
‘shou its dependence upon, and 1ts d15t1nct1on from, the transcendenta]
synthet1c unTty of appercept1on and 1ts principle of synthet1c unlty
It 15 in the Schemat1sm and- Pr1nc1p1es that we see that the rules and

laws of the functioning o the transcendental synthetic unity of

{



apperception, exphessed through the catebonﬁes, are operative‘as
conditions of speciftc empirica] tntuitions We are here concehned only
with the poss1b111ty of such spec1f1cat1on spec1f1cat1on which -is made
poss1b1e because the pure synthesis in 1mag1nat10n in time in genera]

is ‘brought to concepts', L.e. is determined as a‘unity.

Two things must be kept in mind throughout the discussion of the
thanscendenta] synthesis of imagination' The first is Kant's exp]anatton
of what Trdhscendenta] Log1c teaches , viz, "how we bring to concepts
[un1ty} not representat1ons but the pure synthe51s of representations.”
(A78/8104) He continues the above statement by saytng that what must

<

necessarily be preeent for the pose1b111ty of apriori knowledge of ,

obJects is the givenness of the man1f01d of pure 1ntu1t1on: the

synthes1s of this man1f01d by 1mag1nat10n and the categories which give -
unity to this synthes1s; ‘The second point to be kept in mind s that

| it is in recognitjon of the categohies as the source of unity of the'
synthesis in ihaginatipn\wherehy they (the.categories) are justified,

-that the imagination isrhoth distinguished-from the intellectual

.synthesis and seen to be a non-detetmining'agttvity (excent.insofar as

it expresses the spontaneity.of the- or1gina1 unity of appercept1on )

.Th1s Tast point is conf1rmed by Kant's statements concern1ng 1mag1nat1on
_ds the ‘b11nd' funct1on of the soul. (A78/B103) Imagination, con51dered
in this 1atter1y manner, 15 exp11c1t1y seen to be a funct1on more easily

associable with 1ntu1t1on than with thought, especially when we
remember the oft-hepeated Kantian phrase, "intuitions without concepts
are biind." (AS]YB?S)'?Imagination and intuition are 'b1ind' functions
when considered as distinct from conceptual unity. ST

Much emphasis can<be accorded imagination and.its synthesis if

. statements are quoted from Kant concerning imagination as the third
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original subjective source; or as a fundamental faculty of thé soul

ora_more'especially, as the mediator between understanding and

_sensibi1ity[ An entreme exampfe of the 1etter'can be found in G.

Schrader's article, wheregn he states-
Kant's doctr1ne of 1mag1nat1on plays an 1mportant role 1in his -
epistemology and on the subjective side serves ‘to bridge the gap
between intujtion and conception. In fact, understanding itself
may be viewed as a function of imagination operative at the
conscious level and in accordance with explicitly formu]ated
rules and Tavs. nmo. .

Schrader further states that imaéination is "as imnressionab1e_as an

adolescent girl, but has -all the cunning of a Socrates."]12

Imagination is.-a subjective ' source' of know]nge but bear in

m1nd Kant s qua11f1cat1on of th1s statement as, for example, in A94 g5.

By 011glna1 source', he means capac1t1es,0r faculties of the soul’,

and he does not mean merely to indicate some kind of potentiality of

the mind but‘aCtuai activittes or fundtionings of the human mind, or

soul. There is no need to contest th1s c1a1m on the part of 1mag1nat10n,

it is an original subJect1ve source, or funct1on SOf the mind as. is
V4

K
intuition. But of the three. original subjective sources, anly pure”

apperception has obJect1ve validity as-the ground of knowing, therefore

' see1ng » what is g1ven in. 1ntu1t1on and synthesized by 1mag1nat1on

(Cf., for example, A122, 8137 B139) Both 1ntu1t10n and 1mag1nat1on

»

‘are mere]y subjective sources of know]edge unless we can bring the

synthesis of intuition to conceptual unity. This is a consequence which )

heans apparception is more than 'subjective', it is also the
_ f _ , . 0, .

'TI]Schrader, G;, "Kant's Theory of Concepts" Kant-Studien, Band

49 (1957/1958),_ph 274.

V21534, , p. 276.
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‘possibiTity of objective knowledge which  means it is the ground of.the
re1at1on of understand1ng, or know1ng, obJects of the senses. |

Actually, subJect1ve is used ambiguously by Kant and he relies
upan the context to provide the”meaning he is'stressiﬁb. Apperception,
intuition, and #paginatﬁOh ere 'subjective’ in thefsense that they are
the functions, or capacities,: of the‘huﬁqn mind. fMefely subjective’',
or tsubjeét{ve' in a sense distinguished from'the tormer,'indicates
an activity, or reception of intuitioh which has‘no‘necessiti, i.e. is
not obJect1ve1y valid. ‘Even appercept10n, as emp1r1ca1 consc1ousness
(or inner sense) (A107/8140) is 'merely subaect1ve . dependent upon
pay’ na] c1rcumstantes and doas not prov1de a bas1: for an obgect1ve
‘re1at10n between thought and intuition. It 1s=1n-both senses that
imagination s subjective.- “And pven though we may consider time: and
space as' s1ngu1ar repreeentat1ons of 1ntu1t1ons, the1r s1ngu1ar1ty, wh1ch
“Kant characterizes as -

*

the purest objective unIty, \namely, that of the apriori concepts
(space and time},} is only possible through relation .of the

intuition to such unity of consciousness %transeendenta? appercept1o:]
(A107) _

It s not poss1b1e to mean1ngfu1t” state that space and, especially,
tTme have “more' obJectwve mean1ng than imagination does but that in
effect is what Kant does indicate in the or1gtga1 relation between time
as formal intuition and unity of apperception. Imagination, on the
other hand, is 'transcendental“'(or possibility of objectivity) only

-when vie recogn1ze funct1ons of un1ty in its synthes1s, as a 'faculty'

- it has no ob3ect1ve meani k L o

The alleged role of imagination as the mediator, or med1at1ng

facu]ty, between understand1ng and 1ntu1t1on 15, I contend, a m1sunder-

standing of Kant. It 1s a misunderstanding-found, for examp]e, in both

.
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Paton and Caird. The mieinterpretation in both cases seems to .be -
founded in the belief that 1mag1nat10n has itself a power of synthetic
unifying 'in accordance w1th the transcendental’ Enity of appercept1on
The difference betueen Caxrd and Paton is that the former belleves it

to be an unconsc1ous unifying and Paton assoc1ates it with the
consc1ousness of thé synthet1c unity of apperception but on a 19592
]eve] dea11ng with emp1r1caT intuitions. 13 I suggest that the
m1sunderstand1ng results from confusing 'synthesis', uh1ch 1mp]1c1t1y
includes the synthetic un1ty of apperception, and success1ve
apprehens1on’ which may resu]t in an aggregate of intuitions or a-

14, A 'misunderstanding’ , Or rad1ca] re—

‘rhapsody of pﬂrcention"‘
1nterpretat10n, of another sort is prom1nent in Kemp Smith As we saw:
in the first chapter of this thesis, he equates synthesis with the
‘creative' imagination which is _presupposed by the discursive act1v1t1es
of the understand1ng “According. to Kemp Smith, the: productive | ‘
1mag1nat1on, ds a non-conscious activity,-'comp1etes' ﬁtseﬁf before
consciousness, and pre- cond1t1ons consciousness (as its generating'

condition. )115

In add1t1on, Kemp Sm1thtsays that because of
imagination's synthetic actiVities, it 'seems’ to-be thefcdmmon root,
the mediator, between understand1ng and senéqb111ty He. And, probab]y
‘based on his constant reference to both Kemp Sm1th and Paton, Ew1ng

states emphat1ca11y .”Note that it is not-time itself but the schema

Maird, of. e.q. Vol. I, pp. 353, 367, 390-92, Paton, KME,
Vol. I, pp 354 0.3, 354 368.69 " 13- 755 Vol. I, p. 227.

Meritique; cf. A156/B195, A162-63/8203-04, A201/8246.
T*SKemp Smith, pp. 51, 273, 277.

W61hid., pp. 77, 265.
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which is the mediatorl“]]7

I maintain that it is time as formal relations of 1ntu1t1on
wh1ch 'mediates’ between understand1ng and 1ntu1t10ns and which is
"homogeneous " with unity of ‘thought and with given 1ntu1t10ns or
perceptions. Because of the or1g1na1 relation which is what Kant means -
by intellectual synthes1s or the pure se1f-thought of 1ntu1t1on in
genera] in t1me as forma] 1ntu1t1on, expressed through the categor1es,
the pure synthes1s in 1mag1nat1on in t1me has meaning because it is
- determinable as un1ty and is _xgresse by the categpr1es. The
téanstendeﬁta} sjnthesis of imagination éxpfesses no more Ehan the. unity-
of thought in time (or, the pure appe}ception of synthetic unity of ,
sensible intuitions in time.) Sut this topic is befter summarized after
a more deve1oped_exp]anation of the transcendental Synthesis of. .
imagination, | |

D: The Uhity of the Transcendental
Synthesis of Imagination. -

We are not concerned herein with.il1ustratioh of the synthesis

. of the expérience-wherein-we encounter (A§4) the cafegorieé'as functions,
or forms, of thought, 5. e. with their mere]y subjective deduct1on,_
rather we are interested only in the' objective ground of the
‘transcendental synthesis of imagination. As such, the discussions of
apprehension and'reproduction are'irre]evant to present purposes. In.

the F1rst Ed1t1on Deduction,’ Kant 1ntroduced the obJect1ve unity of
appercept1on after the discussion of spec1f1c syntheses in imagination,

viz. under the subt1t]e concerning recogn1t1on In the Second Edition

N ing, p. 145.
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he grounds the syntheses in imagtnation by firstly defining

Deduction,
combinatiqn or.synthesis in general, aS-an act of the.spontaneity of
the pure un erstanding. (B129-30) This definition is also present 1n

~ the F1rst Edition Deduct1on wherein spontaneity is descr1bed as the

_ ground of a threefo]d synthes1s " (A97) The Second Ed1t1on cont1nues
in the attempt to remove the obscur1t1es of the flrst by fo]]ow1ng

the definition of‘conb1nat1on, or synthesis in genera] with the
expos1t1on of the obJect1ve unity of se1f—consc1ousness when Kant does
_1ntroduce the'syntheses of 1mag1nat1on he does so to show how the «
categor1es re]ate to sens1b1e obJects in general; their 3ust1f1cat10n
of determ1n1ng 1ntu1t1on in genera] through the unity of-the transcend-
ental synthe51s of 1magtnat1on in time hav1ng already been estab]1shed
~in the transcendental deduct1on (Cf. B159- 60) In SUCh a2 mannér, Kant
is try1ng to make it very clear that the objective synthet1c un1ty of

-appercept1on 1s the condition of any emp1r1ca1 consciousness and of

‘~(b11nd) 1mag]nat10n in genera] Th1s is the fundamenta] intent of the

First Ed1t10n Deduct1on as we1] but as. it d1d not appear to be: un1form]y-

- clear, he'changed the mode of exp051t10n to remove the obSCur1t1es

T
The spontaneity of the pure understanding, under the title, fl .

'productive’, or 'f1gurat1ve s 1maglnat1on comb1nes the manifold of
intuitions 1n inner sense, the form of which s time (Cf. ; for examp1e
8162 n. b 8151 52) The product1ve and 'f1gurat1ve syntheses are’ .
synonymous terms for exp11cat1on of 1mag1nat1oh 1nsofar as ‘it reflects
ai_the spontanelty gf the understand1hé' It-was Kant s manner of

d1st1ngu1sh1ng the eptnor1 combination of pure 1ntu1jqons in time from
}'both the emp1r1ca1 reprbduct1ve synthes1s and from the 1nte1]ectua]

(pure]y,spontaneous) synthesis. Insofar 45 the productlve (or
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" figurative) synthesis ‘aims' at nothing other than’ the necessary upity
in the manifold, i.e. at the original synthetic unity of apperception,
it-is called, or entitled, the transcendental synthesis of imagination,

The precedingtpoint is made at 1east twice in each edition of the

118

Deduction(s) and at least once in the Chapter on, Schemat1smd He can

summarize the point by. say1ng,

the transcendenta] un1ty of the synthes1s of 1mag1nat1on is the :
pure form of atll possible knowledge; and by means of it ali .objects

of possible, exper1ence must be represented apr1or1 (A118, my
emphasis.) -

. A c0nfirmation of this Kantian thesis concerning the dependence
: of the ‘pure syntheéis in imagination upon the'synthetie unity of

-'ﬂope:rept1on is prov1Jed at least once.in the First Ed1t1on and tu1ce'

~

1n the Second Edition of the 'Deduction. Insofar as product1ve

. 1mag1nat1on is directed so]e]y to the synthet1c unity of appercept1on

(1 e. insofar as ve think what character1zes product1ve imagination

kS ¢8s a fuhction or faculty, of know]edge), we represent it as a

spontaneous, or . 1nte1]ectua1 mode of knowledge. It is unity of pure

*~ apperception which 1s fadded’ to the.pure synthesis in imagination “in

order to render its [1mag1nat10@] function intellectual." (A124)]19

It is the synthet1ca1 un1ty of self- consc1ousness which th1nks,
: therefore unifies, the pure synthesis of 1ntu1t1ons, O%, I am consc1ous‘
of un1fy1ng the apr1or1 representat10ns 1n time as form of inner sense.
Sxpthet1c un1ty of appercept1on is the bas1s of the orig1na1 re]at1on

of understanding to the un1ty of 1ntu1t1on, or time as formal intuition

(Cf., for example, B144) whereas the categories as funct1qns of unity

1

118¢ r1t1gue, cf. A118, A123, B151-52, B153, A140/B179.

%pnd cf. critique, B131, B131 n., B164.



{04

are the basis for the unity in the transcendental synthesis of imagination.
{Cf. ATZSZ 8137) Because of the original relation, which is expressible

as -consciousness of self in accordance with the formal relations of time,

" considered in abstracto, the synthesis of all intuitions in time can be
considered apart from the empirical cqnditiong under which they were
'1ntuited As such, ‘the synthesis of theae intuitions is determinable by
| the categories as representat1ve of the or1g1na1 synthet1c unity of

' apperception and we can thus think through 1mag1nat1on the synthet1c

un1ty_of appercept1on of sens1b1e objects. When we begin to d1fferentiate

the difterent kinds of.syhthetic unity operative in the transcendental

__syntheses of imagination in pure‘time, we are anticipating the echemata.‘
t | E: .Summation

The transcendental synthesis of imagination has,.thue, three

sources of s1gn1f1cance The f1ri\\source is sens1b111ty wh1ch "provides’

[P
. .

it with given’ intuitions in time; the second source is .the unity of time
~as formal re]attons within wh1ch_1maginat1on expresse; the funct1ons_of
unity ot pure apperception; and the third source is;,ot course, the
transcendental synthetic. unity of ahperteption'itse1f which is the source
‘of unity and spontaneous compination. we ean see, then, that although .
the First Ed1t1on Deduct10n says that the transcendental funct1on of

: 1mag1nat1on is the med1ator between understand1ng and sens1b111ty,
(A]24) and a1though the Chapter on Schemat1sm says that the transcendental
schema is the 'th1rd thing' homogeneous wwth the category and appearance,
(A]BB/B]??) the real homogeneous, or med1attng, representat1on qs tjme{
represented as torma1 unity of inner intuition.  The transcendental |
-syhthesis-ot‘1magination is, in general, the schema, or specific time-'

determination,‘of the acts of the understanding.jzo Spontaneity‘operative

-

120 1p54., A140/B179, AG65/B693. e
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in-certain ways (representeﬁ'by the ca{egories)'in relation to time is:

expressible as the schematism (or, ordering) of the transcendental ) '

121

synthesis ‘of imagination. Time" as the 'third thing' or 'medium'

_ , b ,
(mediator) is confirmed in the Principles.where Kant states that there

is only one o - .

-~

whole in wh1ch all -our representat1ons are contained, name]y,
inner sense and its apriori form, time. (A]55/8194)

The transcendental synthesis of imagination is

an action of the understanding bn the sensfb111ty» and is its

first application--and thereby the ground of. all its other

app11cat1ons——to the objects of our p0551b1e intuition. (8152)
-1t is itself the schema of the understand1ng, or synthetic unity of
| pure appercéptiou;'the éategdrieé determining the formal relations of‘
intuitibns_fn time -as specific (or, determinéte) modes of kﬁow]edge of
oEjects 6? our 5enses. (Cf. A139/B178) Imagfpation; then, is'a blind
function, or aptivity;Aqf_the 'soul’ and is atcrgdited wjth.sponfaneous
detérmiping activity on]y'wheq-it is used as a synonymous term fbr the
transcéndental synthetic Unify of apperceptign in its app]icatjon of -
synthetical unity to sensibility in general. |

1

-t

1201h3g., A140/B179, AG65/B693.

21ck Paton, KME, Vol. 1I, p. 73. Cf., also, Kant, Immanuel.
Cr1t1que of Judgment trans1ated by J.H. Bernard (New York and London

Hafner-Publishing Co. ; 1968) . 196-97.

L 4 1
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